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Cole  y.  Cole,  7  Mart.  N.  8.  416 81 
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148.  23  Atl.  1115 458 

y.  Blalsdell,   107  Mass.   234 108 

y.  Brown,  167  Mass.  144,  45  N.  B.  1  896 
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A.  142,  19  N.  E.  224 491 
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240 618 

48L.il  A. 


Continental  Nat.  Bank  y.  Eliot  Nat.  Bank, 

7  Fed.  Rep.  376 118 
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26  N.  B.  1028 664 

Cooke  y.  Husbands,  11  Md.  606 62 
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669 752 

Crippen  y.  Dexter,  18  Gray,  830 137,139 

Crlsler  y.  Garland,  11  Smedes  ft  M.  186.  44 
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ed.  877,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  280..  602 
Cram  y.  Sawyer,  182  111.  448,  24  nT  B.  956 
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789  849 

T.  8tate/8"Lea.'377'.'.'.''.V.'.!;!;;!!!  169 
T.  Zimmerman,  91  Hun,  489,  36  N. 

Y.  Supp.  808 610 
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157.  60  Am.  Rep.  437,  12  N.  E. 
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762 886 

Dyson  y.  Simmons,  48  Md.  214 67 
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BUta  y.  Albany  City  F.  Ina  Co.  50  N.  Y. 
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Farrell  y.  Derby,  58  Conn.  234,  7  L.  B.  A. 
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68  Miss.  380,  56  Am.  Rep.  809  250 
Low  y.  Schaffer,  24  Or.  239,  38  Pac.  678. .  834 
Luehrman  y.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Dist. 

2  Lea,  438 169 

Luen  y.  Wiison.  85  Ky.  503,  8  S.  W.  911..  540 
Luther  y.   Borden,  7   How.   1,  12  L.    ed. 

581 656,  827 

Lybe's  Appeal,  106  Pa.  626,  51  Am.  Rep. 

542 749 

Lyford  y.  North  Pacific  C.  R.  Co.  92  Cal. 

95,  28  Pac.  103 165 

Lynch  y.  Durfee.  101  Mich.  171,  24  L.  R. 

A.  793,  59  N.  W.  409 411 

T.  New  York,  76  N.  Y.  60,  32  Am. 

Rep.  271 731 

y.  Rosenthal,  144  Ind.  86,  31  L.  R. 

A.  835,  42  N.  B.  1103 782 

Lynchburg  &  R.  Street  R.  Co.  y.  Dameron, 

05  Va.  545,  28  S.  B.  951 332 

Lyndo  y.  Lrnde,  54  N.  J.  Bq.  473,  35  Atl. 

641 682,  684 

Lyng  y.  Michigan,  135  U.  S.  161,  34  L.  ed. 

150.  3  Inters.  Com.   Rep.  148, 

10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  725 420 

Lynn  y.  Alien,  145  Ind.  584.  33  L.  R.  A. 

779,   44   N.    B.   646 411 

Lynn  Worklngmen's  Aid   Asso.    y.    Lynn, 

136   Mass.    288 552 

48  L.  R.  A. 


Lyon  ▼.  Flshmongert*  Co.  L.  B.  1  App. 

Cas.  662 .:.   727 

▼.  Qreen  Bay  ft  M.  B.  Co.  42  Wis. 

688 247 


M. 

McAbe  T.  Thompson.  27  Minn.  184,  6  N. 

W.  479 156 

McAllister  y.  New  Bugland  Mut.   L.  Ins. 

Co.  101  Massw  558,  8  Am.  Bep. 

404 :.   512 

McAnnulty  y.  McAnnulty,  120  111.  26,  11 

N.  B.    397 662 

McArthur  y.  Scott,  113  U.  8.  840,  28  L.  ed. 

1015,  6  Sup.  Ct.   Kep.  652 812 

McBride  y.  Porter,  17  Iowa,  203 Sry.} 

McCan's  Succession,  48  La.  Ann.  157,  19 

So.  220 81 

Mccarty  y.  Bood  Hotel  Co.  144  Mo.  397, 

46  S.  W.  172 40« 

McCluskey  y.  Webb,  4  Bob.  (La.)  204....     81 
McConnei  y.    Klbbe,   43   111.    18,   92    Am. 

Dec.  03 200 

McCormick  y.   Washington  Twp.  112  Pa. 

185.   4   Atl.   164 45H 

McCuIloch  y.  Maryland,  4  Wheat.  816,  4 

L.   ed.   579 792 

McDermott  y.  Pacific  B.  Co.  80  Mo.  115 

404.  407 

McDonald  y.  Boss-Lewin,  29  Hun,  87 367 

y.  Smalley,  1  Pet.  620,  7  L.  ed.  287  734 
McDonogh's  Will  Case,  8  La.  Ann.  247... 82,  83 
M'Bimoyle  y.   Cohen,  18  Pet  312.   10  L. 

ed.  177  629,  684,  685 

McGan  y.  Marshall,  7  Humph.  127 142 

McGowan  y.  St.  Louis  &  I.  M.  B.  Co.  61 

Mo.  528 405,  407 

McHugh  y.  McCole,  97  Wis.  166,  40  L.  B. 

A.  724,  72  N.  W.  681 101 

Melnerney  y.  Delaware  &  H.  C.  Co.  151 

N.  Y.  411,  45  N.  B.  848 

676,   677,  678 

McKee  y.  People,  82  N.  Y.  239 895 

McKenna,  Bx  parte,  126  Cal.  429,  58  Pac. 

916 782 

McKnight  y.  Walsh.  28  N.  J.  Bq.  136 812 

McLouth  y.  Hunt.  154  N.  Y.  179.  39  L.  B. 

A.  230,  48  N.  B.  548 129,   180 

McMaster  y.   Illinois  C.   B.   Co.  65   Miss. 

264.  4  So.  69 408 

McNeely  y.  Laogan,  22  Ohio  St.  32 834 

McNeill  y.  Carter,  67  Ark.  579,  22  S.  W. 

94   835,  339 

Macon  y.  Bast  Tennessee,  Y.  &  G.  B.  Co. 

82  Ga.  601,  9  S.  B.  1127 165 

McYey  y.  Johnson,  75  Iowa,    165,  39  N. 

W.  249  S.'S8 

Macy  y.  Indianapolis.  17  Ind.  267 711 

Mahomer  y.  Hooe,  9  Smedes  ft  M.  247....   141 
Mala  y.  Bastem  State  Hospital  Directors, 

97  Va.  507,  34  8.  B.  617. ...... .    333 

Maine  y.  Grand  Trunk  B.  Co.  142  U.   S. 

217.  35  L.    ed.  094,    3  Inters. 

Com.  Bep.  807.  12  Sup.  Ct  Bep. 

121 794 

Main  Street  Re.  87  Pa.  590.  20  Atl.  711..  276 

Makepeace  v.  Worden.  1  N.  H.  16 104 

Mann  y.  White  Riyer  Log  ft  Booming  Co. 

46  Mich.  38.  41  Am.  Bep.  141, 

8  N.  W.  560 52 

Marcy  y.  Oswego  Twp.  92  U.  8.  637.  23 

L.  ed.  748 788 

Marion  County  Comrs.  y.  Harvey  County 

Comrs.  26  Kan.  181 788 

y.  Winkley,  29  Kan.  40 660 

Marr  y.  Western  IJ.  Teleg.  Co.  85  Tenn. 

529,  8  S.  W.  496 170 

Marsh  y.   Bellew,  45  Wis.   36 840 

Marsliall  y.  Baltimore  ft  C.  B.  Co.  16  How. 

315,  14  L.  ed.  063 298 

y.  Hoiloway,  2  Swanst  432 784 

Martin  y.  Perkins.  56  Miss.  204 135.  143 

y.  Simpson.  6  Allen.  102 279 

Martindale  v.  Palmer.  62  Ind.  411 614 

Marye  y.  Baltimore  ft  O.  B.  Co.  127  U.  S. 

117,  32  L.  ed.  94,    8  Sup.  Ct 

Bep.  1087 794,  706 

Mason  y.  Shawneetown,  77  111.  688 829 

Massachusetts  y.   Western  U.  Teleg.   Co. 

141  U.  S.  40,  35  L.  ed.  628,  11 

Sup.  Ct  Rep.  889 794 

Massachusetts   General   Hospital   y.   Som- 

eryille,  101  Mass.  826.650,  662,  563 
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Hasten  r.  Madison  County  Mat.  Ins.  Co. 

11  Barb.  624 612 

Mastln  T.  Sloan.  98  Mo.  262.  11  8.  W.  668.  612 

Masoiy  y.  South  worth,  9  Ohio  St  861 166 

Mather  ▼.  Ottawa,  114  IlL  669,  3  N.  E.  216  232 
Mathurln  t.  Llvaudals.  6  Mart.  N.  S.  303  81 
Mayberry  v.  Chicago,  B.  I.  &  P.  B.  Co.  76 

Mo.  402 898 

Mayes  t.  Chicago,    R.  I.  ft   P.  R.  Co.    63 

Iowa,  662,  14  N.  W.  340,  19  N. 

W.  680   74 

Maynard  t.  HIU,  126  U.  S.  190,  81  L.  ed. 

664,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  723 492 

T.  Johnson,  2  Kev.  26 309 

Mayo  T.  Washlnfi^on  Comrs.  122  N.  C.  6, 

40  L.  B.  A.  163.  29  S.  B.  343..  446 

Meacham  ▼.  Dow,  32  Vt  721 843 

Mead  t.  Mitchell,  17  N.  T.  210,  72  Am. 

Dec.  466 812 

Mechanics*  Bank  v.  Kansas,  78  Mo.  666..  699 
Mcgulre  ▼.  Corwlne.  101  U.  S.  108,  26  L. 

ed.  899  848 

Mellor  T.  Merchants*  Mfg.  Co.  160  Mass. 

362,  6  L.  R.  A.  792,  23  N.  B. 

100 632 

Melon  Street,  Re,  182  Pa.  397,  38  L.  R.  A. 

276.  38  Atl.  482 274.  276,  276 

Memphis  t.  Memphis  Water  Co.,  6  Helsk. 

629   170,  171 

Menkens  t.  Blumenthal,  27  Mo.  198... 834,  836 
Mens  ▼.  Beebe,  102  Wis.  842,  78  N.  W.  601  868 
Merchants*  Despatch  Transp.  Co.  ▼.  Bloch 

Bros.,  86    Tenn.  392,    6  S.  W. 

881' 170 

Merchants*  Nat.  Bank  t.  Goodman,  109  Pa. 

428,  58  Am.   Rep.   728,  2  AtL 

687  686 

Merrtfleld  t.  Worcester,  110  Mass.  216,  14 

Am.  Rep.  692.... 710.  720,  i21,  731 

Merrill  y.  Emery,  10  Pick.  611 63 

Messenger  y.  Fourth  Nat  Bank,  48  How. 

Pr.  642  437 

Messmore  y.  Stone,  6  Ky.  L.  Rep.  696....     49 

Metealf  y.  Weld.  14  Gray.  211 746 

Methodist  Church  y.  Remington,  1  Watts, 

224,  26  Am.  Rep.  61 101 

Metropolitan  Nat  Bank  y.  Jones,  137  111. 

634,  12  L.  R.  A.  492,  27  N.  E. 

633  666 

Metsger  y.  Schults.  16  Ind.  App.  454,  43 

N.  E.  886.  46  N.  E.  619 160 

Menz  y.  Anthony,  11  Ark.  411,  62  Am. 

Dec.  274 335 

Meyer  y.  Beayer,  9  S.  D.  168,  68  N.  W. 

310 166 

T.  Hope,  100  Wis.  123,  77  N.  W. 

720  834,  836 

T.  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  73  N. 

Y.  516,  29  Am.  Rep.  200 430 

T.  School  Diet  No.  31,  4  S.  D.  420, 

57  N.  W.  68 787 

Meyers  y.  Baker,  120  III.  567,  60  Am.  Rep. 

580,  12  N.  E.  79 264 

Michael  y.  St  Louis,  112  Mo.  610,  20  S. 

W.  666 610.  612 

Michigan  Insurance  Bank  y.  Eldred,   130 

V.   S.   693,   82    L.   ed.   1080,  9 

Sup.  Ct  Reo.  690 620 

Mlchon*s  Succession,  30  La.  Ann.  217 81 

MldUnd  R.  Co.  y.  Fliher,  125  Ind.  19.  8 

L.   R.   A.   604«    24   N.     E.     756 

48,  164.  166 

Miles  T.   Bradford,  22  Md.    170.  85  Am. 

Dec.    643    655 

Miller  T.  Baynard,  2  Honst  (Del.)  669,  88 

Am.   Dec.   168 349 

y.   Dnrls,  50  Mo.   572 388 

y.  Gable,  2  Denlo.  492 861,  862 

y.  Johnson  (Ky.)  15  L.  R.  A.  524..  656 
y.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  360, 

19  S.  W.  68 406 

y.  Mulford,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  661 689 

y.  School  Dlst  No.  3  (Wyo.)  39  Pac. 

879  788 

Minikln  y.  Welliyor,*  37  Ohio  St.  *4e6* '.  \  \ .'  .*  737 
Mllllngton  y.  HUU  47  Ark.  309,  1  S.   W. 

547 835 

Mills  T.  Gleason,  11  Wis.  470,  78  Am.  Dec. 

721 614 

y.  Mills.  40  N.  Y.  648,  100  Am.  Dec. 

535  845 

y.  Scott.  99  U.  S.  25,  25  L.  ed.  294  635 
Mllltown  y.  Stewart,  8  Sim.  371,  Ard  In 

8  Myl.  &  C.  18 847 

Milne  y.  Milne,  17  La.  46 82.83.84 

48  L.  R.  A.  S 


Milwaukee  Harvester  Co.  y.  Teasdale,  91 

Wis.  59.  64  N.  W.  422 858 

Minnesota  y.  Barber,  136  U.  S.  313,  34  L. 

ed.    455.    3    inters.    Com.    Rep. 

185,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  862 779 

Mlnot  y.  Pr4>scott.  14  Mas«.  496 583 

Misaissippi  V.  JoLnfioQ,  4  Wall.  475,  18  L. 

ed.  437 828 

Missouri  P.  ii.  Co,  v.  Baiwr,  42  Neb.  793. 

60  N.  W.  1Q44 74 

Mitchell  y.  liubbe^r  lieclaimlng  Co.  (N.  J. 

%j  37  Am.  ^  Etig.  Corp.  Cas. 

42,  24  Ati.  407 734 

y.  Smith  iU,  UJ  80  N.  W.  1077....  789 
Mobile  County  t.  KlmbdJi,  102  U.  S.  691, 

2G    U    ed-    £3S 493 

Moers  v.  Rending.  21  Fa.  202 173 

Mohr  y.  Bo^ion  k  A.  K.  Cn.  106  Mass.  67 

63,54 

Montgomery  v.  Philadelphia  City  Pass.  R. 

Co.  136  Pa.  90,  9  L.  R.  A.  369, 

20  Atl.  399 627 

Moon  y.  Durden,  2  Ezch.  21 288 

y.   Richmond  &  A.   R.   Co.,  78  Va. 

745.   49  Am.    Rop.   401 407 

Moore  y.  Bowman,  47  N.  H.  494 844 

y.  Illinois,  14  How.  13,  14  L.  ed.  806  164 
y.   Metropolitan  Nat   Bank,  66  N. 

Y.  41.   14  Am.  Rep.   173 67 

y.  Missouri.  159  U.  S.  673,  40  L.  ed. 

301.  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  179....  396 
y.  Wabash.  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  85 

Mo.   588   406 

y.  Wllklns.  10  N.  H.  462 792 

y.  Willamette  Transp.  &  Locks  Co., 

7   Or.   355    192 

Moores  y.    Bricklayers*    Union  No.  1.    23 

Ohio  L.  J.  48,  Ard  In  31  Ohio 

L.    J.    208    216 

Moorman  y.  Quick,  20  Ind.  67 156 

Moose  y.  Carson,  104  N.  C.  431,  7  L.  R.  A. 

548.  10  S.  B.  689.... 449.  451,  452 
Morsn  y.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.,  134  Mo. 

641,  33  L.  R.  A.  756,  36  S.  W. 

659   294 

Morewood  Ayenue,  Re,  159  Pa.  20.  28  Atl. 

123    274.275,276 

Morgan  y.  Bishop,  61  Wis.  407,  21  N.  W. 

263  883 

y.  Dnnbury,  67  Conn.  484,  36  Atl. 

499 703 

y.  Parham,  16  Wall.  471.  21  L.  ed. 

303 793 

Morgan  Park  y.  Wlswall,  156  111.  262,  40 

N.   E.   611   330 

Morgan's  L.  &  T.  R.  &  S.  S.  Co.  y.  Louisi- 
ana Bd.  of  Health,  118  U.   S. 

455.  80  L.  ed.  237.  6  Sup.  Ct. 

Rep.  1114 656 

MorHll  y.  Moulton.  40  Vt  242. 775 

Morris  y.  Columbus,  102  Ga.  792,  42  L.  R. 

A.  175.  80  S.  E.  850,  66  Am.  St 

Rep.   243    446 

y.  Taylor.  31  Or.  62.  49  Pac.  660..  787 

y.  Tuthlll,  72  N.  Y.  575 734 

Morris  &  E.  R.  Co.  y.  Prudden,  20  N.  J. 

Eq.    531    721 

Morrison  y.  Morrison.  49  N.  H.  69 770 

y.  Seybold.  92  Ind.  298 235 

Morse  y.  West  Port.  110  Mo.  609.  19  8. 

W.   831    288.  284 

y.  Worcester.  139  Mass.  389.  2  N. 

E.   694    731 

Mortimer  y.  Bell.  L.  R.  1  Ch.  10,  6  Am. 

L.   Reg.   N.   S.   310 349 

Moses  y.  St.  Louis  Sectional  Dock  Co.,  84 

Mo.  242    608 

Mount  Hermon  Boys'  School  y.  Gill,  145 

Mass.  139.  13  N.  E.  .'^54..  549.553 
Mount  Zlon  Baptist  Church  y.  Whltmore. 

83  Iowa.  138.  13  L.  R.  A.  198. 

49   N.    W.    81 861.  862 

Mugler  y.  Kansas.  123  U.  S.  661.  31  L.  ed. 

205,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  273. ..  .420.  779 
Mnhler  y.  Hodekin,  119  Ind.  482,  20  N.  E. 

700 829 

Mullaly  y.  People.  86  N.  Y.  365.  40  L.  R. 

A.  510.  note 96 

Mullen  y.  St.  John,  57  N.  Y.  667.  15  Am. 

Rep.  530 169 

Mulligan  y.  Jordan.  50  N.  J.  Eq.  363.  24 

Atl.  543   56 

Munn  y.  Rurch.  25  III.  35 566 

y.  Illinois.  94  U.  S.  113.  24  L.  ed. 

77   673 
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Monot  T.  Soathern  P.  Co.,  2  U.  S.  App. 

222.  M  Fed.  Rep.  188,  2  C.  C. 

A.  i68 682 

Uurphj  T.  Briggi,  89  N.  Y.  451 67 

Y.  Com.  172  Mass.  264,  48  L.  B.  A. 

154,  52  N.  B.  506 894.  896 

V.  East  Portland,  42  Fed.  Rep.  808  829 
Murray  t.  St.  Louis,  C.  &  W.  R.  Co.  98 

Mo.  573,  6  L.  R.  A.  735,  12  S. 

W.  252   406 

Muskegon  Booniiug    Co.  t.  Underhlll,    43 

Mich.  629,  6  N.  W.  1073 52 

Mutter  T.  Eastern  &  M.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  88 

Ch.  DlY.  92 784 


Ifational  Bank  t.  Furtick,  2  Mary.  (DeU 

85,  44  L.  R.  A.  116,  42  AtL  479  464 
T.   Indiami  Bks.   Co.   114   lU.  488, 

2  N.  B.  401 666 

T.  Whitney,  103  U.  S.  99,  26  L.  ed. 

448  110,  111,  112,  118 

National     Bank     of     the     Metropolis     ▼. 

Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  159 849 

National  Steam  Nav.  Co.  ▼.  Dyer,  105  U. 

S.  24,  26  L.  ed.  1001 .'.     40 

Naylor  t.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  88 

Fed.   Rep.  801   408 

Nestor  ▼.  Continental  Brewing  Co.  24  L. 

R.    A.   247 864 

Neves  t.  Scott,  9  How.  196,  18  L.  ed.  102, 

18  How.  268,  14  L.  ed.  140....  664 
Newark    Aqueduct    Board  ▼.    Passaic,  46 

N.  J.  Eq.  893,  18  Atl.  106....  721 
Newburg  Petroleum  Co.  ▼.  Weare,  44  Ohio 

St.   604,   9  N.   E.   845 165 

New  England  Hospital  for  Women  &  Chil- 
dren V.  Boston,  113  Mass.  518.  558 
New  England  Iron  Co.  t.  Gilbert  (Metro- 
politan) Eley.  R.  Co.  91  N.  Y. 

153    688,  689 

New  Era  Life  Asso.  ▼.  Rosslter,  132  Pa. 

314,  19  Atl.  140 867 

Newgass  t.  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  64 

Ark.  140,  15  8.  W.  188 246 

Newhall  t.  Vargas,  18  Me.  93,  29  Am.  Dec. 

489 63 

New  Haven  ▼.  Sargent,  88  Conn.  53,  d  Am. 

Rep.   360    . .  497 

New  Home  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Fletchor, 

44  Ark.  139 600,  601 

New  London  Northern  R.  Co.  v.  Boston  & 

A.  R.  Co.  102  Mass.  886 278 

New  Market  v.  Smart,  45  N.  H.  87 101 

Newmeyer  v.  Missouri  &  M.  R.  Co.  52  Mo. 

81,  14  Am.  Ren.  394 612 

New  Orleans  v.  Hardle,  48  La.  Ann.  256, 

9  So.  12  82 

T.  New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  142 

U.  8.  79,  86  L.  ed.  943,  12  Sup. 

Ct.    Rep.    142 495 

v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  171  U.  S.  834, 

43  L.  ed.  186,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 

876 823 

New  Orleans  Nat.  Bkg.  Asso.  ▼.  Wilts,  10 

Fed.    Rep.   330 118 

New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 164  U.  S.  471,  41  L.  ed. 

518,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161.. 827,  829 
New  York  v.  Mlln,  11  Pet.  139,  9  L.  ed. 

662 174 

New  York  &  C.  Grain  Stock  Exchange  v. 

Chicaaro  Bd.  of  Trade,  127  111. 

153.  2  L.   R.  A.  411,  19  N.  E. 

855 674 

New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Rochester, 

127  7^.  Y.  591,  28  N.  E.  416..  423 
New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Lambrlght, 

6  Ohio  C.   C.  483 74 

New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York. 

165  U.  S.  628.  41  L.  ed.  858,  17 

Sup.   Ct.   Rep.   418 165 

Nlblack  7.  Park  Nat.  Bnnk.  160  III.  517, 

30  L.  R.  A.  150,  48  N.  E.  438. .   666 

Nichols  V.  De  Wolf,  1  R.  I.  277 747 

NIcoll  V.  New  York  Sc  E.  R.  Co.  12  N.  Y. 
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Ward  y.  Boyce,  152  N.  Y.  191,  86  L.  R.  A. 

649,  46  N.  B.  180 683 

y.  New  England  Screw  Co.  1  Cliff. 

565,   Fed.    Cas.    No.   17,157 583 

y.  State,  48  Ala.  161,  17  Am.  Rep. 

31 :       95- 

Warren  y.  Barber  Asphalt  Paying  Co.  115 

Mo.  580.  22  S.  W.  49^ 284 

y.  Makely,  86  N.  C.  12 752^ 

Warren   Mills   y.    New  Orleans   Seed   Co. 

65  Miss.  391,  4  So.  298 611 

Warrensburg  ex  rel.  Colbern  y.  Miller,  77 

Mo.  66 599- 

Washer  y.  Bullitt  County,  110  U.  8.  558, 

28  L.  ed.  249,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 

249 493 

Washington  Avenue.  Re,  69  Pa.  862,  8  Am. 

Rep.   256 275 

Washington    Dlst.     Twp.    y.    Thomas,    59 

Iowa,  60,  12  N.  W.  767 53G 

Washington  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  32  Md. 

421,  3  Am.  Rep.  149 512: 

Washington  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Lansden.  172 

U.  S.  634,  43  L.  ed.  543.  19  Sup. 

Ct.   Rep.  296 :.  215- 

Waterloo  Woolen   Mfp.   Co.   v.   Shanahan. 

128  N.  Y.  346.  14  L.  R.  A.  481, 

28   S.   E.   358 829 

Waters  y.  Lllley,  4  Pick.  145,  16  Am.  Dec. 

333 618 

Watklns  y.  Milwaukee,  52  Wis.  08.  8  N. 

W.  828 855. 


CiTATIOirB. 


WataoB  T.  Butcher,  87  Hun,  891 689 

T.  Jones,  18  WalL  679,  20  L.   ed. 

666 861.  862 

T.  Watson,  66  N.  C.  (8  Jones,  Bq.) 

400 817 

WftTerly  y.  Page  (Iowa)  40  L.  B.  A.  465, 

note  ..  . 863.  864 

WaTznan  t.  Torreyson.  4  Ner.  124 809 

Wayne  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  62  Pa. 

849 519 

Weathers  ▼.  Borders,  124  N.  C.  610,  82  8.       ^ 

B    881  442 

Weber  r.  Anderson*  78 'ill' 489*.*.;'.;;!!!;  884 

Webster  y.  Harwlnton.  82  Conn.  131 491 

T.  Morris,  66  Wis.  866.  67  Am.  Reo. 

278,  28  N.  W.  868 682,  688 

Wedderbourn's  Case.  Fost.  C.  L.  22 486 

Weed  y.  Black.  2  MacArth,  268 298 

Wehmer  v.  Fokenga,  67  Neb.  610,  78  N.  ^^^ 

W.  28 862 

Wels  y.  Madison,  76  Ind.  241,  89  Am.  Bep. 

136 711 

Weller  y.  Barnes,  16  Minn.  461,  GIL  876,  ^^^ 

2   Am.   Rep.   160 772 

Wella  y.  Alexander.  130  N.  Y.  642,  16  L. 

R.  A.  218.  29  N.  B.  142 688 

y.   Calnan,   107  Mass.   614.  9   Am. 

Bep.  66 618 

Wesleyan     Academy     y.     WUbrataam,    99 

Mass.  699 649,  668 

West  y.  New  York,  10  Paige.  639 610 

Western  College  of  Homeopathic  Medicine 

▼.  Cleyeland,  12  Ohio  St.  376..  624 
Western  N.  C.  R.  Co.  y.  Deal,  90  N.  C. 

110 246 

Western  Paving  &  Supply  Co.  ▼.  Citlsens' 
Street  R.  Co.  128  Ind.  630.  10 
L.  R.  A.  770.  26  N.  B.  188,  28 

N.    B.    88 46 

Western   Star   Lodge   Case,   38   ha.   Ann. 

620  ..   r 82 

Western  Town-Lot  Co.  y.   Lane,  7  8.   D. 

599,  66  N.  W.  17 789 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  y.  Alabama  State 
Bd.  of  Assessment.  132  U.  S. 
473.  38  L.  ed.  409.  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  726,  10  Sap.  Ct  Rep. 

161  ..  . :.  420 

y.  American  U.  Teleg.  Co.  65  Oa. 

160.  38  Am.   Rep.   781 365 

y.  Atty.  Gen.  of  Massachusetts.  125 
U.  S.  630.  81  L.  ed.  790.  8  Snp. 

Ct.   Rep.  961 794 

y.  James,  162  U.  8.  650,  40  L.  ed. 

1106.  16  Sap.  Ct.  Rep.  934.155.  672 
West  Hartford  y.  Hartford  Water  Comrs. 

44  Conn.  360 702 

Westmoreland  &  C.  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  De 
Witt.  130  Pa.  249.  6  L.  R.  A. 

732.   18  Atl.   725 760 

Weston  y.  Lumley.  33  Ind.  486 192 

Whaalan  y.  Mad  River  A  L.  B.  R.  Co.  8 

Ohio   St.   249 409 

Wheeler  v.  Collier,  Moody  &  M.  123 348 

Wheeler's  Appeal.  46  Conn.  306 492 

Wheeling,  P.  ft  C.  Transp.  Co.  y.  Wheel- 
lug,  99  U.  8.  278.  26  L.  ed.  412  792 

White  y.  Crew.  16  Ga.  416 360 

y.  Northwestern  N.   C.   R,   Co.   113 
N.  C.  612.  22  L.  R.  A.  627.  18 

8.  K.  330 449.  451.  462 

White  Lick  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Friends 
V.  White  Lick  Quarterly  Meet- 
ing of  Friends.  49  Ind.  136....  861 
Whitney.  Re,  153  N.  Y.  259,  47  N.  E.  272  664 
y.   Union  R.  Co.  11  Gray.  359.  71 

Am.   Dec.  716 56 

Whitney   Nat.   Bank   v.   Parker,   41   Fed. 

Rep.  402 611 

Whiton  y.   Whlton.  179  111.  32.  68  N.   B. 

722 663 

Wilcox  y.  Smith.  6  Wend.  232.  21  Am.  Dec. 

213 416 

Wilder  y.  Chicago  ft  W.  M.  R.  Co.  70  Mich. 

382.  38  N.  W.  289 348 

Wlldey  y.  Collier.  7  Md.  273.  61  Am.  Dec 

346 846 

Wilkes  y.  Rogers.  6  Johns.  603 816 

WUklns  y.  Nlcolal,  99  Wis.  178,  74  N.  W. 

103 834,  836 

V.  Young.  144  Ind.  1,  41  N.  B.  68  286 
Wilkinson  v.  Lehind,  2  Pet.  627.  7  L.  ed. 

642 224 

y.  St.  Louis  Sectional  Dock  Co.  102 

Mo.  130.  14  S.  W.  177 608 

Wlllard  y.  Wood.  164  U.  S.  502,  41  L.  ed. 

531.  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  176....  629 
4R  L.  R.  A. 


Williams  v.  ColwelU  IS  Mlic.  SD9,  48  N.     ^ 

Y.  Supp.  720... 411 

y.  Kicgl{^Jiti>u,  17U  U.   S,  304.  42  L. 

ed.  lOiT.  IS  Sup.  Ct.   Rep.  617  503 

y.  Hft»BelU  74  N.  C.  434 817 

y.  MisBtJurl  P.  R.  Co.   T-'^^  Mo.  482, 

18  B-  TV\  10&8..  J86,  388.  389 

y.  8t.  LoiilB  &  S.  F.   r  119  Mo. 

Sia,  24   B.    W.   Tii:.,.. 407 

y.  Batinders,  ^  Coidw,  *>0 

.....  136.  138,  14l>.  141.  142,  146 
Williams  College  v,  WlUldinitowri  Assess- 
ors.   167    Mass,    505,    46   N.    B. 

3^    550,551.668 

Willlamsport  y.  Beck.  128  Pa.  147.  18  Atl. 

329 276 

WilUs  y.  Lowe.  6  Notes  of  Cases,  428.  .663.  665 
Wlllyams  y.  Baltimore.  33  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8. 

461 847,  861 

Wilson  y.  Cleayeland.  30  Cal.  192 189 

y.  Huron  Rd.  of  Bdu.  (S.  D.)  81  N. 

W.  962 787 

y.  Little,  2  N.  Y.  443.  61  Am.  Dec. 

307 110 

y.  Roots.  119  IlL  879.  10  N.  B.  204  663 
y.  Winona  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  37  Minn. 

826.  33  N.  W.  908 74 

Wilton  y.  Weston,  48  Conn.  326 96 

Wlnchell  v.  Hicks,   18  N.  Y.  558 119 

Winchester  y.  Capron,   63   N.    H.   606.   4 

AtL  795 103 

V.   Redmond.  93  Va.  711,  26  8.  B. 

1001 332 

Wlnship  y.  Bnfleld.  42  N.  H.  197 104 

Wlnslow  y.  Bromich.  54  Kan.  300.  38  Pac. 

276 250 

Winter  v.  Thistlewood,  101  111.  450 614 

Wltman  v.  Reading.  169  Pa.  375,  32  Atl. 

676 276 

Witt  y.  St.  Paul  ft  N.  P.  R.  Co.  38  Minn. 

122.  36  N.  W.  862 834 

Wltte  y.  Stlfel.  126  Mo.  303,  28  S.  W.  891  294 
Wollman  v.  Ruehle,  100  Wla  31,  76  N.  W. 

426 884.  836 

V.  Ruehle.  104  Wis.  603.  80  N.  W. 

919 885.  886 

Wood  V,  Locke,  147  Mass.  604.  18  N.  B. 

678 74 

y.McCann,  6  Dana,  866 298,846 

y.  Wood,    7    Misc.    679.    28    N.    Y. 

Supp.  154 685 

y.  Wood.  1  Car.  ft  P.  59 747 

Woodley  V.  Hassell.  94  N.  C.  157 762 

Woodruff  V.  Catlln,  64  Conn.  277,  6  Atl. 

849 402.  496 

y.  New   York   ft   N.   B.    R.   Co.    59 

Conn.  63.  20  Atl.  17 492,  406 

y.  Taylor,  20  VL  66 137 

Woods  V.  Hall,  16  N.  C.  9  (1  Dey.  Bq.) 

411 349 

Woodslde  y.  Wagg,  71  Me.  207 416 

Woodward  y.  Mamhall.  22  Pick.  468 689 

Wooten  V.  House  (l*enn.  Ch.  App.)  36  8. 

W.  932 816 

Worcester  v.  Georgia.  6  Pet  516.  8  L.  ed. 

^gg 828 

Worman  v.  Hagan.  VsMd.*  164. '2i*L.  R. 

A.  716,  27  AU.  616 655,656 

Wormser    v.    Merchants'    Nat.    Bank.    49 

Ark.  117.  4  8.  W.  198.... 335.  889 

Worthlngton  v.  Bullitt,  6  Md.  198 67,68 

y.  Charter  Oak  L.  Ins.  Co.  41  Conn. 

872.   19  Am.    Rep.   495 867 

Wortman  y.  Klelnschmldt,  12  Mont.  816. 

80  Pac.  280 848 

Wren,   Bx   parte,    63   Miss.    512.    66   Am. 

Rep.  825 655 

Wright  V.  Bacheller,  16  Kan.  259 193 

V.  Chicago.  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  19  Neb. 
175,  56  Am.  Rep.  747,  27  N.  W. 

90 454 

y.  Milwaukee  Blectric  R.   ft  Light 
Co.  95  Wis.  36,  36  L.  R.  A,  47, 

69  N.  W.  791 827 

V.  Moore,  88  Ala.  698,  88  Am.  Dec. 

731 716 

y.  Saunders,  65  Barb.  214 108 

y.  Templcton,  132  Mass.  49 648 

WylUe  V.  Palmer.  137  N.  Y.  248.  19  L.  R. 

A.  285.  33  N.  B.  381 675.  677 

Y.- 
Yale University  v.  New  Haven,  71  Conn. 
316,  48  L.   R.  A.  490.  42  Atl. 
87 549.  668 


1M  Cttationb. 


Yaney,  Rz  parte,  124  N.  C.  161.  8^  8.  B. 

Tatet  T.  MUwaukee/ l6'WaiL*497/ 19*l! 

ed.  984 449 

Teilow  RlTer  Iiupror.  Co.  t.  Wood  County, 

81  Wis.  560,  17  L.  a.  A.  92,  61 

N.  W.  1004 827 

ilellowatone   Kit   ?.    Wood,  18  Tex.   CiT. 

App.  688,  48  8.  W.  1068.  .600,  601 
Tick  Wo  ?.  Hopkins,  118  U.  8.  856,  80  L. 

ed.  220,  6  Sap.  Ct  Rep.  1064..  779 
Tordj  T.  Mariball  County,  86  Iowa,  840, 

58   N.   W.   298 468 


York  T.  Uerritt,  77  N.  C.  218. 


Zanone  t.  Mound  City,  108  IlL  652 266 

Zent  V.  Heart.  8  Pa.  ?S7.......... ......  617 

Ziehen  t.  Smith.  148  N.  Y.  658,  42  N.  B. 

1080 •*• 

Zumhro  r.  Pamin,  141  Ind.  480.  40  N.  B.     ^^ 

10867! ^ 


STATUTES  AND  CONSTITUTIONS  CITED,  CONSTRUED,  BTa 


Statutes, 

1  Bdw.  VI.  chap.  14.     Deyiaes  for    procur- 
ing maaaes  void. . . .  101 
18  Bill.  chap.  6.     Fraudulent    and   volun- 
tary   conyeyancea. .     67 

1601,  48  Elis.  chap.  4.      ChariUes 101 

29  Car.  II.  chap.  7.     Closing   pubiie   offices 

on  Sunday 468 

^  Anne,  chap.  14.     Bills  of  exchange.  Toid  846 
1824,  5  Geo.  IV.,  chap.  83.         Arrest      and 

punishment     of     per- 
sons   228 

<42  Geo.  III.  chap.  119.  |  2.    Lottery 782 

1  Vict  chap.  26.     Statute  of  wills 663 

1  ft  2  Vict.  chap.  88.     Arrest  and  punish- 
ment of  persons. . . .  228 
1  ft  2  Vict.  chap.  110,  I  13.     Judgments. . .  887 
15  ft  16  Vict.  chap.  24.      "Lord    St.    Leon-       ^ 

ards'  act" 665 

81  ft  82  Vict.  chap.  52.     Arrest  and  pun- 
ishment of  persons.  223 
32  ft  88  Vict.  chap.  99.     Arrest  and  pun-     ^^ 
ishment  of  persons.  228 
1872,  I  62.     Coal  mines  regulation  act....     75 

United  States. 

Constitution. 

Art.  1,  I  8.     Interstate  commerce 698 

Art.  1.  i  8,  subd.  3.  Power  of  Congress 
to  regulate  com- 
merce   154 

AtL  1.  I  10.  Impairing  obligation  of  con- 
tracts . 495,  598 

Art  1,  I  10,  cl.  2.     Duties  on  imports  or 

exports 600 

Art  4,  I  1.     Full  faitli  and  credit  to  be 

given 138.  688 

Art  4,  I  2.     Privileges  and  immunities  of 

cltisens 598 

Amend.  1.  Prohibiting  religious  estab- 
lishment   101 

Amend.     4.     Unreasonable    searches    and 

seisures 228 

Amend  8.  Cruel  and  unusual  punish- 
ments  223 

Amend.  14.  Equal  protection  of  law.... 
....  114,232.342, 
896,495.595,698 

Amend.  14.  f  1.    Due  process  of  law 

598,  742,  778 

Treaties. 

1850.  Between   the     United    States    and 

Swiss  Republic. .....     88 

Statutes. 

1851,  March  8,  |  8.     Limited  liability  of 

owners  of  vessels. .     36 

1863,  I  86.     National  banking  act 109 

1864.  June  8.  i  35.     National  banking  act  109 
1884,  June   26,    |    18.     Liability    of   ship- 
owner      37 

1886,  June  19,  |  4.     Liability  extended  to 

sll  vessels 87 

18A7,  March  3.     Suit  against  receivers....  380 

1892,  July  29.  Preservstlon  of  public 
peaoe  In  District  of 
Columbia 222 

48L.  R.A. 


1898,  June  18.     Raising  revenue  to  meet 

war  expenditures. . .  806 

1898,  July  8.  Preservation  of  public  peace 
in  District  of  Col- 
umbia  222 

Statutes  at  Large. 

Vol.  9.  p.  635.  chap.  43.     Limited  liabiUty 

of  vessel  owners. . .     36 
Vol.     18,     p.     110,    chap.    106.     National 

banking   set 110 

Vol.  18.  p.  114,  chap.  106.     National  bank 

act 112 

Vol.  28,  p.  67,  chap.  121.     LUbiUty  of  ship 

owner 87 

Vol.  24.  p.   79,  chap.  421.     Liability  ex- 

_  .    _  tended  to  all  vessels    37 

Vol.  24,  p.  564.     Suit  against  receivers..  380 

VoL  28.  p.  509.     Wilson  act 420 

Revised  Statutes,  1878. 

I  4288.  Limited  liability  of  vessel  own- 
ers      36 

I  4284.   '  General  average  of  losses 40 

i  4286.     Transfer  of  interest  of  ship  own- 

.   ,^^^      _  er  to  trustee 40 

I  4601.  Penalty  for  harboring  or  secret- 
ing seaman 154 

Revised  Statutes,  ed.  1891. 

VoL  1.  p.  443.     Uability  of  ship  owner. . .     37 
Vol  1.  p.  494.     Liability  extended  to  all 

vessels 87 

Alabama* 

Bill  of  Rights. 
I  14.     Right  and  Justice 842 

Statutes. 

1896.  Feb.  9.    Rates  of  toll  on  Florence 

Bridge 600 

Arkaneae. 

Sandels  d  Hill's  Digest. 

{  8049.    Property  subject  to  execution. . . .  335 
i  8472.    Conveyances   to    defraud   credit- 
ors  335 

I  4204.     Lien  of  Judgment 335 

Colorado* 
Bill  of  Rights. 

f  6.     Right  and  Justice 341 

Statutes. 

1898,  p.  825,  chap.  117,  f  18.     Allowance 

of  attorney's  fees 841 

Mills*  Annotated  Statutes. 

I  1086.     Appeals 840 

Oonneotiont. 

Constitution. 

Art.  1,  i  2.     Political  power 494 

Art  8.     Legislative  department 497 

Art   4.     Executive  department 497 

Art.  6.     Quailflcntlon  of  electors 407 

Art  10.  I  2.     Election  of  town  officers...  497 
Art  10,  f  8.     Bfltect  of  Constitution  on  ex- 
isting righU 49r 


ClTAXIOKi^ 


an 


1895,  June  28*  p.  486,  chap.  843.     Connec- 
ticut    river     r  *"- 
and     highway 
trlct 

1897,  chap.  194,  |  8.     Special  finding  of 


Biatutea. 

1879,  I  80.     PracUce  act 219 

1887,  p.  746,  chap.  126.  Batabllshment 
of  free  public  high- 
ways  481 

1893,  p.  896,  chap.  289.  Maintaining  high- 
way  485 

1895,  May  24,  p.  680,  chap.  168.     Main- 

taining  highway. . . .  486 
chap.  843.     Connec- 
ticut    river     bridge 

trlct....'..  .: 487 

sdal  finding  of 

218 

Special  AoU. 

1871,  YoL  7,  p.  206.     Charter  of  Water- 

bury 704 

18S1,  Vol.  9,  pp.  288  et  aeq.    Charter  of 

Waterbury 704 

1S83,  p.  839.    Charter  of  Waterbury....  704 

1884,  p.  954.     Charter  of  Waterbury 704 

Bevision,  1875. 

P.  444,  chap.  18,  |  10.     Facta  to  appear 

on  record 219 

General  Statutes. 

i  884.     Parties  defendant 496 

f  887.     Power  of  court 496 

I  890.     Couuterclalni 496 

)  1107.     Special  finding  of  fact 218 

I  1111.     Findings  and  records  of  courts. .  218 

Delaware, 

Revised  Laws. 
P.  889,  I  11.     Statute  of  limlUtloiia 616 

Georgia, 

Constitution, 
Art  4,  I  2,  1  4.     Competition 862,  528 

Statutes. 

1878-79,  p.  196.     Power  of  corporation  to 

purchase  stock 627 

1S80-81.  p.  165,  i  15.     Railroad  law 356 

1M1.  Oct.  24.     Incorporation  of  bank....  627 

1886,   Dec.   18.     Incorporation  act 528 

1S&9,  p.  227.    Incorporation    of    railroad 

company 358 

1S89,  p.  281.  Change  of  name  of  corpora- 
tion  853 

1889,  p.  522,  I  9.     Charter  of  Brunswick 

State  Bank 627 

1890-91,  p.  170.  Power  of  street  railroad 
companies  to  lease 
or  sell 627 

1890-91,  VoL  1,  p.  279.     Consolidation  of 

railroad 528 

1890-91,  VoL  2,  pp.  810-818.  Incorpora- 
tion, of  banking  com- 
pany  628 

1892.  p.  49.  f  18.     Railroad  law 866 

1893,  p.  142.     Change  of  name  and  capi- 

tal stock 528 

Code,  1882. 

i  1496.     Liability  of  stockholder 627 

i  2916.  Limitation  In  actions  to  enforce 
stockholdersT  liabil- 
ity  629 

Civil  Code. 

4  2173.     Contracts  by  railroad  companies.  356 

I  2176.     Location  of  railroad 354 

f  2179.     Bale  or  consolidation  with  other 

railroad 356 

1  2184.     Power  of  street  railroad  to  lease 

or  sell 527 

f  3668.     Contracts  in  restraint  of  trade. .  363 
f  3766.     Limitation  In  actions  to  enforce 
stockholders'    liabil- 
ity  629 

f  5799.     Amended  chartera  subject  to  Con- 

.  .„^^      ^  stltutlon 358,527 

f  .)«oo.     Corporations:  competition 358,  523 

4  6808.     Enforcement  o'  nrtlde  4  of  Con- 

stikullon 859    12749. 

4«  Jj.  R.  A. 


ZlllAOU. 

Constitution,  1870. 

Art.  4,  I  13.     Act  shall  embrace  but  one 

sin>Ject 577 

Art.  4,  1 20.     Assumption  of  debts  by  state  577 

Art.  4, 1  29.     Protection  of  miners 555 

Art.  8,  I  L     Free-school  system 679 

Statutes. 

1867,  Feb.  18,  p.  298.     EstabUshment  of 

Normal    Unlrerslty.  577 

1861,  Feb.  14.  Appropriation  to  Univer- 
sity  578 

1867,    Feb.    2&     Board    of   Education    of 

Illinois 678 

1879,  May  28.     Protection  of  coal  mlnera.  555 

1887,  June  15.  Prohibiting  sale  of  cigar- 
ettes  238 

1896,  July  1.  p.  262.     Inspection  of^mines  554 


Approprh 


irlation  to  Univer- 


677 
654 


1897,  June 

1897,  July,  p.  269.     Inspection  of  mines. 
Revised  Statutes. 

Chap.  24,  art.  5,  I  1,  cl.  46.     Regulation  ol 

liquor  business 265 

Chap.  24,  art.  6,  |  1,  t  60.  Regulating 
sale  of  provisions 
282,263 

Chap.  24,  art.  6,  |  1,  Y  53.     Inspection  of 

provisions 232 

Chap.  24,  art.  6,  |  1,  T  66.  Enforcement 
of  necessary  police 
ordinances 232 

Chap.  24,  art.  6,  |  1,  Y  78.     Promotion  of 

public  health 232 

Chap.  24,  art  9,  |  1.  Power  to  make  lo- 
cal Improvements...  830 

Art  9,  I  46.     New  assessment 330 

Art  9,  I  49.  Contracts  payable  from  as- 
sessments  330 

Art  9,  I  64.     Rule  for  claimants  holding 

^        s.^    .  ^      ^        vouchera 830 

Chap.  39,  I  2.     Descent 562 

Surd's  Revised  Statutes,  1895. 

P.  267.     Regulating  sale  of  provisions....  263 

Starr  d  Curtis's  Annotated  Statutes. 

VoL  1,  ed.  2,  p.  736,  art  9,  Y  117.  Power 
to  make  local  Im- 
provements  380 

VoL  1,  ed.  2,  p.  777,  art  9.  1  165.  Con- 
tracts payable  from 

assessments 830 

Rule  for  claimants 
holding  vouchera. 


VoL  1,  ed.  2,  p.  784. 


830 


1852,  June  17. 
1866,  I>ec  20. 


Statutes. 

Mutual  fire  Insurance  com- 

rinles 
life  Insurance  com- 
panies  


364 
364 


Dcbvis's  Revision,  1876. 

P.  928.    Voluntary  associations 364 

Revised  Statutes,  1881. 

II  8746-8763.     Mutual  fire  liwurance  com- 
panies  864 

Revised  Statfites,  189i. 

VoL  1.  I  273.     Making  new  parties 44 

i334l.     Estates  In  common 235 
8342.     Exception 236 
4583.     Adoption  of  rules  and  regulations  364 
I  4876-4895.     Mutual  fire  Insurance  com- 
panies  864 

Romeros  Revised  Statutes,  1897. 

12922.     Estates  in  common 2.^5 
2023.     Exception 2.36 
I  8745-8763.     Mutual  flre  Insurance  com- 
panies  364 

Iowa, 

Code,  1897. 
Schoolhouse  tax 686 


S8 


CiTATIOiraL 


OonBtituiion. 

Art  11,  I  1.     Unlfonp  taxation 240 

Art.  12,  I  1.     Corporate  powers 268 

Statutes. 

1896,  chap.  106.     Free  transportation  to 

shippers  ot  stock...  262 

1807,  chap.  167.     Free  transportation  to 

shippers  of  stoclt...  262 

1807,   chap.    248.    Taxation  of    personal 

Judgments 240 

Chnerdl  Statutes,  1897. 

Chap.  08,  I  7.     Bight  of  eminent  domain 


by   railroad   compa- 
nies  


247 
26C 


Chap.  06.     Discharge  of  jury 

Chap   102.     Impaneling  of  Jnrors 266 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

I  201.     Discharge  of  Jnrj 266 

Code  of  Criminal  Procedure. 

I  201.    Impaneling  of  Jnrors 260 

Kemtnokj. 

Constitution. 

i  201.    Prohibiting   purchase   of   parallel 

.line 625 

Iiovlsiana. 

Statutes. 

1826,  p.  82.     Authority  of  police  Juries  to 

accept  legacies 84 

1837,  No.  20.     Authority  of  police  Juries 

to  accept  legacies. .     84 
,  1882,  No.  124.      Donations   and    bequests 
for          educational, 
charitable,  or    liter- 
ary purposes 80 

Revised  Civil  Code, 

Art.  427.     Defining  political  corporation..  88 
Art.  433.     Rights   and    privileges   of   cor- 
porations   83 

Art.  060.     Incapacity  of  heirs 84 

Art.  063.     Existence  of  heir  on  opening  of 

succession 84 

Art  1470.     Who  may  receive  donations..  83 
Art.  1473.     Capacity    of    receiving    dona- 
tion   84 

Art  1400.  Donations  in  favor  of  stran- 
gers   83 

Art  1640.     Acceptance  of  public  donations  82 
Art  1673.     Prohibiting  testamentary  dis- 
position   81 

Art  1718.     Construing  disposition 82 

Maine. 

Statutes. 

1873,  Feb.  10.  Incorporation  of  Camp- 
Meeting  Association  273 

1886,  chap.  402.  Charter  of  Kennebec 
Log  Driving  Compa- 
ny      62 

1807,  chap.  326,  |  16.     Insolvent  law....     61 

Maryland. 

Statutes, 

1864,  chap.  6,  |  8.  Convention  law,  re- 
turns of  votes 666 

Code  of  Public  General  Laws. 

Art  67,  I  1.     Statute  of  limitations 628 

Masaaohnsetts. 
Statutes, 

1821,  chap.  107,  I  6.     Tax  act 651 

1828,  chap.  143.     Tax  act 661 

1880,   chap.   465.     Property  exempt  from 

taxation 640.  661 

1800,    chap.   132.      Connecting     buildings 

with  public  sewers.  278 
1802,  chap.  245,  f  1.     Annual  charge  for 

use  of  sewer 277 

1805,  chap.  186.     Appropriation  for  street 

sprinkling 654 

1806,  chap.  504.     Indeterminate  sentences  806 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Revised  Statutes, 

Chap.  7,  I  6,  cL  2.    BxemptioB  from  taxa-    . 
tion 661 

Puhlie  Statutes. 

Chap.   U,   I  6,  cL   8.     Proper^  ««™JJ  .,* 

from  taxation.. .  640, 651 

Chap.  60,  1 1  1-^.     Drains  and  sewers....  277 

Chap.  60,  i  7.     System  of  sewerage 277 

Ctiap.  187,  I  18.     Proceeding  on  reversal 

of  sentence 304 

Minlilgan. 

HoweU's  Statutes. 

I  6801.  Publication  of  probate  proceed- 
ings  411 

Minnesota* 

Statutes. 
1807,  chap.  186.     Requiring  license  of  bar- 
bers      80 

General  Statutes,  1894. 

16700,  subdtv.  2.  Larceny 9:i 
7645.  Warehouse  law ua 
7646.     Warehouse  law Oa 

Mississippi* 

Constitution,  1817. 

Hutchinson's  Code,  p.  36.  Vote  for  con- 
stitutional amend- 
ment  66& 

Constitution,  18S2. 

Hutchinson's  Code,  p.  61.  Mode  of  revis- 
ing Constitution. . . .  65S 

Constitution,  1869. 

Code  1871.  p.  667,  art  13.  Vote  for  con- 
stitutional amend- 
ment  66S 

Constitution,  1890. 

101.  Seat  of  government 661 

,  145.  Judges  of  supreme  court Ci5G 

140.  Term  of  office 65a 

151.  Filling  vacancies  In  supreme  court  65e 

152.  Division  into  circuit  and  chancery 

court    districts 65a 

I  163.     Judges    of    circuit   and    chancery 

courts 65a 

I  160.  Jurisdiction  of  chancery  court  of 
matters  testament- 
ary,   etc 184 

I  177.  Vacancies  in  offices  of  circuit 
Judges  or  chancel- 
lors  65G 

1250.  Removal  of  county  seat 661 
260.  Forming  new  counties 661 
273.     Submission  of  amendments 655- 

Code,  1871, 

I  1060.  Distribution  of  personal  property 
governed  by  laws  of 
state 144 

Annotated  Code,  1892. 

I  482.     Jurisdiction  of  chancery  court 134 

{  1542.  Distribution  of  personal  property 
governed  by  laws  of 

slate 144 

f  1818.     Proof  of  wills;  in  what  county..   134 

f  1821.     Who  may  be  made  parties 134 

i  1822.     Validity  of  will  contested  in  two 

years 134 

I  1824.     Probate  of  will  prima  facie  evi- 
dence   of   validity. .   13.v 
I  1820.     Foreign  will  subject  to  contest..   144 

Missonri* 

Constitution. 

Art.  2,  f  4.     Natural  rights  of  citizens .  271,  50S 
Art  2,  j  30.     Due  process  of  law.... 271,  50S 
Art.  4,  I  28.     Act  to  embrace  but  one  sub- 
ject  607 

Art.  4,  I  48.     Order  of  appropriations....  606 

Art  10.  I  1.     Taxes 260^ 

Art  10.  I  8.     Uniform  taxation 260,  698 

Art  10,  %  4.     Taxes 604 

Art.  10,  SI  6,  7.  Exemptions  from  taxa- 
tion  605- 


GiTATIONB. 


I  8705. 


1424. 

i  2241. 
5510. 


I  <HI8. 


Art  10,  I  &    Rate  of  tezatlon 608 

Art  10,  I  10.    Taxes  for  municipal  pur- 

poflea 269 

Btatute$, 

1887,  p.   280.     Ground  for  granting  new 

trial 716 

1802,  March  24.     State  taxaUon 604 

1809,  May  4,  pp.  228-281.     Inspection  of 

beer. ...  ..  ..  ••..•>  507 

1890,    Mar    16,    p.    72.     AnVi-d'epartment 

•tore  act 267 

BevUed  Statutes,  1879. 
Ground  for  granting  new  trial..  716 
Revised  Statutes,  1898. 

Repain  on  street 282 

Ground  for  granting  new  trial...  714 
Remedj  by  injunction 611 

Revised  Statutes,  1899. 

Amendment  of  proceedings 607 

Nebraska. 

Statutes. 

1893.  April  6.     House  roll  278 296 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

i  497.     Notice  of  sale  by  pubUcation 410 

Hew  Hampfllaire. 

Bill  of  Rights. 

Art  5.     Recognising  religious  freedom...  101 

Statutes. 

1696-1725,    p.    82.     Bncroachment    upon 

highways 104 

1786,  Feb.  27.  Bncroachment  upon  high- 
ways  104 

Bncroachment   upon    high- 
ways  104 

Bncroachment    upon    high- 
ways  104 

Police  regulations 105 

Bncroachment    upon    high- 
ways  104 

,  2.     Creation  of  trusts  101 
_. .jl,  2.     Creation  of  trusts  101 

1896,  chap.  41.     vacai  _ 
or 616 

1897,  chap.  6,  I  1.     Creation  of  trusts. . . .  101 
1897,  chap.  76.    Hawkers  and  peddlers..  100 

Revised  Statutes,  1842. 

Chap.  60.     Bncroachments  on  highways..  104 
Chap.  60,  I  2.     Signs  and  awnings  not  nuis- 
ances  105 

Chap.  114»  I  7.     Police  regulations 106 

Puhlie  Statutes. 

I  6.    Creation  of  trusts 101 

'    1,  2.     Bights  of  cities 616 

8.    Mayor  principal  officer. . . .  614 

8.     Judges  of  election 616 

\  6.     Powers  of  mayors 614 

7.  Veto  powers  of  mayors. . .  614 
11."  Power  of  alderman 615 

8.  Creation  of  trusts 101 

[  2.    Appeal   from  decision  of 

selectmen 616 

Chap.  77,  II 1-6.     Removal  of  obstructions 

In    highway 108 

Chap.  77,  I  8.     Public  nuisance 104 

Chap.  77, 1  9.  Signs  and  awnings  not  nuis- 
ances  106 

Chap.  198,  I  6.    Appointment  of  trustee 

_  by  judge 102 

Chap.  206,  I  1.     Bquity  powers  oyer  char- 

_  Itles 101 

Chap.  249,  I  6.     Police  regulations 106 

Chap.  266,  |  19.     Malicious  Injury  to  trees  106 

General  Statutes. 

P.  151,  chap.  70.  Bncumbrances  and  en- 
croachments on 
highways 104 

Hew  Jersey. 

Statutes. 
1836,  Feb.  29,  p.  185.     Charter  of  New- 

48L.R.A. 


1797,  p.  816. 

1805,  p.  884. 

1830,  p.  271. 
1830.  p.  681. 

1891,  chap.  19,  if  1, 

1833.  chap.  68,  111,  _      

'"^'     -—    --     Vacancy  in  office  of  may- 


Chap.  40, 
Chap.  46,  I 
Chap.  46,    I 

Chap.  47, 
Chap.  47; 
Chap.  48, 
Chap.  51,    I 
Chap.  68, 


417 


ark. 


724 


1836,  Not.  8,  p.  18.    Grant  of  land  to  Na- 

..«•«     »  ^     -.-.  ^thanlel     Budd 727 

1838,    Feb.    28,    p.    218.     Supplement    to 
^«^**     ™  .-     ^^  Newark   charter 724 

1849,  Feb.    28,    p.    203.     Supplement    to 

■,  e.«        .-..      «.         Newark  charter 724 

1852,  p.  419.     Rights  in  Passaic  river 721 

1867,  March  11,  p.  116.  Revision  and 
amendment  of  New- 

^  ^^_  ark   charter 724 

1867,  March  19,  p.  801.  Authority  to  con- 
struct   "North   sew- 

1867,  Apr.  4,  p.  653,  |  17.  *  Supplement*  to 
loiMi  n  w  ««      ^  charter  of  Paterson  719 

1868,  Feb.  26.     Construction  of  sewers  and 

drains   in    Paterson 

(»I(y 719 

1871,  p.  808.    Revision  of  Paterson  char- 

ter ...  720 

1872,  March  26,  p.  828.    'Construction  *  of 

sewers 724 

General  Statutes. 
Vol.  1,  p.  466.     Board  of  street  and  water 
«.  ,    *         ^«*      «        commissioners  . .   . .  414 
Vol.  1,  p.  466.     Power  to  pass  ordinances  414 
Vol.  1,  pp.  471,  472,  II  60,  51.     Power  of 
street     and     water 
commissioners  ....  414 

Hew  Moxloo* 

Statutes. 

1890,  March  16,  p.  101,  I  2.  Sales  of  coal 
oil 

Hew  York. 

Statutes. 

1850,  chap.  143.     Common-school  act 114 

1868,  chap.  784.     Right  to  plant  oysters. .  422 

1873,  chap.  863.     Public  schools  of  Brook- 

lyn   414 

1886,  chap.  4S8.     Standard  flre  insurance 

policy  ..   ........      428 

1880,  chap.  161.     Construction    of    sewer'  422 
!5?4»  ^*P-  ??®-     Annexation  of  Flatbush  422 
1894,   chap.   666.   tit.   15,    |  28.     Consoli- 
^o«-r       w         .^^^     ,dated  school  law..     114 
1806,    chap.    1027.    Issuance    of    mileage 

^^^  books 671 

1806,  chap.  885.     Issuance  of  mileage  books  671 

Revised  Statutes,  181S. 
Vol.  2,  chap.  60,  |  8,  p.  212.     Power  of 

trustees  of  church 

corporations 861 

Revised  Statutes. 
Vol.  1,  p.  728,  I  55.     Uses  and  trusts....  804 

Vol.  2,  p.  63,  I  40.     Statute  of  wills 663 

Vol.  2   (Banks  &  Bros.'  9th  ed.)   p.  1877. 

Statute  of  wills 663 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

I  1338.     Appeal  from  flnal  judgment 668 

Chap.  16,  art.  4.     Payment  of  alimony  in 

judgment  of  divorce  684 

Penal  Code. 

I  383.    Protection  of  civil  public  rights.  114 

North  Carolliuu 

Constitution. 

Art.  2,  I  14.     Revenue 445 

Art.  4,  I  14.     Special  courts  In  cities  and 

towns 448 

Art.  7,  I  7.     C<mtraction  of  debt 444 

Private  Laws. 

1899,  chap.  168.    Raleigh  charter 447 

1899,  chap.  171,  |  27.  Charter  of  Golds- 
boro :  powers  of  al- 
dermen   446 

Code. 

f  237.     Filing  of  defense  bond 762 

I  390.    Judgment  in  actions  to  recover  real 

property 762 

I  1871.     Contracts  for  purchase  or  sale  of 

office 842 

If  2084.     Farming  out  public  office 442 

i  3122.     Who  may  practise  medicine 442 


80-83 


CiTATIOHIk 


Art.  1,  I  19. 
Art.  10,  I  7. 


(8182.  Practising  without  licenM 442 
8818.  Jurisdiction  of  mayors 449 
8820.     Violation  of  ordinance 449 

Olark^a  Code. 
I  884.     "JodgnMnt"  defined 752 

Oliio. 

Ootutitution, 

Compensation  for  property 

taken 748 

Power  of  local  taxation....  743 
Statutes, 

90  Ohio  Laws,  p.  194.     Labor  day 408 

1894,  April  18  (91  Ohio  Laws,  p.  142). 
Powers  of  ooonty 
commissioners  ....  456 
1896,  April  10  (92  Ohio  Laws,  p.  186). 
Suppression  of  mob 
Tiolence 742 

-      Revised  Statutes. 

!457.    Terms  of  common  pleas 459 
468.     Judicial  labor  apportioned 469 
845.     Powers  and  duties  of  county  com- 
missioners   466 

I   8264.     Right  of  stockholder  to  Inspect 

books...     788 

114446-2.     Labor  day 459 

I  6026,  6027.     Emblements  as  assets....  786 

6741.     **Mandamus"   defined 738 

•>.  6744.  When  mandamus  may  not  issue..  783 
7202.  Appointment  of  grand  Juror. . . .  459 
7249.     Motion  to  quash  Indictment 462 

Oresos. 

Hill's  Annotated  Laws, 

I  501,    subdiT.    1.    Care    and    custody   of 

minor   children 768 

I  601,  snbdlT.  2.     Nurture  and  education 

of   minors 768 

I  501,  subds.  8,  5.     Maintenance  of  either 

party  to  suit 768 

1502.     Power  of  court  to  modify  decree.  768 

1952.     Enticing  seaman  to  desert  Tessel  154 

2997.    Rights  of  married  wOToen 768 


Art  8,  I  7. 
Art  8,  I  21. 


Pemisyl 

Constitution. 

Prohibiting  passage  of  local 
'  Jla 


or  special  law 594 

Prohibition  of  limitation  of 
damages  for  certain 
injuries 87 

Statutes. 

1864,  April  1  (P.  L.  206).  Assessing 
damages  for  opening 
streets 276 

1874,  April  29  (P.  L.  73).  General  corpo- 
ration act 594 

1891,  May  16  (P.  L.  75),  |  9.     Road  law, 

majority  of  owners.  276 

1896,  June  24  (P.  L.  248).     Compensation 

to  surety  companies  694 

Rhode  Island. 

Constitution,  - 
Art  1,  I  10.     Indiyldual  liberty 778 

8ont]&  Carolina. 

Constitution,  1896. 
Art  8,  I  8.     Exemption  from  taxation....  604 

South  Dahota* 

Constitution, 

Art  18,  I  4.     Limitation  on  indebtedness.   787 

Statutes. 

1890,  March  6.     General  Incorporation  law  786 

1890,  chap.  87,  art  5,  |  1.  Issuance  of 
bonds  for  corporate 
purposes 786 

1890,    chap.    86.     Selection    of    exempted 

property 157 

48L.R.A. 


OonsHtution^  1870. 

Art  1,  I  8.    No  man  to  be  disturbed  hot 

by  law 189 

Art  1,  I  22.     Prohibiting  perpetuities  and 

monopolies 169 

Art.  11,   i   8.    Only  general   laws  to   be 

passed 169 

Art.  11,  I  12.     Common  school  fund 178 

Statutes. 
1878,  chap.  25,    |   36.     Fund   for   school 


purposes. 
Liforn    ' 


178 
167 


r 


1899,  chap.  205.    Uniform  text-book  act. 

Shannon's  Code. 

P.  112.     Judicial  proceedings 144 

I  1891.     Fund  for  school  purposes 178 

if  1401,  1402.     Uniform  system  of  public 

schools 178 

8890-8900.     Nnncupatlye  wills 146 

3902.     Place  of  probating 146 

8904.     Manner  of   probate   In   common 

form 146 

I    8910.    Manner   of   probating   contested 

wills 147 

Copy  of  foreign  will  to  be  recorded  138 
Proof  of  will  sufficient  to  pass  land  188 

Authentlcatl<m  of  will 188 

Bxecutloii  of   foreign   will    com- 
mitted to  whom....  138 

Contest  of  foreign  will 188 

Soldiers'  and  sailors*  wills 147 

Probate  of  holographic  wills 146 


13916. 
3917. 
3918. 
I  3921. 

3922. 
3923. 
8986. 


I   4284-4289.    Wife's  real  estate;   rents 

and  profits 170 

I  6748.     Sale  of  onwholesome  food   pro- 
hibited  170 

Utah. 

Constitution. 

Art  18,  I  2.    Taxation  of  property 794 

Statutes. 
1896,  Apr.  6,  p.  428.    Taxation  of  property  794 

Virginia. 

Statutes. 
1896-96,    p.    201, 


1088. 
1719. 
1721. 

I  8828. 


chap.    6.     Charter    of 
Lynchburg 882 

Code,  1887. 

Powers  of  city  and  town  councils  88S 

Establishment  of  hospitals 88S 

Establishment  of  temporary  hos- 
pitals  388 

Judicial  notice  by  appellate  court  833 

DCTisoonsin. 


Constitution. 

Art  1,  I  9.     Right  and  Justice 842 

Statutes, 

1899,  chap.  198.     Sale  or  transfer  of  cor- 
porate rights 827 

Revised  Statutes^  1898. 
f   1210e.     Stay   of   prooeedlngs;   new 

Chap.  86. 

I.  1788. 


sessment 855 

Organisation,  etc.,  of  corpora- 
tions  827 

Sale    or    transfer    of    corporate 

rights 827 


91.     Church   corporations 86f> 

Notice   of    purpose    to   organize 

church  corporation.  859 


I  1862.     Street  railway  corporations 827 

Chap.   91.     Church   corporatloi 
I    1990. 


Execution  of  power  by  will 817 

Conveyance  of  land  to  be  In  writ- 

833 


I  2146. 

I  2302. 

Ing. 

I    2565.     Wilful      disobedience,      criminal 

contempt 826 
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Carrie   LOUOfflN 

V, 

James  McGAULLEY  et  a).,  AppU. 

(189  Pa.  517.) 

%•  Tlie  provision  of  at  •tiite  Gonstlta- 
tloB  aoralnkt  llmit«tIoii  of  liabllitr  for 

Injuries  resulting  In  deatb  cannot  prevail  o?er 
the  act  of  Congress  permitting  limitation  of 
liability  for  maritime  losses. 

&  Tbe  limitation  of  llnbllltr  of  tbe 
owners  of  vessels,  for  maritime  losses,  by 
U.  8.  Rev.  Stat.  1878,  |  4283,  may  be  admin- 
istered  In  an  action  at  law  against  them  In  a 
state  court  to  recover  for  death  caused  by  a 
collision. 

S.  The  metlftod  for  llmltntlon  of  tbe 
ship  owner's  llnbllltr  for  maritime  loss- 
es provided  In  the  act  of  Congress  of  1861  by 
transfer  to  a  trustee  Is  not  exclusive ;  but  the 
limitation  may  be  claimed  under  a  general 
denial  In  an  action  at  law. 

(July  21,  1898.) 


APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Jndsment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  jno.  2» 
for  Philadelphia  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
the  alleged  negligent  killing  of  plaintiff's  in- 
testate.   Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  H.  Ii.  Chemey,  John  F.  Tsvwim, 
and  Johrn  G.  Johason,  for  appellants : 

The  defendants  should  have  been  permitted 
to  show  what  fractional  parts  each  owned 
in  the  tug,  and  the  value  of  the  tug. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  court 
of  common  pleas  of  Philadelphia  had  juris- 
diction to  try  this  case  if  the  tort  waa  com- 
mitted within  the  limits  of  the  state. 

American  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Chase,  16  Wall.  538, 
21  L.  ed.  372;  Sherlock  v.  Ailing,  03  U.  »• 
100,  23  L.  ed.  819;  McOullough  v.  New  York 
d  N.  S.  B.  Co.  20  U.  8.  App.  570,  61  Fed. 
Rep.  3G4,  9  C.  C.  A.  521;  Wallace  t.  JT'Cofi- 
nelly  13  Pet.  136,  10  L.  ed.  95;  Taylor  t. 
Ca^yl,  20  How.  583,  16  L.  ed.  1028;  Mallett 


KoTB. — AdmiiHstration    of    Federal    laws    4n 
•iate  courts. 

I.  Introductory. 
II.  Civil  laws. 
III.  Criminal  and  penal  latos. 
I.  Introductonf. 

The  dlfflculty  encountered  in  reaching  a  cor- 
rect answer  to  the  question  suggested  by  the 
note— a  difficulty  to  which  so  great  a  master  of 
«on8tItntlonal  law  as  Judge  Story  has  contrib- 
uted by  statements  in  some  of  his  opinions  and 
In  his  work  on  the  Constitution — has  arisen 
mainly  from  the  tendency  to  confuse  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  with  the  subject-matter  over 
which  it  is  exercised,  and  the  failure  to  dis- 
criminate between  the  source  of  Jurisdiction 
and  the  source  of  the  rights  which  are  the  sub- 
jects of  the  Jurisdiction.  That  such  Jurisdic- 
tion and  rights  may  have  different  sources  Is 
illustrated  by  the  practice  of  the  courts  of  en- 
forcing rights  arising  out  of  acts  of  a  foreign 
•country. 

This  illustration  is  used  by  Hamilton  in  the 
Federalist  (No.  82),  where  he  expresses  his 
•opinion  that  unless  the  state  courts  are  express- 
ly excluded  by  acts  of  Congress  they  will  take 
cognisance  of  the  causes  to  which  those  acts 
may  give  birth. 

Judge  Story,  however,  in  his  work  on  the  Con- 
atitutlon  (vol.  2,  6th  ed.  p.  686)  says:  "And  it 
Is  only  In  those  cases  where,  previous  to  the 
Constitution,  state  tribunals  possessed  Jurisdic- 
tion independent  of  national  authority  that  they 
■can  now  constitutionally  exercise  a  concurrent 
Jurisdiction.''  He  evidently  considered  this 
48  L.  R.  A. 


proposition  a  corollary  of  the  proposition  stated 
by  him  In  Martin  v.  Hunter,  1  Wheat.  304,  4  L. 
ed.  97,  that  Congress  cannot  confer  any  of  the 
Judicial  power  of  the  United  SUtes  upon  the 
state  courts. 

This  line  of  argument  ignores  the  possibility 
that  the  state  courts  may,  under  the  state  Con- 
stitution and  state  laws,  have  Jurisdiction  en- 
abling them  to  lay  hold  of  new  rights  as  they 
arise,  whatever  the  source  of  those  rights  may 
be.  It  was  evidently  the  origin  of  his  dictum 
in  Martin  v.  Hunter,  1  Wheat.  804,  4  L.  ed.  97, 
that  state  courts  cannot  take  direct  cognizance 
of  cases  arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  since  no  such  Jurisdiction  existed  before 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  and  it  can- 
not be  conferred  by  Congress.  Justice  Bradley 
indicates  the  fallacy  of  the  argument  when  he 
says  In  Claflin  v.  Houseman,  93  U.  S.  130,  23  L. 
ed.  833,  that  the  dictum  is  only  true  as  to  Juris- 
diction (not  rights)  depending  on  United  States 
authority. 

The  same  confusion  with  reference  to  Juris- 
diction and  rights  is  apparent  in  Yoorhles  v. 
Frisble,  25  Mich.  476,  12  Am.  Rep.  291,  which 
denied  tiie  Jurisdiction  of  a  state  court  over  an 
action  by  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  under  | 
36  of  the  bankruptcy  act,  to  set  aside  a  trans- 
fer by  the  bankrupt  as  a  preference  in  viola- 
tion of  the  act,  upon  the  ground  that  the  right 
as  declared  upon  by  the  bill  was  wholly  created 
by  the  act.  The  court  says  that  the  state  courts 
can  exercise  no  new  "powers"  wholly  dependent 
CD,  and  conferred  by,  statutes  of  the  United 
States.  The  minor  premise  of  the  argument 
evidently  is  that  if  a  state  court  were  to  take 
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T.  Dexter,  1  Curt.  0.  0.  178,  Fed.  Caa.  No. 
8,988. 

That  the  action  occurred  on  a  navigable 
river  did  not  defeat  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
atate  courts  if  the  place  was  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  state. 

American  8,  B.  Co.  v.  Cliaae,  16  Wall.  532, 
21  L.  ed.  372;  MoOullough  v.  New  York  d 
N.  B.  B.  Co.  20  U.  S.  App.  570,  61  Fed.  Rep. 
864,  9  G.  G.  A.  521. 

If  the  court  could  hear  the  case  at  all,  it 
certainly  could  hear  the  defense  to  it. 

23  U.  S.  Stot.  at  L.  57. 

The  limitation  of  the  owner's  liability  is 
a  necessary  incident  to  the  ownership  of  ves- 
sel property,  and  all  rights  of  action  against 
owners  as  such  are  limited  by  this  act. 

The  Rebecca,  1  Ware,  187,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
11,619;  Neto  Jersey  Steam  Nov.  Co.  v.  Mer- 
chants' Bank,  6  How.  344,    12   L.    ed.   465; 


Walker  y.  Western  Transp.  Co.  3  Wall.  150,, 
18  L.  ed.  172;  Butler  v.  Boston  d  8.  8.  8.  Co. 
130  U.  S.  655,  32  L.  ed.  1023,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
612. 

It  cannot  be  objected  that  the  defendants- 
should  have  pleaded  specially  the  act  of 
1884,  because  Uie  Pennsylvanda  procedure  act 
of  May  25,  1887,  provides  expressly,  "spe- 
cial pleading  is  hereby  abolished,"  and  "the 
only  plea  in  the  action  of  trespass  shall  be- 
not  guilty." 

Even  under  the  act  of  1851,  it  has  been. 
most  distinctly  asserted,  and  reasserted^ 
that  the  benefits  of  a  limitation  of  liability 
to  the  value  of  the  vessel  could  be  obtained 
in  other  ways  than  by  the  procedure  referred 
to  in  the  act,  and  under  the  rules  of  the  Su- 
preme  Gourt. 

The  Scotland,  105  U.  S.  24,  sub  nom.  2V^a- 
tional  Steam    Nov.  Co.    v.  Dyer,  26  L.    ed. 


cognisance  of  a  case  arising  out  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  It  would  be  exercising  a  "new 
power"  wl)oll7  dependent  on,  and  conferred  by, 
statutes  of  the  United  Statea  The  major  pre- 
mise is  undoubtedly  correct,  and,  so  far  as  the 
minor  premise  is  true,  the  conclusion  against 
the  state  court's  Jurisdiction  is  Justified ;  but 
it  is  not  necessarily  true,  since  the  state  court 
may  have  inherent  power,  not  at  all  dependent 
on  acts  of  Congress,  adequate  to  the  enforcement 
of  new  rights,  although  such  rights  emanate 
from  acts  of  Congress. 

Gilbert  v.  Priest,  05  Barb.  444.  made  a  simi- 
lar decision,  based  on  much  the  same  reasoning. 
It  was,  in  effect,  overruled  by  Coolc  v.  Whipple, 
55  N.  Y.  150,  which  points  out  that  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  state  court  over  the  subject-mat- 
ter does  not  depend  upon  the  source  from  which 
the  subject-matter  emanates. 

Justice  Washington  in  Houston  v.  Moore,  5 
Wheat.  1,  5  L.  ed.  19,  accepts  the  doctrine  of 
Martin  v.  Hunter,  1  Wheat.  304,  4  L.  ed.  07, 
that  Congress  cannot  confer  any  of  the  Judicial 
power  of  the  United  States  upon  the  state 
courts,  but  explains  it,  and  shows  that,  while  it 
prevents  Congress  from  conferring  Jurisdiction 
upon  state  courts,  it  does  not,  so  long  as  Con- 
gress does  not  exercise  its  undoubted  power  to 
make  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts  ex- 
clusive, prevent  the  state  courts  from  exercis- 
ing Jurisdiction,  even  over  causes  arising  out 
of  the  acts  of  Congress,  if  they  can  find  the 
requisite  authority  in  their  own  inherent  pow- 
ers. The  opinion  states  and  adopts  Hamilton's 
position  already  alluded  to. 

Justice  Washington's  explanation  of  the  doc- 
trine has  been  generally  followed  by  the  later 
cases,  and  is  expressly  approved  in  Claflln  v. 
Houseman,  0.3  U.  S.  130,  23  L.  ed.  833. 

It  is  thus  apparent  that  the  state  courts 
must  look  to  their  own  inherent  powers  for  the 
source  of  their  concurrent  Jurisdiction  over 
cases  arising  out  of  the  B^ederal  laws,  and  that 
the  only  purpose  subserved  by  the  provisions  of 
acts  of  Congress  purporting  to  confer  such  con- 
current* Jurisdiction  Is  to  negative  the  exclusive 
jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts,  or  to  with- 
draw the  classes  of  cases  to  which  they  relate 
from  the  exclusive  Jurisdiction  previously  con- 
ferred upon  such  courts. 

II.  Civil  loics. 

Under  the  influence  of  the  doctrine  of  Hous- 
ton V.  Moore,  5  Wheat.  1,  5  L.  ed.  19,  it  was 
held  in  Delafleld  v.  Illinois,  2  Hill,  159  (an 
action  by  the  state  of  Illinois  against  a  citizen 
of  "New  York),  that  the  Federal  Constitution 
did  not  devest  the  state  courts  of  pre-existing 
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Jurisdiction,  and  that,  therefore,  Congress  did 
not  violate  the  Constitution  in  failing  to  make- 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  Supreme- 
Court  in  suits  by  a  state  against  a  citizen  or 
another  state  exclusive,  notwithstanding  that 
the  Judicial  power  of  the  United  States  is  de- 
clared by  the  Federal  Constitution  to  extend  to 
such  suits 

United  States  v.  Dodge,  14  Johns.  96,  held 
that  an  action  of  debt  by  the  United  States  on 
a  bond  for  the  payment  of  duties  to  the  collect- 
or would  lie  in  the  state  court.  Sections  9  and* 
11  of  the  Judiciary  act  purport  to  confer  con- 
current Jurisdiction  on  the  state  courts  of  suit» 
at  common  law  where  the  United  States  is- 
plaintiff. 

Teall  V.  Felton,  1  N.  T.  537.  49  Am.  Dec.  352, 
sustained  an  action  of  trover  against  a  post- 
master for  detaining  a  newspaper,  notwith- 
standing the  contention  that  if  any  action  could* 
be  maintained  against  him  the  Jurisdiction  of 
the  Federal  court  would  be  exclusive.  It  was« 
argued  by  defendant  that  the  case  was  one  of  a 
class  of  which  the  state  courts  did  not  take 
oognizance  when  the  Federal  Constitution  was^ 
adopted,  since  the  postofBce  department  waa 
entirely  the  creation  of  the  national  statute. 
The  court  replied,  however,  that  the  plaintiff' 
was  not  seeking  redress  under  the  postofflce 
laws,  but  was  simply  seeking  to  recover  in  an 
appropriate  common-law  tribunal,  competent  t» 
afford  the  remedy,  and  in  a  form  of  action  mor^- 
ancient  than  the  Federal  Constitution  or  the^ 
acts  of  Congress. 

Moyer  v.  McCullough,  1  Ind.  839,  held  that 
suit  would  lie  in  the  state  court  by  a  party  hav> 
ing  the  equitable  title  to  public  land  to  obtain 
the  legal  title  from  one  to  whom  the  patent 
was  issued  by  a  mistake,  notwithstanding  that 
the  question  depended  on  the  acts  of  Congress. 

Chesapeake  A  O.  R.  Co.  v.  American  Exch. 
Bank,  92  Va.  405,  44  L.  R.  A.  449.  23  S.  E.  035. 
holds  that  the  section  of  the  United  States  Re- 
vised Statutes  forbidding  railroad  companies  to- 
keep  cattle  confined  in  cars  for  more  than  twen- 
ty-eight consecutive  hours  without  unloading- 
them  may  be  made  the  basis  of  an  action  by  a 
shipper  in  the  state  court  for  negligence. 

United  States  v.  Graff,  4  Hun,  634,  upheld 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  over  an  ae-* 
tion  by  the  United  States  for  duties  unpaid  on 
imported  goods  upon  the  ground  that  the  pri- 
mary object  of  the  action  was,  not  simply  t»^ 
execute  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  but  to 
collect  a  debt. 

Ammidown  v.  Freeland,  101  Mass.  303,  3  Am. 
Rep.  359,  holds  that  the  state  court  has  Juris- 
diction of  the  action  given  to  sellers  of  good» 
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1001;  Providence  d  N.  Y.  8,  8,  Co.  v.  Hill 
Mfg.  Co.  109  U.  S.  678,  27  L.  ed.  1038,  3  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  379,  617 ;  The  Doris  Eckhoff,  30  Fed. 
Rep.  140;  Miller  v.  O'Brien,  35  Fed.  Rep. 
779;  Craig  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  141  U.  IS. 
638,  36  L.  ed.  886,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  97;  The 
Rosa,  63  Fed.  Rep.  132;  The  Garden  City,  26 
Fed.  Rep.  766. 

If  the  court  wa«  unable  to  extend  to  the 
defendants  the  benefits  conferred  by  the  act 
of  1884,  it  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause. 

Butler  V.  Boston  &  8.  8.  8.  Co.  130  U.  8. 
656,  32  L.  ed.  1023,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  612. 

Messrs.  Fred.  Taylor  Puaey  and  Wen- 
dell  P.  Bo-urniaJi,  for  appellee : ' 

The  4th  section  of  the  act  of  18^51  provides 
that  a  transfer  of  the  interest  of  the  owners 
to  a  trustee,  to  be  appointed  by  the  court, 
shall  be  deemed  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  act;  but  the  Supreme 


Court  of  the  United  States  has  held  that  the 
giving  of  a  stipulation  for  the  value  of  the 
vessel  as  the  court  may  think  proper,  or  the 
paying  of  the  money  into  court,  is  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  law. 

Providence:  d  N.  Y.  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Hill  Mfg. 
Co.  109  U.  S.  578,  27  L.  ed.  1038,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  379,  617;  Norwich  Co.  v.  Wright,  13 
Wall.  104,  20  L.  ed.  585. 

The  defendants  made  no  offer  whatever  to 
give  a  stipulation,  or  to  pay  the  value  into 
court,  or  to  convey  the  vessel  to  a  trustee,  so 
that  it  is  at  once  evident  that  they  are  not 
entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  law  in  this 
proceeding  on  this  account,  irrespective  of 
the  question  as  to  whether  they  could  receive 
its  benefits  at  all  in  the  state  courts. 

The  state. court  has  no  jurisdiction  at  all 
to  administer  the  benefits  of  the  limited  lia> 
bility  laws,  and  they  can  only  be  adminis- 


bj  United  States  Stat.  1864,  chap.  173,  S  97. 
to  recover  from  the  buyer  duties  imposed  on 
the  sooda  subsequently  to  the  contract. 

Actions  by  or  against  national  }>anks. 

The  question  as  to  the  concurrent  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state  courts  over  causes  arising  oat 
of  the  Federal  laws  has  been  frequently  raised 
tn  actions  brousrht  by,  or  against,  national 
banks.  As  such  banks  are  the  creatures  of  the 
Federal  laws,  and  must  look  to  them  for  the 
definition  of  their  powers  and  the  source  of 
their  authority,  actions  or  proceedings  by  or 
against  them,  of  whatever  nature,  are  generally 
regarded  as  arising  under  the  laws  of  Congress, 
and  there  is  express  authority  for  the  position, 
at  least  so  far  as  concerns  actions  by  such  a 
bank,  in  Osbom  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  0 
UlTieat.  738,  6  L.  ed.  204.  The  correctness  of 
the  position  with  reference  to  actions  against 
the  bajak  where  plaintiff's  pleadings  admit  its 
existence  and  authority  has  been  challenged  by 
Cooke  ▼.  SUte  Nat.  Bank,  52  N.  Y.  96,  and  Ul- 
ster County  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank, 
59  IIow.  Pr.  482;  but  Cadle  v.  Tracy,  11 
Blatchf.  101.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,279,  expressly 
holds,  on  the  authority  of  Osborn  v.  Bank  of 
United  States,  9  Wheat.  738,  6  L.  ed.  204, 
»mirra,  that  actions  against  such  banks  are  nec- 
essarily cases  arising  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States:  and  the  other  cases  involving 
the  question  of  concurrent  Jurisdiction  of  the 
state  courts  over  such  actions  have  so  treated 
tbem. 

Mandamus  will  He  in  a  state  court  to  compel 
the  officers  of  a  national  bank  to  exhibit  to  a 
county  assessor  a  list  of  names  and  residences 
of  ahsxeholders  with  the  numl)er  of  their  shares, 
as  required  by  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat,  f  6210. 
Paul  V.  McGraw,  8  Wash.  296,  28  Pac.  532; 
Paul  ▼.  Furth,  3  Wash.  296,  28  Pac.  632,  and 
Paul   ▼.  Chapln,  8  Wash.  433,  28  Pac.  760. 

The  state  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  a  suit 
to  compel  the  directors  of  a  national  bank  to 
declare  a  dividend.  Hiscock  v.  Lacy,  9  Misc. 
578.  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  860. 

Brinckerhoff  v.  Bostwick,  88  N.  Y.  52,  and 
Kelson  v.  Burrows,  9  Abb.  N.  C.  280,  hold  that 
a  state  court  has  Jurisdiction  of  an  action  by 
the  stockholders  of  a  national  bank  against  Its 
directors  to  recover  damages  sustained  through 
the  lattera*  negligence. 

Assumpsit  will  He  In  a  state  court  against  a 
national  bank.  Dow  v.  Irasburgh  Nat.  Bank, 
50  Vt.  112,  28  Am.  Rep.  493. 

It  is  true  that  when  these  actions  were  de- 
cided the  Federal  statutes  expressly  gave,  or  at- 
tempted to  girt,  certain  state  courts  concurrent 
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Jurisdiction  with  the  Federal  courts ;  but  such 
Jurisdiction,  conformably  to  Houston  v.  Moore, 
5  Wheat.  1,  5  L.  ed.  19,  appears  to  have  bcezw 
traced  to  the  inherent  powers  of  the  state 
courts,  rather  than  to  the  acts  of  Congress; 
and  there  are  a  number  of  cases  that  uphoiA 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts  over  actions- 
by  or  against  national  banks,  even  upon  the  as- 
sumption tbat  provisions  of  the  Federal  stat- 
utes purporting  to  confer  concurrent  Jurisdic- 
tion do  not  apply. 

Thus,  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hubbard,  49  Vt.  8,. 
24  Am.  Rep.  97,  expressly  recognizes  the  doc^ 
trine  that  civil  cases  arising  under  the  Con- 
stitution and  laws  of  the  United  States  may  be- 
tried  and  determined  in  the  state  courts,  unloiid^ 
exclusive  Jurisdiction  of  them  has  been  vested, 
in  the  Federal  courts,  and  holds  that  the  state 
courts  would  bave  Jurisdiction  of  suits  brought 
by  national  banks,  even  If  f  57  of  the  act  of 
1804,  purporting  to  confer  concurrent  Jurisdic- 
tion on  them,  only  applied  to  actions  against,, 
and  not  to  actions  by,  national  banks. 

So,  also,  Casey  v.  Adams,  102  U.  S.  66,  26 
L.  ed.  52,  after  holding  that  the  provisions  of 
the  Federal  statutes  purporting  to  confer  con- 
current Jurisdiction  upon  certain  state  courts 
did  not  apply  to  local  actions,  upheld  tbe  Juris- 
diction of  a  state  court,  not  within  those  provi- 
sions, over  such  an  action. 

And  Fresno  Nat.  Bank  v.  San  Joaquin  Coun- 
ty Super.  Ct.  S3  Cal.  491,  24  Pac.  157;  Adams 
V.  Daunis.  29  La.  Ann.  315 ;  Cooke  v.  State  Nat. 
Bank,  52  N.  Y.  96 ;  Robinson  v.  National  Bank, 
81  N.  Y.  385,  37  Am.  Rep.  508 ;  and  Holmes  v. 
National  Bank,  18  S.  C.  31,  44  Am.  Rep.  558,— 
upheld  the  Jurisdiction  of  state  courts  not  with- 
in those  provisions  of  the  Federal  statutes,  aft- 
er holding  tbat  the  provisions  were  merely  per- 
missive, and  not  exclusive. 

First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morgan.  132  U.  S.  141, 
33  L.  ed.  282,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  37,  upheld  the 
Jurisdiction  of  a  state  court  not  within  such 
provisions,  upon  the  ground  that  they  merely 
created  a  personal  privilege  that  could  be 
waived. 

It  will  be  observed  that  each  one  of  these 
various  constructions  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  statutes  with  reference  to  concurrent 
Jurisdiction  left  the  concurrent  Jurisdiction  of 
the  state  court  without  the  express  sanction  of 
Congress,  so  that  In  those  cases  also  the  Juris- 
diction must  have  been  traced  to  the  inherent 
powers  of  the  state  courts. 

Crocker  v.  Marine  Nat.  Bank.  101  Mass.  241. 
3  Am.  Rep.  336,  while  holding  that  §  57  of  the 
act  of  1864  prevents  a  national  bank  from  being 
sued  in  a  state  court  out  of  the  city  and  county 
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tered  in  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  of  the  proper  district,  or  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  on  appeal. 

Iforvjioh  Co,  v.  Wright,  13  Wall.  104,  20 
L.  ed.  595;  The  Benefactor  y.  Mount,  103  U. 
8.  239,  sub  nom.  New  York  d  W.  8.  8.  Co.  v. 
Mount,  26  L.  ed.  351 ;  Providence  d  N,  Y.  8. 
8,  Co.  V.  Hill  Mfg,  Co.  109  U.  S.  578,  27  JL. 
ed.  1038,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  379,  617 ;  Be  Morri- 
son, 147  U.  S.  14,  sub  nom.  Morrison  v. 
United  8iatea  Dist,  Ot.  37  L.  ed.  60,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  246;  Quinla/n  ▼.  Pew,  5  U.  S.  App. 
382,  56  Fed.  Rep.  Ill,  6  G.  G.  A.  438;  The 
Tolohester,  42  Fed.  Rep.  180;  The  Mary 
Lord,  31  Fed.  Rep.  416;  Elwell  v.  Oeibei,  33 
Fed.  Rep.  71;  Benedict,  Admiralty,  3d  ed. 
p.  320,  f  661. 

Mitehell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt: 

The  substantial  question  in  this  case  is  the 


right  of  the  appellants  to  have  their  liability 
for  damages  to  the  plaintiff  limited  to  thtf 
value  of  their  respective  interests  in  the  ves- 
sel which  is  alleged  to  have  caused  the  in- 
jury. The  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1851, 
§3  (9  U.  S.  Stet  at  L  635  [chap.  43],  Rev. 
Stat.  1878,  §  4283),  provides  that  "the  li- 
ability of  the  owner  or  owners  of  any  ship 
or  vessel,  for  any  embezslement^  loss,  or  de- 
struction by  the  master,  officers,  mariners, 
passengers,  or  any  other  person  or  persons, 
of  any  property,  goods,  or  merchandise 
shipped  or  put  on  b<MLrd  of  such  ship  or  ves- 
sel, or  for  any  loss,  damage,  or  injury  by  col- 
lision, or  for  anv  act,  msitter,  or  thing,  loss, 
damage,  or  forfeiture,  done,  occasioned,  or 
incurred  without  the  privity  or  knowledge  of 
such  owner  or  owners,  shall  in  no  case  ex- 
ceed the  amount  or  value  of  the  interest  of 
such  owner  or  owners  reepectively  in  such 
ship  or  vessel,  and  her  freight  tiien  pend- 


in  which  it  is  located,  recognises  the  general 
doctrine  that  civil  cases  arising  under  the  Con- 
•titntlon  and  laws  of  the  United  States  may  be 
tried  and  determined  in  the  state  courts,  unless 
the  national  Constitution  and  laws  have  vested 
Jurisdiction  of  them  in  the  Federal  tribunala 

Actiont  by  or  agaimt  assignee  in  bankruptcy. 

The  question  has  also  been  frequently  raised 
In  actions  bi*ought  by,  or  against,  assignees  in 
bankruptcy  in  the  state  courta 

Ward  V.  Jenkins,  10  Met.  591,  upheld  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  state  court  over  an  action  by 
such  an  assignee  under  the  Federal  bankrupt 
law  of  1841,  upon  a  contract  made  by  the  de- 
fendants with  the  bankrupt.  The  court  held. 
In  effect,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court 
In  cases  arising  under  the  provisions  of  a  Fed- 
eral statute  rested,  not  upon  the  ground  of  the 
judicial  authority  conferred  as  such  by  a  law 
of  the  United  States,  but  upon  the  ordinary 
l>owers  of  the  state  court  acting,  indeed,  in  the 
particular  case  upon  legal  rights  which  had 
l>een  created  or  materially  affected  by  the  legis- 
lation of  Congress. 

The  court  further  points  out  that  under  the 
Federal  Constitution  the  laws  of  Congress  are 
the  supreme  laws  of  the  state, —  as  much  so  as 
etatutes  enacted  by  her  own  legislature. 

Stevens  v.  Mechanics'  Sav.  Bank,  101  Mass. 
109,  3  Am.  Rep.  326;  Hastings  v.  B^owler,  2 
Ind.  216;  Cogdell  v.  Bxum,  69  N.  C.  464,  12 
Am.  Rep.  657 ;  Barnard  v.  Davis,  64  Ala.  565 ; 
Hoover  v.  Robinson,  3  Neb.  487;  Peck  v.  Jen- 
ness,  16  N.  U.  516.  43  Am.  Dec.  573 ;  Harrod  v. 
Burgess,  6  Rob.  (La.)  449;  Russell  v.  Owen, 
«1  Mo.  185,  and  Johnson  v.  Bishop,  Woolw. 
324,  Fed.  Caa  No.  7,378, — are  to  the  same  ef- 
fect. 

Voorhies  v.  Frisble,  26  Mich.  476,  12  Am. 
ftep.  291,  as  before  shown,  denied  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  state  court  over  an  action  by  an  as- 
elgnee  In  bankruptcy,  under  f  85  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy act  of  1867,  to  set  aside  a  transfer  by 
the  bankrupt  as  a  preference  in  violation  of  the 
act.  This  decision  rests,  in  part  at  least,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal 
•courts  was  necessarily  exclusive,  since  the  right 
was  created  by  the  act.  The  court  attempted 
to  distinguish  the  case  from  Ward  v.  Jenkins, 
10  Met.  691,  upon  the  ground  that  in  the  latter 
action  the  right  enforced  existed  at  common 
law. 

There  is  also  an  intimation  in  the  opinion 
that  the  court  considered  that  the  right  created 
ty  S  85  was  In  the  nature  of  a  penalty,  and  as 
«ach  beyond  the  state  courts'  jurisdiction. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Brigham  v.  Claflln,  81  Wla  607,  11  Am.  Rep. 
628,  is  to  the  same  effect  as  Voorhies  v.  Frisbie, 
25  Mich.  476,  12  Am.  Rep.  291,  sujtra,  but 
brings  out  more  prominently  the  penal  charac- 
ter of  the  action.  Bromley  v.  Goodrich,  40 
Wis.  181,  22  Am.  Rep.  685,  reaffirms  Brigham 
V.  Claflln,  and  Sheldon  v.  Rounda  40  Mich.  425, 
held  that  the  bankruptcy  court  had  exclusive 
jurisdiction  of  suits  to  determine  the  right  of 
an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  to  property  where 
the  right  was  disputed  under  the  exemption 
clause  of  the  bankrupt  law  of  1867,  citing  Voor- 
hies V.  Frisbie,  25  Mich.  476,  12  Am.  Rep.  291. 

Claflln  V.  Houseman,  93  U.  8.  180,  23  L.  ed. 
833,  however,  upheld  the  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state  courts  over  suits  under  |  35. 

Justice  Bradley,  who  wrote  the  opinion,  re- 
marked that  if  an  act  of  Congress  gives  a  pen- 
alty to  a  party  aggrieved  without  specifying  a 
remedy  for  its  enforcement  there  is  no  reason 
why  it  should  not  be  enforced,  if  not  provided 
otherwise  by  some  act  of  Congress,  by  a  proper 
action  in  the  state  court. 

To  the  same  effect  as  Claflln  v.  Houseman, 
93  U.  S.  130,  23  L.  ed.  833.  are;  Byster  ▼. 
Gaff,  91  U.  S.  521,  23  L.  ed.  403;  Davis  v. 
Friedlander,  104  U.  8.  570,  26  L.  ed.  818 ;  Mc- 
Uenry  v.  La  Socifite,  Franca! se  D'Epargnea  95 
U.  S.  58,  24  L.  ed.  370;  McKenna  v.  Simpson, 
129  U.  S.  506,  32  L.  ed.  771,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
305 ;  Re  Central  Bank,  6  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  207. 
Fed.  Caa  No.  2,547;  Risen  v.  Powell,  28  Ark. 
427  :  Dambmann  v.  White,  48  Cal.  439 ;  Isett  y. 
Stuart,  80  111.  404.  22  Am.  Rep.  194;  Wool- 
dridge  v.  Rickert,  33  La.  Ann.  234  ;  Jordan  ▼. 
Downey,  40  Md.  401;  Boone  v.  Hall,  7  Bush, 
66,  3  Am.  Rep.  288 ;  Otis  v.  Hadley.  112  Mass. 
100 ;  Lane  v.  Innea  43  Minn.  137,  45  N.  W.  4 ; 
McKleman  v.  King,  2  Mont.  72 ;  Gage  v.  Dow, 
58  N.  H.  420;  Cook  v.  Whipple,  55  N.  Y.  150. 
14  Am.  Rep.  202 ;  Thompson  v.  Sweet,  78  N. 
Y.  622;  Kemmerer  v.  Tool,  78  Pa  147;  and 
Barton  v.  Oeiler,  8  Lea,  296. 

Naturaligation  proceedings. 

As  pointed  out  in  a  note  to  State  ea  rel. 
Rushworth  v.  Judges  of  Inferior  Ct.  of  Common 
Pleas  (N.  J.)  in  30  L.  B.  A.  763,  the  courts 
have  not  always  been  In  accord  as  to  the  true 
source  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  in 
naturalisation  proceedinga 

State  V.  Penney,  10  Ark.  621 ;  Morgan  v.  Dud- 
ley. 18  B.  Mon.  714.  68  Am.  Dec  735 ;  Re  Rams- 
den,  13  How.  Pr.  435 ;  and  Ba  parte  McKenale, 
51  S.  C.  244,  28  S.  E.  468,— seem  to  hold,  in 
conformity  to  the  general  doctrine  of  Houston 
V.  Moore,  6  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed.  19,  that  the  juris- 
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Inff."  And  the  act  of  June  26,  1884,  S  18 
(23  U.  S.  Stat  at  L.  57  [ohap.  121],  1  Supp. 
Rev.  Stat  ed.  1891,  p.  443) ,  makes  a  substan- 
tially similar  provision  in  more  condensed 
phraseology:  ^*That  the  individual  liability 
of  a  shipowner  shall  be  limited  to  the  pro- 
portion of  any  or  all  debts  and  liabilities  that 
nia  individual  share  of  the  vessel  bears  to  the 
whole,  and  the  a^^egate  liabilities  of  all  the 
owners  of  a  vessel  on  account  of  the  same 
shall  not  exceed  the  value  of  such  vessels,  and 
freight  pending."  By  the  act  of  June  19, 
1886,  5  4  (24  SUt  79  [ohap.  421],  1  Supp. 
Bev.  Stat  ed.  1891,  p.  494),  the  act  of  1884 
is  made  to  apply  to  'Nail  vessels  used  on  lakes 
or  rivers  or  in  inland  navigation,  including 
eanal  boats,  barges,  and  lighters."  In  Butler 
T.  Boston  d  8.  8.  8.  Co.  130  U.  S.  527,  32  L. 
ed.  101 7»  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  612,  it  was  held 
that  this  limitation  of  liability  applies  to 
actions  for  damages  for  death  caused  by  neg- 


ligence. And,  on  this  point,  see  also  Craig 
V.  Continental  Ina,  Co.  141  U.  S.  638,  35  L. 
ed.  886,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  97.  It  was  further 
held  in  the  former  case  that  the  limitation 
of  liability  was  enacted  by  Congress  as  part 
of  the  maritime  law  of  the  United  States, 
and  is  coextensive  in  its  operation  with  the 
whole  territorial  domain  of  that  law.  It 
applies,  therefore,  to  the  case  of  a  disaster 
happening  within  the  limits  of  a  county  of  a 
state,  and  to  a  case  where  the  liability  itself 
arises  from  a  law  of  the  state. 

These  statutory  limitations  of  liability,  so 
construed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  would  seem  to  settle  the 
question  in  this  case  in  favor  of  appellants. 
But  it  is  argued  for  appellee  that  they  can- 
not prevail  against  the  prohibition  in  §  21 
of  article  3  of  the  Constitution  of  Pennsyl- 
vania against  any  limitation  of  the  amount 
to   be   recovered   for   injuries    resulting   in 


diction  cannot  rest  alone  upon  tlie  provisions 
of  the  acts  of  Congress  which  attempt  to  con- 
fer It,  but  that  the  state  courts  must,  inde- 
pendently of  such  provislona  have  power  ade- 
quate to  the  perfomance  of  the  acts  required 
to  be  done  in  the  process  of  naturalisation. 

Robertson  v.  Baldwin,  165  U.  8.  275,  41  L. 
ed.  715,  17  Snp.  Ct.  Rep.  826,  however,  holds 
that  the  doctrine  that  Congress  cannot  vest 
any  of  the  Judicial  powers  of  the  United  States 
In  the  courts  or  judicial  ofBcers  of  the  several 
states  applies  only  to  the  trial  and  determina^ 
tion  of  ''cases"  in  courts  of  record,  and  that 
Consress  Is  still  at  liberty  to  authorise  the  Judi- 
cial oiBcers  of  the  several  states  to  exercise 
such  power  as  is  ordinarily  given  to  ofBcers  not 
of  record,  snch,  for  Instance,  as  the  power  to 
naturalise  allena  and  perform  such  other  duties 
as  may  be  regarded  as  Incidental  to  the  Judicial 
power,  rather  than  the  Jndlclal  power  Itself. 

That  case,  however,  did  not  Involve  any  ques- 
tion as  to  naturalization,  but  related  to  the 
power  of  Congress  to  authorise  Justices  of  the 
peace  to  Issue  warrants  for  deserting  seamen. 

WHen  jurisdictioH  of  $tate  eourit  eweluded. 

There  is  some  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
whether  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts 
Is  made  exclusive,  and  the  state  courts  ousted 
of  their  concurrent  Jurisdiction,  by  an  act  of 
Congress  which  without  words  of  exclusion, 
merely  confers  Jurisdiction  upon  the  Federal 
eoarta  It  will  be  observed  that  In  many  cases 
Congress  had  either  expressly  granted  concur- 
rent iurisdlctlon  to  the  state  court,  or  had  clear- 
ly negatived  exclusive  Jurisdiction  In  the  Feder- 
al coarts,  so  that  this  question  did  not  arise. 

Hamilton  in  stating  the  doctrine  says  that 
In  every  case  In  which  the  state  courts  are  not 
"expressly"  excluded  by  the  acts  of  the  national 
legislature  such  courts  will  take  cognisance 
of  the  causes  to  which  those  actS'  may  give 
birth. 

Houston  V.  Hoore,  5  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed.  10, 
9upra,  held  that  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
militia  laws,  conferring  JurlBdietlon  of  the  of- 
fense In  question  upon  the  Federal  court  mar- 
tial, did  not  exclude  the  concurrent  Jurisdic- 
tion ot  the  state  court  martial. 

As  already  shown,  Fresno  Nat.  Bank  v.  San 
Joaquin  County  Super.  Ct.  88  Cal.  491,  24  Pac. 
157  ;  Adams  v.  Dsunis,  29  La.  Ann.  815 ;  Cooke 
V.  State  Nat.  Bank,  52  N.  Y.  96:  Robinson  v. 
National  Bank,  81  N.  Y.  885,  37  Am.  Rep.  508 ; 
and  Holmes  v.  National  Bank,  18  S.  C.  81, — 
hold  that  the  Jurisdiction  conferred  on  the  Fed- 
eral and  certain  state  courts  by  |  5198,  U.  S. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Rev.  Stat,  is  not  exclusive  of  the  Jurisdiction 
of  other  state  courts,  while  Crocker  v.  Marine 
Nat  Bank,  101  Mass.  241,  3  Am.  Rep.  386, 
aupra,  and  Cadle  v.  Tracy,  11  Blatchf.  101,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  2,279,  hold  that  the  Jurisdiction  so 
conferred  is  exclusive. 

Pettllon  V.  Noble,  7  Blss.  449,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,044,  holds  that  |  629,  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  giv- 
ing United  SUtes  courts  Jurisdiction  of  all  suits 
by  or  against  any  banking  association  estab- 
lished in  the  district  for  which  the  court  is  held, 
under  any  law  providing  for  banking  assocla- 
tiona  does  not  devest  the  concurrent  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state  courta 

Clailln  V.  Houseman,  98  U.  S.  180,  28  L.  ed. 
838,  which  approves  the  general  doctrine  ot 
Houston  V.  Moore,  5  Wheat.  1,  5  L.  ed.  19,  inti- 
mates a  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  deci- 
sion with  reference  to  the  effect  of  the  Federal 
laws  involved  in  that  case  on  the  concurrent  Ju- 
risdiction. 

Ward  V.  Jenkins,  10  Met.  691,  tspro,  held 
that  the  various  provisions  of  the  Federal  bank- 
ruptcy act  of  1841,  conferring  Jurisdiction  upon 
the  United  States  courta  did  not  exclude  the 
concurrent  Jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts,  and 
the  cases  above  cited  as  being  to  the  same  effect 
as  that  case  must  have  held  the  same  in  re- 
spect to  the  act  of  1841  or  1867,  as  the  case 
may  have  been.  The  same  Is  true  of  ClaHin 
V.  Houseman,  93  U.  S.  ISO,  28  L.  ed.  838,  and 
the  other  cases,  above  cited,  In  line  with  It ; 
and  Wetmore  v.  McMillan,  57  Iowa,  844,  10  N. 
W.  725;  Clark  v.  Ewing,  0  Biss.  440,  3  Fed. 
Rep.  88;  Goodrich  v.  Wilson,  119  Mass.  429; 
Kidder  v.  Horrobin,  72  N.  Y.  159;  Olcott  v. 
Maclean,  78  N.  Y.  223;  Wente  v.  Young,  12 
Hun,  220;  and  Wheelock  v.  Lee,  54  How.  Pr. 
402,— expressly  held  that  S  4974,  U.  8.  Rev. 
Stat.,  providing  that  legal  debts  or  assets  of 
the  bankrupt,  if  not  In  excess  of  $500,  might  be 
recovered  in  a  state  court,  did  not  take  away 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  when  the 
debt  exceeded  that  amount. 

Copp  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  43  La.  Ann. 
511,  12  L.  R.  A.  725,  0  So.  441,  denied  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  state  court  over  an  action  under 
the  Interstate  commerce  act  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  for  unlawful  discrimination,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  statute  which  created  the  right 
provided  for  a  remedy  before  the  Interstate 
commerce  commission  or  the  district  or  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  and  that  such  reme- 
dies were  exclusive  under  the  rule  that  where  s 
particular  remedy  is  provided  by  law  such  rem- 
edy must  be  sought  to  the  exclusion  of  all  oth* 
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death,  and  that»  in  any  view,  they  cannot  be 
administered  by  a  Pennsylvania  court  in  a 
common-law  action. 

Ab  to  the  first  objection,  it  is  clear  that 
neither  statute  nor  Constitution  of  Pennsyl- 
vania can  be  set  up  against  a  right  given  by 
Congress  in  its  control  of  the  maritime  law 
of  the  country.  That  control  is  paramount, 
and,  when  it  has  been  exercised  in  a  particu- 
lar way,  all  state  authority  must  conform 
to  it. 

The  second  objection — ^that  the  limitation 
cannot  be  administered  by  a  state  court  in  a 
common-law  action — ^must  depend  primarily 
on  the  language  of  the  acts  of  Congress,  and 
the  nature  of  the  right  which  they  confer. 


If  sucb  right  is  contingent  on  something  to 
be  done  by  the  vessel  owner  or  others,  then 
we  must  look  into  the  pleadings  or  ihe  evi- 
dence of  the  acts  of  the  parties.  But  if,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  right  is  absolute,  then» 
clearly,  it  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  plain- 
tiff's choice  of  the  tribunal ;  and  if  the  state 
court  is  unable,  through  defect  of  its  juris- 
diction over  parties  or  subject-matter,  or 
through  its  methods  of  procedure,  to  protect 
the  right,  then  the  court  must  dismiss  the 
case  for  want  of  appropriate  powers  to  de- 
termine it  in  accordance  with  the  paramount 
law  on  the  subject. 

This  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the 
acts  of  Congress.     The  limitation  of  liability 


Battln  V.  Kear,  2  Phlla.  301,  and  Dudley  v. 
Mayhew,  3  N.  Y.  0^  which  were  decided  before 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts  over  cases 
arising  under  the  patent  right  laws  was  express- 
ly made  exclusive,  held  that  |  17  of  the  act  of 
Congress  of  July  4,  1836,  providing  that  all 
cases  of  that  class  should  be  orlglzially  cognis- 
able by  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States, 
excluded  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts. 
These  decisions  rest  upon  the  ground  that  the 
rights  of  the  patentee  spring  wholly  from  the 
Federal  statutes,  and  therefore  that  the  remedy 
provided  by  the  statutes  is  exclusive. 

Missouri  River  Packet  Co.  v.  Hannibal  &  St. 
J.  R.  Co.  70  Mo.  478,  holds  that  the  1st  section 
of  act  of  Congress  of  July  26,  1866,  '*To  Author- 
ise the  Construction  of  Certain  Bridges/*  con- 
ferring Jurisdiction  upon  the  United  States  dis- 
trict court  of  any  litigation  arising  from  ob- 
struction to  navigation  by  the  bridges  author- 
ized by  the  act,  does  not  devest  the  common-law 
jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts  over  the  matter. 

When  queatUm  arise$  incidentally. 

If,  as  above  shown,  the  state  courts  may  take 
concurrent  Jurisdiction  when  a  cause  of  action 
arises  out  of  an  act  of  Congress,  a  fortiori,  they 
may,  if  they  have  adequate  power  and  machin- 
ery to  deal  with  them,  take  cognizance  of  ques- 
tions incidentally  arising  under  such  an  act,  as 
In  the  principal  case. 

Martin  v.  Hunter,  1  Wheat.  804,  4  L.  ed.  07, 
eupra,  which  goes  as  far  as  any  case  to  uphold 
the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts 
over  matters  within  the  judicial  power  confided 
to  the  United  States  by  the  Constitution,  recog- 
nizes the  fact  that  such  questions  will  arise  In- 
cidentally In  the  state  courts  In  the  exercise  of 
their  ordinary  jurisdiction,  and  makes  It  the 
basis  of  an  argument  for  the  appellate  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  over 
judgments  of  the  state  courts.  So,  also,  Rod- 
ney V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  10  III.  42,  while  ques- 
tioning the  right  of  state  tribunals  to  take  di- 
rect cognizance  of  cases  arising  under  Federal 
statutes,  holds  they  can  enforce  such  law  when 
they  come  incidentally  in  question. 

It  may  happen,  that  the  state  court  does  not 
have  the  necessary  methods  or  machinery  to  en- 
force a  right  under  a  Federal  statute,  even 
when  It  arises  incidentally.  In  that  event,  as 
shown  by  the  opinions  in  the  principal  case, 
and  in  Chlsholm  v.  Northern  Transp.  Co.  61 
Barb.  363,  the  state  court  should  dismiss  the 
action. 

The  power  of  Congress  to  exclude  from  evi- 
dence in  the  state  courts  Instruments  not  bear- 
ing required  revenue  stamps  is  discussed  In  a 
note  to  Knox  v.  Rossi,  —  L.  R.  ▲.  — , 

Miacellaneous. 
This  note  Is  not  Intended  to  cover  the  qnes- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


tlon  as  to  what  cases  tall  within  the  categories 
of  cases  of  which  Congress  has  declared  the  Ju- 
risdiction of  the  Federal  courts  shall  be  ex- 
clusive. Many  of  the  cases  which  turn  upon 
that  question  assume  that  the  state  courts  have 
concurrent  jurisdiction,  unless  the  case  falls 
within  one  of  such  categories. 

There  are  many  cases,  for  instance,  which  up- 
hold the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts  In  ac- 
tions In  which  a  defense  going  to  the  validity 
of  a  patent  has  been  Interposed,  after  holding 
that  such  defense  does  not  bring  the  action 
within  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  |  711,  declaring  that 
the  Federal  court  shall  have  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion of  all  cases  arising  under  the  patent  right 
lawa  The  following  are  cases  of  that  kind : 
Pratt  V.  Paris  Gaslight  &  Coke  Co.  168  U.  B. 
255.  42  L.  ed.  458,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  62 ;  Dunbar 
V.  Marden,  18  N.  H.  311 ;  Rich  v.  Atwater.  16 
Conn.  400 ;  Sherman  v.  Champlain  Transp.  Co. 
31  Vt.  162;  Clough  v.  Patrick,  87  Vt.  421; 
Burrall  v.  Jewett,  2  Paige,  134 ;  Middlebrook  v. 
Broadbent,  47  N.  Y.  443,  7  Am.  Rep.  457 ;  Con- 
tinental Store  Service  Co.  v.  Clark,  100  N.  Y. 
365.  3  N.  E.  335;  Head  v.  Stevens,  10  Wend. 
411 ;  Harmon  v.  Bird,  22  Wend.  113 ;  Cross  ▼. 
Huntly.  18  Wend.  886;  Saxton  v.  Dodge.  67 
Barb.  84 ;  Geiger  v.  Cook.  8  Watts  &  S.  266 ; 
Slemmer's  Appeal,  58  Pa.  155.  08  Am.  Dec 
248 ;  McClure  v.  JeflTrey,  8  Ind.  70 ;  Nye  v.  Ray- 
mond, 16  111.  153 ;  Page  v.  Dickerson,  28  Wis. 
604,  0  Am.  Rep.  582 ;  Rice  v.  Garnhart,  34  Wis. 
453,  17  Am.  Rep.  448 ;  Billings  v.  Ames,  82  Mo. 
265. 

III.  Criminal  and  penal  lawe. 

Criminal  Uhom. 

Notwithstanding  that  the  judiciary  act 
passed  by  the  first  Congress  after  the  adoption 
of  the  Constitution  expressly  gave  the  Federal 
courts  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  crimes  and 
offenses  cognizable  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States,  and  that  since  that  time  there 
has  been  a  general  statutory  reservation  of  ex- 
clusive Jurisdiction  to  the  Federal  courU  in 
such  cases,  the  question  as  to  the  concurrent 
Jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts  has  arisen  In  a 
number  of  cases,  because  Congress,  by  purport- 
ing to  confer  concurrent  jurisdiction  upon  the 
state  courts  over  certain  crimes  or  offenses,  has 
as  to  them  withdrawn  the  restriction  previous- 
ly Imposed. 

It  would  seem  that  the  question  of  the  eon- 
current  jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts  over 
this  class  of  cases  must  be  determined  by  the 
same  criterion  that  governs  In  civil  cases — 
namely,  the  Inherent  power  of  the  state  courts, 
unaided  by  the  acts  of  Congress  except  so  far 
as  they  may  remove  restrictions  previously  im- 
posed upon  such  jurisdiction  by  Congress.  The 
answer,  however,  Is  likely  to  be  different  in  view 
of  the  general  rule  that  the  courts  of  one  sover- 
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tinder  both  the  acta  of  1851  and  1884  is 
general  and  absolute.  By  the  former  the  li- 
atbility  ''shall  in  no  case  exeeed,"  and  by  the 
latter  ''shall  be  limited  to"  the  value  of  the 
indiyidual  owner's  interest  in  the  vessel. 
The  former  provision  is  contained  in  §  3  of 
-the  act  of  1851,  and  by  S  4  it  is  provided 
that  whenever  the  loss  is  by  several  owners 
of  goods,  etc.,  and  the  whole  value  of  the  ves- 
-ael  and  freight  is  not  sufficient,  they  shall 
receive  oompeneation  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  losses,  and  the  owner  of  the  vessel 
inay  take  appropriate  proceedings  in  any 
^court  for  the  purpose  of  apportioning  the  sum 
^or  which  he  is  liable  among  the  parties  en- 
titled  thereto.    It   then   continues   that   it 


shall  be  sufficient  compliance  by  the  owner 
with  the  requirements  of  the  act  if  he  shall 
transfer  his  interest  in  the  vessel  and  freight 
to  a  trustee  for  the  parties  entitled,  to  be 
appointed  by  any  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction, and  thereupon  all  claims  and  pro- 
ceedings against  the  owner  shall  cease.  There 
is  nothing  in  this  section  which  in  any  way 
changes  the  positive  character  of  the  limi- 
tation. The  provisions  are  manifestly  in 
furtherance,  not  in  restriction,  of  the  vessel 
owner's  right,  and  are  directory  only,  in  the 
sense  that  they  point  out  a  method  by  which 
his  right  may  be  enforced,  but  are  not  ex- 
clusive of  other  methods  which  may  be  found 
effective  for  the  same  purpose.    And  such 


-etgntj  will  not  execnte  the  criminal  or  penal 
4&W8  of  anotber,  wbereaa  there  is  no  sach  rule 
In  respect  to  purely  civil  actions. 

Justice  Story,  in  Martin  v.  Hunter,  1  Wheat. 
^37,  4  L.  ed.  105,  says  that  no  part  of  the 
-criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  can, 
•conslatently  with  the  Constitution,  be  delegated 
to  state  tribunala 

If  by  this  he  means,  cannot  be  delegated  by 
-Ooogresa,  he  is  in  accord  with  the  later  deci- 
sions, but  most  of  the  latter  have  determined 
tbe  question  of  the  state  court's  Jurisdiction  by 
reference  to  the  criterion  mentioned. 

Houston  V.  Moore,  5  Wheat.  1,  5  L.  ed.  19, 
Is  not  authority  for  the  position  that  Congress 
«nay  effectively  confer  concurrent  Jurisdiction 
tipon  state  courts  over  offenses  against  the  Fed- 
•eral  lawa  It  merely  held  that  the  Federal 
militia  laws  which  covered  the  offense  In  ques- 
tion In  that  case  did  not  confer  exclusive  Jurls- 
•dletion  upon  the  Federal  courts,  as  was  done  by 
Che  Judiciary  act  with  reference  to  other  of- 
fenses. This  fact,  under  the  doctrine  estab- 
lisbed  by  the  case  with  reference  to  concurrent 
inrlsdlctlon,  left  the  way  open  for  the  state 
-eofart  to  take  jurisdiction  if  it  could  find  author- 
ity to  do  so  independently  of  any  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  in  that  particular  case  authority 
was  found  in  a  state  statute. 

Tbe  existence  of  such  statute  differentiates 
the  case  from  most  of  the  other  criminal  cases 
Involving  the  question  of  concurrent  Jurisdic- 
tion, since  in  such  cases  it  was  necessary  to 
<letermtne  the  inherent  Jurisdiction  of  the  state 
•courts  by  reference  to  the  general  principles  of 
taw. 

State  V.  Wells,  2  HUl,  L.  687,  held  that  the 
state  court  had  Jurisdiction  of  a  prosecution  for 
•opening  a  letter  contrary  to  the  act  of  Congress 
r^Tulating  the  poetofflce  department. 

The  court  quotes  the  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution making  the  laws  of  Congress  the  su- 
preme law  of  the  land,  and  says  that  an  offense 
against  the  laws  of  the  United  States  Is  an 
offense  against  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  the 
state  has  a  right  to  punish  It  upon  the  princi- 
ple of  the  common  law  that  she  has  the  right 
to  punish  all  violations  of  her  law.  This  deci- 
sion was,  however,  expressly  overruled  by  State  V. 
SkTBride,  Rice,  L.  400,  holding  that  the  state  court 
tiad  no  jurisdiction  of  an  offense  of  stealing  a 
letter  from  the  mail  in  violation  of  the  act  of 
<;ongress,  and  is  opposed  to  the  current  of  au- 
tbority. 

Com.  V.  Feely,  1  Ya.  Caa  821,  denies  the  Ju- 
risdiction of  the  state  court  over  a  defendant 
indicted  for  stealing  mail. 

In  these  cases  the  judiciary  act  opposed  no 
obstacle  to  concurrent  jurisdiction,  since  the 
•statute  cremating  the  offenses  purported  to  con- 
-fer  snch  jurisdiction. 

Robertson  v.  Baldwin,  165  U.  8.  276.  41  L. 
•ed.  715,  17  Snp.  Ct  Kep.  826,  as  before  stated, 
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holds  that  the  Judicial  power  which  Congress 
cannot  vest  in  the  state  courts  does  not  Include 
the  power  to  take  afSdavIts,  or  to  arrest  and 
commit  for  trial  offenders  against  the  Unit- 
ed States,  and  accordingly  holds  that  S  451)8 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  is  not  unconstitutional 
because  it  authorizes  Justices  of  the  peace  to 
Issue  warrants  to  apprehend  deserting  seamen, 
and  to  deliver  them  up  to  the  master  of  their 
vessel. 

A  similar  decision,  baaed  on  the  same  princi- 
ple, had  been  previously  made  in  Ex  parte  Gist» 
26  Ala.  156. 

Cases  in  which  the  defendants  are  proceeded 
against  under  the  Federal  statutes  are  to  be 
distinguished  from  those  like  Fox  v.  Ohio,  5 
How.  410,  12  L.  ed.  213 ;  State  v.  Pike,  15  N.  H. 
88;  Moore  v.  Illinois,  14  How.  13.  14  L.  ed. 
306;  Com.  v.  Fuller,  8  Met.  813.  41  Am.  Dec. 
509 ;  and  Jett  v.  Com.  18  Gratt.  939,— In  which 
there  was  a  state  statute  covering  the  same  of- 
fense as  the  Federal  statute. 

Penal  lawa. 

Haney  v.  Sharp,  1  Dana,  442,  denied  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  state  court  over  an  action  for 
a  penalty  under  the  act  of  Congress  relating  to 
the  census.  The  court  says  that  no  state  tribu- 
nal has  inherent  Jurisdiction  over,  nor  can  it 
take  Jurisdiction  of,  a  penal  case  arising  under 
an  act  of  Congress,  unless  some  law  of  the  com- 
monwealth has  given  it  the  right  to  do  so,  and 
the  general  government  has  by  an  act  of  Con- 
gress also  consented.  In  this  case  neither  of 
such  requisites  existed. 

L'nlted  States  v.  Lathrop,  17  Johns.  4,  de- 
nied the  Jurisdiction  of  the  state  court  over  an 
action  of  debt  by  the  United  States  to  recover 
a  penalty  for  selling  spirituous  liquor  in  viola- 
tion of  an  act  of  Congress  of  August  2,  1813, 
which  expressly  provides  that  suit  may  be 
prosecuted  before  any  court*  of  the  state  having 
Jurisdiction  in  like  cases.  The  court  says  that 
a  pecuniary  penalty  for  violation  of  an  act  of 
Congress  Is  as  much  a  punishment  for  an  of- 
fense against  the  laws  as  If  a  corporal  punish- 
ment had  been  Inflicted,  and  that  as  regards 
crimes  and  offenses  the  government  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  stands  in  the  same  relation  to  the 
state  government  as  any  foreign  government. 

Justice  Bradley,  in  Claflin  v.  Houseman,  93 
U.  S.  130,' 23  L.  ed.  883,  supra,  says  that  If  an 
act  of  Congress  gives  a  penalty  to  a  party  ag- 
grieved without  specifying  a  remedy  for  Its  en- 
forcement there  is  no  reason  why  it  should 
not  be  enforced,  if  not  provided  otherwise  by 
some  act  of  Congress,  by  a  proper  action  in 
state.  He  refers  to  United  States  v.  Lathrop, 
17  Johns.  4,  and  remarks  that  the  state  courts 
have  in  certain  instances  declined  to  exercise 
the  Jurisdiction  conferred  upon  them,  but  that 
that  fact  does  not  militate  against  the  exist- 
ence of   such  Jurisdiction.     He   also  criticises 
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If  e  underBtand  to  be  the  ooaBtruction  settled 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 
In  the  case  of  The  Scotland,  105  U.  S.  24, 
9uh  nom.  National  Steam  Nov.  Co.  y.  Dyer, 
26  L.  ed.  1001,  it  was  said  by  Bradley,  J.: 
"The  primary  enactment  in  §  4283,  Bev. 
Stat.,  is  that  the  liability  of  the  owner  for 
any  loss  or  damage  .  .  .  shall  in  no  case 
exceed  the  amount  or  value  of  his  interest 
in  the  vessel  and  her  freight  then  pending. 
Two  modes  for  carrying  out  this  law  are 
then  prescribed, — one  in  S  4284,  and  the  oth- 


er in  S  4285."  Iliese  sections  sf  e  the  revi- 
sion and  re-enactment  of  S  4  of  the  act  of 
1851  just  discussed.  The  same  opinion  then 
proceeds  to  show  that  these  modes  are  in  aid,, 
and  not  in  restriction,  of  the  ovmer's  right 
to  limit  hie  liability,  and  are  not  therefore- 
exclusive,  but  the  defense  may  be  made  iiv 
any  form  that  the  nature  of  the  case  and 
the  {Procedure  of  the  court  will  permit.  And 
to  the  same  effect  are  Providenoe  d  N,  T.  B» 
S.  Co,  V.  Hill  Mfg.  Co.  109  U.  S.  578,  594,  27 
L.  ed.  1038,  1044,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  879,  617,. 


the  tendency  to  regard  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  as  emanating  from  a  foreign  power, 'say- 
ing that  it  is  founded  on  an  erroneons  view  of 
the  nature  and  relation  of  the  state  and  Federal 
governments.  It  is  to  be  observed,  however, 
that  Ciaflin  v.  Houseman,  If  regarded  as  an  ac- 
tion for  a  penalty,  was  for  the  benefit  of  an  as- 
signee In  bankruptcy,  and  not  for  the  benefit  of 
the  government.  Moreover,  Justice  Gray,  in 
Huntington  v.  Attrlll,  146  U.  S.  667,  86  L.  ed. 
1123,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  224,  says,  arffuendo,  the 
courts  of  the  state  cannot  be  compelled  to  take 
Jurisdiction  of  a  suit  to  recover  a  penalty  for  a 
violation  of  a  law  of  the  United  States,  and 
that  the  only  ground  ever  suggested  for  main- 
taining such  suits  in  a  state  court  is  that  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  are  In  effect  the  laws 
of  each  state.  After  remarking  that  the  state- 
ment of  Justice  Bradley  in  Claflln  v.  House- 
man, 98  U.  S.  130,  23  L.  ed.  838,  on  this  pomt 
was  obiter,  he  says  that  Justice  Bradley,  the 
year  before,  when  sitting  in  circalt  (Ew  pat-te 
Bridges),  said  it  would  be  manifest  incongruity 
for  one  sovereign  to  punish  a  person  for  an  of- 
fense against  the  laws  of  another. 

Jackson  v.  Rose,  2  Va.  Cas.  84 ;  Davison  v. 
ChampIIn,  7  Conn.  244;  and  Ely  v.  Peck,  7 
Conn.  239, — are  to  the  same  effect  as  United 
States  V.  Lathrop,  17  Johna  4,  aupra. 

On  the  other  hand.  United  States  v.  Smith, 
4  N.  J.  L.  33 ;  Buckwalter  v.  United  States,  11 
Serg.  &  R.  193;  Hartley  v.  United  States,  3 
Hayw.  (Tenn.)  45 ;  and  Steams  v.  United 
States,  2  Paine,  800,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,341,— 
uphold  the  Jurisdiction  of  state  courts  over 
suits  by  the  United  States  to  recover  penal- 
ties under  acts  of  Congress  which  purport  to 
confer  Jurisdiction  upon  the  state  courts. 
These  decisions  rest  on  the  ground  that  the 
laws  of  Congress  are  the  supreme  laws  of  the 
land,  and  the  last-mentioned  case  alludes  to  the 
fact  that  the  proceeding  was  not  a  criminal 
prosecution,  but  a  civil  action  to  recover  a  pen- 
alty for  breach  of  the  statute. 

That  case  also  disapproved  of  United  States 
V.  Lathrop,  17  Johns.  4,  and  dissented  from  the 
view  that  the  Federal  and  state  governments 
are  to  be  considered  as  entirely  foreign  to  each 
other,  and  that  the  case  falls  under  the  rule 
that  the  courts  of  one  sovereignty  will  not  take 
cognisance  of,  and  enforce,  the  Penal  Code  of 
another. 

In  addition  to  the  distinction  suggested  In 
Stearns  v.  United  States,  2  Paine,  «00,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  18.341,  with  reference  to  the  form  of 
proceeding  for  the  enforcement  of  a  penalty, 
there  seems  to  be  a  further  distinction,  depend- 
ing upon  the  question  whether  the  injury  is 
solely  to  public,  or  directly  affects  private, 
righta  Actions  against  national  banks  to  re- 
cover the  penalty  for  exacting  usury  are  of  the 
latter  kind,  and  It  has  been  generally  held  that 
state  courts  have  Jurisdiction  of  them,  the  ex- 
clusive Jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts  hav- 
ing been  negatived  by  the  provisions  of  the  acts 
of  Congress  purporting  to  confer  concurrent 
jurisdiction  upon  the  state  courts. 
48  L.  K.  A. 


To  that  effect  are  Kinser  v.  Farmers'  Nat. 
Bank,  58  Iowa,  728,  18  N.  W.  59;  Henderson 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Alves,  91  Ky.  142,  15  N.  W.  132  ; 
National  Bank  v.  Johnson,  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  904 ; 
Bank  v.  Snyder  (Pa.)  2  Leg.  Rec.  Rep.  356; 
Ordway  v.  Central  Nat.  Bank,  47  Md.  217,  2» 
Am.  Rep.  455;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Overman,  22* 
Neb.  116,  84  N.  W.  107 ;  Morgan  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  93  N.  C.  352;  Schuyler  Nat.  Bank  t. 
Bollong,  87  Neb.  620,  56  N.  W.  209;  Hade  t. 
McVay,  31  Ohio  St.  231 ;  Lebanon  Nat.  Bank  t. 
Karmany,  98  Pa.  65;  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Oro- 
ber,  91  Pa.  377 ;  Blets  v.  Columbia  Nat.  Bank,. 
87  Pa.  87,  30  Am.  Rep.  348;  Lynch  v.  Mer- 
chants' Nat  Bank,  22  W.  Ya.  554,  46  AnL  Rep. 
520. 

The  opinion  in  Blets  v.  Columbia  Nat.  Bank» 
87  Pa.  87,  SO  Am.  Rep.  343,  cites,  and  relie» 
on,  Ciaflin  v.  Houseman,  93  U.  S.  130,  23  L.  ed. 
883,  and  says  that  whatever  doubts  have  been 
expressed  by  some  state  courts  as  to  penalties- 
to  be  sued  for  by  the  United  States,  or  someone^ 
in  its  behalf.  In  order  to  vindicate  the  Federal 
law,  they  do  not  extend  to  a  case  involving  a. 
private  right  sued  for  by  the  dtlsen  for  himself. 

The  Jurisdiction  of  the  state  courts,  even  over 
such  actions,  has  been  denied  in  Missouri  River 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  First  Nat  Bank,  74  III.  217,  which, 
says  that  the  state  court  cannot  enforce  th» 
criminal  or  penal  laws  of  another  sovereignty. 
In  answer  to  the  argument  based  on  the  fact 
that  the  state  courts  entertain  Jurisdiction  in 
cases  where  national  banks  are  parties  elther- 
plalntiff  or  defendant,  the  court  said  that  the 
Jurisdiction  In  such  cases  resulted  from  the 
power  conferred  by  the  state  Constitution  an<l> 
laws,  and  not  from  the  acts  of  Congress. 

Newell  V.  National  Bank,  12  Bush,  57,  wae- 
an  action  by  a  national  bank  on  a  note.  The 
defendant  pleaded  usury,  and  sought  to  set  ofT 
the  forfeiture  declared  by  the  acts  of  Congress- 
In  such  casea  The  court  held  that  the  penal- 
ties arising  under  the  laws  of  the  United  Stsftes- 
could  not  be  enforced  in  state  courts. 

National  Bank  v.  Eyre,  52  Iowa.  114,  2  N.  W. 
095 :  I*eoples  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
748 ;  and  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Chllds.  130  Mass. 
519,  39  Am.  Rep.  474,— on  the  contrary,  hold- 
that  such  forfeiture  is  available  as  a  defense  in 
a  state  court.  It  will  be  observed  that  |  5198. 
U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  which  prescribes  the  penalty 
for  usury,  provides  for  its  recovery  in  an  action 
of  debt;  so  that  actions  for  this  penalty  are- 
civil  in  form,  and  the  benefit  accrues  to  tha- 
Indlvldual. 

Whatever  may  be  the  rule  when  the  action 
Is  for  the  vindication  of  a  private  right,  or 
when  the  proceeding  is  not  criminal,  it  is  un- 
doubtedly true,  in  the  absence  of  state  legisla- 
tion, that  the  state  courts  cannot  find  In  their 
own  inherent  powera  iLnd  cannot  acquire- 
through  acts  of  Congress,  the  requisite  author- 
ity to  enable  them  to  entertain  a  proceeding,, 
criminal  in  its  nature  and  designed  for  the  vin- 
dication of  a  purely  public  right,  to  enforce  tk 
criminal  or  penal  statute  of  the  Federal  govern* 
ment  G*  H.  P. 
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ftad  OrtUg  ▼.  Oantinmial  Ins.  Co.  141  U.  S. 
638,  35  L.  ed«  886,  12  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  07.  The 
very  point  of  th«  admissibility  of  this  do- 
/ense  in  an  action  in  a  state  court  was  de- 
cided in  the  case  of  The  Rosa,  63  Fed.  Rep. 
132,  where  a  petition  by  tho  vessel  owiier 
for  establishment  of  limited  liability,  and 
for  prohibition  of  further  proceedings  by  a 
plaintiff  in  a  state  court,  was  dismissed  by 
the  district  court  of  the  United  States  on  the 
ground  that  the  defense  could  be  adequately 
made  in  the  state  court.  It  is  true  that  this 
conclusion  has  beoi  dissented  from  in  Quin- 
Jan  V.  Pew,  6  U.  S.  App.  382,  66  Fed.  Rep. 
Ill,  121,  6  C.  C.  A.  438,  but  apparently  on 
the  ground  that  the  ressel  owner's  priyilege, 
not  only  to  have  the  value  of  the  vessel  ap- 
praised and  his' liability  limited  to  that,  but 
also  to  have  all  parties  compelled  to  come  in- 
to the  admiral^  court  with  their  claims, 
was  absolute  under  the  statute,  and  could 
not  be  refused,  in  view  of  the  want  of  power 
of  the  state  court  to  enforce  the  latter 
branch  of  the  remedy.  But  even  this  case 
does  not  sustain  the  contention  that  the 
vesael  owner  may  not  make  his  defense  in  the 
state    court   if  he  so   chooses.    We  are   of 


opinion  that  appellant's  right  to  make  this 
defense  is  clear,  and  we  see  no  difficulty  in 
enforcing  it  in  this  action.  They  should 
have  been  permitted  to  show  the  value  of  the 
tug,  and  their  respective  proportions  of  own- 
ership in  it.  The  most  convenient  practice 
then  would  be,  after  appropriate  instructions 
to  the  jury,  to  direct  them,  if  they  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  to  find  specially,  in  addition,  the 
value  of  the  tug,  and  the  proportionate  own- 
ership of  the  several  defendants.  With  these 
facts  specifically  found,  the  verdict  could  be 
molded  by  the  court  into  proper  form  with 
lees  danger  of  mistake  than  if  the  whole 
were  left  in  a  lump  to  the  jury. 

The  questions  of  defendant's  negligence, 
and  Loughin's  own  contributory  negligence, 
could  not,  under  the  evidence,  have  been 
taken  from  the  jury. 

A  number  of  questions  are  raised  by  the 
assignments  of  error  in  regard  to  irregulari- 
ties in  the  swearing  of  the  jury,  and  in  the 
verdict  and  judgment;  but,  as  all  of  these 
will  be  easily  avoided  at  the  next  trial,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  discuss  them. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  venire  de  nov^ 
awarded. 
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UNION  TRUST  CX)MPANY  of  St  Louis 

et  oZ.. 

v. 

RICHMOND  CITY  RAILWAY  COMPANY 

et  al. 


BOYAL  BRICK  COMPANY  et  al..  Inter- 
veners, Appts, 


(. 


.Ind.. 


.) 


1«  Oae  not  «  party*  1>at  bairtiiir  an  iii- 
t«veat  in  tbe  anbieet-niatter  of  a  pend- 
Ins  action,  that  may  be  adversely  affected  by 
tbe  suit,  will  be  permitted  by  the  court,  npon 
a  proper  showing,  uider  Bnms's  Rev.  Stat 
1894,  I  27S,  to  come  into  the  case  for  the  pro> 
tectlon  of  whatever  right  or  interest  he  may 
liave  in  the  sabject-matter. 

S.  JL  provl»lon  in  an  ordinance  antbor- 
imtng  a  street  railway  to  be  laid,  that 
tlie  space  between  the  tracks  shall  be  paved 
In.  the  manner  speclfled  "when  and  as  the 
street  may  be'*  thus  paved,  must  be  under- 
stood to  mean  that  the  paving  between  the 
tracks  shall  be  at  the  expense  of  the  com- 
pany. 

S.  Tbe  eonstraotion  wbieb  tbe  parties 
tliemselves  place  upon  a  contract  will  be 
adopted  by  the  court,  when  its  terms  are  un- 
certain. 

4^     A    mortffaaree    of    a    street-railway 


Note. — As  to  superiority  of  lien  of  local  as- 
sessment over  prior  lien,  see  also  Seattle  v.  Hill 
(Wash.)  36  L.  B.  A.  872,  and  note;  and  Dress- 
fluui  V.  Farmers'  &  T.  Nat.  Bank  (Ky.)  86  L.  B. 
A.  121. 

As  to  liability  of  street  railway  to  paving  as- 
sessment, see  Shreveport  v.  Prescott  (La.)  46 
L.  SL  A.  198,  and  note* 
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company,  tbonirb  not  bonnd  by  m 
compromise  contract  between  the  mort- 
gagor and  the  dty,  with  respect  to  liens  on 
the  property  for  paving,  cannot  accept  the 
benefit  of  such  contract  for  the  relief  of  the 
property  from  a  lien  existing  under  the  com- 
pany's charter  ordinance  without  being  sub- 
jected to  the  burden  of  a  lien  which  the  con- 
tract provided  for. 

8.  A  street  railvray  is  vritbin  tbe  rea^ 
son  of  tbe  rale  of  a  court  of  equity  which 
subjects  proceeds  of  mortgaged  railway  prop- 
erty in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  to  the  pay- 
ment of  current  debts  made  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business,  if  there  has  been  any  di- 
version of  the  current  receipts  to  increase 
the  value  of  the  security. 

9.  A  preference  of  a  claim  for  pairins^ 
the  track  of  a  street  railvray  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  property  on  foreclosure 
cannot  be  allowed  on  account  of  the  purchase 
by  the  company  of  cars  and  other  equipment 
after  the  paving  was  begun,  materially  in- 
creasing the  value  of  the  mortgaged  property, 
unless  such  equipment  was  paid  for  out  of 
the  current  earnings  of  the  company. 

7.  A  lien  npon  a  street  railivay  for  a 
paving:  assessment  to  which  the  company 
is  subject  under  its  charter  is  superior  to  the 
lien  of  a  mortgage  upon  the  property. 

8.  A  Judarment  on  demnrrer  to  an  in* 
terveningr  petition,  which  makes  a  final 
disposition  of  the  case  so  far  as  concerns  the 
petitioners,  may  be  appealed  from. 

(December  12,  1899.) 

APPEAL  hy  interveners  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County. dismissing  a  petition  by  creditors  for 
intervention  in  a  proceeding  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  on  defendant's  property,  in  which 
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interveners  sought  to  obtain  payment  for 
material  furnished  for  improvements  which 
defendant  was  required  to  make.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  H.  C.  Fox,  ^RTilliam  Is,  Taylor, 
and  A^  C.  Iilndeiiivtli  for  appellants. 

Messrs,  Seddon  A  Blair  and  John  Is, 
Hvpe,  for  appellees : 

The  appellants'  petitions  give  them  no 
standing  in  court.  They  are  not  interven- 
ing petitions  as  recognized  by  the  statutes, 
nor  are  they  cross-complaints. 

One  who  attempts  to  intervene  in  an  ac- 
tion pending  between  other  parties,  without 
bringing  himself  within  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  is  a  mere  interloper. 

Des  Moines  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lent,  76  Iowa,  622, 
39  N.  W.  826. 

Treating  the  intervening  petitions  as 
cross-complaints,  they  must  be  tested  by  the 
rule  of  pleadings  applicable  to  such  com- 
plaints. 

A  pleading  cannot  serve  the  double  pur- 
pose of  an  answer  and  a  cross-complaint.  It 
must  be  the  one  thing  or  the  other. 

Thompson  v.  Toohey,  71  Ind.  296;  Wash- 
bum  V.  Roberts,  72  Ind.  213 ;  Conger  v.  Mil- 
ler, 104  Ind.  692.  4  N.  E.  300. 

Even  as  against  the  Richmond  City  Rail- 
way Company  there  can  be  no  lien  on  the 
property  of  the  company,  unless  the  com- 
promise ordinance  is  shown  to  be  binding  up- 
on the  company;  for  no  lien  can  arise  under 
the  franchise  ordinance  alone. 

The  mere  passage  of  the  compromise  ordi- 
nance did  not  make  a  contract. 

Admitting  that  the  compromise  ordinance 
did  become  a  valid  and  binding  contract  be- 
tween the  city  and  the  company,  a  lien  could 
be  fixed  by  the  city  on  the  property  of  the 
•company,  only  in  exactly  the  same  way  that 
it  could  be  fixed  on  the  property  of  the  abut- 
ting owners. 

Before  any  assessment  could  have  become 
a  lien  upon  any  property,  or  before  anyone 
could  have  been  affected  by  the  proceedings, 
notice  must  have  been  given. 

MoEneney  v.  Sullivan,  126  led.  407,  26 
K.  E.  640. 

The  general  allegation  that  such  proceed- 
ings were  taken  as  required  by  law,  even  if 
the  statement  was  not  explained  by  setting 
out  in  the  petition  exactly  what  was  done, 
is  a  mere  allegation  of  law,  and  not  a  state- 
ment of  any  fact. 

Oldfield  V.  New  York  d  H.  R.  Co.  14  N. 
Y.  310. 

If  the  city  and  the  company  ever  intended 
to  construe  the  franchise  ordinance  at  all, 
or  to  give  it  any  such  construction,  it  was 
not  in  their  power  to  give  to  it,  after  the 
mortgage  was  executed,  any  construction 
prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  the  bondholdern, 
or  in  any  manner  to  affect  the  rights  of  the 
bondholders  without  their  consent. 

Jones,  Corporate  Bonds,  §416. 

A  pleading  stating  a  cause  of  action  must 
proceed  upon  a  single  definite  theory ;  it  will 
tie  construed,  and  its  theory  determined, 
from  its  general  scope  and  allegations;  and 
the  pleader  will  be  held  and  conclusively 
48  L.  R.  A. 


bound  by  the  theory  upon  which  he  prooeeda 
in  all  stages  of  the  cause. 

Platter  v.  Seymour,  86  Ind.  323;  Citizen^ 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Willoeby,  134  Ind.  663,  33 
N.  E.  627;  Chicago,  St.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co,  t. 
Bille,  104  Ind.  13,  3  N.  E.  611;  Toledo,  8t. 
L.  d  K.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Levy,  127  Ind.  168,  2« 
N.  E.  773 ;  Jackson  ▼.  Landers,  134  Ind.  629, 
34  N.  E.  323. 

The  doctrine  that  a  mortgage  can  be  de- 
feated by,  or  made  inferior  to,  subsequent 
obligations  incurred  by  the  mortgagor,  has 
never  received  judicial  sanction  except  in  a 
peculiar  and  limited  class  of  oases. 

Turner  v.  ItidianapoUs,  B.  d  W.  R.  Co.  8 
Biss.  316,  Fed.  Oas.  No.  14,268;  Fosdiok  t. 
Seh4M,  99  U.  8.  236,  26  L.  ed.  339;  Bart<m 
V.  Barbour,  104  U.  8.  126,  26  L.  ed.  672; 
Miltenberger  v.  Logamsport,  Q.  d  8.  W.  R.  Co. 
106  U.  8.  286,  27  L.  ed.  117,  1  Sup.  Ot  Rep. 
140;  Wood  V.  Guarantee  Trust  d  S.  D.  Co. 
128  U.  8.  416,  32  L.  ed.  472,  9  8up.  Ct  Rep. 
131. 

There  is  a  ^broad  distinction"  between 
property  to  which  the  doctrine  has  been  ap- 
plied and  the  property  which  is  the  sub- 
ject of  this  action. 

A  railroad  is  for  the  use  of  the  universal 
public  in  the  transportation  of  all  persons, 
baggage,  and  other  freight;  a  street  rail- 
way is  dedicated  to  the  more  limited  use  of 
the  local  public,  for  the  more  transient  trans- 
portation of  persons  only,  and  within  the 
limits  of  the  city. 

Louisville  d  P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Louisville  City 
R.  Co.  2  Duv.  178. 

A  street  railroad  or  ''tramway,"  as  it  is 
sometimes  called,  whether  propelled  by 
mule  or  electric  power,  is  a  matter  of  purely 
local  concern. 

In  no  sense  are  these  enterprises  any 
more  public  institutions  than  are  water- 
works companies,  gas  companies,  electrio- 
light  companies,  or  telephone  exchanges. 

The  rule  in  Posdick  v.  Sehall,  99  U.  8. 
236,  25  L.  ed.  339,  is  not  to  be  applied  in  case 
of  a  waterworks  company,  and  the  principles 
upon  which  the  rule  rests  make  it  inappli- 
cable in  case  of  a  street-railway  company, 
or  other  merely  local  enterprise  of  that 
class. 

Wood  V.  Guarantee  Trust  d  8.  D.  Co.  128 
U.  S.  416,  32  L.  ed.  472,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Repw  131 ; 
Jones,  Corporate  Bonds,  f  606;  Litzenberger 
V.  JarviS'Conklin  Trust  Co.  8  Utah,  16,  28 
Pac,  871. 

There  was  no  diversion  of  the  current 
earnings,  either  to  the  pa3rment  of  interest 
or  the  permanent  improvement  of  the  prop- 
erty. In  fact  but  little  interest  was  ever 
paid  on  the  bonds. 

One  holding  a  mortgage  debt  upon  a  rail- 
road has  the  same  right  to  demand  and  ex- 
pect of  the  court  respect  for  his  vested  and 
contracted  priority  as  the  holder  of  a  mort- 
gage on  a  farm  or  lot. 

Morgan's  L.  d  T.  R.  d  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Tewu 
C.  R.  Co.  137  U.  8.  171,  34  L.  ed.  626,  II 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  61;  Thomas  v.  Western  Car 
Co.  149  U.  8.  95,  37  L.  ed.  663,  13  Sup.  CU 
Rep.  824;  Addison  ▼.  Lewis,  76  Va.  701 ;  Fi- 
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delity  Ins,  Trust  d  8.  D,  Co.  v.  Shencmdoah 
Valley  R.  Co,  86  Va.  1,  9  S.  C.  769;  Metro- 
politan Trtiat  Co.  y.  Tonatoanda  Valley  d  C, 
R,  Co.  103  N.  Y.  245,  8  N.  E.  488;  Jones, 
Corporate  Bands,  HU  589,  613;  20  Am.  & 
£ii^.  Edc.  Law,  pp.  426,  437. 

On  petition  for  rehearing, 

Ko  theory  adopted  by  ooimsel  in  argument 
open  appeal  can  affect  a  party's  right  to 
the  judgment  of  the  court  upon  the  plead- 
ing as  it  appears  in  the  record,  as  to  its 
theory  and  l^al  effect. 

Western  U,  Teleg,  Co.  ▼.  Reed,  96  Ind.  198; 
Citizens'  Street  R,  Co.  v.  Willoeby,  134  Ind. 
563,  33  N.  £.  627;  New  Pittsburgh  Coal  d 
Coke  Co,  V,  Peterson,  136  Ind.  398,  35  N.  K 
7 ;  Balue  v.  Taylor,  136  Ind.  368,  36  N.  E. 
2G9;  Evansville  d  R,  R,  Co,  v.  Barnes,  137 
Ind.  306,  36  N.  E.  1092;  Copeland  T.  Sum- 
mers, 138  Ind.  219,  35  N.  £.  514,  37  N.  £. 
971;  Terre  Haute  d  I.  R,  Co,  v.  McCorkle, 
140  Ind.  613,  40  N.  E.  62;  Carmel  Natural 
iras  4i  Improv.  Co,  v.  Small,  150  Ind.  427, 
47  N.  E.  11,  50  N.  E.  476;  Chicago,  St,  L.  d 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Bills,  104  Ind.  13,  3  N.  E.  611; 
Racer  y.  State,  131  Ind.  393,  31  K.  E.  81; 
Western  U.  Teleg,  Co.  v.  Young,  93  Ind.  118; 
^tru^  Powder  Co,  v.  Hildehrand,  137  Ind. 
462,  37  N.  E.  136. 

A  complaint  cannot  be  made  elastic  so  as 
to  take  form  with  the  varying  views  of 
coiuiEel. 

Mescall  v.  Tully,  91  Ind.  99. 

Th.e  facts  presented  do  not  entitle  the  ap- 
pellants to  relief  by  way  of  priority  of  pay- 
ment, as  against  tiie  mortgagee. 

Provisional  Municipality  v.  Northrup,  30 
U.  S.  App.  762,  66  Fed.  Rep.  689,  14  C.  C.  A. 
59;  Chicago  v.  Sheldon,  9  Wall.  50,  19  L.  ed. 
594  ;  Toledo,  D,  d  B.  R,  Co,  v.  Hamilton,  134 
U.  S.  206,  33  L.  ed.  905,  10  Sap.  Ct.  Rep. 
546;  Houston  City  Street  R,  Co.  v.  Storrie 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)  44  8.  W.  693.    . 

The  assessment  is  claimed  for  a  repaving 
and  reconstruction  of  the  street. 

A  charter  obligation  to  pave  the  street 
and  maintain  or  keep  it  in  repair  creates  no 
obligation  to  repave  or  reconstruct. 

Western  Paving  d  Supply  Co.  v.  Citizens^ 
Street  R.  Co,  128  Ind.  525,  10  L.  R.  A.  770, 
26  N.  E.  188,  28  N.  E.  88;  Chicago  v.  SheU 
don,  9  Wall.  50,  19  L.  ed.  594;  State  ex  rel, 
Kansas  v.  Corrigan  Consol,  Street  R.  Co.  85 
Mo.  263,  55  Am.  Rep.  361;  Farrar  v.  St. 
Louis,  80  Mo.  379;  Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co. 
V.  Ansonia,  61  Conn.  76,  23  Atl.  705;  Elliott, 
RcMids  &  Streets,  p.  594;  District  of  Colum- 
bia V.  Washington  d  G.  R.  Co.  1  Mackey, 
361 ;  Norristoion  v.  Norristoion  Pass.  R,  Co, 
148  Pa.  87,  23  AU.  1060. 

Sadley,  Ch.  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  Richmond  City  Railway  Company  had 
operated  a  railroad  over  the  streets  of  the 
city  of  Richmond  for  many  years  with  ani- 
mal power,  and  in  March,  1889,  the  city 
eouncil  passed  an  ordinance  granting  the 
company  a  new  franchise  for  Sie  period  of 
fifty  years,  and  authorizing  the  company  to 
opmte  its  street  railroc^s  by  means  of 
4SL.R.  A. 


cable,  electric,  or  animal  power,  "or  either 
or  any  of  them,"  upon  the  conditions  re- 
cited in  the  ordinance.  The  company  ac- 
cepted said  ordinance  as  amended  April  22, 
1889,  reorganized  thereunder,  and  in  Jan- 
uary, 1890,  to  secure  its  200  $1,000  bonds, 
executed  to  the  now  appellees  its  mortgage 
or  all  its  property  and  "all  rents,  profits, 
tolls,  issues,  and  income  derived  or  arising 
therefrom."  In  1892  it  was  deemed  neces- 
sary and  expedient  by  the  common  council 
of  the  city  to  pave  with  vitrified  brick  three 
squares  of  Main  street,  and,  having  adopted 
a  declaratory  resolution  and  ordinance  there- 
for, gave  notice  to  the  Richmond  City  Rail- 
way Company  to  pave  between  its  tracks  on 
said  squares  "when  and  as  the  street  was 
improved."  The  company  failing  to  comply 
^ith  the  notice,  the  city  paved  between  the 
tracks  when  and  as  the  street  was  paved, 
and  upon  completion  of  the  work  charged 
against  the  company  the  actual  cost  thereof, 
namely  $3,011.30,  and  demanded  payment. 
The  company  failed  and  refused  to  pay  the 
demand.  Thereafter,  in  April,  1893,  the 
city,  desiring  to  pave  with  brick  twelve  ad- 
ditional squares  of  Main  street,  entered  into 
what  is  termed  a  "compromise  settlement" 
with  the  street-car  company  of  all  disputes 
and  liabilities  of  the  company  to  pave  be- 
tween its  tracks,  and  in  the  settlement 
agreement  it  was  specificaJly  stipulated,  as 
declared  by  ordinance  and  acceptance  thereof 
in  writing,  that  the  city  should  remit  its 
claim  of  $3,011.30  for  the  pavement  already 
constructed,  and  that  the  company  should 
thereafter  pay  for  all  such  improvements 
between  its  tracks,  if  the  cost  thereof  should 
be  assessed  against  its  property  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Barrett  law;  the  same  to 
become  a  lien,  and  be  enforced  in  the  same 
manner  as  such  assessments  are  enforced 
against  abutting  property  owners.  After 
the  agreement,  in  the  summer  of  the  same 
year,  twelve  squares  of  Main  street  were,  by 
process  of  law,  paved  with  brick.  The  work 
was  performed  and  materials  furnished  by 
the  Standard  Paving  Company  under  a  con- 
tract it  had  with  the  city  for  that  purpose. 
The  actual  and  reasonable  cost  of  paving 
between  the  company's  tracks,  for  the  twelve 
additional  squares,  was  $13,177.90,  which 
was  assessed  against  its  right  of  way  and 
property  for  payment  in  twenty  successive 
semiannual  payments,  in  pursuance  of  the 
compromise  agreement.  It  was  stipulated 
in  the  contract  between  the  city  and  the 
Standard  Paving  Company  that  the  city 
should  be  liable,  on  account  of  said  improve- 
ment, only  for  the  cost  of  so  much  of  the 
same  as  bordered  on  public  grounds  and  for 
the  crossings  of  streets  and  alleys,  as  pro- 
vided by  the  ordinance  and  laws  of  this  stiEite. 
The  railway  company  refused  to  pay  any 
part  of  the  sum  so  assessed  against  it  for 
pavement  between  its  tracks.  The  Stand- 
ard Paving  Company  purchased  the  brick 
used  in  the  improvement  of  said  twelve  ad- 
ditional squares  from  the  Royal  Brick  Com- 
pany and  the  Canton  Brick  Company,  ap- 
pellants herein,  and  as  part  payment  there- 
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for  the  St&ndard  Company  duly  asBigned  in 
writing  to  said  appellants  all  its  interest 
in  the  claim  against  the  street-railroad  com- 
pany for  paving  between  its  tracks  for  the 
said  twelve  squares.  Whatever  rights  and 
equities  the  Standard  Paving  Company  ac- 
quired against  the  railroad  company  or  its 
property  by  reason  of  said  improvements 
were  lield  by  the  Boyal  and  Canton  Bride 
Companies  at  the  time  of  filing  their  peti- 
tion of  intervoition.  The  company  having 
made  default  in  the  payment  of  its  obliga- 
tions secured  by  its  said  mortgage,  the  mort- 
gagees— being  the  appellees  in  Uiis  case- 
brought  their  action  in  the  Wayne  circuit 
court  for  the  foreclosure  of  their  mortgage 
and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  to  which 
action  the  Richmond  City  Railway  Company, 
the  city  of  Richmond,  and  the  Standard 
Paving  Company,  among  many  others,  were 
made  parties  defendant.  It  was  alleged  in 
the  complaint  thst  the  Standard  Paving 
Company  was  claiming  to  hold  a  lien  against 
the  mortgaged  property  paramount  to  the 
mortgage  lien  of  we  plaintiffs,  which  was 
unfounded;  and  the  paving  company  was 
made  defendant*  and  required  to  assert  its 
lien,  if  it  had  any.  The  default  in  payment 
of  the  street-car  company  was  alleged.  The 
company  voluntarily  appeared,  and  filed  an- 
swer; and  a  receiver  was  ap]M>inted,  quali- 
fied, and  took  full  possession  of  the  mort- 
gaged property  upon  the  same  day  the  com- 
plaint was  filed.  Pending  the  formation  of 
issues  between  the  various  parties,  the  ap- 
pellant Royal  and  Canton  Brick  Companies, 
without  objection  from  appellees,  obtained 
leave  of  court  to  file  their  intervening  peti- 
tion iEind  become  parties  to  the  action  of  fore- 
closure. The  petition  set  forth  with  much 
detail  the  facts  stated  above,  and  particular- 
ly the  franchise  ordinance,  the  acceptance 
and  reorganization  thereunder,  the  adoption 
of  electricity  as  a  motive  power,  the  paving 
of  Main  street  with  brick,  notice  to  the  rail- 
way company  to  pave  between  its  tracks 
when  and  as  the  street  was  improved,  its 
failure  and  refusal  to  do  so,  the  doing  of  the 
work  by  the  city,  the  asBessment  of  the  actu- 
al and  reasonable  cost  thereof  to  the  railway 
company,  its  refusal  and  failure  to  pay  the 
same,  the  compromise  agreement  between 
the  city  and  company,  the  performance  of 
the  conditions  by  the  city  and  the  nonper- 
formance by  the  company ;  that  the  Standard 
Paving  Company,  as  contractor  with  the 
city,  did  the  work  and  furnished  the  mate- 
riaJs  in  the  paving  of  the  twelve  squares  of 
Main  street;  that  the  Standard  Company 
purchased  of  these  interveners  all  the  brick 
used  in  paving  said  twelve  squares,  and  in 
part  payment  therefor  duly  assigned  to 
them  in  writing — ^which  assignment  is  filed 
therewith — all  rights  and  equities  held  by  it 
against  the  street^car  company;  that  the  ac- 
tual and  reasonable  cost  of  paving  between 
the  tracks  of  the  railway  for  the  distance  of 
the  twelve  squares  was  $13,177.00,  which  is 
due  and  unpaid;  that  under  its  contract 
with  the  Standard  Paving  Company  the  city 
is  not  liable  for  any  part  of  said  sum  of  $13,- 
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177.90;  that)»  after  the  exeoution  of  tiM 
plaintiff's  mortgage,  the  railway  company 
purchased  and  i^ded  to  the  mortgaged  i»'op- 
erty  in  machinery,  equipments,  and  trade 
extensions,  property  and  improvements  of 
the  value  of  $65,000.  Prayer:  That  in  any 
judgment  or  decree  that  may  be  entered  here- 
in &e  claim  of  these  petitioners  may  be  held 
a  just  lien  upon  the  mortgaged  property  of 
the  Richmond  City  Railway  Company,  and 
that,  upon  sale  thereof  upon  decree  of  thia 
court,  the  claim  of  these  petitioners  be  or- 
dered first  paid,  after  payment  of  costs,  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  and  for  all 
further  proper  relief.  The  city  of  Rich- 
mond, appellant,  also  filed  an  intervening  pe- 
tition, for  the  UM  pf  the  Royal  Brick  Com- 
pany et  oL  The  plaintiffs  filed  a  demurrer 
to  tiie  petition  of  the  Royal  Brick  Company 
et  ah:  First,  for  insuffidency  of  facts;  and, 
second,  for  defect  of  parties,  in  this, — that 
the  Standard  Paving  Company  was  not  made 
a  party  defendant.  Hie  plaintiff's  demurrer 
was  sustained,  and  the  interveners  refusing 
to  plead  further,  and  electing  to  stand  by 
their  petition,  the  court  rendered  judgment 
upon  the  demurrer  against  them,  from  which 
they  appeal. 

As  shown  by  the  briefs,  the  intervening 
petitions  of  all  the  other  appellants  have 
been  fully  settled  out  of  court,  and  '*the  in- 
tervening petitions  of  the  Roval  Bride  Com- 
pany et  al,  and  of  the  dty  of  Richmond  are 
based  upon  the  same  right,  seek  to  enforce 
the  same  daim,  and  are  substantially  set 
forth  in  the  same  words."  We  will  therefore 
consider  only  the  questions  curising  ufpon  the 
brick  company's  petition.  It  is  first  daimed 
that  the  appellants  have  no  standing  in 
court;  that  they  came  in  neither  by  com- 
plaint, cross-complaint,  nor  answer;  and 
that  there  is  no  such  pleading  known  to  our 
Code  as  an  "intervening  petition."  WhiU 
the  Code  does  not,  in  terms,  recognize  an  in- 
tervener as  a  party  litigant,  yet  this  court 
has  many  times  recognized  in  a  party  the  at- 
tributes of  an  intervener  in  equity.  Bamer 
V.  Bayless,  134  Ind.  600,  603,  33  N.  E.  007» 
and  34  N.  E.  602,  and  cases  dted;  State  ▼. 
Union  Nat.  Bank,  145  Ind.  544,  44  N.  E.  585. 
It  is  the  spirit  of  our  Code  to  settle  in  a 
single  action  the  rights  and  equities  of  all 
persons  interested  in  the  subjectrmatter,  and 
to  simplify  the  rules  of  practice  and  plead- 
ing as  far  as  the  same  may  be  done  witii  due 
regard  to  the  just  determination  of  the  con- 
troversy. To  accomplish  this  end,  therefore, 
one  not  a  party,  and  having  an  interest  in 
the  subject-matter  of  a  pending  action  that 
may  be  adversely  affected  by  Uie  suit,  will 
be  permitted  by  the  court,  upon  a  proper 
showing,  under  S  273,  1  Burns's  Rev.  Stat. 
1894,  to  come  into  the  case  for  the  protection 
of  whatever  right  or  interest  he  may  have  in 
the  subject-matter.  Voorheea  ▼.  IndianapO' 
lis  Car  d  Mfg.  Co.  140  Ind.  220,  39  N.  E.  738 ; 
Zumhro  v.  Pamin,  141  Ind.  430,  40  N.  E. 
1085.  And  his  pleading,  as  in  this  case,  is 
neither  a  cross-complaint  nor  an  answer,  and 
hence  not  subject  to  the  objections  urged.  It 
seeks  neither  to  set  up  a  cross  action  against 
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^he  plainfifTs,  nor  to  bar  their  right  of  re- 
'Oovery.  The  petitioners  are  interested  in  the 
^  subject-matter  of  the  suit.  Without  inter- 
Tention,  the  property  may  be  sold,  and  pau 
forever  beyonid  their  reach.  It  is  now  in  the 
H^ustody  of  the  law.  The  plaintiflfs  seek  its 
sale  and  application  to  the  payment  of  their 
debL  The  common  debtor  and  subjectrmat- 
ter  &re  before  the  oourt»  and  the  only  relief 
sought  is  that»  if  the  sale  of  the  property  is 
ordered,  the  equities  of  the  interveners  in 
the  funds  arising  therefrom  may  be  enforced 
•against  the  plaintiffs.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  of  the  remedy  thus  afforded  a  stranger 
to  the  suit  to  enter,  by  leave  of  court,  for 
the  timidy  protection  of  his  interests;  and  a 
petition  of  intervention  need  not  be  as  formal 
^8  a  complaint,  and  is  sufficient  in  form  if  it 
contains  a  succinct  and  definite  statement  or 
recital  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  equities 
claimed  are  predicated.  Empire  Distilling 
Co,  y.  MoNulta,  46  U.  S.  App.  578,  77  Fed. 
Rep.  703.  23  C.  C.  A.  415.  Appellees  have 
^u^S^sted  no  specific  infirmity  in  the  facts 
alle^^ed,  and  we  are  unable  to  discover  any. 
The  objection  that  the  city  of  Richmond  was 
not  a  party  to  the  petition  is  unavailing  un- 
-der  the  demurrer  as  presented,  and  it  is  not 
ur^red  that  the  Standard  Paving  Company, 
the  petitioners'  assignor,  was  a  necessary 
party. 

But  it  is  earnestly  urged  that  the  ordi- 
nance conferring  upon  the  Richmond  City 
Railway  Company  the  right  to  occupy  the 
streets  of  the  city  of  Richmond,  exhibited 
with  the  petition,  imposed  no  duty  upon  the 
railway  company  to  pave  between  its  tracks, 
and  henoe  no  lien,  either  preferential  or  spe- 
<cilic,  was  created  in  the  interveners'  assignor 
for  the  construction  of  such  pavement.  With 
this  contention  we  are  unable  to  agree.  In 
-considering  the  question,  it  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  following  propositions  of  law 
have  been  by  this  court  declared  settled  in 
this  jurisdiction,  viz.:  (a)  That  a  charter 
granted  by  a  city,  and  accepted  by  a  railway 
-company,  constitutes  a  contract  between  the 
-city  and  company;  (b)  that  such  a  charter 
must  be  strictly  construed  against  the  com- 
pany; (c)  that  such  company  has  no  doubt- 
ful rights  under  such  charter;  (d)  that 
where  there  are  doubts  they  must  be  con- 
strued against  the  grantee  and  in  favor  of 
the  ci^.  Western  Paving  d  Supply  Co,  v. 
<}itizent^  Street  R.  Oo.  128  Ind.  630,  10  L.  R. 
A.  770,  26  N.  E.  188,  28  N.  E.  88;  State  ex 
rel,  Keith  v.  Michigan,  138  Ind.  455,  468,  37 
N.  E.  1041 ;  Indianapolis  ▼.  Consumers'  Gas 
Trust  Co,  140  Ind.  107,  116,  27  L.  R.  A.  514, 
39  K.  E.  433. 

The  first  section  of  the  franchise  ordinance 
provides  that  permission  and  authority  are 
liereby  granted  and  fully  vested  in  the  Rich- 
mond City  Railway  Company,  its  successors 
and  assigns,  to  lay,  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  a  single  or  double  track  street  rail- 
road, with  all  the  necessary  and  convenient 
tracks,  etc,  in  and  upon  all  the  streets  and 
.alleys  of  said  city,  subject  to  the  conditions 
hereinafter  mentioned^  to  wit: 
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Sec.  2.  The  motive  power  of  said  street 
railroad  shall  be  cable,  electric,  or  animal. 

Sec.  3.  The  tracks  of  said  railroad  shall 
be  so  laid  as  to  conform  to  the  established 
grade  of  the  streets,  and  in  such  manner  as 
to  be  no  unnecessary  impediment  to  the  ordi- 
nary use  of  the  streets  and  the  passage  of 
wagons  or  other  vehicles  along  and  across 
the  tracks. 

Sec.  6.  If  the  railroad  is  operated  by  elec- 
tricity, the  streets,  wherever  disturbed,  ob- 
structed, or  damaged  by  reason  of  the  con- 
struction, repair,  or  existence  of  said  rail- 
road, shall  be  by  said  company  properly  re- 
stored to  the  same  condition  as  they  were 
prior  to  such  disturbance,  and  so  maintained 
for  one  year  thereafter. 

Sec.  6.  The  sidewalks,  curbs,  or  gutters 
disturbed  or  injured  in  the  erection  of  poles 
or  wires  shall  be  by  said  company  promptly 
restored  and  maintained  for  one  year. 

Sec.  7.  All  tracks  shall  be  laid  in  the  mid- 
dle of  the  street. 

Sec.  8.  The  center  and  cross  wires  shall  at 
no  point  be  at  less  elevation  than  18  feet 
above  the  rails. 

Sec.  0.  The  curb  poles  shall  not  exceed  22 
feet  in  height. 

Sec  10.  The  poles  shall  not  be  nearer  to- 
gether than  125  feet,  with  possible  variations 
to  avoid  interference  with  shade  trees  and 
ingress  and  egress  of  property  owners. 

Sec.  11.  The  poles  shall  be  straight, 
smooth,  and  painted. 

"Sec  12.  (As  amended  April  22,  1889).  In 
case  electric  power  is  used,  the  rail  may  be 
T  rail,  and  the  street  shall  be  graveled, 
paved,  or  macadamized  up  flush  witii  top  of 
rail  upon  the  outside  thereof  when  and  as 
the  street  may  be  graveled,  paved,  or  macada- 
mi7ied  upon  which  the  same  are  laid,  and  the 
street  between  the  rails  shall  be  graveled, 
paved,  or  macadamized  when  and  as  the 
street  may  be  graveled,  paved,  or  macada- 
mized upon  which  the  same  is  laid,  upon  a 
level  with  the  top  of  the  rail,  and  as  near  to 
the  rail  as  the  same  can  be  done,  leaving  suffi- 
cient space  only  for  the  flange  of  the  wheel, 
and  so  maintained;  and,  in  case  animal 
power  is  adopted  as  the  motive  power,  a  flat 
rail  shall  be  substituted  on  or  before  Septem- 
ber 1,  1889,  on  Main  street,  from  Fourth 
street  to  Twenty-First  street,  and  on  North 
EMghth  street  from  Main  to  North  E  street, 
and  as  far  east  on  North  E  street  as  Tenth 
street.  Said  street  railway  shall  have  the 
right  to  extend  its  tracks  in  Glen  Miller 
Park  as  now  laid,  as  the  said  street  railway 
and  the  committee  on  parks  of  said  city  may 
hereafter  agree,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
council." 

"Sec  17.  Said  Richmond  City  Railway 
Company  hereby  agrees  to  save  said  city 
harmless  from  any  damage,  loss,  or  liability 
occasioned  j[)y  the  construction,  maintenance, 
or  operation  of  said  electric  or  other  street 
railroad." 

It  is  manifest  from  the  foregoing  condi- 
tions that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  city,  in 
granting  authority  to  occupy  its  streets  for 
private  gain,  to  relieve  the  public,  so  far  as 
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possible,  from  inconvenience  in  the  use  of  the 
streets,  and  from  increased  burden  in  their 
repair  and  maintenance.  This  is  made  clear 
by  §  3,  which  prescribes  how  the  tracks  shall 
be  laid,  and  by  S§  6  and  G,  which  provide 
that,  wherever  the  streets,  sidewalks,  curbs, 
or  gutters  may  be  disturbed  or  damaged  by 
the  construction  of  the  railroad,  the  com- 
pany shall  promptly  restore  the  same  to  as 
good  a  condition  as  before  the  disturbance. 
And  what  warrant  have  we  for  saying  that 
things  affixed  to  a  grant  as  conditions  to  its 
enjoyment  are  not  conditions  at  all,  but 
covenants  of  the  grantor?  Furthermore, 
how  may  we  single  out  from  a  class  of  state- 
ments, phrased  in  the  same  tense,  and  alike 
impersonal  as  to  the  party  of  performance, 
and  say  some  are  covenants  of  the  grantor 
and  some  conditions  imposed  upon  the  gran- 
tee? Yet  this  is  what  we  are  urged  by  the 
appellee  to  do.  It  is  not  claimed  by  appel- 
lees that  the  franchise  ordinance  imposed 
upon  the  city  the  duty  of  electing  the  kind 
of  motive  power  to  be  used,  as  stated  by  9 
2 ;  nor  of  laying  the  company's  track  to  con- 
form to  the  established  grade  of  the  streets, 
as  described  in  §  3 ;  nor  of  erecting  and  paints 
ing  its  poles,  as  directed  by  §§  10  and  11; 
nor  of  stretching  its  wires  not  less  than  18 
feet  above  the  track,  as  required  by  S  8-  But 
they  do  insist  that  it  imposed  upon  the  city 
the  duty  of  paving  between  the  company's 
tracks  when  and  as  the  street  is  improved,  as 
required  by  §  12 ;  the  insistence  of  appellees 
being  that  §  12  should  be  cons^trued  as 
merely  declaratory  of  the  mode  of  construc- 
tion between  the  tracks  that  the  city  should 
thereafter  observe  when  and  as  the  street 
was  improved  upon  which  the  track  was  laid. 
If  it  was  the  intention  that  the  city  should 
pave  between  the  tracks,  what  reason  was 
there  for  a  specific  covenant  to  do  the  work 
when  and  as  the  street  was  improved  ?  Was 
it  at  all  likely  that  the  city  would  choose  to 
do  it  at  any  other  time?  And,  in  the  use  of 
electricity,  what  concern  should  the  railway 
company  feel  about  the  pavement  between  its 
tracks,  whether  graveled,  macadamized,  or 
bricked,  or  whether  it  was  paved  at  all? 
And  no  reason  is  apparent,  and  none  is  sug- 
gested, why  the  city  would  voluntarily  as- 
sume an  obligation  to  pave  in  a  particular 
manner,  and  at  a  particular  time,  in  a  con- 
tract that  would  conclude  it  for  fifty  years. 
Besides,  the  reading  of  the  charter  ordinance 
as  a  whole«  and  a  consideration  of  the  grant- 
ing section,  with  the  peculiar  and  uniform 
"shall  be"  in  the  enumerated  conditions, 
upon  which  the  grant  is  stated  to  depend, 
in  the  light  of  the  rules  of  construction  above 
announced,  leads  to  the  firm  conviction  that 
the  adoption  of  the  construction  invited  by 
appellees  would  be  to  subject  ourselves  to  the 
irresistible  construction  that  all  the  things 
enumerated  as  conditions  of  the  grant  are 
really  covenants  of  the  grantor.  And  this 
is  not  to  be  thought  of.  It  must  be  said 
that  they  are  all  one  or  the  other,  and  to 
doubt  is  to  construe  them  against  the  com- 
pany. It  is  also  a  familiar  principle  that, 
when  the  terms  of  a  written  contract  are  un- 
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certain,  the  courts  will  adopt  that  oonstruo- 
tion  which  the  parties  themselves  place  upon 
it.  Vinton  v.  Baldtoin,  95  Ind.  433;  Louis- 
ville,  N.A.dCB,  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  118  Ind* 
170,  20  N.  K  711;  Pate  v.  French,  122  Ind. 
10,  23  N.  K  673 ;  Ingle  v.  Norrington,  126- 
Ind.  174,  26  N.  E.  900;  Vinoennea  v.  Citizens' 
Gaslight  Co,  132  Ind.  114,  16  L.  R.  A.  485^ 
31  N.  E.  573. 

Much  space  is  given  to  the  discussion  of 
the  effect  of  the  compromise  ordinance  of 
1803,  described  in  the  early  part  of  this  opin- 
ion, upon  the  charter  ordinance  of  18S9 ;  but 
we  fail  to  perceive  its  importance  to  the 
questions  involved  in  this  appeal.  It  does 
not  repeal  the  charter  ordinance  of  1889, 
which  supports  and  limits  appellees'  mort^ 
gage,  either  in  terms  or  by  implication.  In 
fact,  it  is  in  aid  of  the  charter  by  expressly 
declaring  in  its  prefatory  clause  that  it  is 
"by  way  of  a  full  settlement  and  compromise 
of  said  dispute;"  that  is,  a  full  and  final 
settlement  and  understanding  of  the  extent 
of  the  company's  liability  under  its  charter 
of  1889.  It  was  a  definition  of  the  franchise 
ordinance,  not  a  repeal.  It  was  nothing 
more  nor  less  than  an  agreed  construction 
of  a  disputed  provision,  and  one  which  the 
court  would  be  bound  to  adopt  as  between 
the  parties.  But,  being  subsequent  to  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage  to  appellees,  and 
without  their  approval,  it  was,  as  to  them, 
nugatory.  The  mortgagees  continue  to  hold 
the  property  as  they  received  it  from  the 
mortgagor;  and  they  received  it  in  all  re- 
spects as  it  was  held  by  the  mortgagor  at  the 
time  the  mortgage  was  delivered.  The  mort- 
gagor had,  therefore,  no  power  to  charge  the 
mortgaged  property  by  an  unwarranted  con- 
struction of  its  charter,  nor  impose  any  bur- 
den upon  the  security  that  did  not  exist  at 
the  time  of  the  mortgage.  Hence  appellants 
must  find  support  for  their  claim  under  the 
charter  ordinance  of  1889,  or  they  have  noth- 
ing to  rest  it  upon.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
compromise  ordinance  of  1893,  being  a  con- 
tract between  the  city  and  the  mortgagor 
with  respect  to  the  latter's  rights  and  lia- 
bilities under  its  charter,  the  appellees,  as 
mortgagees,  must  accept  their  mortgagor's 
contract  as  a  whole,  or  reject  it  altogether. 
They  cannot  have  the  benefits  without  the 
burdens;  that  is  to  say,  they  cannot  accept 
their  mortgagor's  unauthorized  contract  to 
relieve  themselves  from  appellants'  preferen- 
tial claim  under  the  charter  ordinance  of 
1889,  and  repudiate  it  to  avoid  the  specifio 
lien  fixed  upon  the  mortgaged  property  by 
the  same  instrument.  The  new  contract  pro- 
vides: "Said  Richmond  City  Railway  Com- 
pany hereby  agrees  to  pay  all  the  cost  of 
paving  between  the  rails  of  its  tracks  on  the 
residue  of  said  Main  street  from  the  west 
line  of  Fourth  street  to  the  west  line  of 
Sixth  street,  and  from  the  east  line  of  Ninth 
street  to  the  east  line  of  Twenty-Third 
street:  provided,  said  improvement  is  made 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Barrett  law;" 
and  the  estimated  cost  shall  be  assessed 
against  the  property  of  said  company,  "and^ 
when  adopted  by  the  common  council  of  said 
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city,  flliall  be  and  constitute  a  valid  lien  upon 
all  the  real  estate,  right  of  way,  tracks,  roll- 
ing stock,  and  machinery  of  said  oompasy." 
It  is  specifically  alleged  in  the  intervening 
petition,  and  admitted  by  appellees'  demur- 
rer to  be  true,  that  the  city  performed  all 
the  conditions  of  said  contract  on  its  part, 
improved  twelve  of  the  squares  of  Main 
street,  as  provided  for  in  the  contract,  and 
also  paved  between  the  company's  tracks 
pursuant  to  said  agreement,  at  the  actual 
and  reasonable  cost  of  $13,177.90,  which 
amount  was  assessed  against  the  company's 
property,  payable  in  twenty  semiannual 
payments,  etc.,  in  conformity  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Barrett  law,  and  that  the  com- 
pany wholly  failed  and  refused  to  pay  the 
same.  Accepting  the  new  contract  as  a 
whole,  the  paramoimt  lien  and  debt  of  $13,- 
177.90  is  admitted  by  appellees.  Rejecting 
it  as  a  whole,  we  must  return  to  the  ordi- 
nance of  1889,  and  dispose  of  this  case  as  if 
the  &ct  of  1893  had  not  been  ordained.  The 
point  made  by  appellees  that  the  theory  of 
appellants'  petition  is  that  their  lien  is  spe- 
cific under  the  ordinance  of  1893,  and  not 
preferential  under  the  charter  act  of  1889, 
and  that  they  must  be  confined  to  their  the- 
ory, cannot  be  accepted.  If  it  is  proper  in 
any  case — which  we  greatly  doubt — for  a 
court  to  arbitrarily  declare  a  party's  theory 
from  his  initial  pleading,  where  the  facts 
pleaded  supply  more  than  one,  we  are  re- 
lieved of  the  task  in  this  instance  by  the 
course  of  appellants'  argument.  Both  ordi- 
nances are  set  forth  in  the  petition  at  length ; 
but  the  argument  in  this  court,  and  which  is 
entirely  consistent  with  the  pleading,  goes  to 
the  effect  and  theory  that  the  ordinance  of 
1S93,  designated  by  appellants  as  "supple- 
mental" to  the  ordinance  of  1889,  should  be 
accepted  (1)  as  establishing  a  doubt  in  the 
charter  as  to  the  company's  liability  to  pave 
between  its  tracks,  and  (2)  as  settling  the 
doubt  against  the  company  by  convention  of 
the  parties. 

The   most    important    question    remains, 
namely.  Does  the  petition  exhibit  such  a  claim 
as  a  court  of  equity  will  decree  preferential 
payment  from  the  proceeds  of  the  mortgaged 
property?     It  is  said  in  Foadick  v.  Schall, 
99  U.  S.  235,  25  L.  ed.  339,  by  Waite,  Ch.  J., 
that  "every  railroad  mortgagee,  in  accepting 
his  security,  impliedly  agrees  that  the  cur- 
rent debts  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business  shall  be  paid  from  the  current  re- 
ceipts, before  he  has  any  claim  upon  the  in- 
come."   "The  income  out  of  which  the  raort^ 
]?age  is  to  be  paid  is  the  net  income  obtained 
by  deducting  from  the  gross  earnings  what  is 
required  for  necessary  operating  and  manag- 
ing expenses,  proper  equipment,  and  useful 
improvements.     .     .     .     While,     ordinarily, 
this  power  is  confined  to  the  appropriation 
of  the  income  of  the  receivership  and  the  pro- 
ceeds of  moneyed  assets  that  have  been  taken 
from  the  company,  cases   may    arise    where 
equity  will  require  the  use  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property  in  the 
same  way."     It   is   alleged  in    the   petition 
that,  after  the  execution  of   the  mortgage, 
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and  after  the  commencement  of  the  improve- 
ment of  Main  street,  the  company  purchased 
and  added  to  its  property,  machinery,  dyna- 
mos, motors,  street  cars,  and  electrical  ap- 
paratus to  the  value  of  $50,000,  and  extended 
their  tracks  to  the  value  of  $15,000.  This 
material  increase  in  the  value  of  the  mort- 
gaged property  is  also  admitted  by  the  d»> 
murrer.  And  it  is  further  said,  with  respect 
to  such  acts,  in  Fosdick  v.  Schall,  99  U.  S. 
254,  25  L.  ed.  339:  "Under  such  circum- 
stances it  is  easy  to  see  that  there  may  some- 
timep.  be  a  propriety  in  paying  back  to  the 
income  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  what  is 
thus  again  diverted  from  the  current  debt 
fund  in  order  to  increase  the  value  of  the 
property  sold.  The  same  may  sometimes  be 
true  in  respect  to  expenditures  before  the  re- 
ceivership. No  fixed  and  infiexible  rule  can 
be  laid  down  for  the  government  of  the  courts 
in  all  cases.  Each  case  will  necessarily  have 
its  own  peculiarities,  which  must,  to  a  greater 
or  less  extent,  infiuence  the  chancellor  when 
he  comes  to  act.  The  power  rests  upon  the 
fact  that  in  the  administration  of  the  af- 
fairs of  the  company  the  mortgage  creditors 
have  got  possession  of  that  which,  in  equity^ 
belonged  to  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  gen- 
eral creditors.  Whatever  is  done,  therefore, 
must  be  with  a  view  to  a  restoration  by  the 
mortgage  creditors  of  that  which  they  have 
thus  inequitably  obtained."  The  rule  is  re- 
stated by  the  same  eminent  jurist  in  Bum- 
ham  v.  Bowen,  111  U.  S.  776,  783,  28  L.  ed. 
596,  599,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  675,  679,  as  follows: 
"That,  if  current  earnings  are  used  for  the 
benefit  of  mortgage  creditors  before  current 
expenses  are  paid,  the  mortgage  security  is 
chargeable  in  equity  with  tlie  restoration  of 
the  fund  which  has  been  thus  improperly  ap- 
plied to  their  use."  There  has  been  no  de- 
parture in  any  of  the  cases  cited.  It  has 
been  adhered  to  and  reaffirmed  in  them  all. 
The  rule  has  been  applied  only  to  railroad 
companies,  and  it  is  earnestly  insisted  that  a 
street  railway  is  not  within  the  reason  of 
the  rule.  It  is  said  to  operate  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  railroads  on  account  of  the 
public  character  of  such  institutions,  and 
upon  the  assumption  that  they  are  of  public 
concern.  And  that  a  suspension  of  operation 
will  work  an  actual  detriment  to  the  public. 
We  cannot  see  how  the  effect  of  suspension 
will  be  different.  Both  are  transportation 
companies,  both  common  carriers;  and,  if 
suspension  in  the  operation  of  the  one  will 
be  an  injury  to  the  general  public,  the  sus- 
pension of  the  other  will  be  an  injury  to  the 
local  public,  and  the  difference  is  one  of  de- 
gree, and  not  of  kind.  The  doctrine  rests 
upon  the  principle  of  mutual  benefit  to  the 
public,  the  mortgage  and  general  creditors. 
If  the  value  of  the  security  is  maintained, 
the  system  must  be  kept  a  going  concern; 
and  whatever  is  essential  to  this  end  in  labor, 
repairs,  or  equipment  must  be  protected  by 
the  highest  degree  of  confidence  to  avoid  the 
mischiefs  of  suspension.  But  there  can  be 
no  restitution  where  there  has  been  no  diver- 
sion ;  that  is  to  say,  where  there  has  been  no 
taking  of  the  earnings  needed  for  the  pay- 
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inent  of  ourrent  obligations,  and  applied  in 
the  betterment  of  the  mortgaged  property, 
there  is  nothing  to  be  restored.  And  he  who 
invokes  the  rule  must  show  affirmatively  that 
the  mortgage  creditors  have  got  that  which, 
in  equity^  belongs  to  the  petitioner.  If  the 
onortffagor  increases  the  value  of  the  mort- 
gaged property  from  sources  other  than  the 
earnings,  the  fact  supplies  no  equity  in  the 
general  creditor.  In  this  case  it  is  not 
averred  in  the  petition  that  the  purchase  of 
the  electrical  equipment,  oars,  etc.,  was  made 
from  the  current  earnings  of  the  ccmipany,and 
for  tiie  absence  of  such  averment  the  petition 
must  be  held  insufficient  to  bring  the  claim 
within  the  rule  just  considered.  Bumham 
v.  Boicen,  111  U.  S.  776,  28  L.  ed.  696,  4  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  676. 

Back  of  the  question  is  another  principle. 
Every  right  the  railway  company  has  in  the 
•city  of  Richmond  rests  upon  the  franchise 
•ordtnanoe.  It  has  no  i)ower  to  run  a  car, 
•collect  a  fare,  or  encumber  its  road  in  any 
way,  except  subject  to  this  ordinance.  The 
•obligation  to  pave  between  its  tracks  is  of 
the  essence  of  its  being,  and  can  no  more  be 
laid  aside  than  its  duty  to  pay  its  debts.  It 
is  written  in  its  charter^  and  inseparable 
from  it;  and  when  the  mortgagees  accepted 
their  security  they  were  bound  to  take  the 
property  as  they  found  it,  and  bound  to  know 
that  the  rights  they  acquired  in  the  property 
were  subject  to  the  burdens  already  imposed 
upon  it.  The  right  the  appellants  seek  to 
•enforce  is  more  than  a  eeneral  daim  for 
money,  for  it  is  a  right  olended  with  the 
Tight  of  the  mortgagor  to  occupy  and  use  the 
streets,  and  one  which  the  mortgagees  were 
required  to  take  notice  of  and  estimate  in  the 
acceptance  of  their  mortgage.  The  liability 
•does  not  rest  upon  a  claim  against  the  mort- 
gagor, but  upon  the  duty  which  arises  out 
of  the  occupancy  of  the  streets.  In  Midland 
R.  Co.  V.  Fiaher,  125  Ind.  19,  8  L.  R.  A.  604, 
-24  N.  E.  766,  the  owner  of  land  conveyed,  in 
1873,  to  a  railroad,  a  right  of  way.  It  was 
incorporated  in  the  deed,  as  a  consideration, 
that  the  company  should  construct  a  board 
fence  on  each  side  of  the  railroad  as  soon  as 
•completed.  The  road  was  completed  in  1876. 
In  1875  the  company  mortgaged  all  its  prop- 
erty, and  in  1883  the  mortgage  was  fore- 
closed, and  property  sold  thereunder,  llie 
purchaser  entered  into  possession,  and  began 
the  operation  of  the  road.  No  fence  had  l^n 
<!onstructed,  and  in  1886  the  owner  of  the 
land  brought  suit  against  the  purchaser,  and 
in  disposing  of  the  case  the  court  says: 
"The  appellant  is  in  the  possession  of  the 
right  of  way  as  the  grantee  of  the  original 
^K)ntractor,  and  it  must  take  the  benefit  it 
enjoys  subject  to  the  burden  annexed  to  it 
by  the  contract  which  g^ave  existence  to  that 
benefit.  It  cannot  enjoy  the  benefit  and  es^ 
•cape  the  burden,  for  the  burden  and  the  bene- 
fit are  so  interlaced  as  to  be  inseparable.  The 
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right  to  the  benefit  is  so  blended  with  the 
burden  that  equity  and  justice  forbid  a  sever- 
ance. One  who  takes  a  privilege  in  land  to 
which  a  burden  is  annexed  has  no  right  to 
assert  a  claim  to  the  privilege  and  deny  re- 
sponsibility for  the  burden.  A  party  who 
acquires  such  a  privilege  acquires  it  subject 
to  the  conditions  and  burdens  bound  up  with 
it,  and  must,  if  he  assorts  a  right  to  the 
privilege,  bear  the  burden  which  &e  contract 
creating  the  privilege  brought  into  existence. 
In  Louisville,  N,  A.  d  C.  B,  Co.  ▼.  Potoer,  119 
Ind.  269,  21  N.  E.  761,  we  said  of  a  railroad 
company:  'Holding  the  land  under  the  deed» 
as  it  did,  it  was  bound  to  perform  its  con- 
tract To  permit  it  to  retain  the  land  and 
repudiate  the  deed  would  be  against  equity 
and  good  conscience.'  In  this  instance  the 
covenant  written  in  the  deed  was  an  essential 
part  of  it,  and  the  agreement  to  construct 
the  fence  was  part  of  the  consideration  for 
the  land.  The  case  is  near  akin  to  that  of  a 
suit  to  enforce  a  vendor's  lien,  for  here  the 
deed  upon  its  face  exhibited  the  contract, 
and  the  facts  open  to  observation  showed  that 
the  covenant  had  not  been  kept  The  facta 
open  to  observation  did  more  than  put  the 
appellant  upon  inquiry;  ^ut,  had  they  done 
no  more  than  put  it  upon  inouiry,  it  could 
not  justly  claim  the  rights  of  a  purchaser 
without  notice.  It  must  be  held  that  the 
covenant  in  the  deed  through  which  the  ap- 
pellant claims,  and  the  facts  open  to  observa^ 
tion,  imparted  notice  of  the  covenant,  and 
notice,  also,  of  its  nonperformance."  As  be- 
fore said,  the  right  does  not  rest  against  the 
person,  but  it  is  affixed  to  the  thing,  and  the 
mortgagees  or  their  grantees  may  not  have 
the  thing  without  the  obligation  to  discharge 
the  right,  for  the  right  runs  and  abides  with 
the  property  wherever  it  goes.  We  think, 
therefore,  that  the  petition  of  intervention 
exhibits  sufficient  facts  to  show  that  the 
charter  of  the  mortgagor  company  required 
it  to  pave  between  its  trades  when  and  as 
the  street  was  improved,  as  a  condition  to  its 
enjoyment,  and  that  the  condition  was 
carried  into  appellees'  mortgage,  and  that  the 
claim  of  the  petitioners,  arising  thereunder, 
is  paramount  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage. 

Finally,  it  is  objected  that  a  judgment  on 
demurrer  to  an  intervening  petition  is  not 
such  a  final  judgment  as  may  be  appealed 
from.  The  judgment  appealed  from  makes  a 
final  disposition  of  the  case  so  far  as  con- 
cerned the  petitioners,  and  was  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  appeal.  Voorhees  v.  IndianapO' 
li8  Car  d  Mfg.  Co.  140  Ind.  220,  89  N.  E.  738. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  instruc- 
tions to  overrule  the  demurrer  of  appellees  to 
the  intervening  petitions  of  the  Royal  Brick 
Company  et  al.,  and  of  the  city  of  Richmond, 
and  for  further  prooeedingi  in  accordance 
with  this  opinion. 

Rehearing  denied. 


1900. 


HiHDXBaoH  Tbubt  Co.  y.  Stuabt. 
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HENDERSON  TRUST  COMPANY,  Admr., 
etc,  of  Mary  H.  Berner,  Deceaser,  Appt,, 

V. 

John  H.  STUART. 


(. 


.Ky.. 


.) 


I.  Tbe  failure  to  apply  for  aa  eztea- 
■Ion  of  a  Tacanojr  pennlt  for  prem- 
laea  tliat  are  still  -vaeaat  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  for  which  Boch  a  permit  has 
been  granted  with  an  agreement  by  the  In- 
aurer  to  extend  the  time  on  application 
therefor  constltutee  negligence  on  the  part  of 
an  executor  or  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed,  who  Is  In  poasesBlon  of  the  premUea 
and  of  the  policy  of  Insurance  thereon,  which 
will  malce  him  liable  In  damages  In  case  the 
property  is  destroyed  by  fire  and  the  Insur- 
ance cannot  be  collected  because  of  the  fall- 
are  to  procure  the  extension  of  the  vacancy 
permit. 

S.  Tlie  nesUsenee  of  an  execntor  In 
ITmftllns  to  apply  for  an  extension  of 
m  -vaeaney  permit  for  Insured  premises 
wliich  continue  vacant,  which  had  been 
granted  with  an  agreement  to  extend  It  on 
application,  is  held  to  be  a  question  of  law 
for  the  court. 

(March  29.  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Henderson  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  hold  defendant  liable  for  the  value  of  a 
house  destroyed  after  defendant  had  negli- 
gently permitted  the  insuranoe  to  lapse. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Teaman  ft  Teaman,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  failure  to  insure  property,  or  keep  it 
insured,  is  not  such  negligence  as,  in  case  of 
loss,  will  render  the  administrator  or  any 
trustee  liable  for  its  value. 

Underbill,  Trusts,  4th  ed.  pp.  263,  255,  and 
note. 

Mr.  Monti^oBiery  Menritt  for  appellee. 


J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  first  error  relied  on  by  appellant  for  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment  rendered  against 
it  in  the  trial  court  is  that  the  court  erred  in 
overruling  its  general  demurrer  to  the  peti- 
tion of  appellee. 

The  petition  sets  forth,  in  substance,  that 
Mrs.  Stuart  sold  a  house  and  lot  to  Mary 
H.  Bemer,  and  took  notes  for  the  purchase 
money,  retaining  a  lien  for  their  payment, 
and  that  under  the  contract  of  sale,  as  fur- 
ther security  for  the  purchase  money,  Mrs. 
Berner  insured  the  house  against  loss  by  fire 
in  the  sum  of  $2,000,  and  had  the  policy 
made  payable  to  Mrs.  Stuart  as  her  interest 


might  appear;  that  shortly  after  the  sale, 
Mrs.  Berner  died,  and  that  appellant,  the 
Henderson  Trust  Company,  qualified  as  her 
administrator  with  the  will  annexed,  and 
also  as  guardian  of  Mary  Wilke,  the  devisee 
of  the  house  and  lot  under  the  will  of  Mrs. 
Berner,  and  that  it  took  possession  of  the 
property  and  also  of  the  policy  of  insurance 
under  an  agreement  witn  appellee  that  it 
would  look  after  both ;  that  the  house  became 
vacant  in  violation  of  the  terms  of  said  pol- 
icy, and,  to  prevent  the  voidance  of  the  pol- 
icy, the  appellant  procured  from  the  insur- 
ance company  on  the  Ist  day  of  April,  189G, 
a  "vacancy  permit"  for  thirty  days,  and  it  is 
alleged  that  the  insurance  company  agreed 
that  if  the  property  was  still  vacant  at  the 
expiration  of  the  thirty  days  the  permit 
would  be  extended  for  an  additional  thirty 
days  upon  application;  that  the  house 
was  still  vacant  at  the  expiration  of  the 
"vacancy  permit,"  but  that  the  appellant 
neglected  to  ask  for  or  to  procure  an  exten- 
sion thereof,  and  that  in  fourteen  days  aft- 
er the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days  allowed, 
the  house  was  burned  and  became  a  total 
loss ;  that  the  appellant  trust  company  sued 
the  insurance  company,  making  appellee  a 
party  defendant,  and  that  recovery  was  de- 
feated on  the  ground  that  "the  policy  had 
become  void  by  reason  of  the  aforesaid  vacan- 
cy." And  it  is  insisted  that  appellant  was 
negligent  in  permitting  the  house  to  remain 
vacant,  and  in  failing  to  ask  for  an  extension 
of  the  "vacancy  permit,"  and  that  it  is  lia- 
ble for  the  damages  accruing  by  reason  of 
such  negligence. 

It  is  insisted  for  appella,nt  that  the  alle- 
gations of  the  petition  are  insufficient  to 
support  a  cause  of  action,  because  there  is  no 
allegation  therein  that  the  insurance  com- 
pany was  under  any  obligation  to  carry  the 
insurance  while  the  property  was  vacant,  or 
to  have  granted  a  request  for  an  additional 
"vacancy  permit"  if  it  had  been  made;  that, 
under  the  averments  of  the  petition,  the  in- 
surance company  was  under  no  legal  obliga- 
tion to  have  extended  the  "vacancy  permit," 
even  if  it  had  been  applied  for,  and  that  a 
recovery  should  not  be  permitted  upon  a 
mere  speculation  or  surmise  as  to  what  it 
might  nave  done  gratuitously  if  application 
had  actually  been  made  to  it. 

It  is  the  duty  of  an  executor  or  trustee  to 
preserve  the  estate  in  his  hands,  and  to  pro- 
tect it  from  loss;  and  he  has  ordinarily  the 
power  to  do  whatever  may  be  necessary  for 
that  purpose.  While  he  is  not  the  guaran- 
tor of  the  safety  of  the  property,  he  is  held 
to  such  care  in  the  management  of  the  estate 
as  a  competent  person  would  ordinarily  ex- 
ercise under  the  same  circumstances  in  ref- 
erence to  his  own  affairs  (see  Messmore  v. 


Note. — For  condition  In  policy  as  to  vacancy    (Iowa)  23  L.  R.  A.  09 ;  Moody  v.  Amazon  Ins. 


or  nonoccupancy,  see  McQoeeney  ▼.  Phoenix  Ina 
Co.  (Ark.)  5  L.  R.  A.  744 ;  Halpin  v.  Insurance 
Co.  of  N.  A.  (N.  Y.)  8  L.  R.  A.  79,  and  note; 
Continental  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kyle  (Ind.)  0  L.  R.  A. 
81,  and  note;  Llmbnrg  v.  German  F.  Ins.  Co. 
48  L.  R.  A, 


Co.  (Ohio)  26  L.  R.  A.  313;  Agricultural  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Hamilton  (Md.)  30  L.  R.  A.  633;  and 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mendenhall  (III.)  36  L.  R.  A. 
374. 
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Stone,  6  Ky.  L.  Bep.  696;  11  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  944) ;  and  the  Hender- 
■on  Trust  Company  owed  the  same  duty  to 
protect  the  property  and  preserve  it  from  in- 
jury and  destruction  that  a  careful  person 
would  ordinarily  haye  exercised  under  the 
same  circumstances  if  the  property  had  be- 
longed to  him.  There  is  no  statute  in  this 
state  which  requires  an  executor  to  insure 
real  estate  in  his  hands  against  loss  by  fire, 
and  the  failure  to  take  out  such  insurance 
is  not  necessarily  such  negligence  as  in  case 
of  loss  will  render  the  executor  or  trustee 
liable  for  its  value,  but  is  a  question  to  be 
determined  from  the  facts  of  each  particular 
case;  and  the  cost  of  the  insurance,  the  value 
of  the  property,  its  liability  to  destruction 
by  fire,  and  whether  or  not  the  executor  had 
money  in  his  hands  that  could  have  been  used 
for  that  purpose,  are  the  cardinal  elements 
to  be  considered.  But  in  this  case  no  money 
was  needed.  The  insurance  had  already  been 
paid,  and  all  that  was  necessary  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  to  keep  the  policy  alive  was 
that  it  should  have  m^le  application  to  the 
insurance  company  for  the  extension  of  the 
"vacancy  permit,"  and  it  seems  to  us  that 
the  failure  of  the  appellant  to  make  such  ap- 
plication was  such  negligence  in  the  care  of 
the  property  as  to  msice  it  liable  for  the  in- 
jury resulting  therefrom.  In  the  answer 
filed  by  the  Henderson  Trust  Company  there 
is  no  denial  of  the  averments  of  the  petition 
that  the  "vacancy  permit"  would  have  been 
extended  upon  application,  and  that  no  ap- 

Slication  or  effort  was  made  to  get  same 
one;  and  the  president  of  the  company 
frankly  admits  in  his  testimony  that  the  fail- 
ure to  make  application  for  the  extension  of 


the  "vacancy  permit"  was  due  to  an  over- 
sight of  the  clerk  in  the  company's  office  who* 
had  charge  of  these  matters.  The  demurrer 
was  therefore  properly  overruled. 

Negligence  or  the  absence  of  care  is  al- 
ways a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  when 
there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  facts 
or  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  them,  but 
when  the  facts  are  either  admitted  or  estab- 
lished by  undisputed  testimony,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  declare  the  law  applica- 
ble to  them.  See  Field,  Neg.  f  519;  Ash- 
land Coal  d  /.  R.  Co,  V.  Wallace,  101  Kv. 
637,  42  S.  W.  744,  43  S.  W.  207. 

In  this  case  we  have  these  facts  admitted 
in  the  pleadings:  That  appellant,  as  execu- 
tor, took  charge  of  the  policy  of  insurance 
and  property,  and  it  became  vacant  in  viola- 
tion of  the  provision  of  the  policy;  that  a  va- 
cancy permit  was  granted  for  thirty  days,, 
and  the  insurance  company  agreed  that  it 
would  be  extended  upon  application  at  expi- 
ration if  desired,  and  that  this  application 
was  not  made  on  account  of  the  oversight 
and  negligence  of  the  appellant  company; 
and  that  the  property  was  destroyed  and  the 
loss  of  the  insurance  was  directly  attributa- 
ble to  such  negligence.  Under  these  circum- 
stances; we  thinJc  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  declare,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  ap- 
pellant had  not  exercised  such  care  in  the 
management  of  this  property  as  a  competent 
person  would  ordinarily  have  exercised  un- 
der the  same  circumstances  with  reference  to 
his  own  property.  This  is  in  substance  the 
effect  of  the  instruction  given  in  this  case, 
and  upon  the  whole  facts  we  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  appellant  has  not  been  prejudioedL 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


MAINE  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT. 


Charles  F.  JOHNSON,  Assignee,  etc.,  of  Ed- 
ward Ware, 

V, 

John  H.  EVELETH. 


(. 


.Me.. 


.) 


1.  A  los-drlTins  eompany's  possession 
of  loss  In  a  river  while  driving  them,  not  as 
agents  of  the  person  to  whom  thej  have 
been  sold  and  are  being  sent,  but  by  virtue 
of  the  charter  of  the  company,  although  all 
owners  of  logs  driven  by  it  are  made  members 
of  the  company  by  force  of  the  statute,  does 
not  constitute  the  possession  of  the  person 
to  whom  they  are  being  taken,  so  as  to  pre- 
clude the  stoppage  of  the  logs  in  transitu  by 
the  seller. 

9.  liOflTs  In  n  rl-ver  belns  driven  by  an 
Incorporated  loar  company,  though  It  Is 
Qot  a  common  carrier  but  has  a  duty  under  its 
charter  of  driylng  the  logs  and  the  possession 
of  them  so  far  as  the  logs  are  susceptible  of 


KoTK. — On  the  subject  of  stoppage  in  iran- 
»itu,  see  Farrell  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  (N. 
C.)  8  L.  R.  A.  648,  and  note;  Fenkhausen  v.  Fel- 
lows (Nev)  4  L.  R.  A.  732 ;  Kingman  v.  Denlson 
(Mich.)  11  L.  R.  A.  347,  and  note;  and  Jeffrie 
V.  FItchburg  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  83  L.  R.  A  »Si 
48  L.  K  A. 


possession,  are  subject  to  the  right  of  stop- 
page in  transitu  in  favor  of  a  person  who  had 
sold  them  and  had  delivered  them  m  the  rivor 
for  the  purpose  of  their  being  driven  to  the 
purchaser's  booms  and  mill. 

3.  A  contract  for  the  delivery  of  loir* 
**o^ev  the  dam"  at  the  outlet  of  a  lake 
Into  a  river,  whence  they  are  to  be  driven  by  a 
log-driving  company  down  the  river  to  the 
booms  and  mill  of  a  purchaser,  does  not  make 
the  dam  the  final  destination  or  place  of  de- 
livery of  the  logs,  so  as  to  terminate  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  while  they  are 
being  driven  down  the  river. 

4.  C^astrvctlTe  possession  of  a  mass  of 
loss  being  driven  down  a  river  to  the  booms 
and  mill  of  a  purchaser  does  not  result  in  his 
favor,  so  as  to  terminate  the  right  of  stop- 
page in  transitu,  by  the  fact  that  a  few  of 
the  logs  have  actually  floated  down  to  his 
mill  and  been  received  by  him. 

(December  7,  1899.) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
for  Kennebec  County  for  the  opinics  of 
the  full  bench,  of  a  suit  to  recover  the  ^alue 
of  certain  logs  which  had  been  sold  by  de^ 
fendant  to  Ware  and  stopped  in  transitu^ 
Judgment  for  defendant. 


1899. 


JOHSSOH  Y.  EVKLETH. 


The  facts  are  stated  In  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Charles  F.  Johnson,  for  plaintiff: 

If  Mr.  Ware  knew,  or  had  reasonable 
grounds  for  believing,  that  he  was  insolvent 
when  these  logs  were  purchased,  that  would 
not  afford  a  legal  reason  for  a  rescission  by 
the  defendant  of  the  contract  of  sale. 

Burrill  v.  Stevens,  73  Me.  306,  40  Am.  Rep. 
366. 

If  the  logs  were  stopped  by  the  defendant 
by  virtue  of  his  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu, 
there  was  no  rescission  of  the  contract  of 
sale. 

Netohdll  V.  Vargas,  13  Me.  93,  29  Am.  Dec. 
489;  Vargas  T.  Newhall,  15  Me.  314,  33  Am. 
Dec  617. 

If  defendant  rescinded  the  contract  be- 
cause of  fraud  practised  by  Mr.  Ware,  he 
cannot  avail  himself  of  this  second  groimd 
of  defense. 

The  right  of  stoppa^  in  transitu  could 
not  be  exercised  in  this  case,  because  the 
place  of  delivery  specified  in  the  contract  of 
sale  had  been  reached  and  the  transit  was  at 
an  end  when  the  logs  were  turned  over  the 
dam  at  the  east  outlet  of  Moosehead  lake. 
and  they  were  then  in  the  constructive,  if  not 
actual,  possession  of  Mr.  Ware. 

MtMkegon  Booming  Co.  t.  UnderhiU,  48 
Mich.  629,  5  K.  W.  1073. 

A  company  charged  with  the  duty  of  driv- 
ing logs  18  not  a  common  carrier. 

Mann  V.  White  River  Log  d  Booming  Co, 
46  Mich.  88,  41  Am.  Rep.  141,  8  N.  W.  550. 

The  original  direction  given  to  these  logs 
by  the  defendant  had  been  fully  complied 
with  when  they  had  been  towed  across  Moose- 
head  lake  to  the  dam  at  the  east  outlet,  and 
turned  over  the  dam. 

Brook  Iron  Co,  v.  O'Brien,  125  Mass.  446; 
Moh/r  V.  Boston  d  A.  R,  Co.  106  Mass.  70; 
Dixon  T.  Baldtoin,  5  East,  175;  Ouilford  v. 
Smith,  30  Vt  49;  Rowley  v.  Bigelow,  12 
Pick.  307,  23  Am.  Dec.  607;  23  Am.  ft  Eng. 
Enc  Law,  p.  913;  Aguirre  v.  Parmelee,  22 
Conn.  473;  Sawyer  t.  Joslin,  20  Vt  172,  49 
Am.  Dec.  768. 

Some  of  these  logs  had  reached  Mr.  Ware's 
boom  at  Winslow  before  his  assignment,  and 
a  delivery  of  part  of  an  entire  parcel  or  car- 
go, with  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  ven- 
dor to  take  the  whole,  terminates  the  transi- 
tuB,  and  the  vendor  cannot  stop  the  remain- 
der. 

2  Kent,  Com.  9th  ed.  p.  746;  Boynton  v. 
Veazie,  24  Me.  286;  KohJ  v.  Lindley,  39  111. 
195,  89  Am.  Dec.  294;  Jeioett  v.  Warren,  12 
Mass.  300,  7  Am.  l>ec.  74. 

Ur,  "BMxrej  D.  Eaton  for  def endant* 

Savase,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  case  comes  up  on  report.  We  think 
the  evidence  shows  the  following  facts:  On 
March  22,  1898,  one  Edward  Ware  entered 
into  a  contract  of  bargain  and  sale  with  the 
defendant  for  the  purchase  of  about  1,000,- 
000  feet  of  logs,  numbering  7,663  sticks,  then 
lying  in  Spencer  pond,  above  Moosehead  lake. 
It  was  agreed  that  the  logs  should  be  de- 
livered by  the  defendant  ''over  the  dam"  at 
48L.R.  A. 


the  east  outlet  of  Moosehead  lake  into  Keii^ 
nebec  waters.  From  that  point  they  were  t^ 
be  driven  down  the  Kennebec  river  by  the 
Kennebec  Log-Driving  Company.  Ware  had 
booms  in  Fairfield  and  Winslow,  and  a  mill 
at  the  latter  place.  The  logs  were  bought  by 
Ware  for  the  purpose  of  being  manufactur^ 
into  lumber  at  his  mill  in  Winslow.  On  May 
25,  1898,  Ware  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  under  the  provi;- 
sions  of  the  insolvent  law  (Laws  1807,  chap. 
325,  f  16) .  He  was,  and  for  a  long  time  ha4 
been,  hopelessly  insolvent.  In  the  meantime 
the  defendant  had  caused  a  large  portion  of 
the  logs  to  be  delivered  "over  the  dam"  at  the 
east  outlet,  and  they  were  being  driven  down 
the  Kennebec  river  towards  Ware's  boom^ 
and  mill.  Some  scattering  logs  had  already 
reached  Ware's  mill,  and  had  been  sawed. 
They  had  drifted  down  the  river,  without  the 
necessity  of  being  driven.  But  the  drive 
proper  did  not  reach  Fairfield  or  Winslow 
until  the  last  of  August,  1898.  When  the 
drive  reached  Shawmut,  above  the  Fairfield 
boom,  August  22d,  the  defendant  took  from 
the  river  all  the  logs  he  had  sold  to  Ware 
which  then  remain^  in  the  drive,  number- 
ing 6,816  sticks,  and  surveying  808,032  feet. 
And  it  is  for  this  taking  and  alleged  conver- 
sion that  the  plaintiff  has  brought  this  ac- 
tion of  trover.  Ware  agreed  to  give  four 
notes  for  the  price  of  the  logs,  maturing  at 
different  times.  At  the  time  of  his  assigz^- 
ment  he  had  given  one  note  to  the  defendant, 
which  was  subsequently  protested  for  non- 
payment, and  then  tendered  back  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiff.  The  other  three 
notes  he  never  gave. 

The  defendant  asserts  several  grouiMls  of 
defense,  only  one  of  which  do  we  think  it 
necessary  to  consider.  He  says  he  took  the 
logs  from  the  river  in  the  exercise  of  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  traneitu.  He  claims 
that  the  log-driving  company  was  a  carrier. 
He  says  he  sold  the  logs  on  credit,  and  that 
while  they  were  in  transit  to  their  ultimate 
destination  in  Winslow,  and  were  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  log-driving  company  as  a  car- 
rier, the  purchaser  became  insolvent.  And 
this  fact,  he  says,  gave  him  the  right  to  re- 
sume the  possession  of  the  logs  at  any  time- 
before  they  came  into  the  actual  possession 
of  Ware,  or  came  to  their  destination  in 
Winslow. 

In  reply  the  plaintiff  says:  ( 1 )  That  the 
log-driving  company  was  not  a  carrier,  or 
middleman,  in  such  a  sense  as  gave  it  pos- 
session or  control  of  the  logs ;  that  the  river 
was  the  real  carrier;  that  the  company  pro- 
vided no  means  of  conveyance  or  motive 
power,  but  simply  facilitated  the  floating  of 
logs  down  the  river  by  breaking  jams  and 
otherwise,  and  hence  that,  after  the  logs 
passed  out  of  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
by  being  turned  "over  the  dam,"  they  must 
have  been,  constructively  at  least,  in  the  pos- 
session of  Ware,  while  floating  upon  the 
river;  and,  furthermore,  that  in  any  event 
the  log-driving  company  was  really  only  an 
association  of  log  owners,  of  whom  Ware  was 
one,  and  that  a  delivery  of  the  logs  to  the 
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company  was,  in  effect,  a  delivery  into  th(B 
possession  of  Ware.  (2)  That  by  the  terms 
of  the  contract  between  Ware  and  the  defend- 
ant the  ''destination"  of  the  logs  was  "over 
the  dam"  at  the  east  outlet,  and  that  when 
they  were  so  delivered  the  tranaitus  was  at 
an  end.  And  (3)  that  the  facts  that  some  of 
the  logs  had  floated  down  the  river  to  Ware's 
mill,  and  had  been  received  and  sawed  by 
him,  constituted  a  constructive  delivery  of 
the  whole  mass  into  his  possession. 

These  contentions  make  it  necessary  for  us 
to  consider  the  character  and  duties  and 
method  of  operation  of  the  Kennebec  Log- 
Driving  Company.  Its  charter  and  bv-laws 
are  maide  a  part  of  the  case.  By  the  cnarter 
(Laws  1885,  chap.  402),  certain  persons 
named,  their  associates  and  successors,  are 
•constituted  "a  bodv  politic  and  corporate," 
And  may  sue  and  be  sued,  etc.  They  have 
power  to  adopt  all  necessary  regulations  and 
by-laws.  ''Tney  shall  drive  to  such  place  of 
destination  on  the  Kennebec  river  as  may  be 
designated  by  the  owners,  or  by  the  directors 
of  said  company,  and  may  secure  and  form 
into  rafts,  under  rigging,  all  logs  and  other 
timber  belonging  to  said  company,  or  any 
member  thereof,  that  may  be  in  the  East 
Branch  and  Kennebec  river,  for  that  pur- 
pose, below  the  outlet  of  Moosehead  lake  at 
the  dam."  "They  may  remove  obstructions, 
And  erect  booms,  piers,  and  dams."  Section 
1.  "Any  person,  persons,  or  corporations,  or 
their  agents,  owning  logs  or  other  timber  to 
1)e  driven  on  said  rivers  at  the  date  of  the 
annual  meeting  in  each  year,  shall  be  mem- 
l)ers  of  the  Kennebec  Log-Driving  Company, 
and  shall  so  continue  for  two  years  at  least 
from  that  date."  Section  3.  Members  own- 
ing logs  to  be  driven  are  required  to  file  a 
•correct  statement  of  all  such  logs  or  timber, 
^ving  the  number  of  feet,  with  the  marks, 
■and  the  place  from  which  logs  are  to  be  driv- 
-en,  and  their  destination.  The  expenses  of 
driving,  and  for  damages  and  losses,  are  to 
he  assessed  upon  the  owners  of  the  logs  driv- 
en, and  the  payment  of  assessments  is  se- 
<nired  by  a  lien  upon  the  logs.  Section  4. 
The  company  may  collect  logs  or  timber  re- 
maining in  booms  or  in  any  place  exposed  to 
loss,  and  deposit  the  same  in  suitable  places, 
and  properly  secure  it  from  loss,  and  to 
pay  for  this  service  an  assessment  may  be 
made.  Sections  10, 11, 12, 13.  "The  private 
property  of  each  member  of  said  company 
shall  be  holden  to  pay  all  debts  contracted 
fyy  the  company  after  he  became  a  member 
thereof,  and  before  his  withdrawal  from  the 
flame,  in  default  of  company  property  where- 
on execution  may  be  satisfied."     Section  16. 

By  these  extracts  from  its  charter  it  ap- 
pears that  the  Kennebec  Log-Driving  Com- 
pany is  a  corporation.  It  is  more  than  a 
mere  association  of  loj^  owners.  To  be  sure, 
all  owners  of  logs  to  be  driven  are,  by  force 
of  the  statute,  members,  but  all  combined 
are  only  one  corporate  body.  The  corpora- 
tion and  its  members  are  different  persons. 
Hence  it  follows  that  a  possession  by  the 
corporation  is  not  a  possession  by  a  member, 
unless  the  corporation  has  been  made  an 
agent  for  that  purpose.  In  this  case  the  cor- 
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poration  does  not  appear  to  have  been  the 
aeent  of  Ware  for  any  purpose.  It  was  sim- 
ply performing  its  corporate  duty  in  receiv- 
ing and  driving  the  logs.  It  did  that  under 
its  charter,  and  not  as  agent.  In  this  re- 
spect this  case  is  unlike  Muskegon  Booming 
Co.  V.  Underhill,  43  Mich.  629,  5  N.  W. 
1073,  cited  by  the  plaintiff.  There  the  logs 
in  question  had  failed  to  get  into  the  boom- 
ing company's  main  drive,  and  had  been  left 
in  the  rear.  The  vendees  engaged  the  boom- 
ing company  to  send  back  and  get  the  logs, 
which  they  did.  The  vendees  having  become 
insolvent  before  the  logs  reached  their  mill, 
the  vendor,  Underhill,  sought  to  exercise  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu.  The  court  de- 
nied this  right,  but  rested  its  decision  on  the 
ground  that  the  vendor,  by  his  contract  or 
acquiescence,  "virtually  offered  possession  to 
[vendees]  .  .  .  and  that  they  [the  ven- 
dees] accepted  the  offer,  and  virtually  took 
possession  by  having  the  logs  taken  into  cus- 
tody, at  their  expense  and  on  their  account 
as  owners,  by  the  booming  company."  Our 
conclusion  is,  therefore,  that  the  possession 
by  the  log-driving  company  was  not  posses- 
sion by  Ware. 

The  next  question  in  this  connection  is. 
May  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  attach 
to  logs  being  driven  as  these  were?  We  have 
no  doubt  that  it  may.  It  may  be  conceded 
that  the  log-driving  company  is  not  a  com- 
mon carrier,  although  in  some  respects  its 
duties  are  analogous  to  those  of  common  car- 
riers (see  Mann  v.  White  River  Log  d  Boom- 
ing Co.  46  Mich.  88,  41  Am.  Rep.  141,  8  N. 
W.  560,  where  the  distinction  is  pointed 
out) ;  but  that  is  not  decisive.  When  a 
vendor  sends  goods  sold  to  the  /place  of  des- 
tination by  private  conveyance,  the  right  of 
stoppage  in  transitu  exists  the  same  as  if 
they  are  sent  by  common  carrier.  The  vital 
question  is.  Are  they  in  transit  between  the 
vendor  and  the  vendee?  The  right  of  stop- 
page in  transitu  is  merely  an  extension  of 
the  lien  for  the  price  which  the  vendor  has 
after  contract  of  sale  and  before  delivery  of 
goods  sold  on  credit.  The  term  itself  im- 
plies that  the  goods  are  in  transit,  and  that 
they  have  not  come  into  the  possession  of 
the  vendee.  It  permits  the  vendor  to  resume 
possession  before  the  goods  sold  have  come 
into  the  vendee's  possession,  if  the  latter  has 
become  insolvent.  Whether  they  are  in  the 
possession  of  a  carrier,  strictly  so  called, 
while  in  transit,  or  whether  they  are  in  pos- 
session of  a  "middleman,"  is  immaterial.  2 
Kent.  Com.  702.  In  this  case  the  logs  were 
certainly  in  transit  between  the  dam  at  the 
east  outlet  and  Ware's  mill.  They  were 
moving  down  the  river.  They  were  kept 
moving  by  the  agency  of  the  log-drivinj?  com- 
pany. The  company  broke  the  jams,  cleared 
the  eddies  and  the  banks  of  logs,  took  them 
wherever  they  became  strand-ed,  and  drove 
in  the  rear.  The  company  having  assumed 
the  duty  of  driving  the  locjs,  no  one  else  had 
the  right  to  interfere  with  the  driving.  So 
far  as  a  mass  of  logs  in  a  river  is  susceptible 
of  possession,  to  that  extent  the  log-driving 
company  was  in  possession  of  these  logs  f'>r 
the  purpose  of  transporting  them.    And  we 
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think  that  wum  sufficient.  It  certainly  ac- 
cords with  the  equitable  principles  out  of 
which  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  has 
grown.  NetDhall  v.  Vargas,  13  Me.  93,  29 
Am.  Dec  489.  The  character  of  the  posses- 
Bion  of  the  log-driving  company  is  only  im- 
portant as  it  shows  that  the  logs  had  not 
eome  into  the  possession  of  the  vendee,  and 
were  still  in  transit. 

But  the  plaintiff  next  contends  that,  so 
far  as  this  case  is  concerned,  the  tranaitus 
ended  when  the  logs  were  turned  "over  the 
dam"  at  the  east  outlet,  because,  he  says, 
that  was  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  logs, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase; that  the  defendant's  agreement  was  to 
deliver  the  logs  there;  and  that,  when  the 
logs  were  so  delivered,  the  transitus  contem- 
plated by  the  contract  was  at  an  end;  and 
that  in  any  further  transit  the  right  of  stop- 
page in  transitu  would  not  exist.  This 
might  be  true  if  by  any  fair  construction  of 
the  contract,  read  in  the  light  of  surrounding 
conditions  and  circumstances,  we  could  un- 
derstand that  the  dam  was  really  the  con- 
templated final  destination  of  the  logs,  or 
that  the  logs  were  to  be  delivered  at  the 
''dam,"  and  there  remain  subject  to  further 
acts  or  directions  of  Ware.  Becker  v.  HalU 
^arten,  86  N.  Y.  167.  But  we  cannot  inter- 
pret the  contract  so  narrowly.  We  must 
▼lew  the  situation  as  the  parties  did.  We 
cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  these 
logs,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  were  above 
the  dam,  and  above  a  portion  of  Moosehead 
lake;  that  they  were  brought  to  be  manu- 
factured in  Ware's  mill  in  Winslow;  that 
they  must  float  or  be  driven  down  the  river 
all  the  distance  between  those  points;  that 
it  was  expected  that  they  would  be  driven  by 
the  log-driving  companv;  that  there  was  no 
place  of  deposit  at  the  ''dam"  for  keeping  the 
logs,  but  that  the  transit  in  the  lake  above 
the  dam  and  in  the  river  below  was  actually 
continuous,  the  dam  being  simply  the  point 
where  the  defendant  ceas^  to  drive  and  the 
company  began.  In  view  of  these  circum- 
stances, should  "over  the  dam"  be  regarded 
as  the  "destination"  of  the  logs?  We  think 
not. 

The  question  here  is  not  whether  the  turn- 
ing of  the  logs  "over  the  dam"  was  a  deliv- 
efy—such  a  delivery  as  would  have  vested 
title  in  the  vendee,  in  case  delivery  was  nec- 
essary. It  is  not  a  question  of  title.  We  as- 
sume that  Ware  had  the  title  to  the  logs. 
The  defendant  bases  his  right  of  stoppage  in 
transitu  upon  that  fact  in  part  The  exer- 
cise of  that  particular  right  presupposes 
that  the  title  of  the  goods  is  in  the  vendee; 
and,  further,  the  title  remains  in  the  vendee 
even  after  the  exercise  of  the  right.  The  title 
is  not  changed.  Hurd  v.  Biokford,85  Me.  217, 
27  Atl.  107.  The  question  here  is  whether, 
by  the  delivery  at  the  dam,  the  logs  came 
into  the  possession  of  the  vendee,  and  so  far 
only  as  the  delivery  at  the  dam  throws  light 
ttpon  this  question  is  it  material.  The  dis- 
tinction, in  a  word,  is  that  property  sold  may 
have  been  delivered  so  as  to  affect  title,  and 
yet  not  have  come  into  the  possession  of  the 
▼endee  so  as  to  bar  the  right  of  stoppaire  in 
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transitu.  An  illustration  of  this  is  found  in 
the  conunon  class  of  contracts  where  the 
vendor  agrees  to  deliver  to  a  carrier  desig- 
nated by  vendee  for  shipment  to  vendee's 
place  of  business.  A  delivery  to  a  carrier 
under  such  circumstances  vests  title  in  the 
vendee,  and  places  the  goods  subject  to  his 
risk,  but  the  vendor  does  not  lose  his  right 
of  stoppage  in  transitu  while  the  goods  are 
in  transit  to  the  vendee.  Or  out  v.  Bill,  4 
Gray,  361;  Rowley  v.  Bigelow,  12  Pick.  307, 
23  Am.  Dec.  607;  (Hhson  v.  Carruthers,  8 
Mees.  &  W.  321.  In  a  case  where  goods  were 
delivered  to  the  purchasing  agent  of  the  ven- 
dees to  be  transmitted  to  the  vendees'  fac- 
tory in  another  state,  it  was  held  that  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  was  not  barred. 
The  court  said  that  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
was  to  the  agent,  not  as  owner,  nor  as  agent 
of  the  owners  to  dispose  of  them  in  any  other 
way  than  to  transmit  them  to  the  vendees' 
place  of  business,  and  that  to  take  away  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  there  must  be 
an  absolute  delivery  to  the  agent  for  the  use 
of  the  vendees,  and  it  must  have  been  a  full 
and  final  delivery,  as  contradistinguished 
from  a  delivery  to  a  person  acting  as  a  car- 
rier or  forwarding  agent  to  the  principal. 
Aguirre  v.  Parmelee,  22  Conn.  473.  To  ter- 
minate the  transitus  by  delivery  to  a  mid- 
dleman, it  must  be  a  delivery  not  to  trans- 
port, but  to  keep.  Guilford  v.  Smithy  30  Vt. 
49.  See  our  own  case  of  Ifewhall  v.  Vargas, 
13  Me.  93,  29  Am.  Dec.  489.  It  was  held  in 
Mohr  V.  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co,  106  Mass.  67, 
that  the  transitus  is  not  at  an  end  until  the 
goods  have  reached  the  place  contemplated 
by  the  contract  between  tne  buyer  and  seller 
as  the  place  of  their  destination. 

As  bearing  upon  the  "destination"  of  the 
logs,  the  plaintiff,  in  argument,  suggests 
that  under  the  charter  of  the  log-driving 
company  the  owner  of  the  logs  was  required 
to  file  with  the  company  a  statement  of  their 
destination,  which  was  not  done,  and  also 
that  the  company  does  not  itself  take  logs 
from  the  river,  but  the  owners  separate  them 
from  the  general  drive,  and  boom  them,  or 
take  them  out,  at  such  points  as  they  please. 
To  these  suggestions,  it  is  a  sufficient  an- 
swer to  say  that  it  is  clear  that  the  intended 
destination  of  these  logs  was  at  Ware's  mill, 
and  that,  whatever  the  rights  of  Ware  to 
stop  the  logs,  or  take  them  out  of  the  river, 
may  have  been,  he  did  not  exercise  them. 
He  did  not  take  possession  of  the  logs  while 
they  were  in  transit. 

Finally,  the  plaintiff  contends,  inasmuch 
as  some  small  portion  of  the  logs  had  floated 
down  to  Ware's  mill,  and  had  been  received 
by  him  before  his  assignment,  that  this  put 
him  in  constructive  possession  of  the  whole 
mass,  and  terminated  the  transitus.  We. 
are  unable  to  come  to  that  conclusion.  The 
surveyor's  bill  shows  that  there  were  7,668 
sticks  in  the  lot  of  logs  purchased.  The  de- 
fendant, when  he  took  possession,  found  6,- 
815  sticks  in  the  drive.  It  appears  that 
some  had  gone  below  Ware's  mill  to  Hallo- 
well,  and  undoubtedly  some  sticks  had  been 
left  behind  upon  the  banks  or  in  the  eddies 
of  the  river.    But  assuming  that  the  whole 
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of  the  remaining  848  sticks  had,  during  the 
season,  floated  down  to  or  by  Ware's  mill, 
still  we  do  not  think  that  that  fact  consti- 
tuted a  constructive  possession  in  Ware,  or 
the  plaintiff,  of  the  logs  which  had  not  come 
down.  It  is  not  like  the  case  where  a  ven- 
dee has  taken  some  portion  out  of  the  whole 
mass,  which  was  then  susceptible  of  posses- 
sion, and  in  which  case  he  has  thus  obtained 
constructive  possession  of  the  whole.  Such 
facts  are  important  sometimes  when  it  is 
necessary  to  decide  whether  a  legal  delivery 
has  been  made.  But  here,  as  we  have  saia, 
it  is  not  a  question  of  technical  delivery,  but 


one  of  actual  possession.  Here  Ware  to(^ 
only  such  scattering,  floating  logs  as  came  to 
him.  The  remainder  were  not  in  his  posses- 
sion. They  were  still  in  the  possession  of 
the  log-driving  company.  They  were  still 
being  driven.  They  were  still  in  actual 
transit.  And  we  think  the  vendor  had  the 
right  to  stop  them  before  that  transit  was 
ended.  Such  a  conclusion  gives  effect  to  the 
spirit  and  purpose  of  the  law.  Buckley  v. 
Fumiaa,  17  Wend.  604;  Mohr  v.  Boston  d  A, 
R.  Co,  lOG  Mass.  67. 
Plaintiff  nonsuit. 
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V. 

Henry  H.  BEELEK  et  al. 
( Md ) 

1.  A  restriction  «>■  to  tlie  bnildins  line, 
inserted  in  n  deed,  cannot  Inure  to  the 
benefit  of  a  prior  grantee  of  another  lot  on 
the  same  street,  which  is  conveyed  subject  to 
the  same  restriction,  when  the  grantor  did 
not  Impose  any  servitude  upon  the  land  he 
retained,  and  the  restrictions  were  not  part 
of  a  general  plan  or  scheme  for  the  benefit  of 
all  the  purchasers. 

%  A  general  plan  or  ■cheme  for  tke 
benefit  of  all  tlie  pnrcbasers  of  lots 
■old  on  tbe  aanie  street,  as  shown  by  a 
recorded  plat,  does  not  appear  from  the  fact 
that  most  of  the  lots  are  sold  subject  to  the 
same  restriction  as  to  building  line,  where  no 
restrictions  are  shown  by  the  plat,  and  none 
are  Imposed  on  some  of  the  lots  that  are  first 
sold,  while  purchasers  of  some  of  the  other 
lots  have  violated  the  restrictions  upon  them, 
4in<l  such  violations  have  not  been  resisted 
by  other  purchasers. 

(December  9,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Wsshington  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  a  proceeding  to  enjoin 
defendants  from  erecting  a  building  in  viola- 
tion of  the  restrictions  contained  in  their- 
title  deeds.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Daniel  W.  Doub  and  Frank  B. 
Bomberser,  for  appellants: 

The  condition  in  the  deed  of  Mrs.  Beeler, 
and  of  all  the  lots  from  6  to  13  inclusive,  is 
an  encumbrance  upon  the  title. 

Halle  V.  Nmplold,  69  Md.  266,  14  Atl.  662; 
Kramer  v.  Carter,  136  Mass.  504 ;  Re  Biggins' 
Contract,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  772;  Columbia 
College  v.  Lynch,  70  N.  Y.  440,  26  Am.  Rep. 
615;  Pech  v.  Conwatf,  119  Mass.  546;  Ham- 
ien  V.  Werner,  144  Mass.  397,  11  N.  E.  684. 


Note. — For  condition  In  deed  as  to  building 
restrictions,  see  also  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Algonquin 
Club  (Mass.)  11  L.  R.  A.  500;  Hutchinson  v. 
Ulrlch  (III.)  21  L.  R.  A.  891;  and  Chicago  v. 
Ward  (111.)  38  L.  R.  A.  849. 
^  For  ordinance  establishing  building  line,  see 
St.  Louis  V.  HlU  (Mo.)  21  L.  R.  A.  226. 
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The  restrictions  in  the  deed  of  Mrs.  Beeler 
and  the  other  eight  lots  create  easements  or 
servitudes  in  favor  of  the  other  lota. 

Sanborn  v.  Rice,  129  Mass.  396. 

The  plaintiff  may  enforce  the  condition  in 
the  deed  of  the  adjoining  lot  belonging  to 
Mrs.  Beeler. 

Clark  V.  Martin,  49  Pa.  289 ;  Halle  v.  Neu}- 
bold,  69  Md.  265,  14  Atl.  662;  Columbia 
College  v.  Lynch,  70  N.  Y.  449,  26  Am.  Rep. 
615. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  original  deed  of  the 
Summer's  lot  is  prior  in  date  to  that  of  tlie 
original  deed  of  the  Beeler  lot  does  not  de- 
prive Mrs.  Summers  of  the  right  to  enforce 
the  condition  in  the  doed  of  Mrs.  Beeler. 

Tallmadge  v.  East  River  Bank,  26  N.  Y. 
105;  Whitney  v.  Union  R.  Co.  11  Gray,  359, 
71  Am.  Dec.  715;  Parker  v.  Nightingale,  6 
Alien,  341,  83  Am.  Dec.  632;  Linaee  v.  Mixer, 
101  Mass.  512;  Tulk  v.  Moxhay,  1  Phill.  Ch. 
774;  Thruston  v.  Minke,  32  Md.  487;  New- 
bold  V.  Peabody  Heights  Co.  70  Md.  493,  3  L. 
R.  A.  579,  17  Atl.  372;  Clark  v.  Martin,  49 
Pa.  289;  DeOray  v.  Monmouth  Beach  Cluh 
House  Co.  50  N.  J.  Eq.  329,  24  Atl.  388; 
Nottingham  Patent  Brick  d  Tile  Co.  v.  But- 
ler, L.  R.  15  Q.  B.  Div.  261,  L.  R.  16  Q.  B 
Div.  778. 

In  New  York  relief  seems  to  be  granted  on 
the  theory  that  the  covenant  creates  an  ease- 
ment over  the  land  of  the  covenantor  for  the 
benefit  of  all  the  other  lots  subject  to  the 
same  covenant. 

Columbia  College  v.  Lynch,  70  N.  Y.  440, 
26  Am.  Rep.  615;  Beals  v.  Case,  138  Masa. 
140. 

The  purpose  intended  to  be  accomplished 
by  the  restrictions  inserted  in  the  deeds  of 
the  estate  now  owned  and  occupied  by  the  de- 
fendant was  for  the  benefit  and  advantage 
of  other  owners  of  land  situated  on  the  same 
street  or  court. 

Parker  v.  Nightingale,  6  Allen,  341,  83  Am. 
Dec.  632;  Mulligan  v.  Jordan,  50  N.  J.  Eq. 
363,  24  Atl.  543. 

The  building  of  a  bay-window  by  Mrs. 
Beeler.  the  defendant,  is  a  violation  of  the 
restrictions  in  her  deed. 

Peck  V.  Conway,  119  Mass.  546;  BagnaU 
V.  Davies,  140  Mass.  76,  2  N.  E.  786;  Hamt^len 
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Y.  Werner,   144  Mass.   397,  11   N.  E.   684; 
€lark  v,  Martin,  49  Pa.  289;  Sanhom  v.  Rice, 
120  Mass.  39G. 
J/r.  A.  C.  Strita  for  appellees. 

Pearee,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity  filed  hj  the  appel- 
lants to  restrain  the  appellees  from  erect- 
ing upon  their  own  premises,  adjoining  those 
of  the  appellants,  a  bay  window,  in  viola- 
tion, as  the  appellants  claim,  of  restrictions 
contained  in  conveyances  for  their  respective 
premises  from  a  common  vendor,  to  whom 
their  titles  are  traced  through  mesne  convey- 
ances. A  preliminary  injunction  was 
granted,  and  was  dissolved  upon  hearing, 
and  thereupon  this  appeal  was  taken. 

Rev.  C.  L.  Keedy  being  the  owner  of  a 
tract  of  land  in  Hagerstown,  on  the  east  side 
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of  Mulberry  street,  laid  out  the  tract  into 
twenty-eight  lots,  fourteen  of  which  fronted 
on  Mulberry  street,  and  fourteen  extended 
back  eastward,  frouting  on  King  street,  as 
shown  in  the  accompanying  plat,  which  was 
recorded  among  the  land  records  of  Washing- 
ton county,  but  without  anything  thereon,  or 
in  the  description  of  the  lots  which  accom- 
panied the  plat,  to  indicate  any  restrictions 
upon  the  use  of  the  lots,  or  any  of  them,  in 
the  subsequent  sale  and  oonveyaiice  of  these 
lots  fronting  on  Mulberry  street,  certain  re- 
strictions as  to  the  building  line  to  be  ob- 
served were  inserted  in  some  of  the  deeds, 
while  in  others  there  were  no  restrictions 
whatever.  Lots  1,  2,  14,  3,  and  6  were  the 
first  sold,  and  in  the  order  named,  without 
any  restriction  as  to  their  use.  "Diese  con- 
veyances were  all  made  between  June  28, 
1888,  and  November  23, 1888.  Lot  5  waA  con- 
veyed to  C.  P.  Mason  and  W.  M.  Keedy,  and 
the  first  house  built  upon  any  of  the  lots 
was  erected  here  in  the  spring  of  1889,  stand- 
ing back  8  feet  from  the  east  line  of  Mulberry 
street.  On  No.  1,  a  church  has  been  built, 
with  a  covered  vestibule  extending  beyond 
the  8-foot  line.  On  No.  2,  three  dwellings 
have  been  built,  each  with  a  two-story  bay 
window  extending  beyond  the  8-foot  line.  On 
lots  7,  10,  and  14,  houses  have  been  built, 
each  with  a  one-story  front  porch  extending 
beyond  the  line.  On  lot  8  a  house  was  erect- 
ed in  1889,  the  front  wall  of  which  is  on  the 
8-foot  line,  with  an  inclosed  porch,  making 
it  a  one-story  bay  window,  extending  beyond 
the  line.  All  the  other  houses  on  the  Mul- 
-berry  street  lots  have  steps  extending  bo 
yond  the  8-foot  line.  All  these  lots,  except 
1,  2,  14,  3,  and  5,  were  sold  and  conveyed 
with  substantially  the  same  restriction  as  to 
building;  that  is,  "that  no  building  or  other 
improvement  shall  be  located,  built,  or  con- 
structed upon  said  lot  closer  to  the  west 
marginal  line  thereof  than  a  line  running 
parallel  thereto,  and  bounding  the  west  wall 
of  the  house  owned  by  C.  P.  Mason  and  Wm. 
M.  Keedy  upon  lot  No.  5."  No.  11  is  owned 
by  Mrs.  Summers,  one  of  the  appellants ;  and 
No.  10,  by  Mrs.  Beeler,  one  of  the  appedlees, 
who  is  now  building  a  house  thereon,  with  a 
bay  window  extending  3  feet  beyond  the  line 
of  the  Mason  and  Keedy  house  on  No.  5,  to 
which  she  is  limited  by  the  original  convey- 
ance of  her  lot  No.  10,  and  the  appellants  are 
seeking  to  restrain  the  erection  of  this  bay 
window.  Lot  11  was  originally  conveyed  to 
the  Danzer  Lumber  Company  by  deed  dated 
January  2,  1890,  containing  the  restriction 
above  mentioned;  and  the  title  thereto  has 
passed  to  Mrs.  Siunmers  by  mesne  convey- 
ances, each  of  which  refers  to  the  restriction 
in  the  original  deed.  Lot  10  was  originally 
conveyed  to  Norman  6.  Scott  by  deed  dated 
December  16,  1890,  with  the  same  restric- 
tion; and  the  title  thereto  has  in  like  man- 
ner passed  by  mesne  oonveyanoes  to  Mrs. 
Beeler,  each  conveyance  referring  to  the 
original  restriction. 

In  Halle  v.  Newhold,  69  Md.  270,  14  Atl. 
663,  this  court,  reviewing  the  cases  of  Thrue* 
ton  V.  Minke,  32  Md.  487;  Whitney  v.  Union 
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R.  Co.  11  Gray,  359,  71  Am.  Dec.  716,  and 
Clark  V.  Martin,  49  Pa.  289,  says:  "These 
cases  rery  conclusively  settle  the  law  that  a 
grantor  may  impose  a  restriction  in  the  nsr 
ture  of  a  servitude  ur  easement  upon  the  land 
that  he  sells  or  leases,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
land  he  still  retains;  and  if  that  servitude 
is  imposed  upon  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  the 
grantee,  and  in  favor  of  the  heirs  and  assigns 
of  the  grantor,  it  may  be  enforced  by  the  as- 
signee of  the  grantor  against  the  assignee 
(with  notice)  of  the  grantee."  The  court 
observed  that  in  each  of  the  oases  reviewed 
the  grantor  imposed  the  servitude  upon  the 
land  he  sold,  in  favor  of  the  land  he  re< 
tained,  while  in  the  case  then  before  the  court 
the  grantors  imposed  the  condition  upon  the 
land  they  retained,  in  favor  of  the  land  they 
sold ;  but  the  court  said  "the  principle  is  the 
same  in  both  cases."  But  the  case  now  be- 
fore UB  does  not  fall  within  either  class  of 
cases  mentioned.  Mr.  Keedy  sold  and  con- 
veyed the  plaintifT's  lot  No.  11  January  2, 
1890.  He  had  then  sold  and  conveyed  eight 
lota  (Nos.  1,  2,  14,  8,  6,  9,  8,  and  6),  the  first 
five  without  restriction,  and  the  last  three 
witJi  the  restriction  mentioned,  and  he  im- 
posed upon  the  grantee  of  lot  11  the  same  re- 
striction; but  he  imposed  no  servitude  upon 
the  laud  he  retained,  which  embraced  lot  10, 
in  favor  of  the  land  he  then  sold,  lot  No.  11. 
He  sold  and  conveyed  the  defendant's  lot  No. 
10  December  16,  1890,  and  he  imposed  the 
same  restriction  upon  that  lot  which  he  had 
imposed  upon  lot  11.  But  this  restriction 
cannot  inure  to  his  benefit,  as  respects  lot 
11,  upon  the  principle  stated  in  69  Md.,  and 
14  Atl.,  because  he  had  sold  lot  11  nearly  a 
year  before;  nor  can  it  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  the  plaintiff,  upon  that  principle,  as  owner 
of  lot  11,  because  there  is  no  privity  either 
of  contract  or  estate  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant.  In  Mulligan  v.  Jordan^ 
60  N.  J.  Eq.  363,  24  Atl.  543,  it  was  held  that 
&  purchaser  of  a  lot,  whose  deed  contains  a 
covenant  against  the  erection  of  any  building 
within  a  certain  distance  of  the  curb  line, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  against  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  of  an  adjacent  lot  from  her 
grantor,  for  violation  of  a  like  covenant, 
when  there  was  no  such  covenant  between 
the  two  purchasers,  and  their  grantor,  al- 
though he  required  similar  covenants  from 
all  purchasers,  did  not  covenant  with  the 
first  that  he  would  exact  them  from  subse- 
quent purchasers.  •  The  chancery  court  of 
New  Jersey  is  a  court  of  high  repute,  and  has 
dealt  with  numerous  questions  of  this  char- 
acter; and  the  facts  of  the  case  cited  above 
are  so  closely  analogous  to  the  facts  of  this 
case  that  we  cannot  do  better  than  adopt  the 
following  language  from  that  opinion:  "The 
complainant's  deed  is  prior  to  that  of  the  de- 
fendant. There  is  no  covenant  to  the  com- 
plainant from  Mr.  Roberta,  the  grantor,  that 
lie  holds  the  remainder  of  the  property  sub- 
ject to  the  same  restrictions,  or  that  he  will 
exact  similar  covenants  from  the  purchasers 
of  the  remaining  property;  nor  is  the  com- 
plainant the  express  assign  of  defendant's 
covenant  with  Mr.  Roberts;  nor  is  there  any 
48  L.  R.  A. 


covenant  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant The  right  of  an  owner  of  a  lot  to 
enforce  a  covenant  (to  which  he  is  not  » 
party  or  an  assign)  restrictive  of  the  use  of 
other  lands  is  dependent  on  the  covenant 
having  been  made  for  the  benefit  of  this  lot. 
Obviously,  while  a  subsequent  purchaser 
might,  by  the  operation  of  tliis  rule,  acquire 
a  right  of  action  against  a  prior  purchaser, 
the  prior  purchaser  would  acquire  no  rights 
from  a  covenant  entered  into  by  a  si2)8e- 
quent  purchaser,  unless  there  exists  some 
condition  which  will  entitle  him  to  the  bene- 
fit of  such  covenant." 

The  condition  above  mentioned  has  it» 
illustration  in  another  class  of  cases  in  which 
grantees  from  a  common  grantor,  whose 
deeds  contain  restrictive  covenante,  condi- 
tions, or  reservations,  have  been  allowed  to 
enforce  them  inter  aese;  that  is,  cases  where, 
"although  the  covenant  or  agreement  in  the 
deed,  regarded  as  a  contract  merely,  is  bind- 
ing only  on  the  original  parties,  yet,  in  order 
to  (»irry  out  the  plain  intent  of  the  parties^ 
it  will  be  construed  as  creating  a  right  or 
interest  in  the  nature  of  an  incorporeal 
hereditament  or  an  easement  appurtenant  to 
the  remaining  land  belonging  to  the  grantor 
at  the  time  of  the  grant;  .  .  .  and  the 
right  and  burden  thus  created  will  reepec- 
tively  paas  to,  and  be  binding  on,  all  aubse- 
quent  grantees  of  the  respective  lots  of  land."^ 
Whitney  v.  Union  R.  Co.  11  Gray,  366,  71 
Am.  Dec.  716,  quoted  and  approved  in  69  Md. 
270,  14  Atl.  663.  But,  aa  ia  well  expressed 
in  Mulligan  v.  Jordan,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  363,  24 
Atl.  643,  "the  right  of  granteea  from  a  com- 
mon grantor  to  enforce,  inter  sese,  covenante 
entered  into  by  each  with  aaid  grantor,  is 
confined  to  cases  where  there  has  been  proof 
of  a  genera]  plan  or  acheme  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  property,  and  its  consequent  ben- 
efit, and  the  covenant  has  been  entered  into 
Bs  part  of  a  general  plan  to  be  exacted  from 
all  purchasers,  and  to  be  for  the  benefit  of 
each  purchaser,  and  the  party  has  bought 
with  reference  to  such  general  plan  or  acheme, 
and  the  covenant  has  entered  into  the  consid- 
eration of  his  purchase."  In  tliat  case  the 
court  proceeded  to  say:  "The  only  fact 
which  appeara  .  .  .  ia  that  the  same 
covenant  is  incorporated  in  the  deeds  of  the 
complainant  and  defendant,  and  that  Mr. 
Roberts  has  inserted  the  same  covencuit  in 
each  deed  he  made  conveying  any  portion  of 
the  property.  This  has  been  held  not  to  be 
sufficient  evidence  of  the  covenant  having^ 
been  entered  into  for  the  benefit  of  other 
lands  conveyed  by  the  same  grantor,"— cit- 
ing in  support  of  this  position  Jewell  v.  Lee, 
14  Allen,  145;  Sharp  v.  Ropes,  110  Mass. 
381;  Keatea  v.  Lyon,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  218;  and 
Renala  v.  Cowlishato,  L.  R.  11  Ch.  Div.  866. 
In  the  present  case  the  facta  are  not  nearly 
ao  strong  as  in  Mulligan  v.  Jordan,  because 
here  Mr.  Keedy  conveyed  five  of  the  fourteen 
lots  sold  without  any  reatrictiona  whatever. 

In  Nottingham  Patent  Brick  d  Tile  Co.  ▼. 
Butler,  L.  R.  15  Q.  B.  Div.  268,  Juatioe  Wille 
aaya:  "The  principle  which  appeara  to  me 
to  be  deducible  from  the  caaea  ia  that  where 
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the  same  vendor,  telling  to  several  pereons 
plots  of  land,  parts  of  a  larger  property,  ex- 
tets  from  each  of  them  covenants  imposing 
restrictions  on  the  use  of  the  plots  sold, 
without  putting  himself  under  any  corres- 
ponding obligation,  it  is  a  question  of  fact 
whether  the  restrictions  are  merely  matters 
of  agreement  between  the  vendor  himself  and 
his  vendees,  imposed  for  his  own  benefit  *and 
protection,  or  are  meant  by  him,  and  under- 
stood by  the  buyers,  to  be  for  the  ccnnmon 
advantl^B^  of  the  several  purchasers.  If  the 
restrictive  covenants  are  simply  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  vendor,  purchasers  of  other  plots 
of  land  from  the  vendor  cannot  claim  to  take 
advantage  of  them.  If  they  are  meant  for 
the  common  advantage  of  a  set  of  purchasers, 
such  purchasers  and  their  assigns  may  en- 
force them,  inter  se,  for  their  own  benefit." 
That  case  was  a  sale  of  a  parcel  of  land  in 
1865,  in  thirteen  lots,  to  different  purchas- 
ers, with  covenant  by  each  restricting  the  use 
of  the  land  as  a  brickyard.  Defendant  sub- 
sequently bought  lot  11,  but  his  deed  con- 
tained no  restriotion.  In  1882  plaintiff  con- 
tracted to  purchase  lot  11,  and  paid  a  de- 
posit, but,  on  discovering  the  restrictive 
covenant,  claimed  to  rescind  the  contract, 
and  sued  for  the  deposit;  and  it  was  held 
that,  if  the  contract  were  executed,  he  would 
be  bound  by  the  restrictive  covenants;  that 
the  owner  of  the  other  twelve  lots  could  en- 
force them  against  him  and  each  other,  and 
that  he  was  entitled  to  rescind  and  recover 
the  deposit.  On  appeal  Lord  Esher,  M.  R., 
said  Justice  Wills  was  perfectly  correct,  and 
that  "the  question  whether  it  is  intended 
each  of  the  purchasers  shall  be  liable,  in  re- 
spect of  those  restrictive  covenants,  to  each 
of  the  other,  purchasers,  is  a  question  of  fact, 
to  be  determined  by  the  intention  of  the  ven- 
dor and  of  the  purchasers,  and  that  question 
must  be  determined  upon  the  same  rules  of 
evidence  as  every  other  question  of  inten- 
tion." In  thai  case  the  property  was  put  up 
at  auction  in  1865  in  thirteen  lots,  and  one 
of  the  publicly  announced  conditions  of  sale 
was  that  no  lot  should  be  used  as  a  brick- 
yard. At  that  time  lots  1  and  2  were  sold ; 
in  February,  1866,  there  was  a  second 
auction,  at  which  lots  6,  7,  and  8  were  sold; 
and  in  October,  1867,  there  was  a  third 
auction,  at  which  lots  0  and  10  were  sold; 
and  the  evidence  showed  that  all  these  were 
sold  on  the  same  terms.  Lots  3,  4,  and  5 
were  sold,  respectively,  in  1866,  1866,  and 
1867,  at  private  sale;  but  there  was  no  direct 
evidence  as  to  the  terms  on  which  they  were 
told,  the  deeds  for  these  not  being  produced. 
Lot  11  was  sold  at  private  sale  September  4, 
18C6,  and  the  deed  contained  the  restrictions 
mentioned  at  the  auction.  Lot  13  was  sold 
at  private  sale  in  June,  1866,  with  the  same 
restrictions.  These  restrictions,  among 
other  things,  required  that  all  buildings 
erected  should  be  of  a  imiform  stone  color, 
irith  slate  roofs,  and  should  cost  not  less 
than  £400  each;  and  the  proof  was  that  every 
boose  built  conformed  to  these  conditions. 
Up<m  this  state  of  proof,  the  court  could 
reach  no  other  logical  or  rational  oondusion 
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than  that  the  vendor  intended,  and  the  pur- 
chasers imderstood,  that  the  covenanta 
should  inure  to  the  benefit  of  every  pur- 
chaser, and  that  they  entered  into  the  con- 
sidei-ation  of  every  purchaser.  But,  in  the 
case  before  us,  though  Mr.  Keedy  took  the 
pains  to  record,  before  sale,  a  nlat  of  the 
land,  and  a  description  of  the  lots,  he  no- 
where mentioned  any  restrictions  or  condi- 
tions as  to  their  use.  There  was  no  auction 
sale  at  which  such  restrictions  or  conditiona 
were  made  known  to  the  public,  nor  was  such 
announcement  made  in  any  other  manner. 
Not  only  so,  but  the  five  lots  first  sold  were  sold 
without  any  restrictions ;  and  the  purchasera 
of  all  the  other  eleven  lots  on  Mulberry 
street  (which  were  sold  with  restrictions) » 
except  Mrs.  Summers,  have  treated  these  re- 
strictions as  not  made  for  the  conmion  bene- 
fit of  all  these  purchasers,  both  by  their  own 
violation  of  these  restrictions,  and  by  their 
failure  to  resist  similar  violations  by  the 
other  purchasers.  We  think,  therefore,  the 
conduct  both  of  the  vendor  and  of  the  pur- 
chasers forbids  the  conclusions  that  their  in- 
tent and  understanding  were  that  these  re- 
strictions were  part  of  a  general  plan  or 
scheme  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  purchasers. 
The  cases  chieflv  relied  on  by  the  appellant 
do  not  sustain  his  contention  in  this  case. 
Thus,  in  Tallmadge  v.  East  River  Bank,  2d 
N.  Y.  105,  a  plat  was  filed  And  recorded, 
showing  that  every  house  to  be  built  was  to 
be  set  back  8  feet  from  the  street.  In  Colutn* 
biaCoUege  v.  Lyncfc,  70  N.Y.  449,26  Am.  Rep. 
615,  an  agreement  showing  restrictions  as  to 
all  the  lots  was  recorded,  and  the  defendant'a 
purchase  was  made  with  express  r^erence 
and  subject  to  this  agreement.  It  was  strenu- 
ously contended  that  the  case  of  Olark  v. 
Martin,  49  Pa.  289,  repudiated  the  necessity 
of  a  general  plan  in  cases  like  the  present, 
and  having  been  approved  by  this  court  in  32 
Md.,  and  in  69  Md.  and  14  AU.,  sustained  the 
appellants'  contention.  But  we  do  not  so  un- 
derstand that  case.  The  language  used  by 
the  court,  and  relied  on  here  by  the  appel- 
lants, is  as  follows:  "It  was  objected  at  the 
argument  that  this  remedy  applies  only  as  a 
means  of  compelling  an  observance  of  the 
terms  involved  in  a  general  plan  of  lots,  and 
this  element  actually  exists  in  about  half  of 
the  cases  just  cited,  yet  they  are  not  decided 
on  that  consideration.  It  is  not  because  a 
plan  is  deranged  that  the  court  interferes, 
but  because  rights  are  invaded,  or  about  to 
be;  and  this  fact  may  exist  in  a  plan  of  two 
lots,  as  well  as  in  one  of  two  hundred.  Hie 
plan  often  furnishes  the  proof  of  the  terms 
on  which  sales  were  made,  but  the  fact  of  the 
alleged  terms  is  as  effective  when  proved  by 
a  single  deed  as  when  proved  by  a  plan."  It 
is  manifest  from  this  language  that  the 
Pennsylvania  court  is  in  full  accord  with  the 
English  chancery  court  in  holding  that  the 
question  is  one  of  fact  to  be  determined  by 
the  intention  of  the  vendor  and  of  the  pur- 
chasers, and  that  it  is  to  be  determined  upon 
the  same  rules  of  evidence  as  other  questiona 
of  intention.  In  the  Pennsylvania  cas* 
there  were  but  two  lots  under  consideration,. 
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and  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  as  clear- 
ly shown  by  the  one  deed  imposing  restric- 
tions upon  one  lot  for  the  benefit  of  Sie  other, 
retained  by  the  vendor,  as  it  could  have  been 
by  a  plan  describing  the  two  lots,  and  de- 
tailing the  conditions  to  be  imposed  on  one 
for  the  benefit  of  the  other.  The  case  of 
Sharp  V.  Ropes,  110  Mass.  381,  is  more 
closely  analogous  to  the  present  case  than 
any  to  which  we  have  been  referred.  Heath 
laid  out  a  parcel  of  land  in  eleven  lots,  five 
of  which  fronted  on  the  north  side  of  Gor- 
don street,  and  one  on  the  south  side  of  the 
same  street.  A  plat  was  recorded,  showing 
the  area  and  description  of  each  lot,  but 
making  no  refer^ice  to  any  restrictions  upon 
their  use.  Three  of  the  five  lots  on  the  north 
side  of  the  street  were  conveyed  by  Heath, 
subject  to  the  condition  that  no  house  should 
be  built  thereon  within  20  feet  of  Gordon 
street  The  other  two  lots  on  the  north  side 
and  the  one  lot  on  the  south  side  were  con- 
veyed without  any  restriction.  The  plain- 
tiff's deed  was  prior  in  point  of  time  to  de- 
fendant's deed,  and  both  were  subject  to  the 
restriction  mentioned.  Defendant  began  the 
erection  of  a  house  within  20  feet  of  the 
street,  and  plaintiff  applied  for  an  injunc- 
tion, which  was  refused,  the  court  saying: 
^'There  is  nothing  from  which  the  court  can 
infer  that  the  restriction  contained  in  the 
deed  from  Heath  to  the  defendant  was  in- 
tended for  the  benfit  of  the  estate  now  owned 
by  the  plaintiff.  No  such  purpose  can  be 
gathered  from  the  plan.  .  .  .  Neither 
of  the  deeds  under  which  these  parties  re- 
spectively claim  purports  to  give  to  the 
grantee  any  such  right  against  any  other 
grantee.  .  .  .  The  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  plaintiff,  if  she  insists  upon  giv- 
ing to  that  condition  any  wider  application, 
and  this  burden  we  do  not  find  that  she  has 
sustained."  A  very  elaborate  and  able  re- 
view of  all  the  leading  American  and  Eng- 
lish cases  on  this  subject  will  be  found  in 
De  Oray  v.  Monmouth  Beach  Club  House  Co, 
60  N.  J.  Eq.  329,  24  Atl.  388,  fully  sustain- 
ing the  conclusions  of  the  learned  judge  of 
the  circuit  court. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  decree  of  the 
Virouit  Court  is  affirmed  with  oosts  to  the 
-appellee  in  both  courts. 


David  B.  ELLICOTT   et  aL,  Appts., 

V, 

Thomas  P.  ELLICOTT  et  ak 
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ft.  A  Tvill  sl'vins  a  Krandneplievr  an 
estate  **toT  tlie  pnrpose  of  ■ecnrlnK  to 
liini  a  liberal  education,'*  requiring  him 
to  finish  a  collegiate  course  at  one  of  two 
specified  universities,  and  providing  that  the 
property  shall  pass  from  him  if,  "through  hia 
own  disinclination  or  Incapacity  or  the  Indif- 
ference of  his  parent  or  guardians,  he  should 


Note. — For  Inability  to  perform  condition  on 
irhlch  gift  by  will  is  made,  see  also  Ballard  v. 
tthlrley  (Mass.)  12  L.  B.  A.  110. 
<%  L.  R.  A. 


fall  to  carry  out  these  Intentions,*'  with  a 
further  provision  that  until  he  Is  twenty- 
five  years  of  age  the  property  shall  be  held 
by  a  trustee,  who  shall  "deliver  over  the  prop- 
erty and  estate  into  his  hands  and  poBsesslon" 
when  he  is  twenty-five  years  old  if  the  di- 
rections of  the  will  have  been  carried  out ;  ex- 
pressing also  a  special  desire  that  the  grand- 
nephew  shall  not  sell  a  certain  place  until  he 
shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-flve  years, — 
vests  in  him  an  equitable  estate  at  the  death 
of  the  testatrix,  subject  to  be  devested  by 
the  nonperformance  of  the  condition  Imposed, 
which  is  a  condition  subsequent,  and  not 
precedent. 
2.  Tlie  death  of  a  person  ivlille  In  eol- 
lese,  thereby  making  It  impossible  to  per- 
form a  condition  subsequent  imposed  by  will 
on  an  estate  which  was  given  him  subject  to 
be  devested  If  he  should  fall  to  carry  out  the 
intentions  of  the  will  "through  his  own  disin- 
clination or  incapacity  or  the  indifference  of 
his  parent  or  guardians,"  will  not  devest  the 
estate  so  as  to  prevent  its  descent  to  his  heirs 
at  law  and  next  of  kin,  since  the  performance, 
becoming  impossible  by  the  act  ol  God,  Is  dis- 
pensed with. 

(January  9,  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Baltimore  City  con- 
struing the  will  of  Elizabeth  E.  Pike,  de- 
ceased, adversely  to  plaintiffs'  contention 
that,  a  life  estate  having  terminated,  a  trust 
thereby  created  had  ceased,  and  the  property 
should  be  declared  vested  in  the  residuary 
legatees.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Bernard  Carter,  John  Pren- 
tlM  Poe,  S.  Joknaon  Poe,  and  Edgar  Al- 
lan Poe,  for  appellants: 

In  construing  wills,  courts  always  endeav- 
or to  ascertain  what  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator is,  and,  when  this  intention  is  discov- 
ered, are  guided  and  controlled  by  it. 

The  vesting  is  suspended  where  the  suspen- 
sion of  enjoyment  is  for  reasons  personal  to 
the  legatee,  and  not  for  tlie  convenience  of 
the  fund. 

Bigelow,  Wills,  Student  Series,  p.  255. 

An  interest  is  vested,  as  distinguished 
from  contingent,  either  when  enjoyment  of 
it  is  presently  conferred,  or  when,  if  the  en- 
joyment of  it  is  postponed,  the  time  of  en- 
joyment will  certainly  come  to  pass.  If  the 
right  of  enjoyment  is  made  to  depend  upon 
some  event  or  condition  which  may  or  may 
not  happen  or  be  performed,  the  gift  is  con- 
tinorent. 

Bigelow,  Wills,  Student  Series,  p.  244. 

The  law  favors  the  early  vesting  of  estates, 
but  the  intention  of  the  testator  governs,  and 
in  ascertaining  his  intention  the  whole  will 
must  be  regarded,  and  not  particular  expres- 
sions in  it  only;  and  if  it  appears  that  the 
condition  annexed  to  the  gift  was  for  reasons 
personal  to  the  legatee  and  related  to  the 
substance  of  the  gift,  so  that  it  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  without  the  condition  the  testa- 
tor would  not  have  made  the  gift,  and  espe- 
cially where  the  event  upon  the  happening 
of  which  the  gift  depends  is  uncertain,  and 
does  not  relate  to  the  arriving  at  a  given 
age,  then  the  gift  is  contingent,  and  the  oon- 
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dition  on  which  it  depends  if  a  condition 
precedent. 

Bcott  V.  West,  63  Wis.  566,  24  N.  W.  161, 
25  N.  W.  18;  Loder  v.  Hatfield,  71  N.  Y.  98; 
29  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc  Law,  p.  456;  Cropley  v. 
Cooper,  19  Wall.  176,  22  L.  ed.  113;  Tayloe 
T.  Moaher,  29  Md.  452. 

Construing  the  5th  clause  and  the  11th 
clause  together,  it  is  made  apparent  that  the 
testatrix  intended  to  give  the  legatee  only 
so  much  of  the  income  as  was  necessary  to 
secure  him  the  liberal  education  in  the  mode 
prescribed  by  the  time  designated,  that  is  to 
say,  by  his  finishing  his  collegiate  course  at 
Harvard  or  Yale  by  the  time  of  his  arrival 
at  the  age  of  twenty-five  years. 

Pulsford  V.  Hunter,  3  Bro.  Ch.  416;  Leake 
▼.  Robinson,  I  Mer.  363. 

If,  for  any  of  the  reasons  stated  in  the 
5th  clause,  he  did  not  graduate  before  reach- 
ing twenty-five  years  of  age,  the  "money"  ap- 
propriated for  such  purpose  and  not  then  ex- 
pended was  to  pass  away  from  him  to  the 
residuary  legatees. 

To  give  it  to  him  before  that  event  hap- 
pened would  palpably  be  to  defeat  the  intent 
of  the  testatrix,  which  clearly  was  to  make 
no  absolute  gift  of  the  corpus,  unless  that 
event  did  happen. 

Loder  v.  Hatfield,  71  N.  Y.  98;  Tayloe  v. 
Mosher,  29  Md.  453. 

The  condition  upon  which  alone  his  right 
of  enjoyment  was  to  depend  was  the  fact  of 
his  graduating  before  reaching  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years. 

Bigelow,  Wills,  p.  244. 

Equity  cannot  relieve  from  the  conse- 
quence of  a  failure  to  perform  a  condition 
precedent. 

4  Kent,  Com.  125 ;  Davis  v.  Angel,  31  Beav. 
223,  Affirmed  on  Appeal,  4  DeQ.  F.  ft  J. 
524. 

The  contingency  was  annexed  to  the  sub- 
stance of  the  gift,  and  hence  it  is  plain  that 
the  testatrix  never  meant  to  make  absolute 
the  gift  to  him  unless  the  events  viz.,  his 
graduation,  happened. 

Tayloe  v.  Mosher,  29  Md.  452;  Bigelow, 
Wills,  Student  Series,  p.  257. 

Messrs.  William  A.  Fisher  and  Arthur 
Steuart,  for  appellees: 

A  condition  will  not  be  raised  by  implica- 
tion from  a  mere  declaration  in  the  deed 
that  the  grant  is  made  for  a  special  and  par- 
ticular purpose,  without  being  coupled  with 
words  appropriate  to  make  such  condition. 

Kilpatrick  v.  Baltimore,  81  Md.  193,  27  L. 
R.  A.  643,  31  Atl.  805;  3  Kent,  Com.  130; 
Bigelow  v.  Barr,  4  Ohio,  358;  Packard  v. 
Ames,  16  Gray,  327. 

A  grant  declared  to  be  for  a  special  pur- 
pose, without  other  words,  cannot  be  held  to 
be  on  a  condition. 

Kilpatrick  v.  Baltimore,  81  Md.  193,  27 
L.  R.  A.  643,  31  Atl.  805. 

The  question  whether  a  condition  is  ante- 
cedent or  subsequent  depends  upon  the  or- 
der of  time  within  which  the  performance  U 
to  occur. 

Creswell  v.  Lawson,  7  Gill  &  J.  240. 

And  "if  the  thing  to  be  done  does  not  nec- 
essarily precede  the  vesting  of  the  estate  in 
48  L.  R.  A. 


the  grantee,  but  may  accompany  or  follow 
it,  and  may  as  well  be  done  after  as  before 
the  vesting  of  the  estate,  the  condition  is 
subsequent." 

Re  Stickney,  85  Md.  102,  35  L.  R.  A  693, 
36  Atl.  654 ;  Hammond  v.  Hammond,  55  Md. 
582;  Finlay  v.  King,  3  Pet.  375,  7  L.  ed.  701. 

A  strict  construction  is  applied  to  condi- 
tions subsequent,  adversely  to  the  raising 
of  a  forfeiture,  and  the  forfeiture  must  have 
occurred  literally  within  the  terms  creating 
the  condition. 

2  Jarman,  Wills,  6th  ed.  p.  853;  1  Roper, 
Legacies,  619;  2  Wms.  Exrs.  1273;  Hervey 
Bathurst  v.  Stanley,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  Div.  272. 

Since  James  Pike  EUicott  faithfully  pur- 
sued the  directions  of  the  testatrix  until  hi* 
untimely  death,  the  condition  was  per- 
formed. 

Merrill  v.  Emery,  10  Pick.  511;  2  Jarman, 
Wills,  849,  852;  Sutcliffe  v.  Richardson,  L. 
R.  13  Eq.  606;  Hammond  v.  Hammond,  55 
Md.  575. 

If  a  gift  is  made  "for  maintenance  and 
education/'  or  "for  education,"  it  is  an  ah 
solute  one;  and  if  the  donee  dies  his  per- 
sonal representatives  are  entitled  to  receive 
it 

Webh  V.  Kelly,  9  Sim.  469;  Bayne  v. 
Crotother,  20  Beav.  400;  Oough  v.  Bult,  16 
Sim.  45;  Brown  v.  Concord,  33  N.  H.  285. 

Boydf  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

By  this  appeal  we  are  called  upon  to  deter- 
mine what  estate,  if  any,  was  vested  in 
James  Pike  Ellicott  under  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Mrs.  Elizabeth  E.  Pike.  He 
wss  the  grandnephew  of  the  testatrix,  and  in 
his  fifteenth  year  at  the  time  of  her  death, 
which  occurred  in  1891,  a  few  months  after 
her  will  was  executed.  He  died  intestate, 
in  March,  1898,  having  been  twenty-one 
years  of  age  the  December  preceding  his 
death.  The  will  is  divided  into  fourteen 
paragraphs,  and  the  testatrix  stated  in  it 
that  it  was  written  by  herself.  She  first 
named  the  executor  and  trustee,  then  made 
a  number  of  devises  and  bequests,  and,  after 
giving  $10,000  to  each  of  the  four  children 
of  her  brother  William  M.  Ellicott,  in  addi- 
tion to  an  interest  in  another  fund,  made 
them  her  residuary  devisees  and  legatees. 
The  paragraphs  directly  involved  in  this  pro- 
ceeding are  the  fifth,  tenth,  and  eleventh,  and 
are  as  follows: 

"(5)  I  leave  the  rest  of  my  Baltimore 
property  to  my  grandnephew  James  Pike  El- 
licott for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  him  a 
liberal  education.  He  shall  remain  at  some 
good  preparatory  school  in  the  state  of  Mas- 
sachusetts until  he  is  fitted  to  enter  either 
Harvard  or  Yale  University,  where  he  shall 
remain  until  he  has  finished  the  collegiate 
course.  If,  however,  through  his  own  dis- 
inclination or  incapacity,  or  the  indifference 
of  his  parent  or  guardians,  he  should  fail  to 
carry  out  these  intentions,  then  the  money 
which  has  been  left  to  him  for  this  purpose 
shall  pass  away  from  him  entirely  into  the 
body  of  my  estate." 

"(10)  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  grand- 
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nephew  James  Pike  EUioott,  in  fee  simple, 
all  my  real  estate  situated  in  the  town  of 
Kobbinston,  Maine,  and  also  all  furniture, 
plate,  horses,  carriages,  boats,  harness,  by 
which  I  mean  everything  of  every  description 
that  I  own  in  the  town  of  Robbinston,  and 
not  hereafter  specially  disposed  of  by  me. 

"(11)  Provided,  however,  that  all  the  es- 
tate and  property  devised  and  bequeathed 
by  me  to  James  Pike  EUicott  shall  be  held 
by  my  trustee  until  the  said  James  Pike  £1- 
licott  shall  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years,  in  trust,  to  rent,  manage,  and  take 
charge  of  the  real  estate,  keep  it  in  repair, 
pay  taxes  and  expenses  incidental  thereto, 
also  to  keep  the  personal  estate  invested  in 
good  securities,  and  collect  and  receive  all 
rents,  increase,  and  interest  accruing  on  said 
estate,  and  devote  the  net  income  arising 
therefrom  to  the  special  object  mentioned 
above,  viz,,  the  education  of  James  Pike  Elli- 
eott;  it  being  my  desire  that  he  may  be  thor- 
oughly prepared  to  enter  into  any  profession 
for  which  he  has  inclination  or  capacity.  All 
surplus  income  arising  from  the  property 
given  for  his  use  by  this  my  will,  not  re- 
quired in  the  earlier  years  of  his  minority 
for  his  education  and  maintenance,  to  be 
carefully  invested  and  accumulated  for  the 
later  period  of  his  minority,  when  his  col- 
legiate expenses  will  be  increased.  In  case 
the  above  directions  have  been  carried  out, 
upon  my  said  nephew  James  Pike  Ellicott 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  I  de- 
sire my  trustees  to  deliver  over  the  property 
and  estate  into  his  hands  and  possession. 
But  I  specially  desire  my  said  grandnephew 
not  to  sell  the  Robbinston  place  till  he  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  as  it  is 
my  earnest  wish  to  keep  the  property  as  long 
as  possible  in  the  family,  and  have  it  go  with 
the  name." 

James  Pike  Ellicott  graduated  at  a  pre- 
paratory school  in  Massachusetts,  and  in  the 
fall  of  1896  entered  the  freshman  class  at 
Harvard.  He  was  in  the  sophomore  class 
when  he  died,  but  was  still  under  some  con- 
ditions, either  as  to  his  entrance  into  col- 
lege or  imposed  afterwards.  The  testimony 
is  not  altogether  clear  about  that,  but  it  is 
not  material.  The  question  is  whether,  un- 
der this  will,  he  had  such  a  vested  estate  as 
descended  to  his  heirs,  or  whether  the  prop- 
erty referred  to  passed  to  the  residuary  dev- 
isees and  legatees  named  in  the  will.  The 
court  below  decreed  that  the  part  of  the  es- 
tate of  Mrs.  Pike  thus  left  young  Ellicott 
became,  at  her  death,  vested  in  him,  and  at 
his  death  descended  to  his  heirs  at  law,  and 
directed  the  trustee  to  at  once  relinquish 
control  over  the  same,  the  period  during 
which  he  as  trustee  was  directed  to  hold  it 
having  been  terminated  by  the  death  of 
young  Ellicott.  From  that  decree  this  ap- 
peal was  taken. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  desire  of  the 
testatrix,  most  conspicuously  made  known 
in  her  will,  was  that  this  flrrandnenhew.  who 
was  named  after  her  deceased  husband, 
should  receive  such  an  education  and  be  so 
prepared  for  the  battle  of  life  that  he  would 
reflect  credit  upon  him  whose  name  he  bore, 
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although  it  does  not  follow  that  she  was  not 
in  part  influenced  by  her  affection  and  re- 
gard for  him.  The  testimony  shows  that  she 
always  took  a  very  special  interest  in  him, 
paid  nearly,  if  not  all,  his  expenses  after  he 
went  to  Adams  Academy,  and  gave  means 
from  time  to  time  for  his  benefit.  He,  at 
least,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  in  either 
of  the  classes  of  which  she  says:  "I  have 
not  thought  it  necessary  to  divide  my  prop- 
erty among  those  who  have  received  a  larger 
amount  from  others  than  I  can  give  to  any. 
Still  less  have  I  cared  to  remember  any  who 
have  shamefully  and  despitefully  used  me." 
Her  idea  undoubtedly  was  that  the  best  way 
to  provide  for  him  was  to  have  him  prop- 
erly educated ;  but  that  was  not  all,  for,  after 
he  received  the  education  contemplated  by 
her,  he  was  to  have  the  carpus  of  the  estate. 
If  she  had  only  been  interested  in  his  edu- 
cation, and  had  intended  that  the  property 
set  apart  for  him  should  be  used  for  that 
purpose  alone,  then  she  could,  and  probably 
would,  have  directed  that  the  corpus,  on  his 
arrival  at  the  age  of  twenty-five  years^ 
should  be  otherwise  disposed  of. 

But  let  us  examine  the  will  itself  to  ascer- 
tain the  legal  effect  of  the  terms  used  there- 
in, always  keeping  in  mind  the  intention  of 
the  testatrix,  so  far  as  indicated  by  the  will 
and  such  circumstances  as  we  can  properly 
consider.  In  paragraph  6  the  language  is, 
"I  leave  the  rest  of  my  Baltimore  property  to 
my  grandnephew  James  Pike  Ellicott,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  to  him  a  liberal  educa- 
tion;" in  paragraph  10,  "I  give  and  be- 
queath" to  him  "in  fee  simple  all  my  real 
estate  situated  in  the  town  of  Robbinston, 
Maine,  also  all  furniture,"  etc.;  and  in  the 
part  that  created  the  trust  she  said,  "Pro- 
vided, however,  that  all  the  estate  and  prop- 
erty devised  and  bequeathed  by  me  to  James 
Pike  Ellicott"  shall  be  held  by  the  trustee 
until  said  Ellicott  shall  have  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-five  years,  "in  trust,"  etc.  The 
language  thus  used  by  the  testatrix  in  mak- 
ing provision  for  him  was  not  only  sufficient 
to  vest  an  equitable  estate  in  him  immediate- 
ly upon  her  death,  but,  unless  qualified  by 
some  other  parts  of  the  will,  is  absolutely 
conclusive  of  her  intention  to  do  so.  The 
form  of  the  gift  "shows  that  a  present,  and 
not  a  future,  estate  was  intended."  Re 
Stichney,  85  Md.  103,  35  L.  R.  A.  693,  36 
Atl.  654.  She  did  not  even  "leave"  or  "give 
and  bequeath"  the  property  to  the  trustee 
for  the  use  of  her  nephew,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, she  not  only  devised  and  bequeathed 
it  to  the  latter,  but,  in  creating  the  trust 
and  describing  what  the  trustee  should  hold, 
she  said,  "all  the  estate  and  property  devised 
and  bequeathed  by  me  to  James  Pike  Elli- 
cott." When  the  trustee  was  ready!  to  enter 
upon  the  discharge  of  his  duties,  in  order  ta 
ascertain  what  he  was  to  hold,  he  was  com- 
pelled to  see  what  was  thus  devised  and  be- 
queathed to  James.  The  gift  of  the  Balti- 
more property,  "for  the  purpose  of  securing^ 
to  him  a  liberal  education,"  did  not,  of  itself, 
create  a  condition;  for,  as  was  said  in  KiU 
Patrick  v.  Baltimore,  81  Md.  193,  27  L.  R. 
A.  646,  31  Atl.  806,  "a  condition  will  not  b» 
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imiacd,  hv  implication,  from  a  mere  declara- 
tion in  the  deed  that  the  grant  is  made  for 
«  special  and  particular  purpose,  without 
being  coupled  with  words  appropriate  to 
make  such  a  condition/'  and  the  same  prin- 
ciple applies  to  a  devise  or  bequest.  What, 
then,  is  there  to  be  found  elsewhere  in  the 
will  to  overcome  the  language  used  by  the 
testatrix  which  so  strongly  indicates  her  in- 
tention to  vest  the  property  in  her  grand- 
nephew  T  The  trust  created  by  paragraph 
11  was  simply  that  the  trustee  should  rent, 
manage,  and  take  charge  of  the  real  estate, 
keep  it  in  repair,  pay  taxes  and  expenses  in- 
cidental thereto,  also  to  keep  the  personal  es- 
tate properly  invested,-  and  collect  the  inter- 
est, **ajid  devote  the  net  income  arising  there- 
from to  the  ispecial  object  mentioned  above, 
oiflp.,  the  education  of  James  Pike  EUicott." 
The  testatrix  also  provided  for  the  invest- 
ment and  accumulation  of  any  surplus  in- 
come not  required  in  the  earlier  years  of  his 
minority  "for  his  education  and  mainte- 
nance," so  it  could  be  used  when  his  collegi- 
ate expenses  would  be  increased.  There  is 
therefore  nothing  in  that  to  cast  any  doubt 
on  her  intention,  so  clearly  previously  ex- 
pressed, as  to  his  taking  the  estate.  When 
she  made  her  will,  and  indeed  when  she  died, 
he  was  not  yet  fifteen  years  of  age,  and  it 
was  therefore  eminently  proper  that  the  es- 
tate should  be  left  under  the  control  of  a 
"trustee  until  James  reached  his  majority; 
and  as  she  intended  that  the  income  i^ould 
he  used  for  his  education  and  maintenance, 
and  fixed  twenty-five  years  of  age  as  the  time 
within  which  he  was  to  complc^  his  collegi- 
ate course,  it  was  far  better  to  at  once  name 
a  trustee,  instead  of  giving  his  guardian 
control,  especially  as  his  father  was  her  ex- 
ecutor and  trustee. 

The  only  other  provision  in  the  trust 
which  reflects  upon  the  question  we  are  to 
determine,  besides  what  is  in  paragraph  5, 
■of  which  we  will  speak  presently,  is  "In  case 
the  above  directions  have  been  carried  out, 
upon  my  said  nephew  James  Pike  Ellicott  atr 
taining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years  I  desire 
my  trustee  to  deliver  over  the  property  and 
estate  into  his  hands  and  possession."  Tne 
<iirection  "to  deliver  over  the  property  and 
estate  into  his  hands  and  possession,"  in 
so  far  as  it  refiects  upon  the  question  wheth- 
er the  estate  was  intended  by  the  testatrix 
to  be  vested  in  her  nephew,  indicates  that 
it  was.  She  did  not  direct  him,  under 
those  circumstances,  to  convey  property  to 
her  nephew,  the  title  to  which  up  to  that 
time  was  not  vested  in  him,  but  simply 
to  deliver  over  and  give  the  possession  of 
*'the  property  and  estate;"  which  imports 
that  she  considered  it  alreadv  vested  in 
him,  but  that  he,  up  to  that  time,  was  to 
he  kept  out  of  the  possession  of  the  corpus. 
Nor  did  she  make  any  provision  for  the  trus- 
tee conveying  it  to  any  other  person  or  per- 
sons if  her  directions  had  not  been  carried 
out.  She  therefore  could  not  have  supposed 
that  the  property  was  vested  in  the  trustee, 
excepting  such  legal  title  as  was  in  him  by 
intendment  of  law,  as  would  enable  him  to 
discharge  his  duties  as  such  trustee.  She 
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certainly  did  not  intend  that»  from  the  time 
of  her  death  until  the  period  when  her  grand- 
nephew  would  reach  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years,  if  he  lived  that  long,  the  beneficial  in- 
terest in  the  estate  should  be  in  the  residu- 
ary devisees ;  for  there  is  nothing  in  the  will 
to  suggest  that,  and  as  she  devised  nothing 
to  the  trustee,  and  the  legal  title  was  only 
in  him  by  intendment  of  law,  she  must  have 
intended  that  the  equitable  interest  should 
be  somewhere,  and  the  only  possible  place  in- 
dicated by  her  will  where  it  should  be,  if 
not  in  the  trustee,  was  in  James  Pike  Elli- 
cott, so  long  as  he  had  not  forfeited  his  right 
to  it 

The  provision,  "in  case  the  above  direc- 
tions have  been  carried  out,"  undoubtedly 
refers  to  the  directions  contained  in  para- 
graph 5.  They  are  that  James  shall  remain 
in  a  good  preparatory  school  in  Massachu- 
setts until  ne  was  fitted  to  enter  either  Har- 
vard or  Yale,  "where  he  shall  remain  until 
he  has  finished  the  collegiate  course.  If, 
however,  through  his  own  disinclination  or 
incapacity,  or  the  indifference  of  his  parent 
or  guardian,  he  shall  fail  to  carrv  out  these 
intentions,  then  the  money  which  has  been 
left  to  him  for  this  purpose  shall  pass  away 
from  him  entirely,  into  the  body  of  my  es- 
tate." The  latter  part  of  the  clause  just 
quoted  adds  strengtn  to  the  appellees'  con- 
tention that  the  title  to  the  equitable  estate 
in  this  property  vested  in  James  at  Uie 
death  of  the  testatrix.  It  is  that  "the  money  ' 
which  has  been  left  to  him  for  this  purpose 
shall  pass  away  from  him  entirely;"  thus  not 
only  speaking  of  the  money  "which  had  been 
left  to  him,"  out  when  she  said  it  "shall  pass 
away  from  him"  it  seems  to  us  that  the  nec- 
essary inference  is  that  it  was,  in  her  opin- 
tion,  in  him,  and  hence  could  "pass  away 
from  him**  upon  his  failure  to  carry  out  her 
intentions  as  therein  expressed.  At  the  argu- 
ment the  meaning  of  the  word  "money"  in 
the  connection  in  which  it  is  used  was  dis- 
cussed; the  appellants  contending  that  its 
usual  and  ordinary  meaning  should  be  given 
it,  and  that  its  use  showed  that  the  intention 
of  the  testatrix  was  not  to  give  him  any  es- 
tate in  the  corpus  unless  and  until  he  gradu- 
ated, but  only  to  give  him  in  the  meantime 
so  much  of  the  income  as  was  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  become  entitled  to  the  corpus 
by  the  time  he  should  arrive  at  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years,  by  his  graduation  at  or 
before  that  Ume.  They  say  he  took  an  equi- 
table interest  in  the  income,  subject  to  the 
condition  precedent  that  he  should  finish  his 
collegiate  course  at  Harvard  or  Yale  by  the 
time  he  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years,  and,  if  he  graduated  prior  to  that 
time,  the  equitable  estate  in  the  income,  sub- 
ject to  such  condition  precedent,  was  to  be- 
come a  vested  estate  in  the  corpus^  of  which, 
upon  his  arrival  at  the  age,  he  was  to  re- 
ceive the  actual  possession,  freed  from  the 
trust.  Although  the  will  furnishes  some 
ground  for  the  contrary  contention,  it  may 
be  conceded  that  the  word  "money,"  thus 
used  by  the  testatrix,  is  equivalent  to  "in- 
come," and  only  meant  that.  In  paragraph 
3,  in  making  certain  provisions  for  her  sis- 
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ter  Kebecca,  the  testatrix  apparently  used 
the  word  in  its  ordinary  sense,  and  she  may 
have  intended  to  do  so  in  this  paragraph. 
But  we  cannot  admit  that  it  at  all  follows 
that  this  use  by  her  of  the  term  "money" 
shows  any  intention  on  her  part  that  he 
should  not  have  a  vested  equitable  interest 
in  the  estate.  Until  he  was  twenty-five  he 
was  only  to  have  the  possession  and  use  of 
the  income, — ^the  money.  That  is  all  that 
owners  of  equitable  estates  in  properties  held 
by  trustees  usually  have.  There  are,  of 
course,  cases  in  which  they  may  have  the  en- 
joyment and  use  of  the  corpus;  but  if  the 
legal  title  of  real  and  personal  property  is 
held  by  a  trustee  for  Uie  beneficial  use  of 
another,  who  gets  the  income,  the  latter  or- 
dinarily has  an  equitable  vested  interest, 
which  is  liable  for  his  debts,  and,  if  not  lim- 
ited to  life  or  some  definite  period,  it  will 
descend  to  his  heirs  at  law  or  next  of  kin. 
Generally,  if  the  interest  from  the  invest- 
ment of  a  fund  or  the  profits  of  an  estate 
be  given  by  will,  the  devisee  will  take  the 
fund  or  estate  absolutely,  although  that  does 
not  obtain  when  the  will  shows  a  different 
intent  {Cooke  v.  Husbands,  11  Md.  606)  ; 
and  we  cannot  see  how  this  direction  as  to 
the  money  passing  away  from  him  can  be  any 
evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  testatrix  not 
to  give  him  a  vested  equitable  estate,  subject 
to  be  defeated  by  the  nonperformance  of  the 
condition.  "It  makes  no  difference,  as  to  the 
vesting,  whether  the  legal  estate  be  devised 
to  trustees,  who  are  required  to  convey  ac- 
cording to  the  directions  of  the  will,  or 
whether  the  interest  is  provided  to  take  ef- 
fect without  the  intervention  of  trustees,  nor 
that  the  trust  provides  for  the  accumulation 
of  income  until  the  period  of  payment  or  dis- 
tribution arrives."  Tayloe  v.  l^osher,  29 
Md.  451.  In  this  same  paragraph,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  testatrix  had  used  language  which 
imports  an  intention  to  make  an  absolute 
gift,  as  she  afterwards  did  in  the  tenth  para- 
graph as  to  the  Maine  property;  and  when 
she  provided,  in  paragraph  11,  that  a  trus- 
tee should  hold  the  property  in  trust,  to  use 
the  net  income  for  the  education  and  mainte- 
nance of  her  nephew,  it  would  be  placing  a 
very  narrow  construction  on  the  whole  will 
to  hold  that  she  only  intended  to  give  him 
an  equitable  interest  in  the  income  until  he 
graduated,  and  then  such  interest  was  to  be- 
come a  vested  estate  in  the  corpus. 

The  only  causes  of  his  failure  to  carry  out 
these  instructions,  which  should  work  the 
result  mentioned,  assigned  by  the  testatrix, 
are  "his  own  disinclination  or  incapacity,  or 
the  indifference  of  his  parent  or  p^ardian." 
The  one  relied  on  by  the  appellants  is  his 
"incapacity,"  "  and  they  contend  that  his 
death,  which  prevented  him  from  graduat- 
ing, whatever  he  might  have  done  if  his  life 
had  been  spared,  is  included  in  that  term. 
But  while  it  is  true  that  the  word  "incapac- 
ity" may  sometimes  apply  to  physical  as  well 
as  mental  conditions,  was  it  used  by  the  tes- 
tatrix in  that  broad  sense  ?  It  was  used  in 
connection  with  the  education  of  this  young 
man, — with  reference  to  his  power  to  com- 
pipfp  ihp  collegiate  course  provided  at  Har- 
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vard  or  Yale.  It  was  not  a  question  wheth- 
er he  would  have  the  necessary  funds,  for 
those  she  was  providing,  nor  the  inclination 
to  study,  as  that  was  included  by  another 
term,  but  it  evidently  applied  to  his  mentat 
powers.  If,  while  he  was  at  the  preparatory 
school,  his  teacher  had  said  of  him  that  he 
did  not  have  the  "capacity"  to  graduate  at 
Harvard,  would  that  have  been  understood 
to  have  referred  to  any  other  than  his  men- 
tal capacity?  If  when  he  entered  Harvard 
it  had  been  said,  "He  will  fail  to  graduate 
by  reason  of  his  incapacity,"  would  it  have 
been  thought  to  refer  to  his  death  before  grad- 
uating? Of  course,  his  death  would  cause 
him  to  be  incapable  of  graduating;  but  that 
is  not  the  term  that  would  be  used  if  it  was 
meant  that  he  would  not  graduate  because 
he  would  die  before  doing  so.  If  the  testa- 
trix had  meant  that  "if  for  any  reason  what- 
ever" he  did  not  graduate  he  should  forfeit 
the  estate,  it  would  have  been  easy  to  say  so, 
and  it  is  only  reasonable  to  suppose  that  if 
she  had  intended  that,  if  his  death  prevented 
his  graduation,  it  should  be  forfeited,  she 
would  not  only  have  said  so  in  terms  that 
would  have  admitted  of  no  doubt,  but  she 
would  probably  have  directed  where  it  should 
in  that  event  go.  She  did  so  in  other  in- 
stances, and  she  was  evidently  a  woman  of 
considerable  intelligence,  and  with  very  de- 
cided convictions  as  to  bow  her  estate  should 
go. 

The  concluding  clause  of  paragraph  11» 
"But  I  specially  desire  my  said  grandnephew 
not  to  sell  the  Robbinston  place  till  he  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty- five  years,  as  it  is 
my  earnest  wish  to  keep  the  property  as  long 
as  possible  in  the  family,  and  have  it  go 
with  the  name,"  is  relied  on  by  the  appellees. 
When  that  is  taken  in  connection  with  the 
tenth  paragraph,  in  which  she  gave  him  that 
property  in  fee  simple,  it  certainly  does  af- 
ford some  evidence  of  her  intention  that  the 
property  should  be  vested  in  him  before  he 
was  twenty-five  years  of  age;  but  if  the  ap- 
pellants' theory  was  correct,  that  she  intend- 
ed him  to  have  a  vested  equitable  estate  as 
soon  as  he  graduated,  although  he  was  not 
twenty-five,  it  is  possible  that  she  might 
have  for  that  reason  placed  that  provision 
in  the  will;  and  therefore,  in  considering^ 
the  question,  we  have  not  attached  as  much 
importance  to  it  as  might  otherwise  have 
been  done. 

Taking  the  whole  will  into  consideration, 
our  conclusion  is  that  the  testatrix  intended 
to  vest  an  equitable  estate  in  the  properties 
mentioned  in  her  grandnephew  at  the  time 
of  her  death,  subject  to  be  devested  by  the 
nonperformance  of  the  condition  imposed  by 
her,  which  was  a  condition  subsequent,  and 
not  precedent.  In  that  conclusion  we  are 
supported  by  the  settled  rules  of  construc- 
tion of  wills  and  the  presumptions  of  law. 
It  undoubtedly  favors  the  early  vesting  ot 
estates,  as  has  often  be^^n  said  by  this  and 
other  courts,  but  nowhere  more  emphatically 
than  in  Tayloe  v.  Mofiher,  29  Md.  450.  The 
same  words  may  be  used  to  create  a  condi- 
tion precedent  as  a  condition  subsequent^ 
"but  courts  are  averse  to  construing  condi<- 
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tioos  to  be  precedent  when  they  might  de- 
feat the  yesting  of  estates  under  a  will/' 
Pennington  v.  Pennington,  70  Md.  442,  3  L. 
R.  A.  822,  17  AU.  333.  *at  is  equally  well 
settled  that  if  the  thing  to  be  done  does  not 
necessarily  precede  the  vesting  of  the  estate 
in  the  grantee^  but  may  accompany  or  fol- 
low it,  and  may  as  well  be  done  after  as  be- 
fore the  yesting  of  the  estate,  the  condition 
is  subsequent"  Re  Stiokney,  85  Md.  102, 
35  L.  £.  A.  696,  36  Atl.  656.  Indeed,  "in 
doubtful  cases,  the  disposition  of  the  courts 
is  to  construe  language  as  creating  a  trust 
or  covenant,  rather  than  a  condition."  Kil- 
patrick'e  Case,  81  Md.  193,  27  L.  R.  A.  645, 
31  Atl.  806;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
p.  502.  Then  the  presumption  is  that  the 
testatrix  used  the  words  of  gift  we  have  re- 
ferred to  in  their  usual  sense,  unless  the  con- 
trary clearly  appears,  which  is  not  the  case. 
Having  determined  that  this  was  a  condi- 
tion subsequent,  the  estate  was  not  devested 
by  the  death  of  James,  who  was  engaged  in 
fulfilling  the  condition  when  stricken  down. 
The  performance  becoming  impossible  by  the 
act  of  God,  it  is  dispensed  with,  and  the  es- 
tate vested  absolutely.  6  Am.  A,  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.  606 ;  Hammond  v.  Hammond, 
55  Md.  575.  In  that  case  the  testator  left 
the  use  of  $2,500  to  his  brother,  ''for  that 
he,  the  said  C.  L.  H.«  shall  look  after  and 
take  care  of  our  beloved  brother  R.  while  he 
shall  live,  and  bury  him  at  his  death." 
Rezin  died  before  the  testator,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  condition  annexed  to  the  be- 
quest was  a  condition  subsequent,  and,  its 
performance  being  made  impossible  by  the 
act  of  God,  the  legatee  took  unconditionally. 
In  MerriU  v.  Emery,  10  Pick.  511,  the  testa- 
tor left  a  legacy  to  his  widow,  upon  condi- 
tion that  she  should  educate  and  bring  up 
his  granddaughter  until  she  arrived  at  the 
a^e  of  eighteen  years  or  married.  The  widow 
died  shortly  after  the  testator,  and  it  was 
held  to  be  a  condition  subsequent,  and  tibat 
the  nonperformance  was  excused  by  the 
death  of  the  widow.  In  Bumham  v.  Bum- 
ham,  79  Wis.  557,  48  N.  W.  661,  the  testa- 
tor had  by  his  will  made  certain  bequests  to 
each  of  his  children,  including  Daniel,  who 
was  an  inebriate  and  spendthrift,  and  after- 
wards added  a  codicil  by  which  he  declared 
that  his  son  Daniel  should  not  have  any  part 
or  interest  in  his  estate  unless,  within  five 
years  after  the  testator's  decease,  he  re- 
formed, and  became  a  sober  and  respectable 
citizen,  of  good  moral  character.  He  direct- 
ed that,  "in  the  event  that  he  shall  at  that 
time  have  become  a  sober  man  and  have  a 
good  moral  character,"  in  the  opinion  of  the 
executors,  "I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to 
him,  and  order  paid  over  to  him,  one  half  of 
the  property  and  estate  bequeathed  to  him  in 
my  will,"  and  that,  if  he  continued  to  re- 
main sober,  etc.,  for  the  further  period  of 
five  years,  the  other  half  should  be  paid  him. 
He  also  directed  his  executors  to  nold  and 
retain  this  share  of  his  estate  in  trust  until 
the  expiration  of  five  years  after  his  death, 
and  therafter,  unless  his  son  had  reformed, 
to  pay  to  the  children  of  Daniel  certain  sums 
per  annum,  and,  if  he  did  not  reform  within 
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ten  vears,  then  to  pay  the  fund  to  Daniel's 
children.  In  less  than  a  year  after  the  tes- 
tator's death  Daniel  died.  It  was  held  that 
the  estate  vested  in  Daniel,  subject  to  the 
conditions  subsequent,  and  was  not  devested 
by  his  death,  but  became  absolute,  and  de- 
scended to  his  widow  and  children,  as  pro- 
vided by  the  statute  in  cases  of  intestate 
estates.  Many  other  cases  might  be  cited  il- 
lustrating the  tendency  of  the  courts  to  hold 
conditions  to  be  subsequent,  rather  than 
precedent,  and  to  declare  estates  to  be  vested, 
but  it  is  unnecessary.  The  article  in  6  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc  Law,  on  Conditions,  cites  many 
of  them.  We  are  then  of  the  opinion  that 
this  estate,  having  vested  in  James  Pike  El- 
licott,  subject  to  the  condition  subsequent, 
the  nonperformance  of  which  is  excused  by 
his  death,  descended  to  his  heirs  at  law  and 
next  of  kin,  and  the  decree  will  be  affirmed. 
But  as  it  was  proper,  for  the  protection  of 
the  trustee  and  to  settle  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  to  have  the  will  construed,  we  will 
direct  that  the  costs  be  paid  out  of  the  es- 
tate. 

Decree  affirmed,  costs  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  estate. 


ECONOMY  SAVINGS  BANK,  Appi., 

V, 

Douglas  H.  GORDON  et  al. 


(. 


.Md. 


.) 


1.  A  •aTinff*  bank  !•  not  ebarsed  vrltli 
notice  of  InilrnAitT  In  a  mortgai;e  an  as- 
signment of  which  it  takes  as  security  for  a 
loan,  by  the  fact  that  its  treasurer  Is  cashier 
of  tbe  bank  at  which  the  mortgagee,  mort- 
gagor, and  a  corporation  of  which  they  are 
members,  and  to  raise  money  for  which  the 
mortgage  Is  executed,  keep  their  accounts,  so 
that  he  might  have  learned  the  disposition 
made  of  the  money  borrowed. 

2.  A  bona  ilde  pnrcliaser  for  valne  and 
vritliont  notice  of  a  n&ortKagrc  given 
without  any  consideration,  and  which  Is  not 
accompanied  by  any  negotiable  obligation, 
holds  It  as  a  valid  encumbrance  as  against 
creditors  of  the  mortgagor,  since  his  equities 
are  at  least  equal  to  theirs,  and  in  such  case 
the  legal  title  prevails. 

(January  10,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Baltimore  City  in  favor 
of  plaintiffs  in  a  suit  brought  to  set  aside  a 
mortgage  covering  property  belonging  to  Ce- 
cil R.  Atkinson  as  having  been  executed  in 
fraud  of  his  creditors.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Daniel  L.  Brinton  and  Jolui  P. 
Poe,  for  appellant: 

A  bona  fide  holder  for  value  without  notice 
is  preferred  to  creditors. 

Smith  v.  Pattison,  84  Md.  341,  35  Atl.  963; 
Totten  v.  Brady,  54  Md.  170;  Fuller  v.  Breu)- 
ster,  53  Md.  359;  Cooke  v.  Cooke,  43  Md. 


NoTH. — As  to  rights  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  a  mortgage,  see  also  Patterson  v.  Babb  (S. 
C.)  19  L.  R.  A.  881,  and  Holmes  v.  Gardnei 
(Ohio)  20  L.  R.  A.  829. 
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€30;  Glenn  v.  Orover,  3  Md.  Ch.  29;  Ander- 
son V.  Tydings,  3  Md.  Ch.  167 ;  Stoan  v.  Dent, 
2  Md.  Ch.  Ill,  note  0,  Brantley's  ed. 

By  bona  fide  purchasers  we  mean  persons 
who  have  either  paid  or  advanced  money  up- 
on the  faith  of  the  grantor's  actual  title  to 
the  property  transferred,  or  who  have  ac- 
cepted specific  property  in  payment  of  a  spe- 
einc  debt. 

Tyler  v.  Ahergh,  66  Md.  20,  3  Atl.  904; 
Sleeper  v.  Chapman,  121  Mass.  404;  Phelps 
y.  Morrison,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  195;  Spioer  v.  Rob- 
inson, 73  111.  519;  Bydnor  v.  Roberts,  13  Tex. 
598;  Smart  y.  Bement,  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  253 ; 
Thompson  Nat.  Bank  y.  Corwine,  89  Fed. 
Hep.  774;  Smith  y.  Pattison,  84  Md.  341,  35 
Atl.  963. 

The  policy  of  the  law  which  favors  the  se- 
curity of  titles  as  conducive  to  the  public 
good  would  be  subverted  if  a  creditor  having 
no  lien  upon  the  property  should  yet  be  per- 
mitted to  avail  himself  of  the  priority  of  his 
debt  to  defeat  such  a  bona  fide  purchaser. 

1  Story,  Bq.  Jur.  13th  ed.  p.  387. 

It  is  not  enough  that  an  overprudent  and 
cautious  person,  if  his  attention  had  been 
called  to  tne  circumstance  in  question,  would 
have  been  likely  to  se^  an  explanation  of  it. 

Briggs  y.  Rice,  130  Mass.  50;  Flagg  y. 
Mann,  2  Sumn.  551,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  4,847; 
Buttrick  y.  Holden,  13  Met.  355;  Acer  y. 
Westeott,  46  N.  Y.  384,  7  Am.  Rep.  355. 

A  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value  without 
notice  is  protected,  and  he  cannot  be  ad- 
judged to  nave  notice  of  an^hing  apparently 
improbable  and  which  diligent  and  reason- 
able inquiry  would  not  disclose. 

Seldner  v.  McCreery,  75  Md.  287,  23  Atl. 
641;  Lincoln  v.  Quynn,  68  Md.  299,  11  Atl. 
848;  Biddinger  y.  Wiland,  67  Md.  359,  10 
Atl.  202;  Abell  y.  Brovm,  55  Md.  217. 

Where  a  conveyance  has  been  made  with 
the  intent  to  defraud  creditors  of  the  gran- 
tor, so  that  it  would  be  voidable  as  against 
the  grantee,  but  this  grantee  has  in  turn  con- 
veyed to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  the 
remedial  rights  of  the  creditors  to  have  the 
original  and  fraudulent  transfer  set  aside 
are  then  cut  off,  and  the  ijurchaser  has  a  com- 
plete defense  against  their  claim. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  777;  Birdsall  y.  Russell, 
29  N.  Y.  250 ;  Johnson  v.  Hess,  126  Ind.  298, 
9  L.  R.  A.  471,  25  N.  E.  445;  Bigelow,  Fr.  p. 
399 ;  Agra  Bank  v.  Barry,  Ir.  Rep.  6  E^.  128. 

A  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value  without 
notice  of  a  secret  equitable  lien  or  an  unre- 
corded equitable  title  is  considered  as  having 
an  equal  claim  to  the  consideration  of  a 
court  of  equity,  with  the  holder  of  the  equi- 
table lien  or  title.  His  legal  title  will  there- 
fore prevail. 

Phelps,  Eq.  §  241 ;  Ohio  L,  Ins.  d  T.  Go. 
y.  Ross,  2  Md.  Ch.  25. 

The  purchaser,  to  be  charged  with  notice, 
must  have  knowledge  of  some  fact  to  put  him 
on  inquiry  as  to  the  existence  of  some  right 
or  title  in  conflict  with  that  which  he  is  about 
to  purchase. 

Baker  v.  Bliss,  39  N.  Y.  74;  Williamson  v. 
Brown,  15  N.  Y.  302;  Birdsall  v.  Russell,  29 
N.  Y.  250;  Willis  v.Vallette,  4  Met.  (Ky.) 
186;  David  v.  Birchard,  53  Wis.  496,  10  N. 
W.  557. 
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The  creditors  of  the  person  against  whom 
the  chose  in  action  exists  have  no  concern 
with  any  intent  of  such  person  to  defraud 
them,  thouffh  the  holder  of  the  chose  be 
equally  guilty,  after  the  chose  has  been  as- 
signed for  valuable  consideration  without  no- 
tice of  the  fraud. 

DeWitt  y.  Van  Sickle,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  209; 
Sleeper  y.  Cluipman,  121  Mass.  404;  Bigeloio 
v.  Smith,  2  Allen,  264;  Welch  y.  Priest,  8 
Allen,  165;  Logan  y.  Brick,  2  Del.  Ch.  206. 

An  assignee  of  a  mortgage  is  a  purchaser, 
and  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  re- 
cording acts  as  much  as  a  purchaser  of  tho 
equity  of  redemption. 

1  Jones,  Mortg.  §  475;  Westbrook  y.  Glea^ 
son,  79  N.  Y.  23;  Decker  y.  Boice,  83  N.  Y. 
215 ;  Union  College  v.  Wheeler,  59  Barb.  585 ; 
Pierce  v.  Paunce,  47  Me.  513. 

It  does  not  avail  to  show  that  the  debtor's 
assignment  was  fraudulent,  unless  it  be 
shown  that  the  assignee  participated  in  the 
fraudulent  intent^  or  took  it  under  such  cir- 
cumstances that  he  is  chargeable  with  notice 
of  the  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
assignor. 

1  Jones,  Mortg.  §  828;  Tantum  y.  Green, 
21  N.  J.  Eq.  364. 

A  bona  fide  assignee  for  value  of  a  mort- 
gage of  land  may  enforce  it  by  foreclosure, 
altnough  it  was  originally  given  as  a  con- 
sideration for  a  transfer  of  the  land  fraudu- 
lent as  to  creditors,  and  such  transfer  haa 
been  adjudged  void. 

Smart  v.  Bement,  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  253. 

The  burden  of  proof  that  the  assignee  took 
the  mortgage  witn  notice,  or  that  he  is  not  a 
bona  fide  purchaser,  is  on  the  party  who  sets 
up  the  fraud. 

Marshall  y.  Billingsly,  7  Ind.  250;  Fat^ 
mers*  Bank  v.  Douglass,  11  Smedes  k  M.  460 ; 
Langdon  y.  Keith,  9  Vt.  299. 

Messrs,  Taylor  A  Keeoh  and  Foster  &t 
Foster,  for  appellees: 

Having  proved  the  mortgage  fraudulent, 
it  is  void  with  respect  to  the  rights  of  Atkin- 
son's creditors,  in  whosesoever  hands  it  may 
be  found,  and  no  assignee  of  it  can  obtain  a 
better  title  than  Steers,  the  original  mort^ 
gagee,  had. 

Inasmuch  as  Atkinson  had  creditors  at 
the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  the  only  ef- 
fect of  such  a  voluntary  or  covinous  convey- 
ance could  be  to  hinder  them  in  obtaining  the 
satisfaction  of  their  debts.  Consequently,  at 
their  suit  the  mortgage  must  be  held  to  be 
void  with  respect  to  their  rights  under  the 
statute  of  fraudulent  and  voluntary  conyey- 
ances. 

13  Eliz.  chap.  6,  Alexander's  British  Stat- 
ute, p.  378. 

A  mortgage  has  no  existence  apart  from 
the  debt  which  it  is  given  to  secure.  It  ie 
a  mere  accessory  or  incident  to  the  debt;  and 
so  far  is  it  inseparably  united  to  the  debt 
(the  one  being  in  truth  appurtenant  to  the 
other)  that  a  separate  alienation  of  either 
cannot  be  made,  and  an  assignment  of  the 
debt  carries  in  equity  the  mortgage;  and  in 
such  a  case  the  mortgagee  is  held  to  be  a  trua- 
tee  for  the  assignee  of  the  debt. 

Clark  y.  Levering,  1  Md.  Ch.  178;  Wash- 
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iiKTtOfi  F.  Im,  Co.  Y,  Kelly,  32  Md.  421,  8 
Am.  Rep.  149;  Bylea  v.  Tome,  39  Md.  461. 

This  pretended  debt,  even  at  best,  can  only 
te  treated  as  a  mere  non-nef^tiable  chose  in 
action;  and  the  assignee  of  it  can  in  no  way 
obtain  any  superior  title  to  that  of  his  as- 
signor, and  can  only  take  subject  to  all  the 
equities  and  defenses  to  which  it  is,  or  might 
be,  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  original  pre- 
tended creditor. 

Hanoood  v.  Jones,  10  Qill  &  J.  404;  Ever- 
Mle  V.  Maull,  50  Md.  95. 

When  a  mortgage  "stands  alone,"  without 
an  instrument  evidencing  the  debt,  or  is 
given  to  secure  a  non-negotiable  instrument, 
fiuch  as  a  single  bill,  or  where  it  is  given  to 
«ecure  a  note  which  is  indorsed  over  after 
maturity,  then  it  passes  to  an  assignee  like 
any  other  chose  in  action  which  is  not  pro- 
tected by  the  law  merchant,  and  the  assignee 
takes  only  such  title  as  his  assignor  had. 

1  Jones,  Mortg.  §S  841  et  seq,;  Ca^-penter 
▼.  Logon,  18  Wall.  271,  21  L.  ed.  313;  Judge 
▼.  Vogel,  38  Mich.  569 ;  C<Mtle  v.  Oaetle,  78 
Mich.  298,  44  N.  W.  378;  Oorhett  v.  Wood^ 
wurd,  5  Sawy.  403,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,223; 
WestfaU  V.  Jones,  23  Barb.  9;  Schafer  v. 
ReiUy,  50  N.  Y.  61;  Union  College  v.  Wheel- 
er, 61  N.  Y.  88;  Crane  v.  Turner,  67  N.  Y. 
437 ;  UUl  v.  Hoole,  1 16  N.  Y.  280. 

This  rule  prevails  in  Maryland. 

Central  Bank  v.  Copeland,  18  Md.  305,  81 
Am.  Dec.  597:  Timms  v.  Shannon,  19  Md. 
296,  81  Am.  Dec.  632;  Cumberland  Coal  d  L 
Oo.  V.  Pariah,  42  Md.  598. 

On  petition  for  rehearing, 

l^nless  all  the  knowledge  gained  by  Schott 
as  a  man,  during  the  course  of  the  transac- 
tion, was  utterly  and  completely  blotted  out 
of  his  mind  on  everv  occasion  when  he  acted 
as  treasurer  of  the  Economy  Savings  Bank  in 
this  matter,  then  the  Economy  Bank  knew, 
in  the  only  way  it  could  know, — i.  e.,  through 
one  of  its  corporate  officers, — evervthing  that 
this  court  and  the  lower  court  knew  when 
they  held  that  there  was  no  consideration 
for  the  mortgage  from  Cecil  R.  Atkinson  to 
A.  J.  Steers,  and  that  it  was  a  mere  scheme 
for  raising  money  to  stave  off  the  pending  in- 
solvency of  the  concerns  in  which  the  Atkin- 
fion  brothers  were  interested. 

4  Thomp.  Corp.  S§  6189  ei  eeq,;  1  Mora- 
wetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  540b,  540c;  United 
States  Ins.  Co,  v.  Bhriver,  3  Md.  Ch.  381 ; 
Ho/fman  Steam  Coal  Co.  v.  Cumberland  Coal 
^  1.  Co.  16  Md.  456,  77  Am.  Dec.  311. 

Sohmueker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  July  30,  1897,  Cecil  R.  Atkinson  exe- 
cuted a  mortgage  upon  a  warehouse  owned 
by  him,  on  South  Howard  street,  in  Balti- 
more city,  to  Alonzo  J.  Steers,  which  recited 
that  he  was  indebted  to  Steers  "in  the  full 
smn  of  fifteen  thousand  dollars,  payable  Feb- 
niary  10th,  1898,"  and  that  it  vras  executed 
to  secure  the  payment  of  this  debt,  with  in- 
terest thereon.  The  mortgage  was  in  due 
form,  was  regularly  acknowledged,  and  had 
Attached  to  it  a  proper  affidavit  as  to  the  bona 
fides  of  the  consideration  therein  stated,  and 
it  was  recorded  on  the  day  after  its  date. 
^0  note  accompanied  the  mortgage,  but  it 
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contained  a  covenant  to  pay  the  mortgage 
debt  and  interest.  About  the  same  time 
Steers,  the  mortgagee,  applied  to  the  Ameri- 
can National  Bank  to  lend  him  $6,000  offer- 
ing to  assign  the  mortgage  as  security  for 
the  loan.  Schott,  the  cashier  of  the  bank,  ex- 
plained to  him  that  a  national  bank  could 
not  lend  money  upon  real-estate  security, 
but  informed  him  that  the  appellant  savings 
bank,  of  which  he  (Schott)  was  treasurer, 
had  some  money  on  hand,  and  would  lend 
him  $5,000  upon  the  mortgage,  if  the  secur- 
ity proved  to  be  ample,  but  the  matter  must 
first  be  referred  by  the  appellant  to  a  com- 
mittee, who  would  investigate  and  report 
upon  the  security.  Steers  assented  to  the 
terms  suggested  by  Schott,  and  a  committee 
from  the  appellant  went  upon  the  mort- 
gaged premises  and  examined  them,  and  re- 
ported favorably  upon  the  loan,  provided 
there  were  no  encumbrances  upon  tne  prop- 
erty prior  to  the  mortgage.  The  matter  was 
then  referred  by  the  appellant  to  its  attor- 
ney to  examine  the  title.  Steers  placing  the 
mortgage  in  its  hands  for  that  purpose.  The 
attorney  examined  the  title,  and  reported  fa- 
vorably upon  it,  whereupon  the  appellant,  on 
August  6,  1897,  lent  the  $5,000  to  Steers, 
and  at  the  same  time  took  from  him  an  as- 
signment of  the  mortgage  as  security  for  the 
loan.  The  $5,000  so  loaned  was  given  to 
Steers  in  the  check  of  the  appellant  to  his 
order  upon  the  American  National  Bank,  in 
which  tne  appellant  had  on  deposit  at  that 
time  more  than  the  amount  of  the  check. 
Steers  indorsed  the  check  to  the  Eastern 
Electric  Conipany,  which  at  once  deposited 
it  to  its  own  credit  in  the  bank  upon  which 
it  was  drawn,  and  the  $5,000  was  passed  to 
the  credit  of  the  electric  company,  and 
charged  to  the  appellant  upon  the  books  of 
the  bank.  The  money  was  then  used  by  the 
electric  company,  to  the  extent  of  $2,000,  in 
the  payment  of  a  loan  which  had  been  made 
by  one  Myerdick  upon  a  previous  unrecorded 
assignment  of  the  Atkinson  mortgage,  and 
the  remaining  $3,000  was  almost  entirely 
paid  to  the  American  National  Bank  in  sat- 
isfaction of  obligations  due  to  it  by  the  East- 
ern Electric  Company  or  by  George  H.  Atkin- 
son, a  brother  of  Cecil  R.  AUcinson,  the 
mortgagor.  Steers  subsequently  assigned 
his  equity  in  the  $15,000  mortgage  to  one  C. 
S.  Hinchman  as  collateral  security  for  a 
loan  of  $2,000.  It  appears  from  the  record 
that  Cecil  R.  Atkinson,  the  mortgagor,  and 
his  four  brothers,  William  J.,  George  H., 
Harry,  and  Richard  F.,  were  promoters  by 
profession,  and  together  operated  and  con- 
trolled the  Eastern  Electric  Company  and 
other  kindred  corporations,  all  of  'which 
proved  to  be  speculative  enterprises,  and 
soon  became  insolvent  and  passed  into  the 
hands  of  receivers.  Steers,  who  was  put  up- 
on the  stand  by  the  appellees,  testified  that 
the  consideration  for  the  $15,000  mortgage 
from  Atkinson  to  hira  consisted  of  $10,000  of 
Best  Telephone  Company  bonds  and  $5,000 
of  Best  Telephone  Company  stock,  which  he 
had  let  Atkinson  have  prior  to  the  execution 
of  the  mortgage;  but  his  testimony  was  so 
inconsistent  and  contradictory  in  its  differ- 
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ent  poztioiiB  tliat  it  cannot  be  accepted  as  re- 
liable. The  whole  testimony  touching  the 
consideration  for  the  mortgage  leads  to  the 
conclusion  that  there  was  no  substantial 
consideration  for  it,  but  that  it  was  executed 
to  provide  a  means  of  raising  money  to  as- 
sist the  Atkinson  brothers  in  staving  off  the 
impending  insolvency  of  the  Eastern  Elec- 
tric and  Best  Telephone  Companies,  and  the 
other  enterprises  which  they  were  then  at- 
tempting to  keep  aflo&t  On  December  29, 
1897,  nearly  five  months  after  the  loan  of  the 
$5,000  to  Steers  by  the  appellant,  and  the  as- 
signment to  the  latter  of  the  mortgage, 
Douglas  H.  Gordon,  one  of  the  appellees,  ob- 
tained a  judgment  for  $5,442.30  against  the 
mortgagor,  Cecil  R.  Atkinson,  and  his  broth- 
er William  J.  Atkinson,  on  a  note  given  by 
them  to  him  on  November  13,  1896,  for  a 
loan  which  he  then  made  to  them  upon  Best 
Telephone  Company  bonds  and  stock  as  col- 
lateral. GU>rdon  testified  that  at  the  time  he 
made  this  loan  William  J.  Atkinson  stated 
that  his  brother  Cecil  R.  owned  the  Howard 
street  warehouse,  and  he  (Gordon)  suggested 
that  he  be  given  a  mortgage  on  the  ware- 
house as  security  for  the  loan  about  to  be 
made  by  him.  W.  J.  Atkinson  declined  to 
procure  the  mortgage,  saying  that  it  would 
injure  his  brother's  credit,  but  stated  that 
Gordon  would  have  the  benefit  of  the  proper- 
ty by  having  its  owner,  Cecil  R.  Atkinson, 
upon  the  note.  Gordon  testified  that  he  re- 
lied on  this  stet^nent  of  William  J.  Atkin- 
son in  making  the  loan.  Harry  W.  Boureau, 
the  other  appellee,  obteined  a  judgment  for 
$503.80  agamst  William  J.  Atkinson  and  Ce- 
cil R.  Atkinson  on  September  29,  1897.  On 
December  18,  1897,  after  Boureau  had  ob- 
teined his  judgment,  and  after  Gordon  had 
sued  the  Atkinsons,  but  before  he  had  got- 
ten his  judgment,  tlie  appellees  instituted 
the  present  case,  which  is  a  creditors'  suit  in 
equity  against  the  appellant,  Cecil  R.  At- 
kinson, SteerSj  and  Hinchman.  The  bill  of 
complaint  alleged  that  the  mortgage  from 
Atkinson  to  Steers,  and  the  successive  assign- 
mente  of  it  by  him  to  the  appellant  and 
Hinchman,  were  all  without  consideration, 
and  fraudulent,  and  prayed  to  have  them  de- 
clared void.  The  appellant  answered  the 
bill,  denying  ite  material  allegations,  and  set- 
ting up  its  title  to  the  mortgage  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  $5,000  loaned  on  it,  and  interest, 
as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  without 
notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it.  Neither 
Hinchman  nor  Steers  answered,  and  a  decree 
pro  confesao  was  entered  against  them.  The 
case  against  the  appellant  came  regularly  to 
a  hearing,  and  the  court  below  at  first  filed 
an  opinion  sustaining  the  appellant's  claim ; 
but  upon  a  rehearing  of  the  case  the  learned 
judge  changed  his  views  of  the  case,  and 
filed  another  opinion,  of  a  contrary  tenor, 
and  signed  the  decree  appeSrled  from,  denying 
the  appellant's  claim  to  a  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty, and  directed  it  to  be  sold  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  creditors  of  the  mortgagor.  In  his 
second  opinion  the  learned  judge  held,  upon 
the  authority  of  the  CumherUutd  Coal  i  I. 
Co.  Case,  42  Md.  598,  that  the  appellant,  al- 
though he  found  it  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchas- 
er for  value  of  the  mortgage,  without  notice, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


was  not  entitled  to  a  lien  for  ite  loan  to 
Steers,  and  interest,  made  uoon  the  faith  of 
the  mortgage,  because  the  latter,  not  being 
accompanied  by  a  negotiable  obligation,  wa» 
a  mere  chose  in  action,  which  the  appellant 
must  be  treated  as  having  token  subject  to 
all  equities  that  might  have  been  urged 
against  it  in  the  hands  of  Steers,  the  mort> 
gagee. 

Under  the  facte  of  the  case,  the  appellant 
must  be  regarded  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for 
value  of  the  mortgage,  without  notice.  It 
advanced  ite  $5,000  upon  the  mortgage  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  business,  after  a  careful 
inquiry  into  the  value  of  the  property,  and 
an  investigation  of  the  title  upon  the  public 
records.  '  It  was  not  concerned  in  the  dispo- 
sition made  by  Steers  of  the  borrowed  money, 
not  one  dollar  of  which  went  back  into  ita 
hands,  or  was  expended  for  ite  benefit.  It 
was  not  put  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  bona  fides 
of  the  mortgage  by  the  fact  that  Schott,  fts 
treasurer,  was  also  cashier  of  the  American 
National  Bank,  where  Steers  and  the  East- 
em  Electric  Company  and  one  or  more  of  the 
Atkinson  brothers  kept  their  accounte,  and 
that  he  might  have  seen  by  an  examination 
of  the  books  of  the  bank  what  disposition 
was  made  of  the  borrowed  money.  Thero 
was  in  fact  nothing  in  the  use  made  of  the 
money  to  suggest  any  infirmity  in  the  mort- 
gage- 

The  next  question  to  be  determined  irt. 
What  are  the  righte  of  the  appellant,  as  sucb 
bona  fide  purchaser,  against  the  claims  of 
the  appellees?  As  there  was  no  attempt  by 
Steers  to  assign  the  mortgage  debt  to  one  per- 
son, and  the  mortgage  to  another,  we  are  not 
called  upon  to  consider  the  relative  equities 
of  one  who  claims  as  assignee  of  the  debt  and 
another  who  claims  as  assignee  of  the  mort- 
gage, as  the  court  were  in  the  cases  of  Clark 
v.  Levering,  1  Md.  Ch.  178,  and  Byles  v. 
Tome,  39  Md.  461,  which  were  in  part  relied 
on  by  the  appellees.  What  we  have  to  con- 
sider is  the  attitude  of  the  appellant,  as  the 
bona  fide  purchaser  of  both  debt  and  mort- 
gage, towards  the  creditors  of  the  mortga- 
gor, who  were  such  at  the  time  the  mortgage 
was  made.  The  mortgage  was  not  given  to 
secure  an  actual  indebtcKlness  of  $15,000,  as 
it  professes  on  ite  face  to  have  been.  Its  ex- 
ecution was  evidently  a  means  adopted  by 
the  parties  to  it  to  clothe  Steers,  the  mortga- 
gee, with  the  appearance  of  a  good  title  to  a 
large  debt  secured  by  a  valid  mortgage,  in  or- 
der to  enable  him  to  raise  money  upon  it.  It 
was  not  fraudulent,  in  the  sense  that  its  exe- 
cution had  been  procured  by  fraud,  misrepre- 
sentation, or  constraint  practised  on  th»* 
owner  of  the  land  who  executed  it,  as  was  the- 
case  in  Central  Bank  v.  Copeland,  18  Md. 
305,  81  Am.  Dec.  597,  and  Cumberland  Coal 
rf  I,  Co.  V.  Parish,  42  Md.  598.  in  each  of 
which  the  defrauded  mortgagor  was  protect- 
ed in  equity  against  the  assignee  of  the 
fraudulent  mortgage.  In  the  present  case 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage  was  the  vol- 
untary and  deliberate  act  of  the  mortgagor, 
from  which  he  had  no  equity  to  be  relieved, 
even  as  against  the  mortgagee.  Snyder  v. 
Snyder,  51  Md.  77;  Cushioa  v.  Cushtoa,  5- 
Md.  44.    We  have  therefore  no  question  be- 
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fore  us  of  subjecting  the  rights  of  the  appel- 
lant, as  assignee  of  the  mortgage,  to  any 
equities  to  which  the  assignor  would  have 
been  liable  in  favor  of  the  mortgagor;  for 
here  it  is  plain  that  there  were  no  such  equi- 
ties. The  present  mortgage  is  to  be  regard- 
ed as  fraudulent  only  in  the  sense  that,  hav- 
ing been  made  to  secure  a  simulated,  and  not 
a  real,  indebtedness,  it  operated  to  hinder, 
delay,  or  defraud  the  creditors  of  the  mort- 
gagor, and  was  therefore  obnoxious  to  the 
pro-visions  of  the  statute  of  13  Eliz.  chap.  6. 
The  real  question  in  the  case  is  thus  nar- 
rowed down  to  a  comparison  of  the  relative 
strexigth  of  the  claims  on  the  mortgaged 
property  of  the  appellant,  as  assignee  of  the 
specific  lien  of  the  mortgage,  and  the  appel- 
lees, as  subsisting  general  creditors  of  the 
mortgagor,  having  reduced  their  debts  to 
judgments  after  the  assienment  of  the  mori* 
gage  had  been  made.  If  the  conveyance  un- 
der consideration  had  been  a  fraudulent  deed, 
instead  of  a  mortgage,  the  right  of  the  appel- 
lant, as  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  to  a  lien  on 
the  property  for  the  $5,000  advanced,  and  in- 
terest, could  not  seriously  be  questioned. 
Vane  v.  Cross,  72  Md.  102,  19  Atl.  391 ;  HuU 
V.  Deering,  80  Md.  432,  31  AU.  416;  Hinkle 
V.  Wilson,  53  Md.  293;  Worthington  v.  Bui- 
Hit,  6  Md.  198.  The  broader  and  more  gen- 
eral proposition  that  a  bona  fide  purchiuer, 
wiUiout  notice,  under  a  deed  from  a  fraudu- 
lent grantee,  takes  a  food  title,  which  is  not 
impaired  b^  the  fact  &at  judgments  were  ob- 
tained against  the  fraudulent  grantor  prior 
to  the  conveyance  by  the  fraudulent  grantee, 
is  well  sustained  by  authority.  4  Kent,  Com. 
464;  Sleeper  v.  Chapman,  121  Mass.  404; 
Phelps  V.  Morrison,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  195;  Totten 
V.  Brady,  54  Md.  170;  Stoan  v.  Dent,  2  Md. 
Ch.  Ill  (note  9,  Brantly's  ed.)  ;  Wait,  Fraud. 
Conv.  §  369.  In  the  case  of  Fanners'  Bank 
V.  Brooke,  40  Md.  257,  the  title  of  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  of  a  mortf;age  note  to  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage  securing  it  was  upheld 
against  the  suit  of  the  creditors  of  the  mort- 
gagor, although  it  was  admitted  that  the 
note  and  mortgage  had  been  given  in  preju- 
dice of  the  rights  of  his  creditors,  and  would 
have  been  void  as  against  them  in  the  hands 
of  the  mortgagee.  The  fact  that  the  mort- 
gage in  that  case  was  accompanied  by  a 
promissory  note  distinguishes  it  from  the 
case  at  bar,  but  the  circumstance  of  the  ne- 
gotiability of  the  mortgage  debt  was  not  ex- 
pressly mentioned  or  dwelt  upon  in  the 
court's  opinion.  See  also  Danbury  v.  Robin- 
sof^,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  218,  219,  82  Am.  Dec.  244. 
A  bona  fide  mortgagee  from  a  fraudulent 
grantee  has  in  a  number  of  cases  been  held 
to  be  entitled  to  protection,  to  the  extent  of 
the  debt  due  him,  against  the  creditors  of  the 
fraudulent  grantor,  upon  the  ground  that  a 
mortgagee  is  to  be  treated  as  a  purchaser,  to 
the  extent  of  his  interest,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  "purchaser"  as  used  in  stat- 
utes such  as  that  of  13  Eliz.  chap.  6;  and 
this  where  the  mortage  was  not  accompan- 
ied by  a  negotiable  instrument.  Ledyard  v. 
Butler,  9  Paige,  136,  137,  37  Am.  Dec.  379; 
Murphy  v.  Briggs,  89  N.  Y.  461 ;  Shorten  v. 
Brake,  38  Ohio  St.  76 ;  Moore  v.  Metropoli- 
tan yat.  Bank,  56  N".  Y.  41,  14  Am.  Rep.173. 
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If  the  mortffage  in  the  present  case  had  been 
made  direcUy  from  Cecil  R.  Atkinson  to  the 
appellant,  no  question  could  be  made  by  At- 
kinson's creditors  as  to  the  appellant's  lien 
upon  the  mortgaged  property  to  the  extent 
of  the  money  advanced  bona  fide  upon  the 
faith  of  the  property  at  the  time  the  mort- 
gage was  made.  When,  therefore,  Atkinson 
clothed  Steers  with  the  appearance  of  a  good 
mortgage  title  of  record  to  the  property,  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  raise  money 
upon  the  mortgage,  and  the  appellant,  rely- 
ing upon  this  appearance  of  good  title  in 
Steers,  after  a  careful  examination  of  the 
public  records  and  a  failure  to  find  any  prior 
encumbrances  upon  the  property,  parted 
with  its  money  in  good  faith,  it  is  entitled  to 
the  favor  of  a  court  of  equity  in  the  consider- 
ation of  the  relative  equities  of  the  parties 
to  the  controversy.  This  court,  in  Beldner 
V.  MoCreery,  75  Md.  296,  23  Atl.  643,  said: 
''Where  a  title  is  perfect  on  its  face,  and  no 
known  circumstances  exist  to  impeach  it  or 
put  a  purchaser  on  inquiry,  one  who  buvs 
bona  fide  and  for  value  occupies  one  of  the 
most  highly  favored  positions  in  thelaw."' 
The  ap^lant  did  not  trust  to  the  personal 
responsibility  of  the  mortgagor,  but  lent  its 
money  upon  the  faith  of  the  particular  prop- 
erty covered  by  the  mortgage,  and  required 
an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  at  the  time  of 
so  doing.  On  the  contrary,  the  appellees 
trusted  to  the  mortgagor,  or  to  sucn  other 
collaterals  as  he  lodged  with  them ;  and  the 
appellee  Gordon,  although  he  knew  when  he 
lent  his  money  that  Cecil  R.  Atkinson  owned 
the  Howard  street  warehouse,  did  not  insist 
upon  having  a  lien  on  it  for  his  loan,  but  de- 
liberately relied,  so  far  as  the  warehouse  was 
concerned,  upon  his  right  as  an  ordinary 
creditor  of  ite  owner.  The  equities  of  the 
appellant  are  at  least  equal  to  those  of  the 
appellees,  and,  having  the  legal  title  to  the 
warehouse,  it  has  the  stronger  claim  thereon 
under  the  familiar  principle  that  where  equi- 
ties  are  equal  the  legal  title  must  prevail. 
Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  417;  Wait,  Fraud.  Conv.  § 
370;  Tovmsend  v.  Little,  109  U.  S.  612,-  27  L. 
ed.  1016,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep,  357;  Btocfc  v.  Cord, 
2  Harr.  &  G.  103;  Basset  v.  Nosv3orthy,  2 
White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  4th  Am.  ed.  1. 
In  Dyson  v.  Simmons,  48  Md.  214,  it  was 
held,  upon  the  authority  of  many  cases  there 
cited,  that  if  a  party  makes,  or  affects  to 
make,  a  mortgage  which  proves  to  be  defect- 
ive by  reason  of  some  informality  or  omis- 
sion, even  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee  him- 
self, the  conscience  of  the  mort^igor  19 
bound,  and  equity  will  recognize  and  enforce 
the  lien  of  the  defective  mortgage,  and  give 
it  precedence  over  the  subsisting  creditors  of 
the  mortgagor,  and  also  over  judgmente  ob- 
teined  against  him  after  the  date  of  the 
mortgage.  General  creditors  have  no  lien 
on  the  property  of  the  debtor,  and  a  judg- 
ment is  only  a  general  liraa,  and  is  for  that 
reason  subordinate  to  the  prior  specific  equit- 
able lien  of  such  a  defective  mortgage.  The 
case  at  bar  does  not  come  directly  within  the 
principle  asserted  in  the  last-mentioned  case, 
but  it  is  certainly  one  in  which,  by  reason  of 
its  peculiar  facts,  the  conscience  of  the  mort- 
gagor was  especially  bound  to  the  appellant; 
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mxkd  we  think  the  same  oourte  of  reaaoniiig 
might  well  be  applied,  within  proper  limits, 
to  the  appellant's  protection. 

This  court  has  frequently  been  called  upon 
to  assert  and  define  the  rights  of  the  credit- 
ors of  a  grantor,  as  against  a  conveyance 
made  by  him  which,  by  reason  of  inadequa- 
cf  or  want  of  consideration,  or  even  bv  de- 
sign, operated  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud 
them.  The  court  has  not  hesitated  to  strike 
down  such  conveyances  at  the  suit  of  the 
creditor,  holding  that  one  cannot  make  a  vol- 
untary oonvevance  of  his  property,  rs 
against  the  rights  of  subsisting  creditors, 
nor  can  he,  as  aeainst  such  creditors,  sell  it 
for  a  consideration  that  bears  no  adequate 
relation  to  its  real  value.  When,  however, 
in  such  cases,  the  rights  of  parties,  even  if 
they  were  the  immediate  grantees  under  the 
conveyance,  who  had  in  good  faith  parted 
with  value  in  reliance  upon  the  conveyance, 
have  had  to  be  measured  sgainst  those  of  the 
ereditors,  it  has  uniformly  been  held  tha*^ 
in  order  to  do  full  justice  to  all  the  parties 
in  such  cases,  a  court  of  equity,  in  setting 
aside  the  deed,  will  allow  it  to  stand  as  se- 
curity for  the  consideration  actually  paid, 
and  apply  the  balance  to  the  payment  oi  the 
vendor's  debts.  These  propositions  were 
<iistinctly  upheld  in  the  cases  already  cited 
cf  Cone  V.  (7ros«,  HuU  v.  Deering,  Hinkle  v. 
Wileon,  and  Worthington  v.  Bullitt,  We  re- 
gard the  principle  of  the  last-mentioned 
cases,  in  none  of  whdch  was  the  position  of 
the  party  claiming  under  the  conveyance 
strengthened  hj  any  element  of  neffotiiU>ili- 
ty  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  thing  as- 
4Rgned  to  him,  as  properly  applicable  to  the 
one  at  bar.  The  mortgaged  property  should 
be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  after  de- 
ducting proper  expenses,  applied  first  to  the 
payment  of  the  $5,000  lent  oy  the  appellant 
to  Steers,  with  interest  thereon,  and  then  to 


the  payment  of  the  creditors  of  Cecil  R.  At- 
kinson, the  mortgagor,  who  have  come  or 
may  come  into  the  case,  according  to  their 
legal  priorities. 

We  do  not  mean  by  this  decision  to  disturb 
the  authority  of  the  GumberloMd  Coal  <£  /. 
Co.  Case,  upon  which  the  learned  jud^e  be- 
low mainly  relied  in  changing  his  opinion, 
nor  that  of  the  Copeland  Case,  In  each  of 
these  cases  the  issue  on  trial  was  between  the 
owner  of  property  who  had  been  fraudulent- 
ly induced  to  execute  a  mortgage  .upon  it, 
and  an  assignee  of  the  fraudulent  mortgage, 
and  they  were  both  cases  of  flagrant  fraud 
in  fact  The  rights  of  the  creditors  of  the 
grantor  were  not  in  issue  in  either  case.  In 
the  Cumberland  Coal  d  I,  Co.  Case  the  court 
asserted  the  proposition  that  the  transfer  of 
a  mortgage  is  so  far  within  the  rule  which 
applies  to  choses  in  action,  that  when  the  as- 
signment is  made  without  the  concurrence 
of  the  mortgagor,  as  in  that  case,  the  as- 
signee takes  subject  to  the  same  equities  and 
defenses  to  which  the  assignor  was  liable. 
We  do  not,  however,  understand  the  court, 
by  what  was  said  in  IJiat  opinion,  to  intimate 
that,  when  the  equities  in  oehalf  of  the  cred- 
itors of  the  mortgagor  in  such  a  case  came 
to  be  asserted,  iSkeir  claims  would  be  en- 
forced without  regard  to  the  proposition,  fo 
frequently  upheld  by  this  court  in  setting 
asiae  fraudulent  conveyances  at  the  suit  u 
the  creditor  of  the  grantor,  that,  in  order  to 
do  justice  to  all  parties  in  such  cases,  the 
conveyances  would  be  allowed  to  stand  as  se- 
curity for  the  consideration  actually  paid  on 
the  faith  of  it  by  the  party  holding  the  legal 
title  under  it. 

Decree  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for 
further  proceedings  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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(96  Fed.  Rep.  208,  37  C.  C.  A.  409.) 

H.  The  provision  of  a,  penaltr  tor  'vio- 
lation of  a  statute  enjoining  upon  railroad 
companies  the  duty  of  bloclcing  switches  does 
not  make  that  remedy  exclusive  of  actions  by 
persons  injured  by  the  neglect  to  do  so,  unless 
that  Intention  Is  to  be  Inferred  from  the 
whole  purview  of  the  statute. 


2.  Contlnvanee,  vrithont  complaint.  In 
service  of  a  railroad  company  with  Icnowl- 
edge  that  it  has  not  complied  with  a  statute 
requiring  under  penalty  the  blocking  of 
switches,  does  not  constitute  an  assumption 
of  risk  of  injury  therefrom. 

8.  Assnutptlon  of  risk  Is  a  term  of  tlie 
contract  of  employnicnt,  eTpres8<«d  or 
Implied  from  the  circumstances  of  the  employ- 
ment, by  which  the  servant  agrees  that  dan- 
gers of  injury  obviously  incident  to  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  shall  be  at  his  risk. 

4.  The  courts  will  not  enforce  or  rec- 
oarnlse  an  aarreement,  express  or  implied, 
on  the  part  of  a  servant    to  waive  the  per- 


NoTB. — Liability  of  an  employer  for  infuries  re- 
ceived by  eervante  oioing  to  the  want  of  bloch- 
ing  at  etoitches. 

I.  Want  of   blocking  not  negligence  per  ae 

apart  from  statute. 
II.  Statutes  requiring  frogs,  etc.,  to  be  blocked. 
III.  Want  of  blocking  considered  as  a  risk  as- 
sumed by  the  servant. 

I.  Want  of  blocking  not  negligence  per  se  apart 
from  statute. 

In  common-law  actions  the  liability  of  rail- 
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way  companies  for  failing  to  provide  blocking 
in  frogs  and  similar  places  on  their  tracks, 
where  there  Is  danger  that  the  feet  of  em- 
ployees may  be  caught  while  they. are  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  their  duties,  has  always 
been  treated  as  primarily  an  open  question  of 
fact,  the  difference  of  opinion  disclosed  by  the 
decisions  of  courts  of  review  having  reference, 
in  the  first  place,  to  the  question  whether  a 
want  of  blocking  is  a  circumstance  which  of  It- 
self Justifies  the  inference  of  negligence,  and. 
In  the  next  place,  to  the  proper  weight  to  be 
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formance  of  a  atatutory  duty  Imposed  on  the 
oiaster  for  tbe  protection  of  the  lerrant,  and 
In  the  Interest  of  the  public,  and  enforceable 
by  criminal  prosecution. 
S.  An  emploree's  contributory  novll- 
veaee  la  a  defense  to  an  action  founded 
on  a  Tlolation  of  the  statutory  duty  of  a  rail- 
ruad  company  to  block  guard  rails  and  frogs. 

(July  6,  1890.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio, 
Western  Division,  to  review  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  liave  been  caused  by  defendant's 
I  Diligence.    Reversed, 

Before  Taft  and  Lurton,  Circuit  Judges, 
and  Thompson,  District  Judge. 


Statement  by  Taft,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  writ  is  brought  to  review  a  judgment 
for  the  defendant  in  a  suit  to  recover  dam* 
ages  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  plain- 
tiff while  in  defendant's  employ  as  a  yard 
switchman  in  its  railroad  yards  at  Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio.  While  plaintiff  was  attempt^ 
ing  to  couple  two  freight  cars,  his  foot  waa 
caught  in  an  unblocked  guard  rail,  and  in 
his  effort  to  extricate  the  foot  his  right  hand 
was  crushed  between  the  drawheads  of  th» 
cars,  and  injured  so  badly  as  to  require  am- 
putation. Plaintiff  had  been  in  defendant'a 
employ  seven  months.  About  one  third  of 
that  time  he  was  engaged  during  the  day- 
time, and  two  thirds  during  the  night.  He 
had  had  nine  years'  experience  as  a  railroad 
man.  A  railroad  man  of  experience  can  see 
at  a  glance  whether  a  guard  rail  or  switch  is 
blocked  or  not.    There  were  a  great  many 


attributed  to  the  evidence  relied  upon  to  sup- 
port or  rebut  this  Inference. 

A  finding  that  the  absence  of  blocking  Im- 
ported negligence  was  upheld  in  Sherman  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  a.  Co.  (1886)  84  Minn. 
259,  25  N.  W.  693. 

In  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Baxter  (1894)  42 
Neb.  798,  (M>  N.  W.  1044,  the  court  did  not 
doubt  that  the  failure  of  the  company  to  block 
Iti  frogs  was  evidence  of  negligence,  but  held 
that  the  petition  did  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  since  there  was 
BO  allegation  that  the  servant  did  not  know, 
and  was  excusably  ignorant,  of  their  condition. 

Compare  also  Rush  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
(18S7)  36  Kan.  129,  12  Pac.  582.  A  case 
which  tends  to  support  the  same  view  is  Union 
P.  K.  Co.  V.  James  (1806)  163  U.  S.  485,  41 
L  ed.  236,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1109,  but  the  ac- 
toal  rulings  were  on  other  points  (see  below)  ; 
and  the  case  of  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Seley,  re- 
ferred to  below,  seems  to  commit  the  supreme 
court  to  the  theory  that  evidence  merely  of  the 
want  of  blocking  is  not  enough  to  establish  cul- 
pability. 

By  most  courts,  however,  it  has  been  consid- 
ered that  the  servant.  In  order  to  make  good 
hia  right  to  recover  damages  for  Injuries  from 
thia  cause,  must  do  more  than  merely  establish 
the  want  of  blocking.  That  Is  to  say,  he  has 
the  burden  of  proving  that  frogs,  etc.,  without 
blocking  are  not  reasonably  safe  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  they  are  designed  (Spencer  v. 
New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1893)  67  Hun, 
196.  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  100 ;  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Lonergan  (1886)  118  111.  41,  7  N.  E.  55), 
and  most  show  that,  upon  the  whole,  the  use  of 
the  block  would  be  prudent,  and  guard  against 
danj^ra  in  one  direction  without  the  introduc- 
tion of  perils  in  another.  McQInnis  v.  Canada 
Southern  Bridge  Co.  (1882)  49  Mich.  466,  13  N. 
W.  819. 

Evidence  which  is  merely  to  the  effect  that, 
where  blocks  are  used.  It  may  be  safer  for  the 
employees  than  where  they  are  not  used,  will 
not  justify  the  inference  of  negligence.  Chi- 
cago, B.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Lonergan  (1886)  118 
III.  41,  7  N.  B.  65 ;  Huhn  v.  Missouri  T.  R.  Co. 
(18^7)  92  Mo.  440,  4  S.  W.  937. 

A  court  will  not  pronounce  a  railway  com- 
pany negligent,  where  no  proof  is  given  that 
blocked  frogs  are  a  device  in  general  use  on 
oth^r  roads.  Spencer  v.  New  York  C.  ft  II.  R. 
R.  Co.  (1893)  67  Hun,  196,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  100. 

Where  the  evidence  is  that  the  usage  of  rail- 
way companies  in  regard  to  blocking  frogs  is 
conflicting,  some  adopting  and  some  rejecting 
that  precaution.  McNeil  v.  New  York,  L.  B.  ft 
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W.  B.  Co.  (1893)  71  Hon,  24,  24  N.  T.  Supp. 
610. 

Nor  where  the  atmost  that  is  established  by 
the  plaintiff's  evidence  is  that  the  device  of 
blocking  Is  still  an  experiment,  and  of  doubtful 
practicability.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  B.  Co.  v. 
Smith  (1885)  18  111.  App.  119;  Chicago,  B.  I. 
ft  P.  B.  Co.  V.  Lonergan  (1886)  118  111.  41,  7  N. 
B.  66. 

In  the  latter  case  the  court  said :  '*It  must 
appear,  before  the  defendant  can  be  held  liable, 
that  the  switch  or  turn-out,  as  constructed  and 
used,  was  not  reasonably  safe,  or  that  it  was 
not  constructed  with  the  usual  care  and  skill. 
An  employer  is  not  required  to  change  his  ma- 
chinery in  order  to  apply  or  adopt  every  new 
Invention.  .  .  .  The  fact  that  a  few  of  the 
railroads  of  the  country  have  adopted  this  new 
device,  or  that  the  defendant  has  used  it  on  a 
part  of  its  road,  is  not  enough  to  establish  its 
utility,  and  establish  negligence  in  every  other 
road  that  adheres  to  the  old  system.  The  old 
system  of  constructing  switches  must  be  con- 
demned.*' It  was  accordingly  held  error  to  in- 
struct the  Jury  that  the  law  requires  a  railroad 
company  to  use  reasonable  and  ordinary  care 
and  diligence  in  providing  and  maintaining  rea- 
sonably safe  structures,  tracks,  sidetracks^ 
switches,  turn-outs,  etc.,  and  if  it  falls  to  do  so, 
and  an  injury  happens  In  consequence  thereof 
to  an  employee  in  the  exercise  of  due  and  rea- 
sonable care,  then  the  railroad  company  would 
be  liable.  The  specific  negligence  charged  in 
the  declaration  being  the  omission  to  use  block- 
ing, such  an  instruction  would  be  understood 
by  the  Jury  as  laying  down  the  rule  that  the 
company  was  absolutely  required  to  use  blocks. 
(Mulkey,  Ch.  J.,  and  Shops  and  Magruder,  JJ.» 
dissent.) 

*'An  employer  is  not  bound  to  make  use  of  the 
newest  mechanical  appliances  for  the  purpose 
of  insuring  the  safety  of  his  employees,  especial- 
ly if  it  does  not  appear  that,  on  the  whole.  It 
would  be  advantageous  to  them.  So,  a  rail- 
way company  is  not  bound  to  block  its  frogs, 
particularly  if  it  does  not  appear  that,  in  do- 
ing so,  it  would  not  entail  greater  dangers  than 
it  would  avert."  McGInnIs  v.  Canada  Southern 
Bridge  Co.  (1882)  49  Mich.  466,  13  N.  W.  819. 

In  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Seley  (1894)  152  U.  S. 
145,  38  L.  ed.  891,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  530,  it  was 
held  error  to  refuse  the  following  instruction: 
"The  Jury  are  instructed  that,  if  they  find  from 
the  evidence  that  the  railroad  companies  used 
both  the  blocked  and  the  unblocked  frog,  and 
that  it  is  questionable  which  is  the  safest  or 
most  suitable  for  the  business  of  the  roads, 
then  the  use  of  the  unblocked  frog  is  not  negli- 
gence, and  the  Jury  are  instructed  not  to  Im- 
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guard  rails  and  switches  in  the  yards  where 
plaintiff  worked.  With  the  exception  of  a 
few,  where  experimental  blocks  were  used, 
the  defendant  did  not  use  blocks  in  either  its 
guard  rails  or  switches.  Plaintiff  said  he  did 
not  know  that  the  guard  rail  in  which  his 
foot  was  caught  was  not  blocked,  and  that 
he  had  not  noticed  whether  the  guard  rails 
and  switches  of  defendant  generally  were 
blocked  or  not  The  plaintiff  relied  on  the 
following  statute  of  Ohio,  passed  March  23, 
1888  (85  Ohio  Laws,  p.  106) :  "Every  raU- 
road  corporation  operating  a  railroad  or  part 
of  a  railroad  in  this  state  shall,  before  the 
first  day  of  October,  in  the  year  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  eighty-eight,  adjust,  fill, 
or  block  the  frogs,  switches,  and  guard  rails 
on  its  tracks,  with  the  exception  of  guard 
rails  on  bridges,  so  as  to  prevent  the  feet  of 
its  employees  from  being  caught  therein. 
The  work  shall  be  done  to  the  satisfaction  of 


the  railroad  commissioner.  Any  railroad 
corporation  failing  to  comply  with  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act  shall  be  punished  by  a 
fine  of  not  less  than  one  hundred  dollars,  nor 
more  than  one  thousand  dollars."  It  ap- 
peared from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant 
company  was  operating  this  railroad  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  has  oper- 
ated it  ever  since.  At  the  close  of  the  evi- 
dence the  trial  court  directed  the  jury  to  re- 
turn a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the 
ground  that  defendant's  failure  to  block  its 
rails  and  switches  was  obvious,  and  the 
plaintiff  must  be  held,  notwithstanding  the 
statute,  to  have  assumed  the  risk  of  injury 
therefrom,  and  upon  such  verdict  entered 
judgment  for  the  defendant 

Messrs.  Edgar    "W.   Cist  and    Harlan 
ClevelaiLd,  with  Mr.  Cluurles  M.  Cist,  for 

plaintiff  in  error : 


pute  the  same  as  negligence  to  the  defendant, 
and  they  should  find  for  the  defendant."  In 
the  lower  court  (  (1890)  6  Utah,  819,  28  Pac. 
751)  it  had  been  held  negligence  not  to  have 
blodclng. 

A  special  finding  that  the  frogs  of  the  defend- 
ant company  were  the  same  as  those  used  by  the 
principal  roads  In  the  country  was  one  of  those 
upon  which  the  plaintilT's  right  to  recover  was 
denied  In  Lalce  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  McCor- 
mick  (1881)  74  Ind.  440.  To  the  same  effect, 
see  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Risdon  (1891)  87 
Va.  385,  12  S.  E.  786,  declaring  that  to  main- 
tain unblocked  frogs  of  a  standard  pattern  is 
not  negligence  (dissenting,  Lewis,  J.,  whose 
opinion  Is  noticed  below),  and  Smith  v.  St. 
Lonls,  K.  C.  ft  N.  R.  Co.  (1878)  60  Mo.  32,  83 
Am.  Rep.  484,  holding  a  railroad  company  not 
liable  for  injuries  caused  by  a  guard  rail  of  a 
pattern  In  general  use,  through  a  safe  one  might 
have  been  constructed. 

(The  following  cases  areaportlcm  of  the  many 
that  might  be  cited  to  the  point  that  general 
cisage  is  an  absolute  protection  to  the  master: 
Kehler  ▼.  Schwenk  (1801)  144  Pa.  348,  13  L.  R. 
A.  374.  22  Atl.  010 ;  Titus  v.  Bradford,  B.  ft  K. 
R.  Co.  (1890)  136  Pa.  618,  20  Atl.  617 ;  Corco- 
ran T.  Wanamaker  (1898)  185  Pa.  496,  39  Atl. 
1108;  Allison  Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  McCormick  (1888) 
118  Pa.  519,  12  Atl.  273;  Guinard  ▼.  Knapp- 
Stout  ft  Co.  Company  (1897)  95  Wis.  482,  70  N. 
W.  671;  Kansas  ft  T.  Coal  Co.  ▼.  Brownlie 
(1895)  60  Ark.  582,  31  S.  W.  453;  LouisTille 
ft  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Allen  (1885)  78  Ala.  494;  Kee- 
nan  v.  Waters  (1897)  181  Pa.  247.  37  Atl.  342 ; 
Schultz  V.  Bear  Creek  Refining  Co.  (1897)  180 
Pa.  272,  36  Atl.  739 :  Bohn  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft 
P.  R.  Co.  (1891)  106  Mo.  429,  17  S.  W.  580; 
Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Alsdurf  (1802) 

47  HI.  App.  200  ;  Dooner  v.  Delaware  ft  H.  Canal 
Co.  (1895)  171  Pa.  581,  33  Atl.  415;  Georgia 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Propst  (1887)  83  Atl.  518,  3  So. 
764;  Grant  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  (1891)  45  Fed. 
Rep.  217 ;  Stringham  v.  Hilton  (1888)  111  N. 
T.  188,  1  L.  R.  A.  488,  18  N.  E.  870 ;  Boess  v. 
Clausen  ft  P.  Brewing  Co.  (1896)  12  App.  Dlv. 
866,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  848 ;  Kaye  v.  Rob  Roy  Hos- 
iery Co.  (1889)  51  Hun,  519,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  571 ; 
Whatley  v.  Block  (1894)  95  Ga.  15,  21  S.  B. 
085;  Dingley  v.  Star  Knitting  Co.  (1890)  58 
Hun,  605,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  31,  Affirmed  in  134  N. 
Y.  552,  42  N.  B.  35 ;  Prybllski  v.  Northwestern 
Coal  R.  Co.  (1898)  98  Wis.  413,  74  N.  W.  117 ; 
The  Llssie  Frank  (1887)  31  Fed.  Rep.  477 ;  Le- 
high ft  W.  B.  Coal  Co.  V.  Hayes  (1889)  128  Pa. 
394,  5  L.  R.  A.  441.  18  Atl.  887  ;  Hale  v.  Cheney 
(1893)  159  Mass.  268,  ^4  N.  B.  255 ;  Rooney  v. 
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Sewail  ft  D.  Cordage  Co.  (1894)  161  Mass.  153, 
36  N.  E.  368:  Goodnow  v.  Walpole  Emery  Mills 
(1888)  146  Mass.  261,  15  N.  E.  576;  Donahue 
V.  Washburn  ft  M.  Mfg.  Co.  (1897)  169  Mass. 
574,  48  N.  E.  842.] 

By  other  courts  very  much  less  weight  Is 
ascribed  to  the  fact  that  the  defendant  company 
had  complied  with  the  usage  of  other  roads. 

In  Huhn  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1887)  92  Mo. 
440,  4  S.  W.  937,  it  was  held  that  the  question 
whether  the  company  was  negligent  in  maintain- 
ing a  guard  rail  without  blocking  could  not  be 
resolved  merely  by  showing  how  many  roads 
used  blocks.  Such  a  fact  was  merely  one  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Jury. 

It  was  also  held  in  Austin  v.  Chicago,  R.  1.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  (1895)  93  Iowa,  236,  61  N.  W.  849. 
that  an  Instruction  was  correct  which  declared 
that  a  brakeman  who  was  Injured  through  catch- 
ing his  foot  in  a  space  left  unfilled  between  the 
ties  on  each  side  of  the  bars  of  a  switch  was  not 
precluded  from  recovering  by  proof  that  this 
arrangement  was  customary. 

The  following  vigorous  argument  by  Lewis. 
J.,  in  his  dissenting  opinion  In  Richmond  it  D. 
R.  Co.  V.  Risdon  (1891)  87  Va.  335.  12  S.  E.  786, 
is  worth  quoting :  "That  the  'frogs'  were  dan- 
gerous is  not  disputed.  But  it  Is  contended 
that  they  were  of  the  standard  pattern,  and  that 
that  fact  of  itself  repels  the  Imputation  of  neg- 
ligence. From  this  view  I  dissent.  If  a  stand- 
ard frog,  unguarded  and  situated  as  this  one 
was,  in  a  place  where  there  are  many  tracks  and 
where  cars  are  shifted  at  all  hours  of  the  day 
and  night,  is  not  reasonably  safe,  then  the  com- 
pany, in  allowing  it  to  remain  unguarded,  was 
guilty  of  negligence,  and  the  Jury  rightly  so 
found.  Nor  upon  this  point  are  we  left  to  In- 
ference. The  expert  evidence  for  the  plaintiff 
Is  conclusive  that  the  dangerous  condition  of  the 
frogs  could  easily  have  been  guarded  against  by 
the  device  of  'filling'  them  with  cinders,  which 
simple  and  inexpensive  method  renders  them 
safe  to  those  whose  duties  call  them  upon  the 
track,  and  at  the  same  time  does  not  Interfere 
with  their  ordinary  use.  The  witness  Perry, 
who  for  a  number  of  years  was  In  the  employ  of 
the  defendant  company  as  roadmaster,  testifies 
that  at  terminal  points,  or  In  yards  where  much 
shifting  is  done,  the  frogs  ought  always  to  be 
filled,  as  a  protection  to  switchmen,  and  this  is 
so  well  understood,  he  says,  that  the  laws  of  some 
states  expressly  require  It  to  be  done.  And  why 
should  they  not  be  filled?  Why  should  the 
servant  be  exposed  to  unnecessary  risks  that 
can  so  easily  be  guarded  against?  Is  the  rule 
that    the    master   must   exercise   reasonable    or 


1899. 


Nabrahorb  v.  Clbyslahd,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 


71 


The  failure  on  the  part  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  comply  with  this  statute  is  negli- 
geDce  per  se, 

Cincinnati,  H.  d  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Van  Horne, 
37  U.  S.  App.  262,  69  Fed.  Rep.  139,  16  C.  C. 
A.  182;  Lake  Erie  d  W,  R,  Go,  v.  Craig,  37 
U.  S.  App.  654,  73  Fed.  Rep.  642,  19  C.  C.  A. 
631. 

No  claim  of  contributory  negligence  was 
urged  at  the  trial,  and  if  it  had  been  put 
forward  the  question  would  have  then  been 
for  the  jury,  not  for  the  court. 

Kane  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  128  U.  8.  91, 
32  L.  ed.  339,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  16;  Grand 
Trunk  R.  Co,  v.  Ives,  144  U.  S.  408,  36  L.  ed. 
485, 12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  679. 

The  distinction  between  the  acquiescence 
of  a  careful  man  in  a  known  danger,  whidh  is 
a  matter  of  contract, — assumption  of  risk, — 
and  that  disr^ard  of  personal  safety,  which 
is  contributory  negligence,  is  well  marked. 


Hough  V.  Tewas  d  f.  R,  Co,  100  U.  S.  213, 
25  L.  ed.  612;  New  Jersey  <£•  N.  Y.  R.  Co,  v. 
Young,  1  U.  S.  App.  96,  49  Fed.  Rep.  723,  1 
C.  C.  A.  428;  Northern  P,  R.  Co.  v.  Bahcock, 
154  U.  S.  190,  38  L.  ed.  958,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
978;  Snow  v.  Housatonio  R.  Co.  8  Allen, 
441,  85  Am.  Dec.  720;  Gardner  v.  Michigan 
C.  R.  Co.  160  U.  S.  349,  37  L.  ed.  1107,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  140;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
O'Brien,  161  U.  S.  451,  40  L.  ed.  766,  16  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  618. 

An  examination  of  the  principles  on  which 
the  doctrine  of  "assumption  of  risk"  rests 
will  show  that  it  has  no  application  in  the 
case  of  the  violation  of  a  statute. 

The  principle  underlying  this  doctrine  will 
be  foimd  to  be  that  no  negligence  is  properly 
attributable  to  the  master  where  the  servant, 
having  knowledge  of  the  dangerous  business 
or  defective  appliances,  agrees  to  continue 
to  work. 


ordinary  care  a  meaningless  phrase— a  mere 
Jingle  of  words?    I  think  not." 

For  other  cases  and  diota  supporting  the 
general  proposition  that  conformity  to  the  usage 
cl  other  employers  Is  not  conclusive  In  the  mas- 
ter's favor,  see  Indermaur  v.  Dames  (1866) 
L.  R.  1  C.  P.  274,  36  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  184,  12 
Jur.  N.  S.  432,  14  L.  T.  N.  8.  484.  14  Week. 
Rep.  586,  1  Harr.  &  R.  243,  per  Wllles,  J.; 
Walsh  V.  Whlteley  (1888)  L.  B.  21  Q.  B.  Dlv. 
371,  57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  8.  586,  36  Week.  Rep.  876. 
53  J.  P.  38,  per  Lord  Bsher ;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v. 
McDanlels  (1882)  107  U.  8.  454,  27  L.  ed.  605, 
2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  932 ;  Geno  v.  Fall  Mountain  Pa- 
per Co.  (1895)  68  Vt.  668,  86  Atl.  475 ;  Sawyer 
V.  J.  M.  Arnold  Shoe  Co.  (1897)  90  Me.  369.  38 
Atl.  333 ;  Kansas  City.  M.  ft  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Bur- 
ton  (1893)  97  Ala.  240,  12  So.  88;  McCormlck 
Harrestlng  Mach.  Co.  v.  Burandt  (1891)  136 
III.  170,  26  N.  B.  588 ;  Relchla  v.  Gruensfelder 
(1S92)  62  Mo.  App.  43 ;  Hoslc  v.  Chicago.  R.  I. 
A  P.  R.  Co.  (1888)  75  Iowa,  683,  37  N.  W. 
903:  Craver  v.  Christian  (1887)  36  Minn.  413, 
31  N.  W.  457 ;  Molaske  v.  Ohio  Coal  Co.  (1893) 
86  Wis.  220,  56  N.  W.  475 ;  Chicago  &  G.  W.  R. 
Co  V.  Armstrong  (1895)  62  111.  App.  228 ;  Mar- 
tin ▼.  California  C.  R.  Co.  (1892)  94  Cal.  826, 
29  Pac.  645. 

Where  a  railway  company  has  heen  In  the 
babit  of  blocking  Its  guard  rails  at  some  particu- 
lar place,  there  Is  a  special  ground  for  charging 
it  with  negligence  In  failing  to  replace  them 
vhen  forced  out  by  accident;  but  It  has  been 
held  that,  even  conceding  there  is  a  duty  to  see 
that  there  is  a  blocking  under  such  circum- 
stances. It  is  plain  that,  upon  general  principles, 
the  servant  cannot  recover  for  an  injury  caused 
by  the  want  of  the  blocking.  In  the  absence  of 
evidence  showing  that  It  had  been  displaced  so 
long  that  the  company  might,  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  care,  have  discovered  its  absence. 
Hasklns  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1804) 
79  Ilan,  159,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  274.  See  note  to 
WalkowskI  v.  Penokee  &  G.  Consol.  Mines  (1898  ; 
Hich.)  41  L.  R.  A.  33. 

The  failure  of  a  railroad  company  to  block 
a  guard  rail  In  Its  yard  Is  not  ground  for  re- 
ooTery  by  a  switchman  thrown  from  a  car, 
whose  arm  was  caught  and  crushed  between  the 
gaard  rail  and  the  main  rail ;  blocking  being  In- 
tended only  to  prevent  feet  from  being  caught. 
Rutledge  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1892)  110  Mo. 
312,  19  S.  W.  38. 

Witnesses  introduced  in  a  personal  Injury 
<ase  for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  coal  com- 
pany's negligence  In  not  blocking  Its  railroad 
•witch  rails  may,  to  show  their  experience  as 
48  L.  R.  A. 


railroad  men,  testify  that  switches  were  blocked 
before  and  after  the  accident  in  certain  railroad 
yards  where  they  worked.  Nor  Is  it  a  valid  ob- 
jection to  their  testimony  that  they  acquired 
their  experience  from  work  at  ordinary  railroad 
yards,  and  not  at  switch  tracks  about  coal 
shafta  Hamilton  v.  Rich  Hill  Coal  Mln.  Co. 
(1891)  108  Mo.  364,  18  S.  W.  977. 

Where  both  parties  In  an  action  for  indemnity 
for  an  injury  caused  by  an  unblocked  frog  go  to 
trial  on  the  single  question  whether  It  was  or 
was  not  blocked  at  the  time  of  trial,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  take  for  the  first  time  on  appeal  the 
point  that  the  case  should  have  been  tried  upon 
the  theory  that  the  defendant,  if  it  had  once 
blocked  the  frog.  Incurred  no  liability  by  reason 
of  its  subsequent  displacement,  unless  It  had 
actual  or  constructive  notice  of  such  displace- 
ment. Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  James  (1896)  163 
U.  S.  485,  41  L.  ed.  236,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1109. 

In  the  absence  of  any  testimony  as  to  the 
condition  of  a  frog  prior  to  an  accident,  the  Jury 
are  at  liberty  to  infer  that  it  had  never  been 
blocked.     Ibid. 

In  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Bell  (1889) 
75  Tex.  50,  12  S.  W.  821,  the  court  reversed 
a  Judgment  for  a  brakeman  based  on  a  finding 
that  the  company  was  negligent  as  regards  the 
manner  In  which  the  guard  rail  was  laid  with 
respect  to  the  track  rail,  but  the  reversal  was 
merely  on  the  ground  that  the  Instructions  had 
Imposed  too  high  a  degree  of  diligence  on  the 
company,  and  It  Is  not  apparent  from  the  report 
what  precise  precautions  It  was  contended  that 
the  company  should  have  adopted. 

II.  Statutes  requiring  frogs,  etc.,  to  he  Hocked. 

In  many  Jurisdictions  the  obligations  of  rail- 
way companies  In  regard  to  blocking  have  been 
definitely  fixed  by  statute,  the  failure  to  comply 
with  such  a  statute  being,  of  course,  negligence 
per  te.     Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Van  Home 

(1895)  37  U.  S.  App.  262,  69  Fed.  Rep.  189,  10 
C.  C.  A.  182 ;  Craig  v.  Lake  Brie  ft  W.  R.  Co. 

(1896)  35  Ohio  L.  J.  15. 

That  the  duty  they  Impose  is  also  personal 
and  nonassignable  in  such  a  sense  that  a  railway 
company  cannot  relieve  Itself  from  responsi- 
bility by  delegating  its  performance  to  an  em- 
ployee, see  Le  May  v.  Canadian  P.  B.  Co.  (1890) 
17  Ont.  App.  Rep.  298. 

The  statutes  requiring  blocking  to  be  used 
are  as  follows : 

Michigan  :  Laws  1883,  No.  174,  |  22,  8  How. 
Stat,  f  3397  (a).  See  also  Ashman  v.  Flint  ft 
P.  M.  R.  Co.  (1892)  90  Mich.  567,  51  N.  W.  645. 

The  duty  imposed  by  this  statute  is  not  ful- 
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Smith  Y.  Baker  [1891]  A.  G.  352;  Thomas 
T.  Quartermaine,  L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  685; 
0*Maley  v.  Houth  Boston  Gaslight  Co,  158 
HaoB.  135,  47  L.  R.  A.  161,  32  N.  E.  1110; 
yeu)  Jersey  d  N.  7.  iJ.  Co.  v.  Young,  1  U.  S. 
App.  96,  49  Fed.  Rep.  723,  1  C.  C.  A.  428; 
Hough  y.  Texas  d  F,  R,  Co,  100  U.  S.  213, 
25  L.  ed.  612;  Cooley,  Torts,  §  659;  Clarke 
T.  Holmes,  7  HurUt.  &  N.  937;  Baddeley  Y. 
Granville,  L.  R.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  423 ;  Boyd  Y. 
Brazil  Block  Coal  Co,  (Ind.  App.)  50  N.  E. 
368;  Durant  Y.  Lexington  Coal  Min,  Co,  97 
Mo.  62.  10  S.  W.  484. 

The  exemption  of  the  master  from  liability 
to  a  servant  for  an  injury  resulting  from  a 
risk  or  danger  of  the  employment  which  the 
servant  knows  and  appreciates  grows  out  of, 
and  depends  upon,  tha  contract  of  employ- 
ment. 

Bailey,  Personal  Injuries  Relating  to 
Master  &  Servant,  180;  Hough  v.  Texas  d  P. 
B,  Co,  100  U.  S.  213,  25  L.  ed.  612;  Tuttle  v. 
Detroit,  a.  H,  d  M,  R,  Co,  122  U.  S.  195,  30 
L.  ed.  1116,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1166;  Chicago, 
M.  d  8t,  P,  R,  Co,  V.  Ross,  112  U.  S.  382,  28 
L.  ed.  789,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  184 ;  Northern  P. 
R,  Co,  V.  Herbert,  116  U.  S.  647,  29  L.  ed. 
758,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  590;  Gardner  v.  Michi- 
gan  C,  R,  Co,  160  U.  S.  349,  37  L.  ed.  1107, 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  140;  Union  P,  R,  Co,  v. 
0*Brien,  161  U.  S.  451,  40  L.  ed.  766,  16  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  618;  Texas  d  P,  R,  Co.  v.  Archibald, 


170  U.  S.  665,  42  L.  ed.  1188,  18  Sup.  CX 
Rep.  777. 

It  is  not  a  valid  defense  as  against  an  ae> 
tion  for  negligence  per  se. 

No  contract  is  valid  whereby  an  employee 
of  a  railroad  company  undertakes  for  a  stipu- 
lated sum,  or  in  consideration  of  employ- 
ment, not  to  hold  the  company  liable  for 
Diligently  injuring  him. 

Lake  Shore  d  M,  S.  R,  Co,  v.  Spangler,  44 
Ohio  St.  471,  68  Am.  Rep.  833,  8  N.  £.  467 ; 
Louisvaie  d  N.  R,  Co,  v.  Orr,  91  Ala.  548,  a 
So.  360;  Hissong  v.  Richmond  d  D,  R.  Co,  91 
Ala.  514,  8  So.  776;  Richmond  d  D,  R.  Co.  v. 
Jones,  92  Ala.  218,  9  So.  276;  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co,  V.  Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P.  R,  Co,  36  U. 
S.  App.  152,  70  Fed.  Rep.  201,  17  C.  C.  A.  62^ 
30  L.  R.  A.  193 ;  Miller  v.  Chicago,  B,  d  Q. 
R,  Co,  65  Fed.  Rep.  305;  Chicago,  B.  d  Q. 
R,  Co,  V.  Miller,  40  U.  S.  App.  448,  76  Fed. 
Rep.  440,  22  C.  C.  A.  264 ;  Ou>€ns  v.  Balti- 
more d  0.  R.  Co,  35  Fed.  Rep.  715, 1  L.  R.  A. 
75. 

If  plaintiff  were  chargeable  with  construc- 
tive knowledge  that  the  frogs  or  guard  rail  a 
generally  were  not  blocked,  then  he  must  be 
equally  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the 
fact  that  the  company  was  experimenting 
with  blocks  preparatory  to  introducing  then> 
generally. 

Such  conduct  of  the  company  amounted 


filled  by  the  adoption  of  a  method  of  blocking 
which  the  ordinary  use  of  the  road  renders  in- 
effectual in  two  or  three  days, —  In  this  case  by 
the  wheel  flange  wearing  down  the  blocking  so 
far  that  it  became  practically  useless.  The  al- 
ternative safe  method  suggested  was  to  give  the 
blocking  a  grooved  or  farrowed  surface  so  as 
to  allow  the  flanges  of  the  wheels  to  pass  with- 
out interference.  Eastman  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M. 
8.  R.  Co.  (1894)  101  Mich.  697,  60  N.  W.  309. 

Ohio:  Rev.  Stat.  7th  ed.  i  9822,  85  Ohio 
Laws,  105.  March  28,  1888. 

The  word  "employee,"  in  this  statute  means 
all  those  who,  "by  rightful  authority  of  the  com- 
pany, are  engaged  in  the  business  of  walking 
over  these  frogs  and  guard-rails,"  although  em- 
ployed and  paid  by  another  company.  Atkyn 
V.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (1889)  41  Fed.  Rep.  193. 

Upon  familiar  principles,  the  fine  imposed  by 
this  statute  does  not  exclude  an  action  for  dam- 
ages. New  York,  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Lambrlght 
(1891)  5  Ohio  C.  C.  438. 

Rhode  Island :     Laws  1894,  chap.  1282,  f  1. 

Wisconsin :  Laws  1889,  chap.  123,  Sanborn  ft 
Berry  man  Anno.  Stat.  |  1809  (a)  ;  Curtis  v. 
Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1897)  95  Wis.  460,  70 
N.  W.  665. 

Canada :  The  blocking  of  frogs  on  all  rail- 
ways under  the  control  of  the  Dominion  legisla- 
ture in  Canada  is  prescribed  by  |  262,  railway 
act  51  Vict.  chap.  29. 

The  proviso  In  subsection  4  of  this  section, 
allowing  the  filling  there  mentioned  to  be  left 
out  in  the  winter  months  by  permission  of  the 
railway  committee,  is  not  applicable  to  the  fill- 
ing prescribed  In  subsection  3.  Washrngton  v. 
Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  (1897)  28  Can.  S.  C.  184, 
Reversing  (1897)  24  Ont.  App.  Rep.  183. 

A  switch  foreman  injured  while  uncoupling 
cars,  by  having  his  foot  caught  in  a  frog,  is  a 
**person  injured"  within  the  meaning  of  these 
sections.  Le  May  v.  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  (1890) 
18  Ont.  Rep.  814,  Affirmed  17  Ont.  App.  Rep.  293. 

By  the  existing  Ontario  workmen's  compensa- 
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tion  for  injuries  act,  55  Vict.  chap.  30  (Ont. 
Rev.  Stat.  1897,  chap.  160,  f  6,  subsec.  3),  rail- 
way companies  are  required  to  block  frogs. 
See  also  a  similar  provision  In  the  earlier  act 
of  49  Vict.  chap.  28  (Ont.  Rev.  Stat.  1887,  chap. 
141,  I  4,  subsec.  8). 

III.  Want  of  blocking  considered  as  a  risk  as- 
sumed by  the  servant. 

In  many  cases  the  question  whether  a  want 
of  blocking  imports  negligence  on  the  master's 
part  may  become  of  no  practical  importance  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  servant  brings  himself 
within  the  operation  of  the  familiar  rule  that 
he  cannot  recover  for  injuries  caused  by  his  con- 
tinuing to  expose  himself  to  dangers  of  whicb 
he  had  actual  or  constructive  notice.  The  plain- 
tiff's action  was  deemed  to  be  barred  on  this 
ground  in  the  following  cases:  Appel  v.  Buf- 
falo, N.  Y.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  (1888)  111  N.  Y.  550, 
19  N.  B.  98  (switchman  after  working  for  sev- 
eral years  in  a  yard  is  presumed,  as  matter  of 
law,  to  understand  the  risks  created  by  the 
want  of  blocking)  ;  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Seley 
(1894)  152  U.  S.  145,  38  L.  ed.  391,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  530  (dangers  arising  from  the  use  of  un- 
blocked frogs  in  a  certain  yard  presumed  to  be 
accepted  by  a  conductor  of  freight  trains,  whose 
duty  frequently  brought  him  into  that  yard)  ; 
Spencer  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R,  R.  Co.  (1803) 
67  Hun,  196,  22  N.  Y.  Supp.  100  (plaintiff  had 
been  working  near  the  frog  for  an  hour  and  a 
half  in  broad  daylight,  and  the  frog  was  in  plain 
sight)  ;  Rush  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1887)  36 
Kan.  129,  12  Pac.  582  (switchman  who  has  been 
working  for  two  months  In  a  yard  is  affected 
with  notice  of  the  want  of  blocking  between  a 
guard  and  main  rail  at  .a  certain  place). 

To  same  effect,  see  Ames  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M. 
S.  R.  Co.  (1893)  135  Ind.  363,  35  N.  E.  117  ; 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Davis  (1892)  5& 
Ark.  462,  18  8.  W.  628  (1891)  54  Ark.  889. 
15  8.  W.  895 ;  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
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to  a  notiilcation  to  him  that  it  intended 
shortly  to  block  the  guard  rails. 

It  was  an  implied  promise,  and  plaintiff 
should  be  presumed  to  nave  relied  upon  it  as 
upon  any  promise  to  repair  a  defect. 

Northern  P.  R.  Co,  T.  Baboook,  164  U.  S. 
190,  38  L.  ed.  958,  14  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.-978; 
Monsarrat  v.  Keegan,  58  U.  8.  App.  377,  8u& 
nom.  Valley  R.  Co.  ▼.  Keegan,  87  Fed.  Rep. 
855,  31  C.  G.  A.  265. 

Measre,  Harmon,  Oolaton,  Qoldsmltli, 
A  Hoadly,  for  defendant  in  error: 

Knowing  the  fact  that  no  rails  were 
blocked,  plaintiff's  ignorance  about  this  par- 
ticular  rail  would  have  been  of  no  conse- 
quence. 

Miseouri  P.  R,  Co.  Y.  Somere,  71  Tex.  700, 
9  S.  W.  741;  Kohn  v.  MoNulta,  147  U.  S. 
238,  37  L.  ed.  150,  13  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  298. 

His  duties  brought  him  constantly  over 
and  about  these  frogs  and  guard  rails,  so 
that  a  man  exercising  his  sight  and  employ- 
ing his  ordinary  senses  could  not  have 
avoided  discovering  and  knowing  the  fact 
that  the  guard  rail  was  not  block^,  and  im- 
derstanding  such  danger  as  resulted  from 
that  fact 

Appel  V.  Buffalo,  N.  T.  d  P.  R.  Co.  Ill  N. 
Y.  553,  19  N.  E.  93;  Bouthem  P.  Co.  v. 
Seley,  152  U.  8.  154,  38  L.  ed.  395,  14  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  530.    • 

Whatever  the  negligence  of  one  party,  it 
is  not  the  proximate  cause  of  an  injury  re- 


sultixig  to  the  other,  if  the  other,  after  dis- 
covering such  negligence,  might  have 
avoided  its  consequence  by  reasonable  pru- 
dence on  his  own  part. 

Assuming  that  when  plaintiff  was  hurt  de- 
fendant was  presently  violating  the  statute 
to  plaintiff's  knowledge,  this  would  not  en- 
title him  to  recover  on  the  facts  shown  here. 

Knisley  v.  Pratt,  148  N.  Y.  372,  32  L.  R. 
A.  367,  42  N.  E.  986;  O'Maley  v.  South  Boa- 
ton  Gaslight  Co.  168  Mass.  135,  47  L.  R.  A. 
161,  32  N.  £.  1119;  E.  8.  Higgins  Carpet  Co. 
V.  O'Keefe,  51  U.  S.  App.  74,  79  Fed.  Rep. 
900,  25  G.  G.  A.  220;  Graves  v.  Breu)er,  4 
App.  Div.  327,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  566;  Krauae 
V.  Morgan,  53  Ohio  St.  26,  40  N.  E.  880; 
Pittsburgh  d  W.  Coal  Co.  v.  Estievena/rd,  SS 
Ohio  St.  43,  40  N.  E.  725;  Atkyn  v.  Wahash 
R.  Co.  41  Fed.  Rep.  193;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  d 
8t.  L.  R.  Co.  y.  Baker,  63  U.  S.  App.  653,  91 
Fed.  Rep.  224,  33  G.  G.  A.  468;  Victor  Coal 
Co.  V.  Muir,  20  Golo.  320,  26  L.  R.  A.  435,  3a 
Pac.  378;  Holum  v.  Chicago,  M.  d  8t.  P.  R. 
Co.  80  Wis.  299,  50  N.  W.  99;  Grand  v. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  83  Mich.  564,  11  L.  R.  A. 
402,  47  N.  W.  837 ;  Taylor  v.  Carew  Mfg.  Co, 
143  Mass.  470,  10  N.  E.  308;  Wood,  Master 
&  Servant  S  397. 

Injuries  from  unblocked  frogs  and  rails 
come  within  the  rule  of  obvious  risk. 

8outhe7'n  P.  Co.  v.  8eley,  152  U.  S.  145,  3a 
L.  ed.  391,  14  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  530;  Lake  8hor& 
d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  V.  MoCormiok,  74  Ind.  440; 


Cormlck  (1881)  74  Ind.  440;  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q. 
R.  Co.  V.  Smith  (1885)  18  111.  App.  119;  Mc- 
Ginnls  v.  Canada  Southern  Bridge  €o.  (1882) 
49  Mich.  466,  13  N.  W.  819. 

The  danger  arising  from  the  want  of  a  block 
between  a  rail  and  a  guard  rail  at  a  switch  is 
80  obvious  that  even  an  inexperienced  brake- 
man  will,  as  matter  of  law,  be  presumed  to  un- 
derstand the  rfsk  incident  to  working  without 
it.  Hayes  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1884) 
63  Iowa,  562,  14  N.  W.  840.  19  N.  W.  680,  modi- 
fying on  rehearing  the  opinion  expressed  at  the 
first  hearing, — ^that  it  was  for  the  Jury  to  say 
whether  the  inexperience  of  the  brakeman  was 
a  sufficient  excuse  for  his  nonappreciation  of 
the  danger. 

A  railway  servant  is  not  necessarily  debarred 
from  recovery  for  an  injury  caused  by  a  want 
of  blocking  at  a  frog,  for  the  reason  that,  al- 
though he  did  not  know  that  the  frog  in  ques- 
tion was  not  blocked,  he  knew  that  some  of  the 
frogs  were  not  blocked.  Sherman  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1885)  84  Minn.  259,  25  N.  W. 
593  c instruction  to  opposite  effect,  rightly  re- 
fused). The  court  said:  '*If  the  defendant's 
habit,  custom,  or  mode  of  doing  business  at  that 
yard  was  to  protect  the  frogs  by  blocks, — If  that 
was  the  rule  of  its  conduct, — Sherman  had  a 
right  to  assume,  where  he  had  not  notice  to  the 
contrary,  that  such  mode  or  custom  had  been 
followed  in  respect  to  any  particular  frog.  He 
had  a  right  to  assume,  in  the  absence  of  such 
notice,  that  the  defendant  had  acted  according 
to  the  general  rule  adopted  by  it  for  its  business, 
although  he  may  have  known  some  instances  in 
which  it  had  not  done  so.  The  omission  at  that 
yard  to  put  in  the  blocks,  not  as  a  general  rule, 
but  in  Isolated  instances,  would  not  make  out 
a  case  like  that  of  the  Hughes  Case,  of  an  un- 
safe and  careless  custom  or  habit  of  doing  busi- 
ness, known,  or  which  by  the  use  of  his  senses 
ought  to  be  known,  to  an  employee;  in  which 
case  the  employee,  by  continuing  in  the  employ- 
ment without  objection  on  his  part,  or  promise 
48L.R.  A. 


on  the  part  of  the  master  to  change  It,  is  held 
to  assume  the  risk  incident  to  that  mode  of  do- 
ing the  business.  A  single  instance,  or  any 
number  of  Instances,  not  amounting  to  a  cnstoni 
or  mode  of  business,  of  culpable  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  master,  will  not  cast  on  the  em- 
ployee the  risk  of  subsequent  or  other  similar 
acts  of  negligence." 

In  Quebec  the  risk  of  a  brakeman's  catching 
his  foot  in  an  unblocked  frog  seems  to  be  re- 
garded as  an  ordinary  risk  incidental  to  his  em- 
ployment. Bourgeault  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co. 
(1887)  Mont.  L.  R.  5  8.  C.  249,  holding  th» 
plaintiff  unable  to  recover  upon  an  allegation 
that  the  frog  was  out  of  order. 

As  it  is  manifest  that  a  split  switch  cannot  bs 
blocked  without  destroying  its  efficiency,  the- 
risk  arising  from  the  absence  of  blocking  in 
this  case  is  one  of  those  assumed  by  a  man  who 
enters  the  service  of  a  railroad  company  which, 
to  his  knowledge,  uses  such  switches.*  Grand 
V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (1890)  88  Mich.  664,  11 
L.  R.  A.  402,  47  N.  W.  837. 

It  should  be  remembered  that,  under  the  Mis- 
souri doctrine,  a  brakeman  Is  not  debarred  from, 
recovery  for  injuries  received  by  a  want  of  block- 
ing merely  because  he  knew  of  such  want.  It 
must  also  be  shown  that  a  continuance  of  his. 
work  threatened  immediate  danger  such  as  no< 
prudent  man  would  encounter.  Huhn  v.  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  (1887)  92  Mo.  440,  4  S.  W.  937. 

As  the  servant  assumes  the  risk  incident  to 
the  use  of  his  master's  appliances  In  the  condi- 
tion in  which  they  have  always  been  since  he- 
begun  work,  in  so  far  as  he  is  affected  with  no- 
tice of  such  condition,  a  general  verdict  for  the- 
plaintllf  cannot  stand  where  it  is  specially 
found  that  there  had  been  a  change  in  the  con- 
dition of  the  frogs  and  switches  on  defendant'a 
road,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  known 
of  such  condition  if  he  had  taken  pains  to  in« 
quire  about  it.  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  »n 
Mccormick  (1881)  74  Ind.  440. 

C.  B.  L. 
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Wood  V.  Locke,  147  Mass.  604,  18  N.  E.  678; 
MissouH  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Baxter,  42  Neb.  793,  60 
N.  W.  1044;  Rush  v.  MiasouH  P.  R,  Co.  36 
Kan.  129,  12  Pac.  582;  Mayes  v.  Chicago,  R, 
I.  d  P,  R.  Co.  63  Iowa,  502,  14  N.  W.  340,  19 
N.  W.  680;  Richmond  <£  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Risdon, 
87  Va.  336,  12  S.  E.  786;  8t.  Louia,  I.  M.  d 
^.  R.  Co.  V.  Davis,  54  Ark.  389,  15  S.  W.  896; 
Wilson  V.  Winona  d  St.  P,  R.  Co.  37  Minn. 
326,  33  N.  W.  908. 

Taf  t.  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

In  the  absence  of  the  statute,  and  upon 
common-law  principles,  we  have  no  doubt 
that  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  would  be  held 
to  have  assumed  the  risk  of  the  absence  of 
blocks  in  the  guard  rails  and  switches  of  the 
defendant.  His  denial  of  knowledge  of  the 
fact  that  the  particular  guard  rail  causing 
the  injury  was  unblocked  is  entirely  imma- 
terial. Nor  is  his  vague  statement  that  be 
was  so  busy  as  not  to  notice  whether  the 
rails  and  switches  of  plaintiff  generally  were 
unblocked  in  a  yard  where  there  were  hun- 
dreds of  guard  rails  and  switches,  and  in 
which  he  was  constantly  at  work  for  seven 
months,  of  more  significance  or  weight.  His 
evidence  upon  this  point  is  not  creditable  to 
him.  He  could  only  have  been  ignorant  of 
the  admitted  policy  of  the  defendant  in  re- 
spect to  blocks  through  the  grossest  failure 
of  duty  on  his  part  in  a  matter  that  much 
concerned  his  personal  safety  and  the  proper 
operation  of  the  road.  In  such  a  case  the 
authorities  leave  no  doubt  that  the  servant 
assumes  the  risk  of  the  absence  of  the  blocks, 
and  the  employer  cannot  be  charged  with 
actionable  negligence  towards  him.  South- 
ern P.  Co.  V.  Seley,  152  U.  S.  145,  38  L.  ed. 
391,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  530;  Appel  v.  Buffalo, 
y.  T.  d  P.  R.  Co.  Ill  N.  Y.  550,  19  N.  E.  93 ; 
Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Risdon,  87  Va.  335, 
339,  12  S.  E.  786;  Wood  v.  Locke,  147  Mass. 
604,  18  N.  E.  578;  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co. 
v.  MoCormick,  74  Ind.  440;  Wabash  R.  Co. 
y.  Ray,  152  Ind.  392,  51  N.  E.  920;  Rush  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  36  Kan.  129,  12  Pac.  682 ; 
Mayes  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  63  Iowa, 
562,  14  N.  W.  340,  19  N.  W.  680;  Wilson  v. 
Winona  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  37  Minn.  326,  33  N. 
W.  908  J  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Baxter,  42 
Neb.  793,  60  N.  W.  1044;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  d 
8.  R.  Co.  V.  Dart>,  64  Ark.  389,  16  S.  W.  896. 

The  sole  question  in  the  case  is  whether 
the  statute  requiring  defendant  railway,  on 
penalty  of  a  fine,  to  block  its  guard  rails 
and  frogs,  changes  the  rule  of  liability  of  the 
defendant,  and  relieves  the  plaintiff  from 
the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  risk  which 
would  otherwise  be  implied  against  him.  We 
have  already  had  occasion  to  consider  in  a 
more  or  less  direct  way  the  effect  of  the  stat- 
ute. Cincinnati,  H.  d  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Van 
Home,  37  U.  S.  App.  262,  69  Fed.  Rep.  139, 
16  O.  C.  A.  182;  Lake  Erie  d  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Craig,  37  U.  S.  App.  664,  73  Fed.  Rep.  642, 
19  G.  G  A.  631.  In  these  cases  we  held  that 
^e  failure  on  the  part  of  a  railway  com- 
pany to  comply  with  the  statute  was  negli- 
^^ce  per  se.  A  further  consideration  of  the 
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statute  confirms  our  view.  The  intention  of 
the  legislature  of  Ohio  was  to  protect  the  em- 
ployees of  railways  from  injury  from  a  very 
frequent  source  of  danger  by  compelling  the 
railway  companies  to  adopt  a  well-known 
safety  device.  It  was  passed  in  pursuance 
of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  and  it  ex- 
pressly provided,  as  one  mode  of  enforcing 
it,  for  a  criminal  prosecution  of  the  delin- 
quent companies.  The  expression  of  one 
mode  of  enforcing  it  did  not  exclude  the 
operation  of  another,  and  in  many  respecte 
more  efficacious,  means  of  compelling  com- 
pliance with  ite  terms,  to  wit,  the  right  of 
civil  action  against  a  delinquent  railway 
company  by  one  of  the  class  sought  to  be  pro- 
tected by  the  stetute  for  injury  caused  by  a 
failure  to  comply  with  its  requirements.  Un- 
less it  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  whole  pur- 
view of  the  act  that  it  was  the  l^islative  in- 
tention that  the  only  remedy  for  breach  of 
the  statutory  duty  imposed  should  be  the 
proceeding  by  fine,  it  follows  that  upon 
proof  of  a  breach  of  that  duty  by  the  rail- 
way company,  and  injury  thereby  occasioned 
to  the  employee,  a  cause  of  action  is  estab- 
lished. Groves  v.  Wimhome  [1898]  2  Q.  B. 
402,  407;  Atkinson  v.  Newcastle  d  O.  Water- 
works  Co.  L.  R.  2  Exch.  Div.  441 ;  Oorris  v. 
Scott,  L.  R.  9  Exch.  125.  In  this  case  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  act  was  passed  to 
secure  protection  and  a  newly  defined  right 
to  the  employee.  To  confine  the  remedy  to 
a  criminal  proceeding  in  which  the  fine  to  be 
imposed  on  conviction  was  not  even  payable 
to  the  injured  employee  or  to  one  conuplain- 
ing,  would  make  the  law  not  much  more  than 
a  dead  letter.  The  case  of  Oroves  v.  Wim- 
boi-ne  involved  the  construction  of  a  statute 
quite  like  the  one  at  bar,  and  a  right  of  ac- 
tion was  held  to  be  given  thereby  to  the  in- 
jured servant  in  addition  to  the  criminal 
prosecution.  The  courts  of  Ohio  have  given 
the  stetute  under  discussion  the  same  con- 
struction. Netc  York,  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Lamhright,  5  Ohio  C.  C.  433,  affirmed  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Ohio  without  opinion,  29 
Ohio  L.  J.  359. 

Do  a  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  em- 
ployee that  the  company  is  violating  the 
stetute,  and  his  continuance  in  the  service 
thereafter  without  complaint,  constitute 
such  an  assumption  of  the  risk  as  to  prevent 
recovery?  The  answer  to  this  question  is 
to  be  found  in  a  consideration  of  the  princi- 
ples upon  which  the  doctrine  of  the  assump- 
tion of  risk  rests.  If  one  employs  his  serv- 
ant to  mend  and  strengthen  a  defective  stair- 
case in  a  church  steeple,  and  in  the  course  of 
the  emplojmient  part  of  the  staircase  gives 
way,  and  the  servant  is  injured  or  killed,  it 
would  hardly  be  claimed  that  the  master  was 
wanting  in  care  towards  the  servant  in  not 
having  the  staircase  which  fell  in  a  safe  con- 
dition. Why  not?  Because,  even  if  no  ex- 
press communication  is  had  upon  the  subject, 
the  servant  must  know,  and  Uie  master  must 
intend,  that  the  dangers  necessarily  incident 
to  the  employment  are  to  be  at  the  risk  of 
the  servant,  who  may  be  presumed  to  receive 
greater  compensation  for  the  work  on  ac- 
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count  of  the  risk.    The  foregoing  is  an  ex- 
treme case,  perhaps,  but  it  fairly  illustrates 
the  principle  of  assumption  of  risk  in  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant.    Assumption 
of  risk  is  a  term  of  the  contract  of  employ- 
ment, express  or  implied  from  the  circum- 
stances of  the  employment,  by  which  the  serv- 
ant a^ees  that  dangers  of  injury  obviously 
incident  to  the   discharge   of   the   servant's 
duty  shall  be  at  the  servant's  risk.    In  such 
cases  the  acquiescence  of  the  servant  in  the 
conduct  of  the  master  does  not  defeat  a  right 
of  action  on  the  groimd   that  the   servant 
eauses  or  contributes  to  cause  the  injury  to 
himself  {  but  the  correct  statement  is  that  no 
right  of  action  arises  in  favor  of  the  servant 
at  all,  for,  under  the  terms  of  the  employ- 
ment, the  master  violates  no  legal  duty  to 
the  servant  in  failing  to  protect  him  from 
dangers  the   risk   of   which   he   agreed   ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  to  assume.    The  master 
is  not«  therefore,  guilty  of  actionable  negli- 
gence   towards     t£e    servant.    This    is    the 
most  reasonable  explanation  of  the  doctrine 
of  assumption  of  risk,  and  is  well  supported 
by  the  judgments  of  Lord  Justices Bowen  and 
Fry  in  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Quartermaine, 
L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  685,  605.     See  also  lan- 
guage of  Lord  Watson  in  Smith  v.  Baker, 
[1891]  A.  C.  325,  and  O'Maley  v.  South  Bos- 
ton Gaslight  Co.   158  Mass.  135,  32  N.  £. 
1119.     It  makes  logical  that  most  frequent 
exception  to  the  application  of  doctrine  by 
which  the  employee  who  notifies  his  master 
of  a  defect  in  the  machinery  or  place  of  work, 
and  remains  in  the  service  on  a  promise  of 
repair,  has  a  right  of  action  if  injury  results 
from  the  defect  while  he  is  waiting  for  the 
repair    of    the    defect,  and  has  reasonable 
ground  to  expect  it.    Hough  v.  Texas  d  P. 
R,  Co.  100  U.  S.  213,  26  L.  ed.  612;  Northern 
P.  R.  Co,  V.  Babcock,  154  U.  S.  190,  38  L. 
ed.  958,   14   Sup.   Ct   Rep.   978;    Snow    v. 
Housatonic  R.  Co.  8  Allen,  441,  85  Am.  Dec. 
720;  Gardner  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  150  U. 
S.  349,  37  L.  ed.  1107,  14  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  140. 
From  the  notice  and  the  promise  is  properly 
implied  the  agreement  by  the  master  that  he 
will  sssume  the  risk  of  injury  pending  the 
making  of  the  repair. 

If,  then,  the  doctrine  of  the  assumption  of 
risk  rests  really  upon  contract,  the  only 
4]uestion  remaining  is  whether  the  courts 
will  enforce  or  recognize  as  against  a  serv- 
ant an  agreement,  express  or  implied  on  his 
part,  to  waive  the  performance  of  a  statu- 
tory duty  of  the  master  imposed  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  servant,  and  in  the  interest  of 
the  public,  and  enforceable  by  criminal 
prosecution.  We  do  not  think  they  will.  To 
do  so  would  be  to  nullify  the  object  of  the 
statute.  The  only  ground  for  passing  such 
a  statute  is  found  in  the  inequality  of  terms 
upon  which  the  railway  company  and  its 
servants  deal  in  regard  to  the  dangers  of 
their  employment  The  manifest  legislative 
purpose  was  to  protect  the  servant  by  posi- 
tive law,  because  he  had  not  previously 
shown  himself  capable  of  protecting  himself 
by  contract;  and  it  would  entirely  defeat 
this  purpose  thus  to  permit  the  servant  "to 
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contract  the  master  out"  of  the  statute.  It 
would  certainly  be  novel  for  a  court  to  recog- 
nize as  valid  an  agreement  between  two  per- 
sons that  one  should  violate  a  criminal  stat- 
ute; and  yet,  if  the  assumption  of  risk  is  the 
term  of  a  contract,  then  the  application  of  it. 
in  the  case  at  bar  is  to  do  just  that.  The 
cases  upon  the  subject  are  by  no  means  sat- 
isfactory, and,  strange  as  it  may  seem,  but 
few  are  in  point.  There  is  one  English  case 
which  entirely  supports  our  conclusion,  and 
several  diota  by  English  judges  of  like  tenor. 
Several  American  cases  on  their  facts  also 
sustain  the  principle,  though  it  must  be  con- 
fessed they  do  not  very  clearly  state  the 
true  ground  of  their  conclusion.  There  is 
one  .^onerican  case  which  is  directly  to  the 
contrary,  and  possibly  one  other  ought  so  to 
be  regarded.  There  are  several  American 
cases  that  are  said  to  be  opposed  to  our  view, 
but  an  examination  of  the  facts  in  each  will 
clearly  distinguish  them  from  the  case  at 
bar. 

In  the  ease  of  Baddeley  v.  Granville,  L. 
R.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  423,  the  action  was  for  the 
wrongful  death  of  a  miner,  due  to  his  em- 
ployer's violation  of  a  statute,  and  the  de- 
fense of  assumption  of  risk  was  set  up.  Sec- 
tion 52  of  the  coal  mines  r^rulation  act  of 
1872  required  a  banksman  to  be  constantly 
present  while  the  men  were  going  up  or  down 
the  shaft,  but  it  was  the  regular  practice  of 
the  defendant,  as  the  plaintiff's  husband  well 
knew,  not  to  have  a  banksman  in  attendance 
during  the  night.  The  plaintiff's  husband 
was  killed,  in  coming  out  of  the  mine  at 
night,  by  an  accident  arising  through  the 
absence  of  a  banksman.  It  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff's  intestate  did  not,  by  contin- 
ued service  after  he  knew  of  the  violation  of 
the  statute,  thereby  assume  the  risk  of  dan- 
ger therefrom.  The  court  says  (page  420) : 
"An  obligation  imposed  by  statute  ought  to 
be  capable  of  enforcement  with  respect  to  all 
future  dealings  between  parties  affected  by 
it.  As  to  the  result  of  past  breaches  of  the 
obligation,  people  may  come  to  what  agree- 
ments they  like,  but  as  to  future  breaches  of 
it  there  ought  to  be  no  encouragement  given 
to  the  making  of  an  agreement  between  A. 
and  B.  that  B.  shall  be  at  liberty  to  break 
the  law  which  has  been  passed  for  the  pro- 
tection of  A.  .  .  .  If  the  supposed  agree- 
ment .  .  .  comes  to  this:  that  the  mas- 
ter employs  the  servant  on  the  terms  that 
the  latter  shall  waive  the  breach  by  the  mas- 
ter of  an  obligation  imposed  on  him  by  stat- 
ute, and  shall  connive  at  his  disregard  of  the 
statutory  obligation  imposed  on  him  for  the 
benefit  of  others  as  well  as  of  himself,  such 
an  agreement  would  be  in  violation  of  pub- 
lic policy,  and  ought  not  to  be  listened  to." 

The  judges  deciding  the  case  of  Thomas  y. 
Quartermaine,  L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  685,  696, 
703,  had  affirmed  the  view  that  assumption 
of  risk  did  not  apply  to  the  neglect  of  a  spe- 
cific statutory  duty  imposed  for  the  benefit 
of  a  class,  but  it  was  not  the  case  before 
them.  They  said  that  the  case  of  Clarke  v. 
Holmes,  7  Hurlst  &  N.  937,  6  Hurlst.  &  N. 
349,  proceeded  on  this  ground,  though  it  is 


76 


Unitbd  Statss  Cibcuit  Coubt  of  Afpbals. 


JUI^T, 


diffieult  to  find  the  ground  stated  in  the  opin- 
ions. Durant  t.  Lexington  Coal  Min,  Co.  07 
Mo.  62.  10  S.  W.  484;  Grand  y.  Michigan  C. 
R,  Co,  83  Mich.  564,  11  L.  R.  A.  402,  47  N. 
W.  837;  Litchfield  Coal  Co.  v.  Taylor,  81  111. 
690;  and  Boyd  v.  Brasfil  Block  Coal  Co.  (Ind. 
App.)  50  N.  E.  368, — ^were  all  cases  where 
assumption  of  risk  would  have  been  a  com- 
plete  defemie  if  applicable  in  case  of  a  fail- 
ure by  the  master  to  discharge  a  statutory 
duty  to  the  servant,  and  the  latter's  express 
or  implied  acquiescence  therein;  and  yet  the 
servant  was  given  judgm^t.  The  reasons 
stated  in  some  of  these  cases  for  the  conclu- 
sion are  not  entirely  satisfactory,  and  in  the 
cases  from  Illinois  and  Indiana  no  distinc- 
tion is  made  between  the  doctrine  of  assump- 
tion of  risk  and  of  contributory  negligence, 
but  they  are  all  authorities  on  their  facts 
for  our  conclusion.  The  case  of  Knialey  v. 
Pratt,  148  N.  Y.  382,  32  L.  R.  A.  367,  42  N. 
£.  986,  however,  presented  the  precise  ques- 
tion for  decision,  and  the  court  of  appeals 
held  expressly  that  a  servant,  by  continuing 
in  the  employment  of  a  master  who  is  vio- 
lating a  statute  passed  to  protect  the  serv- 
ant, does  assume  the  risk  of  danger  from 
such  violation,  and  cannot  make  it  the 
ground  of  recovery.  Thir  is  followed  by  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals  I'or  the  second  cir- 
cuit in  a  New  York  cars.  E.  8.  Biggins  Car- 
pet Co,  V.  O'Keefe,  61  U.  S.  App.  74,  79  Fed. 
Rep.  900,  26  G.  G.  A.  220.  The  court  of  ap- 
peals of  New  York,  in  Httda  v.  American 
Glucose  Co.  164  N.  Y.  474,  482,  40  L.  R.  A. 
411,  48  N.  E.  897,  does  not  treat  the  question 
decided  in  the  Knisley  Case  as  controlling 
the  case  of  servants  acquiescing  in  and  as- 
suming the  risk  of  a  violation  of  a  fire-es- 
cape statute  by  their  master,  and  the  court 
declined  to  decide  it.  The  decision  in  the 
Knisley  Case  is  largely  based  on  the  decision 
of  O'Maley  v.  Bouth  Boston  Gaslight  Co.  158 
Mass.  135,  47  L.  R.  A.  161,  32  N.  E.  1119, 
and  Goodridge  v.  Washington  Mills  Co.  160 
Mass.  234,  36  N.  £.  484.  We  think  the 
learned  court  of  appeals  of  New  York  failed 
to  observe  that  the  O'Maley  and  Goodridge 
Cases  were  not  suits  under  a  statute  defining 
and  enjoining  a  specific  duty  of  a  master  for 
the  protection  of  servants,  but  were  suits 
imder  an  employer's  liability  act,  which  re- 
lieved the  servant  from  the  burden  of  certain 
defenses  by  the  master  in  suits  for  injury 
sustained  by  him  while  in  his  master's  em- 
ploy, but  did  not  attempt  to  change  the  mas- 
ter's duty  to  the  servant,  or  to  change  the 
standard  of  negligence  between  them  as  that 
was  fixed  at  common  law.  Hence  it  was  held 
by  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachu- 
setts that  the  doctrine  of  assumption  of  risk 
applied  to  suits  under  the  statute  as  at  com- 
mon law,  and  Thomas  v.  QiMrtermaine,  L. 
R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  685,  which  was  also  a  suit 
under  an  employer's  liability  act,  was  much 
relied  on.  And  yet  in  Thomas  v.  Quarter- 
maine,  as  we  have  seen,  the  two  lord  jus- 
tices, forming  the  majority  deciding  the  case, 
expressly  pointed  out  that  in  a  suit  under  a 
statute  positively  fixing  a  standard  of  duty 
the  doctrine  of  assumption  of  risk  could  not 
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be  applied.  The  distinction  between  the  < 
ployer's  liability  act  and  acts  for  the  proteo^ 
tion  of  servants  in  the  nature  of  police  leg- 
islation, like  the  act  under  consideration,  i» 
clearly  shown  in  Griffiths  v.  Dudley,  L.  R. 
9  Q.  B.  Div.  367,  where,  though  the  oourt 
held  that  a  servant  might  "contract  the  em- 
ployer out"  of  liability  under  the  former  act, 
it  was  said  that  this  could  not  be  done  in  re- 
spect of  liability  arising  under  a  statute  like 
the  one  at  bar,  passed  for  the  protection  of 
servants.  The  Knisley  Case,  which,  in  our 
judgment,  was  wrongly  decided,  and  many 
others  in  which  a  right  conclusion  was 
reached,  seem  to  us  to  confuse  an  agreement 
to  assume  the  risk  of  an  employment,  as  it 
is  known  to  be  to  the  servant,  and  his  con- 
tributory negligence.  That,  under  certain 
circumstances,  the  one  sometimes  comes  very^ 
near  the  other,  and  cannot  easily  be  distin- 
guished from  the  other,  may  be  conceded; 
but  in  most  cases  there  is  a  broad  line  of  dis- 
tinction, and  it  is  so  in  this  case.  For  year» 
employees  worked  in  railroad  yards  in  which 
blocks  were  not  used,  and  yet  no  one  would 
charge  them  with  negligence  in  so  doing. 
The  switches  and  rails  were  mere  perils  of 
the  employment.  Assumption  of  risk  is  in 
such  cases  the  acquiescence  of  an  ordinarily 
prudent  man  in  a  known  danger,  the  rii^  of 
which  he  assumes  by  contract.  Gontribu- 
tory  negligence  in  such  cases  is  that  action 
or  nonaction  in  disregard  of  personal  safety 
by  one  who,  treating  the  known  danger  as  a 
condition,  acts  with  respect  to  it  without  due 
care  of  its  consequences.  The  distinction 
has  been  recognized  by  the  Supreme  Gourt  of 
the  United  States.  In  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
O'Brien,  101  U.  S.  461,  40  L.  ed.  766,  16  Sup. 
Gt  Rep.  618,  the  court  said:  "The  second 
instruction  was  properly  refused  because  it 
confused  two  distinct  propositions, — that  re- 
lating to  the  risks  assumed  by  an  employee 
in  entering  a  given  service,  and  that  relating 
to  the  amount  of  vigilance  that  should  be  ex- 
ercised under  given  circumstances." 

In  Hesse  v.  Columbus,  ^,  d  H.  R.  Co.  5S 
Ohio  St  167,  169,  60  N.  E.  366,  Judgfr 
Shauck,  speaking  for  the  supreme  court  of 
Ohio,  said:  "Acquiescence  with  knowledge 
is  not  synonymous  with  contributory  negli- 
gence. One  having  full  knowledge  of  de- 
fects in  machinery  with  which  he  is  em- 
ployed may  use  the  utmost  care  to  avert  the 
dangers  which  they  threaten." 

The  distinction  is  exceedingly  well  brought 
out  in  Cleveland,  C.  C.  d  8t.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Baker,  63  U.  S.  App.  553,  91  Fed.  Rep.  224,. 
33  G.  G.  A.  468,  by  Judge  Woods,  speaking 
for  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  sev- 
enth circuit.  There  the  action  was  for  dam- 
ages against  a  railroad  company  for  injury 
sustained  by  reason  of  a  breach  of  a  Federal 
statute  requiring  the  company  to  furnish 
grab  irons.  The  statute,  out  of  abundant 
caution,  expressly  provides  that  the  contin- 
ued service  of  the  employee  with  knowledge 
of  the  breach  of  statutory  duty  by  the  com- 
pany should  not  be  regarded  as  an  assump- 
tion of  the  risk.  The  court  held  that  thia 
proviso  did  not  prevent  the  company  fron» 
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successfully  maintaining  the  defense  of  oon- 
iributoiy  negligence.  Assumption  of  risk 
and  contributory  negligence  approximate 
irhere  the  danger  is  so  obvious  and  immi- 
nent that  no  ordinarily  prudent  man  would 
assume  the  risk  of  injury  therefrom.  But 
where  the  danger,  though  present  and  ap- 
preciated, is  one  which  many  men  are  in  the 
habit  of  assuming,  and  which  prudent  men 
who  must  earn  a  living  are  willing  to  as- 
sume for  extra  eompensation,  one  who  as- 
sumes the  risk  cannot  be  said  to  be  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  if,  having  in  view 
the  risk  of  danger  assumed,  he  uses  care  rea- 
sonably commensurate  with  the  risk  to  avoid 
injurious  consequences.  One  who  does  not 
use  such  oare^  and  who,  by  reason  thereof, 
suffers  injury,  is  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligenee,  and  cannot  recover,  because  he,  and 
not  the  master,  causes  the  injury,  or  because 
they  jointly  cause  it.  Many  authorities 
hold  that  contributory  negligence  is  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  founded  on  a  violation  of 
statutory  duty,  and  this  undoubtedly  is  the 
proper  view.  Such  is  the  case  of  Krauae  v. 
Morffon,  68  Ohio  St  26«  40  N.  E.  886,  where 
the  employee,  in  spite  of  a  warning  from  his 
superior,  and  in  the  face  of  the  most  palp- 
able danger,  exposed  himself  to  certain  in- 
jury, and  then  sought  to  hold  his  employer 
liable  because  he  had  not  employed  the  stat- 
utory methods  of  protecting  him  from  the 
danger.  In  Lake  Erie  <C  W,  R.  Oo.  v.  Craig, 
37  U.  8.  App.  664,  73  Fed.  Rep.  642,  19  0. 
0.  A.  631,  we  held  that  the  Krause  Case  was 
one  of  contributory  negligence,  and  followed 


it  as  such.  The  syllabus  confuses  the  dif- 
ference between  assumption  of  risk  and  con- 
tributory negligence,  but  the  syllabus  and 
opinion  are,  of  course,  to  be  restrained  to  the 
facts.  The  following  cases,  relied  on  by 
counsel  for  the  railway  company,  were  also 
cases  of  contributory  negligence  in  suits  for 
violation  of  specific  statutory  duty:  Pitts- 
hurgh  d  W,  Coal  Co.  v.  Eatievenard,  63  Ohio 
St  43.  40  N.  E.  726;  Viotor  Coal  Co.  v.  Muir, 
20  Colo.  320,  26  L.  R.  A.  436,  38  Pac.  378; 
Holum  V.  Chieago,  M.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co,  80  Wis. 
209,  60  N.  W.  99;  Grand  v.  Michigan  0.  R. 
Co.  83  Mich.  664,  II  L.  R.  A.  402,  47  N.  W. 
837 ;  and  Taylor  v.  Carev)  Mfg.  Co.  143  Mass. 
470,  10  N.  £.  308.  In  the  last  two  cases  the 
distinction  between  contributory  negligence 
and  assumption  of  risk  is  clearly  referred 
to. 

For  the  reasons  given,  we  think  the  court 
below  was  in  error  in  holding  that  the  plain- 
tiff assumed  tne  risk  of  injury  from  the  fail- 
ure of  the  defendant  to  comply  with  the  stat- 
ute passed  for  his  protection,  and  that  the 
case  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury 
on  the  issue  whether,  assuming  the  unblocked 
guard  rails  and  frogs  as  a  condition  of  the 
situation,  he  used  due  care  to  avoid  injury 
therefrom. 

Judgment  reversed,  at  costs  of  the  defend- 
ant, with  directions  to  order  a  new  trial. 

Petition  for  certiorari  to  remove  case  to 
Supreme  Court  of  United  States  denied  Oc- 
tober 16, 1899. 
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SUCCESSION  OF  Francois  MEUNIER. 
(62  La.  Ann.  79.) 

^1.  Tbe  Jndsment  appealed  from  an- 
nnUed  tbe  vrlll  and  the  probate  thereof, 
and  recognised  plaintiffs  as  heirs  of  the  de- 
ceased. But  it  did  not  in  terms  send  them 
into  possession,  nor  was  there  an  award 
against  the  executors,  speciflcally,  for  a  sum 
as  representing  the  net  proceeds  of  the  estate 
in  their  hands.  Held,  a  case  where  the  trial 
Judge  could  fix  the  amount  of  the  suspensive 
appeal  bond. 

S.  One  of  tlie  exeevtors,  aotlnv  in  bis 
individnal  capacitr,  Mras  con&petent  as 
surety  on  such  appeal  bond  for  the  legatee 
who  had  appealed. 

4.  Objection  that  the  appeal 'vras taken 
in  the  name  of  the  agent  and  attorney  in  fact 
of  the  legatee,  Instead  of  in  the  name  of  the 
legatee,  held,  under  the  facts  and  pleadings 
of  the  case,  not  tenable. 

4*  Donations  and  beavests  are  permis- 
sible to  trustees  for  educational,  charita- 
ble, or  literary  purposes,  or  for  the  benefit  of 
institntlons,  existing  or  to  be  founded,  the 

^Headnotes  by  Blanchabd,  J. 


NoTB. — For  bequest  to  community  In  a  for- 
eign country,  see  also  Re  Huss  (N.  Y.)  12  L.  R. 
A.  620. 
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object  of  which  is  to  promote  education,  lit- 
erature, or  charity.     Act  1882,  No.  124. 

S.  But  this  permission  is  restricted  to 
educational,  charitable,  and  llterary 
objects  within  the  state  of  Louisiana,  and 
to  institutions  founded  and  to  be  founded  un- 
der the  laws  ot  the  state  for  such  purposes. 

0.  To  avoid  the  dispositions  of  'vrilla 
and  testaments,  it  must  plainly  appear  that 
they  come  within  the  prohibitions  of  the  law. 

7.  Iirhere  a  beqaest  In  a  -vrlll  in  one 
view  is  lllearal,  and  in  another  Tiew  law- 
ful, the  latter  will  be  adopted,  and  the  will 
sustained. 

8.  A  leffaoT  to  the  commune  of  Ca- 
rongre,  canton  of  Geneva,  Switzerland, 
which  is  directed  to  be  placed  at  interest,  and 
with  the  interest  to  endow  annually  two  poor 
girls,  and  to  give  a  pension  to  ten  old  persons 
of  the  two  sexes.  Is  held  to  be  a  legacy  to 
pious  and  charitable  uses,  and  sustainable. 

(June  12,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  legatees  under  the  will  of 
Francois  Meunier  from  a  decree  of  the 
Civil  District  Court  for  the  Parish  of  Or- 
leans, Division  C,  declaring  the  will  void  and 
recognizing  claims  of  the  heirs  at  law.  Re- 
versed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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Mr.  Charles  liouqne,  for  appellants: 

In  1882  the  legislature  passed  act  No.  124, 
p.  172,  which  irrevocably  made  the  doctrine 
of  charitable  trusts  a  part  of  our  system  of 
laws. 

Under  this  act,  the  state  courts  are  bound 
to  apply  and  enforce  the  full  doctrines  of 
charitable  trusts. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  chancery  courts  has 
been  recognized  in  all  the  states  of  this 
Union,  and  their  jurisprudence  has  been  ap- 
plied uniformly  to  all  charities  of  the  na- 
ture of  Francois  Meunier's  bequests. 

Vidal  Y.  Philadelphia,  2  How.  192,  11  L. 
ed.  231;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  1136  et  aeq.; 
Perry,  Tr.  §§  «89  et  aeg. 

Under  the  act  of  1882  substitutions  and 
fidei  commieea,  which  were  prohibited,  are 
now  permissible,  as  regards  charitable 
trusts. 

Supposing  that  the  commune  was  incapable 
ol  acting  as  trustee,  the  charitable  bequest 
is  nevertheless  good. 

Vidal  V.  Philadelphia,  2  How.  197,  11  L. 
ed.  233;  Perry,  Tr.  S§  722-731,  and  note; 
Handley  y.  Palmer,  91  Fed.  Rep.  949. 

It  is  a  maxim  of  the  court  never  to  allow 
a  certain  and  valid  trust  to  fail  for  want  of 
a  trustee. 

Perry,  Tr.  §  731 ;  Burrill  v.  Boardman,  43 
N.  Y.  254.  3  Am.  Rep.  694;  Inglia  v.  Sailor's 
Snug  Harbour,  3  Pet  113,  114,  7  L.  ed.  622, 
623 ;  Coggeshall  v.  Belton,  7  Johns.  Ch.  292, 
11  Am.  Dec.  471;  Vidal  v.  Philadelphia,  2 
How.  196,  11  L.  ed.  233;  Perin  v.  Carey,  24 
How.  501,  16  L.  ed.  710;  Handley  v.  Palmer, 
91  Fed.  Rep.  049. 

Courts  look  with  favor  upon  charitable  be- 
quests, and  endeavor  to  carry  them  into  ef- 
fect. 

Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  1169, 1170,  1181 ;  Perry, 
Tr.  §  709. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  the  person  to 
take  be  in  esse  or  not,  or  the  legatee  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  bequest,  a  corporation  capable 
of  taking  or  not. 

Ha/ndlcy  v.  Palmer,  91  Fed.  Rep.  952. 

The  legislature  could  incorporate  the  trus- 
tees afterwards. 

Vidal  V.  Philadelphia,  2  How.  127,  11  L. 
ed.  205;  Girard  v.  Philadelphia,  7  Wall. 
1-15,  19  L.  ed.  63-66;  Handley  v.  Palmer,  91 
Fed.  Rep.  955. 

If  the  beneficiaries  were  so  named  that  the 
trustees  would  have  no  discretion,  the  be- 
quest would  not  be  classed  as  public  charity. 

Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  1169-1181;  Perry,  Tr. 
S§  687,  710-732;  Vidal  v.  Philadelphia,  2 
How.  192,  11  L.  ed.  231;  Perin  v.  Carney,  24 
How.  507,  16  L.  ed.  712. 

Indefiniteness  is  of  its  essence. 

Handley  v.  Palmer,  91  Fed.  Rep.  962. 

Bequests  will  be  paid  over  to  trustees  in 
foreign  countries. 

Perry,  Tr.  $  741;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  1184- 
1186;  Richmond  T.  Milne,  17  La.  322,  36  Am. 
Dec.  613. 

Gifts  of  this  nature  were  recognized  valid 
before  the  act  of  1882. 

MoDonogWe  Suooeaaion,  7  La.  Ann.  472. 
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See  also  Vidal  ▼.  Philadelphia,  2  How.  184» 
11  L.  ed.  228;  Perry,  Tr.  S§  732,  741;  Story, 
Eq.  Jur.  S  1184;  Inglis  v.  Sailor's  Snug^ 
Harbour,  3  Pet.  113,  114,  7  L.  ed.  622,  623; 
Perin  v.  Gary,  24  How.  601,  16  L.  ed.  710; 
WiUiama  v.  Weeiern  Star  Lodge  No.  24  of 
F.  d  A.  M.  3d  La.  Ann.  629. 

Mr.  Q.  V.  Soniat,  for  appellees: 

A  last  will,  which  orders  all  the  propertiea 
of  the  testator  to  be  sold  and  t^e  sums  real- 
ized to  be  placed  at  interest,  and  with  the 
interest  to  endow,  each  year,  two  poor  girls, 
and  to  give  pensions  to  ten  old  persons  of 
the  two  sexes,  does  not  convey  full  ownership 
to  the  legatee;  it  creates  a  trust  estate,  and 
thereby  violates  the  law. 

Civil  Code,  1520;  Perin  v.  McMicken,  15 
La.  Ann.  154;  Keman*s  Succession,  52  La. 
Ann.  48,  26  So.  749;  Harper  v.  Stanbrough, 
2  La.  Ann.  380;  Franklin's  Succession,  7  La. 
Ann.  396;  Toumoir  v.  Toumoir,  12  La.  23; 
Marshall  v.  Pearce,  34  La.  Ann.  668;  ifo- 
Can's  Succession,  48  La.  Ann.  146,  19  So. 
220;  Beauregard's  Succession,  40  La.  Ann. 
1170,  22  So.  348. 

Such  a  will  is  also  void  on  account  of  un- 
certainty in  the  beneficiaries;  and  their 
choice  being  left  to  the  city  of  Carouge,  the 
nominal  donee,  would  make  this  a  testament 
by  the  intervention  of  a  commissary  or  at- 
torney in  fact,  and  thereby  the  same  contra- 
venes a  prohibitory  law. 

Civil  Code,  1673;  Fink  v.  Fink,  12  La.  Ann 
301. 

The  city  of  Carouge,  Switzerland,  is  inca- 
pable of  receiving  a  legacy  of  realty  situated 
in  Louisiana,  because — 

(a)  The  treaty  of  1860,  passed  between 
Switzerland  and  the  United  States,  limits 
such  inheritances  to  citizens  of  the  contract- 
ing parties.  A  city  is  not  a  citizen,  and 
therefore  the  city  of  Carouge  cannot  inherit. 

Bouvier,  Law  Diet,  verbo  City;  Waish  t. 
Lallande,  25  La.  Ann.  188;  Paul  v.  Virginia, 
8  Wall.  168,  19  L.  ed.  367;  Muller  v.  Dowa, 
94  U.  S.  277,  24  L.  ed.  76. 

(b)  Because  the  said  treaty  expressly 
states  that  "the  foregoing  privilege  (of  ac- 
quiring property,  etc.),  however,  shall  not 
extend  to  the  exercise  of  political  rights, 
etc." 

(c)  The  want  of  capacity  in  the  city  of 
Carouge  a;t  the  death  of  the  testator,  result- 
ing from  a  positive  prohibition  in  the  laws  of 
Switzerland  prohibiting  cities  to  receive  any 
legacy  burdened  with  a  condition,  cannot  be 
supplied,  cured,  or  removed  by  a  subsequent 
permission  from  the  legislative  body  of 
Switzerland. 

First  Congregational  Church  v.  Hender- 
son, 4  Rob.  (La.)  210;  New  Orleans  v.  Bar- 
die, 43  La.  Ann.  261,  9  So.  12;  Raohal  y. 
Rachal,  1  Rob.  (La.)  116. 

(d)  Act  124  of  1882  is  restrictive  to  cor- 
porations organized  under  the  laws  of  Louis- 
iana. It  is  evident  that  a  city  in  Switzer- 
land cannot  organize  as  a  corporation  for 
charitable  purposes  under  the  laws  of  Louisi- 
ana. 

La.  Rev.  Stat  677 ;  Franklin'a  Successions 
7  La.  Ann.  416. 
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On  application  for  rehearing, 

Mr,  J.  MoConnell,  also  for  appellees: 

The  opinion  declares  in  terms  that  "the 
'will  in  question  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  max- 
im Le  mort  aaisii  le  vif,  for  the  title  of  the 
estate  is  immediately  vested  in  the  commune 
of  Carouge.''  This  conclusion,  as  the  execu- 
tors had  no  seisin,  made  the  town  of  Carouge 
immediately,  on  the  death  of  Meunier,  ac- 
quire the  title  to  the  stores  on  Royal  street 
and  other  property  described  in  the  will. 

Cross,  Succession,  p.  44 ;  Addison  v.  New  Ot' 
leans  Sav.  Bank,  15  La.  527 ;  Brooks  v.  Nor- 
ris,  6  Hob.  (La.)  183;  Calvit  Y.  MulholUm, 
12  Rob.  (La.)  258;  Womack  ▼.  Womack,  2 
La.  Ann.  339. 

This  conclusion  is  necessary  because  it  is 
essential  that  the  heir  of  the  decedent, 
whether  testamentary  or  legal,  should  ac- 
quire the  succession  immediately.  It  fol- 
lows, therefore,  that  the  court  sanctions  this 
will  as  a  valid  title  to  the  stores  on  Royal 
street  in  New  Orleans,  in  favor  of  this  mu- 
nicipal corporation  acquiring  real  estate 
here,  although  created  and  existing  under  a 
foreign  European  government.  Such  a  re- 
sult is  condemned  ^th  by  municipal  and  in- 
ternational law. 

1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  8  435,  p.  533. 

The  testamentary  executors  did  not  have 
the  seisin.  This  being  the  case,  the  sale  made 
by  the  executors  was  unauthorized  by  law. 

Civil  Code,  1600,  1069;  Boaiwrighfs  8uo- 
cession,  12  La.  Ann.  893;  Massey's  Suooes- 
sion,  40  La.  Aim.  126,  15  So.  0;  Dumestr&s 
Succession,  40  La.  Ann.  571,  4  So.  328. 

Indefiniteness  is  of  the  essence  of  charity 
when  exercised  by  municipal  corporations. 
Such  charities  must  be  of  a  catholic  or  uni- 
versal character. 

1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  p.  630,  and  note;  Perin 
v.  Carey,  24  How.  406,  10  L.  ed.  701;  Vidal 
V.  Philadelphia,  2  How.  127,  11  L.  ed.  205;  2 
Kent,  Com.  280. 

Blmneliardf  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Francois  Meunier  died,  leaving  a  last  will 
and  testament,  olographic  in  form,  by  which 
he  bequeathed  to  the  city  of  Carouge,  canton 
of  Geneva,  Switzerland  (his  native  city),  all 
the  property  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans 
owned  by  him,  consisting  of  several  pieces 
of  real  estate,  shares  of  stock,  money,  and 
bills  due  him,  all  of  the  aggregate  value  of 
about  $25,000.  He  directed  this  property  to 
be  sold,  and  then  followed  a  declaration  to 
the  effect  that  the  city  of  Carouge  "shall 
place  the  said  sum  at  interest,  and  with  the 
interest  shall  endow  each  year  two  poor 
girls,  and  shall  give  a  pension  to  ten  old 
persons  of  the  two  sexes,  without  any  dis- 
tinction of  religion."  He  named  Jerome 
Meunier,  Joseph  Bayle,  and  Emile  Hoehn  as 
testamentary  executors.  The  will  was  ad- 
mitted to  probate,  the  executors  were  con- 
firmed as  such,  and  letters  testamentary  is- 
sued to  them.  Subsequently,  collateral 
heirs  of  the  deceased,  his  first  cousins,  resid- 
ing in  Switzerland  and  France,  presented  a 
petition  for  the  annulment  of  the  will.' 
48L.B.  A. 


They  represented  that  the  deceased  left  no 
asc^kdants  nor  descendants,  and  that  they, 
with  others  mentioned,  were  his  closest  of  kin 
and  sole  heirs.  The  will  is  attacked  as  being 
dgainst  public  policy  and  in  derogation  of 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Louisiana,  where  the 
properties  it  deals  with  are  situated,  and 
where  the  will  is  to  have  effect.  It  is 
averred  that  the  city  of  Carouge  is  a  foreign 
mimicipal  corporation,  incapcU>le  of  receiv- 
ing and  taking  charge  of  an  estate  here;  that 
the  dispositions  of  the  will  in  its  favor  are 
not  sanctioned  by  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  nor 
by  the  treaty  ratified  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Swiss  Republic;  that  the  laws 
of  Switzerland  did  not  at  the  date  of  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  will,  nor  that  of  the  probate 
thereof,  authorize  the  city  of  Carouge  to  ac- 
cept the  legacy  burdened  with  the  conditions 
stipulated;  and  that  no  comity  in  this  re- 
spect exists  between  the  state  of  Louisiana, 
or  the  United  States,  and  Switzerland.  As 
further  ground  of  avoiding  the  will,  it  is 
charged  that  the  bequest  to  the  city  of 
Carouge  creates  a  trust,  or  fidei  oommissum, 
obnoxious  to  the  law  of  Louisiana;  that  by 
the  terms  of  the  will  the  said  city  is  not 
vested  with  full  ownership  of  the  property 
or  funds  bequeathed,  but,  on  the  contrary,  is 
required  to  invest  the  funds,  and  to  hold  the 
same  in  trust  perpetually  for  the  purpose  of 
endowing  each  year  "two  poor  girls"  and 
pensioning  "ten  old  persons,"  whose  existence 
18  uncertain,  and  whose  names,  residences, 
and  nationality  are  not  given;  and  that  this 
is  an  attempt  to  will  by  testament,  through 
the  intervention  of  a  commissary  or  attorney 
in  fact,  and  constitutes  a  prohibited  substi- 
tution. The  petitioners  represent  that,  with 
the  will  declared  void,  the  inheritance  of  the 
property  of  the  deceased  devolves  upon  them, 
under  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  and  the  trea- 
ties in  force  between  Switzerland  and  the 
United  States.  The  judgment  of  the  court 
a  qua  sustained  the  opposition  to  the  will» 
decreed  its  nullity,  and  recognized  the  claim- 
ants as  heirs  at  law  of  the  deceased.  An  or- 
der  for  a  suspensive  appeal  from  this  decree 
was  taken  by  the  executors  and  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  city  of  Carouge. 

Motion  to  Dismiss  Appeal. 

A  motion  is  made  here  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peal on  several  grounds,  one  of  which  is  that 
the  record  is  incomplete.  It  sufilces  to  say, 
we  do  not  find  it  so. 

Another  ground  is  that  the  trial  court 
was  without  authority  to  fix  the  amount  of 
the  suspensive  appeal  bond,  and  that  no  ap- 
peal suspending  the  execution  of  the  judg- 
ment could  be  taken  without  the  giving  of  a 
bond  exceeding  by  one  half  the  sum  of  $15,« 
387.50,  which  was  the  net  amount  of  the  es- 
tate left  in  the  hands  of  the  executors  after 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  deceased  and 
the  expenses  of  administration.  The  bond 
given  was  for  less  than  the  sum  mentioned, 
but  was  for  the  amount  fixed  by  the  court. 
The  judgment  appealed  from  annulled  the 
will  and  the  probate  thereof.  It  further  rec- 
ognized the  petitioners  as  heirs  of  the  de- 
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ceased,  and  aa  such  entitled  to  the  dead  man's 
estate.  But  it  did  not,  in  terms,  send  them 
into  possession.  There  was  no  order  direct- 
ing the  recognized  heirs  to  be  put  into  pos- 
flession.  Neither  did  the  judgment  mention 
the  amount  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  estate 
then  in  the  hands  of  the  executors.  There 
vras  no  judgment  against  the  executors,  spe- 
cificallj,  for  a  sum  as  representing  such  pro- 
ceeds. Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  a 
case  where  the  district  judge  was  empow- 
ered to  grant  a  suspensive  appeal,  and  fix 
the  amount  of  the  bond  to  be  given  as  such. 
Edwards^  Suooession,  34  I^a.  Ann.  216;  Coyle 
Y.  Creevy,  34  La.  Ann.  539 ;  State  ew  rel.  Du- 
rumd  ▼.  Pariah  Judge,  30  La.  Ann.  285; 
Cloney'a  Sucoessian,  29  La.  Ann.  327. 

A  further  objection  is  that  the  only  party 
who  signed  the  bond  as  surety  is  Edward 
Hoehn,  who,  in  his  capacity  of  ooexecutor, 
is  appellant  herein.  The  contention  is  that 
Hoehn  individually  cannot  be  surety  for 
Hoehn,  executor,  appellant.  Neither  can  he. 
etate  V.  Prolate  Ot.  Judge,  2  Rob.  { La. )  449 ; 
Lafon  y.  Lafon,  2  Mart.  N.  S.  571.  It  may 
be,  too  (though  on  this  we  express  no  opin- 
ion), that  Hoehn,  in  his  individual  capacity, 
is  not  competent  as  surety  for  his  coexecu- 
tor  Jerome  Meunier  on  an  appeal  bond  given 
by  the  two  execurtors.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  this  question,  for  Hoehn  individually 
was  clearly  competent  as  surety  on  the  ap- 
peal bond  for  the  other  appellant,  the  city  of 
Carouge.  Even,  therefore,  were  the  appeal 
held  not  good  as  to  the  executors,  it  must  be 
maintained  as  to  the  real  party  in  interest, 
the  legatee  under  the  will,  and  this  neces- 
earily  would  bring  the  case  before  us  on  its 
merits. 

But  it  is  contended  the  city  of  Carouge 
has  not  appealed.  This  contention  is  based 
on  the  fact  that  the  motion  and  bond  of  ap- 
I)eal  recite  that  "Louis  Kittener,  the  duly- 
t|ualified  agent  of  the  commune  of  Carouge," 
appeals.  It  is  urged  that  this  is  not  an  ap- 
peal by  the  city  of  Carouge.  We  find  that 
Station  in  this  proceeding  to  annul  the  will 
was  prayed  for  against  "the  city  of  Carouge, 
Switzerland,  through  her  accredited  agent, 
Louis  Rittener;"  that  the  answer  of  the  city 
of  Carouge  to  the  demand  reads,  "into  court 
comes  Louis  Rittener,  the  duly-qualified 
agent  and  attorney  in  fact  of  the  commune 
of  Carouge,"  etc.;  and  that  the  judgment  up- 
on the  issues  made  up  by  tliis  answer  is 
against  "the  city  of  Carouge,  Switzerland, 
herein  represented  by  Louis  Rittener,  its 
duly-qualified  agent  and  attorney  in  |act." 
Under  these  circumstances,  while  the  way  in 
which  the  appeal  was  taken  and  the  bond 
drawn  may  be  objectionable  from  the  stand- 
point of  technically  correct  pleading,  the 
appeal  taken  by  the  party  filing  the  answer 
which  joined  the  issue,  and  who  is  recognized 
in  appellees'  pleadings  as  the  agent  and  at- 
torney in  fact  of  the  city  of  Carouge,  must 
be  held  to  be  the  appeal  of  the  latter.  The 
motion  to  dismiss  is  denied. 

On  the  Merits. 

Testamentary  substitutions  and  /ulet  eom' 
48  L.  R.  A. 


miaea,  have  been  prohibited  in  this  state 
from  the  earliest  times.  This  prohibition  was 
established  in  the  interest  of  public  order 
and  state  policy,  and  held  to  embrace  within 
its  scope  the  trust  estates  of  the  common  law. 
Numerous  decisions  of  this  court  attest  the 
jealous  care  with  which  this  policy  of  the 
law  has  been  enforced.  From  the  adoption 
of  the  Code  of  Louisiana  of  1808  down  to  the 
year  1882,  no  legislative  enactment  appre- 
ciably modified  its  force,  or  weakened  the 
stringency  of  its  application  to  testamen- 
tary dispositiona.  In  the  latter  year,  how- 
ever, a  marked  divergence  from  the  beaten 
path  of  the  law  in  this  respect  appeared 
anions  the  statutes  of  the  state.  Act  No. 
124  of  the  AcU  of  1882  was  adopted,  the  ob- 
ject of  which  IB  to  exempt  all  donations 
mortie  causa  or  inter  vivos  made  to  trustees 
for  educational^  charitable,  or  literary  pur- 
poses, or  for  the  benefit  of  educational,  lit- 
erary, or  charitable  instituti<His  already  ex- 
isting or  to  be  founded,  from  the  operation 
of  the  laws  of  the  state  relative  to  substitu- 
tions, trusts,  and  fidei  commissa.  It  is  part 
of  the  history  of  the  state  of  that  period  that 
this  departure  from,  or,  rather,  modification 
of,  the  ancient  policy  of  the  law,  was  coin- 
cident with  the  munificent  dispositions 
made,  or  then  about  to  be  made,  by  the  ven- 
erable and  philanthropic  Paul  Tulane  for  the 
laudable  purpose  of  founding  in  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  where  his  active  life  had  been 
spent  and  his  fortune  amassed,  a  great  uni- 
versity, which,  bearing  his  name,  stands  to- 
day alike  a  justification  of  the  aforesaid 
modification  of  the  law  of  trusts,  a  monu- 
ment to  his  memory,  and  a  blessing  to  man- 
kind. As  the  law  of  Louisiana  now  stands, 
therefore,  donations  and  bequests  can  be 
made  to  trustees  for  educational,  charitable, 
or  literary  purposes,  or  for  the  benefit  of  in- 
stitutions, existing  or  to  be  founded,  the  ob- 
ject of  which  is  to  promote  education,  lit- 
erature, or  charity.  But  it  is  clear  from  the 
language  of  the  act  of  1882  that  its  inten- 
tion is  to  restrict  this  p>ermiB8ion  to  educa- 
tional, charitable,  and  literary  objects  within 
the  state  of  Louisiana,  and  to  institutions 
founded  or  to  be  founded  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  for  such  purposes.  As  the  city  of 
Carouge,  a  political  institution  in  a  foreign 
jurisdiction,  can  never  exercise  authority  of 
any  kind  witliin  the  state  of  Louisiana,  nor 
incorporate  itself  under  our  laws,  nor  au- 
thorize trustees  to  incorporate  themselves 
here  for  the  purpose  of  dispensing  charity,  it 
must  be  held  tliat  the  act  of  1882  can  have 
no  bearing,  operation,  or  effect  on  the  l^acy 
under  consideration,  and  no  influence  in  the 
settlement  of  the  question  raised.  It  is 
equally  clear  tliat  the  charity  intended  by 
the  bequest  of  the  testator  was  to  find  its 
practical  application  in  Switzerland,  and 
not  in  Louisiana.  We  may  therefore  dis- 
miss the  act  of  1882  from  further  consider- 
ation. The  legacy  to  the  city  of  Carouge  is 
to  be  judged  by  the  codal  provisions  of  the 
law  as  the  same  stood  prior  to  the  act  of 
1882,  and  stand  or  fall  according  as  it  may 
or  may  not  measure  up  to  the  requirements 
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of  a  valid  testamentary  disposition.  The 
question,  then,  just  now  to  deal  with,  is. 
Does  this  bequest  evidence  a  substitution  of 
fidei  oommisaum  prohibited  by  the  law? 

To  create  a  substitution  is  to  bequeath 
property  to  one  or  more,  to  be  sucoeeded  in 
the  enjoyment  thereof  by  others  designated 
by  the  testator.  The  fidei  comtnissum  is  to 
bequeath  property  to  be  held  for  and  deliv- 
ered to  another.  It  is  a  mandate  or  trust, 
with  no  interest  conferred  on  the  legatee, 
who  is  charged  only  to  preserve  and  deliver. 
MeOan'8  Succ€€W>n,  48  La.  Ann.  157,  19  So. 
220.  It  is  a  charge  to  receive  for  and  deliver 
to  another.  [Mathurin  v.  lAvnudaia}  5 
Mart  X.  S.  303.  To  fall,  this  legacy  must 
ooroe  clearly  within  the  scope  of  one  or  the 
other  of  these  prohibitions,  for  the  law  and 
the  courts  lean  to  the  upholding  of  the  dis- 
positions made  by  testators  of  tiieir  estates. 
Eminent  civilians  have  declared  that, 
^'wherever  the  testamentary  power  has  been 
established,  a  will  or  testament  is  an  exer- 
tion of  human  liberty  and  of  human  volition 
over  property;"  and  by  others  truly  has  it 
been  said  that  "the  last  will  of  those  who  de- 
part this  life  is  the  last  expression  of  their 
love,  friendship,  and  gratitude,"  to  be  re- 
garded as  sacred,  and,  where  it  violates  no 
Iflw,  to  be  respected,  even  as  the  grave  of  the 
dead  is  respected.  Michan  Succession,  30 
La.  Ann.  217.  To  anathematize  the  disposi- 
ti<»M  of  wills,  to  decree  them  null,  it  must 
dearly  appear  they  come  within  the  prohibi- 
tions of  the  law.  Cole  v.  Cole,  7  Mart  N.  S. 
416.  A  doubt  existing  must  be  resolved  in 
favor  of  their  validity.  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art. 
1713;  McCluskey  v.  Webb,  4  Rob.  (La.)  204; 
Ditcloslange's  Succession,  4  Rob.  (La.)  409; 
[Cole  V.  Cole]  7  Mart  N.  8.  417;  Farrar  v. 
McCutcheon,  4  Mart.  N.  8.  47;  Arnaud  v. 
Torbe,  4  La.  504;  State  v.  McDonogh,  8  La. 
Ann.  173;  Auld's  Succession,  44  La.  Ann. 
W3, 10  So.  877. 

The  argument  against  the  will  is  ii  was 
the  intent  of  the  t^tator  that  the  commune 
of  Carouge  should  have  his  estate^  and  be 
charged  with  the  duty  or  trust  to  preserve 
the  same  for  indefinite  third  persons,  to  wit, 
**two  poor  girls,"  and  **ten  old  persons  of 
the  two  sexes,"  to  whom,  annually,  its  prof- 
its should  be  paid, — ^not  to  the  same  "two 
poor  girls"  and  "ten  old  persons"  each  year, 
Imt  to  such  persons  fulfilling  that  designa- 
tion whom,  each  year,  the  commune  may,  in 
its  disoretion,  select  as  beneficiaries  of  the 
eharity.  The  requirement  is  that  it  be  paid 
out  each  year  to  such  persons.  As  to  that, 
the  commune  has  no  discretion,  but  has  dis- 
cretion as  to  the  choice  of  persons  to  become 
the  recipients  of  the  bounty,  provided  they 
4re"poor  girls,"  in  the  one  instance,  and  "old 
persons,"  in  the  other  instance.  The  argu- 
inent,  further,  is  that,  while  this  clause  in 
the  will  may  not  constitute  a  substitution, 
it  does  create  a  trust  and  fidei  oommissum; 
that  it  is  a  bequest  in  trust  to  the  city  of 
Oftrouge,  which  is  charged  with  the  duty  of 
holding,  preserving,  administering,  and  in- 
vesting the  legacy,  and  applying  its  prof- 
its to  the  amelioration  of  the  condition  of 
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certain  indefinite  and  innominate  persons,  to 
wit,  two  poor  girls  and  ten  old  persons ;  that 
the  city  is  the  instrumentality  made  use  of 
by  the  testator  for  preserving  and  conveying 
his  estate  to  the  indefinite  persons  named; 
that  if  the  bequest  had  been  made  to  "two 
poor  girls"  and  "ten  old  persons,"  residents 
of  the  dty  of  Carouge,  it  would  be  void  for 
uncertainty  (for  instance,  what  "two  poor 
girls,"  what  "ten  old  persons")  ;  that,  to 
avoid  this  uiKseitainty,  the  bequest  is  made 
to  the  city  of  Carouge  as  trustee  to  select 
the  "two  poor  girls"  and  "ten  old  persons" 
who  annually  sIublII  be  the  beneficiaries  of  the 
bounty  of  the  testator ;  that  thus  to  the  city 
of  Carouge  a  commission  in  perpetual  trust 
is  given  to  be  executed;  that  the  funds  rep- 
resenting the  legacy  are  to  remain  unim- 
paired, are  to  be  preserved  indefinitely,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  investment  of  the  same 
are  to  be  distributed  by  the  city  as  the  com- 
missary or  attorney  in  fact  of  the  testator, 
to  the  girls  and  old  persons  annually  who 
may  be  selected  by  the  trustee;  and  that  the 
clause  in  the  will,  therefore,  is  a  testamen- 
tary disposition  c(Mnmitting  to  the  choice  of 
a  third  person  the  institution  of  the  bene- 
ficiary of  the  will,  and  comes  under  the  ex- 
press ban  and  prohibition  of  article  1573  of 
the  Revised  Civil  Code.  This  argument 
would  prevail  if  it  were  the  only  interpreta- 
tion of  which  the  will  is  susceptible.  But 
there  is  another  view  to  be  taken  of  the  will, 
and  wo  think  a  legal  one.  While  the  testa- 
tor willed  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  in 
Louisiana,  to  the  commune  of  Carouge,  he 
directed  his  executors  to  sell  the  property, 
and  to  convert  all  the  effects  of  the  estate  in- 
to cash,  and  to  transmit  the  funds  thus  de- 
rived to  the  legatee.  The  executors  have 
obeyed  this  injunction  by  selling  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  proceeds  thus  derived,  minus 
the  debts  and  charges  of  the  administration, 
are  the  subject  of  this  controversy.  This 
will  therefore  does  not  complicate  the  simple 
tenures  by  which  alone  our  laws  permit  the 
property  to  be  held,  nor  does  it  tie  up  indefi- 
nitely, and  take  out  of  commerce,  the  prop- 
erty of  the  succession.  Money  was  really 
the  thing  donated,  and  it  was  contemplated 
it  should  be  used  by  the  legatee  so  as  to  pro- 
duce an  annual  revenue,  which  is  not  to  be 
preserved  and  returned  to  another,  but  is  to 
be  applied  to  pious  or  charitable  purposes. 
The  title  intended  is  one  to  the  city  of  Ca- 
rouge in  full  ownership,  with  a  destination 
to  pious  or  charitable  uses.  Such  a  dispo- 
sition is  lawful,  and  may  be  carried  into  ef- 
fect if  the  uses  to  whidi  it  is  to  be  put  be 
such  for  which  the  city  would  be  otherwise 
bound  to  provide.  One  of  the  directions  of 
the  will  is  to  provide  for  old  persons  of  the 
two  sexes,  and  one  of  the  duties  recognized 
in  all  enlightened  countries  as  resting  upon 
conmiunities  incorporated  into  cities  is  to 
care  for  the  indigent.  State  v.  McDonogh, 
8  La.  Ann.  250.  Legacies  for  pious  uses  are 
described  to  be  those  which  are  destined  to 
some  work  of  piety  or  object  of  charity.  Id. 
171.  They  are  not  only  not  prohibited  by 
the  law,  but  viewed  with  favor.    Ibid.     U 
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is  no  objection  to  the  validity  of  a  legacy  to 
pious  uses  that  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the 
poor.  The  legatee  of  such  a  legacy  is  vested 
with  the  title,  even  though  the  destination 
aflBxed  to  the  property  by  the  testator  follow 
it  in  his  possession.  Id.  172.  The  law 
makes  no  distinction  between  a  legacy  to  the 
poor  of  a  city,  and  a  legacy  to  the  city  for 
the  poor.  In  both  oases  it  is  a  legacy  for 
pious  uses,  and  the  city  is  the  recipient.  Mc- 
Donogh  Will  Case,  8  La.  Ann.  247.  Legacies 
for  pious  uses  are  recognized  by  the  law  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  aid  from  individu- 
als in  supplying  those  wants  which  the  state 
itself,  or  the  communities  into  which  it  is 
divided,  are  bound  to  provide  for  in  the  in- 
terest of  society,  and  as  a  function  of  gov- 
ernment, falling  within  the  circle  or  coming 
within  the  scope  of  the  duties  of  govern- 
ment. Id.  249.  The  police  and  good  order 
of  a  city  include  the  education  of  youth,  and 
the  care  of  the  poor  within  its  limits.  De- 
duced at  first  from  the  principles  of  Chris- 
tianity, it  has  become  an  elementary  prin- 
ciple in  the  theory  of  government.  Id.  255 ; 
Domat,  Des  Comm.  107. 

When  analyzed,  the  provisions  of  this  will 
are  found  to  be  lawful,  simple,  and  reason- 
able; to  contain  nothing  hostile  to  any  con- 
Bideration  of  public  policy.  There  is  no 
trust  created  by  it.  Tlie  bequest  is  absolute 
to  the  city  of  Ca rouge  for  all  time,  burdened 
only  with  a  charge  to  dedicate  it  to  pious 
and  charitable  uses.  It  is  not  obnoxious  to 
the  maxim,  Le  mori  aaisit  le  vif,  for  the  title 
of  the  estate  is  immediately  vested  in  the 
commune  of  Carouge.  It  is  not  to  be  sur- 
rendered at  any  time  to  anyone.  No  one  is 
named,  to  whom  the  estate  is  to  be  trans- 
mitted. The  direction  that  the  proceeds  of 
the  property  are  to  be  placed  at  interest,  and 
the  pi'ofits  thus  derived  are  to  be  used  in 
the  way  indicated  in  the  will,  does  not  bring 
it  within  the  scope  of  the  prohibitions  of  the 
law.  This  direction  is,  we  think,  more  to 
be  regarded  as  in  the  nature  of  a  request  to 
the  legatee.  It  was  the  expression  of  a  wish, 
a  desire.  It  was  not  a  disposition*  It  was 
advice  and  recommendation.  Rev.  Civ.  Code, 
art.  1713,  we  think,  authorizes  this  meaning 
to  be  given  to  the  words.  8  La.  Ann-  237. 
It  will  be  observed  that  it  was  only  with  re- 
gard to  the  interest  on  the  fund  represent- 
ing the  estate  that  any  request  is  made  or 
direction  given,  and  even  that  is  not  required 
to  be  preserved  for  or  disbursed  to  any  par- 
ticular person  named.  In  a  general  way  two 
poor  girls  and  ten  old  persons  annually  are 
directed  to  be  aided  from  the  profits  of  the 
fund;  but  this  must  be  held  to  bo  within  the 
discretion  of  the  commune,  as  to  the  persons 
to  be  aided,  for  no  particular  poor  girls  or 
old  persons  are  invested  with  the  right  of 
enforcing  the  disposition.  This  does  not 
come  within  the  scope  of  fldei  oommissum 
:which,  as  we  have  seen,  is  understood  to  be 
a  disposition,  causa  mortis,  by  which  the 
heir  or  legatee  is  requested  to  give  or  return 
a  certain  thing  to  another  person.  Dom.  lib. 
4,  title  2,  §  2.  By  "another  person"  is  meant 
a  person  or  institution  so  named  or  indi* 
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cated  as  to  individualize  him  or  her  or  it. 
That  is  not  the  case  here.  This  bequest  i» 
to  the  city  of  Carouge,  and  to  it  alone.  S 
La.  Ann.  172.  It  was  in  no  sense  a  legacy 
to  any  other  person.  The  direction  to  use 
the  interest  for  a  given  purpose  did  not  vest- 
any  part  of  the  legacy  in  any  particular  per- 
son as  beneficiary  thereof.  The  city  of 
Carouge  is  instituted  universal  legatee.  By 
virtue  of  this  institution,  it  is  clothed  with 
full  right  of  ownership  over  the  funds  of  the 
succession.  There  is  and  can  be  no  substi- 
tute to  take  the  estate  at  any  time.  The  city 
has  perpetual  existence.  It  is  a  moral  per- 
son, perpetually  renewed  by  the  successive 
renewal  of  its  inhabitants.  While  this  leg- 
acy to  it  is  to  be  viewed  as  one  burdened  wi& 
the  charge  of  a  specific  destination  for  the 
behoof  of  the  city,  the  latter  is  not  encum- 
bered with  the  duty  of  returning  it  at  any 
time  to  anyone.  It  is  an  obligation  confiistr 
ing  in  faoiendo,  nothing  more.  8  La.  Ann. 
230.  It  is  a  gift  to  tlie  city  made  in  prcB- 
senti,  with  the  charge  of  specific  destina- 
tion; and,  since  taking  care  of  the  destitute 
is  a  duty  devolving  on  municipalities,  this 
legacy  is  really  to  be  viewed  as  one  to  the 
city  of  Carouge,  with  the  charge  of  invest- 
ment for  its  own  interest.  The  most  that 
can  be  said  against  the  legacy  is  that  it  is 
one  with  a  charge.  But  this  does  not  make 
it  a  fidei  oommissum,  for,  under  the  law, 
charges  and  conditions  may  be  placed  on  all 
heirs  and  legatees,  except  forced  heirs  as  to* 
their  Ugitime.  We  hold  that  the  city  of 
Carouge,  under  the  proper  view  to  be  taken^ 
of  this  will,  is  in  no  sense  a  trustee.  It  holds 
the  legal  estate  of  the  property  or  funds  do- 
nated to  it.  The  terms  of  the  will  are  terms 
of  disposal.  They  express  the  transfer  of 
ownership  from  the  person  of  the  testator  to 
the  legatee..  The  disposition  and  control  of 
the  fund  after  it  is  placed  in  the  city's  hands 
would  be  in  virtue  of  ownership,  not  trustee- 
ship. The  testator  did  not  devise  the  legacy 
to  persons  needing  and  entitled  to  receive 
charity,  though  it  was  the  object  and  inten- 
tion that  needy  persons  are  to  be  benefited 
by  itj  if  carried  out.  Burke's  Succession,  61 
La.  Ann.  538,  25  So.  387 ;  New  Orleans  ▼. 
Hardie,  43  La.  Ann.  255,  9  So.  12.  But,  evex^ 
if  the  legacy  had  been  devised  directly  to  the 
poor  of  the  city  of  Carouge,  it  would  come 
within  the  letter  of  the  law,  for  the  city 
could  and  would  take  charge  of  it  and  ad- 
minister it  for  the  beneficiaries.  Rev.  Civ. 
Code,  art.  1540;  Fink  v.  Fink,  12  La.  Ann. 
301:  [State  v.  McDonogh]  8  La.  Ann.  256. 
We  think  the  needy  persons  intended  to  be 
benefited  by  the  provision  of  the  will  are 
those  of  the  city  of  Carouge  coming  within 
the  description  of  the  wilL 

This  case,  we  think,  comes  within  the  rule 
of  those  decisions  of  this  court  of  which 
Milne  v.  Milne,  17  La.  46,  the  McDonogh 
Will  Case,  8  La.  Ann.  171,  and  the  Western 
Star  Lodge  Case,  38  La.  Ann.  620,  are 
types,  rather  than  within  the  rule  of 
those  decisions  of  which  Fra^lin*s  Suooes' 
sion,  7  La.  Ann.  395,  is  a  type.  The  case  of 
Burke's  Succession,  51  La.  Ann.  538,  25  Bo^ 
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387,  cited  by  plaintiffs,  k  not  in  point;  and 
that  of  Keman'a  tiueoession,  62  La.  Ann.  48, 
26  So.  749,  is  to  be  differentiated  from  the  in- 
stant case.  There  the  devise  was  to  Arch- 
bishop Jansaens,  of  the  diocese  of  Louisiana, 
and  to  his  successors,  of  certain  real  property 
(lots  and  houses)  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans 
"upon  condition  that  out  of  the  revenues  or 
rents  thereof  an  asylum  or  home  for  the  poor 
of  both  sexes  shall  be  founded,  endowed,  and 
maintained,  similar^  so  far  as  possible,  to 
that  of  St.  Michael's  in  the  city  of  Rome, 
Italy."  Sustaining  the  attack  of  the  heirs 
on  the  will  on  the  groimd  tha/t  it  sought  to 
create  a  fidei  oommiaswn,  and  proposed  a 
prohibited  substitution,  the  court  said: 
"Whether  we  hold  the  church  or  the  arch- 
hisbop  to  be  the  legatee,  we  are  confronted 
with  the  difficulty  arising  from  the  title  the 
will  see4c8  to  create.  The  will  conveys  no 
ownership.  The  title,  such  as  it  is,  is  one  of 
mere  administration.  Whether  held  by  the 
church  or  the  archbishop,  the  property  is  to 
be  {orever  inalienable."  The  court  held  the 
will  obnoxious  in  seeking  to  introduce  an 
impossible  and  ill^al  tenure,  and  that  no 
inch  title  as  tliat  conveyed  has  any  place  un- 
der our  system  of  laws.  Here  the  real  be- 
hest was  a  legacy  of  money,  for  the  will  di- 
rected the  sale  of  the  property,  the  proceeds 
of  which  were  devised  to  the  city  oi  Carouge 
for  pious  and  charitable  uses.  No  property 
here  was  to  be  held  forever  inalienable.  Had 
the  argument  advanced  by  plaintiff  in  the 
case  at  bar  been  sustained  in  the  McDanogh 
WUl  Case,  where  substantially  it  was  made, 
the  munificent  bequests  made  by  that  phil- 
anthropist to  the  cause  of  education  in  the 
dties  of  New  Orleans  and  Baltimore  would 
have  failed,  and  the  enduring  monuments  to 
his  memory,  in  the  form  of  commodious  and 
sabstantial  public-school  buildings  which 
dot  the  former  city  all  over,  would  never  have 
been  erected.  Had  it  been  made  and  sus- 
tained againfit  the  bequest  of  Alexander 
Milne  in  1841,  the  town  of  Fochabers,  in 
Scotland,  would  never  have  enjoyed  the 
bounty  of  its  native  son,  who,  amassing  a 
fortune  here,  devised  a  portion  thereof 
($100,000)  to  that  municipality  for  the  es- 
tablishment and  maintenance  of  free  schools, 
and  the  Duke  of  Richmond's  suit  in  its  be- 
half [Richmond  v.  Milne]  17  La.  320,  36  Am. 
Dec.  613,  would  have  been  in  vain.  If  it  had 
been  made  by  the  legal  heirs  of  Jankee  Smith- 
Bon  in  the  courts  of  Great  Britain,  and  sus- 
tained, against  the  princeJy  bequest  of 
£100,000  sterling  devised  by  that  enlightened 
Englishman  to  uie  United  States  for  Uie  pur- 
pose of  founding  at  the  capital  of  the  Repub- 
lic a  great  scientific  institution  "for  the  in- 
crease and  diffusion  of  knowledge  among 
men,'*  the  Smithsonian  Institute  would  not 
to-day  be  in  existence.  The  law  of  Louisiana 
is  not  the  illiberal  institution  the  argument 
•gainst  the  validity  of  Francois  Meunier's 
will  presupposes.  We  find  nothing  prohibi- 
tive of  the  transmission  of  the  funds  of  the 
legacy  to  the  commune  of  Carouge,  there  to 
be  dedicated  to  the  charitable  uses  intended 
by  the  testator. 
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But  it  is  insisted  the  city  of  Carouge  is  in- 
capable of  receiving  the  legacy,  and  one  of 
the  grounds  advanced  for  Uiis  contention  is 
that  the  treaty  of  1850  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Swiss  Republic  restriots  the 
right  of  acquiring  property  in  the  territory 
of  the  other  to  citizens,  and  that  this  ex- 
cludes the  city  of  Carouge,  which  cannot  be 
held  included*  within  the  teim  "citizens." 
The  city  of  Carouge  is  a  political  corpora- 
tion,— such  a  oue  as  is  defined  by  our  Code 
as  "an  intellectual  body."  Rev.  Civ.  Code, 
art.  427.  It  is  a  college  of  inhabitants,  the 
membere  of  which  succeed  each  other,  so  that 
the  body  continues  always  the  same,  not- 
withstanding the  change  of  the  individuals 
which  compose  it,  and  which,  for  certain  pur- 
poses, is  considered  as  a  natural  person. 
[bid.  Such  corporations  are  substituted  for 
persons,  may  possess  an  estate,  have  a  com- 
mon treasury,  and  are  capable  of  receiving 
legacies  and  donations.  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art. 
433.  It  is  too  narrow  a  construction,  there- 
fore, which  excludes  the  city  of  Carouge  from 
the  benefits  of  the  first  and  fifth  articles  of 
the  treaty  with  the  Swiss  confederation.  The 
latter  article  gives  to  heirs  (whether  by  tes- 
tament or  without)  of  citizens  of  each  of  the 
contracting  parties  the  right  to  succeed  to 
property,  to  inherit  it  and  take  possession 
thereof,  with  the  further  stipulation  that  one 
who,  on  account  of  being  an  alien,  cannot 
hold  real  property  (if  such  be  the  case),  is 
to  be  accorded  the  right  to  sell  same  and  re- 
move the  proceeds.  Our  law  declares,  "All 
persons  may  dispose  or  receive  by  donation 
inter  vivos  or  mortis  causa,  except  such  as 
the  law  expressly  declares  incapable."  Rev. 
Civ.  Code,  art.  1470.  Cities  and  corpora- 
tions are  ranked  among  persons,  and  they 
are  not  incapable.  "Corporations  are 
placed  by  our  laws  on  the  same  footing  as 
natural  persons,  as  to  their  capacity  to  take 
by  devise."  [Milne  v.  Milne]  17  La.  64.  "Do- 
nations inter  vivos  and  mortis  causa  may  be 
made  in  favor  of  a  stranger,  when  the  laws 
of  his  country  do  not  prohibit  similar  dis- 
positions from  being  maide  in  favor  of  a  citi- 
zen of  this  state."  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  1490. 
The  treaty  with  Switzerland  permits  citi- 
zens, respectively,  of  the  United  States  and 
of  the  Swiss  Republic,  to  make  such  dis- 
positions of  property  in  favor  of  each  other ; 
and  the  laws  of  Switzerland  do  not  prohibit 
dispositions  of  property  from  being  made  in 
favor  of  citizens  of  this  state  or  of  the  United 
States.  The  procureur  g4n4ral  of  Switzer- 
land certifies  that  no  law  of  that  confedera- 
tion places  any  obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  ac- 
ceptaiice  of  a  legacy  of  the  nature  of  that  of 
Francois  Meunier's  will,  when  the  council  of 
state  authorizes  the  acceptance,  and  it  is 
shown  that  this  authorization  has  been  duly 
given.  But  it  is  insisted,  as  further  ground 
for  the  contention  that  the  city  of  Carouge 
is  incapable  of  receiving  the  legacy,  that  this 
authorization  by  the  council  of  state  was 
necessary  because  the  legacy  contained  a 
charge,  and  the  law  of  Switzerland  does  not 
permit  municipalities  to  accept  "any  legacy 
or  donation  containing  any  diarges  or  con- 


Louisiana  Sufrbxb  Court. 


JUHB, 


ditions."  From  thU  the  a>rguinent  proceeds 
that  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  the  probate  of  his  will,  the  legatee,  oity 
of  Carouge,  did  not  possess  the  capadty  of 
inheriting  or  taking  the  legacy;  that  the 
legal  heirs  did ;  and  that  the  ownership  and 
seisin  thus  invested  in  the  latter  could  not 
by  any  subsequent  event  be  taken  away.  We 
do  not  find  that  there  is  any  prohibition  in 
the  laws  of  Switzerland  against  municipali- 
ties accepting  legacies,— only  that,  where 
such  legacies  contain  a  charge  or  condition, 
the  permit  of  the  council  of  state  to  accept 
must  be  had.  The  o&pacity  to  accept,  there- 
fore, exists, — ^to  become  executory,  however, 
in  ease  a  charge  or  condition  is  attached  to 
the  legacy,  only  upon  permission  being 
granted  by  the  council  of  state.  Where  the 
legacy  contains  no  charge  or  condition,  the 
capacity  to  accept  is  executory,  in  full  right. 
Where  there  is  a  charge  or  condition,  this 
capacity  to  accept  is  merely  suspended  until 
the  permit  is  granted.  There  was  then  no 
want  of  capacity  in  the  city  of  Carouge  to  ac- 
cept; and  when  the  couneil  of  state  acted, 
as  it  did,  and  gave  the  permission  to  accept, 
the  bar  was  removed.  The  case  of  First  Con- 
gregational Church  V.  Henderson,  4  Rob. 
(La.)  210,  cited  in  opposition  to  this  view, 
is  not  in  point ;  for  there,  sJt  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death,  there  was  a  positive  pro- 
hibition in  the  charter  of  the  church  against 
receiving  any  legacy  exceeding  $1,000.  So 
the  court  held  properly  that  "the  want  of 
capacity  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  result- 
ing from  a  positive  statutory  prohibition 
then  in  force,  cannot  be  supplied,  cured,  or 
removed  by  any  subsequent  legislative  enact- 
ment." In  the  instant  case  there  was  no 
'^absence  of  those  qualities  required  in  order 
to  inherit"  at  the  moment  the  succession  was 
opened.  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  050.  The  lega- 
tee here  existed  at  the  time  the  testator  died 
(Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  953),  and  possessed 
the  heritable  quality,  the  exercise  of  which 
was  merely  suspended  until  permission  to 
accept  was  had  from  the  council  of  state. 
The  capacity  to  receive  was  one  thing,  and 
existed.    The  exercise    of    it    was    another 


thing,  and  was  merely  inoperativo  until  the 
council  of  state  acted.  Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art. 
1473;  Milne  v.  MUne,  17  La.  46.  Many 
years  ago,  in  this  state,  Julien  Poydras,  dy- 
ing, bequeathed  by  will  $30,000  to  the  parish 
of  Point  Coupte,  and  a  like  sum  to  the  parish 
of  Weait  Uaton  Rouge,  the  interest  on  which 
he  directed  to  be  appropriated  as  dowries  to 
the  indigent  young  women  of  the  parishes, 
to  encourage  their  marriage.  Trouble  aris- 
ing as  to  t^  power  or  capacity  of  the  parish- 
es to  accept  the  legacies,  the  le^slature 
passed  acts  authorizing  the  police  juries  of 
the  said  parishes  to  accept  the  same,  and 
it  was  done.  [Milne  v.  Milne],  17  La.  55; 
Acts  1825,  p.  82;  Acts  1837,  No.  29. 

We  hold  against  plaintiffs  on  both  the 
grounds  urged  against  the  capacity  of  the 
city  of  Carouge  to  receive  and  take  the  legap 
cy,'  and,  deeming  the  legacy  not  one  coming 
within  the  prohibitions  of  tiie  law,  it  follows 
that  the  will  attacked  must  be  sustained  as 
a  valid  disposition  of  the  testator's  estate. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and^  de- 
creed that  the  judgment  appealed  from  hean- 
nulled,  avoided,  and  reversed,  and  it  is  now 
ordere<l  and  decreed  that  tiie  demand  of 
plaintiffs  herein  be  rejected  and  dismissed. 
It  is  further  ordered,  etc.,  that  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  Francois  Meunier,  de- 
ceased, be  sustained  as  a  lawful  testament- 
ary disposition  of  property,  and  the  execu- 
tors thereof  are  directed  to.  recognize  the  city 
of  Carouge,  canton  of  Geneva,  Switzerland, 
as  the  universal  legatee  under  said  will,  and 
to  pay  over  to  the  said  dty,  or  its  duly-ac- 
credited representative,  the  funds  on  hand 
representing  the  net  proceeds,  after  payment 
of  the  debts  of  the  deceased  and  the  charges 
of  administration,  of  the  sale  of  the  property 
of  the  estate  of  the  testator.  It  is  further 
ordered,  etc.,  that  costs  of  this  proceeding  in 
both  courts  be  taxed  against  plaintiffs. 

Breanx,  J.,  concurs  in  the  decree.  Mon- 
roe,  J.,  having  decided  tiie  case  in  the  court 
of  first  instance,  takes  no  part  in  the  deci- 
sion on  the  appeal. 

Rehearing  denied  November  20,  1899. 


MICHIGAN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Alfred  RICE 

V. 

DETROIT,  YPSILANTI,   A  ANN  ARBOR 
RAILWAY,  Plff.  in  Err. 


(. 


.Mich., 


.) 


1..  The  duty  of  a  street-railway  eom- 
pany  to  sell  tickets  In  quantities  at  re- 
duced rates  on  each  car,  by  virtue  of  the 
terms  of  Its  franchise,  from  a  certain  town 
from  which  it  runs  to  a  neighboring  city, 
extends  to  a  passenger  on  the  line  who  gets 
on  the  car  and  offers  to  buy  such  tickets  at 
a  point  outside  the  town. 

Note. — For  regulation  of  fares  on  street  rall- 
wmys,  see  Steinberg  v.  State  (Neb.)  19  L.  R.  A. 
670,  and  note;  and  Detroit  v.  Port  Wayne  &  B. 
I.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  20  L.  B.  A.  79. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


2.  A  street-railway  company  ^rltleli 
has  assumed  to  comply  witlt  tlte  terms 
of  Its  franclilse  requiring  sales  of  tickets 
at  reduced  prices  for  a  certain  trip,  by  pro- 
viding separate  ticlcets  for  different  parts  of 
the  trip,  without  offering  any  through-trip 
ticlcets  for  sale,  and  which  has  accepted  a 
ticltet  for  one  portion  of  the  trip,  cannot  es- 
cape liability  for  refusing  to  sell  tlelcets  at 
the  reduced  price  for  the  remaining  part  of 
the  trip,  on  the  ground  that  its  franchise 
obliges  it  to  sell  through  tickets  only. 

(February  20,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayn* 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  bad; 
an  excess  of  fare  paid  under  protest  on  d» 
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fendant's  ears  because  of  defendant's  refusal 
to  sell  a  trip  ticket  at  less  ooet.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  J.  Enunet  Snlliyan  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Measra,  Smitli  Sb  Ciuftl»  and  Bloe  ft 
Meeker  tor  defendant  in  error. 

MoatKomery,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  defendant  and  appellant  in  this  cause 
is  a  street  railway  that  maintains  and  oper- 
ates a  railway  between  the  city  of  Detroit, 
the  township  of  Springwells,  the  village 
and  to^^-nship  of  Dearborn,  and  other  places. 
The  cars  of  the  defendant  go  over  the  track 
of  the  Detroit  Citizens'  Street-Railway  Com- 
pany to  the  city  hall,  in  the  cit^  of  Detroit. 
Defendant  has  been  selling  five  tickets  for  50 
cents,  each  good  for  a  trip  between  the  city 
hall,  in  the  city  of  Detroit,  and  the  village  of 
Dearborn.  Each  of  the  five  tickets  is  di- 
vided into  two  parts,— one  ffood  from  the  vil- 
lage of  Dearborn  to  the  Flint  A  Pere  Mar- 
quette Railroad  crossing,  and  l^e  other  good 
between  the  Flint  A  Pere  Marquette  Rail- 
road crossing  and  the  city  hall,  in  the  city  of 
Detroit  The  franchise  granted  to  defend- 
ant by  the  village  of  Dearborn  provided  as 
follows:  'It  is  further  provided  that  the 
same  grantee  shall  charge  not  to  exceed  the 
following  rates,  to  wit:  From  any  point  in 
said  village  of  Dearborn  to  Woodward  ave- 
nue, in  the  city  of  Detroit^  fifteen  (15)  cents 
cash  fare,  good  either  way,  or  two  tickets 
for  twenty-five  (26)  cents,  good  either  way; 
a  strip  of  five  (5)  tickets  shall  be  sold  for 
fdty  (60)  cents."  By  the  terms  of  the  Dear- 
bom  franchise,  the  defendant  may  charge  6 
cents  for  a  ride  in  said  township;  and  the 
Springwells  franchise  permits  a  charge  of  6 
cents  from  the  Flint  &  Pere  Marquette  Rail- 
road crossing  to  Deabom  township.  The 
plaintiff  on  the  21st  day  of  July,  1898,  in  the 
dty  of  Detroit,  boarded  a  car  bound  for  the 
village  of  Dearborn.  He  gave  the  conduc- 
tor a  portion  of  a  through  ticket  which  en- 
titled him  to  ride  to  the  Flint  A  Pere  Mar- 
qaette  Railroad  crossing,  in  the  township  of 
Springwells.  Upon  arriving  at  the  crossing 
the  conductor  came  to  take  up  fare  for  the 
trip  between  the  Flint  &  Pere  Marquette 
Railroad  crossing  and  the  village  of  Dear- 
bom.  Plaintiff  tendered  50  cents,  and  de- 
manded a  sale  to  him  of  a  strip  of  five  tick- 
ets good  between  the  city  hall,  or  Woodward 
avenue,  in  the  dty  of  Detroit,  and  the  village 
of  Dearborn,— not  specially  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  his  fare  to  Dearborn  with  a  portion 
of  the  strip,  but  for  the  purpose  of  being  car- 
ried to  and  fro  between  the  city  hall,  in  the 
dty  of  Detroit,  and  the  village  of  Dearborn. 
The  conductor,  not  having  any  of  these  strips 
or  tickets,  demanded  that  the  plaintiff  pay 
10  cents  for  the  trip  between  the  Flint  ^ 
Pere  Marquette  Railroad  crossing  and  the 
village  of  Dearborn,  which  plaintiff  paid  un- 
der protest.  He  thereafter  brought  suit 
against  defendant  for  6  cents.  A  judgment 
in  the  drcoit  court  on  appeal  from  the  jus- 
48L.R.A. 


tice  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  6  cents 
and  costs,  by  direction  of  the  court. 

The  pleadings  are  not  printed  in  the  rec- 
ord, so  that  we  must  assume  that  no  point 
was  intended  to  be  made  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  declaration.  We  have,  then,  a  case  in 
which  defendant  is  operating  under  a  fran- 
chise imposing  a  duty  to  sell  five  tickets  for 
50  cents,  good  between  the  city  hall,  Detroit^ 
and  any  point  in  the  village  of  Dearborn. 
The  franchise  further  provided:  "All  sudk 
tickets  shall  be  kept  for  sale  upon  each  and! 
every  car  operated  by  it."  It  is  contended, 
that  the  franchise  is  in  force  onlv  within  the- 
territorial  limits  of  the  township,  and  doe» 
not  cover  territory  in  other  townships.  We 
do  not  think  this  contention  can  be  sustained^ 
The  franchise  is  in  the  nature  of  a  contract,, 
and  imposes  obligations  upon  the  company 
which  those  having  occasion  to  ride  iron 
Dearborn  to  Detroit  have  a  right  to  enforce. 
It  is  urged  that  the  case  of  Kissane  against 
this  same  defendant  (Mich.)  79  N.  W.  1104,. 
is  authority  for  defendant's  contention.  No 
such  doctrine  is  announced  in  that  case.  It 
was  held,  it  is  true,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
compdled  to  rely  on  the  restrictions  con- 
tained in  the  franchise  granted  by  the  mu- 
nicipality in  which  he  boarded  the  car,  but 
that  he  might,  imder  such  franchise,  pay  his 
fare  to  a  point  in  another  municipality,  and 
there  avail  himself  of  the  terms  of  a  fran- 
chise granted  by  the  latter.  The  plaintiff's 
right  under  this  franchise  is  not  different 
than  it  would  have  been  had  the  franchise  in 
Springwells  been  silent  on  the  subject  of 
fares.  The  defendant'  saw  fit  to  contract 
with  the  village  of  Dearborn  for  a  rate  out- 
side the  limits  of  the  village,  and  to  agree 
that  tickets  should  be  sold  on  its  cars.  This 
contract  it  cannot  repudiate. 

But  it  is  urged  that  no  damage  was  shown, 
for  the  reason  that  the  tickets  which  the  de- 
fendant was  accustom^  to  sell  (consisting, 
as  they  did,  of  two  parts)  were  not  the  kind 
of  tickets  required  by  the  franchise,  and  thut 
the  company  was  not  required  to  accept  the 
strip  from  the  Flint  A  Pere  Marquette  cross- 
ing to  Dearborn,  but  was  only  required  to- 
furnish  a  through  ticket  It  might  be  a 
sufficient  answer  to  say  that  a  failure  to  seli 
the  tickets  to  plaintiff  when  demanded  en- 
titled him  to  nominal  damages,  at  least,  anit 
that  no  more  than  nominal  damages  were- 
recovered;  but  a  further  answer  is  that  de- 
fendant has  placed  its  own  construction  ott 
the  requirements,  and  has  provided  tickets, 
in  form  to  suit  itself.  The  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled, by  means  of  such  tickets,  to  a  ride* 
from  the  city  hall  to  Dearborn  for  10  centa. 
He  sought  to  obtain  it  by  means  of  the  only 
ticket  kept  by  the  defendant  for  sale.  Oii» 
part  of  such  a  ticket  had  been  given  up,  and,, 
if  he  had  been  able  to  obtain  the  tickets  re- 
quested, the  remaining  portion  of  the  ride 
could  have  been  paid  for  with  the  other  cnur 
pon. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


Michigan  Supbbhb  Court. 
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William  L.  FU1.LER,  Plff,  in  Err.^ 
t?. 
LOCOMOTIVE     ENGINEERS'     MUTUAL 
LIFE  &  ACCIDENT    INSURANCE  AS- 
SOCLA.TION. 


(. 


.Mich.. 


.) 


The  amputation  of  about  one  fonrtlt  of 
a  perHou'a  foot  does  not  give  anT  right  to 
the  full  amount  of  insurance  on  the  ground 
that  all  the  use  of  the  foot  Is  lost,  under  a 
by-law  of  a  mutual  benefit  association  provid- 
ing for  full  payment  tn  case  of  the  *'amputa- 
tion  of  a  limb  (whole  hand  or  foot),"  as  the 
word  "whole*'  applies  to  the  foot  as  well  as 
the  hand,  and  the  injury  insured  against  Is 
not  the  loss  of  the  use  of  a  hand  or  foot,  but 
the  amputation  of  a  limb  that  should  inclode 
a  whole  hand  or  a  whole  foot. 


(December  80,  1899.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  St.  Clair 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce 
payment  of  an  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on 
a  policy  of  accident  insurance.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  John  B«  Mollwain,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

If  the  question  should  depend  upon  the  ex- 
tent of  plaintiff's  disability,  the  testimony 
tending  to  show  it  should  all  have  been  ad- 
mitted, and  the  court  should  have  stated  the 
law  and  left  the  jury  to  say  whether  plain- 
tiff's disability  came  within  the  law  as  given 
to  them. 

Turner  v.  Fidelity  d  C.  Co,  112  Mich.  429, 
38  L.  R.  A.  529,  70  N.  W.  898;  Lord  v.  Ameri- 
can  Mut,  Aoci,  Asao,  89  Wis.  19,  26  L.  R.  A. 
741,  61  N.  W.  293;  Sneck  v.  Travelers'  Ins, 
Co.  88  Hun,  94,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  545 ;  Sheanon 
V.  Padfio  Mut.  L,  Ins.  Co,  77  Wis.  618,  9  L. 
R.  A.  685,  46  N.  W.  799. 

In  a  contract  of  this  kind  the  court  will 
not  be  inclined  to  adopt  a  legal  construction 
varying  from  the  grammatical  construction, 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  party  insured,  or  to 
defeat  substantial  justice. 

The  contract  is  open  to  the  construction 
contended  for  by  plaintiff,  and,  this  being  so, 
the  law  is  well  settled  that  where  the  provi- 
sions in  an  insurance  policy  are  susceptible 
of  two  constructions,  the  one  most  favorable 
for  the  insured  will  be  adopted. 

Turner  v.  Fidelity  d  C.  Co.  112  Mich.  429, 
88  L.  R.  A.  529,  70  N.  W.  898;  Utter  y. 
Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  65  Mich.  545,  32  N.  W. 
812;  Orand  Rapids  Electric  Light  d  P.  Co, 
v.  Fidelity  d  C,  Co,  III  Mich.  148,  69  N.  W. 
249;  May,  Ins.  §  175;  Wood,  Ins.  §§  60,  62; 
Allen  V.  ;9f*.  Louis  Ins.  Co,  85  N.  Y.  473;  11 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  p.  286;  Anderson  v. 
Fitzgerald,  4  H.  L.  Cas.  484;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Hartford  F,  Ins,  Co,  95  U.  S.  673,  24 


L.  ed.  563 ;  Hohn  v.  Inter-State  Casualty  Co. 
llSMich.  79,  72N.  W.  1106. 

The  law  does  not  specify  where  the  foot 
must  be  amputated  to  entitle  the  insured  to 
recover. 

In  contracts  providing  indemnity  in  case 
of  the  ''loss  of  a  foot"  the  decisions  are  uni- 
form in  holding  these  words  to  mean  "the 
loss  of  the  use  of  a  foot/'  and  that  amputa- 
tion is  not  necessary. 

1  Am.  &  Enjg.  Enc  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  301 ; 
Lord  V.  American  Mut.  Acci,  Asso.  89  Wis. 
19,  26  L.  R.  A.  741,  61  N.  W.  293;  Sheanon 
V.  Pacific  Mut,  L.  Ins.  Co,  77  Wis.  618,  9  L. 
R.  A.  685,  46  N.  W.  799;  Sneck  v.  Travelers' 
Ins.  Co,  88  Hun,  94,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  545. 

Messrs.  Pliillips  Sb  Jenka,  for  defends^t 
in  error: 

The  policy  itself,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
duress,  or  mistake,  must  be  looked  to,  to  as- 
certain the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  par- 
ties; and  where  the  contract  is  clear,  pre- 
cise, and  unambiguous  in  its  terms,  and  the 
sense  is  manifest,  there  is  no  need  of  a  re- 
sort to  rules  of  construction. 

Joyce,  Ins.  §§  185,  205,  207;  Hartford  F. 
Ins,  Co,  V.  Davenport,  37  Mich.  609;  Su- 
preme Lodge,  K,  of  H,  v.  Tfaim,  60  Mich.  44, 
26  N.  W.  826. 

Hooker,  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  was  a  member  of  a  mutual 
benefit  association,  and  held  a  certificate 
which  he  claims  to  entitle  him  to  payment 
of  $3,000  under  article  19  of  the  by-laws^ 
which  is  as  follows:  "Any  member  while 
engaged  in  any  lawful  avocation  receiving 
bodily  injuries  which  alone  shall  cause  am- 
putation of  a  limb  (whole  hand  or  foot),  or 
total  and  permanent  loss  of  eyesight,  he  shall 
receive  the  full  amoimt  of  his  policy,"  The 
defendant  refuses  payment  upon  the  ground 
that  the  injury  sustained  does  not  bring  him 
within  the  by-law,  for  the  reason  that  the 
injury  did  not  cause  amputation  of  a  whole 
hand  or  foot.  The  circuit  judge  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  appealed. 

The  record  contains  diagrams  showing  the 
size  and  shape  of  the  whole  left  foot  and  the 
maimed  right  foot.  They  were  made  by 
drawing  a  pencil  around  them  while  the 
plaintiff  stood  upon  a  piece  of  paper.  The 
length  of  the  whole  foot  is  IIJ^  inches  to 
the  end  of  the  great  toe,  while  the  ampu- 
tated foot  is  exactly  7^  inches  on  a  line 
drawn  through  the  center  of  the  foot,  and  1% 
inches  if  drawn  in  the  direction  of  the  great 
toe.  It  is  thus  demonstrated  that  the  foot 
is  shortened  3^  inches,  which  is  as  nearly 
one  fourth  as  it  well  could  be.  This 
one  fourth  is  from  the  toe,  and  it  leaves  three 
fourths  of  the  foot.  This  would  leave  all  of 
the  heel,  and  substantially  all  of  the  hollow 


Note. — ^As  to  what  constitutes  loss  of  foot  or 
hand,  see  Sheanon  v.  Pacific  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
(Wis.)  9  L.  R.  A.  686;  Stever  v.  People's 
Mutual  Acci.  Ins.  Asao.  (Pa.)  16  L.  R.  A.  446 ; 
Lord  V.  American  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  (Wis.)  26 
L.  R.  A  741. 

As  to  what  constitutes  a  total  loss  of  sight  of 
48  L.  R.  A. 


both  eyes,  see  Humphreys  v.  National  Benefit 
Asso.  (Fa.)  11  L.  R.  A.  664. 

As  to  what  constitutes  total  disability,  see 
Turner  v.  Fidelity  &  C.  Co,  (Mich.)  38  L.  R.  A. 
r>29,  and  note;  also  Lobdill  v.  Laboring  Men's 
Mut.  Aid  Asso.  (Minn.)  88  L.  R.  A.  637. 
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of  the  foot«  and  possibly  a  part  of  what  is 
called  the  "ball  of  the  foot."  We  do  not 
overlook  the  statement  that  the  skin  of  the 
€ole  was  left  longer  to  lap  upward  over  the 
end,  and  perhaps  part  of  the  top,  of  the  mu- 
tilated foot»  but  this  cannot  have  lengthened 
it  materially.  It  is  claimed  that  it  would 
he  1  inch.  Counsel  claim  that  the  proof 
shows  that  all  use  of  the  foot  is  lost,  and  in- 
sist that  this  brings  them  within  the  spirit 
and  meaning  of  the  contract.  They  con- 
tend: First,  that  the  contract  should  be 
read  as  though  it  said,  "Foot  or  whole  hand," 
— ^in  other  words,  that  the  <^ualifying  adjec- 
tive, "whole,"  should  not  be  applied  to 
"foot;"  and,  second,  that  in  any  event  the 
whole  foot  was  amputated  when  it  was  so 
far  removed  as  to  be  useless  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  natural  functions  of  a  foot. 

The  natural  construction  of  the  words 
would  be  the  same  as  though  the  by-law  had 
said,  "Whoie  hand  or  whole  foot."  Further- 
more, the  injury  insured  against  is  not  the 
amputation  of  a  hand  or  foot,  but  a  limb; 
and  the  words  in  brackets,  "whole  hand  or 
foot,"  are  used  as  explanatory  of  what  was 
meant  by  the  word  "limb,"  i.  e.  an  amputa- 
tion, not  necessarily  a  whole  arm  or  leg,  at 
the  elbow  or  knee,  but  any  amputation  of  a 
limb  that  should  include  a  whole  hand  or  a 
whole  foot. 

We  are  cited  upon  the  second  proposition 
to  some  authorities  which  are  said  to  hold 
that,  if  the  beneficial  use  of  a  member  is  lost, 
there  may  be  a  recovery.  That  would  be  a 
reasonable  construction  of  a  contract  of  in- 
surance that  should  insure  against  the  "loss 
of  a  hand  or  foot,"  for  it  might  well  be  said 
that  a  foot  or  hand  is  lost  when  it  is  so  im- 
paired as  to  be  of  no  further  use,  and  that 
is  as  far  as  the  authorities  have  gone.  What 
is  meant  by  the  loss  of  a  hand?  Ordinarily 
the  term  "loss"  is  obvious,  but  when  it  is 
considered  in  the  light  of  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances, viz.,  an  insurance  policy  that  in- 
denmifies  against  the  loss  of  a  hano  or  an 
entire  hand,  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  hold 
that  the  parties  understood  that  any  injury 
to  the  hand  wnich  rendered  it  useless  was  a 
loss  of  the  hand  or  entire  hand.  In  Sheanon 
V.  Pacific  Mut,  L.  Ins.  Co.  77  Wis.  618,  9 
L.  R.  A.  686,  46  N.  W.  799,  where  "an  insur- 
ance policy  provided  that  the  principal  sum 
should  be  paid  if  the  insured,  from  a  violent 
and  accidental  injury  which  should  be  ex- 
ternally visible,  should  'suflfer  the  loss  of  the 
entire  sight  of  both  eyes,  or  the  loss  of  two 
entire  hands  or  two  entire  feet,  or  one  en- 
tire hand  and  one  entire  foot,'  the  insured 
was  accidentally  shot  in  the  back ;  the  bullet 
penetrating  his  spine,  and  producing  immedi- 
ate and  total  paralysis  of  the  lower  part  of 
his  body,  and  entirely  destroying  the  use  of 
both  feet  Held,  that  he  had  suffered  'the 
lo08  of  two  entire  feet,'  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy."  The  court  said :  "The  ques- 
tion is.  Does  the  policy  cover  such  an  injury? 
The  policy  covers  both  death  and  indemnity; 
the  company  agreeing  to  pay  the  principal 
sum  if  the  insured,  from  a  violent  and  ac- 
cidental injury  which  should  be  externally 
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visible,  should  'suffer  the  loss  of  the  entire 
sight  of  both  eyes,  or  the  loss  of  two  entire 
hands  or  two  entire  feet,  or  one  entire  hand 
and  one  entire  foot.'  This  is  the  language 
of  the  policy,  and  the  question  is,  What  does 
it  mean,  or  what  must  be  understood  by  it? 
Is  its  meaning  that  the  insured  is  not  en- 
titled to  recover  the  insurance  money  unless 
his  legs  and  feet  have  been  amputated  or{ 
severed  from  hid  body,  or  does  it  mean  that 
the  injury  must  have  destroyed  the  entire 
use  of  his  legs  and  feet,  so  that  they  will  per- 
form no  function  whatever?  The  contention 
of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  is 
that  the  clause  is  to  be  understood  in  the 
former  sense,  and  implies  an  amputation  or 
physical  severance  of  the  feet  from  the  body, 
and  does  not  include  an  injury  such  as 
paralysis,  though  such  injury  actually  de- 
prives the  insured  of  all  use  of  his  feet  and 
legs.  We  cannot  adopt  such  a  construction 
of  the  contract.  To  our  minds  the  loss  of  tlie 
hands  and  feet  embraced  in  the  policy  is  an 
actual  and  entire  loss  of  their  use  as  mem- 
bers of  the  body;  and  if  their  use  is  actually 
destroyed,  so  that  they  will  perform  no  func- 
tion whatever,  then  they  are  lost  as  hands 
and  feet.  In  ordinary  and  popular  parlance, 
when  a  person  is  deprived  of  the  use  of  a 
limb  we  say  he  has  lost  it.  This  is  the  ordi- 
nary sense  attached  to  the  word  when  used 
in  such  a  connection.  Now,  if  the  feet  and 
hands  cannot  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  mov- 
ing about  or  walking,  or  for  holding  and 
handling  things,  they  are  in  fact  lost  as  much 
as  though  actually  severed  from  the  body. 
The  expression  'loss  of  feet'  would  generally 
be  understood  to  mean  a  loss  of  the  use  of 
these  members;  and  if  the  lower  portions  of 
the  plaintiff's  body  and  his  feet  are  com- 
pletely paralyzed,  and  he  is  permanently  and 
forever  deprived  of  their  use,  he  has  suffered 
'a  loss  of  two  entire  feet,'  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  policy."  The  next  case  in  chrono- 
logical order  to  which  our  attention  is  called 
is  Stevers  v.  People's  Mut.  Acci.  Ins.  Asso, 
150  Pa.  132,  16  L.  R.  A.  446,  24  Atl.  662. 
There  it  was  held  that  "an  accident  policy 
insuring  against  involuntary,  external,  vio- 
lent, and  accidental  injuries,  and  not  against 
disease  of  any  kind,  or  against  disabilities 
which  are  the  result  wholly  or  in  part  of 
disease  or  bodily  infirmities,  and  providing 
for  a  stipulated  indemnity  for  partial  per- 
manent disablement,  which  is  defined  to  be 
the  loss  of  one  hand  or  foot  or  both  eyes, 
does  not  cover  the  case  of  indemnity  for  an 
injury  where  the  foot  is  not  lost  or  injured, 
and  it  may  be  used  constantly  by  means  of 
an  appliance  of  a  plaster  jacket  to  the  spine, 
although  the  foot  could  not  be  used  if  the 
appliance  were  removed."  It  was  held  that 
he  had  neither  lost  the  foot  nor  the  use  of 
it  The  case  of  Sneck  v.  Travellers*  Ins.  Co. 
is  next  in  order  of  time.  This  case  was  tried 
twice,  and  is  reported  in  81  Hun,  331,  30  N. 
Y.  Supp.  881,  and  88  Hun,  94,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
545.  The  understanding  in  that  case  was 
based  upon  a  "Iops  by  severance  of  one  en- 
tire hand  or  foot."  At  the  first  review  the 
court  held  that  it  was  error  to  submit  the  cas« 
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to  the  jury  where  the  proof  showed  that  the 
hand  was  removed  a  short  distance  bade  of 
the  knuckle.  Bradley^  J.,  dissented;  urging 
that  the  policy  insured  against  loss  of  the 
hand,  and  that^  it  being  shown  that  the  en- 
tire use  of  the  hand  was  lost,  there  might  be 
a  recovery.  Upon  the  second  hearing  this 
view  was  taken ;  Warner  and  Ward,  J  J.,  sus- 
taining it;  Lewis,  J.,  dissenting;  and  Brad- 
ley, J.,  not  voting;  and  this  order  was  after- 
wards affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals  in 
156  N.  Y.  669,  50  N.  E.  1122.  Again,  in 
Lord  V.  American  Mui,  Aooi.  Aaso.  61  N.  W. 
293,  26  L.  R.  A.  741,  the  supreme  court  of 
Wisconsin  held  that  "it  is  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine whether  a  total  loss  of  three  fingers 
and  a  part  of  another  on  the  same  hand,  de- 
struction of  the  joint  of  the  thumb,  and  a 
cutting  of  the  hand«  is  a  loss  of  the  hand, 
'causing  immediate,  continuous,  and  total 
disability,'  within  the  meaning  of  that  clause 
in  a  policy  of  accident  insurance."  89  Wis. 
19,  26  L.  R.  A.  741.  A  number  of  cases  are 
collected  in  a  note  to  Turner  v.  Fidelity  d 
O.  Co.  (Mich.)  38  L.  R.  A.  635,  536.  In  1  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  301,  this  subject 
is  summed  up  as  follows :  "It  has  been  con- 
tended on  behalf  of  the  insurance  companies 
that  tne  provisions  in  r^;ard  to  tiie  'loss'  of 
the  hands  and  feet  must  he  understood  to  im- 
ply an  actual  amputation  or  physical  sev- 
erance of  those  members  from  the  body.  But 
this  view  has  not  met  with  favor  from  the 
courts;  it  being  held  that,  to  entitle  the  in- 
sured to  recover,  physical  severance  is  un- 
necessary, but  it  is  sufficient  if  he  has  been 
deprived  entirely  of  the  use  of  the  feet  and 
hands  as  members  of  the  body.  And  there 
can  scarcely  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  soundness 
of  this  view,  for  if  the  feet  and  hands  cannot 
be  used  for  the  purpose  of  moving  about  or 
walking,  or  for  holding  and  handling  things, 
they  are  in  fact  lost  as  much  as  though  ac- 
tually severed  from  the  body.  Many  of  the 
companies  have  altered  their  policies  so  as  to 
read,  'the  loss  of  feet  or  hands  by  severance' 
thereof;  but  this  provision  has  been  held  to 
be  intended  to  refer  to  the  manner  rather 
than  to  the  exact  physical  intent  of  the  in- 


jury." These  cases  establish  the  proposition 
that  where  an  insurance  policy  insurea 
against  the  loss  of  a  member,  or  a  loss  of  aa 
entire  member,  the  word  "loss"  should  be- 
construed  to  mean  the  destruction  of  the  use- 
fulness of  the  member,  or  the  entire  member,, 
for  the  purposes  to  which,  in  its  normal  con- 
dition, it  was  susceptible  of  application.  In. 
all  of  these  policies  the  word  "loss"  is  used^ 
and  it  is  the  loss  of  the  member  that  is  in 
terms  insured  against.  As  indicated  in  the 
last  authority  cited,  the  attempts  of  the  in- 
surance companies  to  avoid  this  construc- 
tion by  so  changing  the  policy  that  it  reads, 
"Loss  by  severance  of  feet  or  hands,"  has- 
f ailed;  the  courts  holding,  as  before,  that  it 
is  the  loss  of  the  use  of  the  member  which 
was  the  object  of  the  contract.  In  the  pres- 
ent case  the  word  "loss"  is  eliminated,  and 
the  insurance  is  against  "an  injury  that  shall 
cause  the  amputation  of  a  limb  (whole  hand 
or  foot),  or  total  and  permanent  loss  of  eye- 
sight." This  language  is  not  ambiguous, 
and,  if  the  insurance  company  intended  to 
limit  its  liability  to  cases  where  the  entire 
member  was  actually  amputated,  tiiey  could 
not  well  have  chosen  more  apt  and  certain 
language  to  indicate  it,  without  supplementr 
ing  it  with  a  negative  statement  that  should 
exclude  recovery  for  the  amputation  of  less 
than  the  entire  foot  or  hand;  and  it  is  doubt* 
ful  if  that  would  not  be  open  to  the  same  con- 
struction as  the  language  actually  used^ 
This  company  is  comprised  of  the  insured.. 
They  make  contracts  of  insurance  which  pro* 
tect  against  certain  injuries  merely.  It  ia 
not  for  us  to  make  contracts  for  them,  nor 
should  we  enlarge  their  liabilities.  We  may^ 
determine  the  intention  of  the  contracting 
parties  as  disclosed  by  the  contract  if  it  ia 
ambiguous,  or  in  the  light  of  the  circumstan- 
ces under  which  it  is  made,  if  it  is  fairly  sus- 
ceptible of  a  different  meaning  from  that 
naturallv  implied  by  the  unexplained  use  of 
the  words.    This  is  neither. 

The  instruction  of  the  learned  circuit  judge 
was  correct,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

The  other  Justiotti  concur. 
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STATE  of  Minnesota,  Reapt,, 

V. 

George  A.  ZENO,  Appt. 
( Minn ) 

^1.  It  la  eompetent  for  the  levlslatnre 
of  tbfs  state,  in  the  Interests  of  the  public 
health  and  welfare,  to  enact  laws  for  the  pur- 
pose of  regulating  and  throwing  restrictions 
around  the  occupation  or  calling  of  barbers. 

2.  Gen.  Laiprs  1SD7,  ehap.  186,  In  so  far 
as  It  prohibit*  any  person  from  following 
the  occupation  of  a  barber  In  this  state  with- 
out first  obtaining  a  certificate  of  registration 

^Headnotes  by  Bbown,  J. 


NoTB. — As  to  license  for  business  affecting 
public  heslth,  see  State  y.  Nelson  (Minn.)  84  L. 
B.  A.  818 ;  State  ew  rel.  Moriarlty  y.  McMahon 
(Minn.)   88  L.  B.  A.  675. 
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as  therein  required,  is  TsJId,  and  not  in  tIoIAf^ 
tlon  of  the  Constitution. 

(February  6,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
the  Municipal  Court  of  Minneapolis 
denying  a  new  trial  after  oonviction  for  vio- 
lating the  statute  against  following  the  oc- 
cupation of  barber  without  a  license.  Af- 
firmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Albert  H.  Hall  and  C.  J.  Ca^ 
haley,  for  appellant: 

The  act  under  which  defendant  was  tried 
and  convicted  is  vicious  in  the  extreme,  since 
its  evident  purpose  is  the  legalizing  of  ik 
trade  union  or  trust;  and  its  offensive  pa^ 
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temaliBm  is  in  dear  oontraventioii  of  eonBti- 
tutioiiAl  limitations. 

Re  JaoohM,  98  N.  Y.  116,  50  Am.  Hep.  636. 

The  act  cannot  be  justified  as  an  exercise 
of  police  power. 

The  law  will  not  allow  the  right  of  prop- 
erty to  be  invaded  under  the  guise  of  a  po- 
lice regulation  for  the  promotion  of  health 
when  it  is  manifest  that  is  not  the  object  and 
purpose  of  the  regulation. 

Austin  V.  Murray,  16  Pidc.  121;  Water- 
tovon  ▼.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  316^  12  Am.  Rep. 
694;  Slaughier-Houae  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  21 
L.  ed.  394;  i2«  Jwoohs,  98  N.  Y.  110,  50  Am. 
Rep.  636;  Btats  ▼.  Donaldson^  41  Minn.  82, 
42  N.  W.  781. 

The  act  is  unoonfltitutional,  since  it  de- 
priyes  defendant  of  life,  liberty,  and  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law. 

People  V.  Qirard,  73  Hun,  467;  People  v. 
Marw,  99  N.  Y.  377,  62  Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E. 
29;  Butchers^  Union  S.  H,  d  L.  8.  L.  Co.  ▼. 
Crescent  City  L,  8.  L,  d  8.  H,  Co.  Ill  U.  S. 
746,  28  L.  ed.  685,  4  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  652;  Live 
Stock  Dealers  d  B,  Asso,  v.  Crescent  City  L, 
8,  L.  d  8,  H.  Co,  1  Abb.  (U.  8.)  398,  Fed. 
Caa  No.  8,408;  Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N. 
Y.  398;  People  ew  reU  Manhattan  8av.  Inst. 
y.  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48. 

Mr.  Ju  A*  Beed  for  respondent. 

Brown,  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Defendant  was  convicted  in  the  municipal 
court  of  the  city  of  Minneapolis  of  a  viola- 
tion of  chapter  186,  Gen.  Laws  1897,  and  ap- 
peals from  an  order  denying  his  motion  for 
a  new  trial.  Defendant  is  a  barber,  and  has 
followed  that  occupation  since  1880, — ^most 
of  the  time  in  this  state.  At  the  time  of  the 
yiolation  of  the  law  in  question  he  was  lo- 
cated and  engaged  in  such  calling  at  the  city 
of  Minneapolis.  On  the  1st  day  of  April, 
1899,  he  performed  certain  acts  within  his 
calling  upon  the  persons  of  John  Madden 
and  Rudolph  Schali,  without  first  having  ob- 
tained a  license  as  required  by  such  law;  and 
for  this  htt  was  convicted,  and  sentenced  to 
pay  a  fine.  There  is  no  controversy  about 
the  facts.  Defendant  violated  the  law  by 
continuinff  in  his  occupation  without  a  li- 
cense, and  was  properly  convicted,  unless  it 
be  held  that  the  law  is  unconstitutional  and 
void.  The  sections  of  the  law  applicable  to 
this  case  are  as  follows: 

"See.  1.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  per- 
nn  to  follow  the  occupation  of  barber  in  this 
state  unless  he  shall  have  first  obtained  a 
certificate  of  registration  as  provided  in  this 
act;  provided,  however,  that  nothing  in  this 
act  contained  shall  apply  to  or  affect  any  per- 
son who  is  now  actually  engaged  in  such  oc- 
cupation, except  as  hereinafter  provided." 

Sections  2  et  seq.  provide  for  a  board  of  ex- 
aminers, and  prescribe  their  duties.  Section 
7  provides  that  persons  engaged  in  the  occu- 
pation of  barbers  in  this  state  at  the  time 
of  the  approval  of  the  act  shall  be  entitled 
to  license  certificates  upon  the  payment  of  a 
fee  of  $1,  and  filing  witn  the  secretary  of  the 
board  an  affidavit  of  residence,  etc. 

j  "See.  8.  Any  person  desiring  to  obtain  a 

!         48L.R.A. 


certificate  of  registration  under  this  act  shall 
make  application  to  said  board  therefor,  and 
shall  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  said  board  an 
examination  fee  of  $5,  and  shall  present  him- 
self at  the  next  regular  meeting  of  the  board 
for  examination  of  applicants,  whereupon 
said  board  shall  proceed  to  examine  such  per- 
son, and  being  satisfied  that  he  is  above  the 
age  of  nineteen  (19)  years,  of  good  moral 
character,  free  from  contagious  or  infectious 
diseases,  has  either  (a)  studied  the  trade 
for  three  (3)  years  as  an  apprentice  under 
a  qualifiled  and  practising  barber,  or  (b) 
studied  the  trade  for  at  least  three (3)  years 
in  a  properly  appointed  and  conducted  bar- 
ber school  under  the  instructions  of  a  com- 
petent barber,  or  (c)  practised  the  trade  in 
another  state  for  at  least  three  (3)  years, 
and  is  possessed  of  the  requisite  skill  in  said 
trade  to  properly  perform  all  the  duties 
thereof,  including  his  ability  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  tools,  shaving,  hair-cutting,  and 
all  the  duties  and  services  incident  thereto, 
and  is  possessed  of  sufficient  knowledge  con« 
oerning  the  common  diseases  of  the  face  and 
skin  to  avoid  the  aggravation  and  spreading 
thereof  in  the  practice  of  said  trade;  his 
name  shall  be  entered  by  the  board  in  the 
register  hereafter  provided  for,  and  a  certifi- 
cate of  registration  shall  be  issued  to 
him.    .    .    . 

"Sec.  14.  Any  person  practising  the  occu- 
pation of  a  barber  without  having  obtained 
a  certificate  of  registration,  as  provided  by 
this  act,  ...  is  guilty  of  a  misdemean- 
or, and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  pun* 
ished  by  a  fine,"  etc. 

The  question  as  to  the  constitutionality  of 
this  statute  is  the  only  one  involved  in  the 
case.  Counsel  for  defendant  assail  the  stat- 
ute from  all  directions,  and  urge  its  invalid- 
ity on  several  grounds,  but  we  need  consider 
the  points  made  by  them  only  so  far  as  they 
are  pertinent  to  the  statute  as  applied  to 
this  particular  case.  We  will  not  stop  to 
inquire  whether  it  would  be  within  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  limit  the  number  of  ap- 
prentices a  barber  should  be  permitted  to 
have  at  one  and  the  same  time.  Such  ques- 
tion has  no  bearing  upon  the  one  now  before 
us.  It  will  be  time  enough  to  consider  and 
determine  it  when  it  is  presented  in  some 
case  where  that  particular  violation  is  com- 
plained of.  The  question  in  this  case  is.  Is 
it  competent  for  the  legislature  to  prohibit 
persons  from  practising  the  calling  of  a  bar- 
ber without  first  obtaining  a  license  or  cer- 
tificate of  registration?  Laws  enacted  for 
the  purpose  of  regulating  or  throwing  re- 
strictions around  a  trade,  calling,  or  occu- 
pation, in  the  interests  of  the  public  health 
and  morals,  are  everywhere  upheld  and  sus- 
tained. Such  laws  are  within  the  police 
power  of  the  state,  and  are  universally  sus- 
tained where  enacted  in  the  interests  of  the 
public  welfare.  The  question  presented  in 
cases  where  the  validity  of  such  laws  is 
called  in  question  is  no  longer  the  power  or 
authority  of  the  legislature  to  enact  them, 
but  whether  the  occupation,  calling,  or  busi- 
ness sonafht  to  be  regulated  is  one  involving 
the  public  health  and  interests.    A  person 
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engaged  in  such  an  occupation  is  not  alone 
interested  therein.  The  public  served  by  him 
is  also  interested.  He  is  interested  to  the 
extent  that  it  provides  and  furnishes  him 
with  employment  and  a  means  of  livelihood. 
The  public  is  interested  in  his  competency 
and  qualifications,  and  it  is  eminently  proper 
that  there  be  thrown  around  the  calling  pro- 
tection from  intrusion  by  incompetents,  and 
others  inimical  to  the  public  good.  It  is  un' 
necessary  to  discuss  the  grounds  upon  which 
such  laws  are  upheld,  or  the  objections  urged 
against  them.  Counsel  for  defendant  ably 
present  their  side  of  the  question,  but  the 
authorities  are  all  against  them.  We  cite, 
as  pertinent  to  the  question.  State  ex  rel. 
Powell  V.  Btate  Medical  Examining  Bd,  32 
Minn.  327,  50  Am.  Rep.  575,  20  N.  W.  238; 
State  ex  rel.  Chapman  v.  State  Bd.  of  Medi- 
cal Examiners,  34  Minn.  387,  26  N.  W.  123; 
Barbier  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed. 
023,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  367;  People  ex  rel. 
Ncchamcus  v.  Warden  of  City  Prison,  144 
N.  Y.  629,  27  L.  R.  A.  718,  39  N.  E.  686; 
Singer  v.  State,  72  Md.  464,  8  L.  R,  A.  551, 
19  Atl.  1044;  Dent  v.  West  Virginia,  129  U. 
8.  121,  32  L.  ed.  625,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  231. 

Is  the  occupation  of  a  barber  a  calling  or 
trade  involving  to  any  degree  the  public 
health  and  public  good?  If  it  is,  the  law 
must  be  sustained.  We  hold  that  it  is,  and 
that  the  health  of  the  citizen,  and  protection 
from  diseases  spread  from  barber  shops  con- 
ducted by  unclean  and  incompetent  barbers, 
fully  justify  the  law.  It  is  a  fact  of  which 
we  must  take  notice  that  the  people  of  to-day 
come  in  contact  with,  and  engage  the  services 
of,  those  following  the  occupation  of  barber, 
as  much  as,  if  not  more  than,  any  other  oc- 
cupation or  profession.  We  must  take  no- 
tice of  the  fact,  too,  that  the  interests  of  the 
public  health  require  and  demand  that  per- 
sons following  that  occupation  be  reasonably 
familiar  with,  and  favorably  inclined 
towards,  ordinary  rules  of  cleanliness;  that 
diseases  of  the  face  and  skin  are  spread  from 
barber  shops,  caused,  no  doubt,  by  unclean- 
liness  or  the  incompetency  of  barbers.  We 
must  take  notice  of  the  fact  that  to  attain 
proficiency  and  competency  as  a  barber  re- 
quires training,  study,  and  experience, — 
training  in  the  art,  and  study  and  experi- 
ence in  the  management  and  conduct  of  the 
calling.  A  design  and  purpose  to  protect 
the  public  from  injurious  results  likely  to 
follow  from  such  conditions  is  the  founda- 
tion of  statutes  like  this.  And,  as  we  must 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  foregoing  facts, 
the  foundation  for  this  law  is  apparent.  And 
it  may  be  said,  further,  that  there  is  as  much 
reason  for  a  law  of  this  kind  as  to  barbers 
as  there  is  for  such  a  law  as  to  dentists, 
pharmacists,  lawyers,  and  plumbers.  It  is 
enacted  in  the  interests  of  the  public  health 
and  welfare,  and  we  sustain  it. 

The  contention  of  appellant  that  if  the 
law  is  sustained  he  will  be  unable  to  con- 
tinue in  his  business,  because  he  cannot  now 
obtain  a  license,  is  not  sound.  He  was  a 
barber  engaged  in  the  occupation  at  the  time 
of  the  approval  of  the  law,  but  he  failed  to 
make  application  for  a  license  under  the 
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terms  of  fi  7,  above  quoted,  within  ninety 
days,  or  at  all;  and  his  contention  is  that, 
because  he  does  not  come  within  either  of  the 
three  classes  of  applicants  specified  in  §  8,  he 
cannot  obtain  a  license  at  all.  This  statute, 
like  all  statutes  enacted  in  the  interests  of 
the  public  welfare,  is  entitled  to  a  broad  and 
liberal  construction,  and  one  that  will  give 
force  and  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  law- 
making power.  Applying  such  a  construc- 
tion, we  hold  that  a  person  who  has  followed 
the  occupation  of  a  barber  for  three  years 
in  this  state,  and  is  otherwise  possessed  of 
the  necessary  qualifications,  is  entitled  to  » 
certificate  of  registration,  the  same  as  a  per- 
son coming  into  the  state  from  another  state. 
There  was  no  intention  to  discriminate 
against  barbers  of  this  state  and  in  favor 
of  those  residing  in  other  states,  and  a  con- 
struction of  the  law  which  would  result  in 
such  discrimination  cannot  be  permitted. 

This  disposes  of  all  questions  deserving 
special  mention. 

Order  affirmed. 


Conrad  J.  ERTZ,  Respi., 

V. 

PRODUCE  EXCHANGE  of  the  City  of  Min- 
neapolis et  aZ.,  Appta, 
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^A   complaint  whleli   alleges   that   tbe 
plaintiff,    a   dealer   in   farm   produce, 

had  a  profitable  business,  that  the  defend- 
ants had  conspired  together  to  refuse  to  deal 
with  him  and  to  induce  others  to  do  likewise, 
it  not  appearing  that  their  interference  with 
his  business  was  to  serve  any  legitimate  in- 
terests of  their  own,  but  that  it  was  done 
maliciously,  to  injure  him,  and  that  the  con- 
spiracy had  been  carried  into  execution, 
whereby  his  business  was  mined,  states  a 
cause  of  action. 

(February  8,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  District  Court  for  Hennepin  County 
overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint  filed  to 
recover  damages  for  injuries  to  plaintiff's 
business  by  defendants'  alleged  wrtmgful 
combination  to  refuse  to  deal  with  him.  Af* 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Stiles  Sk  Stiles  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  James  Robertson  and  IE.  C. 
Brady,  for  respondent: 

The  opinion  in  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hollia,  54 
Minn.  223,  sub  nom.  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  North- 
western  Lumber  Men's  Asao.  21  L.  R.  A.  337, 
55  N.  W.  1119,  was  written  with  reference 

*Headnote  by  Stabt,  Ch.  J. 


Note. — For  boycott  or  conspiracy  to  injure 
business,  see  also  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Northwest- 
em  Lumbermen's  Asso.  (Minn.)  21  L.*  R.  A. 
337,  and  note;  Cote  ▼.  Murphy  (Pa.)  23  L.  R. 
A.  135;  Jackson  v.  Stanfield  (Ind.)  23  L.  R  A. 
588;  Graham  v.  St.  Charles  Street  R.  Co.  (La.) 
27  L.  R.  A.  416:  Macauley  Bros.  v.  Tlemey  (R 
I.)  37  L.  R  A.  465 ;  Hartnett  v.  Plumber's  Sup- 
ply Asso.  (Mass.)  38  L.  R  A.  104 ;  Brewster  ▼. 
C.  Miller's  Sons  (Ky.)  38  L.  R  A.  605 ;  Dore- 
mus  V.  Hennessy  (111.)  48  L.  R  A.  707;  and 
BoutweU  V.  Marr  (Vt.)  43  L.  R  A.  808. 
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only  to  the  ease  under  consideration,  and  it 
cannot  stand  (even  in  the  absence  of  an  anti- 
trust statute)  as  a  general  rul^. 

There  was  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  retail 
dealers  to  protect  their  business  from  the 
encroachments  of  a  wholesaler.  In  the  case 
at  bar  it  is  an  attempt  of  some  retailers, 
through  malice,  to  injure  the  business  of  a 
competitor. 

In  the  one  case  it  was  not  actionable,  and 
in  the  other  it  was. 

Dels  V.  Winfree,  80  Tex.  400, 16  S.  W.  Ill ; 
Van  Ham  ▼.  Van  Horn,  62  N.  J.  L.  284,  10 
L.  R.  A.  184,  20  Atl.  485;  Doremus  v.  Henr 
nes9y,n6  111.608,43  L.R.A.797,52N.  E.924. 

The  Bohn  Case  has  not  met  with  favor  by 
the  majority  of  the  courts  of  last  resort 

Hopkins  v.  Owley  Stave  Co,  49  U.  8.  App. 
709,  83  Fed.  Rep.  912,  28  C.  C.  A.  99;  Jack- 
son V.  Btanfield,  137  Ind.  592,  23  L.  R.  A. 
688.  36  N.  E.  346,  37  N.  E.  14. 

Injuries  to  property  indirectly  brought 
about  by  menaces,  false  representations,  or 
fraud  create  as  valid  a  cause  of  action  as  any 
direct  injury  from  force  or  trespass. 

Addison,  Torts,  p.  20;  Walker  v.  Oronin, 
107  Mass.  562;  Carew  ▼.  Rutherford,  106 
Mass.  10,  8  Am.  Rep.  287. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  shows  (1) 
intentional  and  wilful  acts,  (2)  calculated 
to  cause  injury  to  plaintiff  in  his  lawful 
business,  (3)  done  with  the  unlawful  pur- 
pose to  cause  such  damage  and  loss,  without 
right  or  justifiable  cause  on  the  part  of  de- 
fendants (constituting  malice),  and  (4)  ac- 
tual loss  and  damage  resulting.  This  was 
sufficient. 

Walker  v.  Cronin,  107  Mass.  562;  Delz  t. 
Winfree,  80  Tex.  400,  16  S.  W.  Ill;  Van 
Horn  V.  Van  Horn,  52  N.  J.  L.  284,  10  L.  R. 
A.  184,  20  Atl.  486;  Boutwell  v.  Marr,  71  Vt. 
1,  43  L.  R.  A.  803,  42  Atl.  607 ;  People  ea>  rel. 
Mcllhany  v.  Chicago  Live  Stock  Exchange, 
170  111.  556,  39  L.  R.  A.  373,  48  N.  E.  1062; 
Graham  v.  St,  Charles  Street  R,  Co,  47  La. 
Ann.  214,  27  L.  R.  A.  416,  16  So.  806;  Mc- 
Henry  v.  Sneer,  56  Iowa,  649,  10  N.  W.  234. 

Chapter  359,  Laws  1899,  controls  and  gov- 
erns the  action  at  bar. 

The  legislature,  not  content  with  making 
the  acts  of  appellants  unlawful,  has  by  §  2  of 
«aid  act  made  them  criminal. 

The  all^ations  of  the  complaint  bring  ap- 
pellants clearly  within  the  statute! 

United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight 
A880,  166  U.  S.  324,  41  L.  ed.  1021,  17  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  540;  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe 
d  Steel  Co.  54  U.  S.  App.  723,  85  Fed.  Rep. 
279,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  R.  A.  122. 

Where  a  party  commits  an  act  which  is 
criminal,  and  another  suffers  damages  in 
-consequence,  a  right  of  action  accrues  to  the 
injiir«i  party. 

Cooley,  Torts,  88-124;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Taw,  2d  ed.  p.  598;  1  Bishop,  Crim.  Law, 
264;  2  Addison,  Torts,  850;  Doremus  v. 
Hennessy,  176  111.  608,  43  L.  R.  A.  797,  52  N. 
X  924. 

Start,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt: 

The  defendants  interposed  a  general  de- 
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murrer  to  the  complaint  in  this  case,  and 
they  appealed  from  the  order  of  the  district 
court  of  the  county  of  Hennepin  overruling 
their  demurrer.  The  material  facts  alleged 
in  the  complaint  are  these:  The  plaintiff 
is  now,  and  for  two  and  a  half  years  past 
has  been,  engaged,  at  the  city  of  Minneapo- 
lis, in  the  business  of  a  commission  mer- 
chant, buying  and  selling  farm  produce  and 
conunodities.  His  profits  from  his  business, 
prior  to  the  committing  of  the  wrongs  here- 
inafter stated  by  the  defendants,  were  $20,- 
000  per  year.  To  enable  him  to  conduct  his 
business,  it  has  been  and  is  necessary  for  him 
to  buy  such  farm  produce  and  commodities 
in  the  market  at  Minneapolis,  and  resell  the 
same  to  his  customers.  The  defendants, 
during  the  time  the  plaintiff  has  so  con- 
ducted his  business,  have  been,  and  stDl  are, 
engaged  in  buying  and  selling  farm  produce 
and  commodities,  and  they  are  practically 
all  the  persons,  firms,  and  corporations  who 
are  engaged  in  such  business  in  the  city  of 
Minneapolis,  and  during  such  time  they  have 
and  still  do  control,  regulate,  and  govern  the 
quantity  and  price  of  such  farm  produce  and 
commodities,  and  the  purchase  and  sale 
thereof.  The  plaintiff,  prior  to  July  19, 
1899,  was  accustomed  to  and  did  purchase 
the  produce  and  commodities  so  dealt  in  by 
him  from  the  defendants,  and  paid  them 
therefor  in  full.  But  on  the  day  named,  and 
at  various  subsequent  times,  the  defendant 
the  produce  exchange  conspired,  confeder- 
ated, and  agreed  to  and  with  all  of  the  other 
defendants  herein  not  to  sell' to,  or  buy  of, 
plaintiff,  in  any  manner,  any  farm  produce 
or  commodities  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  his  business.  The  defendant  the  produce 
exchange  then  and  there  did  maliciously  so- 
licit and  procure  from  all  of  its  codefend- 
ants,  and  each  of  them,  and  from  many  other 
persons  to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  an  agree- 
ment not  to  sell  to,  or  buy  from,  plaintiff 
such  products  and  commodities,  and  did  so 
induce  its  codefendants,  and  each  of  them, 
and  other  persons,  by  the  aid  of,  and  through 
the  infiuence  of,  all  of  the  deifendants,  not 
to  sell  to,  or  buy  of,  the  plaintiff  any  of  such 
products  and  commodities,  for  the  purpose  of 
his  business  or  otherwise.  In  pursuance  of 
such  conspiracy,  each  and  all  of  the  defend- 
ants have,  with  such  malicious  and  unlaw- 
ful intent,  ever  since  July  19,  1899,  refused 
so  to  sell  to,  or  buy  of,  the  plaintiff,  and  have 
daily  circulated  among  and  reported  to  the 
patrons  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  unable 
to  buy,  such  products  and  commodities,  with 
the  intent  of  inducing  such  patrons  to  dis- 
continue doing  business  with  the  plaintiff. 
The  business  of  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the 
premises,  has  been  ruined,  and  he  has  been 
damaged  thereby  in  the  sum  of  $25,000. 

If  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  are 
true,  and  the  demurrer  admits  them,  it  is 
certain  that  the  plaintiff  has  suffered  ma- 
terial financial  injury  by  the  acts  of  the  de- 
fendant. Does  the  law  afford  him  any  rem- 
edy? Counsel  for  the  defendants  insist  that 
the  question  must  be  answered  in  the  nega- 
tive, because  their  acts  in  the  premises  were 
lawful,  and,  being  so,  the  intent  with  which 
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'fhey  did  the  acts  is  immaterial.  It  may  be 
conceded  that,  if  the  acts  of  the  defendants 
were  lawful,  the  motive  which  actuated  them 
is  immaterial  in  determining  the  strict  le- 
gal rights  of  the  parties.  The  question, 
then,  is.  Were  the  defendants'  acts  leealf 
In  its  broadest  aspect,  this  question  involves 
considerations  of  the  highest  importance  to 
the  individual  and  to  the  public.  The  genius 
of  our  free  institutions  encourages  all  men 
to  seek  better  fortunes,  higher  levels,  and 
larger  opportunities  for  success  in  life. 
Therefore,  within  proper  limits,  it  is  both 
lawful  and  commendable  for  men  to  com- 
bine for  the  purpose  of  securing  better  wages 
or  larger  returns  from  their  business  ven- 
tures. It  is  not,  however,  our  purpose  to 
enter  upon  any  general  discussion  as  to  the 
limitations  upon  this  right  of  men  to  com- 
bine for  the  purpose  of  furthering  their  own 
interests,  without  reference  to  the  rights  of 
others.  Our  sole  purpose  is  to  inquire 
whether  the  acts  of  the  defendants  in  this 
case  .were«  as  to  the  plaintiff,  lawful.  The 
defendants  rely  upon  the  case  of  Bohn  Mfg, 
Co.  V.  HolliSf  54  Minn.  223,  auh  nam,  Bohn 
Mfg,  Co.  V.  2iorthu>e8tem  Lumbermen*  a 
As80.  21  L.  R.  A.  337,  55  N.  W.  1119,  in  sup- 
port of  their  contention  that  the  defendants' 
acts  in  question  were  lawful.  The  general 
propositions  of  law  laid  down  in  the  decision 
in  that  case  are  sound,  as  applied  to  the 
facts  of  that  particular  case,  which  were  sub- 
stantially these:  The  defendants  were  re- 
tail lumber  dealers,  and  formed  a  voluntary 
association,  by  which  they  mutually  agreed 
that  they  would  not  deal  with  any  whole- 
sale dealer  who  should  sell  lumber  to  persons 
not  dealers  at  the  place  where  a  member  of 
the  association  was  carrying  on  business. 
The  object  of  the  association  was  to  protect 
its  members  against  sales  by  wholesale  deal- 
ers to  contractors  and  consumers.  In  case  a 
wholesale  dealer  made  any  such  sale,  and  re- 
fused to  make  amends  therefor,  as  provided 
by  the  by-laws  of  the  association,  its  secre- 
tary was  required  to  notify  all  of  its  mem- 
bers of  the  fact,  and  thereafter  such  mem- 
bers were  to  refrain  from  dealing  with  the  of- 
fending wholesale  dealer.  The  plaintiff,  the 
Bohn  Manufacturing  Company,  a  wholesale 
dealer,  having  made  such  a  sale,  the  secre- 
tary of  the  association  was  about  to  send  no- 
tice of  the  fact  to  all  of  its  members.  There- 
upon the  company  commenced  an  action  for 
a  permanent  injunction,  enjoining  the  de- 
fendants from  issuing  such  notices.  This 
court  held  that  the  action  would  not  lie. 
The  decision  was  correct,  but  it  is  not  ap- 
plicable to  the  alleged  facts  in  this  case.  It 
is  to  be  noted  that  the  defendants  in  the  Bohn 
Case  had  similar  legitimate  interests  to  pro- 
tect, which  were  menaced  by  the  practice  of 
wholesale  dealers  in  selling  lumber  to  con- 
tractors and  consumers,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants' efforts  to  induce  parties  not  to  deal 
with  offending  wholesale  dealers  were  lim- 
ited to  the  members  of  the  association  hav- 
ing similar  interests  to  conserve,  and  that 
there  was  no  agreement  or  combination  or  at- 
tempt to  induce  other  persons  not  members  of 
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the  association  to  withhold  thmr  patrons^ 
from  such  wholesale  dealer.  In  this  respect 
the  ease  differs  essentially  fr<Hn  the  one  at. 
bar,  in  which  the  complaint  does  not  show 
that  the  defendants  had  any  legitimate  in- 
terests to  protect  by  their  alleged  combi- 
nation. On  the  contrary,  it  is  expressly  al- 
leged in  the  complaint  that  the  combination^ 
which  was  carried  into  execution,  was  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  injuring  the  plaintiff's 
business,  and  that  the.defei^ants  conspired 
to  induce  the  plaintiff's  patrons  and  persona^ 
other  than  the  defendants,  to  refuse  to  deal 
with  him.  Such  allied  acts  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  are  clearly  unlawful. 

It  is  true,  as  claimed  by  the  defendants- 
and  as  stated  in  the  Bohn  Case,  that  a  man, 
not  under  contract  obligations  to  the  con- 
trary, has  a  right  to  refuse  to  work  for,  or 
deal  with,  any  man  or  class  of  men,  as  he^ 
sees  fit,  and  that  the  right  whidi  one  man 
may  exercise  singly  many  may  lawfully  agree- 
by  voluntary  association  to  do  jointly,  pro- 
vided they  do  not  interfere  with  the  l^;al 
rights  of  others.  But  one  man  singly,  nor 
any  number  of  men  jointly,  having  no  legiti- 
mate interests  to  protect,  may  not  lawfully 
ruin  the  business  of  another  by  malicioualy 
inducing  his  patrons  and  third  parties  not 
to  deal  with  him.  See  Walker  v.  OrwMm^ 
107  Mass.  562;  Dela  v.  Winfree,  80  Tex,  400, 
16  S.  W.  Ill;  Graham  v.  8t.  Charles  Street 
R.  Co.  47  La.  Ann.  214,  27  L.  R.  A.  416,  16 
So.  806;  Hopkins  v.  Owley  Stave  Co.  49  U.  8. 
App.  709,  83  Fed.  Rep.  912,  28  C.  C.  A.  99. 

This  is  just  what  the  complaint  in  this 
case  charges  the  defendants  with  doing,  and 
we  hold  that  it  states  a  cause  of  action. 

Order  affirmed. 


STATE  of  Minnesota^  Respt^ 

V. 

Lyman  E.  COWDERY,  Appt. 
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^1.     A  provision  In  a  storase  reeetpt,. 

issued  under  (  7C46,  Gen.  Stat.  1894,  that 
the  stored  property  may  be  mingled  with 
other  property  of  the  same  kind,  or  trans- 
ferred to  other  elevators  or  warehouses,  does 
not  confer  aathorlty  on  the  warehouseman 
to  sell  the  property  described  therein. 

2.  Under  sacli  a  receipt,  when  it  in  other 
respects  conforms  to  the  provisions  of  |  7646, 
Gen.  Stat.  1894,  the  contract  is  a  bailment, 
and  not  a  sale. 

3.  Flax  is  Included  within  the  meaning  and- 
Intent  of  ff  7645  el  seq..  Gen.  Stat.  1894,  and 
is  subject  to  the  protection  of  the  warehouse 
law. 

4.  The  evidence  In  this  case  doe*  not 
■lio-w  beyond  a  reasonable  donbt  that 
there  was  an  Intent  to  defraud  the  prose- 
cutor, which  is  an  essential  Ingredient  of  tho 
ofTense  charged,  and  the  conviction  is  there- 
fore set  aside. 

(February  6,  1900.) 
•Headnotes  by  Lovelt,  J. 


Note. — As  to  sale  of  goods  stored  by  ware-- 
houseman,  see  Hall  v.  Pillsbury  (Minn.)  7  I^. 
R.  A.  529,  and  note. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  Gowdery  from  a 
judgment  of  the  District  Court  for 
Dodge  County  convicting  him  of  larceny  in 
fraudulently  misappropriating  flax  which 
had  been  delivered  to  him  for  storage.  Re- 
versed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Ghilda,  Edgerton,  St  Wiekwire 
for  appellant. 

Messrs,  W.  B.  Dovslaat  Attorney  Gener- 
al, and  G.  W.  Somerby,  for  respondent: 

The  tickets  issued  to  complaining  witness 
by  the  firm  of  Cowdery  k  Wbeeler  were  con- 
tracts of  bailment. 

atate  v.  Barry  (Minn.)  70  N.  W.  666; 
HewhaU  v.  Paige,  10  Gray,  368;  8  Jones, 
Bailm.  56. 

Wherever  a  criminal  Intent  can  be  shown 
along  with  the  other  essentials  of  the  offense, 
a  prosecution  under  the  Penal  Code  for  lar- 
ceny will  lie. 

The  jury  found  from  all  the  circumstances 
the  essential  criminal  intent. 

All  that  is  necessary  on  this  question  of 
intent  is  that  the  intention  to  appropriate 
another's  property  to  one's  own  use  be  pres- 
ent at  the  time  of  the  taking,  and  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  the  intention  be  to  appropriate  such 
property  for  the  time  being;  and  a  mental 
reservation  or  hope  entertained,  to  be  able 
in  the  future  to  make  restitution,  does  not 
relieve  the  act  of  its  criminal  character. 

McLain,  Crim.  Law,  U  641,  651. 

The  indictment  was  sufficient. 

State  V.  Barry  (Minn.)  79  N.  W.  656; 
State  V.  Comings,  54  Minn.  850,  66  N.  W. 
50;  Ritter  v.  State,  111  Ind.  324,  12  N.  E. 
601;  People  v.  Hill,  3  Utah,  334,  3  Pac.  76; 
State  V.  Comfort,  22  Minn.  271 ;  State  v. 
yew,  22  Minn.  76. 

Mr.  J.  J.  MeGaucliey  also  for  respond- 
ent. 

Lovely,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Defendant,  who  was  jointly  indicted  with 
another  person,  was  convicted  of  the  crime 
of  larceny,  as  bailee,  in  fraudulently  appro- 
priating a  quantity  of  flax  to  his  own  use, 
with  intent,  as  charged  in  the  indictment, 
"to  deprive  the  owner  thereof  of  his  prop- 
erty," under  the  provisions  of  subdivision 
2,  f  6709,  Gen.  Stat  1894.  Lyman  E.  Cow- 
dery was  a  warehouseman,  and,  with  his 
partner,  was  running  an  elevator  at  Kasson, 
where  he  received,  from  time  to  time,  quanti- 
ties of  flax  from  the  prosecuting  witness, 
Bradshaw,  aggregating  m  amount  760  bush- 
els, and  evidenced  by  nine  receipts  or  tickets, 
which  were  given  to  the  owner  of  the  flax, 
and  which  the  prosecution  insist  constituted 
the  relation  of  bailor  and  bailee  between  the 
parties  thereto,  under  the  warehouse  laws 
of  this  state.  Sections  7646  et  seq.,  Gen. 
Stat.  1894.  The  warehousemen  became  in- 
solvent, made  an  assignment,  and  were  un- 
able either  to  furnish  the  flax  or  put  up  the 
equivalent  in  money.  The  defendant  in- 
sists that  the  tickets  or  storage  receipts  did 
not  create  the  relation  of  bailment  bBtween 
defendant  (who  was  tried  alone)  and  the 
owner  of  the  flax,  but  by  the  terms  of  such 
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receipts  constituted  a  sale  thereof  to  the  de- 
fendant and  his  partner,  or,  at  least,  author- 
ity to  part  with  the  flax;  that  the  warehouse 
law,  under  which  such  contract  of  bailment 
must  be  established,  does  not  apply  to  flax; 
also  that,  by  reason  of  the  previous  business 
relations  and  conduct  of  the  owner  of  the 
property  stored  with  the  defendant,  the  lat- 
ter was  led  to  believe  that  he  was  authorized 
to  deal  with  the  flax  without  reference  to 
the  terms  of  the  receipts;  from  which,  as 
defendant  claims,  it  follows  that  there  was 
no  proof  of  the  necessary  intent  to  defraud, 
which  as  alleged  in  the  indictment  is  an  es- 
sential element  of  the  statute,  and  must 
therefore  be  proved.  The  warehouse  re- 
ceipts referred  to  contain  the  requisites  of 
§  7646,  Gen.  Stat  1894,  in  all  i-espects.  They, 
"in  clear  terms  state  the  amount,  kind,  and 
grade  of  the  grain  stored,  the  terms  of  stor- 
age," and,  in  addition,  the  following  provi- 
sion, which  embraces  the  pith  of  the  conten- 
tion upon  the  construction  of  the  storage  re- 
ceipt, viz. :  "Express  authority  is  given,  by 
acceptance  hereof,  that  said  grain  or  seed 
may  be  mingled  with  grain  or  seed  of  other 
persons,  and  shipped  or  removed  to  any  other 
elevator  we  may  select"  And  it  is  urged 
that  these  provisions,  which  authorize  a  re- 
moval of  the  flax,  etc,  take  this  case  out  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Penal  Code. 

It  is  urged,  in  support  of  this  claim,  that 
an  interpretation  of  the  warehouse  statutes 
should  be  made  that  does  not  conflict  with 
the  generally  settled  rules  of  the  common  law, 
and  that  the  particular  provision  of  these 
contracts  quoted  above  is  inconsistent  with 
the  theory  of  a  bailment.  While  it  is  un- 
questionably true  that  the  commingling  of 
the  property  of  one  person  with  the  prop- 
erty of  another,  with  the  consent  of  the  own- 
ers, so  as  to  destroy  the  specific  identity  of 
each,  conclusively  negatives  the  relation  of 
bailor  and  bailee  upon  common-law  rules,  it 
must  be  remembered  that  it  was  the  object 
of  the  statute  to  provide  a  remedy  for  the 
protection  of  the  agricultural  producers  of 
this  state  which  they  did  not  have  before, 
and,  if  the  purpose  and  practical  means  by 
which  such  protection  is  afforded  is  to  be 
found  clearly  expressed  in  the  statute,  it 
necessarily  must  be  the  statute,  instead  of 
the  common  law,  that  we  are  to  interpret 
It  is  our  duty  to  discover  the  true  legisla- 
tive intent  expressed  by  the  statute,  for, 
within  constitutional  limitations,  that  is  al- 
ways the  real  test  in  such  cases.  We  cannot 
allow  a  repeal  or  modification  of  a  statute 
by  the  law  which  the  statute  itself  seeks  to 
change;  this  is  self-evident  Neither  can 
we  abridge  the  effectiveness  of  a  wholesome 
statute  by  judicial  construction  or  finesse. 
The  very  nature  of  the  business  that  has  long 
been  conducted  in  this  state  by  the  owners 
of  elevators  and  warehouses  in  dealing  with 
the  agricultural  producers  would  lead  to  the 
inference  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
referred  to  were  intended  to  create  on  the 
part  of  the  warehousemen  an  obligation  to 
have  the  owner's  property  or  its  equivalent 
ready  for  delivery  when  called  for.  The  re- 
ceipt, according  to  the  statute,  must  be  in 


94 


MlVNESOTA  SUPRBMB  CoURT. 


F«., 


writing,  and  it  must  state  amount  and  grade 
of  grain,  charges  for  storage,  and  advances 
paid,  which  receipt  shall  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence that  the  holder  thereof  has  in  store 
with  the  party  issuing  such  receipt  the 
amount  of  grain,  of  the  kind  and  grade  men- 
tioned in  such  receipt,  and  penal  provisions 
follow  against  false  statements,  etc  The 
suggestion  arises,  Why  should  this  contract 
be  in  writing?  Why  so  explicit?  and  Why, 
upon  its  face,  should  evidence  of  its  present 
money  value  be  required,  unless  it  was  in- 
tended to  be  evidence  of  title  and  to  become 
negotiable?  And  it  follows  that,  if  the  title 
of  the  property  is  to  remain  in  the  owner, 
by  necessary  implication,  that  the  contract, 
while  not  a  common-law  bailment,  becomes 
vested  with  the  characteristics  of  that  trust 
relation,  and  is  a  bailment  under  the  stat- 
ute. We  do  not  think  that  the  acts  of  ming- 
ling produce  of  one  person  with  that  of  an- 
other, or  the  removal  of  such  property  from 
one  elevator  to  another,  are  in  necessary 
conflict  with  this  view.  These  acts  are  es- 
sential in  the  conduct  of  the  elevator  and 
warehouse  business.  It  must  be  mingled 
with  other  produce,  if  it  is  taken  in  store, 
or  there  would  have  to  be  a  warehouse  for 
every  patron;  and,  in  facilitating  the  busi- 
ness in  question,  it  likewise  may  be  necessary 
to  remove  the  property  stored  from  one  de- 
pository to  another,  to  accomplish  practical 
ends.  The  earnestness  of  the  able  counsel 
for  defendant  in  presenting  their  views  upon 
this  point  has  led  to  this  consideration  of 
this  view,  rather  than  any  serious  doubt 
upon  the  question  itself;  for  we  think  the 
contention  now  urged  has  been  anticipated 
and  specifically  provided  against  by  the 
warehouse  law  itself.  Section  7645,  Gren. 
Stat.  1894, — the  preceding  section  to  the  one 
last  referred  to, — provides,  inter  alia,  "that 
whenever  any  grain  shall  be  delivered  for 
storage  to  any  person  .  .  .  such  delivery 
shall  in  all  things  be  deemed  and  treated  as 
a  bailment,  and  not  as  a  sale,  of  the  property 
so  delivered,  notwithstanding  such  grain  may 
be  mingled  by  such  bailee  with  the  grain  of 
other  persons,  and  notwithstanding  such 
grain  may  be  shipped  or  removed  from  the 
warehouse,  elevator,  or  other  place  where  the 
same  was  stored,"  etc.  While  this  language 
remains  in  the  statute,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
how  there  can  be  room  for  interpretation,  for 
the  language  of  the  receipts  in  this  case  is 
almost  identical  with  the  provisions  which 
the  statute  declares  shall  not  affect  the  lia- 
bility of  the  warehouseman  as  bailee,  and 
that  this  court  has  so  understood  its  effect 
is  clear  from  its  decision  in  State  v.  Barry 
(Minn.)  79  N.  W.  556.  Upon  the  receipts 
themselves  we  think  it  is  clear  that  defend- 
ant was  a  bailee,  and  amenable  to  the  law 
under  which  he  was  indicted. 

Again,  it  is  urged  for  defendant  that  the 
warehouse  acts  do  not  provide  for  storage 
of  flax,  which  is  not  included  in  any  proper 
definition  of  the  word  "grain."  The  distinc- 
tive word  of  the  statute  is  "grain,"  and 
"flax"  is  not  specifically  referred  to  by  that 
name,  and  it,  of  course,  becomes  a  question 
whether  the  storage  of  flax  was  within  the 
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legislative  intent  when  t)^ese  acts  were 
passed.  An  imposing  array  of  dictionaries 
and  encyclopedias  were  produced  on.  the  ar- 
gument to  show  that  grain  is  a  berry  and 
flax  a  fiber.  But  this  is  a  question  of  rea- 
sonable construction  of  a  statute,  rather  than, 
a  scientific  analysis,  which  must  yield  to  the 
popular  understanding  that  ought  to  prevail 
in  such  cases.  Courts  appeal  to  dictionaries- 
in  questions  of  doubt  in  science,  and  perhaps 
in  search  of  evidence  of  popular  understand- 
ing, when  in  doubt  But  where,  within  ther 
knowledge  of  the  court,  the  dictionary  con- 
filets  with  popular  understanding,  the  latter 
will  be  adopted,  although  it  may  require  a 
subsequent  enlargement  of  the  definitions  of 
the  lexicographer,  which  is  continually  nec- 
essary, since  the  dictionary  is  an  evidence, 
rather  than  an  originator,  of  definitions.  We 
have  no  doubt  whatever  from  the  custom  at 
the  time  these  statutes  were  enacted  that 
they  were  supposed  to  apply  to  flax.  It 
would  startle  the  legislature  that  enacted 
them,  or  the  legislatures  that  have  convened 
since  without  recognizing  the  necessity  of 
amending  them,  as  well  as  the  farmers  of 
this  state,  who  have  continuously,  since  the 
law  was  passed,  accepted  receipts  for  de- 
posits of  fiax,  to  tell  them  that  in  that  re- 
spect it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  law- 
makers to  protect  them  as  well  as  the  grow- 
ers of  wheat  and  barley.  We  think  it  would 
likewise  startle  the  warehousemen  them- 
selves to  construe  such  a  distinction  into  the 
law.  The  defendant  evidently  saw  no  differ- 
ence at  the  time  of  the  issuance  of  his  re- 
ceipts to  Bradshaw,  for  the  words  "grain" 
and  "fiax"  are  used  convertibly  in  such  re- 
ceipts, and  we  judge  from  the  record  that  his- 
able  counsel  did  not  urge  this  view  during 
the  trial,  or  until  after  their  briefs  in  this 
court  had  been  printed.  While  in  criminal 
cases,  under  the  harsh  penal  statutes  that 
once  governed  in  England,  nice  and  techni- 
cal constructions  upon  indictments  and  stat- 
utes were  adopted  in  favorem  vitas,  a  more 
liberal  rule  has  since  prevailed,  more  con- 
sistent with  common  sense,  and  we  shall 
adopt  in  this  case  the  construction  which 
protects  the  numerous  bailors  of  fiax  in  this 
state,  which  we  have  no  doubt  was  within 
the  l^islative,  as  well  as  the  popular,  mind 
when  these  laws  were  enacted. 

The  remaining  assignments  of  error,  witli 
the  exception  of  one,  relate  to  alleged  errors 
that  are  not  likely  to  occur  again,  and,  in 
view  of  the  disposition  we  shall  make  of  this 
case,  need  not  be  considered. 

The  evidence  of  defendant's  intent  to  de- 
fraud in  this  record  is  solely  the  presump- 
tion arising  from  his  inability  to  turn  over 
to  the  prosecutor  the  flax  stored  upon  de- 
mand, and  it  seems  doubtful  if  the  complain- 
ing witness  intended  a  criminal  prosecution 
until  many  months  afterwards,  when  such 
demand,  which  seems  to  have  been  merely 
formal,  without  expectation  that  it  would 
be  complied  with,  was  made.  It  is  true 
that  this  proof  of  demand  and  refusal  raisea- 
a  presumption  of  guilt,  and  makes  a  prim* 
facie  case  against  defendant,  but  this  pre- 
sumption is  so  overcome  by  opposite  infers 
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tncea,  from  admitted  and  undisputed  facts, 
that  we  cannot  permit  the  verdict  to  rest 
upon  it  alone.  We  do  not  find  in  this  record 
any  of  the  indicia  of  crime  usual  in  similar 
prosecutions.  The  defendant  had  made  no 
preparations  for  business  collapse.  He  had 
run  his  affairs  in  the  usual  way,  which  had 
grown  up,  under  the  sanction  of  prosecutor 
and  his  other  patrons,  for  many  years,  un- 
til, on  a  declining  market,  he  found  himself 
shorty  and  unable  to  meet  all  his  obligations. 
That  defendant  was  a  man  of  irreproachable 
character  was  established  at  the  trial  by  a 
formidable  number  of  witnesses,  some  of 
whom  had  stored  produce  with  him,  and  had 
Buffered  loss,  under  the  same  circumstances 
as  the  complaining  witness.  Previous  to  the 
suspension  of  defendant's  business,  he  and 


the  prosecutor  had  conducted  their  business 
relations  upon  terms  of  \inlimited  confidence, 
for  many  years.  The  latter  had  stored  his 
produce  with  defendant,  sometimes  receiving 
receipts  and  sometimes  not.  In  all  such 
cases  it  seems  that  such  deposits  were  treat- 
ed by  defendant  as  if  he  had  authority  to 
dispose  of  them  according  to  his  best  judg- 
ment, with  the  sanction  of  the  prosecutor. 
These  and  other  facts  disclosed  by  the  record 
lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that  this  verdict 
should  not  be  allowed  to  stand.  Our  views 
in  this  respect  are  strengthened  by  a  state- 
];ient  of  the  learned  trial  court,  which  ex* 
pressed  doubts  of  the  justness  of  the  result* 
It  is  ordered  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
awarded. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 


J.  J.  HODGES,  Appt,, 

V. 

W.  L.  CAUSEY. 


(. 


.Miss.. 


.) 


1.  A  treapaaalnfr  doff  cannot  la-vrfnlly  be 
killed  merely  because  the  owner  has  been 
notifled  to  keep  the  dog  off  the  premises. 

S.  Tbe  reasonable  neceasltT*  for  killing 
a  treapasalns  doff  Is  a  question  for  the 
jary  under  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
the  case. 

8.  Tbe  -ralne  of  a  doff  -wblcb  baa  no 
market  T-alne  may  be  shown  by  proving 
the  pedigree,  characteristics,  and  qoalitles 
of  the  dog,  and  then  proving  by  witnesses 
who  know  these  things  their  opinions  as  to 
the  value. 

(January  1,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Sunflower  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  killing  of  a  dog. 
Reversed, 

The  defense  was  that  the  dog  was  trespass- 
ing, and  that  the  killing  was  done  to  prevent 
it  from  damaging  corn  and  cotton  in  the  field 
through  which  it  was  running,  and  that 
plaintiff  had  been  notified  to  keep  the  dog  off 
defendant's  premises. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  IXT.  8.  Chapman  and  IV.  R. 
Cbapman  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Frank  Jobnaton  and  Tbomas 
R.  Baird  for  appellee. 

Wbltfleldy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt: 

It  may  be  that  "property  in  dogs  is  of  an 
imperfect  or  qualiued  nature,"  as  held  in 
Bmtell  V.  Vew  Orleans  A  C.  R.  Co.  166  U.  S. 
608,  41  L.  ed.  1169,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  693; 
Ward  V.  Biate,  48  Ala.  161,  17  Am.  Rep.  31 ; 
WUUm  V.  Weston,  48  Conn.  325;  and  Car- 
thage  v.  Rhodes,  101  Mo.  175,  9  L.  R.  A.  352, 


14  S.  W.  181.  And  it  is  doubtless  true  that 
much  of  the  conflict  of  decision  touching  thia 
subject  is  due  to  the  varying  statutes  of  dif- 
ferent states  as  regards  their  being  the  sub- 
ject of  larceny,  etc.  But  it  is  very  correctly 
said  in  the  learned  note  to  Hamby  v.  Samson 
(Iowa)  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  at  page  297,  that  "in 
the  United  States  there  has  l^en  a  quite  no- 
ticeable tendency  in  legislation  and  judicial 
decisions  to  recognize  a  complete  property  in 
dogs."  When  the  right  to  kill  a  trespassing 
dog  is  in  question,  doubtless  the  difference  in 
nature  and  instincts  between  the  dog  and  or- 
dinary domestic  animals,  as  the  horse  or  cow, 
may  properly  enter  into  its  solution.  It  is 
said  in  the  exhaustive  note  to  this  same  case 
of  Hamby  v.  Samson  (Iowa)  40  L.  R.  A.  at 
page  510,  that  '*it  is  generally  held  that  a 
merely  trespassing  dog  cannot  be  killed,"  and 
the  authorities  pro  and  oon  are  cited.  In 
that  note,  and  also  in  the  note  to  Tonawanda 
R.  Co.  V.  Munger,  49  Am.  Dec,  at  page  260, 
illustrations  are  given  of  the  conditions  un- 
der which  it  would  be  lawful  to  kill  a  tres- 
passing dog:  Sheep-killing  dogs  may  be- 
killed;  dogs  destroying  deer,  fowls,  or  other 
animals,  where  necessary  to  their  preserva- 
tion ;  howling  dogs  on  one's  premises  may  be 
killed,  etc.  But  it  is  said  the  dog  must  be 
killed  at  the  time  and  not  on  account  of  past 
damage  done  by  him.  Id.,  and  authorities. 
The  true  rule  is  thus  statisd  in  67  Am.  St. 
Rep.,  note,  at  pages  294,  295:  "But  one  ia 
never  justified  in  going  to  excessive  lengths 
in  the  defense  of  himself  or  his  property  fron^ 
assault  or  injury.  The  method  of  defense 
adopted  must  bear  a  certain  relation  to  the 
character  or  seriousness  of  the  threatened  in- 
jury. .  .  .  The  fact  that  a  dog  is  tres- 
passing does  not  justify  his  wanton  or  ma- 
licious destruction."  And  again:  "In  any^ 
case,  the  question  as  to  whether  the  defend- 
ant was  justified  in  killing  or  injuring  plain- 
tiff's dog  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  to^ 
be  decided  from  a  consideration  of  the  pe- 


N0T& — As  to  the  right  to  kill  dogs,  see  Hub- 
bard V.  Preston  (Mich.)  15  L.  R.  A.  241),  and 
sole;  also  Slmmonds  v.  Holmes  (Conn.)  15  L. 
R.  A.  258;  Jenkins  v.  Ballantyne  (Utah)  16  L. 
B.  A.  689 ;  Nehr  v.  State  (Neb.)  17  L.  R.  A. 
48L.R.A. 


771;  Bowers  v.  Horan  (Mich.)  17  L.  R.  A. 
773;  Patton  v.  Stete  (Ga.)  24  L.  R.  A.  732; 
and  Hagerstown  v.  Wltmer  (Md.)  39  L.  R.  A. 
649. 
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culiar  facta  and  circumstances  of  the  case." 
The  court  virtually  t«ld  the  jury,  in  its  mod- 
ifications of  plaintiff's  instructions,  that,  "if 
they  believed  defendant  had  warned  plain- 
tiff not  to  let  his  dogs  run  in  his  field,"  de- 
fendant was  not  liable.  This  was  error. 
Notice  to  keep  his  dogs  out  was  one  fact,  but 
not  the  only  fact,  to  be  considered.  Notice 
of  that  sort  is  not  conclusive.  See  authori- 
ties collected  in  paragi'aph  3,49  Am.  Dec. 259. 
When  it  is  borne  in  mind  of  what  great  value 
some  dogs  are,  the  reasonableness  of  the  gen- 
eral rule  against  the  right  to  kill  a  mere  tres- 
passing dog  is  apparent  See  Mullaly  v.  Peo- 
ple, supra,  86  N.  Y.  365,  and  note,  40  L.  R.  A. 
p.  510.  Here,  at  the  time  this  English  deer- 
hound  was  killed,  she  was  running  through 
the  corn  rows  in  November,  when  the  corn 
was  thoroughly  matured.  She  had  done  nt 
that  time  no  damage  to  the  cotton.  The  de- 
fendant says  he  killed  her  to  prevent  her  do- 
ing damage  by  knocking  out  cotton  from  the 
stalks.  The  jury  should  not  have  been  told 
that  notice  was  a  perfect  defense.  All  the 
circumstances  in  evidence  were  before  them, 


and  the  reasonableness  af  the  alleged  neces- 
sity of  killing  the  dog  to  save  property  should 
have  been  left  to  them,  as  a  question  of  fact» 
under  proper  instructions  as  to  the  law. 

The  court  also  erred  in  its  instruction  aa 
to  the  necessity  of  proving  market  value. 
The  doctrine  supported  by  reason  and  the  au- 
thorities is  that  you  may  prove  the  market 
value  if  the  dog  has  any,  and,  if  not,  then 
his  "special  or  pecuniary  value  to  his  owner, 
that  may  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  his 
usefulness  and  services."  Heiligmann  t. 
Itoae,  81  Tex.  222,  13  L.  R.  A.  275,  16  S.  W. 
932.  And  it  is  perfectly  competent  to  prove 
the  pedigree^  characteristics,  and  qualities  of 
the  dog,  and  then  pro<ve,  by  witnesses  who 
know  these  things,  their  opinions  as  to  the 
value.  Bovsera  v.  Horen,  93  Mich.  420,  17  L. 
R.  A.  773,  63  N.  W.  536.  And  on  both  these 
propositions  see,  specially,  the  notes  to  Ham- 
by  V.  Samson  (Iowa)  67  Am.  St  Rep.  292, 
203,  with  the  authorities,  and  the  otiier  in 
40  L.  R.  A.  616,  618  (viii.),  ei  acq. 

Jutlgment  reveiaed,  verdict  set  aside,  and 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


MASSACHUSETTS  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT. 


Daniel    D.    FORD 

V, 

MT.  TOM  SULPHITE  PULP  COMPANY. 
(172  Mass.  544.) 

1.  An  employer  need  not  ^varn  an  em- 
ployee whose  special  business  Is  to  oil  a 
shaft  and  bearing,  of  his  introduction  of  a 
set  screw  to  fasten  a  collar  near  the  end  of 
the  shaft,  although  it  projects  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  be  likely  to  catch  the  clothing  of 
persons  coming  near  it. 

"9,  Bvidence  tbat  It  Is  not  cnstontary 
In  factories  to  liave  collars  with  pro- 
jecting set  screws  placed  on  revolving  shafts 
near  pulleys,  where  it  is  necessary  for  em- 
ployees to  go  frequently,  is  not  admissible  to 
show  the  duty  of  a  particular  employer 
towards  his  employees. 

(February  28,  1899.) 


REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Hamp- 
shire County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Judicial  Court,  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.     Judgment  for  defendant. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  John  B.  O'Donnell,  for  plaintiff: 

The  principle  by  which  the  servant  is  pre- 
sumed to  assume  the  risks  of  the  business 
should  not  be  so  extended  as  to  impair  in 
the  least  degree  the  obligation  resting  upon 
the  master,  in  the  prosecution  of  a  business 
involving  unusual  risk  of  health,  of  life,  or 
limb,  to  employ  well-guarded  instruments 
and  competent  agents. 

Cayser  v.  Taylor,  10  Gray,  274,  69  Am. 
Dec.  317. 


^OTB. — Right  of  a  servant  to  recover  for  in- 
juries caused  by  projecting  screws  in  shafts 
and  other  moving  machinery. 

I.  Discussion  of  the  question    iohether    the 
maintenance  of  a  set  screw  imports  neg- 
ligence at  common  law. 
II.  Liahilitv  of  master  under  statutes. 
III.  Defenses  of  assumption  of  risks  and  con- 
tributory negligence. 

I.  Discussion  of  the  question  whetlier  the  main- 
tenance of  a  set  screw  imports  negligence  at 
common  law. 

The  doctrine  adopted  by  some  courts  is  that 
a  master  is,  as  matter  of  law,  not  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence in  maintaining  an  uncovered  shaft  with 
-a  projecting  screw,  this  doctrine  being  referred 
to  the  principle  that  it  is  a  common  contrivance 
preferable  to  any  known  device  for  the  pur- 
pose which  it  is  designed  to  serve.  Hale  v. 
Cheney  (1898)  158  Masa  268,  34  N.  E.  255 
(there  plaintiff  was  only  sixteen  years  of  age, 
1)ut  no  weight  was  attached  to  this  fact)  ;  Good- 
now  V.  Walpole  Emery  Mills  (1888)  146  Mass. 
261.  15  N.  E.  5T6;  Dlllman  v.  Hamilton  (1898) 
14  Mont.  Co.  L.  Rep.  92  (plaintiff  was  twenty 
years  old)  ;  Lewis  v.  Simpson  (1892)  8  Wash. 
^1,  29  Pac.  207. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Or,  as  the  rule  may  also  be  stated,  to  leave 
gearings,  set  screws,  and  other  parts  of  ma- 
chinery unboxed  is  not  negligence,  where  other 
manufacturers  in  the  same  line  of  business  oper- 
ate their  machinery  in  the  same  manner.  Wa- 
bash Paper  Co.  v.  W^ebb  (1896)  146  Ind.  303, 
45  N.  E.  474. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  although  there  may 
be  a  safer  kind  of  set  screw  which  is  also  in  com- 
mon use,  the  master  owes  the  servant  no  duty 
to  box  the  pulley  or  shaft,  or  to  change  the  set 
screw  for  a  safer  one.  Rooney  v.  Sewall  &  D. 
Cordage  Co.  (1894)  161  Mass.  153,  159,  86  N.  B. 
368;  Goodnow  v.  Walpole  Emery  Mills  (1888) 
140  Mass.  261,  15  N.  B.  676. 

But  it  has  recently  been  held  by  one  of  the 
Federal  courts  of  appeals  that  the  doctrine  that 
a  master  is  not  bound  to  abandon  the  use  of 
a  particular  machine  which  is  In  common  use 
because  there  are  other  better  and  safer  ma- 
chines to  be  had,  cannot  be  successfully  In- 
voked for  the  purpose  of  excusing  him  for  his 
failure  to  place  a  suitable  guard  around  ma- 
chinery which  is  of  such  a  nature,  or  so  lo- 
cated, as  to  be  a  constant  menace  to  the  safetj 
of  those  who,  in  the  discharge  of  their  duilea, 
are  constantly  compelled  to  pass  in  close  prox- 
imity to  it.  In  such  a  case  the  obligation  to 
place  a  suitable  guard  around  the  machinery  la 
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When  the  plaintiff  entered  the  defendant's 
-service  he  impliedly  agreed  to  assume  all  the 
-obvious  risks  of  the  business,  including  the 
risk  of  injury  from  the  kind  of  machinery 
then  openly  used.  This  could  not  include 
working  near  such  a  set  screw  in  the  dark. 

Raoney  v.  Bewail  d  Z>.  Cordage  Co.  161 
Mass.  ISZ,  36  N.  £.  789. 

Any  person  who  allows  a  dangerous  place 
to  exist  on  his  premises  is  responsible  for  an 
injury  caused  thereby  to  any  other  person 
who  enters  on  the  premises  by  his  invitation 
•or  procurement,  in  the  use  of  due  care  and 
without  notice  of  the  danger. 

Coombs  V.  New  Bedford  Cordage  Co.  102 
Mass.  572,  3  Am.  Rep.  606. 

Assuming  that  the  set  screw  was  alwavs 
there,  in  the  dark  and  not  seen  or  known  by  the 
plaintiff,  the  risk  was  not  so  obvious  that  the 
plaintiff  must  be  taken  to  have  assumed  it. 


Redmund  v.  Butler,  168  Mass.  367,  47  N. 
E.  108;  Ciriack  v.  Merchants*  Woolen  Co. 
161  Mass.  162,  6  L.  R.  A.  733,  23  N.  E.  829; 
Dolphin  V.  Plumley,  167  Mass.  167,  46  N.  E. 
87 ;  MoKee  v.  Tourtellotte,  167  Mass.  69,  44 
N.  E.  1071. 

The  set  screw  was  not  there  when  plain- 
tiff made  his  contract,  and  he  <|id  not  know 
of  its  existence.  He  therefore  did  not  as- 
sume the  risk. 

Rooney  v.  Bewail  d  D.  Cordage  Co.  161 
Mass.  163,  36  N.  E.  789. 

If  the  set  screw  was  there  when  the  plain- 
tiff was  employed,  he,  being  a  laboring  man, 
should  have  been  informed  of  it  and  instruct- 
ed; a  fortiori  if  it  was  not  there  till  long 
afterwards.  In  either  case  he  should  have 
been  informed  and  instructed  by  the  defend- 
ant. 

De  Costa  v.  Hargraves  MUls,  170  Mass. 


no  less  Imperative  than  his  duty  to  remedy  a 
^defect  in  the  machine  itself.  Homestake  Min. 
•Co.  ▼.  PuUerton  (1896)  86  U.  S.  App.  82,  69 
Fed.    Bep.  923,  16  C.  C.  A.  546. 

TblB  humane  and  reasonable  doctrine,  which 
•embodies  I  he  principle  laid  down  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  that  conformity  to 
the  uiage  of  other  employers  does  not  con- 
'Clualvely  negative  the  existence  of  negligence 
t  Wabash  R.  Co.  y.  McDaniels  (1882)  107  U.  S. 
454,  27  L.  ed.  606,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  932),  was  enun- 
ciated In  refusing  to  uphold  the  contention  of 
defendant's  counsel  that  an  employee  might  be 
field  to  assume  the  risic  of  bolts  protruding 
from  a  coupling  of  a  revolving  shaft,  notwith- 
standing a  promise  of  the  foreman  to  cover  it, 
-on  tbe  ground  that  such  promise  was,  not  to 
repair  an  existing  defect  in  the  machinery,  but 
to  supply  a  new  or  additional  appliance  which 
the  employer  is  under  no  obligation  to  furnish. 

Tlie  liability  of  the  master  was  held  to  be 
for  the  Jury  to  decide,  the  evidence  being  that 
the  servant's  clothing  was  caught  upon  pro- 
truding bolts  of  a  coupling  of  a  rapidly  revolv- 
ing shaft  located  in  a  narrow  and  darlc  tunnel, 
near  a  cross  timber  under  which  such  employee 
was  obliged  to  stoop  or  crawl  while  passing 
through  the  tunnel  in  the  discharge  of  his 
datiea.     Ibid. 

In  Minnesota,  also,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
•question  as  to  a  master's  negligence  is  for  the 
Jury,  in  an  action  for  injuries  to  a  servant 
whose  coat  sleeve  was  caught  by  a  set  screw  on 
a  revolving  shaft  as  he  was  attempting  to  place 
a  belt  upon  a  pulley  2  inches  therefrom,  where 
It  appears  that  the  head  of  the  screw  was  not 
protected  or  guarded  in  any  way,  that  it  was  a 
cube  Vi  inch  square  and  projected  at  least  % 
■of  an  inch  from  the  shaft,  which  was  revolving 
about  150  times  to  the  minute,  and  that  it  was 
frequently  necessary  to  adjust  the  belt  upon  the 
pulley.  I'hike  v.  South  Park  Foundry  ft  Mach. 
Co.  (1897)  68  Minn.  305,  71  N.  W.  270. 

But  in  another  case  the  same  court  took  the 
rather  refined  distinction  that  even  if  the  de- 
fendant was  negligent  in  having  a  shaft  with 
a  set  screw  projecting  so  far  as  to  be  dangerous 
to  a  servant  whose  work  required  him  to  be  in 
close  proximity  to  it,  there  could  be  no  liability 
for  an  injury  received  by  a  servant  who  was 
oil  tug  the  machinery  at  some  distance  away, 
where  the  chances  of  his  falling  against  the 
shaft  were  so  slight  and  remote  that  they  could 
not  reasonably  have  been  anticipated.  Groff  v. 
Duluth  Imperial  Mill  Co.  (1804)  58  Minn.  388, 
l>9  N.  W.  1049. 

Tbe  present  writer  ventures  to  think  that 
the  reference  to  the  test  of  reasonable  antici- 
pation is,  under  such  circumstances,  wholly  un- 
warrantable. That  the  duty  to  provide  a  safe 
place  of  work  inures  in  favor  of  all  servants 
who  are  rightfully  at  the  particular  point  where 
the  dangerous  conditions  which  are  alleged  to 
48  U  K.  A.  7 


Import  culpability  are  found,  seems  to  be  a  nec- 
essary corollary  from  the  principles  which  de- 
flne  the  position  of  a  person  invited  on  premises, 
as  contrasted  with  the  position  of  one  who  is 
a  mere  licensee  or  trespasser.  The  only  ground, 
it  is  submitted,  upon  which  a  servant  injured 
by  uncovered  machinery  should  be  debarred 
from  recovery  is  that  his  presence  at  the  spot 
where  the  accident  occurred  amountea  to  pos- 
itive contributory  negligence,  and  that  this  is 
the  single  case  in  which  a  master  shoulo  be  al- 
lowed to  exc*i«e  himself  by  the  plea  of  nonk^nticl- 
pation. 

In  Galve«itoo  Oil  Co.  t.  Thompson  (1890)  76 
Tex.  235,  13  S.  W.  60,  the  court  seems  to  have 
regarded  a  shaft  with  protruding  screws  as  an 
appliance  vhe  maintenance  ot  which  imported 
negligence,  but  he  specific  ground  of  recovery 
was  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  negligently  or- 
dered to  perform  a  service  not  within  the  scope 
of  his  employment. 

Whether  a  master  can  be  held  liable  for  omit- 
ting  to  instruct  a  servant  as  to  the  position  of 
a  set  screw  depends  upon  whether  the  servant 
was  inexperienced  to  such  a  degree  that  he 
could  not  reasonably  be  expected  to  understand 
the  danger  arising  from  it,  and  the  master  knew 
or  ought  to  have  known  of  that  inexperience. 
Ingerman  t.  Moore  (1891)  90  Cal.  410,  27  Pac 
806. 

A  machinist  and  engineer  is  chargeable  with 
knowledge  that  set  screws  are  In  constant  use 
in  machinery,  and  cannot  hold  a  master  liable 
for  an  omission  to  apprise  him  of  the  danger 
caused  by  one  on  a  shaft  which  he  is  repairing. 
Goodnow  V.  Walpole  Emery  Mills  (1888)  146 
Mass.  261, 16  N.  E.  6T6  :  Keats  v.  National  Heel- 
ing Mach.  Co.  (1895)  21  U.  S.  App.  656,  65  Fed. 
Rep.  940,  18  C.  C.  A.  221. 
*  As  to  the  duty  of  instruction,  see,  generally, 
note  to  James  v.  Rapides  Lumber  Co.  (1898; 
La.)  44  L.  R.  A.  83. 

II.  LiahiUty  of  master  under  statutes. 

Under  the  Massachusetts  employers'  liability 
act  of  1887  it  is  held  that  a  set  screw  on  a  ma- 
chine used  for  reeling  wire  does  not  of  itself 
constitute  a  defect  in  the  ways,  worka  or  ma- 
chinery, where  it  is  not  out  of  order,  and  Is  a 
common  device  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is 
used.  Donahue  v.  Washburn  ft  M.  Mfg.  Co. 
(1807)  160  Mass.  574,  48  N.  E.  842. 

But  under  the  similar  Ontario  act.  known  as 
the  workmen's  compensation  for  Injuries  act 
(Ont  Rev.  Stat.  1887,  chap.  141),  the  conclu- 
sion arrived  at  has  been  that  a  verdict  of  a  Jury 
based  on  the  theory  that  a  set  screw  Is  a  de- 
fect is  Justifiable.  O'Connor  v.  Hamilton  Bridge 
Co.  (1894)  25  Ont.  Rep.  12,  21  Ont.  App.  Rep. 
696,  24  Can.  S.  C.  598. 

Whether  a  set  screw  is  a  breach  of  a  statute 
expressly  requiring  the  covering  of  machinery 
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376,  49  N.  E.  736;  La  Fortune  t.  Jolly,  167 
Mass.  170,  46  N.  E.  83;  Laplante  v.  Warren 
Cotton  MilU,  166  Mass.  487,  43  N.  E.  294; 
O'Connor  v.  Adams,  120  Mass.  427. 

Messrs.  Brooks  ft  Samilton,  for '  de- 
fendant: 

There  was  no  evidence  of  anv  breach  of 
duty  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 

Rooney  t.  Bewail  d  D,  Cordage  Co.  161 
Mass.  163,  36  N.  £.  789;  Connelly  v.  Hamil- 
ton Woolen  Co,  163  Mass.  166,  39  N.  £.  787; 
Ooodnow  y.  Walpole  Emery  Mills,  146  Mass. 
261,  16  N.  E.  676;  Carey  v.  Boston  d  M.  R, 
Co.  168  Mass.  228,  33  N.  E.  612;  Donahue 
T.  Washburn  d  M.  Mfg.  Co.  169  Mass.  674, 
48  N.  £.  842. 

The  evidence  of  custom  in  other  factories 
was  immaterial. 

Rooney  v.  Bewail  d  D.  Cordage  Co.  161 
Mass.  161,  36  N.  £.  789;  Moynihan  v.  King's 
Windsor  Cement  Dry  Mortar  Co.  168  Mass. 
460,  47  N.  E.  426;  Tenanty  v.  Boston  Mfg. 
Co.  170  Mass.  323,  49  N.  E.  664. 

Holmes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
€ourt: 

This  is  an  action  by  one  of  the  defendant's 
workmen,  brought  under  the  statute  and  at 
common  law,  for  personal  injuries  caused 


by  being  caught  by  a  set  screw  fastening  ft 
collar  near  the  end  of  a  revolving  shafts  Ac- 
cording to  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  thc- 
set  screw  had  been  put  in  since  the  begin- 
ning of  his  employment,  and,  although  he- 
had  charge  of  the  machinery  in  the  room^ 
and  oiled  the  shaft  and  bearing,  he  never 
had  seen  this  screw.  It  seems  not  to  have- 
been  disputed  that  there  were  other  similar 
set  screws  in  the  place.  The  shaft  referred 
to  was  about  13  feet  from  the  floor,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  the  plaintiff  was  on> 
a  platform  3  feet  lower  than  the  shaft,  try- 
ing to  throw  a  belt  off  a  pulley  at  the  end  of 
it,  on  the  other  side  of  the  bearing,  and  1 
foot  distant  from  the  set  screw.  l£ere  wa» 
not  must  liffht.  The  presiding  judge  took  the 
case  from  the  jury,  and  it  is  here  on  report. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  ruling  was- 
rig^ht,  and  that  the  case  cannot  be  distin- 
guished satisfactorily  from  the  numerous- 
other  cases  in  this  commonwealth  already 
decided  concerning  set  screws.  Donahue  v. 
Washburn  d  M.  Mfg.  Co.  169  Mass.  674,  4» 
N.  £.  842,  and  cases  cited.  This  case  shows- 
that  a  few  years  ago  a  set  screw  was  a  com- 
mon device.  There  is  no  evidence  that  it 
has  ceased  to  be  one.  In  Ooodnow  v.  Wal- 
pole Emery  Mills,  146  Mass.  261,  267,   15- 


seems  to  depend  upon  the  terms  in  which  it  is 
expressed. 

I*hu8,  shafting  and  set  screws  in  a  factory, 
saspended  9  feet  above  the  floor,  are  not  within 
the  provisions  of  N.  Y.  Laws  1892,  chap.  63, 
I  8,  requiring  them  to  be  "properly  guarded.'* 
Glasshelm  v.  New  York  Economical  Printing  Co. 
(1805)  13  Misc.  174,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  69. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  maintenance  of  un- 
protected spindles  with  a  projecting  set  screw 
has  in  Canada  been  regarded  as  a  breach  of  the 
factories  act  (Ont.  Rev.  Stat.  1887),  chap.  208, 
I  15,  subsec.  1,  by  which  the  requirement  is 
that  "moving  machinery  shall  be  fenced." 
O'Connor  v.  Hamilton  Bridge  Co.  (1894)  26  Ont. 
Bep.  12,  21  Ont.  App.  Bep.  596,  24  Can.  S.  C.  598. 

III.  Defenses  to  assumption  of  risks  and  con- 
tributory negligenoe. 

An  experienced  workman  not  shown  to  have 
been  under  full  age  or  of  less  than  average  un- 
derstanding assumes  the  risk  of  his  glove  catch- 
ing 0L\  the  set  screw  of  a  machine  used  for  reel- 
ing wire,  while  reaching  in  his  hand  to  get  the 
wire  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  reel  from  the 
block.  Donahue  v.  Washburn  &  M.  Mfg.  Co. 
(1897)  160  Masa  574,  48  N.  B.  842. 

It  is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  risk  of 
crossing  a  revolving  shaft  with  two  set  screws 
projecting  therefrom  was  appreciated  by  a  serv- 
ant who  had  no  knowledge  of  machinery,  and 
who  was  performing  such  duties  that  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  operation  of  the  shaft. 
Both  V.  Northern  P.  Lumbering  Co.  (1880)  18 
Or.  205,  22  Pac.  842. 

It  is  not  a  conclusion  of  law  from  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  was  aware  of  the  existence  of 
a  set  screw,  and  sprightly  for  one  of  his  years, 
that  he  was  aware  of  the  risk  of  passing  over 
the  shaft  while  in  motion.  Dowllng  v.  Alien 
(1881)  74  Mo.  18,  41  Am.  Bep.  208. 

Whatever  danger  there  is  in  the  fact  that  a 
screw  projects  beyond  the  crank  of  a  hand  car, 
and  that  there  is  for  this  reason  an  increased 
probability  that  the  clothes  of  a  man  turning 
the  crank  may  be  caught.  Is  as  well  known  and 
as  obvious  to  one  who  has  used  the  car  for  sev- 
eral days  as  it  is  to  his  employer.  Carey  v. 
Boston  &  M.  B.  Co.  (1803)  158  Mass.  228,  33 
N.  E.  512. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


An  employee  In  a  mill,  who,  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  duty,  is  ordered  by  the  foreman  lo 
go  up  a  ladder  standing  against  a  belt  box  into 
which  a  revolving  shaft  runs  at  right  angles 
and  nail  a  board  on  the  box,  in  performing  the- 
service  is  injured  by  his  apron  and  jacket  catch- 
ing on  the  shaft  which  is  plainly  visible  and  i» 
seen  by  htm,  cannot  recover  from  his  employer. 
Bussell  V.  Tlilotson  (1885)  140  Mass.  201, 4  N.  E. 
231. 

A  servant  who  drives  a  wagon  along  a  par- 
ticular way  by  the  express  direction  of  his  mas> 
ter*s  representative,  and  is  Injured  by  the  pro- 
jecting bolts  of  a  revolving  shaft  which,  when 
it  is  too  late,  he  finds  himself  unable  to  olear, 
while  seated  in  the  wagon,  is  not  debarred  from 
recovery  by  the  rule  that  a  servant  must,  at  hl» 
peril,  choose  the  safer  of  two  alternative  method* 
of  doing  his  work.  Such  a  direction  is  an  im- 
plied statement  that  the  way  Indicated  is  rea- 
sonably safe,  and  an  instruction  withdrawing- 
the  consideration  of  the  direction  from  the  Jury 
is  erroneous,  when  the  question  of  the  servant'* 
exercise  of  due  care  is  submitted  to  them. 
Hawkins  v.  Johnson  (1886)  105  Ind.  20,  55  Am. 
Bep.  160,  4  N.  E.  172. 

The  question  as  to  contributory  negligence  of 
a  servant  injured  by  catching  his  coat  sleeve 
upon  a  set  screw  upon  a  revolving  shaft  while  he 
was  attempting  to  adjust  a  belt  upon  a  pulley  on 
the  shaft  is  for  the  jury,  where  it  appears  that 
be  had  often  adjusted  the  pulley,  and  bad  never 
noticed  the  screw,  and  that  other  employees  who 
had  adjusted  the  belt  In  the  same  manner  had 
not  noticed  it.  Pruke  v.  South  Park  Foundry  & 
Mach.  Co.  (1807)  68  Minn.  305.  71  N.  W.  276. 

In  Dowling  v.  Allen  (1881)  74  Mo.  18,  41 
Am.  Bep.  29S,  It  was  held  that  it  was  for  the 
jury  to  determine  whether  a  boy  of  seventeen, 
who  was  working  In  a  foundry,  was  negligent, 
where  he  was  ordered  to  stop  an  engine  and  to 
hurry,  this  not  being  a  part  of  his  regular  duties^ 
and  in  executing  the  order  his  trousers  were- 
caught  by  an  uncovered  set  screw  and  collar  on 
a  revolving  shaft  over  which  he  stepped. 

C.  B.  L. 
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N.  E.  578, — a  case  very  like  the  present, — 
it  was  said  that  "there  was  no  danger  which, 
in  view  of  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  and  ca- 
pacity, must  not  have  been  well  understood 
by  and  apparent  to  him,  and  there  was, 
therefore,  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  in  exposing  him  to  it."  See  also 
Bale  T.  Cheney,  159  Mass.  268,  271,  272,  34 
N.  E.  255.  In  Rooney  v.  Sevoall  d  D.  Cord- 
age Co.  161  Mass.  153,  36  N.  E.  780,  it  was 
held  that  an  employer  did  not  need  to  warn 
an  adult  workman  of  the  presence  and  dan- 
gers of  a  set  screw  when  employing  him. 
As  has  been  said  or  implied  in  other  cases, 
where  the  danger  is  obviously  great,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  revolving  shaft,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  give  warning  of  elements  which  mere- 
Iv  enhance  the  risk.  Cwrey  v.  Boston  d  M. 
R.  Co.  158  Mass.  228,  231,  33  N.  £.  512.  See 
also  Keats  v.  National  Beeling  Maoh.  Co.  21 
U.  S.  App.  656,  65  Fed.  Rep.  940,  13  C.  C. 
A.  221.  The  same  considerations  apply  to 
the  subsequent  introduction  of  a  set  screw, 
when,  as  here,  there  is  no  pretense  that  the 
plaintiff  remembered  the  alleged  previous 
eondition  of  the  shafts  and  was  acting  in  re- 


liance upon  his  former  observation;  and 
when,  further,  it  was  the  plaintiff's  especial 
business  to  take  charge  of  the  machinery, 
and  therefore  to  inform  himself  of  its  con- 
struction. 

The  question  "whether  or  not  it  is  cus- 
tomary in  factories  to  have  a  collar  with  a 
pi  o  jecting  set  screw  placed  near  a  pulley  where 
it  is  necessary  for  a  person  to  go  frequently 
to  do  something  with  reference  to  putting  on 
a  belt,"  etc.,  wfts  properly  excluded.  See 
Rooney  v.  8ewaU  cl  D,  Cordage  Co.  161 
Mass.  153,  161,  36  N.  £.  789.  The  question 
in  this  highly  specific  form,  supposing  it  to 
admit  of  an  honest  answer,  must  have  been 
intended  to  furnish  a  pattern  upon  which 
the  jury  were  to  model  the  defendant's  duty, 
and  it  was  at  least  within  the  discretion  of 
the  judge  to  exclude  evidence  directed  to  that 
point.  It  would  have  been  admissible,  no 
doubt,  to  show  that  set  screws  were  going 
out  of  use,  and  no  longer  were  to  be  expected 
or  looked  out  for  without  special  warning* 
But  that  was  not  what  the  evidence  meant. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 
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Om«  -wlko  solleltB  orders  for  a  Arm  liav- 
Inv  «  permanent  pl«ce  of  business  In 
tlBO  atate,  without  carrying  any  goods  ex- 
cept those  which  have  been  previously  or- 
dered by  his  customers,  or  exposing  any  goods 
for  sale.  Is  not  doing  "business  as  a  hawker  or 
peddler,"  nor  "exposing  for  sale  or  selling" 
soods,  within  the  meaning  of  Laws  1807, 
el&ap.  76,  requiring  a  license  from  peddlers. 

(March  17,  1800.) 

RESERVATION  hy  the  Belknap  County 
Court  for  the  opinion  of  the  full  bench 
of  an  indictment  for  selling  goods  without  a 
license  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute.    Judgment  for  defendant. 

Defendant  resides  in  Laconia,  and  is  em- 
ployed to  go  from  place  to  place  within  the 
county  taking  orders  for  certain  kinds  of 
groceries.  The  orders  would  be  taken  and 
filled  from  the  employer's  store  in  Concord, 
and  delivered  by  defendant  in  about  a  week 
from  the  time  when  taken.  He  neither  car- 
ried nor  exposed  for  sale  any  goods,  but  con- 
fined himself  to  taking  orders  and  delivering 
the  goods  to  fill  them. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 


Mr.  F.  M..Beokford»  for  the  State: 

Chapter  76  of  the  Laws  of  1807  was  in* 
tended  to  protect  local  dealers  in  their  lo- 
cality, and  also  the  public  against  the  fraud 
too  often  imposed  upon  the  people  by  hawk- 
ers and  peddlers. 

Graffty  v.  Rushville,  107  Ind.  602,  67  Am. 
Rep.  131,  8  N.  E.  600;  3  Jacob,  Law  Diet,  lit 
Am.  ed.  1811,  p.  241;  10  Petersdorff,  Abr.  p. 
206;  1  Bouvier,  Law  Diet.  p.  631;  2  Bouvier, 
Jjaw  Diet.  p.  306. 

Going  about  taking  orders  constitutes  a 
sale  within  the  meaning  of  the  law. 

Oraffty  v.  Rushville,  107  Ind.  502,  57  Am. 
Rep.  131,  8  N.  E.  600;  0  Am.  &  Eng.  Ene. 
Jjaw,  p.  307 ;  State  v.  Ascher,  54  Conn.  200, 
7  All.  822. 

The  Question  of  where  the  goods  were  pur- 
chased oy  a  hawker  or  peddler  is  of  no  con- 
sequence. 

Laws  1807,  chap.  46;  State  v.  Powell  (N. 
H.)  41  Atl.  171. 

Messrs.  Streeter,  IValker,  ft  Hollis,  for 
defendant : 

A  peddler  is  one  who  carries  about  small 
commodities  on  his  back  or  in  a  cart  or 
wagon,  and  sells  them. 

Pegues  v.  Ray,  60  La.  Ann.  574,  23  So.  004 ; 
Kennedy  v.  People  use  of  LaJunta,  0  Colo. 
App.  400,  40  Pac.  373;  Com.  v.  Famum,  114 
Mass.  270;  Com.  v.  Oher,  12  Cush.  403;  Da- 
venport V.  Rice,  75  Iowa,  74,  30  N.  W.  101. 

Neither  taking  the  order,  nor  delivering 
the  goods,  constitutes  one  a  peddler. 


R.  A.  430 ;  llewson  v.  Englewood  (N.  J.)  21  L. 
R.  A.  736;  State  ▼.  Morehead  (S.  C.)  26  L.  R. 
A.  586;  South  Bend  v.  Martin  (Ind.)  20  L.  R. 
A.  631;  and  State  ▼.  Coop  (8.  C.)  41  L.  R.  A. 
501. 


KoTi. — On  the  question,  Who  Is  a  peddler? — 
see  Com.  ▼.  Gardner  (Pa.)  7  L.  R.  A.  666.  and 
note;  Wrought  Iron  Range  Co.  ▼.  Johnson  (Ga.) 
8  L.  B.  A.  273,  and  note;  Emmons  v.  Lewlstown 
(111.)  8  L.  R.  A.  828;  Re  Wilson  (D.  C.)  12  L. 
R.  A.  624 :  Stuart  v.  Cunningham  (Iowa)  20  L. 
48L.R.A. 
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Rem  y.  M'Knight,  10  Barn.  &  C.  734. 

The  fundamental  idea  contained  in  the 
definition  of  a  peddler  is  that  he  is  a  person 
carrying  his  atock  in  trade  with  him  in  a 
pack  or  cart,  and  having  the  capacity  to  then 
and  there  close  a  bargain  and  consummate 
the  sale  by  immediate  delivery. 

Com.y.  Ober,  12  Cush.  493;  Oraffty  v. 
nuahviUe,  107  Ind.  602,  67  Am.  Rep.  128,  8 
N.  E.  609. 

IVallaoe,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  indictment  is  for  a  violation  of  chap- 
ter 70,  Laws  1897,  entitled  "An  Act  in  Rela- 
tion to  Hawkers  and  Peddlers."  Section  1 
provides  that  "no  person  shall  do  any  busi- 
ness as  a  hawker  or  peddler,  or  go  about 
from  town  to  town,  or  from  place  to  place  in 
the  same  to>K'n,  exposing  for  sale  or  selling 
any  ^oods,  wares,  or  merchandise,"  except 
certain  kinds  of  property  therein  namcsl, 
without  a  license.  It  is  apparent  from  the 
title  of  the  act  and  from  its  terms  that  it 
was  designed  to  affect  hawkers  and  peddlers, 
and  to  regulate  their  business.  The  lan- 
guage used  expresses  the  imderstanding  of 
the  legislature  as  to  what  acts  constitute  the 
business  of  a  hawker  or  peddler.  This  defi- 
nition is  in  accordance  with  the  generally  un- 
derstood and  accepted  meaning  of  Uiose 
tenns. 

The  only  question  presented  is  whether  the 
defendant,  in  doing  what  he  did  without  a 
license,  was  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  stat- 
ute. "The  leading  primary  idea  of  a  hawker 
and  peddler  is  that  of  an  itinerant  or  travel- 
ing trader,  who  carries  goods  about  in  order 
to  sell  them,  and  who  actually  sells  them,  tx> 
purchasers,  in  contradistinction  to  a  trader, 
who  has  goods  for  sale,  and  sells  them,  in  a 
fixed  place  of  business."  Com.  v.  Oher,  12 
€ush.  493,  495.  The  defendant  did  not  carry 
any  goods  about  with  him  for  sale;  neither 
<iid  he  expose  any  for  that  purpose.  He  so- 
licited orders  for  his  employers,  a  firm  hav- 
ing a  permanent  place  of  business  in  thiH 
ctate,  and  subsequently  delivered  the  goods 
thus  ordered.  He  made  no  sales  on  his  own 
account.  The  sales  were  made  by  the  firm 
through  the  defendant,  as  their  agent.  The 
•defendant,  in  what  he  did,  was  not  doing 
^'business  as  a  hawker  or  peddler,"  nor  was 
he  "exposing  for  sale  or  selling"  goods,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute.  Com.  v.  Ober, 
12  Cush.  493;  Com.  v.  Famum,  114  Mass. 
267 ;  Davenport  v.  Rioe,  76  Iowa,  74,  39  N. 
W.  191 :  Stuart  v.  Cunninghami,  88  Iowa,  191, 
-20  L.  R.  A.  430,  66  N.  W.  311;  Rex  v.  Af'- 
Knight,  10  Bam.  &  C.  734.  The  acta  of  the 
defendant  in  taking  the  orders,  and  after- 
wards delivering  the  goods  on  those  orders, 
for  the  company  who  employed  him,  were 
substantially  the  same  as  those  of  the  em- 
ployee of  the  ordinary  retail  grocery  firm 
who  takes  orders  and  delivers  goods.  The 
only  difference  is  that  the  grocer's  clerk  us- 
ually confines  his  operations  to  the  town  or 
city  in  which  his  firm  is  located,  while  the 
defendant  extended  his  over  a  wider  field. 
But  no  distinction  can  be  made  between  the 
acts  of  the  two  on  this  ground,  because  the 
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language  of  the  statute  makes  it  equally  an 
offense  for  a  person  to  go  about  "from  place 
to  place  in  the  same  town,  exposing  for  sale 
or  selling  any  goods,"  or  for  one  to  "go  about 
from  town  to  town"  doing  the  same  thing. 
It  is  plain  that  the  legislature  never  intended 
to  include  the  usual  Uiking  of  orders  and  de- 
livering of  goods  by  the  emplojree  of  a  gro- 
cery store  in  the  town  where  it  is  located 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute,  and  to 
compel  that  class  of  persons  to  procure  a  li- 
cense. Such  a  construction  would  defeat  one 
of  the  most  important  objects  of  the  statute. 
— the  protection  of  local  traders.  When  the 
only  construction  of  the  statute  under  which 
the  defendant  can  be  held  Ic^uls  to  so  absurd 
a  result,  it  is  evident  the  legislature  never 
intended  that  acts  like  those  of  the  defend- 
ant should  be  included  within  the  operation 
of  the  statute. 
Case  discharged. 


Kimball   WEBSTER,   Exr.,  etc.,  of  James 
Ryan,  Deceased, 

V. 

Mary  SUGHROW  et  al. 
(••••••..N.  H. .....•.•) 

1.  A  ^rlll  oreatlnff  a  trust  for  tbe  aaT- 
Ins  of  masses  may  be  upheld  as  a  "char- 
itable use,"  since  the  saying  of  mass  Id  open 
church,  where  all  who  choose  may  be  present 
and  participate  therein.  Is  a  solemn  and  im- 
pressive ritual,  from  which  many  may  draw 
spiritual  solace,  guidance,  and  Instruction,  and 
the  money  expended  therefor  Is  of  benedt  to 
the  clergy,  thus  accomplishing  one  of  the 
cherished  objects  of  religious  uses. 

2.  A  separate  fund  for  tbe  eare  of  a 
burial  lot  and  another  for  the  saying 
of  masses  cannot  be  set  aside  by  an  execu- 
tor under  a  will  creating  a  trust  "to  pay  the 
expense  of  keeping  my  burial  lot  In  a  proper 
and  respectable  condition  and  for  having 
anniversary  mass  said  annually.**  leaving  it 
entirely  to  the  executor's  discretion  to  provide 
for  the  perpetuation  of  such  services  In  any 
way  he  may  deem  proper,  since  the  branches 
of  the  trust  are  to  be  administered  together 
by  the  same  trustee. 

(July  29,  1808.) 

EESERVATION  by  the  Supreme  Court  for 
Hillsboro  County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
full  court  of  a  bill  for  instructions  as  to  the 
proper  construction  of  a  will.  Case  dis- 
charged. 

The  property  was  given  in  trust,  first  to 
pay  funeral  expenses;  "the  remainder  to  be 
held  by  said  executor  at  his  sole  discretion, 
the  income  of  which,  and,  if  necessary,  the 
principal,  to  pay  the  expense  of  keeping  my 
burial  lot  in  a  proper  and  respectable  condi- 
tion, and  for  having  anniversary  mass  said 
annually  from  the  date  of  my  decease,  for 
myself,  my  deceased  wife,  and  for  her  de- 


NoTB. — ^As  to  validity  of  bequest  for  masses, 
see  Festorassi  v.  St.  Joseph  Roman  Catholic 
Church  (Ala.)  25  L.  R.  A.  860,  and  note;  and 
Sherman  v.  Baker  (R.  I.)  40  L.  R.  A.  717,  and 
note. 
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oeaMd  sinter,  Lizzie.  And  I  hereby  leave  it 
entirely  at  the  discretion  of  my  said  execu- 
tor to  provide  in  any  way  that  he  may  deem 
proper  for  the  continuation  or  perpetuation 
of  said  servicetf,  without  any  authority  or 
interference  of  the  probate  court  or  any  per- 
■on  whomsoever,  either  in  regard  to  this,  or 
to  the  first,  section  of  Uiis  will."  The  execu- 
tor sought  instructions  upon  two  Questions: 
(1)  Does  this  provision  of  the  will  create  a 
charitable  trust  in  the  matter  of  annual 
masses?  (2)  If  it  does,  can  he  exercise  his 
diBcretion  in  setting  apart  two  certain  sums, 
—one  for  the  fund  for  the  burial  lot,  the 
other  for  the  saying  of  masses, — and  appoint 
trustees  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of 
the  trusty  and  provide  for  securing  perpetual 
succession  thereof? 

Ur.  Geors«  B.  Frenolt^  for  plaintiff: 

The  plaintiff  entertains  doubts  as  to 
whether  this  will  create  a  religious  or  cjiari- 
tabie  trust  in  the  matter  of  annuai  masFcs, 
so  as  to  constitute  an  exception  toih^  law' 
against  perpetuities. 

The  doctrine  of  superstitious  uses  does  not 
prevail  in  this  country,  and  perhaps  a  lim- 
ited amount  can  be  expended  for  present 
masses. 

Edgerly  v.  Barker,  66  N.  H.  434,  28  L.  K. 
A.  328,  31  Atl.  900. 

As  to  this  being  outside  the  exceptions  to 
perpetuities,  see — 

Kent  V.  Dunham,  142  Mass.  216,  66  Am. 
Rep.  667,  7  N.  E.  730;  Rhymer*a  Appeal,  03 
Pa.  142,  39  Am.  Rep.  736,  738,  and  note; 
2  Roper,  Legacies,  p.  138 ;  Sohnorr'a  Appeal, 
67  Pa.  138,  5  Am.  Rep.  416;  2  Perry,  Tr.  9 
687;  Schoulcr,  Petiiioner,  134  Mass.  426; 
JacksoH  V.  Phillipa,  14  Allen,  639;  3  Am.  & 
£ng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  130,  note  4;  Jarman, 
Wills,  •  205,  208;  Old  South  flfoo.  v.  Orooker, 
119  Mass.  1,  20  Am.  Rep.  299;  Saltonatall  v. 
Bandera,  11  Allen,  446;  Lewin,  Trusts, 
(*52S)  p.  715,  Am.  ed.  chap.  21;  Duke  v. 
Fuller,  9  N.  H.  536,  32  Am.  Dec  392;  2  Wmn. 
Exrs.  p.  1118,  1055,  note. 

Mr.  Jeremiali  J.  Doyle  for  defendants. 

Pike,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1.  The  statute  of  43  Eliz.  chap.  4  (1601), 
was  the  culmination  of  all  prior  legislation 
concerning  charities.  Since  its  passage, 
those  objects  are  considered  charitable  that 
are  named  tlierein,  and  many  others  that  are 
"not  named,  and  not  within  the  strict  letter 
of  the  statute,  but  which  come  within  its 
spirit,  equity,  and  analogy."  2  Perry,  Tr. 
S  692.  Although  the  general  principles  of 
charitable  trusts  have  been  repeatedly  recog- 
nized in  this  state  {Duke  v.  Fuller,  9  N.  H. 
538,  32  Am.  Dec.  392 ;  Chapin  v.  School  Dial, 
Vo,  Txco,  36  N.  H.  454 ;  Second  Cong,  Soo,  v. 
First  Cong.  Soo,  14  N.  H.  315;  Broton  v. 
Concord,  33  N.  H.  285;  Atty.  Oen.  ew  rel. 
Ahbot  V.  Dublin,  38  X.  H.  459;  "New  Market 
▼.  Smart,  46  N.  H.  87 ) ,  it  "has  not  been  judi- 
cially determined"  whether  this  statute  has 
b^en  adopted.  But  concerning  this  it  is  not 
important  to  inquire,  since  "courts  of  equity 
have  an  original  and  an  inherent  jurisdiction 
over  charities,  independent  of  the  statute.*' 
<8  L.  R.  A. 


Qoodale  v.  Mooney,  00  N.  H.  528,  633,  49  Am. 
Hep.  334,  335;  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  205,  8  1.  A 
charity,  "in  the  legal  sense,  may  be  .  .  . 
defined  as  a  gift  to  be  applied,  consistently 
with  existing  law,  for  the  benefit  of  an  in- 
definite number  of  persons,  either  by  bringins 
their  minds  or  hearts  under  the  influence  uf 
education  or  religion,  by  relieving  their  bod- 
ies from  disease,  suffering,  or  constraint,  by 
assisting  them  to  establish  themselves  in  life, 
or  by  erecting  or  maintaining  public  build- 
ings or  worlcs,  or  otherwise  lessening  the 
burdens  of  government.  It  is  immaterial 
whether  the  purpose  is  called  charitable  in 
the  gift  itself,  if  it  is  so  described  as  to  show 
that  it  is  charitable  in  its  nature."  Jaokaon 
V.  Phillipa,  14  Allen,  656.  No  question  arises 
as  to  the  testator's  right  tp  craate.^  tiust  f^r 
the  purpose  of  .keepinot  thf;  fbunal'lat  in«a 
proper  « ana  .  Tespectable  .  •cendftion."  The 
>state.  approves  a^the  clk'eation  of  such  trusts, 
'ABd-jprcvides  a  way  for  the  appointment  of 
trustees  therefor  whenever  a  vacancy  exists. 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  40,  8  6;  Id.  chap.  61,  8  8; 
Laws  1891,  chap.  19,  88  1|  2;  Laws  1893, 
chap.  68,  88  1,  2;  Laws  1897,  chap.  6,  8  L 
It  is  in  relation  to  the  creating  of  a  trust 
for  the  saying  of  masses  about  which  there 
is  contention.  "The  doctrine  of  supersti- 
tious uses  arising  from  the  statute  (1  Edw. 
VI.,  chap.  14)  under  which  devises  for  pro- 
curing masses  were  held  to  be  void,  .  .  . 
has  never  obtained  in  the  United  States.  In 
this  country  there  is  absolute  religious  equal- 
ity, and  no  discrimination  in  law  is  made  be- 
tween different  religious  creeds  or  forms  of 
worship."  Hoeffer  v.  Clogan,  171  111.  462, 
40  L.  R.  A.  730,  49  N.  B.  527;  U.  S.  Const. 
Amend.  1 ;  Bill  of  Rights,  art.  5 ;  Holland  v. 
Alcook,  108  N.  Y.  312,  329,  16  N.  E.  305; 
Gaaa  v.  Wilhite,  2  Dana,  170,  26  Am.  Dec. 
446;  Methodiat  Church  v.  Remington,  1 
Watts,  224,  26  Am.  Rep.  61 ;  MoHugh  y.  Mo- 
Cole,  97  Wis.  166,  40  L.  R.  A.  724,  72  N.  W. 
631;  Rhymer' a  Appeal,  93  Pa.  142,  39  Am. 
Rep.  736;  Sohouler, Petitioner, \2^}Am%A2Q, 
It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  sav- 
ing of  masses  can  be  upheld  as  a  "charitable 
use."  In  Seda  y.  Huble,  76  Iowa,  429,  39  N. 
W.  685,  a  bequest  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
a  Catholic  church,  with  directions  to  "invest 
said  money  safely  for  the  benefit  of  said 
church,  and  that  services  should  be  held  in 
said  church  for  his  soul  yearly,"  was  held  to 
be  valid  as  a  beauest  to  a  charitable  use.  In 
Schouler,  Petitioner,  134  Mass.  426,  a  be- 
quest for  "burial  and  funeral  expenses,  and 
the  residue  for  charitable  purposes,  masses," 
etc.,  was  held  to  be  valid  on  tne  ground  that 
"masses  are  religious  ceremonials  or  observ- 
ances of  the  church  of  which  she  [the  testa* 
trix]  was  a  member,  and  come  within  the  re- 
ligious, pious  uses  which  are  upheld  as  pub- 
lic charities."  In  Rhymer'a  Appeal,  93  Pa. 
142,  39  Am.  Rep.  736,  the  testator,  after  cer- 
tain legacies,  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of 
his  estate  "to  St.  Mary's  Catholic  Church,  to 
be  expended  in  masses  for  the  benefit  and  re- 
pose of"  his  soul ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  re- 
ligious use,  but  failed  because  of  a  statute  of 
that  state  requiring  all  such  bequests  to  be 
executed  vrith  due  formality  at  least  one  cal- 
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endar  month  before  the  decease  of  the  testa- 
tor. The  court  said:  "The  testator  has 
clearly  declared  the  use  or  purpose  to  which 
his  bequest  shall  be  applied.  It  is  to  be  ex- 
pended in  masses  for  the  benefit  and  repose 
of  his  soul.  While  this  may  not  be  regarded 
as  a  charitable  use,  within  the  accepted 
meaning  of  the  word,  it  is  certainly  in  erer^ 
proper  sense  of  the  term  ...  a  reli- 
gious usei  In  the  denomination  with  which 
the  testator  appears  to  have  been  identified, 
the  mass  is  regarded  as  a  prominent  part  of 
the  religious  service  and  worship.  Accord- 
ing to  the  Roman  Catholic  system  of  faith, 
there  exists  an  intermediate  state  of  the  soul, 
after  death  and  before  final  judgment,  during 
i^fhic^.j^lt  incurred  during  life  and  una- 
t«ji'ed.tor«}u^bepxpiated;  and  the  tempor- 
ary  4^9nf8h^^ils:*^9  Vhi<ch  tjie  souls  of  the 
peniten{  ard  tli^  pMbJecwd  Ja^^  tib  mitigated 
or  arrested  througn'tWeffiQfcy'M  the^ipass: 
as  a  propitiatory  sacrifice.  Ueifc^4£e  pmfrC 
tice  of  offering  masses  for  the  departed.  *  If 
cannot  be  doubted  that  in  obeying  the  injunc- 
tion of  the  testator,  and  offering  masses  for 
the  benefit  and  repose  of  his  soul,  the  officiat- 
ing priest  would  be  performing  a  religious 
service;  and  none  the  less  so  Wause  inter- 
cession would  be  specially  invoked  in  behalf 
of  the  testator  alone.  The  service  is  just  the 
same  in  kind  whether  it  be  designed  to  pro- 
mote the  spiritual  welfare  of  one  or  many. 
Prayer  for  the  conversion  of  a  single  impeni- 
tent is  as  purely  a  religious  act  as  a  petition 
for  the  salvation  of  thousands.  The  services 
intended  to  be  performed  in  carrying  out  the 
trust  created  by  the  testator's  will,  as  well 
as  the  objects  designed  to  be  attained,  are  all 
essentially  religious  in  their  character."  In 
harmony  with  this  last  case  is  the  recent  de- 
cision of  Roeffer  v.  Clogan,  171  111.  462,  40 
L.  R.  A.  730,  49  N.  £.  627,  where  the  testa- 
tor left  to  the  Holy  Family  Church,  its  suc- 
cessors and  assigns,  real  estate  in  trust  to 
sell  and  expend  the  proceeds  in  saying  masses 
for  the  repose  of  his  soul  and  the  souls  of 
his  deceased  wife,  mother-in-law,  and  broth- 
er-in-law, and  a  legacy  in  trust  to  be  expend- 
ed in  sayint^  masses  for  the  repose  of  the  souls 
of  his  father,  mother,  and  sister.  The  devise 
and  legacy  were  held  to  be  charitable,  and 
were  not  allonived  to  fail  by  want  of  a  compe- 
tent trustee.  It  is  said  in  the  opinion  that, 
"while  the  testator  may  have  a  belief  that  it 
will  benefit  his  soul  or  the  souls  of  others 
doing  penance  for  their  sins,  it  is  also  a  bene- 
fit to  all  others  who  may  attend  or  partici- 
pate in  it.  An  act  of  public  worship  would 
certainly  not  be  deprived  of  that  character 
because  it  was  also  a  special  memorial  of 
some  person,  ar  because  special  prayers 
should  be  included  in  the  services  for  partic- 
ular persons.  Memorial  services  are  often 
held  in  churches,  but  they  are  not  less  acts 
of  worship  because  of  their  memorial  char- 
acter. .  .  .  The  mere  fact  that  the  bequest 
was  given  with  the  intention  of  obtaining 
some  benefit,  or  from  some  personal  motive, 
does  not  rob  it  of  its  character  as  charitable." 
The  saying  of  mass  is  a  ceremonial  celebrated 
by  the  priest  in  open  church,  where  all  who 
choose  may  be  present  and  participate  there- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


in.  It  is  a  solemn  and  impressive  ritoal, 
from  which  many  draw  spiritual  solace,  guid- 
ance, and  instruction.  It  is  religious  in  ita 
form  and  in  its  teaching,  and  clearly  comes 
within  that  class  of  trusts  or  uses  denomi- 
nated in  law  as  charitable.  And,  while  the  ef- 
fect of  these  services  upon  the  members  of  this 
church  is  impressive  and  beneficial,  the  mon- 
ey expended  for  the  celebrations  thereof  is  of 
benefit  to  the  clergy,  and  is  upheld  and 
maintained  for  this  reason,  as  one  of  the 
cherished  objects  of  religious  uses.  Atiy. 
Gen,  ex  rel.  Abbot  v.  Dublin,  38  N.  H.  459 ; 
Hoeffer  v.  Ologan,  171  111.  462,  40  L.  R.  A. 
730,  49  N.  £.  627.  The  upholding  of  such 
trusts  is  in  harmony  with  the  principles  of 
our  law. 

2.  The  executor  is  not  empowered  to  set 
apart  one  sum  for  the  care  of  the  burial  lot, 
and  another  for  the  saying  of  masses.  The 
bnu\c]ies  of  the  trust  are  to  be  administered 
together,"  and  hv  the  same  trustee.  The  die- 
cf^ien.-With  which  the  executor  is  invested 
extends  only  to  the  methods  to  be  adopted  in 
the  performance  of  this  duty.  The  whole 
trust  is  to  be  administered  bv  him  {Brack  ▼. 
Sawyor,  39  N.  H.  547),  or  by  someone  else 
appointed  in  his  place  by  the  probate  courts 
Pub.  Stet.  chap.  198,  S  6. 

Case  discharged. 

All  concur. 


STATE  of  New  Hampshire 
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An  indictable  nnlannee  ie  orented  by  m 
bay  iprtndovr  vrbicb  extends  4  feet  nnA 
7  incbes  over  a  etreet,  at  a  point  8 
feet  above  the  ground,  although  it  does  not 
Interfere  with  travel  on  the  highway,  where 
the  statute  declares  that  a  building,  struct- 
ure, or  fence  shall  be  deemed  a  public  nui- 
sance If  **erected  or  continued  upon  or  over 
anj  highway  so  as  to  obstruct  the  same  or 
lessen  the  full  breadth  thereof.*' 

(March   12,  1897.) 

EESERVATION  by  the  Supreme  Court  for 
Hillsboro  County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
full  court  of  an  indictment  charging  defend- 
ant with  erecting  a  nuisance  consisting  of 
a  bay  window  in  a  public  highway.  Judg- 
ment against  defendant. 

The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opin- 
ion. 


NoTB. — For  encroachment  on  street  by  awn- 
ings, bay  windows,  etc.,  see  Augusta  v.  Burum 
(Ga.)  26  L.  R.  A.  340,  and  note;  State  v. 
Clarke  (Conn.)  39  L.  R.  A.  070,  with  annota- 
tion commencing  on  page  667 ;  and  Hibbard  v. 
Chicago  (111.)  40  L.  R.  A.  021. 

For  provision  In  deed  limiting  projection  of 
bay  window,  see  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Algonquin  Club 
(Mass.)  11  L,  R.  A.  500. 

For  municipal  power  over  buildings  as  nuis- 
ances in  street,  see  note  to  Hagerstown  v.  Wit- 
mer  (Md.)  39  L.  E.  A.,  beginning  on  page  062. 
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Ur.  James  P.  Tnttle,  for  the  State: 

When  this  bay  window  wae  projected  over 
the  street  and  into  the  street  4  feet  7  inches, 
■the  condition  of  that  street  was  changed. 

The  ruling  in  the  present  case  is  correct. 

Hopkins  v.  Crotnbie,  4  N.  H.  524. 

When  land  is  taken  for  public  use  as  a 
highway,  the  landowner  is  entitled  to  receive 
a  sum  in  damages,  which  in  theory  of  law  is 
an  indemnity  for  the  use  of  the  land  taken. 

Winchester  v.  Capron,  63  N.  H.  606,  56 
Am.  Rep.  554,  4  Atl.  795;  Makepeace  v.  War- 
<te»,  1  N.  H.  16. 

Mr,  Oliver  E.  BralLol^  for  defendant: 

It  is  not  an  indictable  offense,  to  which 
there  is  no  defense,  to  erect  a  building,  struc- 
ure,  or  fence  of  any  kind  upon  or  over  a 
highway. 

The  rights  of  the  public  in  a  highway  are 
in  the  nature  of  an  easement  or  right  of 
passage,  and  the  soil  and  freehold  belong  to 
the  owners  of  the  land. 

Morrison's  Digest,  p.  468,  9  148;  Winahip 
f.  Enfield,  42  N.  H.  107;  Chamberlain  v.  En- 
field, 43  N.  H.  356;  Oresaey  ▼.  'Northern  R. 
<7o.  59  N.  H.  564,  47  Am.  Rep.  227. 

Whether  an  obstruction  of  a  highway  con- 
stitutes a  nuisance  is  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury. 

Qrawa  ▼.  Bhattuck,  35  N.  H.  257,  69  Am- 
Dec  536;   State  v.  HaU,  22  N.  H.  384. 
On  petition  for  rehearing. 

In  the  decision  the  court  did  not  consider 
that  the  defendant,  being  under  an  indict- 
ment, is  entitled  to  a  jury  trial  on  all  the 
facts  alleged  and  not  admitted. 

N.  H.  Const,  pt.  1,  art.  16. 

The  court  did  not  consider  that  the  offense 
for  which  the  respondent  was  indicted  is  by 
I  «tatate  made  a  public  nuisance  (Pub.  Stat. 
€hap.  77,  %  8),  and,  being  a  public  nuisance, 
the  respondent  has  a  constitutional  right  to 
a  trial  by  jury. 

State  ex  rel.  Rhodes  v.  Saunders,  66  N.  H. 
^9,  18  L.  R.  A.  646,  25  Atl.  588. 

The  court  in  the  decision  did  not  consider 
that  upon  the  trial  of  the  indictment  the  re- 
spondent would  have  been  entitled,  if  no 
facts  had  been  admitted,  to  instructions  to 
the  jury  upon  the  following  questions: 
( 1 )  Is  the  bay  window  erected  upon  or  over 
the  highway?  (2)  If  it  is  so  erected,  does 
it  obstruct  the  same  T  ( 3 )  If  it  is  so  erected, 
-does  it  lessen  the  full  breadth  of  the  high- 
way? 

A  purpresture  is  not  necessarily  a  public 
nuisance.  A  public  nuisance  must  be  some- 
thing which  subjects  the  public  to  some  de- 
free  of  inconvenience  or  annoyance;  but  a 
purprrsture  may  exist  without  putting  the 
public  to  any  inconvenience  whatever.  Sec- 
tions 1-6  inclusive,  chap.  77,  Pub.  Stat., 
•cover  cases  of  "actual  obstruction,"  and  fur- 
tiish  a  remedy  for  their  prompt  and  inmiedi- 
ate  removal.  But  they  must  not  be  con- 
founded with  the  subject-matter  contained 
in  f  8,  under  which  the  respondent  was  in- 
•dicted. 

Parson^  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt: 

"By  the  common  law  anyone  may  abate  a 
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nuisance  to  a  highway."  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  chap. 
75,  «  12;  Id.  chap.  76,  §  61;  3  Bl.  Com.  •5. 
To  justify  such  action,  it  must  appear  that 
the  object  removed  was  an  obstruction  to  the 
public  travel, — an  actual  nuisance.     In  such 


case,  "whether  any  object  permanently 
placed,  temporarily  left,  or  slowly  moving  in 
a  public  highway*'  unnecessarily  obstructs 
public  travel,  and  therefore  is  a  common  nui- 
sance, is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined 
by  the  jury  from  all  the  circumstances  of 
each  particular  case.  Hopkins  v.  Cromhie, 
4  N.  H.  520,  525;  Graves  v.  Shattuck,  35  N. 
H.  257,  69  Am.  Dec.  536.  "If  any  timber, 
lumber,  stone,  or  other  thing  is  upon  a  high- 
way, encumbering  it,"  a  prompt  remedy  for 
the  immediate  removal  of  the  obstruction  is 
provided.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  77,  §§  1-^.  In 
proceedings  under  this  statute,  whether  the 
object  complained  of  is  an  encumbrance,  and 
its  removal  necessary  for  the  public  conven- 
ience, are  questions  of  fact  to  he  determined 
upon  competent  evidence.  Richardson  v. 
Smith,  59  N.  H.  517.  The  public,  however, 
is  entitled  to  the  full  and  free  use  of  all  the 
territory  embraced  within  the  limits  of  a 
highway,  not  only  for  actual  passage,  but 
for  all  purposes  that  are  legitimately  inci* 
dent  thereto.  Every  actual  encroachment 
upon  a  highway  by  the  erection  of  a  build- 
ing or  fence  thereon,  or  any  other  permanent 
or  habitual  occupation  thereof,  is  an  inva- 
sion of  the  public  right,  even  though  it  does 
not  operate  as  an  actual  obstruction  to  pub- 
lic travel.  Wood,  Nuisances,  §§  81,  250. 
"Where  there  is  a  house  erected,  or  an  in- 
dosure  made,  upon  any  part  of  the  King's 
demesnes,  or  of  a  highway,  or  common  street, 
or  public  water,  or  such  like  public  things, 
it  is  properly  called  a  purpresture,**  4  Bl. 
Com.  *167.  " 'Pourpresture'  cometh  of  the 
French  word  'pourprise,'  which  signifieth  a 
close,  or  enclosure;  that  is,  where  one  en- 
croacheth,  or  maketh  several  to  himself  that 
which  ought  to  be  common  to  many."  Co. 
Litt.  2776;  Co.  Magna  Charta,  38,  272.  Any 
unauthorized  erection  over  a  highway  is  a 
purpresture.  Wood,  Nuisances,  §  77 ;  Kno» 
V.  New  York,  55  Barb.  404;  Atty,  Gen,  v. 
Evart  Booming  Co.  34  Mich.  462.  Since  the 
public  right  is  coextensive  with  the  limits 
of  the  highway,  that  the  traveled  part  is  not 
thereby  impeded  is  no  defense  to  an  indict- 
ment charging  the  erection  or  maintenance 
of  a  building  or  other  construction  within 
the  highway.  Roscoe,  Crim.  Ev.  3d  Am.  ed. 
567;  Com,  v.  Wilkinson,  16  Pick.  175,  26 
Am.  Dec.  654;  Com.  v.  King,  13  Met  115; 
Com.  V.  Blaisdell,  107  Mass.  234;  Harrower 
v.  Ritson,  37  Barb.  303;  Dickey  v.  Maine 
Teleg.  Co.  46  Me.  483 ;  Wright  v.  Saunders, 
66  Barb.  214;  Queen  v.  United  Kingdom 
Electric  Teleg.  Co.  31  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  167; 
Rex  v.  Wright,  3  Barn.  &  Ad.  681 ;  Reimer's 
Appeal,  100  Pa.  182,  45  Am.  Rep.  373.  This 
does  not  conflict  with  the  adjoining  owner's 
right  to  make  any  reasonable  temporary  use 
of  the  street  which  does  not  unnecessarily 
obstruct  the  public  passage.  1  Hawk.  P.  C. 
chap.  76,  §  49;  Wood,  Nuisances,  H  256, 
257;  Rex  v.  Cross,  3  Campb.  224;  Rex  v. 
Jones,  3  Campb.  230;  Winohesier  v.  Capron, 
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63  N.  H.  605,  4  Ati.  706;  Winahip  t.  Enfield, 

42  N.  H.  197,  216;  Chamberlain  t.  Enfield, 

43  N.  H.  366,  360,  361;  Chravea  ▼.  Shattuck, 
85  N.  H.  257,  60  Am.  Dec  536;  Hopkine  v. 
Crombie,  4  N.  H.  520;  Mdkepeaoe  v.  Warden, 
1  N.  H.  16;  Avery  t.  Mawwell,  4  N.  H.  36; 
Copp  V.  l^coZ,  7  N.  H.  275;  Baker  v.  i9fcep- 
hard,  24  N.  H.  208,  213. 

The  defendant  ig  charged  with  erecting 
and  continuing  a  bay  window  upon  and  over 
a  public  highway.  The  bay  window  ie  a 
projection  from  the  defendant's  building, 
which  extends  into  and  over  the  highway  4 
feet  and  7  inches,  but  does  not  extend  down- 
ward within  8  feet  of  the  surface  of  the  way. 
The  sole  question  reserved  is  whether,  upon 
the  admission  of  these  facts  as  charged,  there 
is  any  question  for  the  jury.  The  defendant 
claims  that  these  facts  do  not  show  such  ob- 
struction of  the  highway  as  is  contemplated 
in  f  8,  chap.  77,  Pub.  Stat,  because  the  bay 
window  does  not  obstruct  the  traveled  part 
of  the  highway,  nor  interfere  with  the  travel 
upon  the  same,  and  that  upon  these  facts  it 
is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  they  con- 
stitute an  obstruction.  The  statute  is: 
"If  any  building,  structure,  or  fence  is  erects 
ed  or  continued  upon  or  over  any  highway 
so  as  to  obstruct  the  same  or  lessen  the  full 
breadth  thereof,  it  shall  be  deemed  a  public 
nuisance,  and  any  person  erecting  or  con- 
tinuing the  same  shall  be  fined  not  exceed- 
ing fifty  dollars;  and  the  court  shall  order 
such  building,  structure,  or  fence  to  be  re- 
moved." The  defendant's  bay  window  is  a 
"structure"  erected  and  continued  by  him 
over  the  highway.  It  lessens  the  full  breadth 
of  the  highway  4  feet  and  7  inches  at  a  point 
8  feet  above  the  ground.  The  only  question 
is  whether  the  statute  is  aimed  at  mere  en- 
croachments upon  the  limits  reserved  for 
public  use,  or  nas  as  its  object  only  the  re- 
moval of  actual  impediments  to  the  passage. 
The  statute  has  been  the  law  of  the  state  for 
nearly  200  years.  Its  title,  when  apparently 
first  enacted,  in  1714,  was  "An  Act  to  Pre- 
vent Encroachment  upon  Highways."  Laws 
1096-1725,  p.  32.  The  provincial  act  was  re- 
enacted  witn  the  same  title,  with  slight  ver- 
bal change,  February  27,  1786.  Laws  1797, 
p.  315;  I^ws  1805,  p.  334;  Laws  1830,  p. 
681.  In  the  revision  of  1842  the  act  appears 
with  the  same  title,  "Encroachments  on 
Highways,"  but  greatly  condensed,  and  in 
substantially  its  present  form  (Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  60),  while  the  provision  for  the  imme- 
diate removal  of  encumbrances  is  found  in 
the  preceding  chapter,  entitled  "Encum- 
brances in  Highways."  The  substance  of  the 
former  act  was  also  adopted  February  27, 
1786.  It  was  not  until  1867  that  the  two 
provisions  were  brought  together,  into  one 
chapter  under  the  present  head,  "Encum- 
brances and  Encroachments  on  Highways." 
Gen.  Stat.  p.  151,  chap.  70.  The  legislature 
understood  encroachment  and  encumbrance 
to  be  different  evils  requiring  different  rem- 
edies. An  object  is  not  an  encumbrance  in 
a  highway  unless  it  obstructs  the  use  of  the 
way,  while  an  encroachment  is  an  unlawful 
gaining  upon  the  right  or  possession  of  an- 
other ;  as  where  a  man  sets  his  fence  beyond 
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his  line.    Bouvier,  Law  Diet.    Thus  the  ti- 
tle furnishes  evidence  that  the  object  of  tho- 
statute  was  the  preservation  of  the  limits- 
of  the  public  right,  not  the  prevention  of 
obstruction   to    travel.    The  less  condensed 
form  of  expression  of  the  early  statute  also- 
gives  aid  as  to  its  present  meaning.    Omit- 
ting needless  repetition  not  applicable  to  the- 
present  case,  it  is:     "No  edifice,  building,  or 
fence  whatever  shall  be  raised,  erected,  built, 
or  set  up  in,  upon,  over,  or  across  any  of  the^ 
said   highways,   roads,   streets,    ...    or 
any  part  of  them,  whereby  to  stop  them  up- 
or  straighten  the  passage,  or  any  ways  lessen 
the  full  breadth  of  any  such  street."    The- 
three   evils   which    might   result    from  en- 
croachment are  described,  and  were:      (1) 
Stopping  up  the  street,  actually  preventing- 
passage;   (2)  straightening,  making  narrow- 
the  path,  and  the  passage  difficult;   (3)  any 
ways  lessening  the  full  breadth  of  the  street. 
In  the  modern  revisions  and  re-enactments- 
of  the  statute  the  first  two  are  written  as  a 
single  clause,  "to  obstruct,"  but  no  change- 
has  been  made  in  the  last,— "lessen  the  fuU 
breadth  of  the  street."     If  a  jury  might  find 
that  the  defendant's  bay  window  did  not  stop- 
up  the  street  or  straighten  the  passage,  they 
could  not  find  that,  projecting  4  feet  and  7 
inches  over  the  highway,  it  does  not  to  some 
extent  lessen  its  full  breadth.     That  a  build- 
ing so  projecting  into  the  highway  upon  the- 
surface,  but  not  so  as  to  obstruct  travel,  i» 
in  violation  of  the  statute,  was  decided  in 
1829  in  Hopkins  v.  Crombie,  4  N.  H.  520. 
The  case  was  trespass  for  breaking  and  en- 
tering the  plaintiff's  close  and  removing  wl 
house  frame.     The  defense  set  up  was  that 
the  house  was  within  the  limits  of  the  higli- 
way,  and  under  the  statute  was  an  obstruc- 
tion and  nuisance,  wherefore  the  defendants, 
selectmen  of  the  town,  entered,  and  remove<f 
the  same.    The  court, — Richardson,  Ch.  J., 
—said   (p.  525):     "This  statute  [February 
27,  1786]  was  not,  in  our  opinion,  intended 
to  make  mere  encroachments  upon  highways, 
where  the  passage  was  not  obstructed,  lia- 
ble to  be  removed  by  individuals.    The  ob- 
ject was  to  prevent  certain  encroachments- 
upon  highways,  and  for  this  purpose  they  are- 
declared  to  be  common  nuisances,  and  pro- 
vision made  for  their  removal  and  the  pun- 
ishment   of    the    offender.     Individuals  are 
permitted  to  abate  actual  nuisances  which 
obstruct  the  passage  of  highways,  because 
the  public  convenience  requires  an  immediate 
remedy,  and  cannot  wait  for  the  slow  prog- 
ress of  the  ordinary  course  of  justice.     But 
no  such  reason  exists  for  the  interference 
of  individuals  in  this  way,  in  the  case  of  en- 
croachments which  do  not  obstruct  the  pus- 
sage.     The  statute  has  not  changed  the  na- 
ture of  things,  and  made  that  an  actual  ob- 
struction  which  was   not  so   before   its  en- 
actment."   It  was  further  held  in  the  same 
case  that  the  cellar  and  frame  complained 
of,  which  extended  10  feet  within  the  limits- 
of  the  highway,  but  in  no  way  impeded,  or 
obstructed,  or  rendered  less  safe  or  conven- 
ient the  traveled  path,  was  clearly  an  en- 
croachment, for  the  simple  reason   that  it 
was  within  the  limits  of  the  highway.     It 


1897. 


State  v.  Eban. 


105 


was  said  to  be  (p.  620)  "clearly  an  illegal 
encroachment,  which  rendered  the  plaintiffs 
liable  to  be  indicted  and  punished,  and  which 
might  at  any  time,  upon  a  conviction,  have 
been  legally  taken  down,  demolished,  and  re- 
moved." For  this  reason,  although,  since 
the  frame  did  not  obstruct  the  travel,  the  de- 
fendants' acts  in  removing  it  were  unlawful, 
the  plaintiffs  were  allowed  only  nominal 
damages. 

Under  Hophina  v.  Oromhie,  the  only  ques- 
tion remaining  is  whether  the  elevation  of 
the  projecting  structure  8  feet  above  the 
highway  surface  raises  any  question  of  fact 
under  the  statute.  If  it  does,  it  is  only  be- 
cause at  that  elevation  a  jury  might  find  it 
did  not  in  fact  obstruct  the  public  in  their 
use  of  the  way.  But  if  such  a  finding,  which 
might,  and  probably  must,  have  been  found 
in  Hopkins  v.  Crombie,  does  not  excuse  a 
building  upon  the  surface  of  the  way  made 
because  abundant  space  was  left  on  one  side 
of  the  structure  for  the  public  passage,  the 
same  finding  cannot  avail  when  based  on  the 
ground  that  there  is  abundant  room  beneath 
the  structure.  The  finding  being  immate- 
rial, a  different  ground  upon  which  it  might 
be  based  is  equally  unimportant.  Further 
evidence  of  the  understanding  of  the  legisla- 
ture is  to  be  found  in  the  section  of  the  stat- 
ute immediately  following:  "Signs  and 
awnings  put  up  in  conformity  with  the  po- 
lice regulations  in  force  in  the  town  are  ex- 
cepted from  the  provisions  of  the  preceding 
section."  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  77,  §  9.  This 
exception  appeared  first  in  the  Revised  Statr 
utes  of  1842  (Rev.  SUt.  chap.  60,  §  2),  pre^ 
sumably  considered  necessary  because  in 
1823  police  officers  were  authorized  to  make 
regulations  for  the  height  and  position  of 
any  awning,  shade,  or  ol£er  fixture  that  may 
be  erected  or  placed  in  any  such  street  (Laws 
1830,  p.  271;  Rev.  Stet  chap.  114,  §  7;  Pub. 
8tet.  chap.  240,  S  5).  The  legislature  un- 
derstood that  a  sign  or  awning  over  a  high- 
way was  within  the  statute.  The  projection 
of  the  roof  and  eaves  of  a  house  over  and 
into  a  street  is  within  the  statute,  and  a 
building  so  constructed  is  a  nuisance.  Oar- 
land  V.  Tawne,  55  N.  H.  55,  20  Am.  Rep. 
164.  "Whether  the  fee  of  the  street  be  in 
the  municipality  in  trust  for  the  public  use, 
or  in  the  adjoining  proprietor,  it  is  in  either 
ease  of  the  essence  of  the  street  that  it  is 
public,  and  hence  .  .  .  under  the  para- 
mount control  of  the  legislature  as  the  rep- 
resentative of  the  public."  2  Dill.  Mun. 
Ck>rp.  2d  ed.  §  541.  The  reasonable  and 
proper  use  which  the  adjoining  owner  may 
make  of  the  way  is  subject  to  legislative  reg- 
ulation. Id.  §  585;  3  Kent,  Com.  *433;  Al- 
len V.  Boston,  159  Mass.  324,  335,  34  N.  £. 
519.  Buildings  projecting  over  a  highway 
may  make  doubtful  the  true  line  of  the 
street,  as  well  as  those  erected  upon  the  sur- 
face, and  render  the  way  dangerous  to  the 
public  use.  Whether  any  such  use  should  be 
permitted  is  properly  determinable  by  the 
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legislature.  Considering  the  common- law 
rme  that  any  encroachment  upon  a  highway 
is  unlawful,  the  object  of  the  statute,  as  dis- 
closed by  its  title,  the  language  used  in  the 
original  and  subsequent  enactments  of  the 
section  in  question,  the  exceptions  made  by 
the  legislature  tending  to  establish  the  legis- 
lative understanding  of  the  meaning  of  the 
section,  the  existence  of  another  statute  rem- 
edy for  the  removal  of  actual  obstructions, 
and  the  previous  interpretation  that  has 
been  declared  by  the  court,  we  entertain  no 
doubt  that  the  construction  contended  for 
by  the  defendant  cannot  be  sustained.  The 
facts  agieed  contain  all  the  elements  of  the 
offense  charged.  There  is  no  question  for 
the  jury. 

Trees  by  the  side  of  the  roadway  ( Graven 
V.  Shattuok,  35  N.  H.  270,  69  Am.  Dec.  536), 
are  not  within  the  terms  of  this  statute,  lUid 
are  recognized  and  protected  by  law.  Pub* 
Stat.  chap.  266,  §  19.  While  the  suggestion 
of  the  defendant's  brief  that  the  omission 
of  the  clause,  "so  as  to  obstruct  the  same,  or 
lessen  the  full  breadth  thereof,"  would  leave 
the  statute  with  precisely  the  meaning  given 
to  it  is  undoubtedly  true,  yet  we  do  not 
think  the  insertion  of  this  clause  authorizes 
the  position  that  there  may  be  a  structure 
upon  or  over  a  highway  which  does  not  either 
obstruct  it  or  lessen  its  full  breadth.  Such 
a  structure  is  plainly  inconceivable,  and  the 
proposition  is  self -contradictory.  If  the 
structure  is  upon  or  over  the  highway,  it 
must  either  obstruct  it  or  lessen  its  full 
breadth.  If  it  does  neither,  it  is  neither 
upon  nor  over  the  highway.  The  origin  of 
the  clause  is  to  be  found  in  the  excessive 
particularity  of  the  original  draftsman  in 
the  effort,  by  a  superabundance  of  words,  to 
exclude  the  possibility  of  failure  to  embrace 
within  the  terms  of  the  statute  every  variety 
of  encroachment.  The  clause  is  in  fact  a 
recital  of  evils  guarded  against,  and  not  the 
insertion  of  a  condition  to  be  found  as  a  fact. 
The  original  laying  of  the  street  is  conclu- 
sive that  the  whole  space  is  necessary  for 
the  public  use,  either  for  passage,  or  the  nec- 
essary incidents  thereto.  Whether  the  space 
reserved  can,  consistently  with  safety  to  the 
public,  be  permanently  encroached  upon  by 
structures  overhanging  the  same,  other  than 
signs  and  awnings,  is  purely  a  legislative 
question.  As  the  case  and  the  law  now 
stand,  the  defendant's  window  is  an  illegal 
encroachment  upon  the  street.  The  legis- 
lature has  not  left  it  to  the  court  to  decide 
whether,  as  a  purpresture  merely,  it  .should 
be  allowed  to  remain.  Wood,  Nuisances,  f 
80.  The  statute  declares  it  a  nuisance,  and 
orders  its  removal.  Further  proceedings  in 
accordance  with  these  views  and  the  stipu- 
lations of  the  reserved  case  will  be  had  at 
the  trial  term. 

Case  discharged. 

All  concur. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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NEW  JERSEY  SUPREME  COURT. 


Claui  DETTMBRING,  Plff,  in  Err., 

V. 

Richard  ENGLISH. 


( N.  J.. 


.) 


^1.  PlAlntllf  reeei-red  an  injurr  from 
tbe  fall  of  a  wall  which  waa  being  con- 
structed by  workmen  of  the  defendant.  Plain- 
tiff was  lawfully  on  the  premises  wbere  tbe 
wall  was  being  constructed.  Held,  that  de- 
fendant owed  plaintiff  a  duty  to  take  reason- 
able care  that  the  wall  should  be  so  con- 
structed as  not  to  fall. 

S.  At  tlfte  close  of  the  ^rbole  evidenee 
tbe  trial  Jadffe  dlreeted  a  ▼erdiet  for 
the  defendant  on  the  ground  that  the  single 
question  presented  was  whether  the  wall  In 
question  should  have  been  braced,  and  that 
upon  the  eridence  It  appeared  that  bracing 
was  unnecessary.  Held,  that,  under  the  clr- 
-cumstances  appearing  In  the  case,  there  was 
a  question  for  the  Jury,  and  It  was  error  to 
withdraw  It  from  them  by  a  direction. 

(November  18,  1899.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hudson 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  allied  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

2ir,  Flavel  MoGtoe  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Meaera.  Oorbin  ft  Oorbin,  for  defendant 
in  error : 

Plaintiff  cannot  avail  himself  of  grounds 
of  negligence  not  pleaded.  He  must  set  out 
the  facta  showing  negligence. 

Race  V.  Easton  d  A.  R.  Co,  62  N.  J.  L.  539, 
41  Atl.  710. 

The  absence  of  braces  on  the  south  side 
vas  not  evidence  of  negligence. 

Usage  is  the  test  of  ordinary  care. 

McQrell  v.  Buffalo  Offioe  Bldg.  Co.  153  N. 
Y.  266,  47  N.  E.  306. 

It  is  a  mistake  for  one  to  take  his  stand 
after  an  accident,  and  to  impute  responsibil- 
ity from  a  view  thus  obtained.  It  is  nearly 
•always  easy,  after  an  accident  has  happened, 
to  see  how  it  could  have  been  avoided. 

Burke  v.  Witherhee,  98  N.  Y.  662;  Fro- 
Wisher  v.  Fifth  Ave,  Tranep.  Co.  161  N.  Y. 
431.46  N.  £.  839. 

The  mere  falling  of  the  wall  does  not  prove 
negligence;  the  plaintiff  must  not  stop  with 
^are  proof  of  the  accident. 

Bahr  v.  Lombard,  53  N.  J.  L.  233,  21  Atl. 
190,  23  Atl.  167 ;  Cadtoell  v.  Amheimy  162  N. 
Y.  182,  46  N.  E.  310. 

*Headnotes  by  Magix,  Ch.  J. 

Note. — As  to  liability  for  injury  by  fall  of 
-wall,  see  Anderson  v.  East  (Ind.)  2  L.  R.  A. 
712,  and  note!  Factors  ft  T.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Werletn 
(La.)  11  L.  R.  A.  861,  and  note;  and  Ryder  v. 
Kin  Bey,  S4  L.  R.  A.  567.  and  note. 

As  to  dangerous  cblmney,  see,  with   respect 
to  landlora's  Uabllltv,  note  to  Lee  ▼.  McLaugh- 
lin   (Me.)    26  L.  R.  A.  on  page  200:  see  also 
Cork  ▼.  Blossom  (Mass.)  26  L.  R.  A.  256. 
48L.il  A. 


The  only  competent  expert  evidence  waa 
for  witnesses  having  experience  in  wall  con- 
struction to  deecribe  what  waa  the  proper 
mode. 

Cratie  v.  Northfield,  33  Vt.  126;  Bliss  ▼. 
Wilbraham,  B  Allen,  664. 

Hagie,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Dettmering  brought  this  action  against 
English  to  recover  <uuna£e8  for  an  injury  re- 
ceived by  him  by  the  fadl  of  a  portion  of  a 
wall  which  was  being  constructed  by  English 
for  the  city  hall  of  Jersey  City.  English 
had  contracted  with  the  city  for  the  mason 
and  iron  woric  of  the  &tj  hall,  and  had  sub- 
contracted the  iron  work  to  the  Fagin  Iron 
Works,  in  the  employ  of  which  Dettmering 
was  working  on  the  building.  The  occur- 
rence is  ^e  same  which  was  before  the 
court  of  errors  in  Jansen  v.  Jersey  City,  61 
N.  J.  L.  243,  39  Atl.  1026.  On  the  authority 
of  that  case,  the  employees  of  English  in 
building  the  wall  which  fell  were  not  fellow 
servants  of  Dettmering. 

The  bills  of  exception  show  that  at  the 
close  of  plaintiff's  case  a  motion  for  nonsuit 
was  interposed  on  the  ground  that  there  was 
a  failure  of  proof  of  any  negligence  on  the 
part  of  English,  or  of  any  negligence  which 
wa8  chargeable  to  him.  The  trial  judge  re- 
served decision  on  motion,  and  proceeded  to 
hear  the  evidence  of  the  defendant.  At  the 
close  of  the  whole  case  defendant  asked  for 
a  direction  for  a  verdict  in  his  favor  upon  the 
same  ground  upon  which  he  had  moved  for 
the  nonsuit.  This  motion  was  granted ;  the 
trial  judge  giving  as  a  reason  that  the  only 
question  in  the  case  was  whether  the  wall 
tnat  fell  should  have  been  braced,  and  that 
it  then  appeared  to  him,  on  the  evidence,  that 
bracing  was  not  necessary.  Exception  was 
allowed  to  the  direction  of  a  verdict,  and 
plaintiff's  main  contention  is  directed  to  it 
as  erroneous.  The  bill  of  exceptions  present- 
ing this  question  contains  the  whole  evidence 
adduced  at  the  trial.  It  appears  therefrom 
that  Dettmering  was  lawfully  upon  the  prem- 
ises, engaged  in  his  duty  to  his  employer  in 
performing  the  work  which  the  Fagin  Iron 
Works  had  contracted  with  English  to  do. 
It  follows  that  English  owed  to  Dettmering 
a  duty  to  take  reasonable  care  that  the  wall 
in  question  should  be  so  constructed  as  not 
to  fall  upon  and  injure  him  while  thus  law- 
fully on  the  premises.  If,  upon  the  evidence, 
a  reasonable  inference  of  failure  to  per- 
form that  duty  could  be  drawn  by  the  jury, 
it  was  obviously  erroneous  to  withdraw  the 
case  from  the  jury  by  the  direction  for  a  ver- 
dict. Such  a  course  could  only  be  justified 
^y  the  total  lack  of  evidence  from  which  such 
an  inference  could  properly  be  drawn.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  evidence  that  the  wall  in 
question  was  about  80  feet  long,  and  had  been 
built  of  a  width  of  16  inches  to  a  height  of 
about  60  feet,  and  had  been  allowed 
to  dry  and  settle  for  some  days.  Then 
the    workmen    of     English    commenced    U> 
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build  thereon  a  wall  of  12  inches  in  width, 
and  within  two  daye  had  completed  it  for  the 
whole  length  to  the  additional  height  of  18  or 
20  feet,  when  it^  or  part  of  it  just  erected, 
fell  upon  the  plaintiiF.  It  is  evident  that  tiic 
trial  judge  conceived  that  the  sole  question 
was  whether  the  duty  of  English  required 
him  to  brace  the  wall  then  in  course  of  con- 
struction, and,  upon  his  finding  that  such 
bracing  was  unnecessary,  his  direction  for 
the  verdict  was  grounded.  It  is  at  least 
open  to  doubt  whether  the  view  taken  by  the 
trial  judge  was  not  too  narrow.  The  wall 
ift-os  of  brick,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  coounon 
knowledge  that  when  such  cubes  are  laid  one 
upon  another,  with  care  to  keep  the  wall 
plumb,  it  will  stand  by  virtue  of  the  law  of 
gravity;  and  a  fall  of  a  wall  of  brick  would 
indicate  either  that  it  had  been  improperly 
laid,  or  that  the  fall  had  been  caused  by  some 
force  from  without.  Under  such  circum- 
stances it  may  well  be  that  the  maxim,  Rea 
ijfwt  loquitur,  would  be  applicable,  and  one 
who  constructed  a  wall  which  thus  fell  might 
be  required  to  show  the  cause  of  the  fall,  and 
that  it  was  not  the  result  of  negligent  con- 
struction. That  would  justify  a  resort  to 
evidence  such  as  was  adduced  uy  English,  of 
a  sudden  and  violent  gust  of  vrind  occurring 
at  the  time  the  wall  fell.  Whether  that  was 
stifficieut  to  account  for  the  fall,  or  whether 
the  probability  of  such  an  occurrence  was 
within  the  contemplation  of  a  prudent  man 
engaged  in  the  erection  of  a  wall  at  such  a 
height,  and  whether  such  probability  re- 
quired some  protection  by  bracing  or  other- 
wise, would  then  be  questions  for  a  jury. 
Again,  it  might  be  open  to  question  whether 
a  jury  might  not  be  permitted  to  infer  a  lack 
of  duty  on  English's  part  in  erecting  this 
part  of  the  wall  in  haste,  and  without  giving 
time  for  drying  and  settling.  But,  l^>king 
at  the  evidence  as  the  trial  judge  did,  I  have 
reached  the  conclusion  that  it  was  erroneous 
to  withdraw  the  case  from  the  jury.    On  the 


part  of  Dettmering  there  was  evidence  of- 
fered, which  was  rejected  by  the  court  be- 
low, which,  it  is  claimed,  tended  to  show 
that,  in  the  customary  mode  of  erecting  such 
walls,  bracing  was  resorted  to  as  a  protec- 
tion against  falling.  If  the  evidence  offered 
was  adapted  to  show  the  ordinary  and  cus- 
tomary mode  of  erection,  it  may  have  been 
admissible;  but  the  questions  asked,  and  ex- 
cluded by  the  court,  called  for  the  observa- 
tion of  witnesses  in  isolated  cases,  and,  if 
answered,  would  not  have  tended  to  prove 
any  general  custom.  It  may  be  that  the  evi- 
dence would  have  been  admissible  in  rebuttal 
of  defendant's  proof  that  bracing  was  not 
customary  or  possible  under  the  circumstan- 
ces, but  the  questions  asked  and  rejected  in 
plaintiff's  original  case  were  not  renewed  in 
rebuttal.  The  evidence,  however,  clearly 
shows  that  bracing  was  provided  for  by  the 
plans.  Thei'e  was  a  wall  of  the  building  al- 
ready erected,  and  parallel  to  that  which  fell, 
and  8  or  9  feet  distant  from  it.  Iron  beams 
were  designed  to  Be  fastened  or  anchored  at 
the  top  of  tliat  wall,  and  to  extend  to,  and  be 
masoned  in,  the  wall  that  fell.  There  was 
evidence  that  such  beams  were  provided,  and 
were  masoned  in  the  wall  in  question. 
There  was  evidence,  however,  that  the  ends 
of  some  of  them,  at  least,  were  not  fastened 
or  anchored  in  the  parallel  wall.  It  is  true 
that  the  evidence  on  that  subject  was  contro- 
verted, but  it  was  for  the  jury  to  judge  the 
weight  of  evidence,  and  the  credit  to  be  given 
to  witnesses  from  whom  it  was  drawn;  for 
such  beams  were  obviously  intended  as 
braces,  and,  if  thev  were  left  unfastened  to 
the  parallel  wall,  it  raised  a  question  as  to 
the  performance  by  English  of  his  duty  in 
constructing  this  wall.  It  was  not  for  the 
court  to  pronounce  such  bracing  unnecessary. 
The  result  is  that  the  judgment  founded 
upon  the  verdict  so  erroneously  directed  must 
he  reversed  for  a  venire  de  novo. 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OP  APPEALS, 


BUFFALO  GERMAN  INSURANCE  COM- 
•       PANY,  Appt,, 

V, 

THIRD  NATIONAL  BANK  OP  BUFFALO, 
Respt. 

(162  N.  Y.  168.) 

1.    A  stsiteiiieiit  to  st  bsink  by  st  borrovr- 

er,  that  stock  In  his  safe  may  be  considered 
as  collateral  for  his  loans.  Is  executory  In  its 
nature  so  long  as  the  stock  remains  In  his 
possession  and  nntll  It  Is  in  fact  pledged  to 
the  bank  by  a  delivery. 
S.  An  eavitable  lien,  in  fst^or  of  u,  na- 
tional bAalCy  upon  its  sbareB  of  atoolc. 


cannot  be  asserted  against  a  third  per- 
son by  yirtoe  of  a  loan  to  a  stockholder  on 
the  security  of  the  shares,  under  a  by-law  pro- 
viding that  any  liability  of  the  stockholder 
should  be  a  lien  upon  the  stock,  which  by-law 
Is  printed  on  the  face  of  the  certificate  ot 
stock  so  as  to  be  notice  to  all  persons  deal* 
ing  therein,  since  such  by-law  is  In  conflict 
with  the  provisions  of  the  national  banking 
act  of  1864,  I  86,  prohibiting  any  loan  by 
such  bank  on  the  security  of  its  own  shares 
of  stock. 
3.  Tbe  inT-alidity  off  a  lien  on  ebarea  •€ 
stock  in  a  national  banic  under  a  by-law 
in  conflict  w4th  the  national  banking  act  of 
Congress  can  be  asserted  by  a  bona  flde  trans- 
feree of  the  stock,  and  the  right  to  raise  the 


Nora. — As  to  the  Hen  of  a  corporation  on 
vtock  for  debt  of  stockholder,  see  also  Jennings 
▼.  Bank  of  California  (Cal.)  6  L.  R.  A.  233 ; 
Birmingham  Trust  ft  Sar.  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Nat. 
Bank  (Ala.)  20  L.  R.  A.  600;  Craig  y.  Hesperla 
Uad  ft  Water  Co.  (Cal.)  85  L.  R.  A.  806 ;  Al- 
48L.R.A, 


dine  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Phillips  (Mich.)   42  L.  R.  A. 
581. 

As  to  the  eflPect  of  transfer  of  shares  of  stock 
upon  liability  for  unpaid  subscription,  see  Roch- 
ester ft  K.  Falls  I^nd  Co.  v.  Raymond  (N.  Y.) 
47  L.  R.  A.  246,  and  note. 
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Fhb., 


question  of  lU  iDralldltj  Ii  not  restricted  to 
the  B'ederal  goyemment. 

(February  27,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Fourth  Department,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  an  Equity  Term  for  Erie  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  a  proceeding  brought 
to  compel  the  transfer  of  stock  upon  the 
books  of  the  defendant  corporation.  Be- 
versed. 

Statement  by  Gray,  J. : 

This  action  was  brought  to  obtain  a  judg- 
ment directing  the  d^endant  to  transfer 
upon  its  books  to  the  plaintiff  450  shares  of 
its  capital  stock.  All  of  these  shares  stood 
in  the  name  of  Emanuel  Levi,  who  had,  some 
years  previously,  pledged  the  same  with,  and 
delivered  the  certificates  thereof  to,  the 
plaintiff,  to  secure  the  payment  of  his  prom- 
issory notes  for  moneys  loaned.  At  the 
time  that  he  so  pledged  the  shares  of  stock, 
he  executed  and  delivered  to  it  an  assig^nment 
of  the  same  in  the  usual  form,  by  which  he 
assigned  and  transferred  to  it,  by  name,  the 
shares  of  defendant's  capital  stock  standing 
in  his  name  on  the  books,  and  constituted 
one  of  the  officers  of  the  plaintiff  his  attor- 
ney to  effect  the  transfer  thereof,  etc.  He 
at  the  same  time  executed  and  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  a  receipt  for  the  moneys  loaned 
to  him,  which  stated  the  rate  of  interest  the 
loan  should  carry,  the  assignment  of  collat- 
eral security  for  its  payment,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  authorized,  in  case  of  default 
m  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  of 
the  loan,  to  sell  the  securities  at  public  or 
private  sale,  etc.  Levi  having  died,  a  de- 
mand was  made  upon  his  executors  for  pay- 
ment of  the  notes,  with  notice  that,  in  the 
event  the  same  were  not  paid,  and  the  stock 
redeemed,  on  or  before  a  certain  date,  the 
stock  would  be  sold  at  public  auction,  and 
the  proceeds  applied  in  liquidation  of  the  in- 
debtedness of  their  te&tator.  On  June  30, 
1896,  a  public  sale  was  regularly  had,  at 
which  the  stock  was  purchased  by  the  plain- 
tiff. Thereafter,  a  demand  of  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  defendant  to  transfer  the  stock  so 
purchased  upon  its  books  was  refused.  The 
defendant  claims  a  lien  upon  the  stock  by 
force  of  a  statement  printed  upon  the  face 
of  the  certificates,  in  the  following  language: 
"This  is  to  certify  that  Emanuel  Levi  is  the 
owner  of shares  of  one  hundred  dol- 
lars each  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Third 
National  Bank  of  Buffalo,  subject  to  the 
lien  referred  to  in  section  15  of  the  by-laws 
of  said  bank  in  the  following  words:  'No 
transfer  of  the  stock  of  this  association  shall 
be  made  without  the  consent  of  the  board  of 
directors  by  any  stockholder  who  shall  be 
liable  to  the  association,  either  as  principal 
debtor  or  otherwise,  which  liability  shall  be 
a  lien  upon  the  said  stock  and  all  profits 
thereof  and  dividends.'  And  that  the  said 
stock  is  transferable  only  upon  the  books  of 
the  bank  by  him  or  his  attorney  on  the  sur- 
render and  cancelation  of  this  certificate  and 
48  L.  R.  A. 


on  compliance  with  said  by-law."  Levi  had 
been  a  director  of  the  defendant,  and  at  the 
time  he  pledged  his  stock  to  the  plaintiff  he 
was  under  an  indebtedness  to  the  defendant. 
The  trial  judge  made  this  finding  with  re- 
spect to  it:  "That  at  .the  time  of  the  sale 
of  the  stock  in  question  to,  and  its  purchase 
by,  the  plaintiff,  the  estate  of  Emanuel  Levi 
was  largely  indebted  to  the  defendant,  and 
the  defendant  then  had  and  now  has  a  right 
to  a  lien  upon  said  certificates  and  stock  as 
security  for  the  payment  thereof;  that  Levi 'a 
indebtedness  to  the  defendant  accrued  prior 
to  the  pledge  of  any  of  said  certificates  to 
the  plaintiff;  that  no  tender  or  offer  to  pay 
said  indebtedness  by  the  plaintiff,  or  by  any 
other  person  or  party,  has  ever  be^n  made; 
that  the  plaintiff  was  notified  of  the  defend- 
ant's claim  before  the  sale  of  June  30,  1896, 
and  the  defendant  forbade  such  sale  except 
subject  to  the  defendant's  claims,  demands, 
and  liens."  The  defendant  at  no  time  had 
possession  of  Levi's  certificates  of  stock,  and 
its  claim  is  of  an  equitable  lien  upon  the 
same  for  all  the  indebtedness  owins  by  him 
as  its  stockholder,  by  reason  of  the  state- 
ment upon  the  certificates.  It  is  also  claimed 
that  he  orally  stated  to  the  defendant's  presi- 
dent that  "he  had  a  large  amount  of  stock 
in  the  bank,  and  that  was  security  for  hia 
loans,"  and  that,  though  "it  was  in  the  safe- 
deposit  vault,"  the  bank  "could  consider  it 
there  as  delivered  as  collateral  to  its  loan." 
The  trial  court  made  no  finding  as  to  these 
facts,  nor  otherwise  upon  the  subject  than 
the  finding  above  given.  The  conclusion 
reached  by  the  trial  court  upon  the  facts 
was,  in  substance,  that  the  defendant  had  a 
lien  upon  the  stock  for  the  amount  of  the  in- 
debtedness existing  against  the  estate  of 
Levi,  when  the  certificates  were  purchased 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  latter's  right 
to  a  transfer  to  itself  of  the  stock  was  sub- 
ject to  the  lien  of  the  former.  Judgment 
was  entered  dismissing  the  complaint  upon 
the  merits,  upon  the  sole  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  transfer  of  the  stock 
in  question  by  the  defendant,  and  to  have 
new  certificates  issued  to  it  in  place  of  those 
to  be  surrendered  and  canceled,  when,  but 
not  until,  it  should  pay  to  the  defendant  an 
amount  sufficient  to  satisfy  its  lien  for  the 
indebtedness  to  it  owing  by  Levi's  estate. 
This  judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  appellate 
division  by  a  divided  court,  and  the  plaintifiT 
has  appealed  to  this  court. 

Messrs.  Hlokman  ft  Palmer,  for  appel- 
lant: ^ 

There  is  no  authority  in  the  law  for  the 
enactment  of  a  by-law  containing  the  provi- 
sions of  §  15  in  this  bank's  by-laws,  and 
there  is  an  express  provision  prohibiting  any 
such  by-law  in  the  act  of  Congress,  which 
prohibits  the  bank  from  loaning  on  the  se- 
curity of  its  own  stock. 

First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Lanier,  11  Wall.  369, 
20  L.  ed.  172;  Bullard  v.  National  Eagle 
Bank,  18  Wall.  589,  21  L.  ed.  923;  Secoftd 
Nat.  Bank  v.  National  State  Bank,  10  Bush, 
367. 

The  statement  contained  in  the  certificate 
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•of  stocky  that  the  indebtedness  of  the  stock- 
holders should  be  a  lien  upon  the  stock,  does 
not  affect  the  right  oi  the  plaintiff,  the  in- 
surance company. 

Conklin  v.  Second  Vat.  Bank,  45  N.  T. 
4t55;  Driscoll  ▼.  West  Bradlej^  d  0,  Mfg.  Co. 
69  N.  Y.  96;  Evansville  Nat,  Bank  v.  Metro- 
politan Nat,  Bank,  2  Bias.  627,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,573;  Feckheimer  ▼.  National  Ewoh,  Bank, 
79  Va.  80;  Continental  Nat,  Bank  ▼.  Eliot 
Nat,  Bank,  7  Fed.  Rep.  376;  New  Orleans 
Nat.  Bkg,  Aseo,  v.  Wiitz,  10  Fed.  Rep.  330; 
O)ok,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  3d  ed.  (1894) 
i  533;  Jones,  Liens,  1894,  2d  ed.  f  384;  2 
Tbomp.  Corp.  1894  ed.  f  2319;  16  Am.  & 
£ng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  201,  f  14;  Paine,  Bank- 
ing Laws,  p.  633 ;  Bullard  ▼.  National  Eagle 
Bank,  18  WaU.  697,  21  L.  ed.  926;  Firet 
Nat,  Bank  ▼.  Lanier,  11  Wall.  369,  20  L.  ed. 
172;  Johnston  ▼.  Lang,  103  U.  S.  803,  26  L. 
•ed.  534;  Sargent  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co,  8  Pick. 
90,  19  Am.  Dec.  306;  Bundy  v.  Jackson,  24 
Fed.  Rep.  628;  Johnson  v.  Laflin,  6  Dill.  65, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,393;  Delaware,  L,  d  W,  R, 
Co,  ▼.  Oxford  Iron  Co,  38  N.  J.  £q.  340; 
Feckheimer  v.  National  Each,  Bank,  79  Va. 
80. 

The  defendant  had  no  actual  pledge  of  the 
€tock  in  suit  as  collateral  for  any  indebted- 
ness which  Levi  might  have  owed  it. 

To  make  a  valid  pledge  there  must  be  de- 
livery, actual  or  constructive,  of  the  pledge 
hy  the  pledgeor  or  his  agent,  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  pledgee  or  his  agent,  in  order  to 
pass  any  right  of  property  in  the  thing 
pledged. 

Cortelyou  v.  Lansing,  2  Cai.  Cas.  200;  Qa/r- 
lick  V.  James,  12  Johns.  146;  Wilson  v. 
LiUle,  2  N.  Y.  443,  51  Am.  Dec.  307;  18  Am. 
k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  695-598. 

A  pledgee  can  only  retain  his  lien  by  re- 
taining possession.  When  he  delivers  up 
possession,  his  lien  ceases. 

Black  V.  Bogert,  65  N.  Y.  601 ;  Macomher 
V.  Parker,  14  Pick.  497. 

The  verbal  agreement  supplemented  by  the 
ty-Iaw  did  not  give  the  national  bank  a  lien 
on  its  stock. 

Delaware,  L,  d  W,  R.  Co,  y.  Oaford  Iron 
Ho.  38  N.  J.  Eq.  340. 

The  taking  of  stock  can  alone  be  justified 
when  it  is  done  in  compromising  a  debt  due 
to  the  bank,  or  a  claim  against  it. 

First  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Exoh,  Batik, 
92  U.  S.  122,  23  L.  ed.  679. 

If  the  defendant  ever  had  any  lien  upon 
the  stock  in  question,  either  actual  or  con- 
structive, it  waived  that  lien  by  a  failure  to 
enforce  it. 

The  taking  of  other  security  by  the  defend- 
ant for  its  debt  from  Levi  was  a  waiver  of 
any  lien,  implied  or  otherwise. 

Barrett  v.  Qoddard,  3  Mason,  107,  Fed. 
-Cas.  No.  1,046;  Oilman  v.  Brown,  1  Mason, 
191,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,441;  4  Wheat.  255,  4 
L.  ed.  564. 

Ur,  Adelbert  Moot,  with  Messrs,  Le^vis 
■k  Lewis,  for  respondent : 

As  the  defendant    secured    an    equitable 

lien  upon  the  stock  in  question  before  the 

I         plaintiff  secured  a  lien  thereon,  the  lien  of 

the  defendant  is  prior  in  time  and  prior  in 
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right,  and  the  plaintiff  having  taken  the 
stock  of  the  defendant,  with  notice  of  the 
defendant's  rights  therein,  because  the  stock 
contains  a  notice  thereof,  it  follows  that  the 
plaintiff  acquired  its  lien  subject  to  the  lien 
of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot 
compel  the  defendant  to  transfer  the  stock 
upon  its  books  until  the  plaintiff  ha^  re- 
deemed the  stock  from  the  lien  of  the  defend- 
ant thereon. 

National  Bank  v.  Whitney,  103  U.  S.  99,  26 
L.  ed.  443 ;  Thompson  v.  Saint  Nicholas  Nat, 
Bank,  146  U.  S.  240,  36  L.  ed.  956,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  66. 

Defendant's  answer  to  this  equitable  suit 
of  the  plaintiff  is  a  perfect  answer  upon  the 
undisputed  facts  in  this  case,  because  the 

Elaintiff  cannot  maintain  this  suit  if  the 
evi  estate  could  not  maintain  this  suit. 

The  plaintiff  put  this  stock  in  evidence  as 
a  part  of  its  evidence,  and  therefore  the  re- 
cital of  this  document  put  in  evidence  by 
plaintiff,  and  transferred  to  plaintiff,  raises 
a  presumption  of  the  fact  recited,  unless 
plaintiff  overcomes  that  recital  by  evidence 
that  it  is  untrue. 

1  Greenl.  £v.  14th  ed.  f  23. 

The  by-law  of  the  defendant,  made  a  part 
of  its  stock  certificate,  is  not  void,  and  is  not 
repugnant  to  the  statute;  but  it  is  part  of 
the  very  stock  and  contract  with  Levi,  of 
which  plaintiff  claims  the  benefit  as  the 
privy  and  assignee  of  Levi;  hence  plaintiff 
is  a  party  thereto,  and  is  estopped  from 
claiming  it  does  not  bind  plaintiff  as  a  part 
of  such  contract  and  collateral. 

The  by-law  and  the  stock  itself,  and  the 
arrangement  made  with  Levi  when  the  loan 
was  made,  together,  give  the  defendant  an 
equitable  lien  upon  the  stock. 

3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  f  1233. 

Gray,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  decision  of  the  question  in  this  case 
turns  upon  provisions  of  the  national  bank- 
ing act,  passed  by  Congress  in  1864,  and  the 
construction  which  they  should  receive  Id 
the  light  of  opinions  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States.  The  original  act  for 
the  incorporation  of  national  banks,  which 
was  passed  in  1863,  contained,  in  S  36, 
the  provision  that  the  capital  stock  ''shall 
be  assignable  on  the  books  of  the  association 
in  such  manner  as  its  by-laws  shall  pre- 
scribe, but  no  shareholder  in  any  association 
under  this  act  shall  have  power  to  sell  or 
transfer  any  share  held  in  his  own  right  so 
long  as  he  shall  be  liable,  either  as  principal 
debtor,  surety,  or  otherwise,  to  the  associa- 
tion for  any  debt  which  -shall  have  become 
due  and  remain  unpaid;  .  .  .  and  no 
stock  shall  be  transferred  without  the  con- 
sent of  a  majority  of  the  directors  while  the 
holder  thereof  is  thus  indebted  to  the  asso- 
ciation." In  1864  the  act  of  1863  was  re- 
pealed by  a  new  enactment  as  to  national 
banking  associations,  whereby  it  was  provid- 
ed, in  S  36,  "that  no  association  shall  make 
any  loan  or  discoimt  on  the  security  of  the 
shares  of  its  own  capital  stock,  nor  be  pur- 
chaser or  holder  of  any  such  shares,  unles* 
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such  security  or  purchase  shall  be  necessary 
to  prevent  loss  upon  a  debt  previously  con- 
tracted in  good  faith,"  etc.  13  Stat  at  L. 
110,  chap.  106.  The  act  of  1864  did  not  re- 
enact  any  of  the  provisions  which  were  con- 
tained in  S  36  of  the  act  of  1863,  and  the 
section,  therefore,  was  expressly  repealed. 
Bullard  v.  National  Eagle  Bank,  18  WalL 
594,  21  L.  ed.  923.  The  defendant  was  or- 
ganized under  the  act  of  1864,  and  there  was 
not  only  no  authority  in  the  act  for  the  by- 
law referred  to  and  embodied  in  the  language 
of  the  certificates  of  stock,  but  such  a  by- 
law would  be  inconsistent  therewith.  Bvl- 
lard  V.  National  Eagle  Bank,  18  Wall.  694» 
21  L.  ed.  923.  The  restrictions  imposed  by 
f  36  of  the  act  of  1863  upon  the  shareholders 
had  been  removed,  and  fianking  associations 
were  prohibited  from  permitting  any  indebt- 
edness on  the  part  of  tneir  stockholders  upon 
the  security  of  the  shares  of  their  own  capi- 
tal stock.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that  a 
by-law  seeking  to  impose  restrictions  upon 
transfers  of  stock  by  declaring  a  lien  upon 
the  stock  to  the  extent  of  any  liability  of 
the  stockholder  to  the  buik  would  be  quite 
inoperative  to  accomplish  such  a  purpose, 
and,  equally  so,  any  statement  upon  the  cer- 
tificate of  stock  baised  upon  the  existence  of 
such  a  by-law.  The  bank  being  prohibited 
from  loaning  moneys  upon  the  security  of 
its  own  shares  of  capital  stock,  it  is  difficult 
to  understand  upon  what  legal  principle  it 
could  claim  the  right  to  an  equitable  lien. 
The  appellate  division,  in  an  opinion  which 
was  concurred  in  by  the  majority  of  the  jus- 
tices of  that  court,  thought  that,  as  the  ques- 
tion was  one  which  arose  under  a  Federal 
law,  it  should  be  governed  in  its  determinsr 
tion  by  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Federal 
Court,  and  that  the  more  recent  ones  had 
established  a  controlling  doctrine  that  a  con- 
tract made  in  contravention  of  any  provi- 
sion of  the  national  banking  act  is  not,  in 
the  absence  of  any  declaration  to  that  effect, 
void,  or  incapable  of  enforcement.  Under 
the  authority  of  certain  cases  in  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court,  which  are  considered 
in  the  opinion,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the 
validity  of  certain  transactions  by  national 
banks  with  their  debtors  was  held  to  be  a 
question  only  for  the  government  to  raise, 
and  that  the  effect  of  their  violation  of  the 
statute  was,  not  to  invalidate  the  transac- 
tion itself,  but  to  subject  them  to  charter 
proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  government. 
Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Matthevoe,  98  U.  S.  621, 
25  L.  ed.  188;  National  Bank  v.  Whitney, 
103  U.  S.  99,  26  L.  ed.  443;  Thompson  v. 
Saint  Nicholas  Nat.  Bank,  146  U.  S.  240,  36 
L.  ed.  956,  13  Sun.  Ct  Rep.  66.  Hence  it 
was  deemed  to  follow  that  in  the  present 
case  the  bank's  claim  to  be  entitled  to  an 
equitable  lien,  though  against  a  purchaser 
for  value,  and  in  good  faith,  of  its  shares  in 
the  market,  must  be  allowed,  and  any  of- 
fense against  the  banking  act  involved  must 
be  left  to  governmental  cognizance.  I  be- 
lieve this  conclusion  to  be  fallacious,  and 
that  the  reasoning  of  the  learned  justices  be- 
low is  without  regard  to  the  distinction 
which  exists  between  those  cases  in  their 
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facts  and  in  the  principle  underlying  their 
decision,  and  the  earlier  cases  which  con- 
strued the  national  banking  acts,  and  de- 
clared the  doctrine  that  loans  by  K^nlfiwg 
associations  to  their  stockholders  do  not  give 
a  lien  to  the  bank  upon  their  stock.  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Lanier,  11  WaU.  369,  20  L.  ed. 
172;  Bullard  v.  National  Eagle  Bank,  1& 
WaU.  589,  21  L.  ed.  923.  I  am  quite  unable 
to  agree  in  the  view  that  these  earlier  case» 
have  been  overruled,  or  their  doctrine  re- 
fused credit^  by  the  later  cases  which  are 
relied  upon  for  the  defendant  If  we  assume 
the  existence  of  a  contract  between  the  de- 
fendant bank  and  Levi  (and  all  we  know  of 
it  is  the  testimony  of  the  president  of  the 
defendant  as  to  a  conversation  with  Levi, 
in  which  he  said  the  bank  could  consider  the 
stock  in  his  safe  as  collateral  for  his  loans )» 
it  was  executory  in  its  nature  as  long  as  the 
stock  remained  in  his  possession,  and  until 
it  was  in  fact  pledged  to  the  bank  by  a  de- 
livery. Possession  is  of  the  essence  of  a 
pledge,  in  order  to  raise  a  privilege  against 
third  persons.  Casey  v.  Cavaroo,  96  U.  S. 
407,  24  L.  ed.  779;  Wilson  v.  Uttle,  2  N.  Y. 
443,  51  Am.  Dec.  307. 

The  defendant  is  asking  the  court  to  de- 
clare an  equitable  lien  in  its  favor  upon  the 
shares  of  stock  against  a  third  person,  and 
in  that  respect  the  case  is  unlike  those  cases 
where  the  Federal  court  has  held  that  a  na- 
tional bank  might  enforce  a  security  which 
it  had  taken  and  held,  notwithstanding  the 
claim  of  the  borrower  that  the  transaction 
was  in  violation  of  some  express  provision 
of  the  law.  The  defendant  never  had  posses- 
sion of  the  stock,  and,  being  under  the  pro- 
hibition of  the  banking  act  as  to  a  transac- 
tion of  a  loan  upcm  the  security  of  its  own 
shares  of  stock,  it  is  compelled  to  take  the 
position  that,  having  dealt  with  Levi  upon 
the  faith  that  his  ownership  of  the  stock 
would  be  an  added  security  for  the  perform- 
ance of  his  promise  to  pay  his  loans,  and  the 
certificates  of  stock  carrying  notice  to  per- 
sons dealing  with  I^vi  with  respect  to  them 
that  any  transfer  thereof  would  be  subject 
to  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  bank  for  any  lia- 
bility of  the  stockholder,  it  should  be  al- 
lowed an  equitable  lien  thereon,  superior  to 
any  right  of  the  plaintiff  thereto.  I  should 
say  that  there  was  a  marked  difference  be- 
tween any  such  claim  of  the  bank,  which 
slights  a  provision  of  the  banking  law,  in- 
tended to  negative  the  right  to  a  lien  and  to 
confer  the  valuable  character  of  transfera- 
bility upon  national  bank  shares,  in  the  pub* 
lie  interests,  and  a  claim  which  a  borrower 
or  his  representative  asserts  against  the 
right  of  a  national  bank,  as  his  creditor,  to 
realize  its  debt  upon  securities  which  have 
been  held  by  it  in  pledge,  though  not  with- 
in the  class  of  those  it  was  authorized  to 
hold.  The  demand  of  the  bank  is  to  have  the 
court  declare  an  equitable  lien  upon  its  out- 
standing stock  by  virtue  of  a  by-law  and  of 
notice  thereof  on  the  certificates,  when  the 
banking  act  prohibited  loans  by  it  upon  the 
security  of  its  own  shares,  and  thereby  ren- 
dered any  by-law  in  contravention  of  the  act,. 
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or  mnj  notice  based  thereon,  wholly  inoper- 
ative. 

In  First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Lanier,  11  Wall. 
369,  20  Jl  ed.  172,  the  certificate  of  stock 
declared  that  the  shares  were  transferable 
on  the  books  of  the  bank  only  on  surrender 
of  the  certificates.  This  limitation  was  im- 
posed by  the  by-laws,  which  further  provid- 
ed that  the  stock  of  the  bank  should  be  as- 
signable, subject  to  the  provisions  and  re- 
strictions of  the  36th  section  of  the  act  of 

1863.  Lanier  and  Handy  purchased  the 
stock  of  Culver,  to  whom  it  had  been  issued, 
and,  their  request  for  a  transfer  being  re- 
fused, an  action  was  brought  against  the 
bank  to  obtain  pecuniary  satisfaction.  The 
bank  defended  upon  the  ground  that  it  had 
a  lien  upon  the  stock  for  Culver's  indebted- 
Tif'sd  to  it,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the 
3eth  section  of  the  act  of  1863,  which  re- 
mained in  operation,  notwithstanding  its  re- 
peal in  1864,  by  means  of  a  by-law,  adopted 
while  the  section  was  in  force,  declaring  that 
the  stock  should  be  transferable  subject  to 
the  provisions  and  restrictions  of  the  act  of 
Congress  aforesaid.  It  appeared  that  the 
bank  had  sold  and  transferred  the  Culver 
abates  upon  its  books  to  a  third  person,  and 
had  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  upon  the 
indebtedness,  before  Culver  assigned  the  cer- 
tificates to  Lanier  and  Handy.  It  was  held 
that  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1864  gov- 
erned the  conduct  of  banking  associations, 
whether  they  were  organized  before  or  after 
it  became  a  law,  and  that  the  prohibition 
upon  the  making  of  loans  on  the  security  of 
the  shares  of  their  own  capital  stock  applied. 
The  object  of  the  new  act  was  stated  to  be 
to  make  national  banks  subserve  public  pur- 
poses, and  to  place  shareholders,  in  their  pe- 
cuniary dealings  with  the  bank,  on  the  same 
footing  with  other  customers.  It  was  a 
change  in  the  policy  of  the  government,  and, 
as  the  restrictions  of  the  act  of  1863  fell,  "so 
did  that  part  of  the  bank's  by-law  relating 
to  the  subject  fall  with  them."  The  judg- 
ment against  the  bank  was  affirmed. 

In  Bullard  v.  National  Eagle  Bank,  18 
Wall.  594,  21  L.  ed.  923,  the  defendant  was 
or^ranized  under  the  national  banking  act  of 

1864,  and  issued  to  one  Clapp  certain  shares 
of  its  capital  stock.  He  borrowed  moneys 
from  the  bank  on  his  notes,  and  subsequent- 
ly was  adjudged  a  bankrupt.  The  plaintiff, 
u  his  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  demanded  a 
transfer  of  the  stock  to  him  as  part  of  the 
bankrupt's  assets;  but  the  bank  refused, 
claiming  a  lien  upon  it,  by  force  of  its  by- 
law, to  the  extent  of  the  notes  held  by  it. 
The  action  was  then  brought  against  the 
bank  for  refusing  to  allow  the  transfer  asked 
for,  and  the  questions  certified  for  determina- 
tion were  whether  a  national  bank  could  ac- 
quire a  valid  lien  upon  the  shares  of  its 
stockholders  by  its  articles  or  by-laws,  and 
whether  the  bank  was  entitled  to  hold  the 
interest  of  Clapp  in  the  stock  by  way  of  lien, 
or  security  for  all  or  any  of  the  notes.  It 
was  held,  on  the  authority  of  the  Lanier 
Case.  11  Wall.  369,  20  L.  ed.  172,  that  these 
questions  must  be  answered  in  the  negative. 
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Mr.  Justice  Strong,  who  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  observed  that  the  repeal  of 
the  36th  section  of  the  act  of  1863  by  th» 
substituted  act  of  1864,  "was  a  manifesta- 
tion of  a  purpose  to  withhold  from  banking 
associations  a  lien  upon  the  stock  of  their 
debtors,''  and  that  a  by-law  founded  upon  th» 
36th  section  of  the  act  of  1863  was  "a  regu- 
lation inconsistent  with  the  new  currency 
act,  the  policy  of  which  was  to  permit  no 
liens  in  favor  of  a  bank  upon  the  stock  of  it» 
debtors."  It  was  there  argued  for  the 
bank  that,  though  the  act  of  Congress  does 
not  itself  create  a  lien  on  a  debtor's  stock 
(as  did  the  act  of  1863),  it  does,  by  its  5th 
section,  authorize  the  creation  of  such  a  lien 
by  the  articles  of  association  and  by  by-law» 
made  under  them.  But  it  was  answered 
that  the  words  of  the  6th  section  would  bear 
no  such  meaning,  and  that  a  by-law  giving 
to  the  bank  a  lien  upon  its  stock,  as  against 
indebted  stockholders,  ought  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  one  of  those  regulations  of  the 
business  of  the  bank,  or  for  the  conduct  of 
its  affairs,  which  it  was  authorized  to  adopt, 
and  that  Congress  evidently  did  not  under- 
stand the  section  as  extending  to  the  subject 
of  stock  transfers,  because  in  another  part 
of  the  statute  express  provision  was  made 
for  them. 

The  doctrine  of  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lamer, 
was  followed  in  this  court  in  Conklvn  v.  Beo- 
ond  Nat.  Bank,  45  N.  Y.  655,  where  the  stock 
certificates  contained  the  statement  that  the 
stock  was  not  transferable  "until  all  liabil- 
ities of  the  stockholder  to  the  bank  were 
paid."  The  rule  of  the  Lanier  Case  was 
held  applicable  to  the  transaction  between 
the  bank  and  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  and  it 
was  held,  against  the  claim  of  the  bank  to  a 
lien  upon  the  stock  for  moneys  due  from  the 
stockholder,  that  "when  the  statute  has  pro- 
hibited all  express  agreements  between  a 
bank  and  its  stockholders  or  a  lien  in  favor 
of  the  former  upon  the  stock  of  the  latter  to 
secure  any  debts  or  liabilities  of  the  stock- 
holders to  the  bank,  that  no  such  lien  can  be 
created  by  a  mere  by-law  of  the  bank  is  too 
clear  to  require  discussion." 

Do  the  cases  which  are  cited  and  relied 
upon  below  as  establishing  a  new  doctrine 
apply  to  the  present  case,  and  come  to  the 
supp>ort  of  the  defendant's  position  T  They 
are  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Matthews,  98  U.  S. 
621,  25  L.  ed.  188,  and  National  Bank  v. 
Whitney,  103  U.  S.  99,  26  L.  ed.  443.  The 
national  banking  law  authorizes  a  national 
banking  association  to  loan  money  on  per- 
sonal security,  and  then  declares  that  "it* 
may  purchase,  hold,  and  convey  real  estate 
for  the  following  purposes,  and  no  others: 
First,  such  as  may  be  necessary  for  its  im- 
mediate accommodation  in  the  transaction 
of  its  business ;  second,  such  as  shall  be  mort- 
gaged to  it  in  good  faith  by  way  of  security 
for  debts  previously  contracted;  third,  such 
as  shall  be  conveyed  to  it  in  satisfaction  of 
debts  previously  contracted  in  the  course  of 
its  deidings ;  fourth,  such  as  it  shall  purchase 
at  sales  under  judgments,  decrees,  or  mort- 
gages held  by  the  association,  or  shall  purchase 
to  secure  debts  to  it."  In  the  case  of  Union 
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Vai.  Bank  ▼.  MaUhev>9,  Matthews  and  anoth- 
er person  had  given  their  joint  note  to  a  mer- 
eantile  company,  and  secured  it  by  a  deed  of 
trust,  covering  certain  real  property,  exe- 
cuted by  Matthews  alone.  Subsequently  the 
company  assigned  the  note  and  deed  of  trust 
to  the  defendant  bank  to  secure  a  loan  made 
at  the  time.  The  loan  was  not  paid,  and  the 
bank  directed  the  trustee  to  sell.  In  the 
«tate  courts  Matthews  obtained  a  perpetual 
injunction  against  the  sale,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  loan  was  made  upon  real-estate  se- 
•curity,  which  was  forbidden  by  the  statute, 
and  the  deed  of  trust  was  therefore  void. 
The  case  was  taken  by  writ  of  error  to  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court,  where  the  de- 
<cree  of  the  state  court  was  reversed,  and  the 
<:au8e  remanded,  with  direction  to  the  court 
below  to  dismiss  the  bill.  It  was  held  that 
the  prohibitory  clause  of  the  national  bank- 
ing law  did  not  vitiate  real-estate  securities 
taken  for  loans,  and  that  a  disregard  of  the 
law  only  laid  the  association  open  to  pro- 
ceedings by  the  government.  Justice 
Swayne  remarked  that  "the  impending  dan- 
ger of  a  judgment  of  ouster  and  dissolution 
was,  we  think,  the  check,  and  none  other, 
contemplated  by  Congress."  The  guiding 
principle  of  the  decision,  however,  was  that 
it  would  be  inequitable  that  a  borrower 
flhould  be  rewarded  by  giving  success  to  his 
defense  of  the  invalidity  of  the  bank's  act  in 
taking  a  prohibited  security  for  its  loan,  and 
that,  as  a  punishment  was  prescribed  for  the 
violation  of  its  charter,  it  was  for  the  gov- 
ernment to  object  See  p.  629,  L.  ed.  p.  190. 
In  National  Bank  v.  Whitney,  Whitney  had 
executed  a  mortgage  to  the  bank,  which  de- 
clared that  it  was  made  as  collateral  security 
for  the  payment  of  all  notes  which  the  bank 
held  at  the  time  against  him,  and  for  his 
other  indebtedness  then  due  or  thereafter  to 
become  due.  The  question  for  determination 
was  stated  to  be  whether  the  mortgage  was 
valid  so  far  as  it  applied  to  future  advances 
to  him.  The  question  was  regarded  as  de- 
termined by  the  decision  in  Union  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Matthetoa,  which  was  reviewed  in  the  opin- 
ion. It  was  observed  that,  "whatever  objec- 
tion there  may  be  to  it,  as  security  for  such 
advances,  from  the  prohibitory  provisions  of 
fltatute,  the  objection  can  only  be  urged  by 
the  government."  In  both  these  cases  the 
bank  held  the  trust  deed  or  mortgage,  and 
was  endeavoring  to  enforce  the  security 
which  it  actually  had  taken  from  its  debtor. 
In  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Btewart,  107  U.  S. 
676,  27  L.  ed.  592,  2  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  778,  the 
bank  had  taken,  as  security  for  a  debt  due 
from  the  stockholder,  thirty  shares  of  its  own 
etock,  and  upon  default  in  payment  had  sold 
the  same,  and  applied  the  proceeds  in  pay- 
ment of  the  debt.  The  action  was  brought 
to  recover  back  the  proceeds  of  sale  upon  the 
^ound  that  the  bank  had  no  right  to  take 
the  security.  The  right  to  recover  was  de- 
nied upon  the  ground  that  "the  contract  has 
been  executed,  the  security  sold,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds applied  to  the  payment  of  the  debt," 
and  that  "both  bank  and  borrower  are,  in 
such  case,  equally  the  objects  of  legal  cen- 
sure, and  they  will  be  left  by  the  courts 
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where  they  have  placed  themselves."  By 
suing  for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  it  was  ob- 
served, the  plaintiffs  had  affirmed  the  sale, 
and  the  moneys  loaned  were  an  offset  to  the 
proceeds. 

In  Thompson  v.  Baint  Nicholas  Nat.  Bank, 
146  U.  S.  240,  36  L.  ed.  956,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
66,  the  question  arose  upon  the  overcertifica- 
tion  of  a  check,  in  violation  of  the  United 
States  statute  which  made  it  "unlawful  for 
any  officer,  clerk,  or  agent  of  any  national 
bank  to  certify  any  check  drawn  upon  said 
bank,  unless  the  person  or  company  drawing 
said  check  shall  have  on  deposit  in  said  bank, 
at  the  time  such  check  is  certified,  an 
amount  of  money  equal  to  the  amount  speci- 
fied in  such  check."  The  statute  further 
provided  that  any  check  so  certified  shall  be 
a  good  and  valid  obligation  against  said 
bank,  but  that  any  officer,  etc.,  violating  the 
provisions  of  the  act,  would  subject  the  bank 
to  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  comptroller 
for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  wind  up 
the  affairs  of  the  association.  13  Stat,  at  L. 
114,  chap.  106.  The  action  was  brought  to 
recover  the  possession  of  certain  railroad 
bonds,  which  the  bank  was  charged  with  hav- 
ing become  illegally  possessed  of.  The  bank 
answered  that  the  bonds  had  been  pledged 
to  it  as  collateral  security  for  call  loans  or 
advances,  and  that,  the  pledgeors  having 
failed  to  pay  their  indebtedness,  the  bonds 
had  been  sold  under  an  agreement  permitting 
the  bank  to  do  so  upon  thepledgeor's  default. 
The  question  was  whether,  inasmuch  as  the 
defendant  had  certified  checks  without  hav- 
ing on  deposit  an  equivalent  amount  of 
money  to  meet  them,  it  became  a  bona  fide 
holder  of  the  bonds.  Upon  the  authority  of 
the  cases  of  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Matthews 
ATid^National  Bank  v.  Whitney,  it  was  held 
that,  "where  the  provisions  of  the  national 
banking  act  prohibit  certain  acts  by  banks,  or 
their  officers,  without  imposing  any  penalty 
or  forfeiture  applicable  to  particular  trans- 
actions which  have  been  executed,  their  va- 
lidity can  be  questioned  only  by  the  United 
States,  and  not  by  private  parties."  This 
clause  from  the  opinion  is  quoted  below  in 
the  present  case,  but  I  fail  to  perceive  it« 
precise  applicability.  The  transaction,  as  in 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Stetcart,  had  been  exe- 
cuted. Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mattheivs  and 
National  Bank  y.  Whitnei/,  only,  of  these 
cases,  might  be  claimed  to  have  a  bearing 
upon  the  discussion;  but  their  analogy  is  not 
apparent.  I  do  not  think  that  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  intended  to  announce 
any  new  rule,  for  they  simply  applied  a  doc- 
trine established  as  early  as  in  the  case  of 
Fleckner  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  8  Wheat. 
339,  6  L.  ed.  631.  That  the  Matthews  and 
Whitney  Cases  have  not  overruled  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Lanier  and  Bullard  Cases  or  of 
the  Conklin  Case  in  this  court,  with  respect 
to  the  enforceability  of  such  a  by-law  as  the 
bank  had  in  this  case,  is  the  general  under- 
standing of  text  writers,  and  it  has  been  so 
understood  by  courts.  Cook,  Stock,  Stock- 
holders, &  Corp.  Law,  3d  ed.  K  533 ;  Jones, 
Liens.  2d  ed.  S  384:  2  Thomp.  Corp.  ed.  1894, 
S  2319;  Paine,  Banking  Laws,  p.  533;  16  Am. 
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A  Edg.  Enc  Law,  p.  201,  fS  14,  16;  Evan9» 
pQle  Nat,  B<mk  y.  MeiropoUtan  Vat,  B<mk, 
2  BiBS.  527,  Fed.  Cu.  No.  4,673;  Omtinental 
Vat,  Bank  ▼.  Eliot  Hat,  Bank,  7  Fed.  Rep. 
376 ;  New  Orleans  Nat,  Bkg.  Aeso,  ▼.  Wiltz, 
10  Fed.  Rep.  3^0;*  F^kheitner  v.  National 
Exch,  Bank,  79  Va.  80. 

I  do  not  understand  that  by  virtue  of  any 
rule  established  in  the  Matthetoa  and  Whit- 
ney Cases,  a  national  banking  association  is 
enabled,  by  force  of  a  by-law,  or  by  a  notice 
upon  certificates,  to  restrict  the  transferabil- 
ity of  its  stock  by  imposing  a  lien  thereon 
for  any  liability! owing  to  it. by  its  stockhold- 
er. How  can  it  reserve  to  itself  a  right  to  a 
lien  upon  shares  [of  its  own  stock,  in  contra- 
Tention  of  tl^e ,  provisions  of  the  national 
banking  act,  and  become  entitled  to  demand 
of  the  courts  to  enforce  it  as  against  a  pur- 
cfiaser  of  the  shares,  whose  tiUe  thereto  is 
acquired  bona  fide,  and  for  value?  If  the 
defendant  bank  can  successfully  insist  upon 
the  nght  to  an  equitable  lien,  which  the 
courta  must  enforce  in  the  face  of  the  statu- 
tory prohibition,  then  I  do  not  see  that  cer- 
tificates of  capital  stock  in  national  banking 
awociations  will  possess  that  marketable 
character  which  has  been  considered  to  give 
them  a  greater  value  as  investments.  The 
transferability  of  the  stock  is  one  of  the  most 
▼aluable  franchises  conferred  by  Congress 
upon  banking  associations  as  it  was  said  by 
Mr.  Justice  Davis  in  the  Lanier  Case,  The 
learned  judge  further  remarked,  in  that 
case:  "It  is  no  less  the  interest  of  the  share- 
holder than  the  public  that  the  certificate 
representing  his  stock  should  be  in  a  form  to 
secure  public  confidence,  for  without  this  he 
eould  not  negotiate  it  to  any  advantage." 
Nor  can  it  be  said  that  this  plaintiff,  when 
offpred  by  Levi  the  certificates  of  stock  as 
collateral  security  for  a  loan  of  money,  was 
chargeable  with  notice  of  any  lien  of  the 
bank  thereon.  The  certificates  were  in  his 
possession,  and  were  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff;  and  the  printed  matter  thereon  was  of 
no  importance,  inasmuch  as  the  public  law, 
under  which  the  bank  was  organized,  pro- 
hibited it  from  making  any  loan  or  discount 
on  the  security  of  the  shares  of  its  own  capi- 
tal stock.  The  plaintiff  could  not  be  bound 
by  notice  of  something  which  the  law  pro- 
hibited. The  plaintiff,  in  the  language  of 
Justice  Davis  in  the  Lanier  Case,  was  *°told, 
under  the  seal  of  the  corporation,  that  the 
•hareholder  la  entitled  to  so  much  stock, 
which  can  be  transferred  on  the  books  of  the 
corporation,  in  person  or  by  attorney,  when 
the  certificates  are  surrendered,  but  not 
otherwise.  This  is  a  notification  to  all  per- 
sons interested  to  know  that  whoever  in  good 
faith  buys  the  stock,  and  produces  to  the  cor- 
poration the  certificates,  regularly  assigned. 
with  power  to  transfer,  is  entitled  to  have 
the  stock  transferred  to  him.  And  the  noti- 
fication goes  further,  for  it  assures  the  hold- 
er that  the  corporation  will  not  transfer  the 
sWk  to  anyone  not  in  possession  of  the  cer- 
tificates." If  the  case  had  been  one  where 
the  bank,  not  regarding  the  prohibition  of 
the  banking  act,  had  token  from  Levi  his 
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cettifiGates  of  stock  as  collateral  security  for 
the  i^ayment  of  any  indebtedness  which  he 
had  incurred,  or  might  incur,  and  had.real- 
iaed  upon  them  for  application  upon  his  debt» 
it  might  well  .be  that  it  would  not  lie  in  his 
mouth,  or  anyone  claiming  under  him,  to  as- 
sert the  illegality  of  the  transaction.  The 
case  would  then  resemble  more  the  cases  of 
Union  Nat,  Bank  v.  Mattheios  or  First  Nat, 
Bank  y.  Btewart.  If  the  bank  had  violated 
the  law,  it  laid  itself  open  to  proceedings  on 
the  part  of  the  government,  and  the  courts 
might  leave  the  parties  where  they  were,  and 
might  decline  to  interfere  to  benefit  the  bor- 
rower to  the  prejudice  of  the  stockholders 
and  creditors.  There  is  no  conflict  between 
the  Lanier  and  BuUard  Cases  and  the  Mat- 
thews and  Whitney  Cases,  Each  class  is 
distinct,  and  its  doctrine  is  controlling  where 
the  principle  involved  is  the  same.  It  is  one 
tiring  if  tne  contract  has  been  executed,  and 
to  avoid  it  would  be  to  deplete  the  assets 
of  the  bank  to  the  amount  represented  by  the 
contract  It  is  quite  another  thing  where 
the  bank  is  seeking  to  create  a  lien  upon  an 
implied  executory  contract,  or  a  security 
where  it  has  none,  and  where  it  admits  it  has 
none,  in  the  face  of  the  statute  which  pro- 
vides that  it  shall  not  have  such  a  lien  or 
take  such  a  security. 

The  conclusion  I  reach  is  that  the  oases 
relied  upon  in  the  court  below  in  the  decision 
of  this  case  do  not  control  it  They  do  not 
authorize  the  assertion  of  an  equitable  Hen 
by  the  bank  upon  the  shares  of  its  own  capi- 
tal stock;  and  the  plaintiff,  having  acquired 
the  certificates  from  Levi,  the  stockholder, 
for  value,  and  in  good  faith,  was  entitled  to 
have  the  same  absolutely  transferred  into 
its  name  upon  the  books  of  the  corporation. 

The  judgment  should  he  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  ordered,  with  costs  to  abide  tlie 
event 

Psirker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Bartlett,  MartiB, 
Vault,  Ovlleii,  and  Wener,  JJ.,  concur. 


PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  New  York  ev  rek 
Elizabeth  CISCO,  Appt,, 

V, 

SCHOOL  BOARD  OP  THE  BOROUGH  OF 
QUEENS,  New  York  Ci^,  Respi. 

(161  N.  Y.  608.) 

t.  Tlie  rlfflit  of  eolored  eblldren  to  at« 
tend  any  acliool  they  or  their  parents  may 
choose.  Instead  of  being  restricted  to  the 
separate  schools  established  for  colored  chil- 
dren, is  not  conferred  by  Pen.  Code,  i  883, 
which  makes  it  s  misdemeanor  for  teachers 
or  officers  of  schools  to  exclude  any  citizen 
from  the  equal  enjoyment  of  any  accommoda- 
tion or  prlTlleffe.  If  the  schools 'for  colored 
children  furnish  facilities  and  accommoda- 
tions equal  to  those  which  sre  furnished  by 
the  other  schoola 


NOTK. — As  to  the  rights  oi  cclorcHl  children 
n  schools,  see  cases  In  note  to  LoulsTlIIe  Safety 
Vault  &  T.  Co.  T.  LoulsTllle  A  N.  R.  Co.  (Ky.) 
14  L.  R.  A.  on  page  581. 
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9.  The  eoBstltntional  reanlrcment  oC 
the  malBtesance  and  support  of '  a 
•ystem  of  free  ooaimon  sohooUi  where- 
in all  tbe  children  of  the  itnte  may  be  eda- 
cated  does  not  require  a  school  board  to  ad- 
mit to  any  school  under  Its  control  all  the 
children  who  may  desire  to  attend  that 
particular  school,  or  prerent  the  legislature 
from  exercising  Its  discretion  as  to  the  best 
method  of  educating  the  different  classes  of 
children  in  the  state,  whether  those  classes 
are  determined  by  nationality,  color,  or  abil- 
ity, so  long  as  it  provides  for  all  alike  in  the 
character  and  extent  of  the  education  fur- 
nished and  facilities  for  its  acquirement 

(February  6,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  relator  from  an  order  of  the 
Appellate  Division  of  the  Supr^ne 
Court,  Second  Department,  affirming  an  or- 
der of  a  Special  Term  for  Queens  County 
denying  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  de- 
fendant to  admit  relator's  children  into  one 
of  the  public  schools.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Georffe  Wallaoe,  for  appellant: 

The  court  of  appeals,  in  its  latest  deliver- 
ance on  the  subject^  holds  that  there  can  be 
no  distinction  on  account  of  color  in  the  ad- 
mission of  persons  to  places  of  amusement, 
to  common  schools,  or  their  bodies  to  the 
cemetery. 

People  V.  King,  110  N.  Y.  418,  1  L.  R.  A. 
203,  18  N.  E.  245. 

Measra.  William  J.  Oarr  and  Jokn 
Wlialeiiy  for  respondent: 

The  school  board  had  the  power  to  organize 
a  separate  school  for  the  instruction  of  chil- 
dren of  African  descent,  and  to  assign  there- 
to the  children  of  the  relator. 

People  ex  rel.  King  ▼.  Gallagher,  93  N.  T. 
438,  45  Am.  Rep.  232;  Ward  ▼.  Flood,  48 
Cal.  36,  17  Am.  Rep.  405 ;  Cory  ▼.  Carter,  48 
Ind.  327,  17  Am.  Rep.  738;  Roberta  ▼.  Boa- 
ton,  5  Cush.  198;  Lehew  v.  Brummell, 
103  Mo.  646,  11  L.  R.  A.  828,  16  8.  W.  765; 
MeMillofi  ▼.  School  Committee,  107  N.  C. 
609,  10  L.  R.  A.  823,  12  S.  E.  330;  Louiaville, 
N,  0.  d  T.  R.  Co,  V.  Miaaiaaippi,  133  U.  8. 
687,  33  L.  ed.  784,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  801, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  348. 

Equality  of  rights  does  not  inyolve  the 
necessity   of   educating   white  and    colored 

Sersons  in  the  same  school,  any  more  than  it 
oes  tbat  of  educating  children  of  both  sexes 
in  the  same  school,  or  that  different  grades 
of  scholars  must  be  kept  in  the  same  school. 
Any  classification  which  preserves  substan- 
tially equal  school  advantages  is  not  pro- 
hibited by  either  the  state  or  the  Federal 
Constitution,  nor  would  it  contravene  the 
provisions  of  either. 

State  em  rel.  Gamea  t.  MoCann,  21  Ohio 
St  211. 

KartiB,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  single  question  in  this  case  is 
whether  the  school  board  of  the  borough  of 
Queens  is  authorized  to  maintain  separate 
schools  for  the  education  of  the  colored  chil- 
dren within  the  borough,  and  to  exclude 
tiiem  from  the  other  schools  therein,  it  hav- 
48L.R.  A. 


ing  made  the  same  provisions  for  their  edu- 
cation as  are  made  for  others,  so  f ar  as  tha 
nature,  extent,  and  character  of  the  educa- 
tion and  facilities  for  obtaining  it  are  con- 
cerned. In  People  ex  rel.  King  v.  Oallagher, 
03  N.  Y.  438,  the  statute  of  1864,  which  was 
the  common  school  act,  chapter  143,  Laws 
1850,  and  chapter  863,  Laws  1873,  which  re- 
lated to  the  public  schools  of  the  city  of 
Brookl^,  were  under  consideration.  They 
authorized  the  establishment  of  separate 
schools  for  the  education  of  the  colored  race 
in  cities  and  villages  of  the  state,  and  in  the 
city  of  Brooklyn.  In  that  case  it  was  held 
that  thejr  were  valid,  that  they  did  not  de- 
prive children  of  African  descent  from  the 
full  and  equal  enjovment  of  any  accommo- 
dation, advantage,  facility,  or  privilege  ac- 
corded to  them  by  law,  and  that  thev  in  no 
way  discriminated  against  colored  children. 
It  was  also  held  that  the  14th.  Amendment  of 
the  Federal  Constitution  only  required  that 
such  children  should  have  the  same  privilege 
of  obtaining  an  education  with  equal  facili- 
ties as  are  enjoyed  by  others,  without  regard 
to  race  or  color,  and  that  the  requirement 
that  they  should  be  educated  in  separate 
schools  did  not  impair  or  interfere  with  their 
rights  under  the  Constitution,  or  with  any 
other  legal  rights  of  colored  pupils.  The  con- 
solidated school  law  (Laws  1894,  chap.  55G, 
title  15,  §  28)  contains  the  same  provisions 
relating  to  this  subject  as  were  contained  in 
the  statute  of  1864.  Thus,  the  same  statu- 
tory authority  for  the  maintenance  of  such 
separate  schools  now  exists  as  existed  when 
the  King  Caae  was  decided.  Therefore,  as 
this  question  has  already  been  decided,  it  is 
not  an  open  one  in  this  court. 

But  it  is  insisted  by  the  appellant  that,  as 
the  Penal  Code  (S  383)  makes  it  a  misde- 
meanor for  teachers  or  officers  of  common 
schools  and  public  institutions  of  learning  to 
exclude  any  citizen  from  the  equal  enjoyment 
of  any  accommodation  or  privilege,  it  in  ef- 
fect confers  upon  colored  children  the  right 
to  attend  any  school  they  or  their  parents 
may  choose,  and  that  the  school  board  had  no 
authority  to  establish  separate  schools  and 
deny  them  the  right  to  attend  elsewhere. 
The  first  answer  to  this  insistence  is  that 
the  Penal  Code  was  in  existence  at  the  time 
of  the  decision  of  the  King  Caae,  and  must  be 
regarded  as  having  been  considered  in  that 
case.  Moreover,  independently  of  that  de- 
cision, we  do  not  see  how  that  statute  changes 
the  effect  of  the  conclusion  reached  in  the 
case  referred  to,  provided  the  facilities  and 
accommodations  which  were  furnished  in  the 
separate  schools  were  equal  to  those  furnish- 
ed in  the  other  schools  of  the  borough.  It 
is  equal  school  facilities  and  accommodations 
that  are  required  to  be  furnished,  and  not 
equal  social  opportunities.  The  case  of 
People  V.  King,  110  N.  Y.  418, 1  L.  R.  A.  293, 
18  N.  £.  245,  is  relied  upon  as  modifying  or 
overruling  People  ex  reL  King  v.  Oallagher, 
We  do  not  think  such  is  its  effect.  In  the 
former  case  a  colored  person  was  excluded 
from  a  place  of  public  amusement  controlled 
bv  the  defendant,  and  it  was  there  held  that 
tue  latter  was  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    In 
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thai  ease  there  waa  a  total  denial  of  the  com- 
plainant's right  to  attend  or  to  participate  in 
the  enjojrment  of  the  entertainment.  There 
no  other  accommodation  or  facility  was  fur- 
nished by  the  defendant.  Not  so  here.  In 
thia  case  the  colored  children  were  given  the 
same  facilities  and  accommodations  as 
others.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  case 
of  People  ▼.  King  neither  modifies  nor  affects 
the  principle  of  the  decision  in  People  ex  rel. 
King  v.  Gallagher,  so  far  as  it  applies  to  the 
question  under  consideration. 

Again,  it  is  said  that  the  present  Constitu- 
tion requires  the  legislature  to  provide  for 
the  maintenanoe  and  support  of  a  system  of 
free  common  schools,  wherein  all  the  children 
of  this  state  may  be  educated,  and  therefore 
the  school  board  was  required  to  admit  to 
any  school  under  its  control  all  the  children 
who  desired  to  attend  that  particular  school. 
6uch  a  construction  of  the  Constitution 
would  not  only  render  the  school  system  ut- 
terly impracticable,  but  no  such  purpose  was 
ever  intended.  There  is  nothing  in  that  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  which  justifies  any 
such  claim.  Hie  most  that  the  Constitution 
requires  the  legislature  to  do  is  to  furnish  a 
wjBtem  of  common  schools  where  each  and 
every  child  may  be  educated, — not  that  all 
must  be  educated  in  any  one  school,  but  that 
it  shall  provide  or  furnish  a  school  or  schools 
where  each  and  all  may  have  the  advantages 
guaranteed  by  that  instrument.  If  the  leg- 
islature determined  that  it  was  wise  for  one 
dasa  of  pupils  to  be  educated  by  tiiemselves, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  to  de- 
prive it  of  the  right  to  so  provide.  It  was 
the  facilities  for  and  the  advantages  of  an 
education  that  it  was  required  to  furnish  to 
all  the  children,  and  not  that  it  should  pro- 
vide for  them  any  particular  class  of  asso- 
ciates while  such  education  was  being  ob- 
tained. In  this  case,  there  is  no  claim  that 
the  relator's  children  were  excluded  from  the 
common  schools  of  the  borough,  but  the  daim 
is  that  tliey  were  excluded  from  one  or  more 
particular  schools  which  they  desired  to  at- 
tendy  and  that  thev  possessed  the  legal  right 
to  attend  those  schools,  although  they  were 
given  equal  accommodations  and  advantages 
in  another  and  separate  school.  We  find 
nothing  In  the  Constitution  which  deprived 
the  school  board  of  the  proper  management 
of  the  schools  in  its  charge,  or  from  determin- 
ing where  different  classes  of  pupils  should  be 
educated,  always  providing,  however,  that 
the  accommodations  and  facilities  were  equal 
for  all.  Nor  is  there  anyUiinff  in  this  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  which  prevented 
the  legislature  from  exercising  its  discretion 
as  to  the  best  method  of  educating  the  differ- 
ent classes  of  children  in  the  state,  whether 
it  relates  to  separate  classes,  as  determined 
by  nationality,  color,  or  ability,  so  long  as 
it  provides  for  all  alike  in  the  character  and 
extent  of  the  education  which  it  furnished 
and  the  facilities  for  its  acquirement. 

The  order  should  he  affirmed,  with  eoete. 

Parkev,    Ch.  J.,  and    Gray,  O'Brien, 
Bartlett,and  Haifflit,  JJ.,  concur.    Vaaii, 
J.,  not  voting. 
48L.R.  A. 


William  J.  TRIMBLE,    Assignee,    etc,  of 
Eugene  T.  Curtis  et  al,  Beepi., 

V. 

NEW  YORK  CENTRAL  &  HUDSON 
RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY.  Appt 

(162  N.  Y.  84.) 

1.  All  controverted  facts,  and  all  In* 
ferences  therefrom,  must  be  deemed 
conclusively  established  in  favor  of  the 
party  for  whom  Judgment  is  rendered,  when 
both  parties  are  in  the  position  of  having 
aslced  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict. 

2.  A  railroad  company  is  liable  for 
the  loss  of  a  sample  trnnlc  on  a  con- 
tract for  its  transportation  as  freight,  where 
it  was  checked  without  any  misrepresenta- 
tion, and  without  any  release  of  liability  or 
any  request  therefor,  on  payment  of  a  charge 
for  excess  baggage,  which  was  the  same  for 
sample  trunlcs  as  for  ordinary  baggage,  and 
the  baggageman  had  constructire  notice  of  the 
character  of  the  trunli  from  its  appearance 
and  from  other  circumstances,  although  there 
was  a  rule  of  the  company  prohibiting  the 
checlcing  of  sample  trunks  without  a  release 
of  liability. 

8.  Both  parties  are  deemed  to  have 
asked  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict, 
where  defendant's  counsel,  after  moving  un- 
successfully for  a  nonsuit,  replied  to  an  in- 
quiry from  the  court,  that  he  did  not  care  to 
have  any  question  submitted  to  the  Jury, 
and,  after  a  request  by  plaintiff's  counsel  for 
the  direction  of  a  verdict,  stated  that  he  d6> 
sired  to  stand  on  his  motion  for  a  nonsuit, 
while  neither  party  asked  to  have  any  ques- 
tion of  fact  submitted  to  the  Jury. 

(Parker,  Oh.  J.,  and  O'Brien  and  London,  J  J,, 
dietent,) 

(February  27,  1900.)  ' 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Fourth  Department,  affirming  a 
judgment  of  a  Trial  Term  for  Monroe  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  destruction  of  a 
trunk  while  in  defendant's  possession  for 
transportation.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Meeers.  Harris  A  Harrla»  for  appellant: 

The  defendant  was  not  liable  for  the  loss 
of  these  samples,  and  the  plaintiff  should 
have  been  nonsuited. 

Talcott  V.  Wahaah  R.  Co.  159  N.  Y.  461, 
54  N.  E.  1;  Cattaraugus  Cutlery  Co,  y. 
Buffalo,  R.  d  P.  R.  Co.  24  App.  Diy.  267,  48 
N.  Y.  Supp.  461 ;  Qumey  v.  Qra/nd  Trunk  R. 
Co.  37  N.  Y.  S.  R.  165,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  321, 
Affirmed  in  138  N.  Y.  638,  34  N.  E.  512; 
Cahill  ▼.  London  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  10  C.  B.  N. 
S.  154,  13  C.  B.  N.  S.  818;  Becher  ▼.  Great 
Eastern  A.  (7o.  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  241 ;  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  ▼.  Shepherd,  8  Exch.  30; 
Belfast  d  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Keys,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  655; 
Lee  V.  Gra^  Trunk  R.  Co.  36  U.  C.  Q.  B, 
350;  Macrow  y.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  L.  R, 
6  Q.  B.  612;  Blumantle  ▼.  Pitohhurg  R.  Co. 


NoTB. — As  to  liability  of  passenger  carrier 
in  transporting  merchandise  intrusted  to  it  by 
a  passenger,  see  also  Kansas  City,  M.  A  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Higdon  (Ala)  14  L.  B.  A.  616,  and  note. 
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127  MflM.  322,  34  Am.  Rep.  376;  AUing  ▼. 
Boston  d  A.  R,  Co.  126  Mass.  121,  30  Am. 
Rep.  667;  5  Am,  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p. 
534;  Humphreys  v.  Feiry,  148  U.  S.  627,  37 
L.  ed.  587,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  711;  Toledo  d 
0,  0.  R.  Co.  V.  Dages,  57  Ohio  St.  38,  47  N. 
E.  1039;  Hutchinson,  Carr.  2d  ed.  pp.  822, 
823 ;  Thomas,  Neg.  p.  333. 

Under  the  contract  for  passage  the  defend- 
ant is  not  liable  for  damage  to  Uiis  trunk. 

Ourney  v.  Ch-and  Trunk  R,  Co.  37  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  155,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  321,  Affirmed  in 
138  N.  Y.  638,  34  N.  £.512;  Orange  County 
Bank  v.  Broum,  9  Wend.  116. 

Mr,  DftTid  Hays,  for  respondent: 

At  common  law  the  carrier  of  goods  was 
responsible  for  all  losses  not  occasioned  by 
the  act  of  Gkxi  or  of  the  public  enemy. 

Story,  Bailm.  §  491. 

The  right  of  a  passenger  to  take  with  him 
B8  baggage  such  articles  as  may  be  reason- 
ably necessary  for  his  convenience  on  the 
Journey  has  always  been  accorded  by  carriers 
of  persons  to  attract  travelers. 

MerrUl  v.  Grinnell,  30  K.  Y.  694. 

The  term  "baggage"  was  limited  to  such 
personal  effects  as  were  ordinarily  taken  by 
travelers  for  their  personal  use  and  conven- 
ience. The  rule  defining  the  general  mean- 
ing of  the  word  "bagga^^"  has  varied  from 
time  to  time,  according  to  changes  in  the 
customs  of  carriers  and  travelers. 

LawBon,  Bailm.  §  273. 

During  the  past  quarter  of  a  century  a 
large  and  lucrative  part  of  the  passenger 
business  of  railroad  companiefl  has  consisted 
in  carrying  traveling  salesmen  and  their 
samples. 

It  has  inured  greatly  to  the  profit  of  the 
railroads  to  have  the  system  of  the  sale  of 
goods  on  the  road  by  commercial  travelers 
•ubstituted  in  place  of  the  former  custom  of 
merchants  making  their  purchases  at  the 
manufacturing  centers.  In  order  to  promote 
the  change  it  was  necessary  for  the  railroad 
companies  to  permit  the  sample  trunks  of 
the  traveling  salesmen  to  be  carried  on  pas- 
senger tr&ins  with  them. 

The  fact  that  merchandise  so  accepted  by 
the  carrier  does  not  come  within  the  defini- 
tion of  personal  baggage  cannot  relieve  the 
carrier  from  all  liability  respecting  it. 

Schouler,  Bailm.  f  673;  4  Elliott,  Rail- 
roads, 8  1649. 

The  defendant  having  received  the  trunk 
with  notice  that  it  contoined  property  other 
than  the  personal  baggage  of  the  passenger, 
and  having  charged  extra  compensation  lor 
its  transportation,  it  is  liable  for  its  loss. 

Each  party  having  clothed  the  court  with 
the  functions  of  the  jury,  the  verdiot  for  the 
plaintiff  stands  as  would  the  finding  of  a 
jury.  Alt  the  controverted  facts  and  all  in- 
ferable facts  in  support  of  the  judgment  will 
be  deemed  conclusively  established  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff. 

Bmith  V.  Weston,  159  N.  Y.  194,  54  N.  E. 
88;  Adams  v.  Rosooe  Lumber  Co,  159  N.  Y. 
176,  53  N.  £.  805. 
48L.R.  A. 


The  judgment  is  conclusive  with  reaped 
to  the  following  facts: 

1.  That  the  defendant  had  notice  that  the 
trunk  contained  property  other  than  Taylor's 
baggage. 

2.  That  the  defendant  had  notice  that  the 
trunk  and  its  contents  were  not  Taylor's 
property. 

3.  That  it  was  the  defendant's  custom  to 
check  trunks  of  commercial  travelers  con- 
taining samples  of  merchandise  in  the  same 
manner,  and  for  the  same  compensation,  and 
for  transportation  on  the  same  trains,  as 
ordinary  baggage. 

4.  That  the  defendant's  servants  in  its 
baggage  room  were  authorized  to  check 
sample  trunks  of  commercial  travelers  as 
baggage. 

The  plaintiff's  right  of  action  does  not  de- 
pend upon  proof  of  all  the  foregoing  facts, 
but  they  are  all  in  the  case,  and  strengthen 
his  position. 

filoman  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co,  67  N.  Y. 
208;  Talcott  v.  Wabash  R.  Co,  159  N.  Y.  461, 
54  N.  E.  1. 

The  regulation  of  the  defendant,  unknown 
to  the  passenger,  requiring  its  baggage  agent 
to  exact  a  release,  cannot  relieve  the  defend- 
ant from  its  responsibility. 

Talcott  V.  Wabash  R,  Co,  159  N.  Y.  461, 
54  N.  E.  1;  4  Elliott,  Railroads,  S  1649; 
Hutchinson,  Carr.  S  269;  Lawson,  Bailm.  | 
284. 

Even  if  it  had  been  the  custom  of  the  de- 
fendant to  exact  releases,  and  Taylor  knew 
it,  the  defendant  would,  nevertheless,  be  lia- 
ble in  this  case,  having  waived  the  condition. 

Rathbone  v.  New  York  C.  d  H.  R,  R.  Co, 
140  N.  Y.  48,  35  N.  E.  418 ;  Lake  Bhore  d  M. 
S,  R.  Co.  V.  Foster,  104  Ind.  293,  64  Am.  Rep. 
319,  4  N.  E.  20. 

The  defendant  is  liable  on  the  ground  of 
negligence. 

The  plaintiff  having  proved  delivery  of  the 
property  to  the  defei^ant  in  good  condition, 
and  the  defendant  having  assumed  to  carry 
it,  and  the  owner  having  demanded  it  at  the 
place  of  destination,  where  the  defendant 
produced  it  in  a  ruined  condition,  the  dam- 
age is  presumed  to  have  been  due  to  defend- 
ant's negligence. 

Fairfaw  v.  New  York  0.  d  B.  R.  R.  Co.  67 
N.  Y.  11,  78  N.  Y.  167.  29  Am.  Rep.  119; 
Canfield  v.  Baltimore  d  O.  R.  Co.  93  N.  Y. 
632,  45  Am.  Rep.  268. 

The  facts  set  forth  in  the  complaint  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action  for  negligence,  as 
well  as  for  breach  of  contract 

Catlin  V.  Adirondack  Co.  11  Abb.  N.  C. 
377 ;  Curtis  v.  Delaware,  L.  d  W.  R,  Co.  74 
N.  Y.  116,  30  Am.  Rep.  271. 

The  limitation  contained  in  the  passenger 
tidcet  does  not  affect  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  recover. 

The  ticket  is  a  mere  token  or  voucher,  and 
a  notice  on  it  does  not  bind  a  passenger  as 
by  contract 

Perkins  v.  New  York  C.  R,  Co,  24  N.  Y. 
190,  82  Am.  Dec.  281 ;  Blossom  v.  Dodd,  43 
N.  Y.  264,  3  Am.  Rep.  701. 

Assuming  the  notice  on  the  ticket  to  have 
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any  force,  it  might  excuse  the  defendant 
from  its  common-law  liability  as  insurer,  but 
it  would  not  excuse  it  from  liability  for  neg- 
ligence, as  it  doea  not  expresslj  exempt  from 
such  liability. 

Myfiard  v.  Syracttae,  B.  d  N,  T.  R.  Co.  71 
K.  Y.  180,  27  Am.  Rep.  28;  Rathbone  ▼.  New 
York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co,  140  N.  Y.  48.  36  N. 
£.418. 

Bartletty  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt: 

lliis  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  value 
of  a  trunk  and  ita  contenta  destroyed  while 
ia  the  poasession  of  the  defendant,  to  which 
it  had  been  delivered  by  the  plaintiff's  as- 
stgnora  for  transportation  from  Rochester  to 
Kew  York  on  tlie  evening  of  October  23,  1807. 
Curtis  k  Wheeler  were  manufacturers  of 
shoes  in  the  city  of  Rochester,  and  Joseph 
E.  Taylor  acted  aa  their  traveling  salesman 
on  the  23d  day  of  October,  1897,  and  had  been 
in  their  employ  in  that  capacity  for  a  period 
of  nine  years.  On  the  evening  in  question, 
Taylor,  acting  for  hia  employers,  went  from 
Rochester  to  New  York  on  businees.  Before 
starting  he  arranged  with  the  baggageman 
of  the  defendant  for  the  transportation  of  a 
trunk  and  an  article  called  a  "telescope."  The 
trunk  and  its  contenta,  consisting  of  samples 
of  shoes,  belonged  to  Curtis  &  Wheeler,  ex- 
cept a  few  articles  of  wearing  apparel,  the 
property  of  Taylor,  for  which  no  claim  ia 
made.  The  teleaoope  contained  the  wearing 
apparel  of  Taylor.  For  the  trunk  Taylor  re- 
ceived from  the  baggageman  a  card  known 
as  "Excesa  Baggage  Check,"  for  which  he 
paid  85  centa  excess  of  baggage.  For  the  tel- 
escope he  received  the  ordinary  metallic 
check.  Taylor  described  the  trunk,  when  a 
witness  at  the  trial,  as  a  regular  sample 
trunk,  made  of  wood  and  covered  with  can- 
vas, about  32  or  34  inchea  in  height.  36  to 
38  inches  in  length,  and  22  to  24  inches  in 
width.  The  "number  taker"  of  the  Roches- 
ter baggagerooTn  was  sworn,  and  stated  that 
he  took  a  record  of  the  baggage  in  and  out. 
He  produced  a  sheet  containing  a  reoord  cov- 
erinfr  Ootober  23.  1897,  which  showed  the  de- 
•cription  of  plaintiff's  baggafire  as  a  sample 
tnink.  He  further  testified  that  he  so  desig- 
nated it  from  its  appearance.  Taylor  testi- 
fied thst  he  hnd  been  in  the  habit  of  leav- 
ing Rochester  with  his  samples  on  an  aver- 
ajre  of  four,  six.  or  eight  times  a  year  for 
ahout  twelve  years.  The  night  checkman 
was  sworn  for  defendant,  and  stated  that  he 
did  not  know  what  the  contents  of  the  trunk 
▼ere,  and  that  nothing  was  said  to  him  as  to 
the  contents.  He  was  asked  on  cross-exam- 
ination if  he  remembered  anything  about 
this  particular  trunk,  or  ita  appearance.  He 
•nswered,  "1  oouldnt  juat  now;  no."  It  ia 
to  be  observed  that  thia  witness  waa  not 
asked  by  defendant's  counael  whether  he  rec- 
ognised thia  piece  of  baggage  aa  a  aample 
trunk  from  ita  external  appearance.  He 
does  not  contradict  the  number  taker  aa  to 
the  external  appearance  of  the  baggage 
ihowing  it  waa  a  aample  trunk.  The  defend- 
ant doea  not  question  receiving  the  trunk,  or 
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the  failure  to  deliver  it,  but  inaista  it  ia  not 
liable  for  its  loss,  with  contents,  for  the  rea- 
son that  Taylor,  when  paying  for  excess  of 
baggage  on  the  trunk,  failed  to  inform  the 
checkman  that  it  contained  samples.  The> 
learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  very 
frankly  states  in  his  brief  that  it  is  true  the 
trunk  was  what  is  commonly  known  as  a 
"aample  trunk/*  and  had  the  appearance  of 
one,  but  nevertlieless  argues  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  been  nonsuited. 

The  liability  of  common  carriers  for  the 
loss  of  sample  trunks  carried  by  commercial 
travelers  in  the  transaction  of  their  business 
has  been  frequently  considered  by  the  courts 
of  this  and  other  juriadictions  during  the 
last  twenty-five  yeara,  and,  while  the  deci- 
sions are  conflicting,  many  of  them  are  di»- 
tinguiahable  in  their  facta  from  the  caae  at 
bar.  The  law  relating  to  this  subject  has 
been  in  a  state  of  evolution,  and  certain  ruiea 
have  finally  been  laid  down  in  this  state, 
calculated  to  protect  the  rights  of  both  par- 
tiea,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  vaat  amount 
of  the  wholeaale  buainess  of  the  country  ia 
transacted  through  commercial  travelers,  to 
the  great  profit  of  the  railroad  companies 
and  convenience  of  merchanta.  A  a  thia  oaae 
ia  in  the  poaition  where  each  party  ia  to  be 
regarded  aa  having  reque»ted  the  direction 
of  a  verdict  (a  point  we  will  discuss  later), 
and  the  trial  judge  having  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  all  the  controverted  facta, 
and  all  infer oicea  in  aupport  of  the  judg- 
ment, will  be  deemed  concluaively  eatabliahed 
in  his  favor. 

The  defendant  read  in  evidence  certain 
rules  of  the  company  which  provide,  in  brief, 
that  baggage  conaists  only  of  neceaaary  wear- 
ing apparel,  limited  to  160  pounda  in  weight) 
that  sample  baggage,  o-f  not  more  than  160 
poundd,  will  be  checked  free  for  one  pereon, 
regardless  of  the  number  or  kind  of  tickets 
presented.  Rule  4  reads  aa  follows:  "Small 
cases  or  trunks  containing  merchandise  will 
be  carried  as  an  accommodation  to  commer^ 
cial  travelers,  and  may  be  checked  when  re- 
lease of  liability.  Form  220,  is  signed  in  con- 
sideration of  its  transportation  on  passen- 
ger trains  aa  baggage.  In  caae  personal  bag- 
gage and  samples  are  contained  in  same 
trunk,  a  release  must  be  signed  for  samples, 
and  agents  will  refuse  to  check  the  same  un- 
less this  is  done."  The  release  referred  to 
absolves  the  company  from  all  liability  for 
loas,  detention,  or  damage  to  the  trunk  or 
ita  contenrta.  It  ia  urged  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  that  rule  4  limited  the  authority 
of  the  baggageman,  and  that  he  waa  unau- 
thorized to  chedc  a  aample  trunk  without  ex- 
acting the  releaae.  This  court  has  held  that 
the  iMiggage  agent  stands  in  the  place  of  the 
railroad  company.  Taloott  v.  Wdbctah  R, 
Co.  169  N.  Y.  471,  64  N.  E.  1.  And  the  rec- 
ord in  the  caae  before  ua  ahows  that  no  re- 
lease was  exacted,  nor  was  plaintiff's  agent 
aware  of  the  rule.  The  plaintiff's  agent  tes- 
tified that  he  had  on  a  number  of  ocoasions 
signed  this  release  when  he  desired  to  atop 
at  several  stations  between  Rochester  and 
New  York,  as  he  could  settle  for  excess  of  bag^ 
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ga^e  through  to  New  York  for  lets  than  to 
pay  this  excess  from  each  station  at  which 
he  stopped.  On  cross-eautminatlon  he  was 
asked: 

Q,  I  ask  you  if  you  did  not  know  the  fact 
that  when  the  baggagemaster  knew  thai  your 
tnink  contained  samples,  or  any  other  travel- 
in£  man's  trunk  contained  samples,  that  this 
release  of  liability  was  executed? 

A,  No,  sir;  1  had  no  knowledge  of  that. 
I  knew  that  I  had  from  time  to  time  executed 
those  rdeases  on  my  sample  baggage. 

On  re-direct  examination  he  was  asked : 

Q,  When  you  say  that  you  had  executed 
those  releases,  you  refer  to  the  releases  which 
you  described  before,  in  order  to  save  paying 
excess  of  baggage  from  each  place  when  you 
departed? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  no  release  was  presented  to 
me,  nor  did  I  sign  any  release,  nor  was  I 
adced  to,  when  I  diecked  this  trunk  in  con- 
troversy. 

The  defendant's  chedonan  or  baggage- 
master  does  not  deny  this  statement. 

This  case  presents  the  question  whether 
the  baggageman  of  the  defendant,  who 
checked  the  lost  trunk  and  collected  excess 
of  bagffsge  thereon,  knew  that  it  was  a  com- 
mercial traveler's  trunks  from  surrounding 
facts  and  circumstances,  and  defendant  was 
thus  chargeable  with  notice.  Thie  court  has 
held  that  notice  may  be  given  to  the  com- 
mon carrier  by  other  means  than  the  direct 
statement  of  the  owner  that  he  is  a  commer- 
dal  traveler,  and  that  his  trunk  contains 
samples.  In  Sloinan  v.  Oreai  Western  R.  Co. 
67  N.  Y.  208,  plaintiff's  son,  a  lad  of  eighteen 
▼ears  of  age,  was  employed  by  him  as  travel- 
ing agent  to  sell  goods  by  sample.  He  had 
two  large  trunks  containing  the  samples,  dif- 
ferent from  ordinary  traveling  trunks,  and 
had  a  valise  for  his  personal  baggage.  He 
delivered  the  trunks  to  a  baggagemaster  at 
a  railroad  depot,  and,  when  asked  to  which 
station  he  wished  them  checked,  replied  that 
he  did  not  then  know,  as  he  had  sent  a  des- 
patch to  a  customer  at  a  certain  place  to 
know  if  he  wanted  any  goods.  If  not,  he 
desired  them  to  go  to  a  certain  other  place, 
where  he  expected  to  meet  customers.  Soon 
after  he  checked  his  baggage,  and  paid  $2 
for  extra  weight.  Judge  Rapallo,  in  his 
opinion,  said:  ''It  does  not  appear  that  it 
was  stated,  in  terms,  to  the  baggagemaster 
what  the  trunks  contained,  but  the  jury  had 
the  right  to  consider  the  sourrounding  cir- 
cumstances, the  appearance  of  the  passen- 
ger and  of  the  articles,  the  conversaUon  be- 
tween the  passenger  and  the  baggagemaster, 
and  the  dealing  between  them,  and,  if  they 
indicated  that  the  trunks  were  not  ordinary 
baggage,  or  received  or  treated  as  such,  the 
jury  had  the  right  to  draw  the  inference  of 
notice,  and  that  they  were  received  as 
freight."  In  Talooit  v.  Wahaeh  R.  Co,  159 
N.  Y.  461,  54  N.  E.  1,  it  appeared  that  when 
weighing  the  trunks  the  agent  of  the  com- 
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pany  observed  "th^  weighed  light,"  and  tht 
traveler  replied,  ''\es;  they  contain  samples 
of  underwear."  Judge  Vann,  referring  to 
this  incident  in  the  <^inion  of  the  court,  at 
page  47L  169  N.  Y.,  and  page  4,  54  N.  £., 
said:  "The  number  and  appearance  of  the 
trunks  was  some  evidence  that  they  con- 
tained merchandise,  and  the  agent  was  ex- 
pressly told  that  they  contained  samples.  In 
view  of  the  custom  proved,  that  commercial 
travelers  generally  carry  samples  belonging 
to  their  employers  in  their  trunks,  this  war- 
ranted the  inference  that  the  baggage  agent 
knew  the  exact  facts."  In  the  case  at  bar 
there  were  facts  warranting  the  submission 
of  the  question  to  the  jury,  or  the  trial 
judge,  as  to  whether  defendant  was  charged 
with  knowledge  of  the  character  of  the  trunk, 
through  its  agent;  the  external  appearance 
of  a  regular  sample  trunk;  the  readiness 
with  which  it  was  recognized  as  such  by  the 
official  ''number  taker;"  the  fact  that  defend- 
ant was  constantly  checking  sample  trunks 
on  all  of  its  passenger  trains  except  the  Em- 
pire &tate  Express;  the  further  fact  chat 
for  about  twelve  years  plaintiff's  agent  had 
been  traveling  on  defendant's  road  rath  a 
sample  trunk,  and  leaving  Rochester  six  or 
eight  times  a  year;  the  i*act  that  «UTtple 
trunks  were  checked  for  ^he  same  compen- 
sation  as  ordinary  baggage, — ^these  md  any 
other  relevant  facts  were  properly  consid- 
ered when  the  verdict  was  directed,  and  the 
facts  warranted  by  the  evidence  stand  con- 
clusively established  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 
While  it  is  doubtless  the  better  practice,  as 
suggested  by  defendant's  counsel,  that  a 
traveler  in  charge  of  a  sample  trunk  should 
state  to  the  baggage  agent  the  fact  when  he 
seeks  to  check  it,  yet  if,  in  the  haste  of  trans^ 
acting  suoh  business,  or  where,  by  many  rep- 
etitions of  the  act,  much  is  taken  for 
granted,  this  is  not  done,  it  would  be  a  harsh 
and  unreasonable  rule  that  precluded  the 
plaintiff  from  submitting  to  the  jury  the 
facts  Hurrounding  the  transaction.  The  re- 
covery in  this  case  was  not  on  the  contract  of 
passage  entered  into  when  the  plaintiff's 
agent  purchased  his  ticket,  but  on  an  inde- 
pendent agreement  for  the  transportation  of 
the  sample  trunk  as  freight.  In  Sloman  v. 
Great  Western  R,  Co,  67  N.  Y.  at  page  214, 
Judge  Rapallo  said:  "From  all  the  circum- 
stances, the  jury  were,  we  think,  authorized 
to  draw  the  inference  that  the  baggngomas- 
ter  understood  that  the  agent  was  traveling 
for  the  purpose  of  selling  goods,  and  that 
these  trunks  contained  his  wares:  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  have  them  carried  as  hit 
ordinary  baggage,  and  therefore,  the  extra 
charge  was  made,  and  they  were  carried  as 
freight."  In  Talcott  v.  Wahash  R,  Co.  159 
N.  Y.,  at  page  470,  54  N.  E.  3,  this  case  was 
cited  and  followed.  The  Sloman  Case  also 
authorizes  a  recovery  by  a  plaintiff  where 
this  independent  contract  is  made  by  his 
salesman  as  agent.    67  N.  Y.  212. 

There  remains  to  be  considered  one  other 
question.  The  learned  appellate  division  in 
its  opinion  stated,  in  substance,  that,  as  nei- 
ther eounsel  raised  the  point  that  there  weri 
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any  questions  of  fact  to  be  submitted  to  the 
jury,  the  effect  was  to  establish  the  facts,  if 
any  there  were,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  As 
the  oorrectness  of  the  practice  at  the  trial  is 
diallenged,  we  will  consider  the  question. 
At  the  conclusion  of  the  eiridenoe  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  moyed  for  a  nonsuit  upon  var 
riotts  grounds  stated  by  him,  which  motion 
was  denied.  He  then  asked  the  court, 
"What  question  will  your  honor  submit  to 
the  jury?"  To  this  the  court  inquired, 
''What  question  do  you  desire  to  submit  to 
the  jury?"  To  which  the  defendant's  coun- 
flel  answered,  "I  do  not  desire  to  haye  any 
question  submitted  to  the  jury."  Thereupon 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  stated  that  he  was 
willing  to  leave  it  to  the  court>  to  which  the 
defendant's  counsel  answered,  ''I  stand  on 
my  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  of  course."  The 
plaintiff's  counsel  then  asked  for  a  direction 
of  a  verdict,  which  was  objected  to  by  the  de- 
fendant's counsel,  but  was  granted  by  the 
4»urt.  A  verdict  was  directed,  and  an  ex- 
eeption  taken  by  the  defendant.  Neither 
party  asked  to  have  any  question  of  fact 
submitted  to  the  jury.  In  the  case  of  Adams 
j  V.  Ro/tcoe  Lumber  Co,  169  N.  Y.  176,  63  N. 
£.  805,  O'Brien,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  says:  "The  court  directed  a 
▼erdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  value 
of  the  lumber,  with  damages  for  its  deten- 
tion, and  the  defendant  excepted.  The  re- 
quest by  both  parties  for  the  direction  of  a 
verdict  amounted  to  a  submission  of  the 
^ole  case  to  the  trial  judge,  and  his  deci- 
sion upon  the  facts  has  the  same  effect  as  if 
the  jury  had  found  a  verdict  in  the  plain- 
tiff's favor  after  submitting  the  case  to  them. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  judgment  is 
conclusive  with  respect  to  the  two  faots  upon 
which  the  right  of  action  depended."  To  the 
same  effect  are  the  cases  of  Smith  v.  Weston, 
159  N.  Y.  194,  64  N.  E.  38;  Thompson  v. 
Simpson,  128  N.  Y.  270,  283,  28  N.  E.  627; 
Koehler  v.  Adler,  78  N.  Y.  287. 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  as  the  de- 
fendant asked  for  a  nonsuit,  instead  of  a  di- 
rected verdict,  the  foregoing  cases  have  no 
application.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
in  this  case,  after  the  denial  of  his  nootion 
for  a  nonsuit,  the  defendant's  counsel  asked 
the  court  what  question  his  honor  would 
submit  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  court  then 
inquired  of  him  what  question  he  wanted 
•ubmitted,  and  he  answered  that  he  did  n<xt 
desire  any  question  submitted  to  the  jury. 
In  the  case  of  Barnes  v.  Ferine,  12  N.  Y.  18, 
after  the  evidence  had  dosed,  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit.  The 
motion  was  denied,  and  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted. The  court  thereupon,  at  the  request 
of  the  plaintiff,  directed  a  verdict  in  his  fa- 
vor. Allen,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  said:  "If  the  defendant  supposed 
that  there  was  a  disputed  question  of  fact, 
material  to  the  issue  between  the  parties, 
he  should  have  made  a  distinct  request  that 
it  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  But 
having  treated  the  questions  as  purely  legal, 
and  acquiesced  in  the  disposal  of  them  by  the 
«ourt  as  such,  he  cannot  now  be  heard  to  ob- 
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ject  that  facts  were  involved  whidi  should 
have  been  decided  by  the  jury."  In  Winchell 
V,  Hioks,  18  N.  Y.  668,  the  motion  was  also 
for  a  nonsuit  at  the  conclusion  of  the  evi- 
dence, which  was  denied,  and  a  verdict  di- 
rected in  fav(M*  of  the  plaintiff.  In  that  case 
it  was  h^  that  the  defendant,  moving  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  evidence  for  a  nonsuit, 
which  is  denied^  if  he  desires  that  questions 
of  fact  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  must  dis- 
tinctly request  it,  and  cannot  upon  appeal 
make  the  point  under  a  general  exception 
to  the  judge's  direction  of  a  verdict  In  the 
case  of  (TNeill  v.  James,  43  N.  Y.  84,  there 
was  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  denied, 
and  the  jury  directed  to  find  a  verdict  in  far 
vor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the 
damages  sustained.  It  i^s  held  that  whera 
a  party,  upon  the  trial,  rests  his  case  upon 
certain  positions  which  he  calls  upon  the 
court  to  rule  in  his  favor  as  questions  of  law 
arising  upon  undisputed  facts,  if  he  also  de- 
sires that  any  question  of  fact  in  the  case  be 
submitted  to  the  jury,  he  must  make  a  mo- 
tion to  that  effect.  In  the  absence  of  this, 
his  mere  exception  to  the  ruling  of  the  judge 
that  there  is  no  question  for  the  jury  is  un- 
availing. See  also  Ormes  v.  Dauchy,  82  N. 
Y.  443,  37  Am.  Rep.  683;  Dillon  v.  Oookoroft, 
90  N.  Y.  649.  In  the  case  of  Bione  v.  Flower, 
47  N.  Y.  666,  the  trial  court  directed  the  jury 
to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff,  however,  had  not  waived  his  right 
to  have  the  questions  of  fact  involved  in  the 
case  submitted  to  the  jury  by  any  motion  on 
his  part  for  such  a  direction,  and  it  was  held 
that  he  was  entitled  to  have  his  exception 
taken  to  the  direction  of  a  verdict  reviewed; 
but  Grover,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  oourt»  refers  with  approval  to  Barnes  t. 
Ferine,  Winchell  v.  Hicks,  and  O'Neill  v. 
James,  above  cited,  and  distinguishes  the 
case  under  consideration  by  him  from  the 
rule  adopted  in  those  cases.  In  Clemence  v. 
Auburn,  66  N.  Y.  334,  and  in  Pratt  v.  DweU- 
ing  House  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  130  N.  Y.  212,  29 
N.  E.  117,  relied  upon  as  supporting  a  differ- 
ent rule,  there  was  no  waiver  by  the  appel- 
lant, by  motion  to  direct  a  verdict  or  for  a 
nonsuit.  The  cases  cited,  of  Ihoight  v.  Ger- 
mania  L.  Ins,  Co,  103  N.  Y.  341,  67  Am.  Rep. 
729,  8  N.  E.  054;  Bagley  v.  Bowe,  105  N.  Y. 
171,  69  Am.  Rep.  488.  11  N.  E.  386,  and  BuU 
ger  v.  Rosa,  119  N.  Y.  469,  24  N.  E.  863,— 
have  no  application  to  the  case  at  bar,  as 
here  the  proceedings  at  the  close  of  the  trial 
were,  in  legal  effect,  a  request  by  both  coun- 
sel for  a  directed  verdict. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from 
should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

HaisKt,  Kartin,  and  Vann,  JJ.,  concur. 

O'Brieii,  J.,  dissenting: 

This  was  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a 
commercial  firm  for  the  loss  ot  a  trunk  which 
was  carried  by  the  traveling  salesman  of  the 
firm,  aud  was  lost  by  the  defendant.  This 
trui^  contained  sample  merchandise  of  the 
character  in  which  tiie  firm  dealt>  and  was 
put  upon  one  of  the  defendant's  trains  by  di- 
rection of  the  salesman,  who  was  a  passen- 
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ger  from  Rochester  to  New  York,  on  the  23d 
day  of  October,  1897.  The  salesman  pur- 
chased a  passage  ticket  on  the  defendant's 
rood  from  Rochester  to  New  York,  whioh  con- 
tained the  following  limitation:  "In  con- 
sideration of  extended  time  within  which 
journey  may  be  begun,  holder  hereof  releases 
R.  R.  "o.  from  all  liability  as  to  baggage,  ex- 
cept lor  wearing  apparel,  not  exceeding  in 
value  one  hundred  dollars."  The  salesman 
procured  the  trunk  to  be  delivered  at  the 
railroad  station,  and  checked  as  baggage, 
paying  85  cents  for  excessive  weight.  By 
the  defendant's  rules  a  passenger  is  entitled 
to  have  carried  free  150  pounds  of  personal 
bajTgage,  and  by  this  rule  baggage  consists 
only  of  wearing  apparel  and  such  personal 
effects  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  use  and 
comfort  of  the  passenger  while  traveling. 
Baggage  in  excess  of  that  amount  was  to  bie 
paid  for.  The  rule  also  provides  that  sample 
oases  or  trunks  containing  merchandise  will 
be  carried  as  an  accommodation  to  commer- 
cial travelers,  and  may  be  checked  when  a  re- 
lease from  liability  is  signed  in  considera- 
tion of  its  transportation  on  passenger 
trains  as  baggage;  and,  in  case  personal  bag- 
gage and  samples  of  merchandise  are  con- 
tained in  the  same  trunk,  a  release  must  be 
signed  for  the  samples,  and  agents  are  di- 
rected to  refuse  to  check  the  same  unless  this 
is  done.  The  baggagemen  by  this  rule  are 
directed  to  refuse  to  check  baggage  that  does 
not  consist  strictly  of  personal  effects  un- 
less this  release  is  properly  filled  out  and 
signed  by  the  owner,  or  the  agent  of  the  own- 
er. The  form  of  this  release  appears  in  this 
case,  and  by  its  terms  the  company  is  dis- 
charged from  all  liability  for  baggage, 
whether  the  same  arises  from  carelessness  or 
negligence,  however  gross,  on  the  part  of  the 
company,  or  its  agents  or  servants,  or  from 
any  cause  whatever.  It  appears  that  the 
salesman  who  had  the  trunk  in  question  had 
on  previous  occasions  signed  these  releases, 
though  he  stated  that  he  never  read  them, 
but  that  there  was  no  release  signed  on  the 
occasion  of  the  delivery  of  the  trunk  in  ques- 
tion, nor  did  he  make  known  to  any  of  the 
servants  of  the  company  its  contents;  and 
there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  to  show  that 
the  defendant,  or  any  of  its  servants,  on  this 
or  any  other  occasion  knew  the  fact  that 
the. trunk  carried  by  this  salesman  contained 
merchandise,  except  as  that  fact  was  to  be 
inferred  from  its  appearance.  It  appears 
that  the  salesman  had  been  in  the  employ 
of  the  firm  for  about  twelve  years,  and  dur- 
ing that  time  had  been  a  passenger  upon  the 
defendant's  road,  but  whether  the  trunk  in 
quefvtion  had  e^'er  been  seen  prior  to  the  oc- 
casion in  question  by  any  of  the  defendant's 
agents  or  servants  at  Rochester  does  not 
appear.  The  claim  for  damages  for  the  loss 
of  the  trunk  was  assigned  by  the  firm  to  the 
plaintiff.  These  are  the  undisputed  facts 
that  appear  in  the  record,  and  the  question 
is  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
oty^er. 

At  the  close  of  the  proofs  the  defendant's 
counsel  made  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  on  the 
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ground,  among  others,  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  had  any  knowledge 
that  the  trunk  contained  merchandise,  and 
that  there  was  no  proof  of  a  contract  to 
carry  a  trunk  containing  merchandise  on  a 
passenger  train,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
trunk  did  not  contain  baggage,  there  could 
be  no  recovery.  The  motion  was  denied,  and 
the  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant's 
counsel  then  asked  the  court  what  question 
he  proposed  to  submit  to  the  jury.  The 
court  then  asked  the  defendant's  counsel 
what  question  he  desired  to  submit  to  the 
jury,  and  the  counsel  replied  that  he  did 
not  desire  to  have  any  question  submitted. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  stated  that  he 
proposed  to  leave  the  case  to  the  court,  if  the 
defendant's  counsel  was  willing.  The  de- 
fendant's counsel  did  not  accept  this  offer, 
but  stated  explicitly  that  he  proposed  to 
stand  on  his  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  The 
plaintiff's  counsel  then  asked  the  court  to 
direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor  for  the  value  of 
the  trunk  and  contents,  being  $542.10,  and 
$3.5  interest.  The  defendant's  counsel  ob- 
jected to  the  direction  of  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  made  a  special  objection  to  the 
allowance  of  interest,  but  these  objections 
were  overruled.  The  court  then  directed  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $577.10, 
and  to  this  direction  the  defendant's  counsel 
excepted.  The  questions  of  law  presented  by 
the  record  are  therefore  before  this  court  for 
review. 

The  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this  case  un- 
less he  established  a  contract,  express  or  im- 
plied, on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  carry 
merchandise  for  the  salesman  >n  a  passen- 
ger train.  It  is  not,  and  cannot  be,  claimed 
that  there  was  any  express  contract  creating 
the  relations  of  a  common  cnrrier  of  goods 
between  the  salesman  and  the  defendant.  The 
only  express  contract  made  is  represented  by 
the  paasenger  ticket  sold  to  the  salesman,  and 
that  was  a  contract  to  carry  him  as  a  na<iRen- 
ger.  with  his  per^^onal  baggage.  But  it 
turned  out  that  what  he  had  in  the  trunk 
was  frood!«,  and  not  ba^r&rage,  which,  under  the 
defendant's  rules,  it  did  not  carry  on  passen- 
ger trains,  except  in  cases  where  the  owner 
or  passenirer  signed  a  release  for  any  claim 
for  damages  in  case  of  loss  from  any  cause 
whatever.  So  that  the  salesman  caused  the 
trunk  in  question  to  be  placed  on  a  passen- 
irer train  without  any  express  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  carry  or  be  re- 
sponsible for  it.  Moreover,  the  defendant 
contends  that  the  salesman  caused  the  trunk 
to  be  placed  upon  the  defendant's  passenger 
train,  against  its  rules,  as  baggage,  when  In 
fact  it  was  not  baggage,  but  goods.  Th^re  is 
but  one  ground  upon  which  the  defendant 
can  lawfully  be  required  to  respond  for  the 
loss  of  the  trunk  and  its  contents,  and  that 
is  in  case  it  received  and  checked  the  same 
upon  the  train  with  knowledge  of  the  faet 
that  it  contained  goods  instead  of  baggage. 
When  a  passenger  who  desires  to  have  goods 
carried  with  him  on  a  passenger  train  gives 
notioe  of  that  fact  to  the  carrier,  and  the 
latter  has  notioe  of  the  fact  in  any  way,  and 
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then  reeuTcs  and  checks  the  trunk  oontain- 
ins  the  goods,  the  relation  of  carrier  and 
shipper  is  created  by  the  transaction,  with 
all  its  duties  and  responsibilities,  tiloman 
T.  Great  Wetlem  R.  Co.  e7  N.  Y.  208?  Stone- 
fnan  t.  Erie  U,  Co.  62  N.  Y.  429.  But,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  showing  or  tending  to 
show  knowleiige  of  the  contents  of  the  trunk 
or  package  by  the  carrier  in  such  cases,  there 
can  be  no  recovery,  and  such  knowledge  can- 
not be  inferred  from  the  appearance  of  the 
trunk  or  package  containing  the  goods. 
Humphreys  v.  Ferry,  148  U.  S.  627,  37  L. 
ed.  687,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  711;  Oumey  v. 
Orand  Trunk  R.  Co.  37  N.  Y.  8.  R.  155,  14 
N.  Y.  Supp.  321,  Affirmed  on  opinion  below 
in  138  N.  Y.  638,  34  N.  E.  612;  Cahill  v.  Lon- 
don  d  y.  W.  R.  Co.  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  154,  Af- 
firmed in  13  C.  B.  N.  8.  818;  Blumantel  v. 
Fitchhurg  R.  Co.  127  Mass.  322,  34  Am.  Rep. 
376;  AUing  y.  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co.  126  Mass. 
121.  30  Am.  Rep.  667. 

The  case,  therefore,  is  solved  by  a  very 
limple  inquiry,  and  that  is  whether  there  is 
in  the  record  anything  showing  or  tending  to 
show  that  the  defendant  had  knowledge  of 
the  contents  of  the  trunk  in  question  when 
it  received  and  checked  it  upon  the  train  on 
the  23d  of  October,  1897,  other  than  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  same,  which,  it  is  held,  is 
no  evidence  of  knowledge  at  all.  I  confess 
I  am  unable  to  find  any.  It  is  said  that  the 
salesman  was  traveling  as  such  for  twelve 
years,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  at  any  time 
he  notified  the  defendant  of  the  contents  of 
the  trunk,  or  that  the  defendant  at  any  time 
acquired  the  knowledge  in  any  other  way,  so 
that  the  case  stands  upon  the  transaction 
when  the  trunk  was  shipped  for  the  last 
time.  A  fact  or  circumstance  that  in  itself 
proves  nothing  is  not  made  any  stronger 
when  multiplied  by  twelve  or  any  larger 
number.  In  my  opinion,  there  was  no  proof 
in  the  case  to  warrant  a  finding  that  the  de- 
fendant had  notice  or  any  knowledge  of  the 
fact  tliat  the  trunk  in  question  contained 
goods  instead  of  baggage.  But  the  learned 
trial  judge  evidently  thought  otherwise,  and 
it  distin<HJy  appears  from  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  court  below  that  reviewed  the  case 
on  appeal  that  it  held  that  whether  the  de- 
fendant had  or  had  not  such  notice  or  knowl- 
edge was  a  disputed  question  of  fact.  Grant, 
for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  this  view 
is  correct,  still  the  disputed  fact  was  not 
foimd  by  the  jury,  and  the  action  was  one 
at  law.  triable  by  jury.  Either  party  had 
the  constitutional  right  to  have  the  facts 
determined  by  the  jury.  The  learned  court 
below  held  that  the  disputed  fact  necessary 
to  support  the  plaintiff's  case  was  found  by 
the  court  without  the  aid  of  the  jury,  and 
that  it  had  the  right  to  take  the  question 
from  the  jury  and  decide  it  itself.  This  is  an 
obvious  error,  since  the  doetrine  upon  which 
it  is  based  would  go  far  to  destroy  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury  altogether.  If  sustained  by 
this  court,  all  that  will  be  necessary  hereaft- 
er, when  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  at  law  has 
given  proof  of  sonte  fact  or  circumstance 
which  no  one  claims  is  conclusive  in  support 
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of  an  issue  of  fact,  is  to  request  the  trial 
judge  to  direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor;  and« 
if  buch  a  direction  is  given  against  the  de- 
fendant's objection  and  exception,  sUll  the 
disputed  and  necessary  fact  is  to  be  deemed 
found  by  the  court.  The  defendant  could 
not  be  deprived  of  the  right  of  a  jury  trial 
without  its  consent.  It  gave  no  such  con- 
sent, nor  did  its  counsel  in  any  way  waive 
the  right.  He  moved  for  a  nonsuit,  and  ex- 
cepted to  the  denial  of  his  motion.  He  told 
the  court  that  he  had  no  question  to  submit 
to  the  jury,  and  obviously  he  had  none,  from 
his  view  of  the  case,  since  he  had  just  con- 
tended in  his  motion  for  a  nonsuit  that  there 
was  no  case  for  the  jury,  as  there  was  no 
proof  that  the  defendant  had  knowledge  of 
the  contents  of  the  trunk.  He  told  the  court 
that  he  stood  upon  his  motion  for  a  nonsuit, 
and  objected  and  excepted  to  the  direction.- 
How,  under  such  circumstances,  he  consented, 
to  have  the  facts  found  by  the  court,  or 
waived  his  rights  to  have  them  found  by  the. 
jury,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive.  The  de-r 
fend  ant's  counsel  did  not  need  any  finding,; 
and  did  not  want  any  finding.  All  he  asked 
was  that  his  client  should  be  left  alone. 
When  his  motion  for  a  nonsuit  wan  denied, 
and  he  concluded  to  stand  upon  that,  he  had 
no  interest  in  anything  else  that  took  place.' 
But  it  was  quite  different  with  the  plaintiff.* 
Before  he  could  have  judgment  in  his  favor ,t 
it  was  necessary  that  the  important  fact  in- 
dispute  should  be  found  in  his  favor,  and 
it  was  his  business  to  procure  the  finding  in 
the  proper  way.  The  defendant's  counsel 
could  remain  silent,  and  let  the  plaintiff  try 
his  side  of  the  case.  The  plaintiff's  counsel 
should  then  have  gone  to  the  jury,  an/1  asked 
them  to  find  the  disputed  fact,  which  was  an: 
essential  part  of  his  case,  and  which  the 
other  side  was  not  interested  in  at  all. 
When  he  asked  and  accepted  the  direction  of 
a  verdict  in  his  favor  by  the  court,  he  aisked 
and  accepted  what  he  was  not  entitled  to. 
The  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  cites 
two  cases  to  show  that  this  practice  is  cor- 
rect Bmith  V.  Weston,  150  N.  Y.  104,  54  N. 
h.  38;  Adams  v.  Roscoe  Lumber  Co,  160  N. 
Y.  176,  63  N.  E.  805.  They  have  no  applica- 
tion to  the  question  here,  since  it  appears 
that  they  are  cases  where  both  sides  asked 
the  court  to  direct  a  verdict.  All  the  parties 
may  by  such  a  request  clothe  the  court  with 
power  to  decide  all  the  questions  in  the  case, 
but  it  has  never  been  held  that  one  party 
could  do  it  sgainst  the  protest  of  the  other. 
It  is  safe  to  say  that  no  auUiority  can  be 
found  to  justify  the  practioe  followed  in  this 
case,  and  it  has  been  often  condemned  in  this 
court.  The  rule  that  governs  the  question 
has  been  thus  stated  in  this  court  more  than 
once:  "In  a  case  triable  by  a  jury,  the  di- 
rection of  a  verdict  is  only  justified  where 
the  evidence  conclusively  establishes  the 
right  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is  made." 
Bulger  v.  Rosa,  119  N.  Y.  450,  24  N.  E.  853; 
Bagley  v.  Bowe,  105  N.  Y.  171,  59  Am.  Rep, 
488,  11  N.  E.  836;  Dtoight  v.  Oermania  L. 
Tns.  Co.  103  N.  Y.  341,  57  Am.  Rep.  729.  8  N. 
E.  664.     It  is  not  necessary  for  the  party 
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mgtAnBt  whom  a  verdict  is  dir«cted  upon  evi- 
dence not  conolueive  to  show  that  he  re- 
que»ted  to  have  the  case  sent  to  the  jury. 
Stone  V.  Flotoer,  47  N.  Y.  666;  Clemenoe  v. 
Auburn,  66  N.  Y.  834;  Pratt  v.  Dwelling 
House  Mut.  F.  Ina.  Co,  130  N.  Y.  212,  29 
N.  E.  117.  It  would  indeed  be  a  rule  of  prac- 
tice t>ordering  on  the  absurd  that  would  re- 
quire a  defendant  in  a  case  where  a  fact  is 
in  dispute,  in  order  to  preserve  his  right  to 
have  the  fact  found  by  the  jury,  to  assert  by 
such  a  request  that  there  is  evidence  tend- 
ing to  prove  the  plaintiff's  case,  when,  upon 
a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  just  denied,  he  con- 
tended that  there  was  no  evidence  whatever. 
He  may  preserve  his  rights  by  an  exception 
to  the  direction  of  a  verdict,  and  without  tak- 
ing two  positions  before  the  court  so  mani- 
festly inconsistent.  It  is  only  necessary  to 
add  that,  if  there  is  in  this  record  any  evi- 
dence at  all  of  knowledge  by  the  defendant 
of  the  contents  of  the  trunk,  no  one  vultures 
to  assert  that  it  was  conclusive.  The  judg- 
ment should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
granted;  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Parker,  Gh.  J.,  concurs. 

liAndoii,  J.,  dissents  upon  the  ground  that 
defendant  having,  notwithstanding  the  denial 
of  its  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  objected  to  a  di- 
rection of  a  verdict,  the  court  should  have 
submitted  the  facts  to  the  jury. 


Miles  M.  O'BRIEN  et  al,  Receivers  of  Madi- 
son Square  Bank,  Reapte., 

V. 

BAST  RIVER  BRIDGE   COMPANY,  Appt. 
(161  N.  Y.  689.) 

1.  A  BtatemeBt  In  an  order  of  tlie  ap- 
pellate division,  that  It  reyerees  the  judg- 
ment of  the  trial  court  "upon  the  law  and 
the  facte,"  will  not  prevent  a  review  by  the 
court  of  appeals  If  the  only  question  Is  wheth- 
er the  transaction  as  disclosed  by  the  facts 
was  forbidden  by  a  statute. 

S.  A  withdrawal  of  the  fnnda  of  a 
corporation  from  a  bank  that  Is  about 
to  fall,  upon  a  check  signed  by  the  president 
of  the  corporation,  although  he  was  also  a 
director  of  the  bank  and  his  knowledge  of 
Its  condition  was  acquired  by  him  as  such  -di- 
rector, does  not  violate  the  stock  corporation 
law,  i  48,  which  prohibits  any  transfer  of  as- 
sets or  payment  by  the  bank  or  any  officer, 
director,  or  atockholder  thereof,  with  Intent 
to  prefer  any  creditor,  when  the  bank  Is  In- 
solvent or  Its  Insolvency  Imminent. 

8.  A  eommnnlcation  by  a  director  of  a 
bank  of  hia  kno-vTledare  that  It  la 
abont  to  fall,  though  made  to  a  depositor 
which  Is  a  corporation  of  which  he  Is  presi- 
dent, does  not  violate  the  stock  corporation 


NOTB. — For  exceptions  to  the  prohibition  of 
preferences  by  Insolvent  national  bank,  see  El- 
mlra  Sav.  Bank  v.  Davis  (N.  T.)  25  L.  R.  A. 
646. 

For  unlawful  preference  by  Insolvent  banks. 
see  also  Yardley  v.  Phlller  (C.  C.  A.  3d  C.)  23 
L.  R.  A.  824,  Reversed  In  42  L.  ed.  U.  S.  102 ; 
and  O'Brien  v.  Grant  (N.  Y.)  28  L.  R.  A.  861. 
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law,  i  48,  which  prohibits  a  bank  which  Is 
insolvent,  or  the  insolvency  of  which  Is  im- 
minent, or  any  officer  or  director  thereof, 
from  giving  a  preference  to  any  particular 
creditor  by  transfer  of  assets,  payment,  Buf- 
fering Judgment,  the  creation  of  a  lien,  or  the 
giving  uf  security. 


(Dartlett,  Uaight,  and  Vann,  J  J.,  dtesent.) 
(February  6,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Ck>urt,  First  Department,  reversing  a  judg- 
ment entered  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  New 
York  County  upon  the  report  of  the  referee 
in  its  favor  in  an  action  Drought  to  compel 
repayment  of  money  withdrawn  from  a  baiik 
upon  the  eve  of  its  insolvency.  Reversed, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edward  Iiauterbaoli  and  Eu- 
gene Treadwell,  for  appellant: 

There  was  no  transfer  by  anyone  pro- 
hibited by  the  statute. 

The  act  forbidden  must  be  by  an  officer,  di- 
rector, or  stockholder  acting  in  the  inter- 
est of,  on  the  part  of,  or  for,  the  insolvent 
corporation,  and  no  disability  is  imposed 
upon  action  in  any  other  capacity  by  the 
coincidence  of  holding  one  of  such  positions. 

The  statute  only  restricted  Mr.  Uhlman'a 
action  as  director  for  the  bank,  and  did  not 
impose  any  disability  upon  his  performance 
of  his  duty  as  president  of  the  bridge  com- 
pany. 

Vivnium  V.  Hart,  119  N.  Y.  101,  23  N.  E. 
183;  French  v.  Andrews,  145  N.  Y.  444.  40 
N.  E.  214;  Milhank  v.  De  Riesthal,  82  Hun, 
537,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  522;  Cummings  ▼. 
America/n  Gear  d  Spring  Co.  87  Hun,  598, 
34  N.  Y.  Supp.  541 ;  Ridgxcay  v.  Symons,  4 
App.  Div.  98,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  895 ;  Spellman 
V.  Looschen,  31  App.  Div.  96,  52  N.  Y.  Supp. 
543 :  Dickson  v.  Mayer,  26  Abb.  N.  C.  257.  12 
N.  Y.  Supp.  651 ;  Dickson  v.  Mayer,  58  Hun, 
609,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  359. 

The  check  was  drawn  by  the  defendant 
corporation  for  its  own  benefit. 

Under  such  circumstances  it  is  immaterial 
that  the  president  of  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion was  a  director  in  the  Madison  Square 
Bank. 

Kingsley  ▼.  First  Nat.  Bank,  31  Hun,  829. 

A  director  is  not  prohibited  from  trans- 
ferring his  own  claim,  even  where  it  results 
in  the  transferee  collecting  from  the  insol- 
vent company. 

Jefferson  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Toumley, 
169  N.  Y.  490,  54  N.  E.  74. 

In  the  absence  of  clear  provision,  the  pro- 
hibition will  not  be  extended  by  oonstmction 
so  as  to  affect  or  disable  the  creditor. 

Tompkins  v.  Hunter,  149  N.  Y.  117,  43  K 
E.  532;  Blak^  T.  Booneville  Nat.  Bank,  95 
Fed.  Rep.  267. 

The  defendant  was  not  restricted  by  knowl- 
edge of  the  insolvency  of  the  Madison  Square 
Bank. 

Uhlman  was  responsible  to  the  defendant 
company  for  the  same  degree  of  care  and 
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prndenoe  that  Dieo  prompted  bj  eelMnterest 
ordinarily  exercise  in  their  own  affairs. 

Hun  V.  Gary,  82  N.  Y.  65,  37  Am.  Rep.  646. 

If  Uhlman  had  had  a  personal-deposit  ac- 
eonnt  with  the  bank,  he  could  have  trans- 
ferred it  for  value  to  an  assignee  who  might 
have  collected  the  same  exactly  as  the  East 
River  Bridge  Company's  chedc  was  collected. 

Jefferson  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Toumley, 
159  N.  Y.  490,  54  N.  E.  74. 

No  payment  with  intent  to  prefer  was 
shown. 

Duicher  y.  Importers  d  T,  If  at.  Bank,  59 
N.  Y.  5;  Paulding  v.  Chrome  Steel  Co.  94 
y.  Y.  334. 

Constructive  payment,  or  payment  by  rat- 
ification, though  sufficient  to  support  i^n  or- 
dinary action  on  contract,  is  not  the  payment 
prohibited  by  the  statute. 

The  officers  of  the  corporation  are  not 
bound  to  oppose  affirmative  action  to  a  just 
claim. 

Vamum  y.  Bart,  119  N.  Y.  101,  23  N.  E. 
183;  French  v.  Andre\JOS,  146  N.  Y.  444.  40 
N.  E.  214;  Milbank  v.  De  Riesthal,  82  Hun, 
537,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  522;  Cummings  v.  Amer- 
toan  Gtar  A  Spring  Co.  87  Hun,  598,  34  N. 
Y.  Supp.  541 ;  llidgway  v.  Symons,  4  App. 
Div.  98,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  896;  Spellman  v. 
Looschen,  31  App.  Div.  96,  52  N.  Y.  Supp. 
543. 

Messrs.  Saamel  Untermyer  and  Iiouis 
MarsKall,  for  respondents: 

The  payment  to  the  East  River  Bridge 
Company  of  the  proceeds  of  the  $50,000 
check  drawn  by  Uhlman, — a  director  of  the 
Madison  Square  Bank,  at  a  time  when  he 
knew  that  the  bank  was  insolvent,  was  under 
the  conceded  facts  a  violation  of  §  48  of  the 
stock  corporation  law. 

Effect  must  be  given  to  every  part  and 
phrase  of  a  statute ;  the  legislature  is  not  to 
be  deemed  to  have  spoken  in  vain,  and  its 
language  is  not  to  be  arbitrarily  declared  to 
be  meaningless  and  unnecessary. 

Ex  parte  New  York  d  B.  Bridge  Co.  72  N. 
Y.  527 ;  People  eo  rel.  Freligh  v.  Matsell,  94 
N.  Y.  179. 

Remedial  acts  are  to  be  liberally  inter- 
preted, and  not  strictly. 

Hudler  V.  Golden,  36  N.  Y.  446;  Sharp  v. 
Jfeuf  York,  31  Barb.  572. 

Where  there  is  a  concurrence  of  these  ele- 
ments (a)  any  form  of  transfer  of  corporate 
property,  (b)  by  any  agency,  (c)  corporate 
insolvency  or  its  imminence,  (d)  the  intent 
of  giving  a  preference, — ^the  courts  will  in- 
tervene to  set  aside  the  transfer. 

Whatever  knowledge  Uhlman  acquired  on 
the  evening  of  August  8  as  a  director  of  the 
Madison  &]uare  Bank,  relative  to  its  con- 
dition, he  also  had  on  that  evening  as  the 
representative  of  the  East  River  Bridge  Com- 
pany. The  knowledge  which  he  possessed 
eame  to  him  while  engaged  in  the  very  trans- 
action which  resulted  in  the  preference  to 
the  corporation  of  which  he  was  the  presi- 
dent. 

Bolden  v.  New  York  d  E.  Bank,  72  N.  Y. 
286;  Craigie  v.  Hadley,  99  N.  Y.  131,  1  N.  E. 
537;  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Davis,  2  Hill, 
451. 
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O'Brien,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tht 
court: 

The  plaintiffs,  as  receivers  of  the  Madison 
Square  Bank,  brought  this  action  to  compel 
the  defendant  to  account  and  pay  over  to 
them  $50,000  which  the  defendant  had  de- 
posited in  the  bank,  but  drew  out  by  check  on 
the  day  the  bank  closed.  The  cause  was  tried 
before  a  referee,  who  dismissed  the  com- 
plaint, but  this  judgment  has  been  reversed 
by  the  appellate  division.  The  facts  upon 
which  the  judgment  depends  are  undisputed. 
They  are  fully  stated  in  the  learned  opinion 
below,  and  that  statement  can  be  vfery  safely 
adopted  as  it  there  appears:  "On  the  8th  of 
August,  1893,  the  defendant  was  a  depositor 
in  the  Madison  Square  Bank,  and  it  had 
standing  to  its  crcKlit  on  the  books  of  the 
bank  on  that  day  the  sum  of  $50,000.  As  to 
that  amount,  the  ordinary  relation  of  debtor 
and  creditor,  and  no  other,  existed  between  the 
bank  and  the  depositor.  On  the  night  of  the 
8th  of  Au^st,  1893,  it  became  known  to 
Frederick  Uhlman,  a  director  of  the  Madison 
Square  Bank,  and  also  the  president  of  the 
East  River  Bridge  Company,  that  the  bank 
was  insolvent,  or  in  imminent  danger  of  in- 
solvency, and  that  it  woiild  be  closed  tht 
following  day.  Frederick  Uhlman  also  knew 
that  the  St.  I^icholas  Bank  was  the  agent  at 
the  clearing  house  of  the  Madison  Square 
Bank,  and  that  on  the  8th  of  August,  1893, 
the  St  Nicholas  Bank  had  in  its  possession  a 
large  amount  of  securities  belonging  to  the 
Madison  Square  Bank,  and  that  it  held  such 
securitiee  as  collateral  for  any  and  all  ob- 
ligations as  agent  of  the  Madison  Sauart 
Bank.  He  also  knew  that  the  St.  Nicholaa 
Bank  had  notified  the  clearing  house  that  it 
would  cease  to  act  for  the  Auidison  Square 
Bank,  and  that  the  St.  Nicholas  Bank,  by  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  clearing  house, 
was  responsible  for  all  checks  of  the  Sladison 
Square  Bank  that  would  be  presented  at  the 
clearing  house  in  the  exchanges  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  0th  of  August  All  this  knowledge 
was  acquired  by  Frederick  Uhlman  as  a  di- 
rector of  the  Madison  Square  Bank.  On  the 
night  of  August  8,  Simon  Uhlman,  who  was 
largely  interested  in  the  stock  of  the  East 
River  Brid^  Company,  learned  of  the  im- 
niinency  of  insolvency  of  the  Madison  Square 
Bank,  and  that  it  would  probably  be  closed 
the  following  morning.  Thereupon  he  caused 
a  check  to  be  filled  up,  drawn  upon  the  Mad- 
ison Square  Bank,  for  $50,000,  and  took  it  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  defendant  at  Brooklyn, 
where  it  was  signed  by  such  treasurer  at 
about  eleven  o'clock  at  night.  That  beinff 
done,  Simon  Uhlman  returned  to  New  York 
city  with  the  check,  and  handed  it  to  Fred- 
erick Ulilman,  who  also  signed  it,  as  pres- 
ident of  the  East  River  Bridge  Company,  and 
retained  it  in  his  possession  over  night. 
Early  on  the  morning  of  the  9th  of  August, 
Frederick  Uhlman  took  the  check  to  the 
Hanover  National  Bank,  and  instructed  the 
authorities  of  that  bank  to  have  it  presented 
at  the  clearing  house  that  morning,  so  that 
it  might  be  paid  by  the  St.  Nicholas  Bank  in 
the  exchanges  of  that  morning,  and  thus  be 
credited  to  the  East  River  Bridge  Company, 
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•ad  a  withdrawal  effected  of  so  much  from 
the  fundd  and  moneys  or  securities  of  the 
Madison  Sauare  Hank  under  the  control  of 
the  St.  Nicnolaa  Bank.  The  check  was  pre- 
sented at,  and  passed  through,  the  clearing 
house.  The  East  River  Bridge  Company  re- 
ceived a  credit  with  the  Hanover  Bank,  and 
thus  the  transfer  of  the  $50,000  was  com- 
pletely made  from  the  Madison  Square  Bank 
to  the  defendant.  Tlie  Madison  Square  Bank 
was  closed  on  the  morning  of  the  0th  of  Aug- 
ust, or,  more  properly  speaking,  was  never 
opened  for  business  after  the  8th,  and  went 
into  insolvency." 

Tliere  is  no  dispute  about  these  facts,  nor 
are  they  open  to  different  inferences.  The 
only  question  is  with  respect  to  the  law,  or, 
in  other  words,  whether  the  transaction  was 
forbidden  by  the  statute.  Hence  the  judg- 
ment is  reviewable  in  this  court,  notwith- 
standing the  statement  in  the  order  that  the 
reversal  was  upon  the  law  and  the  facts. 

The  only  authority  claimed  in  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs  to  sustain  the  judgment  is  §  48 
of  the  stock  corporation  law,  which  reads  as 
follows:  ''No  corporation  which  shall  have 
refused  to  uay  any  of  its  notes  or  other  ob- 
ligations when  due,  in  lawful  money  of  the 
United  States,  nor  any  of  its  officers  or  di- 
rectors, shall  transfer  any  of  its  property  to 
any  of  its  officers,  directors,  or  stocknolders, 
directly  or  indirectly,  for  the  payment  of  any 
debt,  or  upon  any  other  consideration  than 
the  full  value  of  the  property  paid  in  cash. 
No  conveyance,  assignment,  or  transfer  of 
any  property  of  any  such  corporation  by  it  or 
by  any  oOicer,  director,  or  stockholder  there- 
of, nor  any  payment  made,  judgment  suf- 
fered, lien  created,  or  security  given  by  it  or 
by  any  officer,  director,  or  stockholder  when 
the  corporation  is  insolvent  or  its  insolvency 
is  imminent,  with  the  intent  of  giving  a  pref- 
erence to  any  particular  creditor  over  other 
creditors  of  the  corporation,  shall  be  valid. 
Every  person  receiving  by  means  of  any  such 
prohibited  act  or  deed  any  property  of  the 
corporation  shall  be  bound  to  account  there- 
for to  its  creditors  or  stockholders  or  other 
trustees.  No  stockholder  of  any  such  cor- 
poration shall  make  any  transfer  or  assign- 
ment of  his  stock  therein  to  attj  peraon  in 
contemplation  of  its  insnlvoncy.  Every 
transfer  or  assignment  or  other  act  done  in 
violation  of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  be  void."  It  will  be  aeen  that 
the  money  dra\^'n  from  the  failinfr  bank  be- 
longed to  the  defendant,  and  the  eheck  drawn 
against  the  deposit  was  the  check  of  the  de- 
fendant. ITie  defendant's  prpBident,  being 
also  a  director  in  the  failing  bank,  owed  cer- 
tain duties  to  the  defendant  and  \ts  share- 
holders and  creditors,  as  well  as  to  the  bank, 
its  shareholders  and  creditors.  It  i&  ohvious 
that  the  judgment  of  reversal  cannot  lie  sus- 
tained i^itliout  holding  that  the  two  follow- 
ing propositions  are  law :  ( 1 J  Tlmt  the  stat- 
ute quoted  forbids  a  director  in  a  bank,  who 
has  knowledge  of  its  insolvency,  from  com- 
niunicating  this  knowledge  to  a  depositor, 
even  though  the  depositor  happens  to  be  a 
corporation  in  which  the  director  is  inter- 
ested, and  of  which  he  is  presidents  (2)  that 
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the  statute  forbids  a  oorporation  having 
money  on  deposit  in  a  bank  about  to  faU 
from  drawing  its  check  against  the  dp|>oAits, 
on  learning  that  the  bank  was  alwut  to  fail, 
from  a  director  of  the  bank,  who  was  also 
president  of  the  corporation  and  communi- 
cated the  knowledge  to  the  latter  with  the  in- 
tent that  it  should  draw  out  the  money, 
llie  language  of  the  statute  does  not  support 
either  of  these  propositions,  and  it  wouM  be 
judicial  legislation,  simply,  to  hold  that  they 
are  within  the  intention  and  purpose  of  the 
law.  We  must  not  only  produce  by  judicial 
construction  a  new  law,  but  a  law  which 
could  not  have  been  within  the  intention  of 
the  legislature.  The  statute  is  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  common  law,  and  should  not  be 
construed  so  as  to  include  cases  not  fairly 
within  its  terms.  We  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  it  is  one  of  those  statutes  that  must  re- 
ceive a  very  strict  construction,  but,  when 
given  a  fair  construction,  the  plaintiffs  can 
claim  nothing  more.  No  one  can  safely  as- 
sert that  there  is  any  law  that  requires  a 
director  of  an  insolvent  bank,  or  a  bank 
about  to  become  insolvent,  to  conceal  the 
fact  from  anyone.  No  one  can  claim  that 
there  is  any  law  that  forbids  a  director  of 
such  a  bank  from  disclosing  the  fact  to  a 
depositor,  even  though  the  depositor  should 
be  a  corporation  in  which  the  bank  director 
is  interested,  and  of  which  he  is  president. 
So  long  as  he  confines  himself  to  the  truth 
with  respect  to  the  condition  of  the  bank,  he 
violates  no  law,  and  is  guilty  of  no  moral 
wrong.  Indeed,  it  is  not  very  difficult  to 
conceive  of  cases  where,  in  the  forum  of  mor- 
als, at  least,  he  would  be  bound  to  speak.  A 
bank  director,  with  such  knowledge,  who 
would  look  on  and  see  his  neighbors  deposit- 
ing their  money  where  it  would  be  likely  to 
be  iost,  without  giving  to  them  any  hint  or 
Nvarning  of  the  danger,  might  very  well  be 
rated  as  a  man  whose  moral  standing  was 
not  ver>'  high.  We  may  go  further,  and  look 
at  the  actual  transaction  in  this  case.  The 
defendant's  president  was  a  director  of  the 
bank.  The  defendant  was  dealing  with  the 
bank,  making  deposits  of  money  in  large 
sums,  and  had  then  to  its  credit  the  entire 
Slim  which  the  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover. 
Asaunie  that  the  director  of  the  bank  find 
president  of  the  defendant  advised  the  b^ard 
of  directors  of  the  latter  to  make  no  mora 
depoAits.  a^  the  bank  was  about  t^  fail}  ha 
would  not  violate  any  law*  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, would  be  pprforming  a  duty  which  he 
owed  to  the  defeiidimt,  to  Bave  it  from  Iisie. 
Such  a  suggestion  wcmld,  no  douM.  rp^nlt  ifi 
a  withdrawal  of  the  moneys  ti]fMAy  dip 
pOHitodT  which  is  all  that  the  plaintiffs  < 
plain  of;  but  it  would  be  dillknlt,  if  wS^' 
possible,  to  show  that  under  mioh  C*' 
stances  any  lav>-'  vv^nfl  violatedt  or  j 
done.  In  tlip  prf^ent 
that  the  defpndant^ 
vUed  the  wit 
si^Tjipd  th^i  ch*i 
dejvosited 
other  bv. 
paid  bjj 
ages 
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and  in  which  he  was  a  director,  knowinff  all 
the  time  that  it  was  about  to  fail.  What 
the  KUiute  forbids  is  that  the  director  shall 
1K>U  under  such  circumstances,  draw  out  his 
OH'u  iiiouey.  The  case  has  been  decided  in 
the  court  below  precisely  as  if  such  was  the 
fact.  Suppose  the  director  of  the  bank, 
knowing  all  about  its  condition,  concealed  it 
from  his  associate  officers  and  directors  in 
the  defendant,  and  by  this  course  the  $50,000 
was  loet;  it  might  then  be  difficult  to  show 
that  the  president  of  the  defendant  had  dis- 
charged the  duty  imposed  upon  him  by  his 
trust  to  its  creditors  or  sharenolders.  if  the 
law  had  not  placed  some  injunction  of  se- 
crecy upon  him  with  respect  to  the  real 
condition  of  the  bank,  it  is  very  difficult  to 
lee  how  he  could  be  ^Ity  of  any  legal  or 
moral  wrong  in  participating  with  the  other 
officers  and  directors  of  the  defendant  in 
saving  it  from  a  great  pecuniary  loss. 

There  is  no  law  that  forbids  a  depositor  in 
a  bank,  who  is  not  an  officer  or  director, 
from  drawing  a  check  against  the  deposit 
whenever  the  money  is  needed,  or  even  when 
it  is  thought  the  bank  is  liable  to  fail.  The 
act  by  means  of  which  the  money  was  with- 
drawn in  this  case  was  the  corporate  act  of 
the  defendant,  and  not  the  individual  act  of 
the  president.  The  money  on  deposit  be- 
longed to  the  defendant,  and  it  was  subject 
to  check.  The  circumstance  that  the  de- 
fendant in  its  corporate  capacity  was  in- 
duced to  exercise  its  right  by  information  of 
the  condition  of  the  bank  communicated  by 
the  president,  who  was  also  a  director  of  the 
bank,  cunnut  change  the  case,  so  long  as  the 
right  to  withdraw  the  money  exist^.  The 
defendant  cannot  be  compelled  to  restore 
the  money  simply  because  it  made  use  of 
knowledge  possessed  by  one  of  its  own  of- 
ficers. In  the  care  and  management  of  its 
finances,  a  corporation  is  entitled  to  the  ben- 
efit of  all  the  knowledge  upon  that  subject 
that  any  of  its  officers  may  possess,  and  to 
their  best  judgment.  The  act  by  which  the 
deposit  was  transferred  from  the  failing 
bank  to  the  defendant  was  not  in  any  proper 
tense  the  act  of  the  bank  or  any  of  its  officers 
or  directors.  It  was  not  a  transfer  prohib- 
ited by  any  law.  It  is  true  that  one  of  the 
bank  directors  participated  in  it,  but  not  us 
such  director  or  as  an  individual,  but  as  an 
officer  of  the  defendant,  acting  in  its  interest. 
Whatever  he  did  to  withdraw  the  moneys  is 
to  be  imputed  to  the  defendant,  and,  of 
course,  is  imputed  to  it  by  the  judgment  be- 
low. But  the  question  is,  Did  the  defendant, 
in  drawing  its  check  against  the  deposit, 
violate  any  law  or  perpetrate  any  wrong? 
If  it  did  not,  then  the  participation  of  one  of 
the  bank  directors  in  the  transaction  cannot 
change  the  situation.  It  would,  I  think,  be 
an  unwarranted  construction  of  the  statute 
to  hold  that  a  depositor  in  a  bank,  who  has 
withdrawn  the  deposit  on  learning  that  the 
bank  was  about  to  close,  is  liable  to  be  sued 
for  the  money,  whenever  it  can  be  shown 
that  he  acted  upon  information  giyen  to  him 
hf  a  director  of  the  bank ;  and  yet  the  judg- 
ment now  under  review  cannot  very  well  be 
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sustained  without  such  a  construction,  or 
that  in  substance. 

The  learned  court  below  has,  I  think,  re- 
cast the  statute,  and  applied  it  to  a  state  of 
facts  not  fairly  within  it,  and  to  which  it 
was  never  applied  before.  The  language  of 
the  statute  is  not  very  concise  or  clear,  and 
the  phraseology  is  somewhat  involved. 
When  carefully  read,  however,  the  things 
that  are  prohibited  may  be  stated  in  ver^ 
few  words:  (1)  It  prohibits  officers  and  di- 
rectors of  an  insolvent  corporation,  or  of  one 
about  to  become  insolvent,  from  using  their 
knowledge  of  its  condition,  and  their  domi- 
nant position,  for  their  individual  benefit,  in 
collecting  their  own  claims,  either  through  a 
voluntary  pavment,  or  through  collusive 
and  preferential  liens,  to  the  prejudice  of 
other  creditors  not  so  favorably  situated; 

(2)  it  prohibits  a  preferential  general  as- 
signment by  a  corporation,  though  it  does 
not  forbid  assignments  without  preferences; 

(3)  it  prohibits  a  transfer  of  any  of  the 
corporate  assets  to  an  officer,  director,  or 
stockholder  upon  any  other  consideration 
than  the  payment  of  the  full  value  of  the 
property  in  cash.  When  we  attempt  to 
carry  the  statute  beyond  these  restrictions, 
we  must  rely  lar^ly  upon  speculation  with 
respect  to  some  intent  on  tne  part  of  the 
lawmakers  which  is  not  expressed.  It  is 
quite  clear,  I  think,  that  the  statute  does  not 
forbid  any  act  disclosed  by  the  facts  of  this 
case.  The  trend  of  recent  decisions  of  this 
court  has  not  been  in  the  direction  of  ex- 
tending this  statute  to  cases  that  do  not 
come  fairly  within  its  terms.  It  will  be 
quite  sufficient  now  to  refer  to  two  of  them. 
In  Jefferson  County  Nat,  Bank  v.  Townley, 
159  K.  Y.  490,  54  N.  E.  74,  we  held  that  an 
officer  or  director  of  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion, while  forbidden  b^  the  statute  from  en- 
forcing his  claim,  as  it  was  in  that  case, 
could  assign  it,  and  the  assignee  could  en- 
force it  in  the  same  way  as  any  other  credi- 
tor, and  the  fact  that  the  assignee  wits  the 
wife  of  the  officer  did  not  change  the  case, 
so  long  as  the  assignment  was  in  good  faith, 
and  not  merely  colorable.  Much  of  the  rea- 
soning in  that  case  applies  to  this.  In  French 
V.  Andrews,  145  N.  Y.  441,  40.  N.  E.  214,  a 
creditor  of  an  insolvent  corporation  had  a 
large  note,  not  due,  and  was  permitted  by  the 
officers  of  the  company  to  surrender  it  and 
take  in  its  place  eleven  small  ones,  payable 
on  demand,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him 
to  bring  suit  upon  them  in  a  local  court. 
The  suits  ^^ere  brought,  and  judgments  re- 
covered by  default,  and  the  receiver  brought 
Auit  to  set  aside  the  lien ;  but  this  court  held 
that  there  was  no  violation  of  the  statute. 
The  defendant  in  this  case  was  neither  an 
officer,  director,  nor  stockholder  of  the  bank. 
It  was  a  depositor,  merely,  and  did  nothing 
except  withdraw  the  deposit  in  order  to 
save  itself  from  loss.  The  fact  that  it  waa 
uioved  to  do  this  by  a  director  of  the  bank, 
who  happened  to  be  its  own  president,  does 
not  bring  the  case  within  the  statute.  The 
statute,  in  terms,  seems  to  apply  onlv  to  cor- 
porations ''which  shall  have  refused  to  pay 
any  of  its  notes  or  other  obligationa  wnen 
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due,  in  lawful  money  of  the  United  States." 
It  iB  not  claimed  that  prior  to  the  presenta- 
tion of  the  check  for  the  $50,000  at  another 
Imnk,  and  its  payment,  the  bank  which  the 
plaintiffs  represent  had  refused  to  pay  any 
of  its  notes  or  obligations.  There  is  much 
difficulty,  without  such  a  finding,  in  apply- 
ing this  statute  even  to  a  case  where  the 
payment  was  made  to  an  officer  or  director, 
but  we  prefer  to  rest  our  decision  upon  the 
larger  question  already  discussed.  Neither 
the  bank  nor  any  of  its  officers  or  directors 
made  any  transfer  of  the  assets  to  the  de- 
fendant with  a  view  to  give  a  preference,  or 
in  violation  of  the  statute. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  he  re- 
versed, and  that  entered  on  the  report  of  the 
referee  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Gray  and  Martin, 
JJ.,  conciu*. 

Bartlett,  Haisht,  and  Vann,  JJ.,  dis- 
tent. 


Re  Final  Judicial  Settlement  of  Annual  Ac- 
counts of  Samuel  N.  HOYT  et  al.y  Respts., 
As  Trustees  for  Mary  Irene  HOYT,  AppL, 
Under  the  Will  of  Jesse  Hoyt,  Deceased. 

(IGO  N.  Y.  607.) 

!•  A  premium  on  bond*  paid  on  tn- 
▼eatlnor  tra«t  fnnd«  the  Income  of  which, 
ander  a  will,  is  to  be  paid  to  testator's 
daughter  for  life,  with  remainder  to  certain 
nephews  and  nieces,  cannot  be  charged  to  the 
daughter  and  the  amount  thereof  deducted 
trom  her  Income,  so  as  to  restore  the  princi- 
pal of  the  trust  fund  in  order  that  it  may  be 
turned  over  unimpaired  at  the  termination 
of  the  life  estate,  where  testator  has  erpress- 
ly  declared  his  Intention  to  provide  for  his 
daughter  In  the  "most  bounteous  and  liberal 
manner  as  to  expenditure,"  and  obviously  In- 
tended to  devote  to  her  use  the  entire  Income 
of  the  fund,  making  the  disposition  of  the 
principal  after  her  death  a  secondary  con- 
sideration. 

S.  Failure  of  a  life  tenant  to  clial- 
lensre  a.  dednctlou  of  Interest,  on  an 
annual  accounting  by  a  trustee,  from  her  In- 
come, does  not  prevent  her  from  raising  the 
question  thereafter  as  to  the  distribution  of 
moneys  then  in  the  hands  of  the  trustee. 

(Parker,  Ch,  J.,  and  Gray  and  Haight,  JJ„  dis- 
setit.) 

(November  21,  1800.). 

APPEAL  by  Mary  Irene  Hoyt  from  an  or- 
der of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Su- 
Sreme  Court,  First  Department,  reversing  a 
ecree  of  the  New  York  County  Surrogate's 
Court  settling  the  accounts  of  the  trustees 
under  the  will  of  her  deceased  father  and  re- 
fusing to  permit  them  to  create  a  sinking 
fund  out  of  income  to  provide  for  the  wear- 


NoTB. — ^As  to  charging  premiums  paid  for 
bonds  to  life  tenant,  see  also  Hlte  v.  Hlte  (Ey.) 
10  L.  R.  A.  178. 

As  to  decrease  In  value  of  bonds  by  wearing 
away  of  premium,  see  McLouth  v.  Hunt  (N.  Y.) 
30  L.  R.  A.  230. 
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ing  away  of  the  principal  by  the  approach^ 
of  investment  bonds  to\vards  maturity.  Re-. 
versed. 

Statement  by  Bartlett,  J.: 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  appellate  di- 
vision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  first  ju- 
dicial department,  entered  April  23,  180S» 
reversing  a  decree  of  the  surrogate's  court 
of  the  county  of  New  York,  finally  judicially 
settling  and  allowing  the  annual  accounts  i»f 
the  trustees  for  Mary  Irene  Hoyt,  under  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  her  father,  Jesae 
IXoyt,  deceased.  The  accounts  involved  cov- 
er the  period  from  the  14th  day  of  August, 
1894,  to  14th  day  of  August,  1895. 

On  the  14th  day  of  August,  1882,  Jesne 
Hoyt,  a  resident  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
died  possessed  of  a  large  estate.  He  left  a 
last  will  and  testament,  dated  the  26th  day 
of  June,  1882,  the  fourth  and  eleventh  subdi- 
visions of  which  are  particularly  involved  in 
this  controversy.  "Fourth.  It  is  my  will, 
and  I  hereby  direct,  that  the  sum  of  one  mil- 
lion two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  doltara 
shall  be  appropriated  and  received  from  my 
estate,  real  and  personal,  wheresoever  situat- 
ed, or  from  the  proceeds  thereof,  by  such  of 
my  executors  hereinafter  named  as  reside 
or  do  business  in  the  state  of  New  York,  or 
to  whom  letters  testamentary  on  this,  my 
will,  shall  be  granted  by  any  surrogate  ii| 
said  state  of  New  York,  and  as  soon  as  it 
can  or  shall  be  realized  or  received  by  such 
executors  and  held  in  trust  by  them,  and  the 
survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  their 
successor  or  successors  to  the  trust,  to  and 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  my  daughter,  Mary 
Irene  Hoyt,  for  and  during  her  natural  life;' 
and  in  tlie  meantime,  during  such  her  life, 
to  invest  and  reinvest,  and  keep  the  same  in- 
vested, and  to  collect  and  receive  the  inter- 
est, dividends,  and  income  therefrom,  and 
from  each  and  every  part  thereof,  and  to  ap- 
ply to  her  use,  for  and  during  her  natural 
life,  in  the  most  bounteous  and  liberal  man- 
ner, as  to  expenditure,  and  so  as  to  promote 
her  convenience  and  comfort,  and  gratify  her 
reasonable  desires,  the  said  interest,  divi- 
dends, and  income  so  to  be  collected  and  re- 
ceived, as  the  same  shall  be  required  for  her 
use  and  benefit.  And  it  is  my  further  wilt 
that  the  said  sum  of  money  hereinabove  in 
this  article  directed  to  be  appropriated  and 
held  in  trust  for  and  during  the  natural  life 
of  my  daughter,  Mary  Irene,  and  for  her 
use,  as  above  herein  provided,  as  to  the  in- 
terest, dividends,  and  income  therefrom,  or 
the  securities  in  which  the  same  shall  be  in^ 
vested,  and  any  surplus  of  income  theref  roin» 
if  any,  which  shall  not  have  been  applied  to 
her  use  during  her  natural  life,  shall,  on  th» 
death  of  my  said  daughter,  go  and  be  dis- 
tributed to  and  among  my  nephews  and 
nieces,  children  of  my  brothers  Alfred  M, 
Hoyt,  Reuben  Hoyt,  and  James  H.  Hoyt,  who 
shall  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of 
my  said  daughter,  in  equal  portions,  if  all  of 
them  shall  be  living,  or  if  any  of  them  shall 
have  died  without  leaving  issue  living  at  the 
time  of  the  decease  of  my  said  daughter.  Tf 
any  of  my  said  nephews  or  nieces  shall  haVjef 
died,  at  or  before  the  decease  of  my  lai^l 
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daitfhier,  leaving  a  child  or  ehildren  living 
at  t£e  time  of  the  decease  of  my  said  daugh- 
ter, then  the  aivision  is  to  be  made  in  equal 
portiona  between  those  who  shall  be  living 
and  the  child  or  children  of  any  such  de- 
ceased nephew  or  niece,  such  child  or  chil- 
dren taking  the  portion  of  its  or  their  de- 
ceased parent,  ana  in  eaual  portions  thereof, 
if  more  than  one."  "Eleventh.  I  hereby  or- 
der or  direct  my  said  executors  hereinabove 
appointed,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
them,  to  distribute  or  retain,  without  a  sale, 
all  such  stocks  or  securities  as  I  may  have  at 
the  time  of  my  decease,  which  my  said  exec- 
utors shall  think  it  expedient  to  hold,  with 
a  view  to  and  in  expectation  of  appreciation, 
and  to  distribute  or  retain  any  stocks  or  se- 
curities which  I  may  hold  at  the  time  of  my 
decease  as  an  investment,  which  my  execu- 
tors may  think  it  best  to  retain  as  a  perma- 
nent investment,  the  choicest,  and  those  hav- 
ing longest  to  run,  to  be  set  apart  for  my  wife's 
use,  as  hereinabove  directed.  But  my  said 
executors  are  not  to  make  any  new  or  other 
investmenta,  excepting  only  in  the  first-mort- 
gage bonds  and  mortgages  on  unencumbered 
real  estate  held  in  fee  simple,  or  in  the  pub- 
lic stocks  or  bonds  of  the  United  States,  or 
state  stocks  or  bonds,  first-mortgage  railroad 
bonds,  and  city  bonds,  in  either  of  which 
they  may  make  investments  in  their  discre- 
tion, having  regard  to  the  best  interest  of 
my  estate.  And  I  hereby  vest  all  the  rights 
and  title,  power,  authority,  control,  or  direc- 
tion and  discretion  conferred  upon  any  of  my 
■aid  executors  and  trustees  in  the  survivors 
and  survivor  of  them,  and  in  anv  adminis- 
trators and  administrator  with  the  will  an- 
nexed, to  whom  letters  may  be  granted,  or 
to  any  trustee  or  trustees  who  may  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  competent  court  on  the  death 
of  my  said  executors  hereinabove  named,  and 
the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  or  on 
any  other  contingency  by  which  my  said  ex- 
ecutors, and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
thein,  shall  become  incapable  of  acting  or 
cease  to  act." 

The  other  facts  in  the  case  appear  in  the 
opinion. 

UeasTB.  William  D.  Guthrie  and  Wil- 
liam F.  Moore,  for  appellant: 

McLouih  V.  Bunt,  164  N.  Y.  179,  39  L.  K. 
A.  230,  48  N.  E.  548,  must  be  deemed  con- 
trolling unless  distinguished  on  some  really 
substantial  ground. 

In  cases  of  doubt  or  ambiguity  the  law 
presumes  in  favor  of  a  child,  as  against  the 
claims  of  collateral  relatives. 

As  between  life  tenant  and  remainderman, 
sny  Increase  in  value  is  wholly  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  remainderman,  and  any  shrinkage 
or  depreciation  must,  in  turn,  be  borne  by 
liim,  and  not  made  good  at  the  expense  of 
the  life  tenant. 

Re  Gerry,  103  N.  Y.  446,  9  N.  B.  236. 

When  providing  for  his  only  daughter,  tes- 
tator intended  that  the  means  bequeathed 
for  her  support  should  not  be  diminished  in 
order  to  provide  a  sinking  fund  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  remaindermen. 

Johnwm  t.  Braaington,  150  N.  Y.  181,  50 
K.  E.  859. 
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People  e9  rel,  Cornell  Umvereity  r.  Ikh 
venpori,  117  N.  Y.  649,  23  N.  E.  064,  is  an 
authority  on  construction  directly  in  point 

The  oourt  decided  that  under  the  language 
used  the  whole  of  the  interest  received 
should  be  paid  by  the  comptroller,  and  no 
part  of  it  should  be  set  apart  for  the  purpose 
of  making  good  the  charge  of  the  comptrol- 
ler against  the  income  of  the  fund. 

Re  New  York  Life  Ina.  d  T.  Co,  24  Mise. 
71,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  320. 

The  weight  of  decisions  in  the  inferior  tri- 
bunals is  clearly  in  favor  of  the  life  tenant. 

Bergen  v.  Valentine,  63  How.  Pr.  221; 
Whittemore  v.  Beekman,  2  Dem.  276;  Re 
Pollock,  3  Eedf.  100;  Re  Hutchinson,  N.  Y. 
li.  J.  Feb.  29,  1892;  New  York  Life  Ins.  d  T. 
Co.  V.  Kane,  17  App.  Div.  542,  45  N.  Y.  Supp. 
543 ;  Re  New  York  Life  Ins.  d  T.  Co.  24  Misc. 
71,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  382. 

Outside  of  New  York  the  weight  of  author- 
ity is  equally  in  favor  of  the  life  tenant. 

Hemenway  v.  Eemen%Day,  134  Mass.  446; 
New  England  Trust  Co.  v.  Eaton,  140  Mass. 
532,  4  N.  E.  69;  Shaw  v.  Cordis,  143  Mass. 
443,  9  N.  £.  794;  Fumesf^s  Estate,  12  Phila. 
130;  Bite  v.  Bite,  93  Ky.  257,  19  L.  R.  A 
173,  20  S.  W.  778. 

ilr.  WiUiam  H.  Band,  Jr.,  with 
Messrs.  Alexander  T.  BCaaon  and  Henry 
B.  Hoyt,  for  respondents: 

The  actual  income  derived  from  a  fund  in- 
vested in  securities  purchased  at  a  premium 
is  what  the  fund  earns,  remaining  itself  in- 
tact, and  not  the  entire  interest  received  an- 
nually from  the  securities. 

So  much  only  of  the  moneys  received  an- 
nually on  bonds  purchased  at  a  premium 
must  be  treated  as  income,  as,  according  to 
computations,  the  investment  is  found  to 
pnxluce;  the  residue  belongs  to  the  princi- 
pal. 

Farwell  v.  Tweddle,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  94; 
People  eao  rel.  Cornell  University  v.  Daven- 
port, 30  Hun,  177 ;  New  York  Life  Ins.  d  T. 
Co.  V.  Kwne,  17  App.  Div.  542,  45  N.  Y.  Supp. 
543 ;  Wright  v.  White,  136  Mass.  470. 

It  was  the  intention  of  Jesse  Hoyt  to  be- 
queath over  to  his  nephews  and  nieces,  ui>on 
the  death  of  Mary  Irene  Hoyt,  the  specific 
sum  of  $1,250,000,  or  its  equivalent  in  secur- 
ities, and  to  give  his  daughter  during  her 
life  no  more  than  the  net  income  actually 
earned  by  that  sum. 

The  usual  purpose  of  a  testator  in  provid- 
ing for  a  beneficial  interest  in  a  trust  estate 
is  that  the  net  inoome  only  shall  be  appli- 
cable, and  that  the  oorpus  or  capital  of  the 
trust  estate  shall  remain  intact  until  the 
trust  shall  have  determined. 

Re  Alhertson,  113  N.  Y.  434,  21  N.  B.  117: 
Reynal  v.  Thebaud,  64  N.  Y.  S.  R.  144,  23  N. 
Y  Supp.  615;  New  York  Life  Ins.  d  T.  Co. 
V.'  Kane,  17  App.  Div.  542,  45  N.  Y.  Supp. 
543. 

The  trustees  were  authorized  to  establish 
and  maintain  the  sinking  fund,  and  to  make 
the  reservations  of  interest. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  trustees  to  keep  the 
oorpus  of  the  trust  fund  intact  as  far  as  pos- 
sible, and  for  this  purpose  they  have  the 
right  to  establish  and  maintain  a  sinking 
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fund  from  that  portion  of  the  moneys  re- 
ceived by  them  annually  on  Becurities  pur- 
chased at  a  premium,  which  is  not  annual 
income  earned  by  the  investment,  to  make 
good  the  premiums  paid  for  such  securities, 
and  to  cover  the  deficiency  in  the  principal 
of  the  trust  fund,  which  will  necessarily  oc- 
cur when  the  securities  are  paid  off  at  their 
maturity. 

Farwell  v.  Ttccddle,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  94; 
Reynal  v.  Thehaud,  54  N.  Y.  S.  R.  144,  23  N. 
Y.  Supp.  615;  New  England  Tniat  Co.  v.  Ea- 
ton, 140  Mass.  532,  4  N.  £.  69;  Stevens  v. 
Melcker,  162  N.  Y.  561,  46  N.  E.  965;  New 
York  Life  Ins,  A  T.  Co.  v.  JTcme,  17  App. 
Div.  542,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  543. 

The  appellant  is  barred  and  equitably  es- 
topped, by  the  decrees  entered  upon  the  sev- 
eral accountings  of  the  trustees  heretofore 
had,  from  raising  or  litigating  the  questions 
which  she  has  presented  upon  this  account- 
ing as  to  the  right  of  the  aooountanta  to 
make  the  reservation  of  interest  moneys. 

The  decree  of  a  surrogate  having  furisdio- 
tion,  until  opened  and  set  aside,  has  the 
same  conclusive  effect  as  A  judgment  of  any 
other  court. 

Re  Hood,  90  N.  Y.  512. 

The  judgment  or  decree  of  a  court  pos- 
sessing competent  jurisdiction  is  final  and 
condusive  upon  the  same  parties,  not  only 
as  to  the  subject-matter  thereby  actually  de- 
termined, but  as  to  every  other  matter  which 
the  parties  might  have  litigated  in  the  cause, 
and  which  they  might  have  had  decided. 

Embury  v.  Conner,  3  N.  Y.  611,  53  Am. 
Dec.  326;  Le  Ouen  v.  Oouvemeur,  1  Johns. 
Cas.  43(J,  1  Am.  Dec.  121 ;  Blair  v.  Bartlett, 
76  N.  Y.  150,  31  Am.  Hep.  466;  Newton  v. 
Book,  48  N.  Y.  076;  Ooehel  v.  Iffla,  111  N. 
Y.  170.  18  N.  E.  649. 

If  the  determination  of  a  question  is  nee-' 
essarily  involved  in  the  judgment,  it  is  im- 
material whether  it  was  actually  litigated 
or  not. 

LoHllard  v.  Clyde,  122  N.  Y.  41,  26  N.  E. 
292;  Jordan  v.  Van  Epps.  86  N.  Y.  427; 
Bniith  V.  Smith,  79  N.  Y.  634;  Freeman, 
Judgm.  S  248 ;  Wells,  Res  Ad  judicata,  248- 
261. 

The  estoppel  of  a  former  judgment  ex- 
tends to  every  material  matter  within  the  is- 
snes,  which  was  expressly  litigated  and  de- 
termined, and  also  to  those  matters  which, 
although  not  expressly  determined,  are  com- 
prehended and  involved  in  the  thing  express- 
ly stated  and  decided,  and  whether  they  were 
or  were  not  actually  litigated  or  considered. 

Pmy  V.  Begeman,  98  N.  Y.  361 ;  Campbell 
Printing  Press  d  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Walker,  114  N. 
Y.  7,  20  N.  E.  625;  Griffin  v.  Long  Island  A. 
Co.  102  N.  Y.  449,  7  N.  E.  735. 

The  general  principles  of  the  law  of  waiver 
and  estoppel  apply  to  the  administration  of 
trusts,  and  control  both  the  beneficiary  and 
the  trustee. 

27  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  270;  Graves 
T.  Graves,  2  Paige,  62 ;  Jordan  v.  Van  Epps, 
86  N.  Y.  427. 

Mr.  P.  Teoumseh  BhermAii,  also  for  re- 
spondents : 

The  action  of  the  trustees  in  establishing 
48L.R.  A. 


and  maintaining  the  sinking  fund,  and  In 
making  the  paympntK  tlioreto  a«  in  the  ac- 
count herein  set  forth.  \vh»  legal  and  proi>er 
because  in  accordance  with  the  intention  of 
the  testator. 

McLouth  V.  Bunt.  154  N.  V.  179.  39  U 
K.  A.  230,  48  N.  E.  548:  .\'rtc  Ungland  Trust 
Co.  V.  Eaton,  140  Ma^g.  .134,  4  N,  E.  60. 

The  life  tenant  is  equitubly  estopped  from 
claiming  the  interest  and  income  paid  into 
the  sinking  fund. 

Dezell  V.  Odell,  3  Hill,  216,  38  Am.  Dec 
628;  Welland  Canal  Co.  v.  Bathaway,  8 
Wend.  483,  24  Am.  Dec.  61;  Plumb  v.  Cat- 
taraugus County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  18  N.  Y.  392, 
72  Am.  Dec  520. 

A  false  representation,  or  a  concealment  of 
a  material  tact,  or  a  design  to  mislead,  is 
not  necessary. 

Brookhaven  v.  Smith,  118  N.  Y.  640,  7  lu 
R.  A.  756,  23  N.  E.  1002;  Continental  Nat. 
Bank  v.  National  Bank,  50  N.  Y.  575;  Blair 
V.  Wait,  69  N.  Y.  113;  New  York  Rubber  Co. 
V.  Rothery,  107  N.  Y.  316,  14  N.  E.  269. 

Where  a  party  assented  to  a  change  or  vari- 
ation from  a  contract,  he  must  be  presumed 
to  ha^'e  known  that  the  other  partv  or  par- 
ties relied  upon  his  consent,  and  he  is  es- 
topped from  withdrawing  his  consent  to 
their  harm  or  detriment. 

Thomson  v.  Poor,  i47  N.  Y.  402,  42  N.  E. 
13. 

The  life  tenant  is  barred,  by  the  previous 
decrees  of  the  surrogate's  court,  from  object- 
ing to  all  payments  made  into  the  trust 
fund  prior  to  the  date  of  objecting. 

Re  Perkins,  75  Hun,  129,  62  nTy.  Supp. 
958,  Affirmed  in  146  N.  Y.  599,  40  N.  E.  165; 
Garlook  r.  Vandevort,  128  N.  Y.  374,  28  N. 
E.  699. 

Bartlett,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  principal  Question  submitted  for  our 
determination  relates  to  the  premium  on 
bonds  in  which  the  trust  estate  has  been  in- 
vested. It  is  insisted  on  behalf  of  Uie  ap- 
pellant, Mary  Irene  Hoyt,  that  she  is  en- 
titled to  the  entire  income  earned  by  the  trust 
fund.  The  trustees  claim  that  there  should 
be  deducted  from  this  income  a  certain  sum 
each  year  to  meet  the  "wearing  away"of  the 
premium  as  the  bonds  approach  the  date  of 
falling  due,  in  order  that  the  remaindermen 
may  be  protected,  and  the  principal  of  the 
trust  fund  turned  over  to  them,  at  the  fall- 
ing in  of  the  life  estate,  unimpaired.  This 
matter  was  originally  sent  to  a  referee,  who 
decided  in  favor  of  the  trustees.  The  sur- 
rogate's court  of  the  county  of  New  York  re- 
versed this  decision,  holding  in  favor  of  the 
life  tenant.  The  appellate  division  reversed 
the  decree  of  the  surrogate's  court. 

In  order  to  determine  the  question  pre- 
sented by  this  appeal,  it  is  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  facts  surrounding  the  execution  of 
the  will.  The  testator  was  a  man  of  very 
large  wealth,  estimated  at  from  six  to  eivht 
millions  of  dollars,  nearly  the  entire  amount 
of  which  he  bequeathed  to  his  brothi^rs  and 
their  children.  For  some  reason  that  is  not 
disclosed  by  this  record,  but  which  we  must 
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aifltune  was  sufficient,  the  testator  made  a 
Yonr  peculiar  will,  so  far  as  his  only  child 
and  daughter  was  concerned.  By  the  fourth 
clause  thereof  he  directed  that  the  sum  of 
$1,250,000  should  be  appropriated  from  his 
estate  and  held  in  trust  for  the  use  and  ben- 
efit of  his  daughter  durinff  her  life.  The 
trustees  were  directed  to  collect  and  receive 
the  interest,  dividends,  and  income  there- 
from, and  from  each  and  every  part  thereof, 
and  to  apply  to  her  use,  for  and  during  her 
natural  life,  in  the  most  bounteous  and  lib- 
eral manner  as  to  expenditure,  and  so  as  to 
promote  her  convenience  and  comfort  and 

Ctify  her  reasonable  desires.  The  testator 
ther  provided  that  the  principal  sum,  or 
the  securities  in  which  the  same  shall  be  in- 
vested, and  any  surplus  of  income  there- 
from, should,  upon  his  daughter's  death,  go 
to  certain  nephews  and  nieces.  It  will  thus 
be  observed  that  the  daughter,  while  entitled 
to  receive  the  interest  upon  a  very  consider- 
able sum  in  order  to  meet  most  lavish  an- 
nual expenses,  was  not  given  outright  any 
portion  of  the  millions  constituting  her  fa- 
ther's estate.  In  the  light  of  these  facts,  we 
are  called  upon  to  determine  the  intention 
of  the  testator  when  drafting  the  fourth 
clause  of  his  will. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  trustees  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  Jesse  Hoyt  to  bequeath  over 
to  his  nephews  and  nieces,  upon  the  death  of 
Mary  Irene  Hoyt,  the  specific  sum  of  $1,250,- 
000,  or  its  equivalent  in  securities,  and  to 
give  his  dau^ter  during  her  life  no  more 
than  the  net  income  actually  earned  by  that 
sum.  It  is  urged  by  the  daughter's  counsel 
that  not  only  was  it  testator's  intention  to 
gire  the  entire  income,  but  that,  in  case  of 
doubt  or  ambiguity  the  law  presumes  in  fa- 
vor of  the  child  as  against  the  claims  of  col- 
lateral relatives;  or,  in  other  words,  that,  if 
the  probabilities  and  indications  are  equal 
on  each  side  as  against  the  other,  the  just  in- 
clination of  the  courts  will  favor  the  child. 
By  the  eleventh  subdivision  of  the  will,  the 
testator  directed  his  executors  to  distribute 
or  retain,  without  a  sale,  all  such  stocks  or 
securities  as  he  might  have  at  the  time  of 
his  decease,  which  they  thought  expedient  to 
hold,  but  that  they  should  not  make  any  new 
or  other  investments,  excepting  only  in  first- 
mortgage  bonds  and  mortgages  on  unencum- 
bered real  estate,  or  in  the  public  stocks  or 
bonds  of  the  United  States,  or  state  stocks 
or  bonds,  first-mortgage  railrocui  bonds,  and 
city  bonds.  In  creating  this  trust  fund  for 
the  daughter,  it  appears  that  the  trustees 
decided  not  to  set  apart  any  of  the  securities 
held  by  the  testator  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
cease, but  to<^  the  sum  of  $1,250,000  in  cash, 
and  invested  it  chiefly  in  government  4  per 
cent  bonds  and  railroad  bonds  at  a  high 
premium.  This  premium  in  two  purchases 
reached  29  per  cent  for  the  government 
bonds,  and  33^4  per  cent  for  some  of  the 
railroad  bonds.  The  result  was  that  nearly 
$245,000  was  absorbed  by  the  premium. 
The  trustees  decided  that  the  life  tenant 
ought  to  bear  the  entire  loss  thus  imposed 
upon  the  fund,  and.  under  expert  computa- 
tion, have  kept  back  annually  from  the  in- 
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come  the  sum  of  $8,039  as  a  sinking  fund  to 
make  good  the  premium  that  will  have  worn 
away  when  the  bonds  fall  due. 

The  courts  of  our  own  state,  of  other 
states,  and  of  B^gland  have  discussed  this 
question  in  various  phases  as  to  the  rights 
of  the  life  tenant  and  the  remainderman,  and 
some  of  the  decisions  are  conflicting,  and  not 
to  be  reconciled.  This  court,  in  the  recent 
case  of  McLouth  v.  Hunt,  154  N.  Y.  179,  39 
L.  R.  A.  230,  48  N.  E.  548,  had  occasion  to 
examine  this  question  in  one  aspect  of  it. 
Judge  O'Brien  writins  the  opinion.  He  then 
said:  "Notwithstanding  the  conflict  of  au- 
thority to  which  I  have  referred,  there  is 
one  principle  or  rule  applicable  to  this  case, 
with  respect  to  which  the  parties  are  all  at 
agreement,  and  that  is  that  the  questions 
are  not  to  be  determined  by  any  arbitrary 
rule,  but  by  ascertaining,  when  that  can  be 
done,  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  testa- 
trix, to  be  derived  from  the  language  em- 
ployed in  the  creation  of  the  trust,  from  the 
relations  of  the  parties  to  each  other,  their 
condition,  and  all  the  surrounding  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  case." 

In  considering  the  surrounding  facts  and 
circumstances  in  the  case  at  bar,  to  which 
we  have  already  alluded,  it  is  reasonable  to 
infer  that  the  testator  intended  in  this  sole 
provision  for  his  daughter  that  she  should 
receive,  as  he  expressed  it  in  the  fourth  sub- 
division of  the  will,  "the  interest,  dividends, 
and  income  therefrom,  and  from  each  and 
every  part  thereof,"  referring  to  the  trust 
fund.  He  expresses  his  desire,  in  clear  and 
unmistakable  language,  to  provide  for  her  in 
the  ''most  bounteous  and  liberal  manner  as 
to  expenditure,  and  so  as  to  promote  her  con- 
venience and  comfort  and  gratify  her  reason- 
able desires."  He  directs  that  upon  the 
death  of  his  daughter  all  moneys  set  apart 
for  her  use,  "or  the  securities  in  which  the 
same  shall  be  invested,"  shall  be  disposed  of 
in  a  certain  manner. 

It  seems  quite  apparent  that  the  testator 
contemplated  that  the  trust  fund,  or  a  por- 
tion of  it,  might  be  loaned  out  on  bond  and 
mortgage,  and  thus  not  lose  its  identity  as  a 
cash  sum;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  a  part 
oi  it  might  be  placed  in  securities  at  a  pre- 
mium, in  which  event  the  remaindermen  were 
to  take  the  fund  as  invested.  It  is  fair  to 
assume  that  the  testator,  who  was  a  man  of 
rare  business  sagacity,  understood  all  the 
details  of  investing  large  sums  of  money,  and 
that,  if  he  had  intended  to  impose  upon  the 
income  of  his  daughter's  trust  fund  the  bur- 
den of  the  high  premium  incident  to  the 
class  of  securities  to  which  he  restricted  his 
trustees,  he  would  have  expressed  himself 
in  clear  language  to  that  eiTect.  It  seems 
to  us  very  obvious  that  tlic  testator  intended 
to  devote  to  his  daughter's  use  the  entire  in- 
come of  the  fund  which  he  set  apart  for  that 
purpose,  if  necessary,  and  that  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  principal  after  her  death  was  a 
secondary  consideration.  The  remainder- 
men, nephews,  and  nieces  were  made  very 
wealthy  by  other  provisions  of  the  will.  If 
it  proved  necessary  to  promote  his  daugh- 
ter's  convenience  and   comfort  and   gratify 
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her  reasonable  desires,  the  testator  seema  to 
have  employed  language  that  cannot  be  mis- 
construed in  this  connection,  and  dedicated 
the  entire  income  to  that  purpose.  It  is  true 
that  he  has  provided  that,  if  there  should  be 
any  surplus  of  the  income,  it,  together  with 
the  moneys  constituting  the  trust  fund,  or 
the  securities  in  which  the  same  shall  be  in- 
vested, are  to  be  disposed  of  in  a  certain 
manner.  It  seems  quite  impossible,  in  giv- 
ing to  the  language  of  the  fourth  subdivision 
of  the  will  its  plain  and  ordinary  meaning, 
to  spell  out  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
testator  to  provide  a  sinking  fund,  to  be  de- 
ducted from  the  income,  in  order  to  make 
good  the  premium  paid  in  purchasing  the  se- 
curities. The  testator  evidently  regarded  a 
surplus  of  income  as  a  mere  possibility,  and, 
as  a  matter  of  precaution,  provided  for  the 
disposition  of  the  same.  He  also  seemed  to 
anticipate  that  the  principal  of  the  trust 
fund  would  pass  to  the  residuary  le^tees 
either  as  money  or  its  equivalent,  or  in  the 
form  of  investment  then  existing.  There  is 
no  language,  fairly  construed,  that  can  be 
considered  as  imposing  upon  the  trusteee  the 
duty  of  turning  over  to  nephews  and  nieces 
the  full  sum  of  $1,250,000  in  cash  or  its 
equivalent. 

The  argument  of  the  trustees  seems  to  go 
to  this  extent:  That  if  they  had  seen  fit  to 
constitute  a  trust  fund  for  the  daughter  out 
of  the  investments  held  by  the  testator  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  or  to  have  invested 
cash  in  the  form  of  specific  mortgage  invest- 
ment on  real  estate,  where  it  would  not  lose 
its  identity,  the  income  of  the  daughter 
would  be  subjected  to  no  diminution  on  ac- 
count of  premium;  but  if  they  chose  to  take 
the  entire  trust  fund  in  cash,  and  invest  it, 
as  they  actually  did,  it  would  be  subjected 
to  a  loss  of  $8,000  and  more  a  year.  If  we 
are  right  in  the  conclusion  reached,  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  impose 
the  loss  of  premium  upon  the  remaindermen, 
the  question  of  conflict  of  authority  in  the 
cases  cited  in  the  briefs  here  and  the  opinion 
below  is  unimportant. 

As  we  have  before  pointed  out,  the  deci- 
sion in  the  UcLouih  Ca^c,  154  N.  Y.  179,  39 
L.  R.  A.  230,  48  N.  E.  548,  rested  wholly  up- 
on the  intention  of  the  testator,  as  derived 
from  the  face  of  the  will  and  the  surround- 
ing circumstances.     We  take  the  same  course 


in  the  case  before  ns,  and  decide  it  npon  th* 
special  facts  presented.  The  appellate  di- 
vision placed  their  decision  upon  the  inten- 
tion  of  the  testator,  and  reached  a  conclu- 
sion contrary  to  that  which  has  been  arrived 
at  bv  this  court.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  loss 
involved  in  the  payment  of  this  heavy  pre- 
mium is  necessarily  apportioned  between  the 
life  tenant  and  the  remaindermen  to  this  ex- 
tent: The  life  tenant,  for  a  long  series  of 
years,  receives  interest  on  a  largely  reduced 
principal  sum,  and  the  remainderman  at  the 
end  of  that  period  loses  the  amount  of  the 
premium  paid.  This  loss  of  the  remainder- 
man may,  however,  be  reduced  if  the  life  es- 
tate falls  in  before  the  bonds  mature,  ami 
while  they  are  still  quoted  at  a  large  pre- 
mium. The  manner  in  which  the  loss  snail 
be  borne,  occasioned  by  the  payment  of  pre- 
miums on  investing  the  principal  of  a  trust 
fund,  in  the  absence  of  any  expressed  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  is  a  question  not  pre- 
sented by  this  record,  and  we  i^efrain  from 
discussing  it. 

An  additional  point  is  taken  by  the  re- 
spondents to  the  effect  that,  in  several  annu- 
al accountings  prior  to. the  one  now  before 
the  court,  the  testator's  daughter  allowed 
the  reservation  of  a  portioa  of  the  interest 
money  by  the  trustees  to  make  good  the 
amount  paid  from  the  principal  trust  fund 
for  premium  to  pass  unchallenged,  and  con- 
sequently the  decrees  therein  are  res  ptdioaia 
in  this  proceeding,  and  prevent  her  from 
raising  the  question  at  this  time.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  this  point  is  not  well  taken. 
The  decrees  in  the  former  accountings  are 
binding  upon  the  daughter  of  the  testator 
as  to  the  amounts  therein  involved,  and  will 
not  be  affected  by  our  decision  herein,  but 
this  does  not  prevent  her  from  raising  th* 
question  now  as  to  the  distribution  of  the 
money  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees.  Bo%i^ 
ditch  ▼.  Ayrault,  138  N.  Y.  222,  231,  84  N. 
E.  514. 

7- he  order  of  the  Appellate  Divieion  op* 
pealed  from  should  he  reversed,  and  the  de- 
cree of  the  surrogate's  court  of  the  county 
of  New  York  affirmed,  with  costs  to  the  ap- 
pellant in  all  the  courts. 

All  concur,  except  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and 
Gray  and  Haisht,  JJ.,  dissenting. 
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1.     The  probate  In  common  forn&  of  a 
will   under  statutes  making  It  an  exercise 


of  Judicial  power,  and  the  judgment  eon- 
elusive  as  to  all  matters  properly  cognisant 
In  the  probate  proceedings,  and  as  to  the 
property  covered  by  the  will.  Is,  so  far  as  re- 
gards personalty,  within  the  provision  of  the 
United  States  Constitution  requiring  fall 
faith  and  credit  to  be  given  in  each  state  to 
the  Jndldal  proceedings  of  every  other  8tat% 


NoTK. — Blfect  of  prolate  of  a  will  in  another 
eiaU. 

I.  Ae  to  personal  property, 
II.  Wills  of  real  estate. 
III.  Presumption, 
<8  L.  R.  A. 


IV.  Aa  to  full  faith  and  credit, 
y.  Conclusiveness  of  decree  of  prolate  from 
another  state. 

a.  Generally, 

b.  After  filing  for  reoord, 
▼I.  Classification  hy  states. 
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eyen  as  asaintt  peraou  not  made  partial  to 
the  proceeding. 

t.  Courta  urill  not  refvae  to  ortve  effect 
to  atatatea  providing  for  the  recording  of 
foreign  wills,  and  giving  them  the  same  ef- 
fect as  if  made  and  proved  in  the  state,  be- 
cause such  effect  is  not  given  to  foreign  wills 
by  the  state  from  which  the  record  comes. 

t.  ThAt  promiaaorT*  notea  beqneatlied 
by  will  are  aecared  by  mortgraflre  on 
real  eatate  does  not  deprive  them  of  the  char- 
acter of  personal  property  so  aa  to  prevent 
their  paaalng  by  a  foreign  will  duly  pro- 
bated at  teatator'a  domlcil,  and  recorded  In 
the  state  where  the  land  is  situated,  aa  pro- 
vided by  the  laws  of  the  latter  state. 

(April  Term,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  contestants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Probate  Court  for  Shelby  County  re- 
fusing to  certify  to  the  Circuit  Court  pro- 


ceedings resulting  in  the  filing  of  the  will  of 
Ferrelw  A.  Hall,  which  had  been  probated  in 
the  state  of  Mississippi,  in  order  to  give  pe- 
titioners an  opportunity  to  contest  the  will. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  sta;ted  in  the  opinion. 
,  Meaara,  Pteraon  A  Ewins  for  appellants. 

Mr,  J.  H.  Oresorj  for  appellee. 

MeFarlandt  Special  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  case  involves  the  question  whether  a 
will  executed  and  probated  in  another  state, 
where  the  testatrix  was  domiciled,  and  after- 
wards certified  under  the  act  of  Congress, 
and  filed  and  recorded  in  this  state,  is  sub- 
ject to  the  contest  here,  under  our  statute. 
Mrs.  Ferreba  A.  Hall  died  during  the  month 
of  August,  1898,  in  Coahoma  county,  Missis- 
sippi, where  she  was  domiciled,  leaving  what 
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la  Uabtim  t.  Stovall,  where  a  testator  waa 
domiciled  in  Mississippi,  and  his  will  was  duly 
probated  there,  and  an  anthentlcated  copy  of 
the  proceedings  recorded  in  Tennessee,  and  an 
heir  brought  an  action  to  contest  the  same  in 
Tennessee,  the  petition  was  dismissed.  It  was 
held  that  the  action  of  the  probate  court  in 
lilsslssippl  waa  final  and  conclusive  as  to  per- 
■onal  property,  and  was  a  judicial  proctsed- 
hig  onder  U.  8.  Const,  art.  4,  |  1,  provid- 
hif  that  full  faith  and  credit,  etc.  Miss.  Const. 
I  159,  giving  chancery  courts  jurisdiction  of 
matters  testamentary,  and  Miss.  Code,  |  1818, 
providing  for  probating  wills  in  the  chancery 
coart  in  the  county  In  which  the  testator  re- 
dded, have  been  construed  to  the  effect  that  the 
probate  of  a  will  is  an  exercise  of  the  Judicial 
power.  Hiaa.  Code  1892,  |  1821,  provides  that 
tU  parties  interested  shall  be  made  parties,  and 
those  made  parties  will  be  concluded,  and  i 
1822  provides  that  if  not  contested  within  two 
retra  the  probate  will  be  conclusive.  The  court 
nid :  'Again,  probate  proceedings  'are  proceed- 
ings in  rem/  and  the  judgments  bind  all  per- 
sons, whether  parties  in  the  record  or  not  ;*'  and 
that  the  probate  could  not  be  opened  under 
Shannon's  Tenn.  Code,  ||  391G-8918,  provid- 
ing for  recording  wills  upon  authenticated  copies. 

This  deciaion  is  in  accord  with  the  general 
rale  that  a  decree  of  probate  from  another 
■ttte  where  the  testator  was  domiciled  Is  con- 
clusive in  regard  to  personal  property.  As  to 
"full  faith  and  credit,"  etc,  see  that  subdivi- 
•lon. 

A  win  of  personal  property  muat  be  valid  by 
the  law  of  the  testator's  domlcil,  to  be  ef- 
fective. Tamer  v.  Bevll,  17  Ala.  286;  Brock 
7.  Frank,  51  Ala.  85 ;  Goodman  v.  Winter.  64 
Ala.  410,  38  Am.  Rep.  13 ;  St.  James's  Church  v. 
Walker,  1  Del.  Ch.  284 ;  Latlne  v.  Clements,  3 
Ga.  426 ;  Knight  v.  Wheedon.  104  Oa.  300,  80  8. 
B.  794  :  Alexander's  Will,  1  Tucker,  114  (see  N. 
T.  Code,  snbd.  daesiHeation  by  Biatee — Seto 
^wrk) ;  Manuel  v.  Manuel,  18  Ohio  St.  458 ;  Hol- 
man  v.  Uopkina,  27  Tex.  88 ;  Ford  v.  Ford,  70 
Wia  19,  83  N.  W.  188. 

So,  a  decree  of  probate  from  another  state  Is 
of  no  force  as  to  personalty  if  the  testator's 
domlcil  is  here.  Sturdlvant  t.  Neill,  27  Miss. 
157:  Wells  V.  Wells,  35  Miss.  688;  Wallace  v. 
Wtllace.  8  K.  J.  Bq.  618. 

And  snch  decree  is  of  no  effect  If  the  will 
Is  not  mads  according  to  the  law  of  this  state, 
and  the  domlcil  Is  here.     Nat  v.  Coons,  10  Mo. 
M8:  Stewart  t.  Pettus,  10  Mo.  755. 
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And  a  decree  of  probate  In  another  state  Is 
not  effective  until  filed  and  recorded  in  the  prop- 
er court  of  this  state.  Olney  v.  Angell,  5  B.  I. 
198,  73  Am.  Dec  62. 

In  Vamer  v.  Bevll,  17  Ala.  286,  it  was  said : 
"Our  statute,  which  provides  for  the  prooats 
in  our  courts  of  authenticated  copies  of  foreign 
wills  which  have  been  proved  according  to  the 
laws  of  any  of  the  United  States,  or  of  any 
country  out  of  the  limits  of  the  United  Statea, 
waa  not  designed  to  deny  to  our  courts  Juris- 
diction over  the  probate  of  the  original  will 
made  in  a  foreign  country,  but  disposing  of 
property  situated  here.  It  but  enlarges  the  Ju- 
risdiction of  the  court,  enabling  the  parties  to 
make  the  contest  upon  an  authenticated  copy  of 
a  foreign  will,  proved  according*  to  the  law  of 
the  domlcil,  in  the  same  manner  they  might 
have  done  upon  the  original." 

In  Brock  v.  Frank,  51  Ala.  85.  it  was  said 
that  Ala.  Stat.  1806.  Clay's  Dig.  598.  i  12,  pro- 
viding for  the  probate  in  this  state  of  wills 
proved  in  other  states,  and  providing  that  such 
wills  shall  be  liable  to  be  contested  and  con- 
troverted in  the  same  manner  as  the  original 
might  have  been,  was  construed  In  Varner  v. 
BevU,  17  Ala.  286,  as  enlarging  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  Alabama  courts  of  probate  so  as  to  con- 
test a  will  of  a  testator  domiciled  abroad ;  but 
this  provision  was  omitted  from  the  Code  al- 
though providing  for  its  probate. 

A  will  of  personal  property,  made  in  Penn- 
sylvania, although  the  property  may  be  in  Dela- 
ware, must  operate  according  to  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania.  But  the  probate  of  a  nuncu- 
pative will  in  Pennsylvania  is  not  sufficient  to 
give  it  any  effect  in  Delaware,  and  until  probate 
is  made  in  that  state  the  will  cannot  be  con- 
sidered to  pass  any  property  there.  St.  James's 
Church  V.  Walker,  1  Del.  Ch.  284.  In  this  case 
the  court  said  that  upon  the  principle  that  per- 
sonal property  must  follow  the  domlcil  of  the 
testator,  If  this  will  was  made  according  to  the 
laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  testator  was 
domiciled  at  his  decease,  even  though  all  the 
formalities  required  by  our  act  of  assembly  were 
not  observed,  it  is  sufficient  to  pass  personal  es- 
tate ;  but  in  order  to  give  it  effect,  the  probate 
must  be  made  in  New  Castle  county  where  such 
property  is  situated,  not,  indeed,  according  to 
the  requisites  of  our  statute,  but  according  to 
the  proof  required  by  the  law  of  the  domlcil  of 
the  testator. 

Where  a  testator  domiciled  in  Ohio  made  a 
will  of  personalty  in  the  olographic  form  in 
Louisiana,  valid  in  that  state,  while  he  was 
there  for  business  purposes,  and  died  In  Ohio, 
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ftnd  a  withdrawal  effected  of  so  much  from 
the  fundd  and  moneys  or  securities  of  the 
Madison  Sauare  l^ank  under  the  control  of 
the  St.  NicAolas  Bank.  The  check  was  pre- 
sented at,  and  passed  through,  the  clearing 
house.  The  East  River  Bridge  Company  re- 
ceived a  credit  with  the  Hanover  Bank,  and 
thus  tlie  transfer  of  the  $50,000  was  com- 
pletely made  from  the  Madison  Square  Bank 
to  the  defendant.  The  Madison  Square  Bank 
was  closed  on  the  morning  of  the  0th  of  Aug- 
ust, or,  more  properly  speaking,  was  never 
opened  for  business  after  the  8th,  and  went 
into  insolvency." 

Tliere  is  no  dispute  about  these  facts,  nor 
are  they  open  to  different  inferences.  The 
only  question  is  with  respect  to  the  law,  or, 
in  other  words,  whether  the  transaction  was 
forbidden  by  the  statute.  Hence  the  judg- 
ment is  reviewable  in  this  court,  notwith- 
standing the  statement  in  tiie  order  that  the 
reversal  was  upon  the  law  and  the  facts. 

The  only  authority  claimed  in  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs  to  sustain  the  judgment  is  $  48 
of  the  stock  corporation  law,  which  reads  as 
follows:  ''No  corporation  which  shall  have 
refused  to  pay  any  of  its  notes  or  other  ob- 
ligations when  due,  in  lawful  money  of  the 
United  States,  nor  any  of  its  officers  or  di- 
rectors, shall  transfer  any  of  its  property  to 
any  of  its  officers,  directors,  or  stocknolders, 
directly  or  indirectly,  for  the  payment  of  any 
debt,  or  upon  any  other  consideration  than 
the  full  value  of  the  property  paid  in  cash. 
No  conveyance,  assignment,  or  transfer  of 
any  properly  of  any  such  corporation  by  it  or 
by  any  olHcer,  director,  or  stockholder  there- 
of, nor  any  payment  itiade,  judgment  suf- 
fered, lien  created,  or  security  given  by  it  or 
by  any  officer,  director,  or  stockholder  when 
the  corporation  is  insolvent  or  its  insolvency 
is  imminent,  with  the  intent  of  giving  a  pref- 
erence to  any  particular  creditor  over  other 
creditors  of  the  corporation,  shall  be  valid. 
Every  person  receiving  by  means  of  any  such 
prohibited  act  or  deed  any  property  of  the 
corporation  shall  be  bound  to  account  there- 
for to  its  creditors  or  stockholders  or  other 
trustees.  No  stockholder  of  any  such  cor- 
poration shall  make  any  transfer  or  assign- 
ment of  his  stock  therein  to  any  person  in 
contemplation  of  its  insolvency.  Every 
transfer  or  assignment  or  other  act  done  in 
violation  of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this 
section  shall  be  void."  It  will  be  seen  that 
the  money  dra\^'n  from  the  failing  bank  be- 
longed to  the  defendant,  and  the  check  drawn 
against  the  deposit  was  the  check  of  the  de- 
fendant. Tlie  defendant's  president,  being 
also  a  director  in  the  failing  bank,  owed  cer- 
tain duties  to  the  defendant  and  its  share- 
holders and  creditors,  as  well  as  to  the  bank, 
its  shareholders  and  creditors.  It  is  obvious 
that  the  judgment  of  reversal  cannot  be  sus- 
tained 5*itliout  holding  that  the  two  follow- 
ing propositions  are  law :  ( 1 )  That  the  stat- 
ute quoted  forbids  a  director  in  a  bank,  who 
has  knowledge  of  its  insolvency,  from  com- 
municating this  knowledge  to  a  depositor, 
even  though  the  depositor  happens  to  be  a 
corporation  in  which  the  director  is  inter- 
ested, and  of  which  he  is  president;  (2)  that 
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the  statute  forbids  a  corporation  havinc 
money  on  deposit  in  a  hank  about  to  fau 
fi*om  drawing  its  check  against  the  dp|)osits, 
on  learning  that  the  bank  was  alM)Ut  to  fail, 
from  a  director  of  the  bank,  who  was  also 
president  of  the  corporation  and  communi- 
cated the  knowledge  to  the  latter  with  the  in- 
tent that  it  should  draw  out  the  money. 
The  language  of  the  statute  does  not  supiK>rt 
either  of  these  propositions,  and  it  wouM  be 
judicial  l^islation,  simply,  to  hold  that  they 
are  within  the  intention  and  purpose  of  the 
law.  We  must  not  only  produce  by  judicial 
construction  a  new  law,  but  a  law  which 
could  not  have  been  within  the  intention  of 
the  legislature.  The  statute  is  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  common  law,  and  should  not  be 
construed  so  as  to  include  cases  not  fairly 
within  its  terms.  We  do  not  mean  to  say 
that  it  is  one  of  those  statutes  that  must  se- 
ceive  a  very  strict  construction,  but,  when 
given  a  fair  construction,  the  plaintiffs  can 
claim  nothing  more.  No  one  can  safely  as- 
sert that  there  is  any  law  that  requires  a 
director  of  an  insolvent  bank,  or  a  bank 
about  to  become  insolvent,  to  conceal  the 
fact  from  anyone.  No  one  can  claim  that 
there  is  any  law  that  forbids  a  director  of 
such  a  bank  from  disclosing  the  fact  to  a 
depositor,  even  though  Uie  depositor  should 
be  a  corporation  in  which  the  bank  director 
is  interested,  and  of  which  he  is  president. 
So  long  as  he  confines  himself  to  the  truth 
with  respect  to  the  condition  of  the  bank,  he 
violates  no  law,  and  is  guilty  of  no  moral 
wrong.  Indeed,  it  is  not  veiy  difficult  to 
conceive  of  cases  where,  in  the  forum  of  mor- 
als, at  least,  he  would  be  bound  to  speak.  A 
bank  director,  with  such  knowledge,  who 
would  look  on  and  see  his  neighbors  deposit- 
ing their  money  where  it  would  be  likely  to 
be  lost,  without  giving  to  them  any  hint  or 
warning  of  the  danger,  might  very  well  be 
rated  as  a  man  whose  moral  standing  was 
not  ver>'  high.  We  may  go  further,  and  look 
at  the  actual  transaction  in  this  case.  The 
defendant's  president  was  a  director  of  the 
bank.  The  defendant  was  dealing  with  the 
bank,  making  deposits  of  money  in  large 
sums,  and  had  then  to  its  credit  the  entire 
sum  which  the  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover. 
Assume  that  the  director  of  the  bank  and 
president  of  the  defendant  advised  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  latter  to  make  no  more 
deposits,  as  the  bank  was  about  to  fail ;  he 
would  not  violate  any  law,  but,  on  the  con* 
trary,  would  be  performing  a  duty  which  he 
owed  to  the  defendant,  to  save  it  from  loss. 
Such  a  suggestion  would,  no  doubt,  result  in 
a  withdrawal  of  the  moneys  already  de- 
posited, which  is  all  that  the  plaintiffs  com- 
plain of;  but  it  would  be  difficult,  if  not  im- 
possible, to  show  that  under  such  circum- 
stances any  law  was  violated,  or  any  wrong 
done.  In  the  present  case  we  must  assume 
that  the  defendant's  president  not  only  ad- 
vised the  withdrawal  of  the  deposit,  but 
signed  the  check  for  that  purpose,  and  had  it 
deposited  to  the  defendant's  credit  in  an- 
other bank,  for  the  very  purpose  of  having  it 
paid  by  the  bank  that  was  the  dearing-houM 
agent  of  the  bank  on  which  it  was  drawn, 
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and  in  which  he  was  a  director,  knowinff  all 
the  time  that  it  was  about  to  fail.  What 
the  t»Uilute  forbids  is  that  the  director  shall 
Dot,  under  such  circumstances,  draw  out  his 
own  money.  The  case  has  been  decided  in 
the  court  below  precisely  as  if  such  was  the 
fact.  Suppose  the  director  of  the  bank, 
knowing  all  about  its  condition,  concealed  it 
from  his  associate  officers  and  directors  in 
the  defendant,  and  by  this  course  the  $50,000 
was  lost;  it  might  then  be  difficult  to  show 
that  the  president  of  the  defendant  had  dis- 
charged the  duty  imposed  upon  him  br  his 
trust  to  its  creditors  or  sharenolders.  if  the 
law  had  not  placed  some  injunction  of  se- 
crecy upon  him  with  respect  to  the  real 
condition  of  the  bank,  it  is  very  difficult  to 
see  how  he  could  be  ^Ity  of  any  legal  or 
moral  wrong  in  participating  with  the  other 
officers  and  directors  of  the  defendant  in 
saving  it  from  a  great  pecuniary  loss. 

There  is  no  law  that  lorbids  a  depositor  in 
a  bank,  who  is  not  an  officer  or  director, 
from  drawing  a  check  against  the  deposit 
whenever  the  money  is  needed,  or  even  when 
it  is  thought  the  bank  is  liable  to  fail.  The 
act  by  means  of  which  the  money  was  with- 
drawn in  this  case  was  the  corporate  act  of 
the  defendant,  and  not  the  individual  act  of 
the  president.  The  money  on  deposit  be- 
loTiged  to  the  defendant,  and  it  was  subject 
to  check.  The  circumstance  that  the  de- 
fendant in  its  corporate  capacity  was  in- 
duced to  exercise  its  right  by  information  of 
the  condition  of  the  bank  communicated  by 
the  president,  who  was  also  a  director  of  the 
bank,  cannot  change  the  case,  so  long  as  the 
right  to  withdraw  the  money  exist^.  The 
defendant  cannot  be  compelled  to  restore 
the  money  simply  because  it  made  use  of 
knowledge  possessed  by  one  of  its  own  of- 
ficers. In  the  care  and  management  of  its 
finances,  a  corporation  is  entitled  to  the  ben- 
efit of  all  the  knowledge  upon  that  subject 
that  any  of  its  officers  may  possess,  and  to 
their  best  judgment.  The  act  by  which  the 
deposit  was  transferred  from  the  failing 
bank  to  the  defendant  was  not  in  any  proper 
sense  the  act  of  the  bank  or  any  of  its  officers 
or  directors.  It  was  not  a  transfer  prohib- 
ited by  any  law.  It  is  true  that  one  of  the 
bank  directors  participated  in  it,  but  not  ns 
such  director  or  as  an  individual,  but  as  an 
officer  of  the  defendant,  acting  in  its  interest. 
Whatever  he  did  to  withdraw  the  moneys  is 
to  be  imputed  to  the  defendant,  and,  of 
course,  is  imputed  to  it  by  the  judgment  be- 
low. But  the  question  is,  Did  the  defendant, 
in  drawing  its  check  against  the  deposit, 
violate  any  law  or  perpetrate  any  wrong? 
If  it  did  not,  then  the  participation  of  one  of 
the  bank  directors  in  the  transaction  cannot 
change  the  situation.  It  would,  I  think,  be 
an  unwarranted  construction  of  the  statute 
to  hold  that  a  depositor  in  a  bank,  who  has 
withdrawn  the  deposit  on  learning  that  the 
bank  was  about  to  close,  is  liable  to  be  sued 
for  the  money,  whenever  it  can  be  shown 
that  he  acted  upon  information  g^ven  to  him 
by  a  director  of  the  bank ;  and  yet  the  judg- 
ment now  under  reriew  cannot  very  well  be 
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sustained  without  such  a  construction,  or 
that  in  substance. 

The  learned  court  below  has,  I  think,  re- 
cast the  statute,  and  applied  it  to  a  state  of 
facts  not  fairly  within  it,  and  to  which  it 
was  never  applied  before.  The  language  of 
the  statute  is  not  very  concise  or  clear,  and 
the  phraseology  is  somewhat  involved. 
When  carefully  read,  however,  the  things 
that  are  prohibited  may  be  stated  in  ver^ 
few  words:  (1)  It  prohibits  officers  and  di- 
rectors of  an  insolvent  corporation,  or  of  one 
about  to  become  insolvent,  from  using  their 
knowledge  of  its  condition,  and  their  domi- 
nant position,  for  their  individual  benefit,  in 
collecting  their  own  claims,  either  through  a 
voluntarv  pavment,  or  tiirough  collusive 
and  preferential  liens,  to  the  prejudice  of 
other  creditors  not  so  favorably  situated; 

(2)  it  prohibits  a  preferential  general  as- 
signment by  a  corporation,  though  it  does 
not  forbid  assignments  without  preferences; 

(3)  it  prohibits  a  transfer  oi  any  of  the 
corporate  assets  to  an  officer,  director,  or 
stockholder  upon  any  other  consideration 
than  the  payment  of  the  full  value  of  the 
propertv  in  cash.  When  we  attempt  to 
curry  the  statute  beyond  these  restrictions, 
we  must  rely  largely  upon  speculation  with 
respect  to  some  intent  <m  tne  part  of  the 
lawmakers    which  is   not   expressed.    It  is 

?[uite  clear,  I  think,  that  the  statute  does  not 
or  bid  any  act  disclosed  by  the  facts  of  this 
case.  The  trend  of  recent  decisions  of  this 
court  has  not  been  in  the  direction  of  ex- 
tending this  statute  to  cases  that  do  not 
come  fairly  within  its  terms.  It  will  bs 
quite  sufficient  now  to  refer  to  two  of  them. 
In  Jefferson  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Totonley, 
159  K.  Y.  490,  54  N.  E.  74,  we  held  that  an 
officer  or  director  of  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion, while  forbidden  by  the  statute  from  en- 
forcing his  claim,  as  it  was  in  that  case, 
could  assign  it,  and  the  assignee  could  en- 
force it  in  the  same  way  as  any  other  credi- 
tor, and  the  fact  that  the  assignee  wits  the 
wife  of  the  ofiioer  did  not  change  the  case, 
80  long  as  the  assignment  was  in  good  faith, 
and  not  merely  colorable.  Much  of  the  rea- 
soning in  that  case  applies  to  this.  In  French 
V.  Andrews,  145  N.  Y.  441,  40  N.  £.  214,  a 
creditor  of  an  insolvent  corporation  had  a 
large  note,  not  due,  and  was  permitted  by  the 
officers  of  the  company  to  surrender  it  and 
take  in  its  place  eleven  small  ones,  payable 
on  demand,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him 
to  bring  suit  upon  them  in  a  local  court. 
The  suits  ^^ere  Drought,  and  judgments  re- 
covered by  default,  and  the  receiver  brought 
suit  to  set  aside  the  lien ;  but  this  court  held 
that  there  was  no  violation  of  the  statute. 
The  defendant  in  this  case  was  neither  an 
officer,  director,  nor  stockholder  of  the  bank, 
ft  was  a  depositor,  merely,  and  did  nothing 
except  withdraw  the  deposit  in  order  to 
save  itself  from  loss.  The  fact  that  it  was 
moved  to  do  this  by  a  director  of  the  bank, 
who  happened  to  be  its  own  president,  does 
not  bring  the  case  within  the  statute.  The 
statute,  in  terms,  seems  to  apply  onlv  to  cor- 
porations ''which  shall  have  refused  to  pay 
any  of  its  notes  or  other  obligations  wnen 
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dismiseed  the  original  and  amended  peti- 
tions  at  the  cost  of  the  petitioners,  and  de- 
nied to  said  petitioners  any  relief.  Said  pe- 
titioners have  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  from 
this  court  to  said  probate  oourt  of  Shelby 
county,  Tennessee,  to  review  and  reverse  the 
•aid  decree  of  the  probate  oourt  of  Shelby 
county  dismissing  their  petition. 

The  first  question  presented  by  the  conten- 
tion of  the  executor  is  that  the  action  of  the 
chancery  court  of  Coahoma  county,  Missis- 
sippi, was  final  and  conclusive,  under  9  It 
art.  4,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  decrees  that  "full  faith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state  to  the  pub- 
lie  acts,  records,  and  judicial  proceedings  of 
every  other  state."    It  is  submitted,  in  sup- 

SDrt  of  this  contention,  that  the  Constitu- 
on  of  the  state  of  Mississippi  ffives  the 
chancery  court  jurisdiction  of  all  matters 


testamentary  and  of  administration,  under 
S  159,  Miss.  Const.;  that  §  482  of  the  Anno- 
tated Code  of  Mississippi  carries  that  consti- 
tutional provision  into  effect;  and  that,  bT 
§  1813,  of  the  Code  of  Mississippi,  wills  shall 
be  probated  in,  and  letters  testementary 
ffranved  by,  the  chancery  court  of  the  county 
m  which  the  testeter  had  fixed  his  place  of 
residence.  In  the  construction  of  these* seo- 
tions  of  the  Code,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
probate  of  will  is  the  exercise  of  a  judicial 
power,  and  the  testament  cannot  be  admitted 
of  record  until  probated.  Fotheree  v.  Loio- 
rence,  30  Miss.  416.  Section  1821,  Miss. 
Code  1802,  provides  that  all  parties  inter- 
ested may  be  made  parties,  and  those  made 
parties  are  concluded.  Section  1822  gives 
two  years  te  contest  probate,  and,  if  not  con- 
tested within  that  time,  it  is  conclusive. 
Schlottman  r.  Hoffman,  73  Miss.  188,  18  So. 


Bush,  418 ;  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  8  Ohio,  239 :  Jones 
V.  Robinson,  17  Ohio  St.  171 ;  Bm  parte  Povall, 
8  Leigh,  816 ;  Thrasher  v.  Ballaid,  83  W.  Ya. 
285,  10  8.  B.  411. 

And  the  validity  of  a  will  may  be  contested 
where  the  land  is  situated,  although  probated  in 
another  state.  Pennel  v.  Weyant,  2  Harr. 
(Del.)   501. 

And  an  action  may  be  maintained  to  set  aside 
the  probate  of  a  will  coming  from  another  state 
if  Invalid  as  to  real  estate.  Lynch  v.  Miller, 
64  Iowa,  516,  6  N.  W.  740. 

The  same  was  said  to  be  the  mle  In  Otto  v. 
Doty,  61  Iowa,  23,  15  N.  W.  578. 

Where  a  will  probated  In  another  state  is 
presented  for  record  to  the  probate  court  In  the 
state  In  which  realty  Is  situated,  and  such  court 
upon  the  evidence  finds  that  the  authentication 
ci  the  copy  Is  sufficient.  Its  adjudication  cannot 
be  collaterally  attacked.  Calloway  v.  Cooley, 
50  Kan.  743,  82  Pac.  872. 

Where  a  will  probated  In  another  state  Is  ad- 
mitted to  probate  as  a  will  of  real  estate  by  a 
county  court  upon  a  copy  and  a  certificate  of 
probate,  the  order  of  the  county  court  Is  con- 
clusive, except  as  to  the  JarisdIctlon  of  the 
court,  until  the  same  Is  superseded,  reversed,  or 
annulled,  the  same  as  in  case  of  a  domestic 
will :  and  the  fact  that  the  copy  does  not  show 
upon  what  proof  the  will  was  admitted  to  pro- 
bate by  the  foreign  court  does  not  render  .the  or- 
der of  the  county  court  void.  Whalen  v.  NIs- 
bet,  05  Ky.  464.  26  S.  W.  188.  In  this  case  It 
was  proved  that  the  statute  where  the  will  was 
probated  prescribed  the  same  requisites  of  a 
valid  will  as  are  prescribed  In  Kentucky  for  a 
will  of  realty. 

A  will  made  In  New  York  and  probated  there, 
and  attested  by  two  witnesses,  will  be  a  valid 
dlsposftlon  of  real  property  In  Maine  if  the  pro- 
ceedings are  recorded  there,  under  Me.  Rev.  Stat. 
chap.  64,  I  12,  providing  that  a  will  executed  in 
another  state,  according  to  the  laws  thereof,  may 
be  presented  for  probate  In  this  state,  and  1 13, 
providing  that  a  will  proved  and  allowed  In  an- 
other state,  according  to  the  laws  thereof,  may  be 
allowed  and  recorded  In  this  state,  and  a  copy  of 
the  will  and  the  probate  duly  authenticated  shall 
be  produced  by  the  executor  to  the  Judge  of  pro- 
bate In  any  county  in  which  there  is  estate, 
real  or  personal,  and,  after  hearing,  the  Judge 
may  order  the  copy  to  be  filed  and  recorded,  and 
1 14,  providing  that  such  will  shall  then  have  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  If  originally  proved  and 
allowed  In  the  same  court  Lyon  v.  Ogden,  85 
Me.  874.  27  Atl.  258.  In  this  case  the  will, 
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if  made  and  protmted  In  Maine,  would  not  have 
been  valid,  as  three  subscribing  witnesses  are 
required  In  Maine. 

It  was  the  Intention  to  give  all  wills  executed 
out  of  the  state,  according  to  the  formalities 
required  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  executed, 
and  whether  of  real  or  personal  estate,  the  force 
and  effect  of  domestic  wills  to  pass  all  property 
situate  In  this  state,  under  Conn.  Stat,  of  Wills 
1856,  chap.  44,  act  of  1863,  chap.  7,  providing 
that  wills  devising  real  estate  executed  out  of 
this  state,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  state 
where  executed,  shall  be  as  effectual  to  pass 
property  as  though  executed  according  to  the 
laws  of  this  state.  Irwin's  Appeal,  83  Conn. 
128. 

And  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  In  New 
Hampshire  allowing  and  proving  a  will,  and 
a  subsequent  decree  of  the  probate  court  of 
Massachusetts  allowing  a  copy  of  the  will  with 
the  probate  thereof  In  New  Hampshire  to  be 
filed  and  recorded,  operate  as  final  and  conclu- 
sive npon  all  persons  as  to  all  questions  of  the 
validity.  Including  that  of  the  capacity  of  a  mar- 
ried woman  to  make  a  will.  Parker  v.  Parker,  11 
Cush.  510.  In  this  case  It  was  held  that  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  of  probate  approving  the  will  of 
a  married  woman  is  conclusive  upon  the  heirs, 
and  they  cannot.  In  a  court  of  common  law,  deny 
the  legal  capacity  of  the  testatrix.  The  opin- 
ion does  not  clearly  show  whether  the  decree 
referred  to  was  the  decree  of  the  original  pro- 
bate or  the  decree  of  the  Massachusetts  court 
admitting  such  record  to  probate. 

Where  an  executor  presented  two  wills  for 
probate  In  New  York,  where  the  testatrix  died, 
having  real  estate  In  Massachusetta  and  the 
earlier  will  was  allowed  and  the  other  rejected, 
the  probate  court  of  Massachusetts  had  no  au- 
thority to  require  the  executor  to  produce  the 
rejected  will.  Lorlng  v.  Oakey.  08  Mass.  267. 
In  this  case  the  court  said :  "There  Is'  much 
difficulty  In  determining  whether  the  will  sus- 
tained and  probated  In  the  domldl  of  the  tes- 
tatrix can  be  here  set  aside  In  favor  of  one  of 
later  date  already  disallowed  there :  and  whether 
the  latter  will.  If  admissible  to  probate  here  for 
any  purpose,  should  be  allowed  to  operate  upon 
real  estate  In  Massachusetts  only,  or  also  upon 
personalty  In  this  Jurisdiction.*' 

In  Crusoe  v.  Butler,  36  Miss.  150.  It  was  held 
that  the  will  of  one  domiciled  In  Alabama,  and 
purporting  to  have  been  attested  by  three  wit- 
nesses, and  which  had  been  duly  proved  In 
Alabama,  was  properly  admitted  to  probate  In 
Mississippi,  and  was  effectual  as  to  lands  lying 
In  this  state,  although  the  authenticated  copy 
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893.  6MU<m  1824:  II  titer  probate  an  ie- 
ene  of  densavit  it  made  on  trial  the  probate 
It  good.  In  the  probate  of  a  will  in  Mistit- 
tippi,  some  direct  proof  that  the  testator  was 
of  sound  and  disposing  mind  must  be  given 
on  the  probate  of  a  will  even  in  common 
form.  Martin  y.  Perkins,  56  Miss.  204. 
Where  a  writing  has  been  probated  in  com- 
mon form  as  a  will,  it  mui»t  be  treated  as  the 
established  will  of  deceased,  and  in  full  force 
and  effect,  until  overthrown  in  a  direct  pro- 
eeedinff.  Tucker  v.  Whitehead,  58  Miss.  762. 
It  it  also  held  that,  where  a  chancery  court 
is  given  special  jurisdiction  as  in  probate 
proceedings,  the  manner  of  ezercisinff  this 
jurisdiction  does  not  affect  its  conclusive- 
ness.    1  Pom.  £q.  Jur.  pt  1,  chap.  1. 

It  would  seem,  therefore,  that,  under  these 
constitutional  and  Code  provisions,  the  ad- 
mission to  probate  of  a  will  in  Missiseippi 


it  the  ezereite  of  a  judicial  power,  and  iti 
judgment  thereon  conclusive  yi  Mississippi 
as  to  all  matters  properly  co^izant  in  the 
probate  proceedings  and  as  against  all  par- 
ties properlv  before  the  court  iri  the  proceed- 
ings, and  also,  as  a  proceedinjg  in  rem,  con- 
clusive as  to  the  jproperty  covered  by  the  will 
itself.  The  question,  then,  is,  When  this  will 
is  offered  and  probated  in  the  state  of  Ten- 
nessee, and  the  personal  property  actually 
and  constructively  in  Mississippi,  what  effect 
shall  be  given  to  this  judicial  proceeding  in 
the  state  of  Mississippi!  The  transmission 
of  property  by  will  is  in  many  important  par- 
ticulars different  from  the  transmission  of 
title  by  deed  or  other  proceedings.  The  pow- 
er to  dispose  of  property  by  will,  says  Judge 
Gray  in  Brettun  v.  FoWy  100  Mass.  234,  is  not 
a  natural  nor  constitutional  right,  but  de- 
pends wholly  upon  the  statute,  and  may  be 


from  Alabama  showed  that  the  will  had  been 
proved  there  by  but  one  of  the  three  subscribing 
witnesses.  This  decision  was  placed  on  two 
STonnds:  (1)  As  the  record  stated  that  the 
will  was  dnly  proved  by  one  witness  and  was 
admitted  to  probate,  and  it  did  not  affirmatively 
appear  that  that  witness  proved  only  the  at- 
testation by  himself  and  execution  in  his  pres- 
«iee.  It  will  be  presumed  that  he  testified  to 
every  fact  necessary  to  due  execution ;  (2)  the 
copy  of  the  will  had  been  ordered  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  probate  and  recorded  in  the  probate 
court  of  L.  county,  and  that  act  was  unassail- 
able collaterally. 

And  an  exemplified  copy  of  a  will  made  and 
probated  in  another  state  and  proofs  thereof, 
when  recorded,  are  equivalent  to  the  proof  of 
a  will  under  N.  T.  Laws  1864,  chap.  811,  amend- 
ed by  Laws  1872,  chap.  680.  providing  that 
when  any  real  estate  within  this  state  shall  be 
devised  by  any  person  residing  within  any  other 
state,  and  a  will  shall  have  been  admitted  to 
probate  In  this  state  and  recorded  where  ad- 
mitted to  probate,  an  exempli ded  copy  may  be 
recorded  In  the  surrogate's  office  in  this  state, 
where  the  real  estate  is  situated,  which  record, 
or  a  copy  thereof,  shall  be  presumptive  evidence 
at  said  will,  and  of  the  due  execution  thereof. 
Bromley  v.  Miller,  2  Thomp.  A  C.  575. 

The  probate  of  a  will  was  held  sufficient  to 
pass  the  title  to  real  property  where  it  was 
probated  In  Mississippi  and  an  authenticated 
copy  filed  and  recorded  in  North  Carolina,  and 
the  record  of  the  Mississippi  court  was  prop- 
erly certified,  and  showed  that  the  will  was 
subscribed  by  two  witnesses ;  that  the  witnesses 
subscribed  In  the  presence  of  the  testator  and  at 
his  request:  that  the  testator  at  the  time  of 
signing  the  will  was  of  sound  and  disposing 
memory ;  and  that  he  was  over  twenty-one  years 
of  age:  although  the  examination  of  witnesses 
to  the  win  was  signed  and  certified  by  the  clerk 
separately  from  the  certificate  of  probate  made 
by  the  clerk.  It  was  held  that  this  compiled 
sufficiently  with  N.  C.  Code,  I  2140,  providing 
thst  the  certificate  of  probate  shall  embody  the 
substance  of  proof  and  examination.  Roscoe  v. 
John  L.  Boper  Lumber  Co.  124  N.  C.  42,  82  8. 
■.  889. 

And  a  foreign  will  proved  according  to  the 
laws  of  Tennessee,  as  required  by  Tenn.  Code, 
I  2182,  Is  sufficient  to  pass  lands  and  other  es- 
tate in  Tennessee,  under  TeniL  Code,  |  2185. 
Smith  V.  Neilson,  18  Lea,  461. 

And  a  will  duly  probated  In  another  state, 
sad  executed  sccording  to  the  law  of  Tennessee, 
Is  operative  ss  a  conveyance  of  lands  without 
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registration  there.  Bleldom  v.  Pilot  Mountain 
Coal  A  Min.  Co.  89  Tenn.  166.  15  S.  W.  737. 

The  courts  of  Virginia  are  not  restrained 
from  probating  a  will  by  which  lands  lying  In 
that  state  are  devised,  so  far  as  the  title  of 
lands  may  be  affected,  although  the  same  will 
may  have  been  declared  void  by  a  court  In 
North  Carolina,  on  account  of  incapacity  of  the 
testator,  or  for  any  cause  whatever.  Rice  v. 
Jones.  4  Call.  (Va.)  89. 

In  Bwift  V.  Wiley,  1  B.  Mon.  114,  a  will  was 
made  and  probated  in  Missouri  affecting  land 
In  Kentucky,  and  a  suit  was  filed  In  the  chan- 
cery court  of  Kentucky  where  the  real  estate 
was  situated,  charging  fraud  in  the  execution, 
and  denying  that  It  was  published  according  te 
the  Isws  of  that  state,  and  prayed  for  a  par- 
tition and  distribution  of  the  realty,  and  after 
the  Institution  of  the  suit  the  document  war 
recorded  In  the  clerk's  office  of  the  court  of  ap 
peals  according  to  the  provisions  of  Ky.  act 
1820  (Statute  Laws,  1548).  It  was  held  that 
the  attestation  of  the  will  was  sufficient  under 
the  laws  of  Kentucky,  and  there  was  no  proof 
of  fraud  In  the  execution. 

The  distinction  Is  usually  made.  In  regard 
to  domlcll,  that  the  term  Is  used  In  regard  to 
wills  of  personal  property,  and  they  must  be 
executed  according  to  the  law  of  the  domlcll, 
and  wills  In  regard  to  real  estate,  In  the  ab- 
sence of  statute,  must  be  executed  in  compliance 
with  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  land  Is 
situated.  But,  In  Mississippi,  while  this  dis- 
tinction in  some  cases  Is  noted,  the  decisions 
are  on  the  theory  that  If  the  domlcll  Is  In  Mis- 
sissippi the  will  must  be  probated  there,  either 
of  personalty  or  realty,  and  not  upon  the  usual 
ground  that  the  will  must  be  proved  according 
to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  real  estate 
Is  situated.  So,  In  Bate  v.  Inclsa.  59  Miss.  518, 
It  was  held  that  a  certificate  of  probste  from 
Tennessee  of  a  will  whose  maker  wss  domiciled 
In  Mississippi  could  not  be  probated  In  that 
state,  although  the  testatrix  died  In  the  other 
state  having  property  there.  In  this  case  the 
property  In  contest  was  real  estste.  and  It  was 
held  that  Miss.  Code  1871,  |  1105,  providing 
that  authenticated  copies  of  wills  proved  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  the  ststes  msy  be  sd- 
mltted  to  probate  In  Mississippi,  did  not  apply 
to  wills  made  by  cltlsens  domiciled  In  this  state. 

The  same  was  held  In  Sturdlvsnt  ▼.  Neill.  27 
Miss.  157,  and  Morris  v.  Morris.  27  Miss.  847. 

In  Wells  V.  Wells,  85  Miss.  638.  It  Was  held 
that  the  probate  In  Louisiana  of  the  will  of  a 
testator  who  died  there,  and  whose  domlcll  was 
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eoDiferred,  taken  away,  or  limited  and  r^^- 
lated,  in  whole  or  in  party  by  legislature; 
"and  whatever  theory  we  adopt,"  save  the 
American  edition  of  Jarman  on  Wilis,  "as 
to  the  origin  of  wills,  and  of  the  law  that 
governs  them,  they  have  become,  as  regards 
their  execution  and  probate  wholly,  and  as 
regards  their  construction  largely,  the  crea- 
tures of  statutory  law."  3  Jarman,  Wills, 
721.  What  law  governs  where  there  is  a 
conflict  of  laws,  as  oetween  the  statutory  pro- 
visions of  the  several  states,  is  the  prime 
question  always  to  be  determined.  As  to  the 
testamentary  capacity  and  form  and  man- 
ner of  execution,  in  case  of  personalty,  the 
law  of  the  testator's  domicil  governs.  Story, 
Confl.  L.  li  61,  61,  466;  Wharton,  Confl.  L.  9 
669;  Roberts,  Wills,  p.  625;  Jacob,  Domicil,  { 
46.  As  to  real  property,  it  is  claimed  by  many 
that  the  same  rule  applies,  under  the  civil 


law,  as  to  personalty,  but  by  the  eommoa 
law  it  is  governed  by  the  lew  loci  rei  sitw. 
Story,  Confl.  L.  9  431;  Wharton,  Confl.  L.  f 
469.  This  court  in  the  case  of  Williams  v. 
Saunders,  5  Coldw.  60,  which  will  be  refwred 
to  hereafter,  says:  "It  may  be  therefore 
said,  as  a  rule  of  law  alike  applicable  in  this 
country  and^in  England,  that  the  lex  loci  rei 
sites  governs  in  cases  of  immovable  or  real 
property,  and  the  lex  domicilii  in  cases  of 
movable  or  personal  property.*'  The  reason 
for  this  rule  seems  to  be  that,  as  to  personal 
property,  it  follows  the  person  of  the  owner 
wherever  situated, — is  to  be  governed  by  the 
laws  of  the  domicil  of  the  owner;  and  this 
rule  applies  to  all  questions  of  disposition 
by  will  as  well  as  other  means  of  disposition. 
Again,  probate  proceedings  "are  pnMseedings 
in  rem,"  and  the  judgments  bind  all  persons, 
whether  parties  in  uie  reoord  or  not.    Pot- 


in  Mississippi,   was  valid  as  to  his  property 
situated  in  Louisiana. 

In  Crusoe  v.  Butler,  86  Miss.  150,  It  was  held 
that  a  will  of  one  domiciled  In  Alabama,  and 
purporting  to  have  been  attested  by  three  wit- 
nesses and  duly  proved  in  Alabama,  was  prop- 
erly admitted  to  probate  in  Mississippi,  and  was 
effectual  as  to  land  there,  although  the  copy 
from  Alabama  showed  that  the  will  was  proved 
there  by  but  one  of  the  witnesses.  This  deci- 
sion was  on  the  ground  that,  as  it  did  not  af- 
firmatively appear  that  the  witness  proved  only 
the  attestation  by  himself,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  he  testided  to  every  fact  necessary,  and 
second,  that  as  the  copy  had  been  admitted  to 
probate  and  recorded  in  this  state,  that  act  Is 
not  assailable  collaterally. 

III.  Presumption. 

The  decree  of  another  state  probating  a  will 
Is  presumed  to  be  correct,  and  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  court  had  Jurisdiction.  House 
V.  House,  16  Tex.  598. 

And  such  decree  is  presumed  to  be  regular. 
Otto  V.  Doty,  61  Iowa,  23,  16  N.  W.  578. 

And  the  decree  will  be  presumed  to  have  been 
properly  allowed.  Crusoe  v.  Butler,  86  Miss. 
150. 

If  a  decree  of  another  state  probating  a  will 
Is  allowed  for  record  on  insufllclent  evidence,  it 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  probated  for  per- 
sonalty only.  Dupoyster  v.  Gagani,  84  Ey.  403, 
1  S.  W.  652. 

So,  a  decree  probating  a  will  In  another  state 
Is  presumed  valid  as  a  will  of  personalty. 
(Stat.)     Williams  v.  Jones,  14  Bush,  418. 

In  Bowen  v.  Johnson,  5  R.  I.  112,  73  Am. 
Dec.  40,  it  was  held  that  a  decree  of  another 
state  was  only  prima  fade  evidence  of  the  valid- 
ity oX  a  will. 

IV.  As  to  full  faith  and  credit. 

There  seems  to  be  a  conflict  of  authority  as 
to  the  effect  on  a  probate  of  a  will  in  another 
state  in  regard  to  U.  8.  Const,  art.  4,  |  1,  and 
act  of  Congress,  May  10,  1790,  providing  that 
full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  In  each 
state  to  the  records  and  Judicial  proceedings  of 
every  other  state,  some  cases  holding  that  a  pro- 
bate of  a  will  is  a  Judicial  proceeding  entitled 
to  full  faith,  etc.,  in  other  states.  Some  cases 
deny  the  effect  on  real  estate  on  the  ground  that 
the  court  of  original  probate  had  no  Jurisdic- 
tion over  real  estate  in  another  state. 

A  proceeding  to  probate  a  will  Is  not  such  as 
falls  within  V.  8.  Const,  art.  6  (4),  |  1,  provld- 
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Ing   full    faith    and    credit,    ete.     Williams    v. 
Jones,  14  Bush,  418. 

United  States  Const,  art.  4,  |  1,  does  not  ex- 
tend the  operation  of  a  decree  of  probate  In  an- 
other state  to  property  which  was  In  the  state 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator;  dcnd 
such  decree  Is  only  prima  fade  evidence  of  Its 
validity.  Bowen  v.  Johnson,  5  R.  I.  112,  Tft 
Am.  Dec.  40. 

And  the  United  States  Constitution  does  not 
extend  the  operation  of  the  probate  of  a  will  a* 
a  Judicial  act  of  a  state  beyond  Its  own  terri- 
tory. Olney  v.  Angell,  5  R.  I.  198,  78  Am.  Dee. 
62. 

Notwithstanding  the  constitutional  clause  a 
decree  probating  a  will  In  another  state  doea 
not  affect  real  property  where  the  will  Is  offere<l 
In  Georgia,  and  attested  by  only  two  witnessea 
Key  V.  Harlan,  52  Ga.  476. 

In  Kobertson  v.  PIckrell.  109  U.  8.  608.  27  L. 
ed.  1049,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  407,  It  was  said  that 
the  act  of  Congress  declaring  the  effect  to  be 
given  to  the  records  and  Judicial  proceedings  of 
the  several  states,  does  not  require  that  they 
shall  have  any  greater  force  in  other  courts 
than  in  the  courts  of  the  state  from  which  they 
are  taken.  In  this  case  it  was  held  that  the 
probate  of  a  will  in  one  state  does  not  estab- 
lish the  validity  of  the  will  as  a  will  devising 
real  estate  In  another  state,  unless  the  laws  of 
the  latter  state  permit  It. 

In  Darby  v.  Mayer,  10  Wheat.  466,  6  L.  ed. 
867,  It  was  said  that  as  to  whether  full  faith 
and  credit  should  be  given  a  probate  from  Mary- 
land In  Tennessee  under  U.  8.  Const.,  **the  rule 
could  not  be  applied  to  this  case,  since  the 
laws  of  Maryland  do  not  make  the  probate  here 
offered  evidence  In  a  land  cause  in  the  courts  ot 
that  state." 

Full  faith  and  credit  were  not  decided  in 
Blount  V.  Walker,  134  U.  8.  607,  88  L.  ed.  1036, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  606. 

But  where  the  court  of  another  state  had  Ju- 
risdiction, and  the  will  was  duly  probated  there. 
It  cannot  be  contested  on  an  application  to  re- 
cord such  probate  proceeding  In  Vermont,  and 
the  parties  cannot  show  the  Incapacity  of  the 
testatrix,  or  undue  Influence,  under  U.  S.  Const, 
art.  4,  I  1.     Ives  v.  Salisbury,  56  Vt.  565. 

Under  the  Constitution  a  wUl  cannot  be  con- 
tested on  offering  for  filing  and  recording.  Har- 
ris V.  Harris,  61  Ind.  117.  (But  so  far  as  this 
refers  to  realty.  It  is  overruled  In  Evansvllle  Ice 
&  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Wlnsor,  148  Ind.  682,  4» 
N.  B.  592.) 

And  faith  and  credit  must  be  given  to  a  de» 
cree  of  another  state  as  against  parties  resist- 
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Um  T.  Allison,  7  Humph.  328;  8t,  John's 
Lodge  Vo,  1  ▼.  CaUender,  26  N.  C.  (4  Ired. 
L.)  336;  Sawyer  ▼.  Dozier,  27  N.  C.  (6  Ired. 
L.)  97;  Bnloe  v.  Sherrill,  28  N.  C.  (6  Ired. 
L.)  212.  In  Pinson  v.  Ivey,  1  Yerg.  349,  this 
court  says:  "ProoeediugB  are  had  in  the 
nature  of  proceedings  in  rem,  and  without 
notice,  in  courts  admitting  wills  to  probate 
and  granting  administration,  and  the  ex- 
pectancy of  heirs  and  distributees  swept 
away,  when  the  weakness  of  infancy  or  res- 
idence in  a  foreign  land  should  seemingly 
protect  them,  because  of  the  permanent  po- 
litical consideration  that  the  rights  of  prop- 
erty thus  situated  should  be  speedily  set- 
tled by  a  legal  ascertainment  of  them.  All 
of  which  adjudications  are  directed  by  pub- 
lic policy  and  necessity,  regardless,  to  some 
extent,  of  private  rights."  And  in  Fry  v. 
Taylor,  1  Head,  595,  held  to  be  a  proceeding 


in  rem,  and  binding  upon  all  interested, 
whether  parties  or  not.  The  proof  of  a  will 
has  been  held  to  be  a  proceeding  in  rem,  be- 
cause it  determines  the  status  of  the  subjectp 
matter  {Woodruff  ▼.  Taylor,  20  Vt.  65),  and 
is  conclusive  and  effectual  for  all  purposes 
{Crippen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray,  330).  Wells, 
Res  Adjudicate,  \  576. 

In  this  case  now  under  examination,  this 
record  does  not  disclose  the  fact  that  in  tJie 
proceedings,  in  the  stete  of  Mississippi,  the 
parties  now  seeking  to  contest  the  validity 
of  those  proceedings  were  served  with  any 
notice  or  volunterily  appeared  in  those  pro- 
ceedings, and  whatever  faith  and  credit  shall 
be  given  now  in  this  court  to  these  acts  and 
judicial  proceedings  of  the  court  of  the  stete 
of  Mississippi  must  be  given,  by  reason  of  the 
injunction  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  as 
a  proceeding  in  rem,  and,  under  the  prin- 


ing  original  probate.  Thomas  ▼.  Morrlsett,  76 
6a.  384. 

The  probate  Is  a  judicial  act,  and  aathentl- 
cates  the  right  of  the  executor  to  sue  In  another 
state  under  the  Federal  Constitution  and  act 
of  Congress.  Stephens  v.  Smart,  4  N.  C.  (1 
Car.  Law  Repos.)  471 ;  Lancaster  v.  McBryde, 
27  N.  C.  (5  Ired.  L.)  421. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rale  In 
Hyman  ▼.  Gasklns,  27  N.  C.   (6  Ired.  L.)  267. 

In  Crippen  y.  Dexter,  18  Gray,  830,  It  was 
held  that  a  decree  of  a  probate  court  of  another 
state,  admitting  to  probate  a  will  within  Its  Ju- 
risdiction, is  conclusive  evidence,  if  duly  au- 
thenticated, of  the  validity  of  the  will  apon  an 
application  to  prove  it  in  this  state ;  even  when 
no  notice  of  the  oflTer  of  the  will  for  probate 
was  given,  if  by  the  law  of  that  state  no  such 
notice  was  required.  In  this  case  it  was  said : 
**Bot  as  to  all  those  facts  which  are  necessary 
to  the  esteblishment  of  a  will,  in  whichever  form 
the  case  Is  entertained,  and  as  to  the  regularity 
of  the  proceedings  and  their  conformity  to  the 
law  of  the  stete  or  country  where  they  are  had, 
the  judgment  itself  must  be  held  conclusive ;  it 
Is  required  by  the  rule  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
Cnlted  States,  which  requires  that  the  acts  and 
Judicial  proceedings  in  one  state  shall  be  re- 
spected in  the  courts  and  tribunals  of  others; 
and  by  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  giving  ef- 
fect to  Judgments  of  other  states,  where  they 
have  a  peculiar  Jurisdiction  in  case  of  proceed- 
ings in  rem,  and  have  custody  of  the  subject- 
matter." 

The  same  faith  and  credit  are  given  to  the 
record  that  it  had  in  the  stete  from  whence  It 
came.     Balfour  v.  Chew,  5  Mart.  N.  S.  517. 

A  decree  authenticated  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  the  proceedings  are  presumed  to  have 
been  by  competent  authority  and  in  conformity 
to  the  local  laws,  and  the  records  are  evidence, 
not  only  of  the  acts  of  the  court,  but  of  its  Ju- 
risdiction.    House  V.  House,  16  Tex.  508. 

Under  the  Constitution  and  act  of  Congress 
the  record  of  a  probate  of  a  will  in  another 
stete  imports  absolute  verity  for  the  purpose  of 
evidence.  Balfour  v.  Chew,  6  Mart.  N.  S.  517 ; 
Halle  V.  Hill,  18  Mo.  612 ;  Lewis  v.  St.  Louis, 
60  Mo.  595,  Affirming  8  Mo.  App.  682 ;  Brad- 
street  V.  Kinsella,  76  Mo.  68 ;  Newman  v.  Wil- 
ietts,  52  111.  98. 

V.  0oncluiiiven€9»  of  decree  of  probate  from  an- 
other etate. 

a.  Oenerally. 
There  Is  some  conflict  of  authority  as  to  the 
48  L.  K.  A. 


conclusive  effect  of  a  decree  from  another  stete 
probating  a  will.  This  Is  due  in  some  cases  to 
the  construction  placed  on  statutory  provi- 
sions, and  In  some  cases  to  the  question  of  domi- 
cil,  and  in  others  to  the  kind  of  property  af- 
fected. 

Some  cases  hold  that  the  decree  from  another 
state  is  not  conclusive,  and  that  the  will  is 
open  to  contest,  as  in  Kerr  v.  Moon,  9  Wheat. 
565,  6  L.  ed.  161. 

And  the  decree  probating  a  will  as  to  land  is 
open  to  contest.  Williams  v.  Saunders,  6 
Coldw.  60. 

And  has  no  effect  as  to  land.  M'Cormick  v. 
Sullivant,  10  Wheat.  102,  6  L.  ed.  300 ;  Budd  v. 
Brooke,  3  Gill,  198,  48  Am.  Dec.  321. 

And  a  decree  of  probate  from  another  state 
Is  not  conclusive  in  an  action  of  ejectment. 
Darby  v.  Mayer,  10  Wheat.  465,  6  L.  ed.  367; 
Pennel  v.  Weyant,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  501. 

And  such  a  decree  may  be  contested  on  offer- 
ing it  for  record.  Vamer  v.  Bevll,  17  Ala. 
280;  Ives  v.  Allyn,  12  Vt.  580;  Goodman  v. 
Winter,  64  Ala.  410.  38  Am.  Rep.  13  (prior  to 
1852)  ;  Ex  parte  Povall,  3  Leigh,  816 ;  Mark- 
well  V.  Thorn,  28  Wis.  648 ;  Re  Barr,  30  Ohio 
L.  J.  386 ;  BvansvIUe  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v. 
Winsor,  148  Ind.  682,  48  N.  E.  592,  Overruling 
Harris  v.  Harris,  61  Ind.  117.  As  to  real  es- 
tate, see  subd.  VI.,  Indiana. 

And  in  Roberts  v.  Flanagan,  21  Neb.  503,  32 
N.  W.  563,  It  was  said  that  such  a  decree  may 
be  attacked  by  a  direct  proceeding. 

And  a  decree  of  another  state  Is  only  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  validity  of  the  will.  Bowen 
V.  Johnson.  5  R.  I.  112,  73  Am.  Dec.  49. 

And  a  decree  from  another  state  Is  of  no  ef- 
fect if  the  court  had  no  Jurisdiction,  or  if  the 
probate  Is  obtained  by  fraud.  Allaire  v.  Allaire, 
37  N.  J.  L.  312. 

A  decree  from  another  state  rejecting  a  will 
for  Incapacity  of  the  testator  has  no  effect  on 
probate  here.     Rice  v.  Jones,  4  Call  (Va.)  80. 

And  a  decree  of  probate  In  another  state  re- 
jecting a  win  is  not  conclusive  as  to  personal 
property  In  New  York.  Re  Gaines,  84  Hun, 
520,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  898,  Affirmed  in  154  N.  Y. 
747.  49  N.   E.  1097. 

And  such  a  decree  has  only  the  effect  of  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem.    Ibid. 

And  a  decree  from  another  state  has  no  effect 
as  to  personalty  In  Rhode  Island  until  A  led  and 
recorded.  Olney  v.  Angell.  5  B.  I.  198,  78  Am 
Dec.  62. 

And  a  decree  from  another  stete  has  no  effect 
as  to  land  until  allowed  and  admitted  to  record. 
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dples  of  the  oammon  law  discussed  aboTS, 
statutes  have  been  passed  in  our  state  with 
reference  to  the  probate  of  wills  in  the  for- 
eign state,  and  are  as  follows:  ISection  3910, 
Shannon's  Code  Tennessee,  provides  for  the 
recording  of  a  will  in  Tennessee  upon  pre- 
senting a  copy  thereof,  duly  authenticated, 
Und  says  that  when  so  recorded  it  shall  have 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  the  original 
ha4  been  executed  in  this  state,  and  proved 
and  allowed  by  the  courts  of  this  state. 
Section  3917  provides  that  such  will,  if 
proved  according  to  the  laws  of  this  state, 
shall  be  sufficient  to  pass  land  and  other  es- 
tate. Section  3018  provides  for  the  authen- 
tication of  the  same  under  the  act  of  Con- 
gress. Section  3921  provides  that»  when 
there  shall  be  goods  and  chattels  in  this  state 
to  be  administered  under  such  sale,  the  execu- 
tors, or  some  one  of  them,  may  qualify  as 


such,  and  shall  give  bond,  with  surety,  as  i^ 
quired  in  cases  where  the  will  was  mads 
within  the  limits  of  this  state,  and  be  subject 
to  be  proceeded  against  as  in  other  cases. 
Section  3022  provides  that  any  person  inter- 
ested in  contesting  the  validity  of  such  will 
may  do  so  in  the  same  manner  as  though  it 
had  been  originally  presented  and  probated 
in  said  court.  All  of  these  provisions  are 
taken  from  the  act  of  1823. 

This  court  in  the  case  of  WilUama  ▼.  Sauw- 
dera,  5  Coldw.  60,  has  passed  upon  this  act  of 
1823,  brought  into  these  sections  of  the  Code. 
Says  Judge  Milligan:  ''The  question  in- 
volves the  consideration  of  the  effect  of  a 
foreign  probate,  and  especially  the  effect  of 
the  probate  of  the  will  in  question  before  thie 
'register  of  wills'  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania. 
As  a  general  rule  of  law,  the  judgment  of  a 
probate  court  allowing  proof  of  a  will,  and 


Apperson  v.  Bolton,  29  Ark.  418 ;  Pott  v.  Pen- 
nington, 16  Minn.  609,  Oil.  460. 

Such  a  decree  has  no  effect  until  allowed  and 
recorded.  Slayton  v.  Singleton,  72  Tex.  209, 
9  S.  W.  876;  Walton  v.  Hall,  66  Vt  466.  29 
Ati.  803. 

In  Robertson  v.  Plckrell,  109  U.  8.  608.  27 
L.  ed.  1049,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  407.  it  was  said 
that  the  decree  of  probate  from  another  state 
has  no  greater  effect  than  in  the  state  where 
probate  was  allowed. 

If  a  will  probated  In  another  state  affects  real 
and  personal  property,  and  Is  not  executed  so  as 
to  pass  real  property.  It  cannot  be  allowed  as 
to  personalty  only.  Dublin  v.  Chadboum,  16 
Mass.  433. 

And  a  decree  from  another  state  Is  not  extra- 
territorial. Thrasher  v.  Ballard,  88  W.  Ya. 
285,  10  S.  B.  411. 

As  to  whether  such  a  decree  can  be  set  aside 
Is  not  decided.     Lorlng  v.  Oakey,  98  Masa  267. 

As  to  whether  a  foreign  probate  Is  effective 
where  the  will  Is  not  In  accord  with  the  laws  of 
this  state,  Is  not  decided.  Harrison  v.  Weather- 
by,  180  III.  418.  54  N.  B.  287. 

The  probate  of  a  will  In  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania gave  It  no  validity  whatever  In  respect  to 
lands  In  Virginia  or  Ohio,  where  the  will  was 
not  probated  In  such  states,  as  it  is  an  acknowl- 
edged principle  of  law  that  the  title  and  dis- 
position of  real  property  are  exclusively  settled 
by  the  laws  of  the  country  where  it  Is  situated. 
M'Cormick  v.  Sulllvant,  10  Wheat.  192,  6  L.  ed. 
300. 

And  In  regard  to  wills  of  land  In  Maryland, 
courts  of  that  state  are  only  authorised  to  take 
probate,  and  If  title  to  land  Is  claimed  under 
such  a  will  the  validity  of  the  will  must  be 
proved  by  other  evidence  than  a  mere  exempli- 
fied copy  of  Its  probate  In  the  state  of  Virginia. 
Budd  V.  Brooke,  8  Gill,  198.  43  Am.  Dee.  821. 

The  Maryland  rule  controls  In  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Robertson  v.  Plckrell,  109  IT.  8. 
608.  27  L.  ed.  1049.  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  407. 

Maryland  act  1798,  chap.  2.  art.  8.  providing 
that  an  attested  copy  of  a  will  recorded  In  any 
office  authorised  to  record  the  same  shall  be 
admitted  In  evidence  in  any  court  of  law  or 
equity,  provided  that  the  execution  of  the  orig- 
inal will  shall  be  subject  to  be  contested  until 
a  probate  has  been  had  according  to  this  act, — 
does  not  extend  to  a  will  of  lands  so  as  to  make 
the  probate  conclusive  evidence  in  an  action  of 
ejectment.  In  Tennessee.  Darby  v.  Mayer.  10 
Wheat.  465.  0  L.  ed.  367. 

The  testamentary  disposition  of  Immovable 
property  must  conform  to  the  law  of  the  place 
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where  the  property  Is  situated,  both  as  respects 
the  power  and  capacity  of  the  testator,  and  the 
forms  and  solemnities  required  to  give  the  wilt 
effect.  Varner  v.  Bevll,  17  Ala.  286.  (The  stat- 
ute which  allowed  this  contest  of  probate  from 
another  state  was  omitted  from  the  Code  la 
1852.) 

Under  Va.  Rev.  Code,  chap.  104,  |  16.  p.  878. 
providing  that  anthoiticated  copies  of  wills 
proved  according  to  the  laws  of  any  of  the 
United  States,  and  relative  to  any  estate  within 
this  commonwealth,  may  be  offered  for  probate 
in  the  general  coart,  and  "the  proof  to  be  made 
by  the  witnesses  shall  be  oonformed  to  the  na- 
ture  of  the  case.  But  such  will  shall  be  liable 
to  be  contested  and  controverted  In  the  same 
manner  as  the  original  might  have  been,'* — ^tf 
the  authenticated  copy  shows  that  the  will  has 
been  so  proved  In  another  state  as  that.  If 
proved  in  like  manner  by  witnesses  here.  It 
could  only  be  admitted  as  a  will  of  personalty. 
It  will  be  so  admitted  here;  bat  If  the  evidence 
taken  In  the  foreign  court  be  such  that  If  taken 
in  this  court  It  would  be  sufficient  to  establish 
It  as  a  will  of  lands.  It  will  be  admitted  to  pro- 
bate here  also  as  a  will  of  lands.  Bm  parte 
Povall,  8  Leigh,  816. 

And  In  proceedings  to  admit  to  record  au- 
thenticated copies  of  a  foreign  probate  It  Is  com- 
petent for  the  court  to  admit  persons  to  appear 
In  such  proceedings  to  take  adverse  stepa  R9 
Barr,  80  Ohio  L.  J.  886.  In  this  case  the  court 
said:  "The  circuit  court,  In  passing  upon  a 
similar  application  of  this  same  will,  expressed 
the  opinion  that  the  offer  for  record  Is  an  e« 
parU  proceeding  only." 

Where  a  foreign  will  devising  land  In  Indiana 
Is  admitted  to  probate  on  authentication  of  the 
probate  from  another  state,  any  person  inter- 
ested In  the  estate  may  contest  the  same  within 
the  time  prescribed  under  Bums's  (Ind.)  Rev. 
Stat.  1897,  I  2770.  providing  that  when  a  for> 
elgn  will  has  been  admitted  to  probate,  or  may 
be  offered  for  record,  any  person  Interested  In 
the  estate  may  contest  such  will  within  the 
time.  In  the  manner,  and  for  any  cause  pre- 
scribed by  laws  of  Indiana  In  cases  of  domestic 
willa  (Harris  v.  Harris,  61  Ind.  117,  so  far 
as  It  refers  to  realty,  was  overruled.)  Evans> 
vllle  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Wlnsor,  148  Ind. 
682.  48  N.  B.  502. 

Where  a  will  probated  In  Michigan  was  pro- 
bated upon  a  certified  copy  in  Nebraska,  and 
subsequently  a  party  claimed  that  the  will  was 
not  legally  probated,  and  asked  that  an  adminis- 
tration with  the  will  annexed  be  granted  to  W.| 
and  claimed  that  there  had  been  no  evidence  of 
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admitting  ii  to  probate,  is  in  the  nature  ot  a 
proceeding  in  rem — ^that  is,  an  adjudication 
prononnc^  .  .  •  upon  the  etatos  of  a 
partieular  tubject-matter  by  a  tribunal  hav- 
uig  competent  authority  for  that  purpose, 
and  therefore  binding  and  conclusive  upon 
the  rights  of  all  persons  interested  in  the 
property  to  be  administered,  though  they 
are  not  named  at  parties."  Redf.  Wills, 
pt  2,  pp.  55,  56,  and  numerous  author- 
ities cit^;  Crippen  ▼.  Deafer ,  13  Gray, 
S80;  2  Smithy  Lead.  Cas.  490;  Patton 
T.  Allieon,  7  Humph.  320.  And  again 
says:  "Now,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  judg- 
ment of  probate  in  the  state  of  Pennsylyania, 
when  certified  according  to  act  of  Congress, 
in  this  state?  Under  our  statutes,  is  it  to 
be  disregarded,  and  open  in  the  courts  of 
Tennessee  to  reprobate  and  contestation  7 
We  think  clearly  not.    It  is  established  be- 
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yonh  all  controvefsy,  both  in  this  country 
and  in  England,  that,  the  jurisdiction  of  pro- 
bate courto  being  exclusive  in  regard  to  all 
matters  pertaining  to  the  settlement  of  es- 
tates of  deceased  persons,  the  decrees  of  such 
courts  upon  the  probate  of  wills  and  issuing 
letters  teetatmentary,  as  well  as  of  ad- 
ministration, are  absolutely  unimpeachable 
and  conclusive  in  all  other  courts,  both  in 
law  and  equity.  'And  such  decrees,  says  Mr. 
Redfield  on  Wills,  part  2,  p.  47,  'cannot  be 
impeached,  even  by  showing  fraud,  except 
by  a  petition  to  the  court  rendering  the  de- 
cree, who  may  annul  or  modify  the  same.'  " 
The  conclusion  of  the  learned  judge,  after 
a  review  of  this  whole  question,  is  that,  as  to 
movable  or  personal  property,  the  probate  of 
a  will  in  another  state,  duly  certified  to  in 
this  state  under  act  of  Congress,  is  conclu- 
sive.   This  conclusion  is  evidently  arrived 


the  execution  of  the  will  or  of  the  testamentary 
capacity  ot  the  deceased,  the  court  said:  "If 
this  was  a  direct  proceeding  to  set  aside  the 
probate  of  the  will,  and  all  the  evidence  upon 
which  such  probate  was  made  was  before  the 
court,  we  might  bold  that  the  proof  was  Insuf- 
fldent;  In  this  collateral  proceeding,  however, 
we  cannot  so  bold.  Jurisdiction  being  estab- 
lished, all  presumptions  are  In  favor  of  the 
Judgment  of  the  probate  court/'  Roberts  v. 
nanagan,  21  Neb.  503,  32  N.  W.  563. 

The  surrogate,  In  admitting  a  foreign  will 
probated  in  another  state  to  be  recorded,  acts 
Judicially.  He  Is  to  assign  time  and  place  for 
hearing,  and  to  give  notice.  "He  Is  not  re- 
quired to  admit  the  will  to  record  and  Issue  let- 
ters thereon.  If  the  foreign  probate  shall  be  duly 
exemplided.  He  has  a  Judicial  discretion  to  re- 
fuse the  probate.  If  sufficient  cause  appear  to 
the  contrary.  If  it  shall  appear  that  the  court 
In  which  the  foreign  probate  was  obtained  had 
no  Jurisdiction,  or  that  the  probate  was  ob- 
tained by  fraud,  or  that  It  has  been  reversed 
oa  appeal,  or  that  an  api>eal  is  pending,  or  If 
sny  other  legal  grounds  of  objection  are  made 
to  appear  which  In  his  Judgment  are  good  cause 
for  withholding  the  probistte,  he  may  do  so,"  un- 
der Nlz.  (N.  J.)  Dig.  1083  (1846),  authorising 
an  exemplification  of  probate  of  a  will  In  an- 
other state  to  be  admitted  to  record.  Allaire  v. 
Allaire,  87  N.  J.  L.  812. 

Where  a  holographic  will  made  In  Louisiana 
was  refused  probate  there  as  false,  fraudulent, 
snd  forged,  and  the  decree  there  affirmed  by  the 
supreme  court.  It  was  held  that  the  rejected 
will,  not  having  been  executed  according  to  the 
laws  of  New  York,  could  be  proved  there  only 
ss  a  will  of  personal  property.  As  to  whether 
the  decree  of  the  Louisiana  court  is  conclusive 
sgalnst  a  party  to  such  decree.  It  was  held  that 
the  decree  established  the  fact  that  the  rejected 
Instrument  was  not  the  will  of  the  testatrix  so 
ttr  as  administration  In  Louisiana  is  concerned ; 
"but  we  doubt  whether  it  had  any  greater  ef- 
ficacy than  thia  Apart  from  any  statute,  all 
administrations  of  estates  in  different  countries 
are  independent  so  far  as  the  matter  of  strict 
right  of  Jurisdiction  Is  concerned :  It  Is  only  as 
a  matter  of  comity  that  administration  in  one 
Jurisdiction  respects  those  In  other  Jurisdic- 
tional Re  Gaines.  84  Hun.  620.  32  N.  Y.  Snnp. 
888.  Affirmed  in  164  N.  Y.  747,  49  N.  B.  1097. 
Id  this  case  the  court  said  that  It  is  ques- 
tionable whether  the  courts  of  Louisiana  have 
any  further  Jurisdiction  than  to  make  a  decree 
binding  aaseU  within  that  state ;  and  while  the 
Judgment  itaelf  cannot  be  Impeached,  it  does 
i8L.B.A. 


not  follow  that  it  establishes  conclusively  be- 
tween the  parties  the  facts  and  grounds  on 
which  it  proceeds,  as  would  be  the  case  ordi- 
narily with  domestic  Judgments. 

The  probate  of  a  will  In  another  state  Is  only 
prima  facie  evidence  of  Its  validity,  on  an  ap- 
plication to  a  probate  court  in  Rhode  Island 
to  allow  a  copy  of  the  same  to  be  filed  and  re- 
corded. Bowen  v.  Johnson,  6  R.  I.  112,  78 
Am.  Dec.  49.  It  was  further  held  that  U.  S. 
Const,  art.  4,  f  1,  does  not  extend  the  operation 
of  such  a  decree  to  property  which  was  In  this 
state  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator. 

In  the  above  case  It  was  said  that  R.  I.  Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  166,  H  6-10  (see  infra),  did  not 
proceed  upon  the  supposition  that  a  foreign  pro- 
bate, or  the  probate  of  a  will  in  another  state, 
which  are  placed  upon  the  same  footing.  Is  con- 
clusive as  to  the  validity  of  the  will  here  as  a 
will  either  of  real  or  personal  estate,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  supposes  that  neither  Is  of  any 
force  to  operate  upon  property  here  except  so 
far  as  the  statute  accords  It  to  them,  and 
therefore  the  statute  makes  extraterritorial  pro- 
bate prima  facie  evidence  only  of  the  due 
execution  of  the  extraterritorial  will  when 
proper  proceedings  are  instituted  here  for  Its 
allowance  and  record,  leaving  it  for  those  who, 
upon  notice  Issued,  appear  to  object  to  the  will, 
to  show  cause,  if  auy  they  have,  against  the 
filing  and  recording  of  the  same. 

A  decree  of  probate  In  another  state  is  a  de- 
cree in  rem,  and  necessarily  In  great  part  upon 
constructive  notice,  and  whatever  other  opera- 
tion Is  allowed  to  it  Is  a  mere  matter  of  comity, 
and  the  legislation  of  nearly  all  the  states  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  supposition  that  such  Is  the  lim- 
ited operation  of  the  probate  of  a  will  In  an- 
other state,  and  provides  some  mode  by  which 
conclusive  operation  may  be  given  to  such  a 
will  within  the  state,  full  notice  being  given  to 
all  persons  Interested,  in  order  that  they  may 
appear  and  contest  the  validity  of  the  same. 
United  States  Const,  art.  4,  t  1,  does  not  ex- 
tend the  operation  of  the  probate  of  a  will  as  a 
Judicial  act  of  a  state  beyond  Its  own  territory. 
Olney  v.  Angell,  6  R.  I.  198,  73  Am.  Dec.  62. 
In  this  case  the  court  said :  Our  conclusion  Is 
that  we  cannot  give  effect  to  the  Wisconsin  pro- 
bate of  the  will  as  evidence  of  its  validity  In 
order  to  allow  the  will  to  operate  upon  personal 
property  In  Rhode  Island  before  It  is  filed  and 
recorded  In  the  proper  probate  court,  in  pursu- 
ance to  U.  I.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  155.  88  6-10, 
providing  that  when  a  copy  of  a  will  which  has 
been  proved  In  any  of  the  United  States  shall 
be  directed  to  be  filed  and  recorded  In  the  pro- 
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at  by  conBidering  what  the  law  was  before 
this  statute,  and  then  determining  that  the 
statute  did  not)  in  terms,  so  clearly  chanee 
the  common  law  as  to  establish  a  new  rme 
as  to  movables. 

Independent  of  this  statute,  and  inde- 
pendent of  the  "full  faith  and  credit"  re- 
quirements of  the  Federal  Constitution,  the 
common- law  rule  is,  as  we  have  shown,  aupra, 
that  movables  or  personal  property  is  pjov- 
erned  by  the  lea  domicilii;  that  proceedings 
of  probate  are  proceedings  in  rem,  and  bind 
every  man  interested,  whether  a  party  or 
not.  These  two  propositions  have  been  ap- 
proved by  this  coifrt  in  the  cases  of  Pinson 
v.  Ivey,  1  Yerg.  349,  and  Fry  v.  Taylor^  1 
Head,  595,  cited  supra.  And  that  the  comity 
of  states  and  sound  public  policy  require 
that  these  rules  of  common  law  should  be  ap- 
plied to   the  probate  proceedings  of  other 


states,  is  approved  in  this  case  of  T^lUiama  r. 
8winder8,5  Coldw.  60.  This  case  has  been  th* 
law  of  this  court  for  many  years,  and,  al- 
though not  strictly  a  rule  of  property,  hav- 
ing force  only  as  to  personalty,  we  think  it 
should  be  now  adhered  to.  Until  some  step 
is  taken  to  set  aside  the  probate  made  at  the 
domicil  of  the  testator,  it  is,  as  we  have 
shown  above,  an  adjudication  binding  as  to 
this  property  within  ite  jurisdiction. 

It  IS  contended  upon  the  part  of  petition- 
ers in  this  case,  however,  that  inasmuch  aa 
the  question,  independent  of  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution, of  what  faith  shall  be  given  to  the 
judicial  proceedings  of  another  state,  is  one 
of  comity,  and  that  inasmuch  as,  under  the 
laws  of  Mississippi,  no  faith  and  credit  i» 
given  in  that  state  to  the  probate  of  a  will 
in  a  foreign  state,  therefore  this  court 
should,  under  the  same  rule,  give  no  faith  or' 


bate  court  in  this  state,  It  shall  then  be  of  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  filing  an  <Hrlglnal  will 
proved  In  said  court ;  but  nothing  shall  make 
valid  a  will  that  is  not  executed  according  to 
the  law  of  this  state. 

In  an  action  by  an  executrix  on  a  will  pro- 
bated in  another  state  to  recover  for  trespass 
for  cutting  timber  In  this  state,  It  was  held 
that  If  the  will  purported  to  devise  real  estate 
it  could  not  affect  the  land  until  it  was  proved 
and  allowed  In  this  state,  and  the  executor  had 
no  standing  in  the  court.  Pott  v.  Pennington, 
IG  Minn.  500,  Gil.  400. 

The  foreign  probate  of  a  will  gives  no  validity 
to  such  will  until  certified  to  and  registered  In 
some  county  within  the  state  under  Tex.  act 
March  23,  1887,  {  1,  providing  that  when  any 
will  disposing  of  land  in  this  state  has  been 
duly  probated  according  to  the  laws  of  any  of 
the  United  States  or  territories,  a  copy  thereof 
and  Its  probate  authenticated  may  be  filed  and 
recorded  In  the  register  of  deeds ;  and  8  3,  pro- 
viding that  every  such  will  and  its  probate 
which  shall  be  delivered  to  be  recorded  shall 
take  effect  and  be  valid  as  a  deed  of  conveyance. 
Slayton  v.  Singleton,  72  Tex.  200,  0  S.  W.  870. 

A  will  probated  in  another  state  directed  the 
making  of  an  allotment  and  division  of  the 
property  and  Us  conveyance  to  the  devisees, 
and  this  was  done  before  the  probate  of  the 
will  in  Texas,  where  the  land  was  situated.  It 
was  held  that,  although  the  will  could  not  be 
used  as  evidence  In  the  courts  of  this  state  un- 
til probated  here,  yet  that  such  conveyance  was 
valid,  since  the  devisees  took  by  force  of  the  de- 
vise of  the  will,  and  not  through  the  convey- 
ance of  title.  Welder  v.  McComb,  10  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  85,  80  S.  W.  822. 

Where  the  testator  died  domiciled  In  Ver- 
mont, leaving  a  will  made  when  he  was  domi- 
ciled in  Illinois,  and  owned  real  estate  and  notes 
there,  and  the  will  was  duly  probated  In  Illinois 
but  not  in  Vermont,  it  was  held  that  full  faith 
and  credit  are  given  to  the  probate  in  Illinois, 
when  it  is  permitted  to  make  the  will  effective 
to  pass  property  having  its  situs  there ;  but  Vt. 
Rev.  Laws,  8  2040,  providing  that  no  will  shall 
pass  either  real  or  personal  estate  unless  proved 
and  allowed  In  the  probate  court  or  on  appeal 
in  the  county  or  supreme  court,  refers  to  prop- 
erty in  Vermont,  and,  not  having  been  proved 
and  allowed  in  Vermont,  cannot  pass  property 
In  such  state.  Walton  v.  Hall,  66  Vt.  455,  20 
Atl.  803. 

In  Kerr  v.  Moon,  0  Wheat  565,  6  L.  ed.  161, 
It  was  said  that  under  Ohio  act  January  25, 
1816,  providing  that  authenticated  copies  of 
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wills  proved  according  to  the  laws  of  any  state 
or  territory  relating  to  any  estate  within  thla 
state  are  allowed  to  be  proved  In  the  court  of 
the  county  where  such  estate  shall  be,  and  when 
so  proved  and  admitted  to  record  are  declared 
to  be  good  and  valid  as  wills  made  in  that  state, 
but  subject  to  be  contested  as  the  original 
might  have  been,  if  a  copy  of  a  will  probated  In 
Kentucky  was  offered  for  prtibate  in  Ohio  It 
might  have  been  contested,  and  the  sentence  of 
the  court  of  probate  might  have  been  not  to 
admit  It  in  evidence. 

And  a  will  probated  In  Virginia  must  ba 
deemed  conclusive  so  far  as  that  state  Is  con- 
cerned, and  the  will  held  sufficient  to  pass  all 
property  which  can  -be  there  transferred  by  a 
valid  Instrument  ot  that  kind ;  but  such  probate 
has  no  effect  by  the  laws  of  Maryland,  which 
govern  the  District  of  Columbia,  In  regard  to> 
real  estate,  and  the  probate  Is  not  evidence  of 
its  execution,  but  that  must  be  shown  by  the^ 
production  of  the  Instrument  itself  and  proof 
by  the  subscribing  witnesses,  or.  If  they  be  not 
living,  by  proof  of  their  handwriting.  Robert- 
son V.  Plckrell,  100  U.  S.  608.  27  L.  ed.  1040,  & 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  407.  (See  also  Darby  v.  Mayer, 
10  Wheat.  465,  6  L.  ed.  307.) 

In  Robertson  v.  Plckrell,  109  U.  8.  608,  27 
L.  ed.  1040,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  407,  It  was  said: 
"Its  probate  must  therefore  be  deemed  conclu- 
sive so  far  as  that  state  Is  concerned,  and  tii» 
win  held  sufliclent  to  pass  all  property  which 
can  be  there  transferred  by  a  valid  instrument 
of  that  kind.  Dut  no  greater  effect  can  be  giv«i 
out  of  Virginia  to  the  proceedings  In  the  Hust- 
ings court.  The  probate  establishes  nothing 
beyond  the  validity  of  the  will  there.  It  doea 
not  take  the  place  of  provisions  necessary  to^ 
its  validity  as  a  will  of  real  property  in  other 
states  if  they  are  wanting.  Its  validity  as  such 
will  in  other  states  depends  on  Its  execution  In 
coniormlty  with  their  laws;  and  If  probata 
there  be  also  required,  such  probate  most  be 
had  before  it  can  be  received  as  evidence." 

In  Dublin  v.  Chadboum,  16  Mass.  488,  It  was 
said  that  *f  a  will  probated  In  another  state  i» 
not  attested  and  subscribed  In  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  our  laws,  objection  may  be  made  In  th» 
probate  court  of  Massachusetts,  and  will  be  suf- 
ficient to  prevent  the  filing  and  recording  of  the 
will,  under  the  Massachusetts  statute,  providing 
that  nothing  In  this  act  shall  be  construed  to- 
make  valid  any  will  or  codicil  that  Is  not  at- 
tested and  subscribed  In  the  manner  the  laws  of 
this  commonwealth  direct. 

In  Thrasher  v.  Ballard,  88  W.  Va.  286,  10  8. 
B.  411,  it  was  said  that  W.  Va.  Code,  chap.  77» 
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credit  to  its  judicial  proceedings.  This  sug- 
gestion we  do  not  think  should  weigh  in  the 
construction  of  our  own  state  statutes,  as  we 
think  that  the  statutes  of  each  state  should 
be  considered  with  reference  to  its  own  in- 
ternal polity,  rather  than  a  lea  ialionis  to 
the  statute  of  other  states.  Mahorner  ▼. 
Booe,  9  Smedes  k  M.  247. 

The  remaining  question,  then,  to  be  de- 
termined, is«  What  is  the  character  of  the 
property  that  is  in  controversy  under  this 
willT  The  amended  petition,  evidently  filed 
by  the  petitioners  to  avoid  the  effect  of  this 
case  of  Williams  v.  Saunders,  states  that  J. 
8«  Hall,  and  the  husband  of  said  Ferreba  A. 
Hall,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  the  owner 
of  a  mortgage  on  real  estate  situated  in  Shel- 
by county,  Tennessee,  and  that,  by  will  ex- 
ecuted according  to  the  laws  of  Mississippi 
and  Tennessee,  the  said  J.  S.  Hall  devised 


said  mortgage,  and  his  title  to  the  said  prop- 
erty, in  the  said  county  of  Shelby  and  state 
of  Tennessee,  to  his  wife,  the  said  Ferreba  A. 
Hall.  They  further  state  that,  by  her  will 
herein  filed  and  recorded,  the  said  Ferreba 
A.  Hall  undertook  to  dispose  of  the  said 
property  and  legal  title  to  said  real  estate. 
The  said  mortgages  were  made  and  executed 
by  D.  O.  Branch,  and  his  wife,  Mary  Branch, 
and  are  recorded  in  the  register's  office,  Shel- 
by county,  Tennessee.  It  will  be  noticed 
that  nothing  is  said  in  this  petition  as  to 
•the  indebtedness  these  mortgages  secure.  By 
reference,  however,  to  the  will  of  the  said 
Ferreba  A.  Hall,  which  is  a  part  of  the  record 
in  this  case  and  the  will  under  contest,  it 
will  be  noticed  that  she  sets  out  in  detail  the 
debts  which  are  secured  by  these  mortgages. 
In  item  8  of  this  will,  there  is  bequeathed 
to  Mary  Branch,  the  wife  of  D.  O.  Branch, 


I  25,  makes  provision  for  the  probate  of  wills 
oiade  elsewhere,  relative  to  estates  here,  by  pro- 
duction In  this  state  of  a  copy  of  the  will  and 
foreign  probate,  and  provides  that  the  same 
■hall  be  admitted  as  a  will  of  personal  estate 
only,  or  real  estate  also,  according  to  what  Is 
■hown  by  the  probate  abroad.  "If  the  foreign 
probate  were  conclusive  and  effective  without 
this  statute,  why  this  statute?**  The  court 
■ays  such  acts  **were  enacted  because  of  the 
general  principle  that  judicial  proceedings  In  one 
state  have  no  extraterritorial  force  as  to  es- 
tate beyond  the  sute  which  is  governed  by  the 
laws  of  the  place  of  Its  situation." 

In  Harrison  v.  Weatherby,  180  111.  418,  64 
N.  B.  287,  as  to  whether  It  was  Intended  to  con- 
fer any  validity  upon  a  foreign  will  that  would 
be  invalid  under  our  laws  by  Starr  &  C.  (ill.) 
8Ut.  2d  ed.  4040,  i  9,  providing  that  wills 
■Bade  and  proved  out  of  this  state  are  only 
good  and  available  in  law  in  like  manner  as 
wills  made  and  executed  in  this  state  when  au- 
thenticated according  to  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  was  not  decided. 

The  decree  Is  only  conclusive  as  to  property 
which  can  be  transferred  at  the  place  of  pro- 
bate. Robertson  v.  Pickrell,  109  U.  8.  608, 
27  L.  ed.  1040,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  407. 

But  in  Ward  v.  Oatea  43  Ala.  515,  It  was 
beld  that  the  decree  has  the  same  effect  as  the 
state  of  probate  gives  to  decrees  from  this  state. 

In  Brock  v.  Prank,  61  Ala.  86,  the  decree 
from  another  state  was  held  conclusive  In  the 
absence  of  statute.  (The  statute  was  changed 
since  the  decision  of  Varner  v.  Bevll,  17  Ala. 
286,  contra.) 

And  Is  conclusive  as  to  personalty  If  probated 
at  the  domlcil.  Goodman  v.  Winter,  64  Ala. 
410,  38  Am.  Rep.  13. 

And  Is  conclusive  as  to  validity  of  will. 
(SUt.)  Babcock  v.  Collins,  60  Minn.  73.  61  N. 
W.  1020. 

And  a  will  of  personal  property  cannot  be 
eontested  as  to  incapacity  or  undue  Influence 
on  an  application  to  record  the  same,  although 
the  domlcil  was  in  Vermont,  but  assets  were  in 
Indiana  where  probated.  (Rev.  Laws,  i  2057.) 
Ives  V.  Salisbury,  66  Vt.  666. 

And  the  decree  is  conclusive  If  duly  authen- 
tlested.     Crlppen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray,  880. 

And  a  decree  of  another  state  in  a  proceeding 
eoatradictorily  taken  between  the  executor  and 
the  next  of  kin,  establishing  an  instrument  as  a 
last  will,  must  be  talien  as  fixed  by  the  Judgment. 
Oalnes's  Succession,  45  La.  Ann.  1237,  14  So. 
S88. 

And  the  decree  from  another  state  will  be 
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held  valid  as  to  property  in  the  other  state. 
Wells  V.  Wells,  36  Miss.  638;  Montgomery  v. 
Millikln,  6  Smedes  &  M.  161,  48  Am.  Dec  607 ; 
Bate  V.  Incisa,  69  Miss.  613. 

In  Re  Hudson,  5  Uedf.  333,  and  Sturdivant 
V.  Nelii,  27  Miss.  157.  It  was  said  that  the  de- 
cree probating  a  will  In  another  state  will  be 
held  valid  If  the  court  had  jurisdiction. 

And  the  decree  will  be  held  valid  If  the  will 
Is  executed  and  proved  according  to  Ohio  lawa 
Carpenter  v.  Deuoon,  29  Ohio  St.  879. 

And  the  decree  is  valid  if  the  will  is  made  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  the  other  state,  under  N. 
H.  Laws,  chap.  194,  f  12 ;  Kennard  v.  Kennard, 
03  N.  H.  303. 

And  the  decree  is  conclusive  as  to  executor's 
right  to  sue.  (Full  faith,  etc.)  Stephens  v. 
Smart,  4  N.  C.  (1  Car.  Law  Repoa)  471 ;  Lan- 
caster V.  McBryde.  27  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.)  421. 

In  Corrigan  v.  iones»  14  Colo.  314»  23  Pac. 
913,  and  Hyman  v.  Gasklns,  27  N.  C.  (6  Ired. 
L.)  267,  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule. 

If  the  decree  from  another  state  shows  that 
the  will  was  duly  proved  at  probating,  it  must 
be  admitted  to  probate.  State  v.  Iberville  Pro- 
bate Ct.  Judge,  8  Mart.  N.  S.  586. 

And  the  decree  must  be  admitted  for  record 
If  certified  according  to  the  act  of  Congress. 
Ly tie's  Succession,  1  Rob.   (La.)   268. 

So,  when  the  decree  from  another  state  is 
offered  for  record  the  execution  of  the  will  need 
not  be  proved.     Paschal  v.  Acklin,  27  Tex.  192. 

An  exemplified  copy  must  be  recorded,  or 
else  the  will  must  l>e  probated  here.  Keith  v. 
Keith.  97  Mo.  224,  10  S.  W.  697;  Graves  v. 
Ewart.  99  Mo.  13,  11  S.  W.  971 ;  Van  Syckel  v. 
Beam,  110  Mo.  589,  19  S.  W.  946. 

In  Hall  V.  Ashby,  9  Ohio  90,  34  Am.  Dec.  424, 
it  was  said  that  the  purpose  of  recording  a 
copy  from  foreign  probate  is  to  allow  a  copy  to 
be  used  in  evidence. 

b.  After  filing  for  record. 

After  the  decree  from  another  state  Is  al- 
lowed for  record  It  Is  conclusive  in  regard  to 
real  estate  in  a  collateral  proceeding.  Good- 
man V.  Winter,  64  Ala.  410,  38  Am.  Rep.  13. 

And  after  allowance  for  record  the  decree 
cannot  t*  collaterally  attacked.  Dickey  v. 
Vann,  81  ^.a.  425,  8  So.  196;  Townsend  v. 
Downer,  32  Vt.  183 ;  Acklln  v.  Paschal,  48  Tex. 
147  ;  Calloway  v.  Cooley,  60  Kan.  743,  32  l»ac. 
372 ;  Stanley  v.  Morse,  26  Iowa,  454  :  Mackin*s 
Estate,  14  Phila.  328;  Lovett  v.  Mathewa  24 
Pa.  330 ;  Ward  v.  Heame,  44  N.  C.  (Busbee,  L.) 
184. 
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''three  thousand  dollars,  to  be  credited  upon 
the  two  notes  which  I  hold,  executed  by  said 
D.  O.  Branch  and  his  wife,  Mary  Branch,  for 
twcnty-five  hundred  dollars  each,  one  of 
which  is  dated  January  12,  1892,  and  due 
fire  years  after  date,  and  bears  interest  from 
date  at  6  per  cent  per  annum ;  and  the  other 
is  dated  January  11,  1892,  and  due  four 
years  after  date,  and  bears  interest  from  date 
at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum."  It  is 
evident,  therefore,  that  the  property  in  con- 
trorersy  in  this  cause  is  these  two  notes, 
amounting  to  $5,000,  secured  by  mortgage 
upon  the  property  of  the  husband,  D.  O. 
Branch.  It  is  well  settled  in  Tennessee  that 
the  mortgage  is  but  an  incident  of  the  debt 
itself,  however  evidenced.  It  is  equally  well 
settled  that  promissory  notes,  although  se- 
cured by  mortgage,  are  personal  property, 
and  go  to  the  administrator  for  the  payment 


of  debts,  or,  if  no  debts,  then  for  distribatioa 
to  the  distributees  of  the  deceased.  This 
being  so,  then  this  case  is  brought  clearly 
under  the  decision  of  Williams  v.  Saunders, 
5  Goldw.  60«  and  the  principles  dis- 
cussed therein.  MoOan  v.  Marshall,  7 
Humph.  127 ;  Furguson  V.  Cotoard,  12  Heiak. 
572 ;  Vaughn  v.  Vaughn,  100  Tenn.  284, 46  & 
W.  677;  Leech  y.  HiUsman,  8  Lea,  747; 
Clark  v.  Jones,  93  Tenn.  041,  27  6.  W.  1000. 
The  decree  of  the  court  below  is  a/prmed^ 
and  the  petition  ia  dismissed,  with  ooste. 

Wilkea,  J.,    dissenting: 

With  all  due  deference  for  the  very  able 
opinion  of  the  maiority,  I  am  unable  to 
agree  with  their  holding,  and  with  the  eon- 
struction  given  to  our  statutes,  and  the  effeet 
accorded  by  that  opinion  to  the  foreign  pro- 
bate of  a  will.    It  appears  that  this  probate 


And  the  decree  Is  conclusive  If  probated  here. 
Roberta  v.  Flanagan,  21  Neb.  608.  82  N.  W.  663 ; 
Applegate  v.  Smith,  31  Mo.  166;  Parker  v. 
Parker,  11  Cush.  519 ;  Dublin  v.  CSiadboani,  16 
Haas.  488. 

And,  when  recorded,  ia  conclusive  as  to  due 
execution  of  the  will.  Vance  v.  Anderaon,  89 
Iowa,  420. 

And  the  decree  of  probate  from  another  atate 
la  valid  If  admitted  to  probate  In  thia  atate. 
Cruaoe  v.  Butler,  36  Mlaa.  160. 

If  the  decree  of  another  atate  probating  a  will 
la  admitted  to  record  it  cannot  be  abown  that 
foreign  probate  waa  not  in  accordance  with  the 
law  of  that  atate.  Jonea  v.  Hunter,  6  Bob.  (La.) 
286. 

And  if  the  decree  from  another  atate  la  re- 
corded, it  haa  the  aame  effect  aa  a  domeatlc 
will  if  It  ia  made  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
other  atate,  although  not  made  according  to  thla 
(Stat.)  Lyon  v.  Ogden,  85  Me.  874,  27  Atl. 
258. 

After  allowance  and  record  of  a  decree  from  an- 
other atate,  the  decree  probating  a  will  haa  the 
aame  effect  aa  if  probated  in  this  atate.  Slma  v. 
Hodgea.  05  Mlaa.  211,  3  So.  457 :  Be  Southard, 
48  Minn.  87,  50  N.  W.  932 ;  Putnam  v.  Pitney, 
45  Minn.  242,  11  L.  R.  A.  41,  47  N.  W.  790; 
Bromley  v.  Miller,  2  Thomp.  ft  C.  575. 

If  the  decree  ia  allowed  and  recorded,  it  haa 
the  aame  effect  aa  a  domestic  will.  Hayea  v. 
Lienlokken,  48  Wia.  509,  4  N.  W.  584 ;  Markwell 
▼.  Thorn.  28  Wia.  546. 

Bat  If  allowed  for  record  here  It  haa  no  more 
effect  than  a  domestic  will.  Fraaler  v.  Bogga, 
87  Fla.  307,  20  So.  245. 

In  Whalen  v.  Nlabet,  95  Ky.  464,  26  S.  W. 
188,  It  waa  held  that  a  decree  from  another 
atate  allowed  for  record  in  thia  atate  ia  con- 
clualve  aa  to  real  estate,  except  aa  to  the  Jn- 
rladiction  of  the  court,  until  auperaeded,  re- 
versed, or  annulled. 

And  a  decree  allowed  for  record  for  realty 
and  peraonalty  ia  concluaive  until  auperaeded 
or  reversed.  DuiK>yater  v.  Oaganl,  84  Ky.  408, 
1  S.  W.  652. 

But  If  the  decree  la  admitted  to  record  it  haa 
no  effect  aa  to  land  In  Kentucky,  If  the  will  la 
revoked  by  the  subaequent  birth  of  a  child. 
Sneed  v.  Ewlng,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  460,  22  Am.  Dec. 
41. 

And  a  decree  allowed  may  be  aet  aalde  by  di- 
rect proceedlnga  if  not  valid  aa  to  real  estate. 
Lynch  v.  Miller,  54  Iowa.  516,  6  N.  W.  740. 

And  in  Otto  v.  Doty,  61  Iowa,  23,  15  N.  W. 
678,  the  aame  was  aaid  to  be  the  rule. 

And  a  decree  from  another  atate  probating  a 
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win  admitted  to  probate  here  may  be  contested. 
(Slat.)  EvanavlUe  Ice  ft  Cold  Storage  Co.  ▼. 
Wlnaor,  148  Ind.  682,  48  N.  B.  592,  overrol- 
Ing  Uarria  r.  Barrla,  61  Ind.  117,  aa  to  real 
eatate. 

And  after  probate  In  this  state,  whether  tlie 
decree  la  concluaive  In  ejectment  aa  to  capacity 
or  undue  inlluence,  waa  not  determined.  Otto 
V.  Doty,  61  Iowa,  28,  15  N.  W.  578. 

VI.  Olassifioafion  hy  statss. 

Federal  eases. 

The  probate  of  a  will  of  one  state  doea  not 
eatabliah  the  validity  of  a  will  aa  a  will  devis- 
ing real  eatate  In  another  atate,  unleaa  the  laws 
of  the  latter  atate  permit  It.  But  the  validity 
of  the  will,  or  of  the  probate,  may  be  deter- 
mined by  the  lawa  of  the  atate  In  which  the 
property  la  aituated.  Robertaon  v.  Pickrell,  109 
U.  S.  608,  27  L.  ed.  1049,  8  Sop.  Ct.  Rep.  407. 

In  the  above  caae  It  waa  aaid  that  the  caae 
of  M*Cormlck  v.  Sullivant,  10  Wheat.  192.  6  Ij. 
ed.  BOO  (aa  to  land  In  Ohio),  ahowa  that  the 
probate  of  a  will  of  real  property  In  one  atate 
la  of  no  force  In  eatabliah  ing  the  validity  of  the 
will  In  another  atate.  "That  muat  be  deter- 
mined by  the  law  of  the  atate  where  the  prop- 
erty ia  aitnated.'*  It  waa  further  aaid  that  the 
caae  of  Darby  v.  Mayer,  10  Wheat.  465,  6  L.  ed. 
867,  ahowa  that  the  proof  of  a  deviae  of  land 
In  ejectment  In  Maryland  muat  be  made  by  the 
production  of  the  will  In  court  and  evidence  of 
ita  execution  by  the  aubacrlblng  witneaa,  or.  If 
the  will  be  loat  or  cannot  be  proved,  proof  moat 
be  made  of  aecondary  evidence  of  Ita  execution 
and  contenta. 

Where  a  will  waa  executed  In  South  Carollaa, 
conferring  the  power  on  the  donee  to  be  exei^ 
ciaed  by  her  laat  will  and  teatament  duly  exe- 
cuted, aAd  the  donee  died  in  North  Otrollna 
and  made  a  will  probated  there,  and  an  exempli- 
fied copy  waa  recorded  in  Sooth  Carolina  under 
the  atatute,  and  It  waa  contended  that  the  pro- 
bate In  North  Carolina  waa  concluaive  aa  to  this 
being  the  laat  will  and  teatament  duly  executed, 
and  that  full  force  and  credit  muat  be  given 
thia  in  South  Carolina,  it  waa  conceded  that 
the  probate  In  North  Carolina  eatabllahed  that 
the  will  waa  her  laat  will  and  teatament  duly 
executed ;  but  in  neither  of  the  atatea  would  a 
will  aa  auoh  diapoae  of  property  that  did  not 
belong  to  the  teatatrix.  Blount  v.  Walker,  184 
U.  8.  607,  88  L.  ed.  1086,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  60t. 
Alabama. 

The  probate  of  a  will,  whether  of  peraonalty 
or  realty,  or  of  peraonalty  and  realty,  when  tha 
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in  MiBsiBSippi  was  in  oommon  form.  I  am  of 
opinion  that,  while  the  probate  of  a  will  in 
eommon  form  made  in  Mississippi  is  binding 
and  conclusive  until  set  aside  (as  it  is  in 
Tennessee)/  still  such  probate  in  common 
form  in  Mississippi,  as  well  as  in  any  other 
foreign  state  in  which  the  practice  prevails, 
leaves  the  will  subject  to  contest  in  Ten-, 
nessee,  under  §  3922,  Shannon's  Code,  to  the 
same  extent  and  in  the  same  manor  as  if  the 
probate  in  common  form  had  been  made  in 
Tennessee  ori^nally.  To  hold  differently 
would  be  to  give  to  a  probate  in  common 
form  in  another  state,  upon  its  mere  certifi- 
cation and  registration  here,  the  force  and  ef- 
fect of  a  probate  in  solemn  form,  which  is 
a  greater  effect  than  is  accorded  it  at  home. 
To  use  the  present  will  probated  in  cpmmon 
form  in  Mississippi  as  an  illustration:  By 
the  statutes  and  decisions  of  that  state,  pro- 


bate in  common  form  is  held  to  be  merely  an 
incipient  step  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction 
of  the  matter,  and  is  not  conclusive  upon  the 
parties  interested,  but  may  be  opened  and 
set  aside  in  the  courts  of  that  state  upon  suf- 
ficient legaf  grounds.  Hamherlin  v.  Terry, 
Smedcs  &  M.  Ch.  689;  Cowden  v.  Dohyns,  6 
Smedes  &  M.  82;  Wall  v.  Wall,  30  Miss.  91, 
64  Am.  Dec.  147.  And  such  proceeding  in 
common  form  cannot  be  pleaded  as  res 
judicata  in  a  direct  proceeding  to  determine 
the  validity  of  the  will  {Martin  v.  Perkins, 
66  Miss.  204) ;  and  a  probate  in  oommon 
form  may  be  set  aside  upon  petition  filed, 
and  sufficient  legal  grounds  shown,  without 
any  isue  of  devisavit  vel  nan  bein£  made  up 
and  tried  by  a  jury  ( Wall  v.  WaU,  30  Mist. 
91,  64  Am.  Dec.  147).  This  being  the  full 
force,  effect,  and  extent  of  a  probate  in  oom- 
mon form  in   the  state  of  Mississippi,  it 


court  decreeing  It  has  Jurlodletion,  Is  a  decree 
or  A  Judgment  in  rein  having  all  the  force  and 
effect  peculiar  to  such  a  Judgment  or  decree. 
The  decree  is  not  only  evidence,  but  It  Is  conelu- 
slye  and  final,  and  no  other  tribunal  will  re- 
examine or  permit  to  be  drawn  in  litigation  the 
validity  or  inyalldity  of  the  wUl,  and,  In  the 
absence  of  statutory  provisions  in  regulation  of 
the  subject,  the  sentence  of  probate  in  the 
proper  tribunal  of  the  domicil  of  the  testator 
la  conclusive  everywhere  as  to  the  capacity  of 
the  testator,  the  due  execution  and  validity  of 
the  will,  and  no  question  can  arise  of  ancillary 
probate  except  as  to  the  validity  and  authenti- 
cation of  the  original  probate.  Brock  v.  Frank, 
61  Ala.  85. 

And  the  same  Is  held  in  regard  to  personalty. 
Goodman  v.  Winter,  04  Ala.  410,  88  Am.  Rep. 
13. 

In  Brock  v.  Frank,  61  Ala.  86.  It  was  said: 
*The  statute  of  1606  (Clay's  Dig.  698,  t  12) 
provided  for  the  probate  In  this  state  of  authenti- 
cated copies  of  wills,  proved  according  to  tbe 
laws  of  any  of  the  United  States  touching  or 
concerning  estates  within  this  state,  but  de- 
clared, "such  will  shall  be  liable  to  be  contested 
and  controverted  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
original  might  have  been.*  In  Vamer  v.  Bevll, 
17  Ala.  286,  this  statute  was  construed  as  en- 
larging the  Jurisdiction  of  our  courts  of  probate, 
in  so  far  as  it  provided  for  a  contestation  here 
of  the  will  of  a  testator  having  his  domicil 
abroad.  The  Code,  generally  re-enacting  sub- 
stantially pre-existing  statutes,  and  Its  fram- 
ers  and  the  legislature  adopting  It  having 
knowledge  of  the  construction  these  statutes 
had  received  from  the  courts,  omitted  all  provl. 
slons  for  the  contestation  here  of  a  foreign  will, 
though  making  express  provision  for  its  pro- 
bate. The  Just  conclusion  Is,  that  it  was  not 
Intended  to  confer  on  our  courts  of  probate  Ju- 
risdiction of  such  a  controversy." 

The  same  force  and  effect  are  to  be  given  to 
a  transcript  of  a  foreign  probate  of  a  will  as 
would  be  given  to  the  original  proceed- 
ing in  the  state  of  Texas,  where  a  will  has  been 
admitted  to  probate  and  record  out  of  the  state, 
but  within  the  United  States,  and  all  that  is 
necessary  Is  the  production  here  of  said  will,  or 
a  copy  of  the  same,  and  the  probate  thereof 
certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  the 
will  has  been  proved,  and  the  certificate  of  the 
Judge  of  such  court  that  the  attestation  is 
gennlne  and  by  the  proper  oflicer.  Ward  v. 
Gates.  48  Ala.  616. 

The  probate  of  a  will  In  Alabama  on  an  au- 
thentication of  a  probate  in  Tennessee  cannot 
48L.il  A. 


be  collaterally  attacked,  although  the  Judgment 
of  the  probate  court  of  Alabama  may  have  been 
erroneous  for  lack  of  proof  in  falling  to  show 
that  each  of  the  three  witnesses  attested  the 
Instrument  In  the  presence  of  the  testator,  and 
the  proof  of  execution  and  the  probate  here 
were  made  without  giving  notice  to  the  widow 
or  next  ot  kin,  as  this  was  not  required  by  stat- 
ute. Dickey  v.  Vann,  81  Ala.  426,  8  So.  195. 
ArUanaaa. 

Where  a  will  was  probated  in  Tennessee,  and 
letters  testamentary  granted,  the  will  was  au- 
thority to  sell  lands,  and  not  the  lettera  They 
w^re  merely  evidence  of  his  authority  to  exe- 
cute the  power  conferred  upon  bim  by  the  will ; 
but  the  executor  couJd  not  sell  lands  In  Arkan- 
sas under  the  power  conferred  upon  him  by  the 
will,  until  the  will  was  properly  admitted  to  pro- 
bate under  the  Arkansas  law.  Apperson  v.  Bol- 
ton, 29  Ark.  418. 
Colora«lo. 

In  Corrlgan  v.  Jones.  14  Colo.  814,  23  Pae. 
013.  It  was  said  that  the  probate  of  a  will  In 
Missouri,  and  the  record  thereof,  can  only  be 
questioned  by  some  appellate  or  direct  proceed- 
ing, and,  having  been  duly  admitted  to  probate 
in  Missouri,  should,  on  presentation  of  duly 
certified  record,  have  been  admitted  to  probate 
and  record  in  this  state  according  to  Colo.  Gen. 
Stat.  chap.  115. 
Connecticut* 

Under  Connecticut  statutes  wills  executed  out 
of  this  state  have  all  the  force  and  effect  of 
domestic  wllla  Irwin's  Appeal,  83  Conn.  128. 
Delavrare. 

The  validity  of  a  will  of  land  situated  in  Dela- 
ware, made  by  a  nonresident  and  not  proved 
here,  may  be  tried  in  ejectment  If  the  will  be 
given  in  evidence  by  one  claiming  under  it  in  an 
action  by  the  heir,  and  where  such  will  of  land 
In  Delaware  has  been  proved  abroad,  the  foreign 
probate  Is  not  conclusive  here,  but  may  be  con- 
troverted Pennel  v.  Weyant,  2  Harr.  (Del.) 
501. 

And  a  nuncupative  will  probated  In  another 
state  has  no  effect  until  probate  Is  made  In  this 
state.     St.  James's  Church  v.  Walker,  1  Del.  Ch. 
284. 
Florida. 

Under  Fla.  act  November  20,  1828,  I  50,  pro- 
viding for  admitting  to  record  probate  of  wills 
granted  in  any  other  states  providing  they  shall 
have  conformed  to  the  laws  of  Florida  In  the 
form  and  manner  of  probate,  a  will  in  another 
state,  executed  by  an  Insufficient  number  of 
witnesses.  Is  of  no  effect  in  Florida.  CroUy  v. 
Clark.  20  Fla.  849. 
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would  be  an  anomaly  if  the  mere  certification 
of  such  probate  to  this  state,  and  registra- 
tion here,  should  give  the  probate  any 
freater  weight  or  greater  sanctity  or  more 
inding  force  than  it  possessed  in  the  juris- 
diction where  the  proceeding  was  had.  Th,e 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  provides 
that  full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in 
«ach  state  to  the  public  acts,  records,  and 
judicial  proceedings  of  every  other  state,  and 
leaves  it  to  Congress  to  declare  the  effect 
thereof.  The  act  of  Congress  provides  that 
judicial  proceedings,  properly  authenticated, 
shall  have  such  faith  and  credit  given  them 
in  every  court  in  the  United  States  as  they 
have,  by  law  or  usaee,  in  the  courts  of  the 
state  whence  the  said  records  are  or  shall  be 
taken.  See  Shannon's  Code,  p.  112.  Nor 
ean  the  proceedings  be  given  any  greater 
weight  or  effect  because  of  any  spirit  of  com- 


ity supposed  to  exist  towards  our  sister 
state.  The  statute  of  Mississippi  provides 
that  personal  property  situated  in  that  stata 
shall  be  governed  and  controlled  in  the  dis- 
tribution thereof  by  the  laws  of  that  state, 
without  regara  to  the  domicil  of  the  owner, 
and  without  regard  to  the  domicil  of  the 
persons  entitled  to  receive  the  same.  Misa. 
Code  1892,  §  1542;  Miss.  Code  1871,  S  1950; 
Carroll  v.  McPike,  53  Miss.  569.  And  by  § 
1829  of  that  Code  it  is  provided  that  a  will 
executed  and  probated  in  another  state,  and 
filed  for  record  in  Mississippi,  is  there  sub- 
ject to  contest  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it 
had  originally  been  probated  in  that  state. 
It  will  be  observed  that  these  statutes  re- 
serve rights,  not  only  in  favor  of  citizens,  but 
extend  Uiem  also  to  all  persons,  whether  the 
heirs  or  persons  entitled  to  distribution  be 


And,  if  recorded,  has  no  more  effect  than  a 
domestic  will.  Frazier  v.  Boggs,  87  Fla.  307, 
20  Bo.  245. 

So,  under  McLennan*s  (Fla.)  Dig.  p.  987,  i 
8,  providing  that  probate  of  wills  granted  in  any 
of  the  states  relating  to  property  in  this  state 
shall  be  admitted  to  record,  and  shall  have  the 
same  force  and  effect  as  wills  executed  in  this 
state,  provided  they  conform  to  the  laws  of  this 
state  In  form  and  manner  of  execution,  the  stat- 
ute does  not  give  any  effect  to  a  will  probated 
in  Connecticut  passing  after-acquired  property, 
although  it  may  have  that  effect  In  Connecticut, 
as  the  probate  comes  here  if  executed  as  re- 
quired by  our  laws,  with  the  same  effectiveness 
as  though  it  had  been  executed  in  this  state. 
Ibid. 
GeorarlM. 

If  a  will  undertakes  to  devise  lands  in  another 
state,  the  law  of  the  state  where  the  lands  are 
located  must  be  strictly  followed,  or  the  will 
does  not  affect  realty.  Knight  v.  Wheedon,  104 
<3a.  300,  80  S.  K.  794. 

And  a  will  admitted  to  probate  in  Tennessee, 
attested  by  only  two  witnesses,  cannot  be  pro- 
bated in  Georgia  so  as  to  affect  real  property. 
Key  V.  Harlan,  62  Ga.  476.  In  this  case  it 
was  said  that  the  United  States  Constitution 
did  not  malce  Judgments  of  other  states  domes- 
tic Judgments  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  but 
only  gave  a  general  credit  to  them  as  evidence, 
and  the  law  of  the  place  where  land  Is  situated 
controls  In  the  matter  of  forms  and  solemnities 
requisite  to  give  effect  to  a  will  designed  to  oper- 
ate on  the  same. 

In  the  above  case  the  case  of  Doe  em  dem. 
Dooly  V.  Roe,  31  Ga.  COS,  holding  that  an  exem. 
plifled  copy  of  a  will  probated  in  Maryland  may 
be  a  good  muniment  of  title  to  real  estate  in 
Georgia  though  not  probated  or  recorded  in  this 
state,  was  distinguished,  as  in  that  case  no  ques- 
tion arose  as  to  the  attestation  by  the  number 
of  witnesses. 

As  to  realty,  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
property  is  situated  governs,  and  a  will  of  per- 
sonal or  movable  property,  regularly  made  ac- 
cording to  the  forms  and  solemnities  required 
by  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicil,  is  sufficient 
to  pass  his  personal  or  movable  property  In 
every  other  country  In  which  It  Is  situated.  I4L- 
tine  V.  Clements,  3  Ga.  420. 

So.  where  a  will  was  probated  In  Kentucky, 
a  certified  copy  of  the  record  of  probate  should 
be  admitted  to  probate  In  Georgia  as  affecting 
personalty,  having  been  executed  according  to 
the  law  of  Kentucky.  Knight  v.  Wheedon,  104 
Ga.  809,  30  8.  E.  794. 
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And  where  the  probate  of  a  will  was  resisted 
in  Alabama  by  all  the  heirs  upon  the  ground 
that  the  court  had  not  Jurisdiction  as  the  testa- 
trix was  domiciled  in  Georgia  at  the  time  of  her 
death,  a  Judgment  admitting  the  will  to  probate 
concludes  the  same  parties  and  also  an  ad- 
ministrator appointed  in  Georgia,  and  the  ad- 
ministration in  Georgia  should  be  set  aside  un- 
der U.  S.  Const,  art.  4,  f*  4,  and  act  of  Congress 
May  19,  1700.  providing  full  faith  and  credit, 
etc.  Thomas  v.  Morrlsett,  76  Ga.  884. 
Illinois. 

Where  a  will  was  offered  in  evidence,  and  it 
was  objected  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  its  due  execution  and  proof  in  the  state 
of  New  York,  it  was  held  that  the  will  was 
sufficiently  proved,  as  the  certificate  of  probate 
in  New  York  conformed  to  the  statute  of  Illi- 
nois, and  it  sufficiently  appeared  that  the  will 
was  duly  executed  and  proved  agreeably  to  the 
laws  of  New  York.  Shephard  v.  Carrlel,  19  111. 
813. 

Where  the  certificate  shows  that  the  will 
was  proved  and  admitted  to  record  In  Louisiana 
in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  that  state,  this 
record  imports  absolute  verity,  and,  being  prop- 
erly authenticated  under  act  of  Congress  May 
20,  1790,  providing  for  full  faith  and  credit, 
etc..  Is  evidence  In  all  the  courts  in  Illinois, 
although  not  probated  in  this  state.  Newman 
y.  Willetts,  52  III.  OS. 

In  Harrison  v.  Weatherby,  180  111.  418,  54  N. 
E.  237,  the  effect  of  a  probate  in  another  stats 
was  not  decided. 
IndianM. 

Indiana  act  February  1,  1859,  2  Rev.  Stat 
1876,  p.  570,  note  2,  providing  that  In  all  cases 
of  foreign  wills  admitted  to  probate,  or  which 
may  be  offered  for  record  and  filing  In  any  coun- 
ty of  this  state,  any  person  Interested  In  the 
estate  of  the  testator  may  contest  such  will  as 
In  cases  of  contest  of  domestic  wills,  applies 
only  where  a  foreign  will  is  offered  for  probate 
or  filing:  and  such  act  does  not  in  express 
terms  provide  for  contesting  a  foreign  will  when 
a  copy  thereof,  and  of  the  probate  thereof  duly 
certified,  may  be  offered  for  filing  and  record. 
Harris  v.  Harris,  61  Ind.  117.  In  this  case  it 
was  said  that  the  constitutionality  of  the  act 
Is  at  least  questionable:  but  if  it  provided  for 
contesting  in  this  state  a  foreign  will  when  a 
certified  copy  and  the  probate  thereof  were  pro- 
duced here  for  filing,  such  a  provision  would 
violate  U.  8.  Const,  art.  4,  i  1,  requiring  foil 
faith  and  credit,  etc.  (This  case  was  overruled, 
BO  far  as  It  refers  to  real  property.  In  fivana- 
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in  Um  Bt&te  of  Mississippi  or  not»  as  to  all 
property  within  its  boundaries. 

Coming  to  the  consideration  of  our  own 
statutes,  we  find  all  foreign  wills  put  upon 
this  same  footing,  whether  probated  in  com- 
mon form  in  some  probate  court  or  before 
the  mayor  of  a  city  or  corporation;  the  latter 
•evidently  referring  to  cases  where  provision 
^or  probate  is  made  before  such  mayor  by 
special  law  applicable  to  such  locality.  Now, 
what  is  the  status  of  such  forei^  will  al- 
ready probated  in  another  state  in  common 
formT  It  is  in  short  that,  when  autheuti- 
•cated,  filedj  and  registered  in  the  proper 
place  in  this  state,  it  is  also  effectual,  as  if 
it  had  been  probated  in  common  form  in  this 
-state,  to  pass  both  realty  and  personalty,  and 
until  that  is  done  it  has  no  effect  as  a  will. 

This  leads  us  to  inquire  what  is  the  effect 
«f  a  will  probated  in  common  form  in  this 


state.  Unquestionably,  under  the  authori- 
ties, such  probate  is  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and 
binding  upon  all  the  world,  unless  set  aside 
in  the  manner  provided  by  statute.  Reeves 
V.  Hager,  101  Tenn.  712,  50  S,W.760,  and  the 
authorities  there  cited.  So  the  probate  in 
common  form  in  another  state  is  a  proceed- 
ing in  rem,  and  binding  upon  all  the  world, 
until  set  aside  as  provided  by  law.  The  ev- 
ident  purpose  of  our  statutes  is,  in  my  opin- 
ion, to  put  foreign  wills  which  have  been  pro- 
bated in  another  state,  and  then  registered 
here,  exactly  on  the  same  footing  that  domes- 
tic wills  probated  in  common  form  occupy; 
that  is«  each  is  probated  by  a  proceeding  in 
rem,  and  each  is  conclusive  until  set  aside  in 
the  manner  provided  by  law.  The  most  dif- 
ficult question  that  arises  is  whether  the 
proceeding  to  set  aside  the  probate  in  com- 
mon form  must  be  taken  in  the  forum  where 


Tllle  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  ▼.  Wlnsor,  148  Ind. 
-682,  48  N.  B.  592.) 
loir  a. 

Where  the  county  court  of  Iowa  passes  upon 
«nd  adjudicates  the  sufficiency  of  the  authentl- 
•catlon  of  the  probate  of  a  forei^ti  will,  and  al- 
lows the  same  to  be  recorded,  such  adjudication 
cannot  be  collaterally  questioned,  under  Iowa 
Rev.  i  2320  (1297),  providing  that  wills  shall 
not  be  carried  into  effect  unless  thus  allowed ; 
and  such  allowance  is  conclusive  as  to  the  due 
execution  of  the  will  unless  set  aside  by  an 
original  or  appellate  proceeding.  Stanley  v. 
Horse,  26  Iowa,  464. 

The  allowance  for  record  of  a  foreign  will  is 
conclusive  of  the  due  execution  of  such  will. 
under  Iowa  Rev.  t  2328,  providing  that  wills 
proved  and  allowed  in  any  other  state  shall  be 
■allowed  and  recorded  In  this  state  on  the  pro- 
duction of  an  authenticated  record.  Vance  v. 
Anderson,  30  Iowa,  426. 

An  original  action  may  be  maintained  to  set 
aside  the  probate  of  a  foreign  will  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  Invalid  as  an  instrument  of 
title  to  real  estate,  although  it  may  be  a  valid 
instrument  under  the  laws  of  the  place  where 
probated,  under  Iowa  Code,  i  2351,  providing 
for  admitting  to  probate  wills  probated  in  other 
states,  and  f  2353,  providing  that  such  probate' 
shall  be  conclusive  as  to  due  execution  thereof 
until  set  aside  by  an  original  or  appellate  pro- 
ceeding. Lynch  v.  Miller,  54  Iowa,  516,  6  N. 
W.  740.  This  will  was  written  by  the  testator 
and  attested  by  one  witness. 

Where  a  will  Is  probated  in  a  foreign  state 
by  proof  of  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses, 
the  procedure  will  be  presumed  to  be  regular. 
Otto  V.  Doty,  61  Iowa,  23,  15  N.  W.  578.  In 
this  case  It  was  said  that  whether  the  foreign 
adjudication  of  a  probate  shall  be  deemed  cpn- 
clusive  in  respect  to  the  testator's  testamentary 
capacity,  or  in  respect  to  the  absence  of  undue 
Influence  In  an  action  of  ejectment  where  the 
foreign  probate  has  been  recognised  by  being 
probated  In  this  state,  we  need  not  determine. 

It  was  further  said  that  the  probate  of  a  will 
coming  from  another  state  might  be  set  aside, 
so  far  as  It  concerns  real  estate  in  this  state. 
If  not  executed  In  accordance  with  the  laws  of 
this  state,  under  Iowa  Code.  I  2353,  supra. 

Proof  of  probate  In  another  state  Is  insuffi- 
cient where  the  certificates  of  the  records  do 
not  show  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  or  the 
order  of  the  court  probating  the  will.  Re  Cap- 
per, 85  Iowa,  82,  62  N.  W.  6. 
KentncUT- 

In  regard  to  personalty,  in  the  absence  of  eyl- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


dence  to  the  contrary.  It  will  be  presumed  that 
the  evidence  before  the  court  In  the  other  state 
was  sufficient,  under  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  106, 
i  31,  providing  for  the  probate  of  a  will  that 
has  been  proved  In  another  state,  and  that  on  a 
certified  copy  the  court  shall  presume.  In  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the 
will  was  duly  executed  and  probated  as  a  will  of 
personalty,  and  that  if  it  appears  that  the  will 
was  proved  to  have  been  so  executed  as  to  be  a 
valid  will  of  lands  In  this  state  by  the  law 
thereof,  such  copy  may  be  admitted  to  probate 
as  a  win  of  real  estate.  But  as  to  real  estate  it 
must  be  shown  that  the  evidence  heard  in  the 
foreign  court  was  such  as  would  authorize  the 
probating  of  a  will  under  our  law.  It  was  fur- 
ther held  that  a  proceeding  to  probate  a  will 
is  not  such  as  falls  within  U.  S.  Const,  art.  6 
(4),  i  1,  providing  full  faith  and  credit,  etc., 
and  when  a  foreign  will  Is  probated  here,  If 
the  order  of  the  probate  shows  that  it  was  ad- 
mitted as  a  will  of  personalty  or  of  realty,  It 
will  probably  be  conclusive;  but  If  the  order 
does  not  show  that  it  was  probated  as  a  will  of 
realty.  It  will  be  presumed  that  It  was  only  in- 
tended to  admit  it  as  a  will  of  personalty.  Will- 
lams  V.  Jones,  14  Bush,  418. 

In  Whalen  v.  Nisbet,  05  Ky.  464,  26  S.  W. 
188,  It  was  said  that  no  reason  exists  for  hold- 
ing the  order  af  probate  conclusive  as  to  domes- 
tic wills  that  does  not  equally  apply  to  foreign 
wills  when  admitted  as  wills  of  realty,  under 
Ky.  Oen.  Stat.  chap.  118,  {  28,  providing  that 
the  probate  before  a  county  court  shall  be  con- 
clusive except  as  to  the  Jurisdiction  af  the  court, 
and  i  30,  providing  that  the  court.  In  admitting 
the  will  of  a  nonresident  proved  without  the 
state,  shall  presume  that  the  will  was  duly 
executed  as  a  will  of  personalty  In  the  state  of 
the  testator's  domicil,  and  If  It  appears  to  have 
been  executed  as  a  will  of  lands,  such  copy  shall 
be  admitted  to  probate  as  a  will  of  real  prop- 
erty. 

.  A  will  not  recorded  in  this  state  nor  proved 
on  the  trial  is  not  evidence  of  title  to  land  In 
this  state.     Smith  v.  Shackleford,  9  Dana,  452. 

And  an  etf  parte  prol>ate  of  a  will  In  Indiana 
Is  not  conclusive  as  to  real  estate  in  Kentucky, 
and  Is  revoked  by  the  birth  of  a  child  after  the 
execution  of  the  will.  Sneed  v.  Ewlng,  5  J.  J. 
Marsh.  400,  22  Am.  Dec.  41. 

So.  the  probate  of  a  will  in  Kentucky  on  an 
authenticated  copy  from  Illinois  was  set  aside 
as  a  will  of  realty  and  established  as  a  will  of 
personalty  only,  where  the  authentication  was 
not  as  required  by  Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  35,  p. 
318,  i  18,  providing  that  faith  and  credit  be 
10 
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it  was  made  in  the  foreign  state,  or  whether 
such  proceeding  can  be  had  in  this  state,  in 
the  proper  court,  where  it  is  offered  for  reg- 
istration. To  my  mind,  our  statute  is  plain 
and  unambiguous  that  the  proceeding  may 
be  had  in  our  courts,  and  not  necessarily  in 
the  foreign  court.  No  other  construction 
can  be  given  the  statute  (Shannon's  Code,  § 
3922) ;  for  it  could  not  give  j^ower  to  any 
foreign  jurisdiction,  nor  is  this  in  antago- 
nism to  the  effect  given  by  the  act  of  Congress 
to  the  foreign  probate,  if  that  act  applies  to 
such  probates  or  to  proceedings  in  rem  with- 
out actual  notice.  I  am  not  now  speaking 
of  a  probate  in  solemn  form,  with  notice,  as 
upon  an  issue  of  devisavit  vel  non  or  similar 
proceedings,  when  the  probate  is  by  law  made 
final,  and  not  correctable,  except  by  appeal  or 
other  proceeding  in  error.  Such  was  evident- 
ly the  character  of  the  probate  in  Pennsyl- 


vania of  the  will  in  controversy  in  Williams 
v.  Saunders,  reported  in  5  Coldw.  60.  It  can 
be  said,  however,  with  much  force  and  plau^ 
ibilty,  thai  S8  3910-3922,  Shannon's  Code,  d# 
not  refer  to  wills  which  have  been  probated 
in  another  state,  but  only  to  such  wills  as 
have  been  there  proven  or  authenticated,  and 
these  sections  use  the  word  "proven"  instead 
of  "probated"  to  distinguish  between  wills 
authenticated  by  witnesses  and  those  pro- 
bated in  a  court  proceeding.  It  must  be 
noted,  however,  that  virtually  all  of  our  stat- 
utes in  regard  to  the  probate  of  wills  use  the- 
word  "proven"  instead  of  "probated."  Thus^ 
we  find  the  word  "proven,"  in  §  3896.  Shan- 
non's Code,  relating  to  the  probate  of  holo- 
graphic  wills;  and  in  §§  3898-3900,  relating 
to  nuncupative  wills;  and  in  §  3902,  relating 
to  the  place  of  probating;  and  in  §  3904,  re- 
lating to  the  manner  of  probate  in  common- 


given  to  records  and  Judicial  proceedings  In  the 
courts  of  any  other  state.  Helm  v.  Rookesby, 
1  Met   (Ky.)  49. 

When  a  copy  of  a  will  Is  admitted  to  probate. 
In  the  absence  of  evidence  suffldent  to  authorize 
a  probate  In  this  state  under  our  laws,  the  pre- 
sumption Is  that  the  authenticated  copy  was  ad- 
mitted to  probate  as  a  will  of  personalty  only. 
Dupoyster  v.  Gagani.  84  Ky.  403,  1  S.  W.  652. 
This  was  on  the  ground  that  "in  order  to  entitle 
an  authenticated  copy  of  such  will  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  probate  here  as  a  will  oif  real  estate 
It  must  appear,  from  the  transcript  of  the  pro- 
ceedings and  Judgment  of  the  foreign  court  of 
probate,  not  only  that  said  will  was  admitted  to 
probate  In  the  said  court,  but  that  the  evidence 
heard  there  was  sufficient  to  authorize  our 
courts  of  prot>ate  to  admit  such  will  to  record, 
had  the  same  been  offered  for  probate  original- 
ly in  our  courts  of  probate.'*  The  court  said 
that  such  court  may  then  admit  such  copy  as  a 
will  of  real  estate,  and  it  may  be  admitted  to 
probate  according  to  the  facts  appearing  In  the 
transcript  as  a  will  of  personalty  or  as  a  will 
ot  realty,  or  of  both,  and,  when  the  order  ad- 
mitting the  copy  to  probate  does  so  show,  It 
will  probably  be  conclusive  until  superseded  or 
reversed. 

A  will  probated  In  another  state,  proved  by 
one  witness,  who  does  not  prove  the  attestation 
of  the  other  witness,  and  recorded  In  Kentucky, 
is  of  no  effect  as  to  real  estate  In  Kentucky,  un- 
der Ky.  act  1842,  3  Stat.  Law,  585.  permitting 
such  will  to  be  recorded  In  the  county  where 
the  real  estate  Is,  and  giving  the  same  effect 
as  If  it  had  been  proved  and  recorded  In  that 
county,  although  it  may  be  taken  for  granted 
that  the  will  has  been  duly  proved  according 
to  the  laws  of  that  state.  Comellson  v.  Brown- 
ing, 10  B.  Mon.  425. 
lionlslana. 

Where  a  certified  copy  of  a  will  with  the 
probate  thereof  from  the  county  court  of  Tennes- 
see Is  presented  to  the  court  of  probate  of 
Louisiana,  and  the  copy  of  the  will  and  probate 
Is  certified  In  conformity  to  the  act  of  Congress 
May  20,  1790.  prescribing  the  mode  In  which 
public  records  and  Judicial  proceedings  In  a 
state  shall  be  authenticated  so  as  to  take  ef- 
fect In  another,  the  court  of  probate  of  Louisi- 
ana must  admit  the  same  for  record.  Ly tie's 
Succession,  1  Rob.  (La.)  268;  Lally's  Succes- 
sion, 1  Rob.  (La.)  269. 

And  where  a  will  was  made  In  Maryland  and 
admitted  to  probate  in  Alabama,  It  should  be 
admitted  to  probate  In  Louisiana,  if  the  will 
had  been  proved  and  received  by  any  court  of 
48  L.  R.  A. 


competent  jurisdiction,  under  La.  Code,  t  1682. 
providing  for  the  execution  of  testaments  made 
In  other  states  and  foreign  countries  without 
any  other  form  than  that  of  registering  the 
testament.  If  It  be  established  that  the  testa- 
ment was  duly  proved  before  a  competent  Judge 
of  the  place  where  It  was  received.  State  v. 
Iberville  Probate  Ct.  Judge,  8  Mart.  N.  S.  580. 
In  this  case  the  court  said  that  proof  of  execu- 
tion would  be  required  where  this  sanction  ha» 
not  been  bestowed  on  them. 

And  in  a  suit  in  Louisiana,  it  was  held  that 
admitting  a  will  of  personalty  to  probate  in 
North  Carolina  Is  a  Judicial  proceeding,  and 
under  the  act  of  Congress  the  same  faith  and 
credit  It  had  In  the  state  from  whence  It  came 
should  be  given  to  the  record.  Balfour  v.  Chew, 
5  Mart.  N.  S.  517.  In  this  case  the  court  said 
that  It  lies  on  the  defendant  to  show  that  It  was 
Improperly  admitted  to  record.  This  he  bad 
not  done,  and  If  he  had,  so  long  as  the  Judgment 
of  that  court  by  which  it  was  ordered  to  be  re- 
corded stood  unreversed,  we  could  not  refuse  it 
effect  here. 

So,  where  a  will  was  probated  In  Mississippi, 
and  a  copy  of  the  will  and  of  the  record  and- 
probate  thereof  were  admitted  to  record  In  the 
probate  court  of  Louisiana,  it  must  be  taken 
for  granted  that  the  court  of  probate  of  Missis- 
sippi acted  In  conformity  with  the  laws  of  that 
state,  and  that  Its  Judgment  was  rendered  after 
due  and  legal  proceedings.  Jones  v.  Hunter,  ^ 
Rob.  (La.)  235. 

And  where  the  surrogate  of  Kings  county. 
New  York,  rendered  a  decree  In  proceed Ings- 
contradictorily  taken  between  the  executor  of 
the  will  and  next  of  kin,  holding  that  the  in- 
strument purporting  to  be  a  last  will  and  testa- 
ment was  purely  and  legally  such,  that  particu- 
lar fact  must  be  taken  In  Louisiana  as  fixed  by 
the  Judgment,  and  given  effect  to  in  Louisiana 
as  established.  Gaines's  Succession,  45  La. 
Ann.  1237,  14  So.  233. 

But  a  will  should  be  refused  probate  In 
Louisiana  where  the  certificate  does  not  show 
In  what  manner  the  will  was  proved  In  Tennes- 
see, nor  what  was  the  order  of  the  court,  under 
La.  Code,  art.  1682,  providing  that  the  order 
of  execution  shall  be  granted  without  any  other 
form,  if  It  be  established  that  the  testament  has 
been  duly  proved  before  a  competent  Judge  of 
the  place  where  It  was  received ;  otherwise  the 
testament  cannot  be  carried  Into  effect  without 
being  first  proved  before  the  Judge  of  wbom  the 
execution  was  demanded.  Bowles's  Succession. 
3  Rob.  (La.)  83.  In  this  case  the  court  said- 
that  the  probate  of  a  will  Is  a  Judicial  proceed- 
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foiin;  and  in  I  3910,  relating  to  manner  of 
probating  contested  wills;  in  short,  wheneyer 
the  proeeieding  is  referred  to  in  the  statutes, 
the  term  used  is  ''proving"  the  will,  instead 
of  "probating"  it  The  decisions  of  our 
court  treat  the  terms  as  synonymous,  and  as 
meaning  the  process  of  proving  or  probating, 
and  not  the  m«re  authentication.  I  am 
aware  of  no  proceeding  to  prove  a  will  that 
is  not  at  the  same  time  a  probate  of  it,  ex- 
cept in  the  case  of  soldiers'  and  sailors'  wills, 
under  §  3923  of  Shannon's  CompilaUon, 
which  provides  for  the  authentication  by  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  testator  or  proof  by 
witnesses  and  a  subsequent  probate  in  the 
place  of  domicil,  and  this  is  the  only  section 
where  the  word  "probate"  is  used  instead  of 
"proved."  This,  we  think,  then,  means  that 
while  a  will  may  be  proved,  as  provided  in 
that  section,  still  it  must  be  afterwards  pro- 


bated in  the  domicil  of  the  testator;  and  in 
such  case  tiie  authenticaUon  is  only  prima 
facie  evidence  in  case  of  contest.  I  do  not 
think,  therefore,  that  the  sections  of  our 
statutes  refer  to  wills  which  have  been 
merely  proven  or  authenticated,  but  to 
wills  which  have  been  proven  in  the 
sense  of  being  probated.  To  hold  different- 
ly will  be  to  say  that  a  will  may  be 
&roven  or  authenticated  in  a  foreign  state, 
ut  not  probated,  and  then,  upon  regis- 
tration here,  have  all  the  effect  of  a  probated 
will;  or,  in  other  words,  that  such  foreign 
will  may  be  made  effective  here,  though  never 
probated  anywhere  or  in  any  jurisdiction.  1 
do  not  think  our  statutes  will  bear  this  con- 
struction. If  so,  then  such  will  need  never 
be  probated,  but  simply  its  execution  proven, 
ana,  upon  registration,  it  becomes  a  perfect 
will,    it  is  tacitly  conceded  that  a  will  of 


in^,  and   must  be  authenticated  according  to 

the  act  of  Congreaa 

Maine. 

If  a  will  Is  executed  and  proved  acoording  to 
the  laws  of  the  other  state.  It  will  be  valid  If 
recorded  here,  although  only  two  witnesses  at- 
tested the  win,  as  Me.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  64,  i  12, 
provides  for  proving  wills  executed  In  another 
state,  and  I  18  provides  that  a  will  probated  In 
snother  state  may  be  allowed  and  recorded  here 
after  notice  and  hearing.  Lyon  v.  Ogden,  85 
Me.  874,  27  AU.  268. 
Maryland. 

A  decree  of  probate  from  another  state  in  re- 
gard to  lands  In  this  state  is  of  no  effect. 
Badd  V.  Brooke,  8  Gill,  198,  43  Am.  Dec.  821 ; 
Darby  v.  Mayer,  10  Wheat.  466,  6  L.  ed.  867. 

See  also  Robertson  v.  Plckrell,  109  U.  8.  608, 
27  L.  ed.  1049.  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  407,  as  to  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  where  a  transcript  from  Vlr- 
Klnla  was  offered  as  conclusive  proof  of  the 
T&lldlty  of  the  will  and  of  all  matters  Involved 
hi  Its  probate,  and  it  was  held  that  proof  of  a 
devise  In  ejectment  In  Maryland  (Its  law  obtains 
hi  the  District)  must  be  made  by  the  production 
of  the  will  In  court,  and  evidence  of  Its  execu- 
tion by  the  subscribing  witness. 
Massach  naetta. 

If  a  will  be  originally  made,  proved,  and  al- 
lowed In  another  state  according  to  the  laws 
thereof,  and  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  pro- 
ceedings be  allowed  and  recorded  In  the  pro- 
hate  court  of  Massachusetts,  It  then  has  the 
same  effect  upon  any  real  estate  there  as  if  the 
will  had  been  originally  proved  and  allowed  in 
Massachusetts.  Parker  v.  Parker,  11  Cush. 
519. 

A  decree  of  the  probate  court  of  another 
state,  admitting  to  probate  a  will  within  Its  Ju- 
riidictlon.  Is  conclusive  evidence,  If  duly  au- 
thenticated, of  the  validity  of  the  will,  upon  an 
application  to  prove  It  in  Massachusetts,  even 
when  no  notice  of  the  offer  of  the  will  for  pro- 
bate was  given,  if  by  the  law  of  that  state  no 
inch  notice  was  required,  under  Mass.  Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  62,  ii  17-20,  providing  that  a  will  proved 
In  another  state,  with  a  probate  thereof  duly 
authenticated,  may  be  presented  to  the  probate 
court  of  this  state,  and  after  notice  and  hearing, 
^f  it  shall  appear  that  It  ought  to  be  allowed,  It 
Oiay  he  received  in  order  to  be  recorded.  Crlp- 
pen  V.  Dexter,  18  Gray,  880.  In  this  case  the 
court  said  that  this  law  gives  the  same  force 
and  effect  to  a  foreign  as  to  a  domestic  will,  if 
made  hi  conformity  with  the  laws  of  the  state 
where  it  was  executed. 

It  was  also  said  that  when  a  copy  of  a  will 
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with  an  authenticated  copy  of  the  probate  io 
another  state  Is  offered  for  probate  in  this  state, 
the  probate  court  must  decide  whether  the 
record  Is  duly  authenticated,  whether  the  court 
bad  jurisdiction  to  allow  the  will,  and  whether 
there  Is  any  estate  In  his  county  on  which  said 
will  may  operate ;  luid  perhaps  It  may  be  open, 
on  inquiry,  as  to  actual  fraud  tn  obtaining  the 
probate  of  the  will ;  but  no  opinion  is  expressed 
as  to  that.  The  court  further  said:  "But  as 
to  all  those  facts  which  are  necessary  to  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  win  in  whichever  form  the 
case  is  entertained,  and  as  to  the  regularity  of 
the  proceedings  and  their  conformity  to  the  law 
of  the  state  or  country  where  they  are  had,  the 
Judgment  itself  must  be  held  conclusive:  it  is 
required  by  the  rule  of  the  Constitution  *of  the 
United  States,*'  and  by  the  rule  of  common  law. 

In  Babcock  v.  Collins,  60  Minn.  73,  61  N.  W. 
1020,  it  was  said  that  the  Minnesota  statutes 
in  regard  to  the  probate  of  foreign  wills  are 
substantially  the  same  as  Mass.  Rev.  Stat.  1836. 
and  that  under  such  statute  a  Massachusetts 
court  held  that  a  foreign  probate  was  conclu- 
sive In  Crlppen  v.  Dexter,  13  Gray,  832,  and  the 
court  said :  "It  is  not  necessary  here  to  de- 
cide whether  or  not  this  court  would  hold,  ai> 
that  court  did  in  that  case,  that  such  forelgv^ 
probate  Is  conclusive,  where  the  law  of  suck 
foreign  domicil  required  no  notice  of  probate, 
and  none  was  given.** 

Where  a  will  is  originally  proved  and  al- 
lowed in  New  Hampshire  according  to  the  laws 
of  such  state,  the  filing  and  recording  of  a  will 
In  the  probate  court  of  Massachusetts  In  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  statute  is  of  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  If  the  original  had  been 
proved  and  allowed  here.  But  It  was  said  that 
a  will  purporting  to  dispose  of  both  real  and 
personal  estate,  and  not  so  attested  and  sub- 
scribed as  to  pass  real  estate,  cannot  be  al- 
lowed as  a  testament  of  personal  estate  only. 
Dublin  V.  Chadboum,  16  Mass.  433.  In  thlp 
case  It  was  also  said  that.  If  a  will  was  not  at- 
tested as  required  by  the  laws  of  Massachusetts* 
objection  may  be  made  In  the  probate  court  of 
this  state,  and  would  have  been  sufficient  to 
prevent  the  filing  and  recording  of  the  will,  al- 
though It  was  attested  according  to  the  laws  of 
New  Hampshire,  where  it  was  originally  pro- 
bated, as  every  objection  to  the  validity  of  the 
will  should  be  heard  and  determined  in  the 
i.'ourse  of  the  proceedings  In  the  probate  court  of 
this  state. 

As  to  whether  a  will  probated  at  the  domlr'l 
of  the  testatrix  in  another  state  can  be  set  aside 
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real  estate,  probated  in  common  form  in  the 
foreign  court,  may  be  contested  in  this  state 
when  it  is  presented  for  registration  in  this 
state  where  the  land  or  a  part  of  it  lies ;  but 
the  contention  is  that  wills  of  personalty 
stand  upon  a  different  basis,  inasmuch  as  the 
law  of  the  testator^s  domicil  is  supposed  to 
affect  the  latter,  but  not  the  former,  it  be- 
ing controlled  by  the  law  rei  aita.  This 
would  lead,  as  we  think,  to  inconsistent  con- 
sequences. We  will  illustrate  by  a  will 
which  disposes  of  both  lands  and  personal 
property  in  both  a  foreign  state  and  in  this 
state.  It  has  been  probated  in  a  foreign 
state,  and  brought  to  this  for  registration. 
When  offered  here,  parties  interested  pro- 
posed to  contest  it,  and  it  is  held  they 
may  do  so  as  to  realty,  but  not  as  to  person- 
alty. We  will  suppose  the  ground  of  con- 
test to  be  insanity.  For  that  reason,  the  will 
as  to  the  land  may  be  set  aside,  but  not  as 


to  personalty.  We  will  suppose  the  ground 
of  the  contest  to  be  undue  influence;  the 
same  result  will  follow.  Or  the  ground  may 
be  revocation,  and  the  result  might  be  to  s^ 
aside  a  will  of  realty,  but  the  same  act 
would  not  suffice  to  set  aside  the  will 
of  personalty.  The  true  doctrine  is  that 
the  domicil  fixes  the  personal  status  of 
the  testator,  and  controls  the  disposition 
of  property  in  that  state,  but  not  ex- 
clusively the  place  of  probate.  The  domi- 
cil does  not  even  fix  the  power  or  capacity  to 
make  a  will  absolutely,  for  this  court  has 
held  that  a  will  executed  in  a  foreign  state 
may  be  valid  to  pass  real  estate  in  this  state, 
while  it  is  invalid  and  of  no  force  in  the 
forum  where  it  was  executed.  Carpenter  v. 
Bell,  96  Tenn.  294^  34  S.  W.  209.  For  these 
and  other  reasons  I  do  not  concur  in  the  view 
of  the  majori^. 


In  Massachusetts  is  questioned.     Loring  v.  Oak- 

«y»  98  Mass.  267. 

MIelilffan. 

In  Re  Mower,  48  Mich.  441,  12  N.  W.  646,  It 
was  said  that,  for  the  purposes  of  administra- 
tion and  legal  execution,  wills  probated  In  other 
states  cannot  be  taken  notice  of  In  this  state 
until  they  are  probated  here. 

Under  the  New  Jersey  statute  treating  the 
record  of  a  will  with  the  proof  thereof  as  the 
probate  of  the  same,  a  transcript  from  that 
state,  recorded  In  Michigan,  shows  a  valid  pro- 
bate of  the  will,  although  there  was  no  distinct 
separate  Judicial  act  or  decree,  as  the  judgment 
of  the  court  establishing  the  will.  Wilt  v.  Cut- 
ler. 88  Mich.  189. 

Where  an  administrator  objected  to  an  execu- 
trix prosecuting  a  claim  on  the  ground  that  the 
record  of  the  appointment  in  this  state  did  not 
show  that  the  entire  record  of  the  Pennsylvania 
court  was  before  the  probate  court  in  this  state, 
and  that  the  proceedings  gave  the  executrix  no 
standing,  it  was  held  that  the  proceedings  al- 
lowing the  will  in  this  state  sufficiently  author- 
ised her  to  prosecute  the  claim.  Feustmann  v. 
Oott,  65  Mich.  592,  82  N.  W.  869. 
Minnesota. 

A  probate  In  another  state  Is  conclusive  un- 
der Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1878.  chap.  47,  t  18,  pro- 
viding that  wills  proved  and  allowed  In  any  of 
the  United  States  according  to  the  law  of  such 
state  may  be  allowed,  filed,  and  recorded  in 
this  state,  and  i  19,  providing  that  the  court 
in  this  state  shall  appoint  a  time  and  place 
of  hearing,  and  notice  shall  be  given  as  In  the 
case  of  an  original  will,  and  i  20,  providing  that 
If  on  the  hearing  It  appears  that  the  Instru- 
ment ought  to  be  allowed  as  a  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, the  copy  shall  have  the  same  force  and 
effect  as  if  it  had  been  originally  proved.  Tt 
was  also  held  that,  under  Minn.  Laws  1870.  chap. 
64,  amending  8  21,  providing  for  the  Issue  of  let- 
ters testamentary  to  a  foreign  executor,  the  for- 
eign probate  was  conclusive,  and  the  right  of  the 
foreign  executor  to  appointment  here  was  also 
conclusive.  Babcock  v.  Collins.  60  Minn.  73,  61 
N.  W.  1020.  In  this  case  It  was  said  that  It 
Is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  such  probate 
^ould  be  held  conclusive  if  the  law  of  the  other 
state  allowed  a  probate  of  a  will  without  notice. 

ln,Re  Southard,  48  Minn.  37,  50  N.  W.  932, 
*t  was  said  that  Minn.  Probate  Code.  Laws  1880, 
chap.  46,  Si  32-34,  allowing  the  filing  here  of 
wills  which  have  been  admitted  to  probate  and 
Mtabllshed  in  some  other  state  or  country,  la 
Intended  to  m^ke  such  wills  effectual  and  opera- 
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tlve  here,  as  though  they  had  been  originally  ad- 
mitted to  probate  and  established  by  original 
proof  in  our  own  courts. 

But  a  will  probated  in  another  state  does  not 
affect  land  until  proved  and  allowed  In  this 
stata  Pott  V.  Pennington,  16  Minn.  609,  OH.  460. 

With  reference  to  foreign  wills  executed  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  this  state,  Minn.  Probate 
Code,  chap.  2,  i  32,  Laws  1889,  chap.  46,  Is 
merely  cumulative  as  to  the  mode  of  proving 
or  making  certified  copies  of  it  after  probate  in 
another  state  sufficient  evidence  to  establish 
the  win.  Putnam  v.  Pitney,  46  Minn.  242,  11 
L.  R.  A.  41,  47  N.  W.  790. 
MiMslasippl. 

The  probate  of  a  will  of  perstmal  property  at 
the  testator's  domicil  will  be  held  valid  in  this 
state.  Montgomery  v.  Mllllkln,  6  Smedes  &  M. 
161,  48  Am.  Dec.  607. 

The  probate  of  a  will  In  another  state  is  valid 
as  to  property  In  that  state.  Wells  t.  Wells,  85 
Mlsa  688. 

And  where  an  authenticated  copy  of  a  will 
and  probate  from  Alabama  was  ordered  to  be 
admitted  to  probate  and  recorded  in  Mississippi, 
it  was  held  that  that  act  was  clearly  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  it  cannot  be  col- 
laterally impeached,  even  if  the  court  acted 
erroneously  In  its  judgment  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  original  probate  in  Alabama.  Crusoe  v. 
Butler,  86  Miss.  150.  In  this  case  It  was  held 
to  be  no  objection  to  the  record  of  a  probate  in 
Mississippi  on  an  authenticated  copy  of  a  pro- 
bate from  Alabama  that  the  will  appeared  to 
have  been  probated  there  by  but  one  of  three 
subscribing  witnesses.  This  showed  sufficient 
proof  of  the  will.  The  court  said  that  if  the 
record  states  that  It  was  duly  proved  by  one  of 
them,  and  admitted  to  probate,  and  It  does  not 
affirmatively  appear  that  the  witness  proved 
only  the  attestation  by  himself  and  execution  In 
his  presence.  It  will  be  presumed  that  he  testi- 
fied to  every  fact  necessary  to  the  due  execution. 

In  Melvin  v.  Lyons,  10  Smedes  &  M.  78,  where 
It  was  held  that  a  copy  of  a  will  duly  probated 
In  another  state  was  admissible  In  evidence  In 
Mississippi,  It  was  said  that  Miss.  Stat.  U.  &  II. 
388,  f  13,  providing  that  authenticated  copies 
of  wills  proved  In  other  states  may  be  offered 
for  and  admitted  to  probate  In  this  state  sub- 
ject to  be  contested  and  controverted  as  the  orig- 
inal might  be,  was  not  designed  to  establish  a 
rule  for  the  admissibility  of  a  copy  In  evidence, 
for  If  80,  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  act  of  Con. 
grefs. 

The  probate  of  a  will  in  Alabama,  and  of  an 
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aQtbentlcated  copy  thereof  afterward  In  this 
■tata,  had  only  auch  effect  here  aa  allowed  by  our 
lawa.  This  waa  aaflBcient  to  have  enabled  the 
executor,  without  qualifying  aa  executor  In  thla 
state,  to  execute  the  apedal  power  conferred 
upon  him  by  the  will  to  aell  the  land  ;  but  it  waa 
not  enough  to  enable  him,  aa  executor,  to  re- 
cover in  ejectment,  aa  he  muat  qualify  aa  auch 
in  thla  atace  before  he  la  entitled  to  the  poa- 
seaalon  of  real  estate.  Sima  v.  Hodgea,  65 
Mlaa.  211,  8  So.  457. 

The  probate  in  another  state  ia  of  no  force 
aa  to  property  here  if  the  testator  waa  domi- 
ciled here  at  the  time  of  hia  death.  Sturdivant 
▼.  Nelll,  27  Mlaa.  157 ;  Wella  r.  Wella,  85  Mlas. 
688;  Morria  v.  Morris,  27  Mlaa.  847;  Bate  t. 
Indaa,  59  Mlas.  618. 

In  Sturdivant  t.  Nelll,  27  Mlaa.  157,  It  waa 
said  that  Mlaa.  Stat.  1821,  Hutch.  Code,  605, 
providing  that  authenticated  ooplea  of  wllla 
proved  according  to  the  lawa  of  any  of  the 
United  States,  touching  estates  within  this 
state,  may  be  offered  and  admitted  to  probate 
In  this  state, — merely  permits  our  courts  to  re- 
ceive the  authenticated  copy  as  evidence  of  the 
due  execution  of  the  will,  because  the  question 
has  already  been  decided  by  a  court  having  Juris- 
diction over  the  subject-matter,  and  whoae  Judg- 
ment was  based  upon  the  law  of  Its  own  country, 
tn  determining  the  validity  of  the  will ;  and,  If 
ft  had  no  Jurisdiction  or  power  to  make  the  rec- 
ord, the  courts  of  this  state  can  take  no  Juris- 
diction of  a  copy  of  such  record.  Our  courts 
**make  but  one  Inquiry,  and  thdt  Is  as  to  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  foreign  tribunal  which  pro- 
nounced the  Judgment,  which,  if  valid  according 
to  the  foreign  law,  will  be  equally  so  in  this 
atate^  unless  It  be  shown  that  the  foreign  law 
■o  far  conflicts  with  our  policy  as  to  relieve  our 
eonrts  from  giving  to  It  any  operation  within 
the  limits  of  the  state." 
Mlaaoiirfl. 

The  probate  of  a  will  In  another  state  Is  to 
be  regarded  as  a  Judicial  proceeding,  to  the 
reeord  of  which  full  faith  and  credit  are  to  be 
given  as  evidence  when  certified  conformably  to 
the  act  of  Congress  of  1700.  Halft  v.  Hill,  18 
Mo.  612. 

And  Wagner's  (Mo.)  Stat.  p.  1360,  I  84,  au- 
thorizing the  record  of  an  authenticated  copy 
of  a  foreign  will  and  making  a  copy  of  such 
recorded  exemplification  evidence,  does  not  re- 
peal Wagner's  Stat  p.  508,  I  61,  providing  that 
the  records  and  Judicial  proceedings  of  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  or  any  state,  when 
proi>erly  authenticated,  shall  have  such  faith 
and  credit  given  to  them  In  this  state  as  they 
would  have  at  the  place  whence  they  came. 
Pall  faith  and  credit  are  to  be  given  to  the  pro- 
bate of  a  foreign  will  when  certified  to  in  con- 
formity to  act  of  Congress.  Lewis  v.  St.  Louis, 
69  Mo.  605,  Affirming  8  Mo.  App.  582;  Brad- 
■treet  v.  Kinsella,  76  Mo.  68. 

And  where  a  will  was  executed  in  Kentucky 
according  to  the  laws  of  Missouri,  and  probated 
In  Kentucky,  and  an  authenticated  copy  of  such 
record  waa  recorded  In  Mlaaourl,  a  copy  of  thla 
laat  record  waa  concluaive,  and  needed  no  aup- 
port  for  proving  the  will.  Applegate  v.  Smith, 
81  Mo.  166. 

But  peraona  dealing  with  land  located  In  thla 
state  are  not  charged  with  conatructlve  notice  of 
a  foreign  will  until  It  Is  either  proved  anew  In 
thla  atate,  or  until  a  copy  of  the  will  and  for 
eign  probate  la  recorded  here  aa  permitted  to  be 
done  by  our  atatutea.  Oravea  v.  Ewart,  00  Mo. 
18,  11  8.  W.  971 ;  Van  Syckle  v.  Beam,  110  Mo. 
589,  10  8.  W.  046. 

In  regard  to  oonatruetlve  notice  of  an  unra- 
eordad  will  that  haa  been  probated  In  another 
48  L.  R.  A. 


state.  It  waa  said :  "When  the  Kentucky  court 
admitted  this  will  to  probate  it  adjudged  It  to 
be  executed  according  to  the  laws  of  that  state, 
and  we  accept  that  adjudication  aa  concluaive 
upon  that  subject ;  but  it  did  not  undertake  to 
say  that  the  will  transmitted  the  title  to  the 
Missouri  land.  That  court  did  not  asaume  to 
make  any  auch  adjudication.  The  probate  of 
the  will,  then,  doea  not  hav«  the  credit  In  that 
state  of  affecting  the  title  to  land  in  this  state, 
and  hence  we  are  not  called  uiK>n  to  give  it  a 
credit  here  that  it  does  not  have  In  the  courts 
of  the  state  where  the  probate  Is  declared." 
Keith  V.  Keith,  07  Mo.  224,  10  S.  W.  597.  In 
this  case  it  was  said  that  a  will,  to  be  of  any 
validity  as  a  transfer  of  title  to  land,  must  be 
executed,  attested,  and  probated  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  law  of  the  state  where  the 
land  is  located. 

'  And  a  probate  In  another  state  is  invalid 
where  the  domicil  of  the  testator  was  in  thla 
state  at  the  time  of  his  death.     Nat  v.  Coons, 
10  Mo.  548 ;  Stewart  v.  Pettua,  10  Mo.  755. 
Ifebraaka. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  an  original  will  shall 
be  presented  to,  or  died  with,  a  county  court 
In  this  state  for  probate  In  case  of  foreign  wills, 
as  Neb.  Comp.  Stat.  1801,  chap.  28,  I  146,  pro- 
vides for  presenting  a  copy  of  a  foreign  will  and 
probate  duly  authenticated,  and  I  146  provides 
that  if  the  Instrument  ought  to  be  allowed,  a 
copy  shall  be  filed  and  recorded,  and  the  will 
shall  have  the  same  effect  aa  if  originally  proved 
In  the  same  court.  Fremont,  B.  &  M.  Valley  B. 
Co.  V.  Setrlght,  34  Neb.  258,  51  N.  W.  888. 

In  Roberts  v.  Flanagan,  21  Neb.  508,  82  N. 
W.  568,  It  was  said  that  a  decree  of  another  state 
probating  a  will  might  be  held  invalid  In  a  di- 
rect attack. 
New  Hampalilre. 

A  certified  probate  from  another  state  cannot 
be  filed  in  the  court  of  probate  if  the  domi- 
cil of  the  deceased  was  In  this  state  at  the  time 
of  her  death.     Stark  v.  Parker,  56  N.  H.  481. 

A  copy  of  a  will  executed  and  proved  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  may  be  filed  and 
recorded  in  the  probate  court  of  New  Hamp- 
shire, although  the  will  Is  not  executed  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  New  Hampshire  In  that  the 
execution  was  in  the  presence  of  only  two  wit- 
nesaea,  under  N.  H.  Gen.  Lawa,  chap.  104,  I  12, 
permitting  the  copy  of  a  will  with  Ita  probate 
made  in  another  state  to  be  filed,  to  be  executed 
according  to  the  lawa  of  the  atate  where  the 
probate  of  the  original  will  haa  been  made. 
Kennard  v.  Kennard,  68  N.  H.  808. 
Ne^v  JeraeT* 

A  probate  from  another  state  may  be  con- 
tested where  the  testator  was  domiciled  here  at 
the  time  of  his  death.  Wallace  v.  Wallace,  8 
N.  J.  Eq.  618. 

And  the  probate  of  a  will  allowed  In  another 
state  may  be  refused  by  the  surrogate.  Allaire 
V.  Allaire,  87  N.  J.  L.  812. 

So,  the  probate  of  a  will  in  California  not 
executed  by  the  testator  In  the  presence  of  sub- 
scribing witnesses,  that  is  a  valid  testamentary 
dlapoaltlon  of  landa  under  the  lawa  of  that  atate, 
la  of  no  effect  in  New  Jersey,  under  N.  J.  Rev. 
p.  1247,  i  22,  requiring  all  wllla  to  be  executed 
In  the  preaence  of  two  wltneases  who  should 
subscribe  their  names  In  the  presence  of  the  tes- 
tator; and  this  defect  Is  not  cured  by  N.  J.  act 
1882,  Pub.  Laws,  112,  and  act  May  11,1886,  Rev. 
Supp.  776,  authorising  the  recording  of  wills 
probated  In  another  state.  Nelson  v.  Potter, 
50  N.  J.  L.  324,  15  Atl.  375. 

When  a  will  is  probated  In  another  state,  and 
an  exemplified  record. Is  used  In  New  Jersey  to 
make  title  to    lands,    the    record    exemplified 
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from  snch  other  state  must  contain  the  proofs 
there  made  upon  the  probate,  so  that  It  may 
appear  that  the  will  was  made  and  executed 
with  the  formalities  prescribed  by  the  statute  of 
New  Jersey  for  devises  ot  lands.  Llndley  ▼. 
O'Reilly,  50  N.  J.  L.  636,  1  L.  B.  A.  79,  15  Atl. 
379. 

In  this  case  It  was  said :  "The  probate  of  a 
will  Is  a  Judicial  act  to  be  proved  by  a  sworn 
or  duly  certified  copy  of  the  record,  or  at  least 
by  the  certificate  of  the  officer  before  whom  the 
probate  is  made.  And  where  the  object  of  mak- 
ing such  a  wlJl  a  record  in  this  state  Is  for  the 
purpose  of  making  title  to  lands,  the  record  ex- 
empIlQed  from  another  state  must  contain  the 
proofs  taken  upon  the  probate,  that  It  may  ap- 
pear by  such  proofs  that  the  will  was  made  and 
executed  in  the  manner  and  with  the  formal- 
ities prescribed  by  the  statute  of  this  state  for 
devises  of  lands." 
New  York. 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  I  2611,  provides  that 
a  will  of  real  or  personal  property  executed  as 
prescribed  by  the  law  of  the  state,  and  a  will 
of  personal  property  executed  without  the  state 
and  within  the  United  SUtes  as  prescribed  by 
the  laws  of  the  state  where  it  Is  or  was  exe- 
cuted, or  a  will  of  personal  property  executed 
by  a  person  not  a  resident  of  the  state,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  the  testator's  residence,  may 
be  proved  as  prescribed  in  this  article.  The 
validity  of  its  execution  is  not  affected  by  a 
chaise  of  the  testator's  residence  made  since 
the  execution  of  the  will,  and  applies  only  to 
wills  made  after  April  11.  1876. 

Section  2694  provides  that  the  validity  of  a 
will  of  real  property  in  this  state  is  regulated 
by  the  laws  of  the  state  without  regard  to  the 
residence  of  the  decedent. 

Section  2695  provides  that  where  a  will  of 
personal  property,  made  by  a  person  who  re- 
sided out  of  the  state  at  the  time  of  Its  execu- 
tion or  at  the  time  of  his  death,  has  been  ad- 
mitted to  probate  within  the  state  where  it  was 
executed  and  where  the  testator  resided  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  the  surrogate  must  record  the 
will  and  Issue  ancillary  letters. 

Section  2703  provides  that  where  real  prop- 
erty in  this  state  is  devised  or  made  subject  to  a 
power  of  disposition  by  a  will  duly  executed  in 
conformity  with  the  laws  of  this  state,  of  a 
person  who  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  a 
resident  elsewhere  within  the  United  States, 
and  such  will  has  been  admitted  to  probate 
within  any  state  of  the  United  States,  and  is 
tiled  and  recorded  in  the  proper  office  of  that 
state,  a  copy  of  such  will,  or  the  record,  and  of 
the  proofs  or  of  the  record  thereof,  or,  if  the 
proofs  are  not  on  file  or  recorded,  of  any  state- 
ment on  file  or  recorded  of  the  substance  of  the 
proofs  authenticated,  or,  if  no  proofs  be  on  file, 
a  copy  of  such  will  or  the  record  authenticated, 
etc.,  may  be  recorded  In  the  office  of  the  surro- 
gate of  any  county  where  such  real  property  Is 
situated,  and  such  record  shall  be  presumptive 
evidence  of  such  will  and  of  the  execution  there- 
of in  any  action  relating  to  such  real  property. 

In  order  to  Justify  the  recording  of  a  will  of 
real  property,  the  proof  taken  on  the  foreign  pro- 
bate must  show  that  the  will  was  executed  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  this  state,  under  N.  T. 
Code  ClT.  Proc.  i  2708;  Re  Langbeln,  1  Dem. 
448 ;  Shearer's  Estate,  1  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep. 
456. 

So  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1864,  chap.  811,  as 
amended  by  Laws  1872,  chap.  680,  providing  as 
Code  ClT.  Proc.  i  2708,  $upra,  the  exemplified 
record  of  the  probate  of  a  foreign  will  Is  only 
presumptive  evidence  of  the  will  and  of  Its  due 
execution,  and  if  the  will  has  not  been  executed 
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so  as  to  comply  with  the  laws  of  this  state  In 
reference  to  the  transmission  of  real  estate,  the 
presumption  is  overcome  and  no  longer  exists. 
Lockwood  V.  Lockwood,  51  Uun,  337,  2  L.  R.  A. 
425,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  887,  Affirming  2  N.  Y.  Supp. 
224. 

When  a  certified  copy  of  a  probate  In  another 
state  is  recorded  in  this  state,  it  is  of  the 
same  effect  as  a  domestic  will.  Bromley  t.  Mil- 
ler, 2  Thomp.  &  C.  575. 

In  Taylor  v.  Syme,  17  App.  Dlv.  617,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  707,  where  the  deceased  at  the  time  of 
her  death  resided  In  Alabama,  and  the  will  exe- 
cuted In  Alabama  was  duly  probated  in  Louis- 
iana, where  the  deceased  left  real  estate,  and 
upon  this  letters  were  Issued  in  New  York,  It 
was  contended  that  under  Code  Clv.  Proc.  | 
2095,  ancillary  letters  can  only  be  granted  uiK>n 
a  foreign  will,  where  such  will  has  been  admitted 
to  probate  within  a  foreign  country  or  within 
the  state  or  territory  of  the  United  States  where 
it  was  executed,  or  where  the  testator  resided 
at  the  time  of  his  death.  It  was  held  that  the 
action  of  the  surrogate  In  New  York  could  not 
be  attacked  in  an  action  brought  by  the  execu- 
tor on  notes  due  the  estate. 

And  a  decree  of  another  state  refusing  the  pro- 
bate of  a  will  Is  not  conclusive  In  this  state. 
Re  Gaines,  84  Hun,  620,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  398, 
Affirmed  In  15^  N.  Y.  747. 

Where  a  will  was  probated  in  California,  and 
ancillary  letters  granted  In  New  York,  and  sub- 
sequently the  letters  were  revoked  In  California 
on  a  contest,  and  the  executor  removed,  the  sur- 
rogate in  New  York  should  also  have  revoked 
the  ancillary  letters  and  granted  new  ancillary 
letters  to  the  administrator  with  the  will  an- 
nexed, without  notice  to  the  executor.  Re  Gille- 
ran,  50  Hun,  399,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  145. 

On  an  application  by  an  executor  from  an- 
other state  to  set  aside  letters  of  administration 
and  to  obtain  ancillary  letters  testamentary.  It 
was  held  that  if  the  next  of  kin  were  not  par- 
ties to  the  proceedings  to  admit  the  will  to  pro- 
bate in  New  Jersey,  the  letters  of  administra- 
tion would  not  be  disturt)ed  until  proceedings 
were  Instituted  in  this  state  to  admit  the  letters 
to  probate,  if  the  testatrix  resided  in  this  state 
at  the  time  of  her  death  or  of  the  execution  of 
the  will,  under  N.  Y.  Code  Clv.  Proc.  i  2005; 
Gavin's  Estate,  15  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc  Rep.  390, 
2  N.  Y.  Supp.  670. 

Where  an  application  was  made  for  ancillary 
letters  under  a  will  proved  In  the  court  of  an- 
other state  by  whose  laws  wills  are  admitted  by 
the  oral  direction  of  the  court  without  any  writ- 
ten "Judgment,  decree,  or  orders,'*  such  laws 
must  be  shown.     Re  Hudson,  6  Redf.  333. 

In  Pollock  ▼.  Hooley,  67  Hun,  870,  22  N.  Y. 
Supp.  215,  It  was  said  that  under  Code  Clv. 
Proc.  i  2703,  there  Is  no  provision  for  Issuing 
letters  testamentary  upon  a  will  of  realty ;  but 
it  was  the  Intention  of  the  legislature  that  the 
existence  of  a  power  to  sell  should  be  eTldenced 
by  the  record  here,  and  whether  the  donee  had 
qualified  himself  to  exercise  It  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  what  had  been  done  at  the  place  of 
the  probate  of  the  will. 

In  Clark  v.  Poor,  73  Hun,  143,  25  N.  Y.  Supp. 
908,  a  will  had  been  probated  In  Connecticut, 
where  the  testator  resided,  having  real  and  per- 
sonal property  there  and  also  in  New  York,  and 
the  executor  brought  an  action  to  have  the  will 
probated  in  New  York.  It  was  held  that  his 
complaint  stated  no  cause  of  action,  as  It  al- 
leged that  the  will  had  been  duly  probated  in 
Connecticut  where  the  testator  resided  and  died. 
Such  probate  had  not  been  questioned,  and  N. 
Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  1861,  providing  for  proving 
a  will,  does  not  apply  to  wills  that  have  beea 
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prored  In  another  ttate.  The  court  said  that  Cods 
CiT.  Proc.  art.  7,  title  8,  chap.  18  (H  2695- 
2704),  proYide  for  establishing  and  giying  effect 
in  this  sute  to  a  will  duly  probated  in  other 
states. 

In  Alexander's  Will,  1  Tucker,  114,  it  was 
held  tliat  an  exemplified  copy  of  a  will,  executed 
conformably  to  the  lea  loci,  by  a  citizen  of  this 
state  temporarily  absent  therefrom,  cannot  be 
received  by  the  surrogate.  The  original  will  is 
required.  The  court  said:  "It  Is  true  that  it 
results,  from  this  construction  of  our  law,  that  a 
▼aiid  will  of  personalty  within  our  state  may  be 
made  by  a  noncitizen  wherever  he  may  chance 
to  be,  by  executing  It  according  to  the  law  of 
his  state,  and  that  such  a  will  may  be  proved 
here  by  producing  a  copy ;  while  the  will  of  a 
citisen  of  our  state,  made  abroad,  can  only  be 
proved  by  producing  the  original ;  but  I  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  wisdom  or  Justice  of  the 
law,  being  confined  to  the  duty  of  declaring  It." 

New  Yoric  Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  2611,  changes 
the  law  IB  regard  to  wills  executed  ont  of  this 
state. 

Nortb  CArollna. 

.  A  will  probated  in  another  state,  and  executed 
according  to  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  properly 
certified.  Is  valid.  Boscoe  v.  Johu  L.  Roper 
Lumber  Co.  124  N.  C.  42,  32  S.  E.  380. 

In  Ward  v.  Heame,  44  N.  C.  (Busbee,  L.)  184, 
It  was  said  that  under  N.  C.  act  1844.  chap.  88, 
I  6,  providing  that  when  any  will  made  by  a 
citisen  of  another  state  shall  have  been  duly 
proved  or  allowed  in  such  state  according  to  the 
laws  thereof,  a  copy  or  exemplification  of  such 
will,  duly  authenticated  when  produced  before 
the  court  of  pleas  and  quarter  sessions  of  any 
county  of  the  state  where  any  property  Is  situ- 
ated, shall  be  by  said  court  allowed  and  recorded, 
and  the  like  effect  be  given  to  said  will  as  if 
the  original  had  been  produced  and  allowed  ;  the 
eounty  court  before  whom  the  copy  is  exhibited 
are  the  Judge  of  its  authentication,  and  when 
they  allow  it,  It  is  their  Judgment,  and,  if  not 
appealed  from,  that  Judgment  is  conclusive  upon 
all  other  tribunals  until  properly  reversed. 

When  the  probate  of  a  will  has  been  obtained 
In  another  state  and  Is  authenticated  as  the 
law  of  the  United  States  directs,  it  supersedes 
the  necessity  of  a  probate  in  the  courts  of  this 
state,  so  that  the  executor  may  maintain  a  suit 
thereon  In  this  state.  Stephens  v.  Smart,  4  N. 
C.  (1  Car.  Law  Repos.)  471 ;  Lancaster  v.  Mc- 
Bryde,  27  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.)  421. 

And  the  same  was  said  to  be  the  rule  in  Hy- 
man  v.  Gasklns^  27  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.)  267. 
Olilo. 

A  decree  of  probate  from  another  state  as  to 
personalty  is  invalid  if  the  will  is  not  executed 
according  to  the  law  of  this  state,  and  if  the 
testator  was  domiciled  here  at  the  time  of  his 
death.     Manuel  v.  Manuel,  13  Ohio. St.  488. 

A  will  attested  by  witnesses,  which  was  valid 
In  Virginia  and  probated  there,  was  Improperly 
admitted  to  record  in  Ohio,  where  two  witnesses 
were  required  In  order  to  affect  real  property, 
under  Ohio  act  February  18,  1831,  {  14,  provid- 
ing that  authenticated  copies  of  wills  proved 
according  to  the  laws  of  any  state  or  territory 
within  the  United  States  relative  to  any  property 
within  this  state  may  be  admitted  to  record  by 
the  court  aforesaid  in  the  county  where  such 
property  shall  be,  and  such  authenticated  copies 
shall  be  good  and  valid  in  law  in  like  manner 
as  wills  made  In  this  state  are  declared  to  be. 
Bailey  v.  Bailey.  8  Ohio,  230. 

Under  this  statute  a  will  was  improperly  ad- 
mitted to  record  although  valid  in  Pennsylvania, 
where  there  was  no  subscribing  witness.  The 
48L.B.A. 


order  of  probate  was  annulled.     Meese  v.  Kesf< 
10  Ohio,  362. 

Where  an  alleged  will  relating  to  lands  in 
Ohio,  without  witnesses,  and  inoperative  to  af- 
fect property  in  Ohio,  was  probated  In  Virginia, 
and  an  authenticaied  copy  of  its  probate  In  Vir- 
ginia admitted  to  record  in  Ohio,  it  could  be  im. 
peached  in  a  suit  regularly  Instituted  for  that 
purpose.     Jones  v.  Robinson,  17  Ohio  St.  171. 

In  a  proceeding  to  record  a  decree  of  pro- 
bate from  another  state  adverse  steps  may  be 
taken.     Re  Barr,  30  Ohio  L.  J.  386. 

Where  a  transcript  of  a  probate  of  a  will  In 
Virginia  was  admitted  to  record  In  Ohio,  and 
the  attestation  clause  on  the  face  of  the  will  was 
"signed,  sealed,  and  attested  in  the  presence,'" 
and  the  record  showed  that  the  writing  was 
proved  by  oaths  of  two  of  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses to  be  the  last  will  of  the  deceased,  the 
import  of  this  attestation  clause  is  that  the 
testator  and  witnesses  signed  the  Instrument 
In  the  presence  of  each  other  and  independent 
of  the  record  of  probate,  which  affords  a  pre- 
sumption that  all  the  signatures  were  aflixed 
at  the  same  time  and  place.  Carpenter  v.  De- 
noon,  20  Ohio  St.  370. 

In  Hall  V.  Ashby,  0  Ohlo^  06,  84  Am.  Dec 
424,  it  was  said  that  the  record  of  a  foreign 
win  is  not  intended  to  give  publicity  to  the 
proof  of  it,  nor  to  give  notice  of  the  title  ac- 
quired under  it.  It  is  to  permit  a  copy  to  be 
given  in  evidence  when  it  would  be  difllcult 
or  impossible  to  produce  the  original.  In  Ohio 
the  probate  relates  to  both  realty  and  person- 
alty, and  the  record  which  Is  consequent  upon 
the  probate  enables  a  copy  to  be  given  In  evi- 
dence whenever  a  controversy  arises  concerning 
property  devised. 
Pennsylvania. 

After  a  register  pronounces  a  foreign  will  ap- 
proved he  does  a  Judicial  act,  and  it  cannot  be 
attacked  collaterally.  Lovett  v.  Mathews,  24 
Pa.  830. 

So,  where  a  will  was  duly  admitted  to  pro- 
bate in  New  Jersey,  and  the  executor  obtained 
ancillary  letters  from  the  register  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, the  testator  having  property  within  this 
commonwealth,  it  was  held  that  the  court  in 
Pennsylvania  had  no  Jurisdiction  to  determine 
the  validity  of  the  will,  and  that  the  petitioner 
should  seek  her  remedy  in  the  courts  of  the 
domidl.  Mackin's  Estate,  14  Phlla.  828. 
Rliode  Island. 

The  probate  of  a  will  in  another  state  Is  only 
prima  facie  evidence  of  its  validity.  Bowen  v. 
Johnson,  5  R.  I.  112,  78  Am.  Dec.  40. 

Where  a  legatee  brought  an  action  in  Rhode 
Island,  under  a  will  probated  in  Wisconsin,  it 
was  held  that  the  effect  of  a  decree  proving  a 
will,  like  that  of  a  decree  granting  administra- 
tion, is  confined  de  jure  to  the  territory,  and 
things  within  the  territory,  of  the  state  setting 
up  the  court,  and  such  decrees  are  decrees  in 
rem,  passed  by  courts  deriving  all  their  author- 
ity from  the  state  which  Institutes  them,  and 
necessarily.  In  great  part,  upon  constructive  no- 
tice only  to  those  interested  in  the  decrees ;  and 
it  Is  difficult  to  see  how  a  wider  operation  could 
be  allowed  to  them,  consistently  with  a  Just  at- 
tention to  the  claims  to  the  property  of  the  de- 
cedent, of  cltlsens  of  other  states  in  which  the 
property  was  at  the  time  of  his  death.  What- 
ever operation  Is  allowed  to  them  Is  a  mere  mat- 
ter of  comity.  Olney  r.  Angell,  6  R.  I.  108,  78 
Am.  Dec.  62. 
Tennessee. 

If  a  will  of  personal  property  is  probated  at 
the  testator's  domlcll,  it  cannot  be  contested 
here.  Mabtik  v.  Stotall;  Williams  y.  baund* 
era,  6  Coldw.  00. 
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And  a  will  probated  in  another  state,  executed 
according  to  the  laws  of  thii  Btate,  U  Talld  for 
the  purpose  of  passing  land.  Bleldom  t.  Pilot 
Mountain  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  89  Tenn.  166,  15  8. 
W.  737  ;  Bmlth  v.  Neilson,  IB  Lea,  461. 

The  probate  from  another  state  has  no  Talld- 
Ity  until  recorded.  Slay  ton  v.  Singleton,  72 
Tex.  209,  9  S.  W.  876 ;  Welder  t.  McComb,  10 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  85,  80  S.  W.  822 ;  Mills  T.  Hern- 
don,  60  Tex.  853. 

In  I'oole  ▼.  Jackson,  66  Tex.  880,  1  8.  W.  76, 
it  was  said  that  '"our  laws  do  not  leave  open 
to  contest  a  will  which  has  been  probated  in 
another  state.  The  question  of  its  execution  is 
res  judioatc^  The  proof  of  its  execution  is  not 
preserved  in  our  courta  That  it  has  been  ad- 
mitted to  probate  by  a  court  having  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  is  all  that  we  require. 
Hence  a  copy  of  the  will  and  its  probate  abroad 
la  all  that  is  to  be  recorded." 

It  is  not  necessary,  In  offering  for  record  a 
will  probated  in  another  state,  to  proye  that  it 
was  legally  probated  in  such  other  state.  House 
T.  House.  16  Tex.  598. 

In  this  case  the  court  said  that  proceedings  of 
foreign  courts  of  probate  are  Judicial  proceed- 
ings which  may  be  authenticated  under  the  act 
of  Congress,  and  the  proceedings  thus  authenti- 
cated are  presumed  to  have  been  by  competent 
authority  and  in  conformity  to  the  local  law, 
and  the  records  are  evidence,  not  only  of  the  acts 
of  the  court,  but  of  its  Jurisdiction. 

In  Paschal  v.  Ackiln,  27  Tex.  192.  It  was  said 
that  on  an  application  for  the  probate  of  a  will 
here  that  has  been  probated  in  another  state.  Its 
execution  need  not  be  proved ;  and  the  only 
order  that  the  court  can  make  with  reference  to 
It  is  that  it  should  be  "died  and  recorded." 
Hart*s  Dig.  art.  1114. 

In  Acklin  r.  Paschal.  48  Tex.  147.  it  was  said  : 
"When  this  case  was  formerly  before  this  court 
It  was  held  that  under  the  admlssious  of  the 
parties  the  will  was  before  the  court  as  If  prop- 
erly probated  (and  we  understand  this  to  mean 
probated  in  this  state),  and  the  opinion  was  ex- 
pressed that  to  question  its  validity  in  this 
suit  would  be  to  attack  the  will  in  a  collateral 
proceeding.  We  are  satisfied  with  these  con- 
dusiona  .  .  .  The  action  of  the  courts  of 
another  state  in  setting  aside  the  will  as  to  real 
estate  and  slaves  In  that  state  because  in  viola- 
tion of  their  statutes  was  not  deslgued  to  af- 
fect, and  certainly  could  not  affect,  the  validity 
of  the  will  as  to  real  estate  in  Texas,  the  will 
standing  as  having  been  probated  here." 

In  Ilolman  r.  Hopkins.  27  Tex.  88.  It  Is  said 
that  it  Is  well  settled  that  the  law  of  the  place 
of  the  actual  domlcll  is  to  govern  testator's  testa- 
mentary disposition  of  his  personal  property, 
wherever  it  may  be  situated.  But  as  to  real 
property  the  law  of  the  place  where  land  Is 
situated  governs,  not  only  as  to  the  capacity  of 
the  testator  and  the  extent  of  his  power  to  dis- 
pose of  the  property,  but  also  as  to  the  forms 
and  solemnities  necessary  to  give  to  the  will  its 
due  attestation  and  effect. 
Vermont. 

A  will  of  personal  property,  made  in  Indiana, 
cannot  be  contested  in  Vermont  on  offering  an 
authenticated  copy  for  record  on  the  ground  of 
Incapacity  or  undue  influence,  if  the  will  is  exe- 
cuted according  to  the  laws  of  Indiana,  under 
Vt.  Rev.  Laws,  i  2057,  providing  that  a  will 
made  out  of  the  state,  which  might  be  proved  and 
allowed  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  it  was 
made,  may  be  proved,  allowed,  and  recorded  in 
this  state,  and  shall  then  have  the  same  effect 
as  if  executed  according  to  the  laws  of  this 
state.  Ivea  v.  Salisbury,  56  Vt.  565. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


And  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  of  Vermont 
admitting  a  will  to  probate  on  an  authenticated 
record  of  probate  in  New  York  cannot  be  assailed 
In  Vermont  in  a  collateral  manner.  Townaend 
V.  Downer,  82  Vt.  183. 

But  a  will  probated  In  another  state  cannot 
affect  property  in  this  state  until  proved  and  al- 
lowed.    Walton  V.  Hall,  66  VL  455,  29  AtL  808. 

In  Ives  V.  Aliyn,  12  Vt.  589,  It  was  said  that 
notice  Is  to  be  given  to  all  persons  concerned^ 
to  appear  and  contest  the  probate  or  filing  and 
recording,  and  when  recorded  the  copy  thua 
proved  and  allowed  In  another  state,  recorded 
here,  has  the  same  effect  as  the  probate  of  an 
original  will,  under  Vt.  Stat.  1797,  providing 
that  a  will  executed,  proved,  and  allowed  in 
any  probate  court  of  the  United  States  may» 
after  due  notice,  be  filed  and  recorded  in  a  pro- 
bate court  in  this  states  and  then  have  the 
same  effect  as  the  probata  of  an  original  will, 
and  act  1804  and  act  1821,  requiring  such  copies 
to  be  recorded  in  the  probate  office  and  In  tha 
town  clerk's  office. 
Virginia. 

A  decree  of  probate  from  another  state  may- 
be contested  here.  Bw  parte  Povall,  8  Leigh,. 
816. 

And  a  will  may  be  probated  in  this  state  not- 
withstanding the  refusal  of  probate  in  another 
state  on  account  of  incapacity  of  the  testator. 
Rice  V.  Jones.  4  Call  (Va.)  89. 
West  Virginia. 

A  probate  from  another  state  Is  not  conclu- 
sive.    Thrasher  v.  Ballard,  83  W.  Va.  285,  lO 
S.  E.  411. 
W^lsconstn. 

The  validity  of  every  devise  or  disposition  of 
real  estate  by  will  must  be  governed  by  the  law 
of  the  place  where  the  land  is  situated,  and  this 
includes,  not  only  the  form  and  mode  of  the 
execution  of  the  will,  but  also  the  lawful  power 
and  authority  of  the  testator  to  make  such 
disposition.  Ford  t.  Ford,  70  Wia  19,  33  N. 
W.  188. 

An  exemplified  record  of  the  probate  of  a 
will  in  New  York,  presented  to  the  county  court 
in  Wisconsin  on  due  notice  given,  as  in  tha 
case  of  an  original  will  presented  for  probate, 
and  the  instrument  allowed  by  Judgment  in  due 
form  and  a  copy  duly  recorded,  has  the  same  ef- 
fect as  though  It  had  been  originally  proved 
and  allowed  in  Wisconsin,  under  Wis.  Rey.  Stat, 
chap.  97,  Si  22-24,  providing  that  wills  duly 
proved  and  allowed  in  any  other  state  according 
to  the  laws  of  such  state  may  be  allowed,  filed, 
and  recorded  In  the  county  court  of  any  county 
In  which  the  testator  shall  have  real  or  per- 
sonal estate,  on  notice  to  be  given  of  time  and 
place  of  hearing ;  and  if  it  shall  appear  that  the 
Instrument  ought  to  be  allowed  in  this  state,  a 
copy  shall  be  filed  and  recorded,  and  shall  have 
the  same  effect  as  If  the  will  had  been  origi- 
nally proved  and  allowed  in  the  same  court. 
Markwell  t.  Thorn,  28  Wis.  548. 

In  Hayes  v.  Llenlokken.  48  Wis.  509,  4  N.  W. 
584,  it  was  said  that  Wis.  Rev.  Stat,  i  2295. 
providing  as  above,  supersedes  the  necessity  of 
proving  anew  a  foreign  will  by  making  the  rec- 
ord of  a  duly  certified  copy  operate  as  an  orig- 
inal probate.  But  that  where  a  mortgage  has 
been  foreclosed  by  a  foreign  executor  in  thla 
state,  such  record  is  not  sufficient  to  show  the 
death  of  the  testator  and  the  official  character 
of  the  person  who  assumed  the  right  to  foreclosa 
the  mortgage  upon  advertisement  In  this  state. 

In  ^conclusion  it  may  be  said  that,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statutory  provisions  respecting  wllla 
probated  in  other  statea  such  probate  is  con- 
clusive as  to  personal  property  If  probated  at 
the  domlcll  of  the  testator;  that  In  regard  ta 
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real  estate  tlie  will  must  be  executed  and  prored 
acoordlnc  to  the  place  where  the  real  eetate  ie 
iitnated.  In  order  to  hare  any  effect  The  gen- 
eral preramptlon  la  that  the  decree  la  ralld,  and 
that  the  court  had  Jorledlctlon.  In  a  conteet 
on  offering  a  will  for  record  probated  In  another 
state,  or  in  regard  to  real  estate,  where  it  has 
not  been  recorded,  the  Federal  Constitution, 
proTldIng  full  faith  and  credit,  etc..  Is  generally 
held  not  to  apply  to  probate  of  wills  except  in 
matters  of  oTldence,  and  does  not  conclude  ques- 
tions as  to  Jurisdiction,  or  that  a  will  of  real 
saUta  has  not  been  executed    in    accordance 


with  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  real  estate 
Is  situated.  These  general  obseryatlons  are 
largely  affected,  howeyer,  by  local  statutes  which 
must  be  looked  into  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
law  of  the  state. 

Cases  in  regard  to  authentication  of  wills,  or 
in  regard  to  mere  matters  of  evidence,  or  as  to 
the  construction  of  wills,  are  not  intended  to  be 
included  in  this  note. 

Reference  is  made  to  the  case  of  Sly  t.  Hunt 
(Mass.)  21  L.  R.  A.  680,  note,  as  to  **Conolu- 
$ivene99  of  probate  as  re§  fudioata."         1.  T. 


OREGON  SUPREME  COURT. 


Re  Cozunad  TOUNG. 


(. 


.Or., 


.) 


A  atAte  atAtiite  nalclns  It  an  offense  to 
■ollcit  n  aeaman  to  deaert  from  any 
Teasel  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state 
is  not  in  Yiolatlon  of  U.  8.  Const,  art.  1,  I 
8,  8ul>d.  8,  aa  a  regulation  of  foreign  or  inter- 
state commerce,  in  the  absence  of  any  act  of 
Congress  repugnant  thereto. 

(January  15,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  th«  state  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  Coun- 
ty discharging  petitioner  from  the  cuatody  of 
William  Frazier^  sheriff,  to  whioh  he  had 
been  oomihitted  under  an  indictment  charg- 
ing him  with  enticing  a  seaman  from  hit  ves- 
sel.    Reversed, 

Statonent  by  Moore»  J.: 

This  is  a  special  proceeding  by  Conrad 
Toung  against  William  Frazier,  aa  sheriff 
of  Multnomah  county,  to  have  tiie  cause  of 
his  imprisonment  inquired  into,  and  to  be 
relieved  therefrom.  The  transcript  shows 
that  Young  was  indicted  by  the  grand  jury 
of  said  county  for  the  crime  of  enticing  one 
William  Schrke,  a  seaman  employed  on  the 
German  ship  Peru,  to  desert  therefrom,  and 
upon  being  arraigned  was  allowed  until  the 
next  day  to  plead,  whereupon  he  immediate- 
ly sued  out,  in  another  department  of  said 
eourt,  a  writ  of  habeas  oorpus,  which  was 
served  upon  the  defendant,  who,  for  his  re- 
turn, certified  that  he  held  plaintiff,  by  vir- 
tue of  an  order  of  said  court,  to  answer  the 
indictment  returned  against  him.  Upon  this 
issue  a  trial  was  had,  resulting  in  Young's 
discharge,  and  the  state  appeals. 

Meesre,  O.  M.  Idleman  and  Cl&arlefl  F. 

Lord,  for  appellant: 

It  appearing  that  the  defendant  was  held 
by  virtue  of  a  commitment  duly  issued  upon 
an  indictment  regularly  returned  into  court, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  remand  the 
prisoner. 

Oregon  Code,  §  621,  subd.  2,  S  608,  subd.  2 ; 
Be  Winder,  2  Cliff.  89,  Fed.  Caa.  No.  17,867. 


One  department  of  a  court  will  not  inter- 
fere  with  business  pending  before  another 
department  of  that  court. 

Re  StrickUMd,  41  La.  Ann.  324,  6  So.  677. 

One  court  will  not  issue  a  writ  of  habeaa 
corpus  to  admit  the  prisoner  to  bail,  wher» 
the  application  for  bail  it  pending  in  another 
oourt. 

Eof  parte  Kittrel,  20  Ark.  499. 

Where  tbe  commitment  is  regular  upon  ita 
face,  the  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  le- 
gality of  such  imprisonment. 

Merriman  v.  Morgan,  7  Or.  68. 

Section  1052  as  passed  and  amended  is  not 
in  contravention  of  the  Constitution  of  the- 
United  States. 

Glottceater  Ferry  Co,  v.  Pennsylvania,  114 
U.  S.  196,  29  L.  ed.  158,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
382,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  826;  Brown  v.  Houston,, 
114  U.  S.  622,  29  L  ed.  257,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1091. 

The  grant  of  commercial  power  to  Congress, 
does  not  contain  any  terms  which  expressly 
exclude  the  states  from  exerciaing  an  author- 
ity  over  its  subject-matter.  If  they  are  ex- 
cluded it  must  be  because  the  nature  of  the^ 
power  thus  granted  to  Congress  requires  that 
a  similar  authority  should  not  exist  in  the 
states. 

Cooley  V.  Philadelphia  Port  Wardens,  Ifr 
How.  299,  13  L.  ed.  996;  Cardwell  v.  Ameri- 
can  Bridge  Co,  113  U.  S.  205,  28  L.  ed.  959» 
5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  423;  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc 
Law,  p<p.  545,  546,  and  notes;  Chrant  v. 
United  States,  15  U.  S.  App.  243,  58  Fed. 
Rep.  695,  7  C.  C.  A.  436. 

Mr,  D.  B.  N.  Blaokbnna,  also  for  appel- 
lant: 

Even  if  Congress  had  been  authorized  to- 
prescribe  a  punishment  for  this  offense,  and 
had  actually  done  so,  this  would  not  take 
away  the  right  of  the  state  to  create  this  of- 
fense and  provide  a  punishment. 

So  far  as  crimes  and  their  punishment  on. 
water  are  concerned,  the  power  of  Congress 
seems  to  be  limited  to  "piracies  and  felonies 
on  the  high  seas,  and  offenses  against  tho- 
law  of  nations." 

Hill's  Code.  p.  15. 

This  does  not  include  navigable  rivers^. 


NOTB. — On  the  question  of  the  liability  of  a  I 
third  party  for  inducing  a  breach  of  contract, 
see  Boy  sen  v.  Thorn  (Cal.)  21  L.  R.  A.  233,  and 
note;  Baycioft  v.  Tayntor  (Vt.)   88  L.  E.  A  < 
«L.B.A. 


220;  Glencoe  Sand  &  Gravel  Co.  v.  Hndsoa 
Bros.  Commission  Co.  (Mo.)  86  L.  R.  A.  805; 
Gore  V.  Condon  (Md.)  40  L.  E.  A.  382 ;  an^ 
Doremus  v.  Hennessy  (111.)  48  L.  R.  A  797. 
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even  where  the  tide  regularly  ebbs  and  flows; 
nor  does  it  include  misdemeanors. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  267. 

Whether  a  stream  is  navi^^le  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide 
therein  does  not  govern. 

Weise  v.  SmitK  3  Or.  445. 

The  Federal  courts  have  no  jurisdiction 
in  criminal  cases,  except  such  as  is  express- 
ly conferred  upon  them  by  the  Constitution 
and  the  acts  of  (Congress,  and  they  can  try 
no  offenses  except  such  as  are  permitted  by 
said  Constitution  and  acts. 

1  Garland  &  R.  Fed.  Pr.  S  139. 

The  one  act  may  be  an  oifense  against  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state. 

Territory  v.  Coleman,  1  Or.  191. 

The  interstate  commerce  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  does  not  di- 
rectly or  indirectly  prohibit  the  state  from 
passing  any  law  for  the  protection  of  ships 
which  are  at  anchor  wholly  within  the  terri- 
torial limits  of  the  state. 

Qlouoester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania,  114 
U.  S.  190,  29  L.  ed.  158,  1  Inters.  Cora.  Rep. 
382,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  826 ;  Brown  v.  Houston, 
114  U.  S.  622,  29  L.  ed.  257,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1091. 

Mr.  Henry  E.  MoGinn  for  respondent. 

Moore,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is 
whether  the  statute  under  which  Young  was 
indicted  is  violative  of  subdiv.  3,  art.  1,  S  8> 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  as 
being  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  legisla- 
tive assembly  to  regulate  commerce  with  for- 
eign nations.  The  act  under  consideration 
reads  as  follows :  "If  any  person  or  persons 
shall  entice,  persuade,  or  by  any  means  at- 
tempt to  persuade,  any  seaman  to  desert 
from,  or,  without  permission  of  t^e  officer 
then  in  command  thereof,  to  leave  or  depart 
therefrom,  either  temporarily  or  otherwise, 
any  ship  or  steamer  or  other  vessel  while 
such  ship,  steamer,  or  other  vessel  is  within 
the  waters  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
state  or  within  the  waters  of  the  concurrent 
jurisdiction  of  this  state  and  the  territory  of 
Washington,  such  person  or  persons  shall, 
upon  conviction  thereof  before  any  justice  of 
the  peace,  or  before  a  circuit  court  of  this 
state,  be  punished,"  etc.  Hill's  Anno.  Laws 
(Or.)  S  1952.  Notwithstanding  Congress 
possesses  power  to  regulate  commerce  with 
foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  states, 
each  state  has  retained  a  sufficient  measure 
of  power  to  enaJi>le  it  to  enforce  its  internal 
police  regulations,  in  the  exercise  of  which  it 
can  establish  and  regulate  ferries  across  its 
navigable  rivers^  control  the  moving  of  ves- 
sels in  harbors  within  its  borders,  and  enact 
health  and  inspection  laws,  which,  by  quar 
antine  or  otherwise,  may  operate  on  persons 
brought  within  its  jurisdiction  in  the  course 
of  commercial  operation.  22  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  712;  King  y.  American  Transp. 
Co.  1  Flipp.  1,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,787.  Thus,  a 
vessel  owned  by  a  citizen  of  Pennsylvania, 
«nd  licensed  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
i8L.B.  A. 


States  to  be  employed  in  the  coasting  and 
fishing  trade,  was  seized  and  condemn^  un- 
der a  statute  of  Maryland  making  it  unlaw- 
ful to  take  oysters  within  the  waters  of  the 
latter  state  with  a  scoop  or  drag,  and  pre- 
scribing as  a  penalty  for  a  violation  there- 
of the  forfeiture  of  the  vessel  so  offending; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  act  in  question  was 
a  proper  exercise  of  the  internal  polioe  pow- 
er of  a  state,  which  was  not  repugnant  to  the 
commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States.  Smith  v.  Maryland,  18  How. 
71,  15  L.  ed.  269.  It  is  only  when  a  statute 
of  a  state  conflicts  with  an  act  of  Congress 
regulating  foreign  or  interstate  commerce,  or 
contravenes  the  general  policy  of  the  gov- 
ernment, that  it  must  yield.  As  was  said 
by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  (Hbbona  v. 
Ogden,  9  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed.  23 :  "The  nullity 
of  any  act  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution 
is  produced  by  the  declaration  that  the  Con- 
stitution is  the  supreme  law.  The  appropri- 
ate application  of  that  part  of  the  clause 
which  confers  the  same  supremacy  on  laws 
and  treaties  is  to  such  acts  of  the  state  leg- 
islatures as  do  not  transcend  their  powers, 
but,  though  enacted  in  the  execution  of  ac^ 
know! edged  state  powers,  interfere  with  or 
are  contrary  to  the  laws  of  Congress  made  in 
pursuance  of  the  Constitution,  or  some 
treaty  made  under  the  authority  of  the 
United  States.  In  every  such  case  the  act 
of  Congress  or  the  treaty  is  supreme,  and  the 
law  of  the  state,  though  enacted  in  the  exer- 
cise of  powers  not  controverted,  must  yield 
to  it."  Congress  has  prescribed  a  punish- 
ment for  any  person  who  shall  harbor  or  se- 
crete a  seaman  belonging  to  any  vessel, 
knowing  him  to  belong  thereto.  U.  S. 
Rev.  Stat.  S  4601.  In  construing  this 
section  it  has  been  repeatedly  held,  how- 
ever, that  the  penalty  therein  prescribed  does 
not  apply  to  the  harboring  or  secreting  of 
any  person  employed  as  a  seaman  on  a  ves- 
sel which  does  not  belong  to  a  citizen  of  the 
United  Stetes.  Ex  parte  D'Olivera,  1  Gall. 
474,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,967;  United  States  v. 
Minges,  16  Fed.  Rep.  657;  Orant  v.  United 
States,  16  U.  S.  App.  243,  58  Fed.  Rep.  694, 
7  C.  C.  A.  436.  But,  if  it  were  held  that  this 
section  applied  with  equal  force  to  seamen 
employed  on  a  foreign  vessel,  S  1952,  Hiirs 
Anno.  Laws  (Or.),  not  being  repugnant  there- 
to or  inconsistent  therewith,  is  enforceable 
in  the  courts  of  this  state;  the  rule  being 
that  the  statute  of  a  state  and  an  act  of  Con- 
gress may  each  prohibit  the  commission  of 
the  same  offense,  and  prescribe  the  same  or 
a  different  punishment  therefor,  under  which 
the  party  found  guilty  thereof  may  suffer 
the  penalties  provided  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  and  of  the  state.  Territory 
V.  Coleman,  1  Or.  192;  State  v.  Broton,  2 
Or.  221 ;  Fow  v.  Ohio,  5  How.  410,  12  L.  ed. 
213;  United  States  v.  Mangold,  9  How.  560, 

13  L.  ed.  257 ;  Moore  v.  Illinois,  14  How.  13, 

14  L.  ed.  306;  Ew  parte  Siehold,  100  U.  S. 
371,  €5  L.  ed.  717;  Cross  v.  North  CaroUna^ 
132  U.  S.  131,  33  L.  ed.  287,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
47.  If  the  statute  under  consideraticm  be 
deemed  a  regulation  of  commerce,  it  is  looal 
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in  its  ftpplication  and  limited  in  its  opera^ 
tion;  and,  Ck>ngre88  not  having  assumed  con- 
trol of  the  subject  thereof,  it  is  within  the 
power  of  the  state  to  prescribe  the  necessary 
r^ulations.  Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania, 114  U.  S.  196,  1  Inters.  Ckmi.  Rep. 
382,  29  L.  ed.  158,  5  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  826; 
Braum  y.  Houston,  114  U.  S.  622,  29  L.  ed. 
257,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1091.  The  act  in  ques- 
tion is  a  rightful  exercise  of  the  police  power 
of  the  state,  in  the  regulation  of  the  matters 
to  which  it  applies;  and  instead  of  being 
in  conflict  with  any  regulation  of  Congress 
upon  the  subject,  or  in  contravention  of  the 
general  policy  of  the  government,  it  is  in 
fact  in  aid  of  commerce  rather  than  in  re- 
striction of  it.    Smith  v.  Alabama,  124  U. 


S.  465,  31  L.  ed.  508,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  564; 
Western  V.  Teleg,  Oo.  v.  James,  162  U.  S. 
650,  40  L.  ed.  1105,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  934; 
Hennington  v.  Georgia,  163  U.  8.  299,  41  L. 
ed.  166,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1086;  New  York, 
N.  H.  d  H,  R.  Co.  V.  New  York,  165  U.  S. 
628,  41  L.  ed.  853,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  418; 
Gladson  v.  Minnesota,  166  U.  S.  427,  41  L. 
ed.  1064,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  627;  Chicago,  M. 
d  8t.  P.  R,  Co.  V.  8olan,  109  U.  S.  133,  42  L. 
ed.  688,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  289. 

The  court  having  erred  in  discharging  the 
plaintiff,  it  follows  that  the  judgment  is  re- 
versed and  the  cause  remanded,  with  instruc- 
tions to  the  court  below  to  have  him  appre- 
hended, and  to  require  him  to  plead  to  the 
indictment. 
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Maria  ECKER,  Retpt.^ 

V. 

G.  A.  LINDSKOG,  Appi. 
( 8.  D. ) 

1.  A  selection  of  the  exempted  prop- 
erty which  Is  allowed  to  the  head  of  a  fam- 
ily by  the  Constitution  and  Laws  of  1800, 
chap.  86,  may  be  made  by  the  wife  when  the 
husband  Is  Incompetent  to  make  It  because 
he  has  been  adjudged  Insane  and  Is  confined 
In  a  state  hospital,  although  most  of  the 
property  claimed  belongs  to  him. 

a.  The  fact  that  a  wife  elalma  to  be 
the  ovrner  of  exempt  property,  the 
greater  portion  of  which  belongs  to  her  In- 
sane husband,  will  not  defeat  her  claim  of 
exemption  set  up  thereto  by  her  as  the  head 
of  a  family,  If  no  Injury  results  from  the 
failure  to  state  the  particulars  as  to  the  title. 

(January  24,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Brookings  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  possession  of  certain  property  seized 
by  defendant  under  execution,  as  being  ex- 
empt to  plaintiff  as  the  bead  of  a  family. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Cheeper  ft  Hall,  for  appellant: 
The  burden  was  upon  the  plaintiff,  in  or- 
der to  establish  a  prima  facie  case,  to  prove: 

(1 )  That  she  was  the  owner  of  the  property; 

(2)  that  she  was  the  head  of  the  family; 
and  (3)  the  claim  of,  and  right  to,  exemp- 
tions. 

If  the  property  belongs  to  Joseph  it  is  not 
exempt,  and  is  therefore  subject  to  the  exe- 
cution against  him,  and  plaintiff  could  not 
recover. 

The  answer  raising  the  issue  of  her  owner- 
ehip,  it  was  necessary  for  her  to  establish  the 
«ame. 

8ha/rp  y.  Johnson,  44  Neb.  166,  62  IT.  W. 


Nora. — For  wife  as  head  of  family,  see  also 
fielloway  v.  Holloway  (Ga.)  11  L.  R.  A.  Ris, 
«nd  note, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


466;  Wagner  v.  OUon,  3  N.  D.  69,  54  N.  W. 
286;  Paddock  v.  Balgord^,2  S.  D.  100,  48  N. 
W.  840;  Haveron  v.  Anderson,  3  N.  D.  540, 
68  N.  W.  340. 

The  debtor  must  bring  himself  and  his 
property  within  the  statute  by  an  affirmative 
showing. 

7  AuL  k  Eng.  Enc  Law,  p.  142. 

Messrs.  Aleacander  ft  Hooker  and  John 
O.  Jenkins,  for  respondent: 

Prior  actual  possession  is  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain an  action  against  one  who  comes  into 
possession  afterwards  without  title. 

26  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  748;  Gra/nd 
Island  Bkg.  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  34  Neb. 
93,  61  N.  W.  696. 

The  "beneficent  considerations  which 
prompt  the  enactment  of  humane  exemption 
laws  require  a  liberal  construction  of  the 
same." 

Linander  v.  Longstaff,  7  S.  D.  167,  63  N. 
W.  775;  Meyer  v.  Beaver,  9  S.  D.  168,  68  N. 
W.  310. 

It  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  the  legal 
title  to  the  property  which  the  law  sets  aside 
for  the  maintenance  and  protection  of  the 
family  is  in  the  husband  or  wife  or  both. 
In  either  case  it  is  exempt  from  levy  for  the 
debts  of  either. 

Thompson,  Homestead  &  Exemption,  fi| 
221,  224;  Wilson  v.  Cochran,  31  Tex.  680,  98 
Am.  Dec.  653;  Brigham  v.  Bush,  33  Barb. 
598 ;  Murray  v.  Sells,  63  Ga.  267 ;  Willis  v. 
Matthews,  46  Tex.  478;  Partee  v.  Stewart, 
60  Miss.  721 ;  Cra/ne  v.  Waggoner,  33  Ind.  83 ; 
Orr  V.  Shraft,  22  Mich.  264 ;  Boelter  v.  Kloss- 
ner,  74  Minn.  272,  77  N.  W.  4;  Sohaller  v. 
Kurtsf,  25  Neb.  666,  41  N.  W.  642;  Hamil- 
ton V.  Fleming,  26  Neb.  240,  41  N.  W.  1002; 
State  em  rel.  Scoville  v.  Wilson,  31  Neb.  462, 
48  N.  W.  147 ;  State  eco  rel.  Lucas  v.  Houok, 
32  Neb.  625,  49  N.  W.  462;  Frastier  v.  Syas, 
10  Neb.  116,  35  Am.  Rep.  466,  4  N.  W.  934. 

The  uniform  tenor  of  the  decisions  of  this 
court  appears  to  correspond  with  this  theory. 

Noyes  v.  Belding,  5  S.  D.  603,  69  N.  W. 
1069 ;  Meyer  v.  Beaver,  9  S.  D.  168,  68  N.  W. 
310;  //tnonder  v.  Longstaff,  7  S.  D.  167,  63 
N.  W.  775. 
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Fuller,  P.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  action  in  claim  and  delivery,  to  re* 
cover  from  the  sheriff  certain  personal  prop- 
erty upon  which  he  had  levied  executions, 
and  oi  which  plaintiff,  in  her  complaint, 
claims  to  be  owner,  resulted  in  her  favor,  and 
the  defendant  appeals.  The  value  of  the 
property  seized,  consisting  mainly  of  farm 
horses,  with  their  harnesses,  and  a  wagon, 
together  with  all  personal  property  enumer- 
ated in  her  schedule  of  exemptions,  does  not 
exceed  the  amount  allowed  by  law  to  the  head 
of  the  family;  and  the  ownership  of  such 
property,  and  her  riffht  to  claim  the  same  as 
exempt,  are  the  omy  points  that  need  be 
considered. 

One  execution  is  upon  a  judgment  against 
respondent  and  her  husband  jointly,  and  the 
other  upon  a  judgment  against  her  alone; 
and  within  the  time  allowed  by  law  she 
claimed  her  exemptions,  by  serving  upon  ap- 
pellant a  schedule  of  all  the  property  oelong- 
ing  to  both  herself  and  husband,  including 
that  seized,  and  no£ified  him  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  an  appraiser  to  act  in  her  behalf,  and 
an  appraisement  was  demanded.  In  this  ver- 
ified schedule  of  personal  property,  respon- 
dent states  that  the  same  belongs  to  herself 
and  husband,  Joseph  Ecker,  and  '4s  exempt 
from  le\'y  and  sale  on  execution,  and  affiant 
hereby  claims  the  same  as  exempt  from  levy 
and  sale,  upon  the  ground  that  the  value  of  the 
same,  and  of  the  whole  thereof,  does  not  ex- 
ceed the  sum  of  $760;  that  affiant  is  the  wife 
of  baid  defendant,  Joseph  Ecker,  and  has  been 
his  wife  for  the  period  of  several  years  past ; 
that  said  Joseph  Ecker  has  been  adjudged  in- 
sane by  the  board  of  insanity  of  said  Brook- 
infrs  county  in  the  year  1896,  and  was  com- 
mitted by  the  judge  of  the  county  court  of 
said  county  of  Brookings  to  the  hospital  for 
the  insane  at  Yankton,  in  said  state  of  South 
Dakota,  where  he  is  still  confined."  Her 
schedule  and  demand  for  an  appraisement 
were  wholly  disregarded  by  appellant,  and 
the  failure  to  comply  with  the  following  is 
the  only  reason  assigned  for  his  refusal  to 
have  the  property  appraised.  "To  Maria 
Eoker :  You  are  hereby  demanded  to  furnish 
me  forthwith  a  statement  of  property  in- 
cluded in  the  schedule  of  yours,  dated  Sep- 
tember 24th,  1897,  served  upon  me  in  the 
case  of  N.  A.  Schouweiler  and  M.  E.  Schou- 
weiler,  copartners  as  Schouweiler  Bros., 
against  Joseph  Eoker  and  Maria  Ecker,  show- 
ing which  articles  of  personal  property  you 
claim  to  belong  to  yourself,  and  which  you 
claim  to  belong  to  Joseph  Ecker  separately ; 
and  also,  in  such  statement,  you  inform  me 
whether  you  claim  you  are  the  head  of  the 
family  of  Joseph  Ecker."  We  think  the 
ownership  was  sufficiently  stated,  together 
with  facts  justifying  a  reasonable  inference 
that  respondent  based  her  exemption  right 
upon  the  claim  that  she  was  the  head  of  the 
family  of  Joseph  Ecker;  and  it  was  appel- 
lant's duty  to  pursue  statutory  steps  to  de- 
termine whether  such  property,  or  any  part 
thereof,  was  so  exempt.  Hoidridge  v.  Lee, 
S  S.  D.  134,  52  N.  W.  265;  Paddock  v.  BaU 
fford,  2  6.  D.  100,  48  N.  W.  840.  When  the 
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head  of  the  family,  rightfully  in  possession 
of  personal  propertv,  claims  the  same  as  ex- 
empt, although  informally,  and  no  waiver 
of  such  claim  has  been  made,  it  is  the  du£y 
of  the  sheriff  to  whom  the  schedule  has  been 
submitted  to  have  such  property  appraised, 
although  the  husband  or  wiie  of' such  debtor 
may  own  some  interest  therein.  It  has  been 
held  that  exempt  personal  propertv,  confess- 
edly owned  by  the  debtor's  wife,  but  seized 
for  his  debts,  may  be  recovered  by  him  from 
the  grasp  of  his  creditors,  by  reason  of  a 
mere  possessory  right.  Sieen  v.  Hamblet,  06 
Miss.  112,  5  So.  524;  Braatcell  v.  McDaniel^ 
74  Ga.  319.  In  Minnesota  "a  disclaimer  by 
the  debtor  of  any  ownership  of  the  property 
levied  on  will  not  estop  him  from  afterwards 
asserting  and  proving  his  title  thereto  a» 
owner,  when  the  disclaimer  has  not  influ- 
enced the  conduct  of  the  officer,  or  been  acted 
on  by  him  or  the  plaintiff  in  tJie  execution. "^ 
MoAbe  V.  T)u>mp8ony  27  Minn.  134,  6  N.  W. 
479.  It  is  undisputed  that  respondent,  with 
her  children,  occupied  a  rented  farm,  and  ha» 
by  the  use  of  the  property  seized  maintained 
the  family  during  the  two  years  of  her  hus- 
band's affliction  and  detention  in  the  hospi- 
tal for  the  insane;  and  she  must  therefore* 
in  contemplation  of  the  statute,  be  regarded 
as  the  head  of  the  family.  State  ex  rel,  Lu- 
cas V.  Houck,  32  Keb.  525,  49  N.  W.  462; 
Frazier  v.  Syas,  10  Neb.  115,  35  Am.  Rep. 
466,  4  N.  W.  934.  The  property  claimed  be- 
ing exempt,  the  wife,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces disclosed  by  the  record,  had  the  right  to* 
demand  it  for  herself  and  family;  and,  iiii 
the  absence  of  any  injury  resulting  there- 
from, the  fact  that  she  claimed  to  be  the 
owner,  when  a  greater  portion  thereof  be- 
longed to  her  insane  husband,  will  not  defeat 
a  recovery. 

To  the  point  that  the  wife  is  entitled  to 
make  such  claim  out  of  her  husband's  prop- 
erty, see  yoyes  v.  Belding,  5  S.  D.  603,  59 
N.  W.  1069 ;  Meyer  v.  Beaver,  9  S.  D.  168,  68- 
N.  W.  310.  Where  exempt  property  is  in- 
volved, the  controlling  point  in  claim  and  de- 
livery is  the  right  of  possession,  rather  tha» 
the  right  of  property;  and  as  against  appel- 
lant, whose  duty  it  was  to  have  an  appraise- 
ment made,  respondent  has  shown  by  uncon- 
troverted  evidence  a  right  of  exclusive  pos- 
session of  all  the  property  described,  and  she 
was  entitled  to  maintain  the  action. 
Sprague  v.  Clark,  41  Vt.  6;  Moorman  v. 
Quick,  20  Ind.  07 ;  Eldridge  v.  Sherman,  70- 
Mich.  266,  38  N.  W.  255 ;  hazard  v.  Wheeler, 
22  Cal.  139.  Judge  Cooley,  in  speaking  for 
the  court  in  Tandler  v.  Saunders,  56  Mich. 
142,  22  N.  W.  271,  says:  "One  who  has  a 
right  to  use  property  at  will  can  replevy  it 
from  any  wrongdoer,  as,  for  example,  from  a 
sheriff's  officer  who  has  taken  it  on  an  execu- 
tion issued  against  another  person."  The 
constitutional  declaration  is  that  to  all  heada 
of  families  a  reasonable  amount  of  personal 
property,  the  kind  and  value  of  which  is  to- 
be  fixed  by  general  law,  shall  be  exempt; 
and  the  plain  intent  of  the  law  is  to  preserve- 
such  property,  to  the  value  of  $750,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  family,  to  be  selected  by  the- 
head  of  tiie  family,  or  by  his  agent  or  attor^ 
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n^,  at  additional  exemptions.  Chap.  86, 
Lawa  1890.  Where,  therefore,  by  reason  of 
the  insanity  or  other  infirmity  of  the  hus- 
band, the  wife  becomes  the  head  of  the  fam- 
ily, the  interest  of  its  members  in  personal 
property  rightfully  in  her  possession,  to  the 
yaJue  of  that  involved  in  this  suit,  is  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  wife  to  select  the  same 
under  claim  of  ownership,  although  the 
jpreater  portion  thereof  may  really  belonff  to 
her  husband.  Crane  v.  Waggoner,  33  Ind. 
83;  lAnander  v.  Longstaff,  7  S.  D.  157,  63  N. 
W.  775.  To  effectuate  the  purpose  of  stat- 
utes enacted  for  the  protection  of  families 
against  want  occasioned  by  the  forced  sale  of 
•exempt  property,  a  liberal  rule  of  construc- 
tion should  be  invoked,  by  which  the  wife  and 
mother,  when  the  head  of  the  family,  may 
-claim  exemptions,  within  the  statutory  lim- 
itation, out  of  her  own  and  her  husband's 
proper^,  or  the  separate  property  of  either, 
without  specific  idlegation  as  to  which  the 
•different  articles  belong.  Brastoell  v.  Mo- 
Daniel,  74  Ga.  819.  The  value  of  the  use  of 
the  property  during  its  wrongful  detention 
was  in  this  case  the  truest  measure  of  dam- 
sges,  and  the  amount  awarded  was  fully  jus- 
tified by  competent  evidence.  Allen  v.  Pox, 
51  N.  Y.  663,  10  Am.  Rep.  641 ;  Northrup  v. 
Orose,  2  N.  D.  433,  61  N.  W.  718. 

Under  the  view  we  have  taken,  the  rulings 
of  the  court  relating  to  evidence  admitted 
and  excluded  become  immaterial,  as  the  re- 
sult could  not  have  been  different. 

There  being  no  reversible  error,  the  judg- 
ment appeal^  from  ie  affirmed^ 


David    WATERHOUSB,    Beept., 

V. 

JOSEPH  SCHLITZ  BREWING  COMPANY, 
Appt. 
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1.  Tbe  o^rner  of  a  bvlldlnsr  aiandliiflr 
on  A  baslnesa  street,  who.  knowing  that 
it  has  been  negligently  constructed  by  the  use 
of  improper  materials  and  liable  to  fall  of 
its  own  weight,  continues  to  use  it  or  permit 
it  to  be  used,  is  guilty  of  continuing  a  nui- 
sance, and  is  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  its 
collapse,  to  a  person  lawfully '  standing  in 
front  of  it  at  the  time,  although  it  is  then  In 
the  possession  of  a  lessee. 

S.  Tlie  faet  tliat  a  balldlnsr  baa  stood 
for  ten  years  without  falling  is  not  sufficient 
to  disprove  that  it  was  negligently  con- 
structed. 

8.  A  complaint  allefflnff  tbe  neffllvent 
maintenance  of  a  bnlldinv  that  was 
Improperly  constructed  is  not  insufficient  be- 
cause it  falls  to  state  specifically  in  what  re- 
spects it  was  negligently  constructed,  or  in 
what  respect  the  materials  used  were  insuf- 
ficient for  such  a  structure. 

(January  18,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
Circuit    Court  for    Codington    County 

Note. — ^As  to  Individual  liability  for  falling 
walls  or  buildings,  see  Ryder  t.  Kinsey  (Minn.) 
84  L.  R.  A.  567,  and  note. 
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overruling  a  demurrer  to  the  contplsint  In  aa 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted  from 
the  fall  of  a  building  owned  by  defendant. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

ifr.  George  W.  Case,  for  appellant: 

Ncigligence  is  not  actionable  unless  it  is 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  complained 
of. 

Mathiaaon  y.  Mayer,  90  Mo.  585,  2  S.  W. 
834;  Sedgw.  Damages,  i  9. 

Action&le  negligence  must  be  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury. 

Bishop,  Noncontr.  Law,  8  455. 

In  determining  the  question  of  n^ligence 
the  situation  and  knowledge  of  the  parties^ 
and  the  attendant  circumstances,  must  be 
considered. 

Maxwell,  Code  PI.  p.  255. 

When  a  structure  has  uniformly  proved 
safe  its  use  may  be  continued  without  the  im- 
putation of  carelessness. 

Lafflin  v.  Buffalo  &  8,  W,  R,  Co.  106  N.  Y. 
136,  60  Am.  Kep.  433,  12  N.  E.  599;  Dougan 
V.  Champlain  Tranap.  Co.  56  N.  Y.  1 ;  LoftuB 
V.  Union  Ferry  Co.  84  N.  Y.  455,  38  Am.  Rep. 
533;  Burke  v.  Witherbee,  98  N.  Y.  562. 

The  charge  of  negligence  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  building,  being  absolutely  de- 
stroyed by  the  length  of  time  which  the 
complaint  alleges  the  building  stood,  not 
showing  any  weakness  or  decay,  is  wholly 
insufficient  upon  which  to  predicate  this  ac- 
tion. 

Estee,  PI.  4th  ed.  9  1861 ;  Wallace  v.  San 
Antonio  d  A.  P.  R.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  42 
S.  W.  865;  Broion  v.  Chicago,  R.  /.  d  P.  R. 
Co.  59  Kan.  70,  52  Pac.  65;  Elliott  v.  Carter 
White-Lead  Co.  53  Neb.  458,  73  N.  W.  948. 

The  acts  which  constitute  the  negligence 
are  not  alleged. 

Flint  d  P.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  8ta/rk,  38  Mich. 
714;  Smith  v.  Buttner,  90  Cal.  95,  27  Pac. 
29;  Sieber  v.  Blanc,  76  Cal.  173, 18  Pac.  260; 
Ryder  v.  Kinaey,  62  Minn.  85,  34  L.  R.  A. 
557,  64  N.  W.  94;  Bishop,  Noncontr.  Law,  9 
459 ;  Metzger  v.  Schultz,  16  Ind.  App.  454,  43 
N.  E.  886.  45  N.  E.  619. 

The  building  being  rented  at  the  time  of 
the  injury,  if  any  liability  whatever  re- 
sulted from  its  fall,  unless  because  of  some 
concealed  defect,  or  a  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  owner  to  repair  it,  the  tenant  or  per- 
son occupying  it  would  be  liable. 

Barman  v.  Spencer  (Ind.)  44  L.  R.  A.  815, 
49  N.  E.  9;  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  p.  474; 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  5th  ed.  S§  503,  708; 
Van  Every  v.  Ogg,  69  Cal.  563;  Sieber  v. 
Blanc,  70  Cal.  173,  18  Pac.  260;  Jaffe  v.  Bar- 
teau,  56  N.  Y.  398,  15  Am.  Rep.  438;  Botoe 
V.  Bunking,  135  Mass.  380,  46  Am.  Rep.  471 ; 
Felloica  v.  Gilhuber,  82  Wis.  639,  17  L.  R.  A. 
577,  52  N.  W.  307;  Willson  v.  TreadweU,  81 
Cal.  58,  22  Pac.  304;  McKenatie  v.  Cheetham, 
83  Me.  543,  22  Atl.  469;  Burdick  v.  Cheadle, 
26  Ohio  St.  393,  20  Am.  Rep.  767. 

The  stranger  has  no  greater  rights  against 
the  landlord  than  the  tenant  himself,  unless 
it  is  a  case  where  the  building  when  leased 
to  the  tenant  was  in  a  dangerous  condition* 


158 


South  Dakota  8up&bm£  Coubt. 


jA2r.» 


And  such  defect  was  concealed^  and  from  its 
nature  could  not  readily  be  ascertained  by 
either  the  tenant  or  the  stranger. 

Corey  v.  Mann,  14  How.  Pr.  103. 

Messrs.  ClieeTer  A  Hall,  for  respondent: 

Though  the  burden  of  proving  negligence 
is  on  t£e  plaintiff,  yet  in  many  cases  the 
nature  of  the  accident  may  be  such  as  to  con- 
stitute prima  fade  proof  thereof. 

J.  Ruaacll  Mfg.  Co,  v.  New  Haven  fif.  B. 
Co,  50  N.  Y.  121. 

The  fact  that  this  particular  building  had 
through  fortuitous  circumstances  stood  for 
ten  years,  and  then  fell  of  its  own  weight  at 
the  end  of  that  time,  raises  no  presumption 
of  law  or  fact  that  it  was  not  negligently 
constructed ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  the  fact 
that  it  did  so  fall  without  any  extraneous 
cause,  not  only  constitutes  evidence  of  negli- 
gence per  se,  but  it  also  raises  a  presumption 
of  negligence  in  its  construction. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  p.  449 ;  3  Lawson, 
Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  §  1160;  Mullen  v.  8t, 
John,  57  N.  Y.  507,  15  Am.  Rep.  530;  Peer- 
ing, Neg.  §  314. 

If  an  injury  occurs  after  the  person  who 
erected  the  same  has  alienated  the  property, 
he  is  not  liable,  the  new  owner  alone  being 
responsible. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  475;  Blunt 
V.  Aikin,  15  Wend.  522;  Irvine  v.  Wood,  61 
N.  Y.  224,  10  Am.  Rep.  603. 

The  gist  of  this  action  is  negligence,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that  it  was  wil- 
ful. 

Barnes  v.  Beime,  38  La.  Ann.  280 ;  Tucker 
V.  Illinois  C,  R.  Co,  42  La.  Ann.  114,  7  So. 
124;  Irvine  v.  Wood,  51  N.  Y.  224,  10  Am. 
Rep.  003;  Bassett  v.  Fish,  75  N.  Y.  305;  Mc- 
Carthy V.  Syracuse,  46  N.  Y.  194. 

The  owner  of  the  building  is  the  proper  de- 
fendant 

16  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  449 ;  3  Lawson, 
Neg.  §  314;  3  Lawson,  Rights,  Rem.  k  Pr. 
9  1160;  Congrcve  v.  Smith,  18  N.  Y.  79; 
Clifford  V.  Dam,  81  N.  Y.  52;  Bvoords  v. 
Edgar,  59  N.  Y.  34,  17  Am.  Rep.  295 ;  Daven- 
port V.  Ruckman,  37  N.  Y.  568 ;  Anderson  v. 
Dickie,  26  How.  Pr.  105;  Knauss  v.  Brua, 
107  Pa.  85 ;  Khron  v.  Brock,  144  Mass.  516, 
11  N.  E.  748;  Albert  v.  State  use  of  Ryan, 
66  Md.  325,  59  Am.  Rep.  159;  Marshall  v. 
Heard,  59  Tex.  266. 

The  owner  cannot  avoid  liability  for  im- 
proper construction  of  a  building  by  turn- 
ing the  possession  thereof  over  to  a  tenant. 

Hannem  v.  Pence,  40  Minn.  127,  41  N.  W. 
657;  Jessen  v.  Sweigert,  66  Cal.  182,  4  Pac 
1188;  Irvine  v.  Wood,  51  N.  Y.  224,  10  Am. 
Rep.  603;  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  475; 
Blunt  V.  Aikin,  15  Wend.  522. 

Corson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tho 
court: 

This  is  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover damages  for  injuries  received  by  him, 
caused  by  the  falling  of  a  building  owned  by 
the  defendant.  A  demurrer  was  interposed 
to  the  complaint  on  the  ground  that  the  same 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  defendant^  and 
48  L.  R.  A. 


also  that  it  appears  on  the  faoe  of  the  said 
complaint  that  there  is  a  defect  of  parties 
defendant.  The  demurrer  was  overruled, 
and  from  the  order  overruling  the  demurrer 
defendant  appeals. 

The  following  are  the  material  allegations 
in  the  complaint  necessary  to  be  considered 
in  determining  as  to  the  correctness  of  the 
court's  ruling  in  overruling  the  demurrer: 
"(3)  Tliat  on  the  21st  day  of  June,  1897,  de- 
fendant owned,  had  control  of,  and  had  for 
more  than  ten  years  inmiediately  prior 
thereto  owned  and  had  control  of,  a  certain 
grout  building,  known  as  the  "Mulholland 
Building"  which  was  then  and  there,  and  for 
some  time  prior  to  said  date  had  been,  occu- 
pied by  a  tenant  of  defendant,  and  situated 
on  the  following  described  premises  in  the 
city  of  Watertown,  county  of  Codington; 
.  .  .  that  said  building  was  negligently 
constructed  of  improper  materials,  and  in  an 
improper  and  negligent  manner  (being  what 
is  known  as  a  'grout  building,'  consisting 
principally  of  mortar),  and  was  old,  and 
negligently  used  and  permitted  to  be  used  by 
the  defendant  as  a  place  where  the  public 
were  permitted  to  resort,  and  was  rented  by 
the  defendant  at  the  time  of  its  collapse,  here- 
inafter moiitioned,  for  saloon  purposes,  on  a 
main  business  street  in  said  city  of  Water- 
town;  that  said  building  was  at  all  of  said 
times,  and  particularly  on  the  21st  day  of 
June.  1897,  in  a  dangerous  and  unsafe  con- 
dition, by  reason  of  its  negligent  construction 
and  the  negligent  use  of  improper  materials 
in  its  construction,  and  was  liable  at  any 
time,  of  its  o\m  weight,  to  collapse  and  in- 
jure persons  who  might  be  lawfully  in  or 
near  the  same,  as  defendant  well  knew.  (4) 
That  on  the  21st  day  of  June,  1897,  while  the 
plaintiff  was  lawfully  in  front  of  said  Mul- 
liolland  Building,  above  described,  the  said 
building,  by  reason  of  its  said  defective  and 
negligent  construction,  and  the  negligent  and 
defective  materials  of  which  it  was  con- 
structed, and  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant  in  permitting  said  building  to 
remain  and  be  used  as  aforesaid,  did  faJl  and 
collapse,  and  that  said  building,  and  a  largo 
and  heavy  mass  of  timbers  and  materials  out 
of  which  it  was  constructed,  did  fall  upon 
and  greatly  injure  this  plaintiff,  without  any 
fault  on  his  part.  .  .  ,**  It  is  contended 
on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  the  com- 
plaint is  defective,  in  that  it  fails  to  charge 
that  the  appellant  constructed  the  building, 
and  hence  it  cannot  be  claimed  that  the  ap- 
pellant was  guilty  of  negligence  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  same,  and  it  must  be  in- 
ferred that,  if  appellant  was  negligent  in 
regard  to  the  building,  it  was  because  of  its 
knowledge  of  its  faulty  construction  after  it 
had  been  so  constructed.  The  appellant 
further  contends  that  the  allegation  that  the 
appellant  owned  the  said  building,  and  had 
owned  the  same  for  more  than  ten  years  im* 
mediately  prior  thereto,  contradicts  and  neg- 
atives the  allegation  that  the  building  was 
negligently  constructed  of  improper  mate- 
rials and  in  an  improper  manner;  that  the 
construction  of  the  building  was  tx>o  remote- 
to   constitute   the   proximate   cause  of   re- 
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■pondent's  injury.  The  respondent  contends 
in  support  of  the  court's  ruling  that  the  com- 
plaint ia  one  for  damages  sustained  by  the 
plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  falling  of  the  de- 
fendant's building  without  extraneous  cause, 
which  building  was  negligently  constructed 
of  improper  materials,  and  in  an  improper 
and  negligent  manner  (being  what  is  known 
as  a  ^'grout  building/'  consisting  principally 
of  mortar),  and  was  old,  and  negligently 
used  and  permitted  to  be  used  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  rented  by  it,  for  saloon  pur- 
poses. It  is  not  claimed  by  respondent  that 
the  injuries  were  sustained  by  reason  of  a 
failure  to  repair  the  building,  or  that  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  used  caused  the 
injury,  but  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the  neg- 
ligent construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
building  by  the  defendant  as  owner.  The  de- 
fect claimed  is  one  which  repairs  could  not 
obviate.  It  is  claimed  by  respondent  that 
the  fact  that  it  was  rented  by  the  defendant 
for  saloon  purposes,  and  used  as  such,  is  set 
forth  in  the  complaint  for  the  purpose  s)f 
showinj^  that  it  was  not  the  improper  use  of 
the  building  which  caused  it  to  fall,  but  that 
the  fault  was  in  the  structure,  inherently. 
The  defendant  by  its  demurrer  admits,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  demurrer,  that  the  facts 
stated  m  the  complaint  are  true.  The  de- 
fendant therefore  admits  that  the  said  build- 
ing was  negligently  constructed  of  improper 
materials,  and  in  an  improper  and  negligent 
manner;  that  the  said  building  was  what  is 
known   as   a   ''grout   building,"   consisting 

firincipally  of  mortar,  and  was  old,  and  neg- 
igontly  used  and  permitted  to  be  used  by  the 
defendant  as  a  place  where  the  public  were 
permitted  to  resort;  that  said  building  was 
at  all  of  said  times,  and  particularly  on  the 
21  st  day  of  June^  1897,  in  a  dangerous  and 
unsafe  condition,  by  reason  of  its  negligent 
construction  and  was  liable  at  any  time,  of 
own  weight;  to  fall  and  injure  persons  who 
might  be  lawfully  in  or  near  the  same,  as 
defendant  well  knew.     It  is  true  that  it  is 
not  stated  that  the  defendant  constructed  the 
said  building,  but  it  is  stated  that  it  has 
owned  and  used  the  building  for  ten  years 
or  more,  well  knowing  that  it  was  so  neg- 
ligently constructed  by  the  use  of  improper 
materials,  and  was  liable  at  any  time  to  fall 
of  its  own  weight.    Assuming  these  facts  to 
be  true,  it  would  seem  to  necessarily  follow 
that  the  defendant  would  be  liable  for  any  in- 
juries resulting  to  persons  rightfully  in  or 
about  said  building,  and  the  fact  that  the 
building  was  leased  to,  and  in  the  possession 
of,  a  tenant  at  the  time  the  accident  occurred 
would  not  relieve  the  defendant  from  such 
liability.     It  seems  to  be  the  proper  rule  that 
the  landlord  is  liable  for  the  negligent  con- 
struction, and  the  tenant  for  the  negligent 
use,  of  the  premises.     If  a  dangerous  or  in- 
jurious structure  is  erected  on  the  premises 
when  he  lets  them  to  the  tenant,  the  landlord 
is.  of  course,  liable,  but  he  cannot  be  made 
answerable    for    such    a    structure    erected 
by     the     tenant      unless    he    renews     the 
lease     for     the     premises     after     knowl- 
edge    of     such     dangerous     or     injurious 
structure;  and  if  the  injury  occurs  after  the 
48L.B.A. 


original  owner  has  alienated  the  property, 
from  a  dangerous  structure  erectea  by  him 
before  alienation,  he  is  not  liable,  the  new 
owner  alone  being  responsible.  16  Am.  &£ng. 
Enc.  Law,  pp.  473,  47 -t;  Congreve  v.  Smith, 
18  N.  Y.  79;  Clifford  v.  Dam,  81  N.  Y.  62; 
Sworda  v.  Edgar,  59  N.  Y.  28,  17 Am.  Rep. 
295;  Davtsnport  v.  Ruokman,  37  N.  Y.  568; 
Anderson  v.  Dickie,  26  How.  Pr.  105 ;  Knausa 
V.  Brua,  107  Pa.  85;  Khron  v.  Brook,  144 
Mass.  516,  11  N.  E.  748.  The  owner  of  a 
building  adjoining  a  street  or  highway  is  un- 
der a  legal  obligation  to  take  reasonable  care 
that  it  IS  kept  in  proper  condition,  so  that  it 
shall  not  fall  into  the  street  or  highway  and 
injure  persons  lawfully  there.  Mullen  v.  £f^ 
John,  67  N.  Y.  667,  15  Am.  Rep.  630.  The 
genera]  rule  is  that  every  person  must  so  use 
his  own  property  as  not  to  injure  others. 
Anything  wrongfully  done  or  committed 
which  injures  or  annoys  another  in  the  en- 
joyment of  his  legal  rights  is  an  actionable 
nuisance.  Cooley,  Torts,  §  665.  A  nuisance 
may  result  from  the  negligent  acts  of  com- 
mission or  omission  of  another.  The  owner 
is  liable  if  the  nuisance  was  erected  on  the 
land  by  the  prior  owner  or  by  a  stranger,  and 
he  knowingly  maintains  or  continues  it. 
Metzger  v.  Sohultz,  16  Ind.  App.  454,  43  N.  E. 
886,  45  N.  E.  619.  If,  therefore,  the  building 
in  controversy  was  originally  negligently 
constructed  of  unsafe  and  unsuitable  mate- 
rial, so  that  it  was  liable  to  fall  of  its  own 
weight,  it  constituted  a  nuisance;  and  if  the 
defendant,  with  knowledge  of  its  negligent 
construction  and  the  use  of  unsuitable  mate- 
rial therein,  continued  to  use  said  building, 
or  permitted  it  to  be  used,  it  was  guilty  of 
continuing  the  nuisance,  and  would  be  liable 
to  the  party  injured  by  reason  of  the  neg- 
ligent construction  of  the  building,  and  the 
use  in  the  construction  of  such  building  of 
improper  and  unsuitable  materials.  Sworda 
V.  Edgar,  59  N.  Y.  28,  17  Am.  Rep.  296; 
House  V.  Meicalf,  27  Conn.  631. 

The  contention  of  appellant  that  the  state- 
ment in  the  complaint  that  the  building  had 
been  owned  and  used  by  the  defendant  for 
more  than  ten  years  tends  to  contradict  the 
statement  that  the  building  was  negligently 
and  improperly  constructed,  is  not  tenable. 
From  Uie  fact  that  the  building  fell  of  its 
own  weight,  without  any  external  violence,  a 
fair  presumption  would  be  that  the  fall  oc- 
curred through  adequate  causes,  one  of  the 
most  natural  of  which  would  be  the  negligent 
and  faulty  construction  of  the  building  it- 
self. The  fact,  therefore,  that  it  had  stood 
for  a  number  of  years  without  falling  would 
afford  very  slight  evidence  that  it  had  been 
properly  constructed,  and  of  suitable  mate- 
rial. In  the  case  of  Mullen  v.  8t.  John,  57  N. 
Y.  567,  15  Am.  Rep.  530,  the  building  which 
fell,  as  reported  in  that  case,  was  constructed 
in  1854,  and  remained  standing  until  1870, 
when  a  part  of  its  walls  fell  outward  into  the 
street,  causing  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  in 
that  action;  but  it  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  there  claimed  that  the  fact  that  the 
building  liad  been  in  use  16  years  or  more 
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constituted  any  objection  to  the  recovery  by 
the  plaintiff. 

It  is  further  contended  by  the  appellant 
that  it  doee  not  appear  from  the  complaint, 
8peciflcally,in  what  respects  the  building  was 
negligently  constructed,  nor  in  what  respect 
the  materials  used  were  insufficient  for  suuli 
a  structure;  but  it  seems,  in  general,  that  a 
complaint  specifying  the  act,  the  commission 
or  omission  of  whioi  caused  the  injury,  and 
averring  generally  that  it  was  negligently 
and  carelessly  done  or  omitted,  will  suffice. 
14  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  334,  and  cases  cited.     See 


also  Rogers  y,  Trueadale,  57  Minn.  126,  68 
N.  W.  688. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  ease  at  bar 
no  negligence  of  the  tenant  is  alleged,  nor  is 
it  alleged  that  the  building  fell  by  reason  of 
any  decay,  or  by  reason  of  its  being  out  of 
repair.  Hence  there  seems  to  be  no  cause  of 
action  for  which  the  tenant  would  be  liable, 
and  hence  there  is  no  misjoinder  of  parties. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  overruling  of  the 
demurrer  by  the  court  was  correct. 

The  order  overruling  the  demurrer  U 
affirmed. 
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A  eoTenant  In  «  deed  of  land  for  a  rail- 
road rlvht  of  vray,  that  certain  trains 
shall  be  run  on  the  road  to  be  built  thereon, 
which  is  the  chief  consideration  of  the  con- 
veyance, is  a  covenant  running  with  the  land, 
on  which  an  action  may  be  maintained 
against  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  the  rail- 
road who  fails  to  run  such  trains,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  the  covenant  had  been 
broken  by  the  original  grantee  before  such 
transfer,  and  although  the  covenant  does  not 
expressly  refer  to  assigna 

(November  18,  1800.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Hamilton  County 
in'favor  of  defendants  in  a  proceeding  to  en- 
force a  covenant  requiring  the  running  of 
trains  over  a  right  of  way  granted  by  plain- 
tiff to  defendants.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Prltohard  Sc  Sixer,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  artificial  rule  in  Spencer's  Case,  5 
Coke,  16a,  made  a  distinction  between  cove- 
nants which  related  to  things  in  esse  and 
those  which  related  to  things  not  in  esse, 
holding  that  the  former  bound  the  assignee 
although  not  named,  but  that  the  latter  did 
not  bind  the  assignee. 

In  the  English  note  to  Spencer's  Case,  in 
1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  9th  Am.  ed.  pp.  186- 
188,  it  is  pointed  out  that  in  the  English 
case  of  Minshull  v.  Oakes,  2  Hurlst.  &  N.  793, 
the  court  of  exchequer  has  not    only  ex- 


pressed an  opinion  that  the  rule  announced 
by  Coke  as  having  been  decided  in  Spencer's 
Case  is  unreasonable,  but  has  also  suggest- 
ed that  the  case  decided  the  contrary. 

And  at  page  208,  in  the  American  note,  it 
is  said:  ^'It  may  be  absurd  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  it  is  necessary  to  covenant  for 
'assigns'  as  to  anything  not  in  esse  at  the 
time  of  the  covenant,  discussed  in  the  first 
and  second  resolutions  of  the  leading  case, 
has  generally  been  passed  over  lightly  in 
this  country,  and  the  use  of  the  word  'as- 
signs' considered  of  little  importance  if  an 
intention  that  the  covenant  shall  run  be 
gathered  from  the  whole  instrument." 

Masury  v.  Southxcorih,  9  Ohio  St.  340; 
Bradford  Oil  Co.  t.  Blair,  113  Pa.  83,  67  Am. 
Rep.  442,  4  Atl.  218. 

The  intention  of  the  parties  to  a  covenant 
respecting  real  property  is  the  controlling 
element  in  determining  whether  or  not  a 
covenant  runs  with  the  land. 

Bald  Eagle  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Nittany  Val- 
ley R.  Co.  171  Pa.  284,.  29  L.  R.  A.  423,  33 
Atl.  239;  from  v.  Miller,  136  Pa.  640,  9  L. 
R.  A.  810,  20  Atl.  706. 

The  covenant  sued  on  does  clearly  touch 
and  concern  the  estate. 

Horn  V.  Miller,  136  Pa.  640,  9  L.  R.  i». 
810,  20  Atl.  706. 

The  deed  in  this  case  is  ( 1 )  a  conveyance 
of  a  railroad  right  of  way. 

2.  The  deed  is  made  and  expressed  to  be 
made  "in  consideration  of  an  agreement  by 
the  grantee  to  run  daily  passenger  trains 
over  and  along  the  right  of  way  granted. 

3.  The  habendum  of  the  deed  is  to  "the 
Chattanooga  Union  Railway  Co.,  its  success- 
ors and  assigns,"  and  the  warranty  uses  the 
same  words. 


^i^OTB. — As  to  eflTect  of  stipulation  in  a  deed 
of  a  railroad  right  of  way  for  the  maintenance 
of  a  fence  as  a  covenant  running  with  the  land, 
see  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  B.  Co.  v.  Smith  (Tex.)  2 
L.  R.  A.  281. 

For  effect  of  covenant  In  deed  of  right  of  way 
as  to  the  running  of  a  stream,  see  Peden  v. 
Chicago,  B.  I.  &  P.  B.  Co.  (Iowa)  4  L.  R.  A. 
401. 

On  the  general  question  of  covenants  running 
with  the  land,  see  Nalle  v.  Paggi  (Tex.)  1  L.  R. 
A.  33,  and  note;  Middletown  v.  Newport  Hos- 
pital (B.  I.)  1  L.  B.  A.  291 ;  Kettle  Biver  B.  Co. 
48L.R.  A. 


V.  Eastern  B.  Co.  (Minn.)  6  L.  R  A.  Ill  ;  Craw- 
ford V.  Witherbee  (Wis.)  9  L.  R.  A.  561;  My- 
gatt  V.  Coe  (N.  Y.)  11  L.  R.  A.  646;  Molt  v. 
Oppenheimer  (N.  Y.)  17  L.  B.  A.  409:  Ilickey 
V.  Lalie  Shore  &  M.  S.  B.  Co.  (Ohio)  23  L.  R. 
A.  396  :  Mygatt  v.  Coe  (N.  T.)  24  L.  R.  A.  850 : 
Bald  liJagle  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Nittany  Valley  R. 
Co.  (Pa.)  29  L.  R.  A.  423:  Landell  v.  Hamilton 
(Pa.)  34  L.  B.  A.  227:  Rochester  Lodge  No.  21. 
A.  F.  ft  A.  M.  V.  Graham  (Minn.)  37  L.  R.  A. 
404 ;  and  Northern  P.  B.  Co.  v.  McOure  (N.  D.) 
47  L.  B.  A.  149. 
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4.  The  deed  oontaina  no  reference  to  the 
building  of  the  railroad. 

5.  The  deed  contains  no  provision  that 
improvements  placed  upon  the  land  shall 
pass  to  grantor,  and  no  words  that  by  any 
stretch  of  the  imagination  can  be  applicable 
to  "things  not  in  esse"  within  the  rule  in 
Spencer's  Case, 

The  effect  of  this  deed  is  to  convey  an 
easement  only. 

Cincinnati,  /.  Bi.  L.  d  O.  R.  Co,  v.  Qeisel, 
119  Ind.  77,  21  N.  B.  470;  Blakely  v.  CW- 
isago,  K,  d  N,  R,  Co,  46  Neb.  272,  64  N.  W. 
972;  State,  Morris  Canal  d  Bkg,  Co.,  Prose- 
cutors V.  Brown,  27  N.  J.  L.  13;  Ottumtoa, 
€.  FaUs,  d  Bt,  P,  R,  Co,  v.  McWilliams,  71 
Iowa,  164,  32  N.  W.  315;  Williams  v.  West- 
ern V,  R,  Co.  60  Wis.  71,  6  N.  W.  482;  Bod- 
fish  V.  Bodfish,  106  Mass.  317. 

If  the  expression  in  the  grant,  "in  consid- 
eration of  an  agreement  to  run  daily  passen- 
ger trains  over  and  along  the  right  of  way 
granted,"  is  a  condition,  it  is  necessarily  at- 
tached to  the  grant;  it  necessarily  "runs 
with  the  land,"  and  savors  of  the  thing 
granted. 

Provisos,  recitals,  or  other  words  of  a 
deed  which  indicate  the  purpose  of  a  grant 
are  sufficient  of  themselves  to  create  a  con- 
dition. 

Taylor  v.  Cedar  Rapids  d  Bt.  P.  R.  Co.  25 
Iowa,  371 ;  Den  ex  dcm.  Southard  v.  Central 
R.Co.26  N.  J.  L.  13;  Rathhone  v.  Tioga 
Nav,  Co.  2  Watts  &  S.  74;  Indianapolis,  P. 
d  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hood,  66  Ind.  680;  Aiken  v. 
Albany,  V.  d  C.  R.  Co.  26  Barb.  289;  Bonis- 
ihorpe  v.  Freemont,  E.  d  M.  Valley  R.  Co,  30 
Neb.  142,  46  N.  W.  240. 

Where  the  estate  is  conveyed  for  a  speci- 
fied purpose,  or  is  to  exist  so  long  as  the 
property  is  used  for  a  specified  purpose,  it 
makes  a  limit  or  boundary  beyond  which 
the  estate  conveyed  cannot  exist. 

Macon  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  d  O,  R.  Co, 
82  Ga.  501;  3  Elliott,  Railroads,  §S  939-941. 

The  remedy  of  the  grantor  for  failure  to 
perform  a  condition  is  not  limited  to  the  as- 
sertion of  the  forfeiture  and  re-entry.  He 
may  waive  the  forfeiture  and  sue  for  dama- 
ge. 

3  Elliott,  Railroads,  S§  942  et  seq.;  Rush 
V.  Burlington,  C,  R,  d  N,  R.  Co.  57  Iowa, 
201,  10  N.  W.  628;  Gray  v.  Burlington  d  M, 
R,  Co.  37  Iowa,  119;  Joliei  d  N.  I,  R.  Co.  v. 
Jones,  20  HI.  221;  Kankakee  d  B.  W,  R.  Co. 
V.  Fitzgerald,  17  111.  App.  625;  Baker  v. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R,  Co.  67  Mo.  266. 

If  the  covenant  relates  to  the  interest  or 
estate  granted,  so  that  its  performance  or 
nonperformance  will  affect  the  quality,  val- 
ue, or  mode  of  enjoyment  of  the  estate,  it 
will  run  with  the  land,  and  bind  anyone  tak- 
ing the  estate  with  notice. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  pp.  138, 
139  et  seq. 

The  grant  of  the  property  for  a  right  of 
way  was  a  grant  of  an  easement  only,  and 
the  declaration  of  the  purpose  of  the  grant 
impost  a  restriction  upon  the  use  of  .the 
property. 


tice,  would  be  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  dam- 
ages for  condition  or  covenant  broken. 

The  doctrine  of  Spencer's  Case  has  no  ap- 
plication. 

Dorsey  v.  Bt.  Louis,  A.  d  T.  H.  R.  Co.  58 
111.  66;  Norfleet  v.  Cromwell,  64  N.  C.  1; 
Georgia  Southern  R,  Co.  v.  Reeves,  64  Ga. 
492;  2  Washb.  Real  Prop.  263,  264;  Coun- 
tryman V.  Deck,  13  Abb.  N.  G.  110;  Hiokey 
V.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Co.  51  Ohio  St.  40, 
23  L.  R.  A.  396,  36  N.  E.  672. 

The  law  does  not  require  any  particular 
form  of  word  to  constitute  a  covenant  which 
shall  run  with  the  land. 

Trull  V.  Eastman,  3  Met.  121,  37  Am.  Dec. 
126 ;  Oomyns'  Dig.  Title,  Covenant;  Masury 
V.  Southworth,  9  Ohio  St.  341;  Thomas  v. 
Von  Kapft,  6  Gill  k  J.  372;  Midland  R,  Co. 
V.  Fisher,.\2&  Ind.  19,  8  L.  R.  A.  604,  24  N. 
E.  766;  Lake  Erie  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Priest,  131 
Ind.  413,  31  N.  E.  77;  HazUtt  v.  Sinclair,  76 
Ind.  488,  40  Am.  Rep.  254;  Bronson  v.  Cof- 
fin, 108  Mass.  176,  11  Am.  Rep.  335;  Huston 
V.  Cincinnati  d  Z,  R.  Co,  21  Ohio  St.  235; 
Carr  v.  Lotvry,  27  Pa.  257 ;  Kellogg  v.  Robin- 
son, 6  Vt.  276,  27  Am.  Dec.  550;  Gilmer  v. 
Mobile  d  M,  R,  Co,  79  Ala.  569. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  rule  in  Spencer's 
Case  to  prevent  a  covenant  like  the  one  in 
Doty's  deed  running  with  the  land. 

Bchmucker  v.  Sibert,  18  Kan.  104 ;  Ricard 
V.  Sanderson,  41  N.  Y.  179;  Atlantic  Dock 
Co,  V.  Leavitt,  54  N.  Y.  35,  13  Am.  Rep.  556; 
Rogers  v.  Eagle  Fire  Co.  9  Wend.  618; 
Spaulding  v.  Hallenbeok,  35  N.  Y.  204;  Jfew- 
ell  V.  Hill,  2  Met.  180;  Goodwin  v.  Gilbert, 
9  Mass.  510;  Huff  v.  Nickerson,  27  Me.  106; 
Burbank  v.  PilUbury,  48  N.  H.  475,  97  Am. 
Dec.  633. 

Messrs,  Sliepherd  A  Frlerson,  for  ap- 
pellees: 

The  benefit  of  a  covenant  relating  to  land 
will  run  with  the  land,  but  the  burden  of 
such  a  covenant  will  not,  except  in  cases 
growing  out  of  leases,  as  to  which  the  rule 
was  changed  by  32  Hen.  VIII.  chap.  34. 

First  Nat,  Bank  v.  Security  Bank,  61 
Minn.  31,  63  N.  W.  264;  Spencer's  Case,  I 
Smith,  Lead  Gas.  pp.  172  et  seq. 

A  covenant  real  is  that  whereby  an  obli- 
gation to  pass  something  real  is  created,  as 
lands  or  tenements,  or  the  obligation  of 
which  is  so  connected  with  the  realty  that 
he  who  has  the  latter  is  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit or  liable  to  perform  the  other. 

Sharswood's  61.  Oom.  304,  note  10;  Brew 
V.  Van  Deman,  6  Heisk.  430. 

Such  a  covenant  is  not  a  lien  on  the  land, 
but  merely  imposes  a  personal  obligation  on 
whoever  becomes  the  owner  or  enjoys  the 
possession  of  the  land,  and  this,  ordinarily, 
whether  the  covenant  in  terms  names  the 
covenantor  and  "assigns,"  or  only  the  coven- 
antor. 

But  to  the  latter  part  of  this  rule  Spen- 
cer's Case  made  an  exception. 

A  covenant  cannot  be  said  to  attach  itr 
self  to,  and  become  a  part  of,  something 
which  does  not  exist. 

Kerr,  Real  Prop.  S  1218;  Bream  v,  Dick' 


Any  person  holding  the  property,  with  no-    ^son,  2  Humph.  128;  Cronin  v.  Watkins,  1 
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Tenn.  Gh.  125;  Brooks  y.  Smithf  'Thompson's 
Tenn.  Gas.  226,  Shannon's  Cases,  158. 

The  covenant  in  this  suit  extended  to  the 
manner  of  operating  a  railroad,  a  thing  not 
then  in  esse,  and  could  not  bind  an  assignee 
or  vendee  of  the  covenantor  unless  "assigns" 
were  expressly  mentioned  in  the  covenant. 

The  omission  of  the  word  "assigns"  in  one 
covenant  shows  that  the  parties  considered 
it,  or  intended  it,  to  be  of  a  different  nature 
from  the  covenants  in  which  it  is  used. 

Blount  V.  Harvey,  51  N.  C.  (0  Jones,  L.) 
191;  Conduitt  v.  Ross,  102  Ind.  168,  26  N. 
£.  108;  Bald  Eagle  Valley  R.  Co,  v.  Nittany 
VaUey  R.  Co,  171  Pa.  295,  29  L.  R.  A.  423, 
33  Atl.  239. 

All  covenants  relating  to  a  subject-matter 
not  in  esse,  such  as  for  the  erection  of  build- 
ings upon  the  premises  demised,  are  person- 
al covenants,  and  do  not  run  with  the  land 
so  as  to  bind  the  assignees,  unless  they  are 
expressly  named  therein. 

Kerr,  Real  Prop.  $  1218;  Tiedeman,  Real 
Prop.  §  190,  p.  158 ;  Washb.  Real  Prop.  pp. 
532,  533;  Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  8  260;  Spen- 
cer's Case,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Gas.  p.  138;  New- 
hurg  Petroleum  Co,  v.  Weare,  44  Ohio  St. 
612,  9  N.  E.  845. 

If  the  covenant  be  annexed  to  a  thing  not 
in  esse  before,  but  de  novo  to  be  erect^  on 
the  thing, — as,  to  set  up  a  new  house,  and 
the  like,^n  this  case  it  will  not  bind  the 
assignees  unless  they  be  named  in  the  cove- 
nant. 

Tallman  y.  Coffin,  4  N.  Y.  136;  Spencer's 
Case,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Gas.  pp.  1,  22;  Roscoe, 
Actions  Relating  to  Real  Prop.  438;  Bally  v. 
Wells,  VVilmot's  Notes,  345;  Shep.  Touch. 
179;  Thompson  v.  Rose,  8  Gow.  266;  Hansen 
v.  Meyer,  81  111.  322. 

A  covenant  to  build  and  maintain  a  parti- 
tion fence  or  party  wall'  does  not  run  with 
the  land,  and  is  only  personal. 

Hartung  v.  Witte,  59  Wis.  294,  18  N.  W. 
175;  Piatt,  Govenants,  471;  Taylor,  Land. 
&  T.  301 ;  Williams,  Land.  &  T.  290;  Lametti 
V.  Anderson,  6  Gow.  307 ;  Thompson  v.  Rose, 
8  Gow.  266;  Allen  v.  Culver,  3  Denio,  284; 
Sampson  v.  Easterhy,  9  Barn.  &  G.  505; 
Doughty  v.  Bowman,  11  Q.  B.  444;  Congle- 
ton  V.  Pattison,  10  East.  138;  Lyford  v. 
North  Pacific  R.  Co.  92  Gal.  95,  28  Pac.  103 ; 
Hoard  v.  Chesapeake  d  0.  R.  Co.  123  U.  S. 
222,  31  L.  ed.  130,  8  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  74. 

This  is  the  rule  in  Tennessee. 

Bream  v.  Dickerson,  2  Humph.  128; 
Brooks  V.  Smith,  Thompson's  Tenn.  Gas. 
226,  1  Shannon's  Gases,  158;  Cronin  v.  At- 
kins, 1  Tenn.  Gh.  125 ;  J.  I.  Case  Co.  v.  Joyer, 
89  Tenn.  337,  12  L.  R.  A.  519,  16  S.  W.  147. 

A  purchaser  of  land  acquires  all  the  bene- 
fits or  burdens  incident  to  a  covenant  run- 
ning with  the  lands  when  he  purchases. 

Whenever  a  breach  occurred,  a  right  of 
action  accrued  at  once.  Doty  could  have 
brought  the  same  suit  six  months  after  the 
breach  that  he  brought  five  years  after. 

If  the  covenant  did  not  cease  to  run  after 
its  breach,  there  would  be  continuing  and 
recurring  breaches  of  it,  and  Doty  might 
maintain  action  after  action,  and  recover  in 
«ach  his  full  damages. 
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If  a  breach  of  the  covenants  in  the  lease 
occurs  after  the  conveyance  to  the  purchas- 
er, it  is  his  prejudice,  and  he  may  recover 
therefor  the  aamages  sustained. 

3  Gomyns,  Dig.  256,  257. 

If  before,  the  covenant  is  a  mere  chose  in 
action,  and  does  not  pass  as  an  incident  t» 
the  land. 

Shelby  v.  Heame,  6  Yerg.  612;  Thurshy  v. 
Plant,  1  Wras.  Saund.  241 ;  Oreenhy  v.  WiU 
cocks,  2  Johns.  1,  3  Am.  Dec.  379;  Marston 
V.  Hobhs,  2  Mass.  439,  3  Am.  Dec.  61 ;  I 
Ghitty,  PI.  1,  6th  Am.  ed.  10;  Broolcs  v. 
Smith,  Thomp.  (Tenn.)  Gas.  226,  1  Shan- 
non's Gases,  158;  Peters  v.  Bowman,  98  U. 
S.  59,  25  L.  ed.  92;  Spencer's  Case,  1  Smith, 
Lead.  Gas.  204;  Beddoe  v.  Wadsworth,  21 
Wend.  121 ;  Townsend  v.  Morris,  6  Gow.  122; 
Cornell  v.  Jackson,  3  Gush.  509;  Clark  v. 
Smift,  3  Met.  390;  Thayer  v.  Clemence,  22 
Pick.  490. 

A  nominal  breach  is  sufficient  to  arrest 
the  covenant  in  the  hands  of  the  covenantee,, 
and  prevent  it  from  passing  with  a  subse- 
quent descent  or  transfer.  « 

Oreenhy  v.  Wilcocks,  2  Johns.  1,  3  Ank 
Dec.  379;  Collier  v.  Gamble,  10  Mo.  167; 
Hacker  v.  Storer,  8  Me.  228;  Mitchell  v. 
Warner,  5  Gonn.  497;  Rawle,  Govenants  for 
Title,  338,  342. 

The  covenant  ran  with  the  land  jntil  the 
breach.  It  then  ceased  to  run  because  it 
was  turned  into  a  chose  in  action. 

Washington  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Johnson,. 
123  Pa.  592,  16  Atl.  799;  Walton  v.  Camp- 
bell, 51  Neb.  794,  71  N.  W.  737;  Ladd  v. 
Noyes,  137  Mass.  151;  Davis  v.  Lyman,  6 
Gonn.  255. 

Wilkesy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  for  breach  of  covenant 
contained  in  a  deed  made  by  plaintiff.  Doty, 
to  the  Ghattanooga  Union  Railway  Gom- 
pany.  The  effort  is  to  hold  the  assignee  of 
that  company  upon  the  covenant,  as  one  run- 
ning with  land.  Under  the  charge  of  the 
trial  judge,  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant 
assignee,  and  plaintiff  has  appealed  and  as- 
signed errors. 

The  question,  as  submitted  to  this  court, 
is  whether  the  covenant  sued  on  is  one  which 
funs  with  the  land,  and  affects  the  trans- 
feree, or  is  merely  the  personal  covenant  of 
the  Chattanooga  Union  Railway  Gompany. 
the  original  grantee.  In  1889  this  railway 
company  desired  to  extend  its  lines,  already 
partially  constructed,  through  the  lands  of 
the  plaintiff.  An  agreement  was  made  be- 
tween the  railroad  company  and  plaintiff, 
which,  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  suffi- 
ciently appears  from  the  recitals'  and  cove- 
nants in  the  deed  by  plaintiff  to  the  railroad 
company.  These  recitals  are  as  follows: 
"For  and  in  consideration  of  $5  in  hand  paid, 
the  receipt  of  which  is  hereby  acknowledged, 
and  an  agreement  by  the  grantee  to  run 
daily  passenger  trains  on  and  along  the 
right  of  way  granted,  I,  D.  M.  Doty,  have 
bargained  and  sold  unto  the  Ghattanooga 
Union  Railway  Go.,  for  right  of  way  for  the- 
road  of  said  company,    the    following  de> 
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scribed  pieces  and  parcels  of  land,  •  •  • 
to  have  and  to  hold  the  same,  together  with 
all  the  rights,  privileges,  erections,  and  ap- 
purtenances thereon  or  thereunto  belonging, 
to  the  said  Chattanooga  Union  Railway 
Company,  its  successors  and  assigns,  for- 
ever, with  the  promise  that  no  other  railway 
company  shall  be  allowed  to  put  its  tracks 
on  the  right  of  way  aforesaid;  and,  if  the 
same  is  abandoned  by  nonuse  for  six 
months,  the  title  will  revert  to  me.  •  •  . 
I  warrant  the  title  thereunto,  and  hereby 
bind  myself,  my  heirs  and  representatives, 
to  defend  the  same  to  the  said  Chattanooga 
Union  Railway  Company,  its  successors  and 
assigns,  against  the  lawful  claims  of  all  per- 
sons." The  deed  is  dated  July  19,  1889. 
About  three  months  thereafter  the  road  was 
constructed  and  completed  over  the  land, 
trains  were  put  in  operation,  and  a  passen- 
ger service  inaugurated.  A  station  house 
was  built  on  the  land,  passenger  trains  were 
run  once  every  hour  each  way,  and  passen- 
gers were  received  and  discharged  at  Doty's, 
the  station  on  the  land;  all  trains  stopping 
there.  After  some  time  the  trains  were  de- 
creased to  three  a  day.  After  September, 
1892,  only  mixed  trains  were  operated  and 
only  one  per  day;  and  in  November,  1896, 
they  ceased  altogether  to  stop  at  this  sta- 
tion, and  ceased  altogether  to  run  passenger 
trains.  In  1895,  the  railway  company  hav- 
ing become  insolvent,  all  its  property  was 
sold  to  one  Merrill,  and  he  afterwards  con- 
veyed to  the  Belt  Railway  Company;  and 
this  company  leased  to  the  Alabama  Great 
Southern  Railroad  Company,  which  under- 
took to  operate  the  line,  pay  all  expenses, 
and  defend  all  suits  arising  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  road,  to  pay  all  judgments  re- 
covered against  it,  keep  the  premises  in  re- 
pair, and  return  same  when  the  lease  ex- 
pired. The  circuit  judge,  in  substance,  told 
the  jury  that,  inasmuch  as  the  railroad  had 
not  been  built  when  Doty  made  the  deed, 
the  contract  was  personal  and  binding  on 
the  Chattanooga  Union  Railway  Company 
only,  and  had  no  binding  force  upon  its  suc- 
cessors or  assigns,  and  that,  as  the  covenant 
had  been  breached  before  the  road  was 
transferred  to  the  parties  against  whom  re- 
lief is  sought  as  transferees,  no  recovery 
could  be  had  against  them.  The  plaintiff 
asks  no  judgment  against  the  Chattanooga 
Union  Railway  Company,  as  it  is  insolvent, 
and  the  contest  is  with  the  transferees,  upon 
the  idea  that  the  terms  of  the  deed  make  a 
covenant  upon  the  part  of  such  transferees ; 
and,  as  before  stated,  this  is  the  only  ques- 
tion this  court  is  requested  to  determine. 
Very  exhaustive  and  able  briefs  have  been 
filed  by  counsel,  and  we  are  cited  to  a  large 
number  of  cases,  many  of  which  we  do  not 
think  apply  to  the  real  case  under  considera- 
tion. 

We  think,  if  we  look  at  the  situation  of 
the  parties,  and  what  was  intended  by  the 
provisions  in  <{ue8tion,  it  will  aid  us  in 
reaching  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The 
Chattanooga  Union  Railway  Company  de- 
sired to  obtain  a  right  of  way  over  the  plain- 
tiff's land.  The  plaintiff  was  willing  to 
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grant  it,  provided  passenger  service  was  fur* 
nished  over  the  road.  It  appears  that  plain- 
tiff also  expected  a  station  to  be  maintained 
upon  the  land,  or  so  near  to  it  as  to  make 
the  passenger  service  a  convenience  and 
benefit,  but  for  some  reason  he  seems  to  have 
omitted  this  feature  from  his  written  con- 
tract. It  is  manifest  he  cannot  demand  of 
any  of  the  defendants  anything  more  than 
that  they  shall  run  daily  passenger  trains 
over  that  right  of  way  as  provided  in  the 
deed.  Whatever  benefit  would  accrue  to 
plaintiff  from  this,  he  is  entitled  to  from 
his  grantee^  and  more  than  this  he  cannot 
claim  from  anyone.  Now,  as  to  the  original 
grantee:  It  acquired  under  this  agree- 
ment, and  the  conveyance  in  which  it  is  en- 
bodied,  a  right  of  way  for  railroad  purposes, 
and  for  these  purposes  alone.  This  right 
granted  to  the  railroad  conferred  upon  it  an 
easement  over  and  upon  the  land;  that  is, 
a  right  to  construct  and  lay  its  track  over 
and  upon  the  land,  and  to  operate  it  Jones, 
Easem.  9  212.  It  is  not  provided  how  long 
this  easement  shall  continue,  except  that,  if 
it  is  abandoned  for  six  months,  it  shall  be 
extinguished,  and  the  full  title  shall  revest 
in  or  revert  to  the  plaintiff,  as  owner  of  the 
fee  or  reversion.  Nor  is  it  provided  how 
long  the  plaintiff  shall  be  entitled  to  have 
the  daily  passenger  trains  operated.  It  is 
plain  that  the  running  of  the  train  was  to 
be,  and  was,  the  consideration  for  the  right 
of  user  of  the  easement.  Both  were  contin- 
uing rights,  and  they  were  mutually  depend- 
ent upon  each  other.  So  long  as  the  consid- 
eration was  paid  (that  is,  the  trains  were 
run),  just  so  long  was  the  road  entitled  to 
operate  and  enjoy  its  easement.  It  seems 
plain  that  if  the  consideration  should  fail, 
by  trains  beinj?  discontinued,  then  the  privi- 
lege purchased  for  this  consideration  of  us- 
ing the  right  of  way  should  also  fail.  If  the 
landowner  had  sold  his  land,  he  could  not 
have  conveyed  it  clear  of  this  servitude,  so 
long  as  the  railroad  company  kept  up  its 
part  of  the  contract  by  furnishing  the  serv- 
ice. If  the  railroad  company  had  sold  its 
property,  its  assignee  could  only  continue  to 
operate  the  road  by  paying  the  consideration 
therefor,  to  wit,  operating  the  train.  A 
sale  in  invitum  would  carry  with  it  the  same 
results,  as  to  either  the  landowner  or  the 
easement  owner.  The  obligations  are  con- 
tinuing and  mutual.  Each  is  based  upon 
the  other,  and  incurred  in  view  of  the  other. 
It  might  not  have  been  a  wise  contract  to 
make,  but  there  is  no  law  prohibiting  unwise 
contracts.  It  may  turn  out  that  the  duty 
of  running  a  passenger  train  will  be  a  bur- 
den upon  the  road.  It  may  be  it  will  be  but 
a  barren  benefit  to  the  landowner,  as  he  can 
only  require  it  to  run,  and  not  to  stop. 

We  have  examined  the  numerous  cases 
cited  by  defendant's  counsel.  We  do  not 
think  they  are  applicable,  and  many  cited 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  are  also  inapplica- 
ble, as  we  view  the  case.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion the  principle  involved  is  that  passed  up- 
on by  the  supreme  court  of  Alabama  in  0%l- 
mer  v.  Mobile  d  Af.  R.  Co.  79  Ala.  669.  In 
that  case  the  plaintiff  had  conveyed  to  the 
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Alabama  ft  Florida  Railroad  Ck)inpaii7  a 
right  of  way  through  his  land,  in  considera- 
tiou  that  the  railroad  would  stop  its  passen- 
ger and  freight  trains  opposite  his  house,  and 
receive  and  discharge  passengers  and 
freight,  upon  proper  signal.  The  deed  con- 
tained no  language  binding  the  assigns  of 
the  railroad  company.  The  Mobile  ft  Mont- 
gomery Railroad  Company  was  the  successor 
and  assign  of  the  grantee.  The  pluntiff 
contended  that  the  covenant  ran  with  the 
land  and  bound  the  assignee.  This  was  de- 
murred to.  The  circuit  judge  sustained  the 
demurrer,  and  the  supreme  court  reversed 
this  ruling,  and  held  that  the  assignee  was 
bound,  though  not  named  in  the  deed  or 
covenant,  and  that  the  obligation  to  main- 
tain a  flag  station  was  a  continuing  one,  for 
any  breach  of  which  any  owner  of  the  right 
of  way  would  be  liable.  The  obligation  to 
receive  and  discharge  passengers  was  a  bur- 
den upon  the  easement^  which  was  in  turn  a 
burden  upon  the  land.  In  the  case  at  bar 
the  obligation  to  run  a  daily  passenger  train 
over  this  particular  piece  of  road  was  a  bur- 
den upon  the  easement  or  privilege  of  own- 
ing and  operating  the  right  of  way.  In  both 
cases  the  service  to  be  rendered  by  the  rail- 
road was  in  the  nature  of  rent  for  the  use 
of  the  right  of  way,  no  other  consideration 
being  paid  therefor.  The  road  might  have 
paid  in  aolido,  in  money  or  otherwise,  for 
this  right  of  way,  once  for  all;  but  it  stipu- 
lated to  render  certain  service,  that  service 
to  be  continuous,  and  it  i^  bound  by  its 
agreement.  And  so  is  any  assignee  or  trans* 
feree  bound  to  render  the  same  service,  so 
long  as  it  claims  and  enjoys  the  privilege, 
even  though  the  word  "assigns"  is  not  used. 
The  personal  obligation  of  the  original  gran- 
tee could  not  extend  beyond  the  time  when 
his  ownership  ceased,  as  he  would  no  longer 
be  able  to  render  the  service  without  the 
road  to  render  it  upon,  nor  could  the  owner 
be  required  to  look  to  such  original  grantee 
for  any  damages,  except  such  as  accrued  up 
to  that  time;  and  yet  the  obligation  to  ren- 
der the  service  must  still  continue,  as  a  bur- 
den upon  the  easement  or  privilege  of  oper- 
ating the  road.  So,  if  tne  contract  was 
breached  by  the  original  grantee,  the  owner 
would  have  had  his  right  of  action  at  once. 
But  this  would  not  have  exhausted  his 
rights  or  remedies,  for  the  obligations  on 
tach  side  are  continuing;  and  a  suit  for 
breach  at  any  time  would,  in  a  case  like  this, 
-  only  cover  the  damages  to  that  time,  and  as 
to  the  time  subsequent  to  the  breach  the  ob- 
ligation continues,  with  successive  rights  of 
action  for  successive  breaches.  Even  if  we 
were  mistaken  in  this  view,  still  the  breach 
^y  the  original  grantee  of  the  obligation  to 
tender  the  service  did  not  put  an  end  to  that 
obligation,  and  convert  the  landowner's 
right  to  merely  a  chose  in  action  for  the 
breach  already  committed;  and,  even  if  it 
did,  he  might  waive  such  right,  or  delay  it, 
and  bring  the  action  at  such  time  as  he 
chose,  and  against  such  parties  as  at  the 
time  being  might  be  liable  for  such  breach. 
The  consideration  for  this  conveyance  was 
not  the  building  of  the  railroad,  but  it  was 
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the  daily  running  of  the  trains.  We  might 
suppose  the  right  of  way  occupied,  and  the 
road  in  operation.  The  landowner  applies 
for  damages  under  the  statute,  and  the  road 
meets  him  with  the  proposition,  "If  you  will 
for^  your  damages,  we  will  stipulate  to 
render  certain  continuous  service.'^  Would 
this  not  be  a  continuing  obligation  that 
would  attach  to  the  use  of  the  easement? 
But  the  present  case  is  stronger,  for  the  rail- 
road obtains  the  privilege  of  occupancy  and 
operation  before  there  is  any  actual  occu- 
pancy, upon  the  consideration  that  for  such 
occupancy  and  privilege  of  operation  the 
road  will  render  a  continuing  service.  The 
case  of  Midland  R,  Co.  v.  Fisher,  125  Ind. 
19,  8  L.  R.  A.  604,  24  N.  £.  756,  is  also  in 
point.  In  that  case  a  right  of  way  was 
granted  to  a  railroad  company  in  considera- 
tion of  its  agreement  to  construct  a  fence 
on  each  side  of  the  railroad  when  completed. 
The  railroad  was  not  built  until  three  years 
after  the  deed  was  made.  The  grantee  road 
mortgaged  all  its  property,  including  the 
right  of  way,  and  the  mortgage  was  fore- 
closed, and  the  defendant  purchased  and  en- 
tered into  possession.  The  land  also  passed 
to  another  owner.  No  fence  was  built.  In 
an  action  for  damages  against  the  purchaser 
of  the  road  at  foreclosure  sale,  upon  the 
agreement  to  build,  the  court  held  it  liable, 
not  because  it  was  bound  for  the  debts  of  the 
old  company,  but  because,  by  accepting  and 
taking  charge  of  the  right  of  way,  it  became 
obligated  to  build  the  fence;  and  the  court 
said  the  purchaser  could  not  be  permitted  to 
enjoy  the  easement,  and  refuse  to  perform 
the  agreement  which  created  and  conferred 
it.  It  said  further  that  one  who  takes  % 
privilege  in  land,  to  which  a  burden  is  an- 
nexed, has  no  right  to  assert  a  claim  to  the 
privilege  and  deny  responsibility  for  the 
burden;  a  party  who  acquires  such  a  privi- 
lege acquires  it  subject  to  the  conditions  and 
burdens  bound  up  with  it,  and  must,  if  he 
asserts  a  right  to  the  privilege,  bear  Uie  bur- 
dens which  the  contract  creating  the  privi- 
lege brought  into  existence.  The  covenant 
is  an  int^ral  part  of  the  deed  upon  whicK 
rests  the  right  of  the  appellant.  The  deed 
which  creates  the  asserted  right  discloses 
the  covenant  which  burdens  the  right.  In 
accepting  the  right  under  such  a  deed,  and 
asserting  a  claim  to  the  privil^e  conferred 
by  it,  subsequent  grantees  of  the  original 
covenantee  become  bound  to  perform  the 
agreement.  The  covenant  passed  with  the 
land.  The  easement  which  burdened  the 
fee  was  an  encumbrance,  and  the  party  that 
took  the  land  took  it  subject  to  tne  encum- 
brance; but,  in  taking  subject  to  the  en- 
cumbrance of  the  easement,  that  party  ac- 
quired the  benefit  interwoven  with  the  en- 
cumbrance. Both  the  burden  and  the  bene- 
fit, the  easement  and  the  covenant,  essential- 
ly inhere  in  the  land.  One  benefits  the  es- 
tate, the  other  burdens  it.  The  party  who 
acquires  the  estate  necessarily  acouires  it 
with  both  the  burden  and  the  benefits.  He 
must  submit  to  the  one,  but  he  has  a  right 
to  the  other.  In  accord  with  this  holding 
are  cited  Lake  Erie  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Prieet, 
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131  Tnd.  413,  31  N.  E.  77;  HaeleU  r.  Sin- 
clair, 7G  Ind.  488,  40  Am.  Rep.  254;  Bronaon 
V.  Coffin,  108  Mass.  175,  11  Am.  Rep.  335; 
Huston  ▼.  Cincinnati  d  Z,  R,  Co,  21  Ohio  St 
235 ;  Carr  v.  Lowry,  27  Pa.  267 ;  Kellogg  ▼. 
Rohin8on,  6  Vt.  276,  27  Am.  Dec.  550;  and, 
while  there  are  distinguishing  features  in 
each  case,  the  general  principle  involved  is 
the  same  in  each. 

The  case  of  Georgia  Southern  R.  Co.  t. 
Reeves,  64  Ga.  492,  was  one  where  the  gran* 
tor,  in  consideration  of  $25  and  of  the  build- 
ing of  the  railroad,  conveyed  to  a  company, 
its  •  successors  and  assigns,  forever,  in  fee 
simple,  the  right  of  way  through  his  land, 
and  added  in  the  deed  uie  following  words: 
"It  is  hereby  agreed  and  understood  a  de- 
pot and  station  is  to  be  located  and  ^iven  to 
laid  Qsbom  Reeves  on  the  land,  or  strip  above 
eonveyed,  to  be  permanently  located  for  the 
benefit  of  said  Osborn  Reeves  and  his  as- 
signs and  to  be  used  for  the  general  purpos- 
es of  the  railroad  company.**  And  it  was 
held  that  the  railroad,  by  accepting  such 
deed,  entered  into  a  covenant  to  comply  with 
its  terms,  and  this  covenant  ran  with  the 
land,  and  became  obligatory  upon  any  sec- 
ond company  which  became  the  purchaser, 
under  proper  legal  direction,  of  all  the 
rights,  privileges,  franchises,  and  property 
of  the  former.  It  has  been  held  in  a  number 
of  cases,  and  is  not  questioned,  that  the  ac- 
ceptance of  such  a  deed,  though  not  signed 
by  the  grantee,  binds  such  grantee  to  the 
stipulations  and  covenants  in  it..  Midland 
R.  Co,  V.  Fiaher,  125  Ind.  19,  8  L.  R.  A.  604, 
24  N.  E.  756,  and  authorities  there  collated. 
In  Dorsey  v.  St.  Louis,  A.  d  T.  E,  R.  Co.  58 
HI.  65,  it  appears  that  a  railroad  entered  in- 
to an  agreement  with  Dorsey,  in  considera- 
tion of  his  conveyance  of  certain  premises, 
that  it  would  make  and  maintain  certain 
fences  and  cattle  guards  at  such  places  as 
Dorsey  might  designate,  and  soon  thereafter 
it  conveyed  its  franchises  to  another  road. 
Dorsey  brought  an  action  on  the  covenant 
against  the  assignee,  averring  that  it  had 
notice  of  the  agreement.  A  general  demur- 
rer was  interposed  and  sustained  upon  the 
ground  that  the  covenant  was  merely  per- 
sonal, and  did  not  bind  the  assignee;  and  it 
was  held  that  this  was  error;  that  the  cove- 
nant related  to  the  land,  and  was,  from 
the  relations  of  the  parties,  perpetual  in  its 
nature,  and  bound  the  assignee  when  the  leg- 
islature conferred  upon  it  power  to  purchase 
the  land.  Where  an  estate  is  conveyed  for  a 
specified  purpose,  the  purpose  marks  the 
limit  or  boundary  beyond  which  the  estate 
conveyed  cannot  exist.  Macon  v.  East  Ten- 
nessee, y.  d  G.  R.  Co.  82  Ga.  501,  9  S.  E. 
1127;  3  Elliott,  Railroads,  S§  939-941.  The 
courts  incline,  when  the  words  may  be  con- 
strued as  a  condition  or  covenant,  to  hold 
that  they  create  a  covenant,  and  not  a  for- 
feiture. 3  Elliott,  Railroads,  S  945,  and 
cases  cited.  But,  if  the  words  were  con- 
strued to  be  a  forfeiture,  that  might  be 
waived,  and  the  party  aggrieved  may  have 
his  damages.  3  Elliott,  Railroads,  §§  942  et 
aeq.  It  is  said  in  8  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  pp.  138, 139,  that  if  a  covenant  relates 
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to  the  interest  or  estate  granted,  so  that  its 
performance  or  nonperformance  will  affect ' 
the  quality,  vsJue,  or  mode  of  enjoyment  of 
the  estate,  it  will  run  with  the  land,  and 
bind  anyone  taking  the  estate  with  notice. 
See  the  cases  there  cited.  The  supreme 
court  of  North  Carolina  held  in  Norfleet  v. 
Cromwell,  61  N.  0.  1,  in  substance,  that  the 
rule  in  Spencer* s  Case,  5  Coke,  16a,  had  no 
application  to  grants  and  covenants  concern- 
ing easements,  and  said,  in  effect,  that  cove- 
nants creating  easements  run  with  the  land, 
as  against  assi^ees  in  fee,  when  the  intent 
to  create  them  is  clear,  the  easement  appar- 
ent, and  the  covenant  consistent  with  pub> 
lie  policy;  and  added  that  covenants  are  the 
proper  mode  of  creating  such  servitudes  as 
consist  in  acts  to  be  done  by  the  owner  of  the 
servient  estate.  The  court  said:  "The  ca^ 
nal  has  been  cut.  The  defendant  cannot,  in 
the  nature  of  things,  release  the  benefits 
which  he  acquired.  The  land  cannot  be  re- 
turned to  its  former  condition."  And  so  the 
court  held  the  party  in  possession  upon  his 
covenant  to  repair.  See,  to  same  effect, 
Crawford  v.  Witherhee,  77  Wis.  419,  9  L.  R. 
A.  561,  46  N.  W.  545.  It  is  true,  in  the 
North  Carolina  case  the  words  "heirs  and 
assigns'*  were  used  with  regard  to  both  par- 
ties, and  the  canal  was  already  in  existence ; 
and  the  case  is  cited  only  as  to  the  question 
of  the  applicability  of  the  rule  in  Spencer's 
Case  to  easements.  In  Masury  v.  South- 
worth,  9  Ohio  St.  351,  tliis  principle  is  an- 
nounced: "That  if  the  thing  to  be  done  up- 
on the  land,  though  not  existing  at  the  time 
of  the  demise,  would  be  of  a  permanent  na- 
ture, connected  with  the  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  land,  and  beneficial  to  the  assignee, 
an  intent  that  it  should  run  with  the  land 
and  bind  the  assignee,  shown  by  naming 
him  in  the  deed,  would  be  effectual."  It 
was  then  held  that  the  word  "assigns"  is  not 
used  in  a  technical  sense,  and  as  the  only 
word  appropriate  for  the  purpose,  but  that 
any  equivalent  words  manifesting  an  intent 
to  bind  an  assignee  will  suffice. 

While  we  think  this  is  the  proper  view  to 
take  of  the  case,  and  these  are  the  rules  and 
principles  to  be  applied,  we  are  not  unmind- 
ful of  the  authorities  cited  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  which,  it  appears,  were  persuasive, 
if  not  controlling,  in  the  court  below;  and 
the  very  able  presentation  of  them  in  this 
court  calls  for  a  notice  of  them.  We  think 
they  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 
cases  we  have  cited  and  from  the  one  at  bar. 
The  contention  of  the  defendant  may  well  be 
formulated  in  the  following  words  from- 
Tiedenian,  Real  Prop.  §  190:  "Covenants 
which  relate  to  a  subject-matter  not  in  esse, 
as  for  the  erection  of  a  new  building  upon 
the  premises,  do  not  run  with  the  land,  so  as 
to  bind  assignees,  unless  they  are  expressly 
named  therein."  See,  to  same  effect,  Kerr, 
Real  Prop.  §  1218;  Washb.  Real  Prop.  p. 
532;  Taylor,  Land.  A  T.  8  260;  Spencer's 
Case,  5  Coke,  10a,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  138; 
Neichiirg  Pfttroleum  Co.  v.  Weare,  44  Ohio 
St.  604, '9  N.  E.  845:  Tallman  v.  Coffin,  4  N. 
Y.  130;  Lyford  v.  North  Pacific  C.  R.  Co.  92 
Cal.  95,  28  Pac.  103.    The  last-named  case 
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was  decided  under  a  Code  limiting  cove- 
nanta  ninning  with  the  land  to  those  confer- 
ring benefits  on  the  land,  and  is  not  applica- 
ble in  this  state.  We  are  referred  to  the 
cases  of  Brea^n  v.  Diokeraon,  2  Humph.  126; 
Brooks  v.  Bmiih,  Thompson's  Tenn.  Cas. 
158;  OrofUn  y.  Watkina,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  125; 
Hiie  y.  Parka,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  373,~as  holding 
with  defendant's  contention.  In  the  firsts 
named  case  there  was  an  agreement  on  pajrt 
of  the  lessor  to  pay  the  lessee  for  improye- 
ments  made  during  the  lease,  or  that  the  lee- 
see  might  take  pay  out  of  the  rents.  There 
was  an  assignment  of  the  lease,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  of  the  reyersion,  on  the  other; 
and  the  court  treated  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  agreement  or  ooyenant  to  pay 
for  improyements  passed  to  the  assignee  of 
the  lease  as  against  the  assignee  of  the  re- 
yersion. The  court  said  that  there  was  no 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessees  to  im- 
prove, except  at  their  option,  and  the  cove- 
nant of  the  lessor  was  to  pay  if  they  were 
made  and  left  standing  at  the  expiration  of 
the  lease.  It  was  added  that  it  was  difficult 
to  conceive  how  a  covenant  to  pay  a  pecun- 
iary consideration  for  a  house,  if  the  tenant 
should  see  proper  to  erect  it,  could  be  said  to 
touch  and  concern  the  land,  bo  as  to  ran  with 
it.  But  the  court  also  held  that  the  agree- 
ment was  a  personal  covenant,  upon  the  the- 
ory of  Hpencer'a  Caae,  6  Coke,  16a,  where  it 
was  sought  to  charge  the  defendant,  as  as- 
signee of  the  lessee,  for  failure  to  construct 
a  brick  wall  upon  the  demised  premises. 
The  court  said,  among  other  things: 
"When  the  covenant  extends  to  a  thing  in 
•eaae,  parcel  of  the  demise,  the  thing  to  be  done 
by  force  of  the  covenant  is,  quodam  modo  an- 
nexed and  appurtenant  to  the  thing  demised, 
and  shall  go  with  the  land,  and  shall  bind  the 
assignee,  although  he  be  not  bound  by  ex- 
press words;  but,  when  the  covenant  ex- 
tends to  a  thing  which  is  not  in  being  at  the 
time  of  the  demise  made  it  cannot  be  appur- 
tenant or  annexed  to  the  thing  which  hath 
no  being:  as,  if  the  lessee  covenants  to  re- 
pair the  houses  demised  to  him  during  the 
term,  that  is  parcel  of  the  contract,  and  ex- 
tends to  the  support  of  the  thing  demised, 
and  therefore  is,  quodam  modo,  annexed  ap- 
purtenant to  houses,  and  shall  bind  the  as- 
signee, although  he  be  not  bound  expressly 
by  the  covenant.  But  in  the  case  at  bar,  the 
covenant  concerns  a  thing  which  was  not  in 
ease  at  the  time  of  the  demise  made,  but  to 
be  newly  built  after,  and  therefore  shall 
bind  the  covenantor,  his  executors  or  admin- 
istrators, and  not  the  assignee,  for  the  law 
will  not  annex  the  covenant  to  a  thing  which 
hath  no  being."  Bream  v.  Dicker  son,  2 
Humph.  128.  The  case  of  Brooka  v.  Smith, 
Thompson's  Tenn.  Cas.  226,  approves  this 
-doctrine,  stating  it  in  these  words :  "A  cov- 
enant to  do  something  to  a  thing  in  existence 
at  the  time,  as  to  repair  the  houses,  cultivate 
the  land  in  a  particular  manner,  to  reside 
on  the  premises,  to  let  the  lessee  have  free 
access  to  certain  rooms  in  the  house,  etc., 
runs  with  the  land,  and  binds  the  assignee, 
even  without  the  word  'assigns*;  .  .  , 
but  if  it  be  to  erect  something  upon  the 
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premises,  such  as  a  house,  shop,  machinery, 
or  wall,  that  does  not  bind  the  assignees,  un- 
less they  are  expressly  named.''  (Sting  Ad- 
dison, Contr.  979.  The  two  cases  cited  from 
1  and  2  Tenn.  Ch.,  aboye,  are  in  accord  with 
this  holding,  and  all  recognize  the  Spencer 
Caae,  In  other  jurisdictions  the  Spencer 
Caae  has  been  criticised,  if  not  denied. 
Without  questioning  the  correctness  of  this 
holding  upon  the  reason  given,  and  confined 
strictly  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  we  think 
there  is  a  difference  in  the  cases,  in  this: 
In  these  cases  there  was  a  covenant  or  agree- 
ment (so  far  as  it  was  absolute  and  not  op- 
tional) to  do  a  certain  specified  thing,  as  to 
build  a  house  or  wall,  or  pay  for  improve- 
ments. There  was  no  continuing  and  daily 
accruing  consideration  or  agreement  on  ei- 
ther side,  there  was  no  continuing  obliga- 
tion on  either,  as  in  this  case.  Here,  from 
the  very  nature  of  the  agreement,  the  burden 
must  be  borne  by  the  party  in  possession  for 
the  time  being,  and  operating  the  road.  The 
benefit  must  accrue  to  the  party  in  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  over  whidi  the  ease- 
ment is  granted.  The  service  can  be  ren- 
dered by  no  other,  the  benefit  can  be  reaped 
by  no  other,  except  the  parties  in  possession. 
It  is  not  a  consideration  capable  of  being  re- 
duced to  an  absolute  money  value.  The 
land  is  burdened  by  the  easement.  This  can 
only  be  offset  by  the  benefit  to  the  servient 
estate,  and  this  is  a  continuing  burden  and 
benefit. 

But  there  is  another  view  to  take  of  the 
matter,  l^e  contract  in  this  case  on  the 
part  of  the  railroad  is,  not  to  baild  the  road, 
but  to  render  the  passenger  service  after  it 
is  built.  The  contract  upon  the  part  of  the 
landowner  is  to  grant  an  easement.  So  far 
as  this  agreement  goes,  there  is  no  stipula- 
tion to  build  or  put  something  new  on  uha 
land, — neither  upon  the  servient  -sstate  nor 
upon  the  dominant  estate.  While,  of  course, 
the  trains  cannot  operate  unless  the  road  is 
first  built,  there  is  no  stipulation  for  the  lat- 
ter, but  only  for  the  former;  treating  the 
road  as  already  constructively  built.  But, 
as  to  the  landowner,  his  contract  is  to  give 
an  easement  over  his  land.  He  does  this  by 
the  very  instrument  which  stipulates  for  the 
service.  Upon  the  execution  of  this  agree- 
ment the  road  has  an  easement  before  it  does 
a  lick  of  work  on  the  land,  or  even  enters  up- 
on it.  There  is  no  contract,  therefore,  to 
put  anything  new  upon  the  land,  but,  ra- 
ther, to  use  it  in  a  certain  manner ;  both  par- 
ties acting  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
road  is  already  built.  This  makes  a  case 
analogous  to  the  provisions  already  referred 
to,  of  cultivating  or  using  the  land  in  a  cer- 
tain manner,  or  residing  on  the  premises,  or 
allowing  access  to  certain  rooms  in  the 
house,  in  all  of  which  cases  the  covenant  runs 
with  the  land.  We  think,  upon  these 
grounds,  and  perhaps  others  that  might  l)e 
more  satisfactorily  stated,  there  is  a  well- 
marked  distinction  between  the  cases,  and 
that  this  case  does  not  fall  within  the  rea- 
son or  letter  of  the  cases  cited  by  defendant, 
but  under  those  relied  on  by  plaintiflf,  and 
others  herein  cited  and  commented  upon. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  we  are  of  opinion 
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tluit  the  learned  trial  jodge  was  in  error,  and 
the  judgment   U   reversed,   and   cause   re- 
manded for  a  new  trial. 
The  appellee  will  pay  costs  ci  appeal. 


Edward  LEEPER,  AppU 

V, 

STATE  of  Tennessee. 
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t.  A  atmtate  prescribing  uniform  text- 
books for  schools  throughout  the  state, 
with  provisions  for  their  selection  by  a  com- 
mission and  the  letting  of  a  contract  there- 
after to  the  lowest  bidder  for  supplying  any 
books  that  have  been  approved  by  the  com- 
mission. Is  nut  in  violation  of  Const,  art.  1, 
f  22,  against  monopolies,  since  the  purpose 
of  the  statute  Is,  not  to  confer  any  pecuniary 
benefit  upon  the  state  or  school  officials  or 
publishers,  but  to  confer  a  benefit  upon  the 
public. 

&  Tbe  faot  tbnt  tbe  stnte  is  not  bound 
by  an  agreement  authorised  by  statute, 
giving  a  publisher  the  right  to  furnish  all 
the  text-l>ook8  used  in  the  public  schools  of  the 
state,  does  not  make  the  privilege  Invalid,  so 
as  to  relieve  a  school  teacher  from  liability 
for  violating  the  provisions  of  the  statute  by 
using  unauthorised  text-booka 

Ik  Tbe  anthority  of  tbe  state  to  revn- 
Imte  and  control  public  scbools  in- 
cludes the  power  to  provide  for  the  selection 
of  uniform  text-books  for  all  the  schools  of  the 
state,  and  to  provide  for  the  purchase  there- 
of under  a  contract  with  the  lowest  bidder. 

4.  Tbere  Is  not  sucb  lack  of  saf  evumrds 
asalnst  extortion  and  oppression  as  to 
render  Invalid  a  statute  providing  for  the 
purchase  of  all  the  text-books  used  in  the 
public  schools  of  the  state  from  the  same 
publisher,  where  the  statute  provides  for  a 
letting  at  the  lowest  rates,  in  free  competi- 
tion, after  public  advertisement,  and  that  the 
prices  shall  always  be  as  low  as  the  books 
have  ever  been,  or  are  now  being,  published 
under  contract  in  any  state,  county,  or  dis- 
trict of  the  United  States,  when  like  condi- 
tions prevail,  while  power  Is  conferred  upon 
a  commission  to  judge  of  these  conditions 
and  enforce  them. 

Z.  Re«ulrlnv  payment  In  advance  in  or- 
der to  obtain  school  books  which  have  to  be 
delivered  out  of  the  county  la  not  an  arbi- 
trary provision  of  a  statute  providing  for  the 
purchase  of  all  the  text-books  used  In  the 
public  schools  of  the  state  from  one  publisher 
on  a  contract  let  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and 
does  not  infringe  the  right  of  the  citizen  to 
make  purchases  on  credit. 

^  Lejgtslatl-^e  power  Is  not  conferred 
upon  n  commission  and  tbe  executive 
by  a  statute  which  authorizes  the  commission 
to  select  school  books,  make  contracts  with 
Che  lowest  bidder  for  obtaining  them  for  all  the 
schools  of  the  state  from  one  publisher,  and 
perfect  the  details  of  the  general  plan  of  pro- 
viding all  schools  with  such  t>ook8,  and  gives 
to  the  commission  and  the  governor,  as  an 
incident  to  this,  the  authority  to  announce 
when  the  details  have  been  arranged  so  that 
the  law  may  be  put  into  operation. 

7.     Ho  rlffbt  of  local  self-voTcrnment  Is 

Nora. — As  to  the  adoption  of  text-books  for 
poblie  schools,  see  Campana  v.  Calderhead 
t'lfont.)  86  L.  B.  A.  277,  and  note. 


Infringed  by  a  statute  which  provides  for 
the  selection  of  uniform  text-books  for  all 
the  schools  in  the  state  by  a  commission,  and 
for  letting  a  contract  therefor  to  the  lowest 
bidder. 

(November  16,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Blount  County 
convictinff  him  of  violating  the  statute  re- 
quiring the  use  of  uniform  text-books  in  the 
schools.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Turley  A  Tnrley,  for  appellant : 

The  contract  or  arrangement  contem- 
plated by  this  act  disseises  the  citizens  of 
Tennessee  of  the  common  privilege  of  buying 
in  the  open  market  at  the  best  prio&  It 
creates  a  monopoly. 

Proprietors  of  Charles  River  Bridge  v. 
Proprietors  of  Warren  Bridge,  11  Pet.  607, 
9  L.  ed.  847 ;  Memphis  v.  Memphis  Water  Oo» 
6  Heisk.  529;  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16 
Wall.  102,  21  L:  ed.  417;  Norwich  Gaslight 
Co,  V.  NortDich  City  Oas  Co.  25  Conn.  38; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  5th  ed.  pp.  344,  345. 

The  clause  of  the  Constitution  prohibit- 
ing the  creation  of  monopolies  is  of  equal 
force  and  dignity  with  the  clause  giving  the 
legislature  power  to  control  the  public 
schools. 

The  purchase  and  sale  of  school  books,  as 
well  as  of  all  other  books,  is  a  matter  of  com- 
mon right. 

Any  Taw  which  limits  the  common  right  of 
the  citizens  to  buy  the  commodity  of  school 
books  in  ^e  open  market  is  a  law  which  af- 
fects every  citizen  of  the  state. 

If  the  contract  or  special-privilege  feature 
of  the  act  is  unconstitutional,  then  the 
whole  act  must  fall.  The  two  features  of 
the  act — the  one  the  selection  of  the  books, 
and  the  other  the  creation  of  a  special  privi- 
lege or  monopoly — are  inextricably  com- 
mingled. 

Jones  V.  Memphis,  101  Tenn.  188,  47  S.  W. 
138;  Reelfoot  Lake  Levee  Diet.  v.  Davoson, 
97  Tenn.  153,  34  L.  R.  A.  725,  36  S.  W.  1041 ; 
Pollock  v.  Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co.  158  U.  S. 
035,  39  L.  ed.  1125,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  912. 

Messrs.  H.  A.  Mann,  Ingersoll  A  Pey- 
ton, and  E.  E.  Honk  also  for  appellant. 

Mr.  G.  W.  Piokle  for  appellee. 

WllkeSy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Defendant  is  convicted  of  violating  the 
provisions  of  act  1899,  chap.  205,  commonly 
known  as  the  "Uniform  Text- Book  Act,"  and 
sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs,  and 
has  appealed. 

The  indictment  in  the  case  is  in  the  fol- 
lowing words: 

State  of  Tennessee,  Blount  County  Circuit 
Court,  Oct.  Term,  1889.  The  grand  jurors 
for  the  state  of  Tennossee,  upon  their  oaths, 
present  that  Edward  Leeper  heretofore,  to 
wit,  on  the  5th  day  of  October,  1899,  in 
the  state  and  county  aforesaid,  being  then 
and  there  a  public  school  teacher,  and  teach- 
ing the  public  school  known  M  "School  No. 
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0/'  sixth  district  of  Blount  county,  did  un- 
lawfully use  and  permit  to  be  used  in  said 
public  school,  after  the  state  text-book  com- 
mimion  had  adopted  and  prescribed  for  use 
in  the  public  schools  of  the  state  Frye's  In- 
troductory Geography  as  a  uniform  text- 
book, another  and  different  textrbook  on  that 
branch  than  the  one  so  adopted  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  Butler's  Geography,  and  the  New  Ec- 
lectic Elementary  Geography,  against  the 
peace  and  dignity  of  the  state. 

A.  J.  Fletcher, 

Attorney  General. 

From  the  bill  of  exceptions,  it  appears  that 
the  defendant  is  a  teacher  of  tne  public 
school  known  as  "School  No.  6,"  in  the  sixth 
district  of  Blount  county,  and  that  he  failed 
and  refused  to  teach  the  geography  adopted 
by  the  state  text-book  commission,  namely 
Frye*s  Introductory  Geography,  and  that  in- 
stead he  wilfully  and  unlawfully  taught  But- 
ler's and  the  New  Eclectic  Elementary  Geog- 
raphy in  said  school.  It  is  not  insisted  that 
there  is  any  defect  in,  or  objection  to,  the 
book  prescribed  by  the  state  text-book  com- 
mission to  be  used,  and  which  he  refused  to 
teach. 

The  caption  to  the  act  under  which  the 
conviction  is  had  thus  expresses  the  object 
and  subject-matter  of  the  law,  to  wit:  "An 
Act  to  Create  a  State  Text-book  Commis- 
sion, and  to  Procure  for  Use  in  the  Public 
Free  Schools  in  This  State  a  Uniform  Ser- 
ies of  Text-books;. to  Define  the  Duties  and 
Powers  of  Said  Commission,  and  Other  Of- 
ficers; to  Make  an  Appropriation  for  the  Car- 
rying into  Effect  Tins  Act,  and  to  Provide 
Punishment  and  Penalties  for  the  Violation 
of  the  Same."  The  substance  of  the  act,  so 
far  as  now  necessary  to  be  set  out,  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Section  1  creates  a  state  text-book  com- 
mission, and  empowers  and  directs  it  to  se- 
lect and  adopt  a  uniform  system  or  series 
of  text-books  for  use  in  the  public  schools  of 
the  state.  The  commission  is  to  consist  of 
the  governor,  state  superintendent  of  pub- 
lic instruction,  and  three  members  of  the 
state  board  of  education,  to  be  selected  by 
the  pfovernor.  The  text-books  selected  by 
the  comTtiission  are  to  be  used  for  five  years 
in  all  the  public  schools  of  the  state,  and  it 
is  made  unlawful  for  any  school  officer,  di- 
rector, or  teacher  to  use  any  other  text-books 
on  the  same  branches.  The  series  of  books 
to  be  selected  cover  all  the  branches  of  study 
usually  taught  in  the  public  schools.  The 
commission  is  required  to  appoint  a  subconi- 
mission  of  five,  to  be  selectea  from  the  teach- 
ers, and  city  and  county  superintendents,  ac- 
tually engaged  in  teaching  in  the  state,  t/i 
whom  all  books  submitted  to  the  commission 
shall  be  referred  for  report. 

Section  2  makes  the  governor  president  of 
the  commission;  requires  the  commission  to 
meet  and  organize  immediately  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act;  and  directs  it,  as  soon  as 
practicable,  and  not  later  than  thirty  days 
after  organization,  to  advertise  in  such  man- 
ner, and  for  such  length  of  time,  and  at  such 
places,  as  may  be  deecmed  advisable,  for 
sealed  bids  or  proposals,  from  publishers  of 
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school  text-books,  for  furnishing  books  to 
the  public  schools  in  the  state,  through  agen- 
cies established  by  said  publishers  at  places 
designated  by  the  commission.  Each  bidder 
is  required  to  deposit  with  the  treasurer  of 
the  state  a  sum  of  money,  such  as  the  com- 
mission may  require,  not  less  than  $500,  nor 
more  than  $2,600,  according  to  the  number 
of  books  he  may  propose  to  supply.  This 
deposit  is  to  be  forfeited  if  the  bidder,  in 
the  event  his  bid  is  accepted,  fails  and  re- 
fuses to  make  the  contract  and  bond  required 
by  the  act.  Each  bid  is  to  be  accompanied 
by  one  or  more  specimen  copies  of  each  book 
proposed  to  be  furnished. 

Section  3  requires  all  the  specimen  .copies 
sent  in  with  the  bids  to  be  referred  to  the 
subcommission  for  examination,  with  in* 
structions  to  report  back  to  the  oommissioo 
the  books  they  recommend  for  adoption. 
When  this  report  is  submitted,  the  commis- 
sion is  to  meet  in  executive  session,  open  the 
bids,  examine  and  consider  the  report  of  the 
subcommission,  and  determine  the  books  to 
be  selected  for  adoption.  The  successful  bid- 
der is  then  to  be  notified,  and  the  contract 
executed.  Each  contractor  is  to  give  a  bond,, 
in  the  penalty  of  not  less  than  $30,000,  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  the  contract. 

Section  4  provides  that  the  contractors- 
shall  print  plainly  on  the  back  of  each  book 
the  contract  price,  as  well  as  the  exchange 
price,  at  which  it  is  to  be  furnished;  and  it 
then  provides,  among  other  things,  as  fol- 
lows: "And  the  said  text-book  commission 
shall  not.  in  any  case,  contract  with  any  per- 
son, publisher  or  publishers,  for  the  use  of 
any  book  or  books  which  are  to  be,  or  shall 
be  sold  to  patrons  for  use  in  any  public 
school  in  this  state,  at  a  price  above  or  itt 
excess  of  the  price  at  which  such  book  or 
books  are  furnished  by  said  person,  publish- 
er, or  publishers  under  contract  to  any  state, 
county,  or  school  district  in  the  United 
States,  under  like  conditions  prevailing  in 
this  state,  and  under  this  act.  And  it  shal) 
be  stipulated  in  each  contract  that  the  con- 
tractor has  never  furnished,  and  is  not  now 
furnishing  under  any  contract,  any  state, 
county,  or  school  district,  in  the  United 
States,  where  like  conditions  prevail  as  are 
prevailing  in  this  state,  and  under  this  act 
the  same  book  or  books  as  are  embraced  in 
said  contract,  at  a  price  below  or  less  than 
the  price  stipulated  in  said  contract.'' 

Section  5  provides  that  the  state  shall  not 
be  liable  to  any  contractor,  in  any  manner, 
for  any  sum  whatever,  but  all  such  contract- 
ors shall  receive  their  pay  or  consideration 
in  compensation  solely  and  exclusively  de- 
rived from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
book.  It  also  provides  that,  in  furnishing 
the  new  boolcs,  the  contractor  shall  take  up 
the  old  school  books  now  in  use,  in  exchange, 
at  a  price  not  less  than  50  per  cent  of  the 
contract  price. 

Section  6  provides  for  readvertising  for 
other  bids  ana  proposals  if  the  first  are  not 
satisfactory,  and  also  for  receiving  propos- 
als from  authors  who  have  manuscripts  of 
books  not  yet  published. 

Section  7  requires  the  governor,  as  soon 
as  the  contracts  have  been  entered  into,  to- 
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issue  his  prodamaUon  announcing  such  fact 
to  the  people  of  the  state. 

Section  8  requires  the  contractors — First, 
to  establish  and  maintain,  in  some  one  city 
in  each  grand  division  of  the  state,  a  deposi- 
tory to  be  designated  by  the  commission, 
where  a  supply  of  the  books,  sufficient  to 
meet  the  immediate  demand,  shall  be  kept; 
second,  to  maintain  in  each  county  of  the 
state,  if  the  commission  so  demands,  not  less 
than  one,  nor  more  than  four  agencies  for 
the  distribution  of  the  books;  and,  third,  to 
deliver  to  Uie  person  ordering  all  books  or- 
dered, provided  the  price  is  paid  in  advance, 
free  of  exchange  or  postage,  if  out  of  the 
county.  It  also  provides  that  in  each  book 
sold  there  shall  be  printed  the  following: 
"llie  price  fixed  herein  is  fixed  by  state  con- 
tract, and  any  deviation  therefrom  shall  be 
reported  to  your  county  superintendent  of 
public  instruction,  or  the  state  super- 
intendent at  Nashville." 

Section  9  allows  the  commission  to  renew 
the  contracts,  or,  in  its  discretion,  to  re- 
advertise  and  make  new  contracts,  for  an 
additional  five  years. 

Section  10  requires  the  state  super- 
intendent to  issue  a  circular  letter  to  each 
city  and  county  superintendent,  and  to  such- 
others  as  he  may  desire,  giving  the  list  of 
books  adopted,  prices,  location  of  agencies, 
etc 

Section  11  provides  that  the  books  adopted 
shall  be  introduced  as  text-books,  ana  be 
used  as  such,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others, 
in  all  the  public  free  schools  in  the  state. 
Section  12  reserves  to  the  citizens  the 
right  to  buy  books  in  the  usual  way,  in  the 
event  that  no  contract  is  made,  or  if  the 
contractor  fails  or  refuses  to  furnish  the 
books. 

Sections  13  and  14  make  it  a  misdemeanor 
for  any  person  or  teacher  to  violate  the  act, 
and  for  an^  teacher  to  use,  or  permit  to  be 
used,  in  his  or  her  school,  any  text-book 
other  than  those  adopted  by  the  commission, 
and  fix  as  the  punishment  for  same  a  fine  of 
not  less  than  $10,  nor  more  than  $50. 

Section  15  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  for  any 
dealer,  clerk,  or  agent  to  sell  the  book  for 
more  than  the  contract  price. 

Section  16  appropriates  $1,000  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the 
act 

Section  17  deals  with  the  question  of  com- 
pensation for  the  commission  and  sub- 
commission. 

And  §  18  provides  that  the  act  shall  take 
effect  from  its  passage. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  act  is  unconstitu- 
tional, because  (1)  it  allows  a  monopoly; 
(2)  it  delegates  legislative  power;  (3)  it 
denies  local  self-government. 

These  are  quite  general  terms,  and,  if  they 
stood  alone  would  be  insufficient  to  challenge 
the  validity  and  constitutionality  of  the  act; 
for  it  is  well  settled  that  he  who  insists  upon 
the  unconstitutionality  of  an  act  of  tho 
general  assembly  must  point  out  the  specific 
provision  of  the  Constitution  which,  either 
expressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  it 
violates.  It  has  been  said:  It  cannot  be 
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invalidated  upon  some  supposed  or  assumed 
natural  right  or  equity,  upon  the  general 
statement  that  it  is  opposed  to  the  inherent 
rights  of  freemen,  nor  upon  any  spirit  sup- 
posed to  pervade  the  Constitution  not  ex- 
pressed in  words,  nor  because  it  is  opposed 
to  the  genius  of  a  free  people,  nor  upon  any 
general  or  vague  interpretation  of  a  pro- 
vision beyond  its  plain  and  obvious  import. 
Bell  V.  Bank  of  Nashville,  Peck  (Tenn.)  260 ; 
Hope  V.  Deaderiok,  8  Humph.  8,  47  Am.  Dec. 
507 ;  Demoville  v.  Davidson  County,  87  Tenn. 
220, 10  S.  W.  353 ;  Davis  v.  State,  3  Lea,  377 ; 
Siratton  Claimants  v.  Morris  Claimants,  89 
Tenn.  497,  sub  nom.  Dihrell  v.  Lanier,  12 
L.  R.  A.  70,  16  S.  W.  87 ;  Luehrman  v.  Shelby 
County  Taxing  Dist,  2  Lea,  438;  Reelfoot 
Lake  Levee  Dist,  v.  Dawson,  97  Tenn.  159, 
34  L.  n.  A.  725,  36  S.  W.  1041 ;  Henley  v. 
State,  98  Tenn.  683,  39  L.  R.  A.  126,  41  S.  W. 
352,  1104. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  following  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  are  violated:  Article  1, 
§  8,  provides,  among  other  things,  that  uo 
man  shall  he  disseised  of  his  privileges  but 
by  the  judgment  of  his  peers  or  the  law  of 
the  land.  Art.  1,  §  22,  provides  that  perpe- 
tiiiiies  and  monopolies  arc  contrary  to  the 
genius  of  a  free  state,  and  shall  not  be 
allowed.  Article  11,  §  8,  provides,  among 
other  things,  that  the  legislature  shall  not 
have  power  to  pass  any  law  granting  any 
individual  rights,  privileges,  immunities,  or 
exemptions,  other  than  such  as  may  be  by 
the  same  law  extended  to  any  member  of  the 
community  who  may  be  able  to  bring  himself 
within  the  provisions  of  this  law. 

These  may  be  considered  together,  as  pre- 
senting the  general  question  that  the  effect 
and  operation  of  the  act  is  to  grant  to  the 
publisher  who  has  been  successful  in  ob- 
taining the  privilege  of  furnishing  the  books 
a  monopoly,  and  has  conferred  on  him 
special  rights,  privileges,  immunities,  and 
exemptions,  and  thus  a  monopoly  is  allowed, 
and  that  the  people  generally  of  the  state  are 
deprived  of  the  right  and  privilege  of  (1) 
selecting  their  own  school  books,  (2)  of 
buying  them  in  the  open  market,  and  (3) 
other  publishers  are  excluded  from  selling  in 
competition  with  the  successful  party. 

The  interpretation  given  to  this  act  by  the 
state  school  authorities  is  clearly  set  out  in 
an  official  letter  from  the  state  superin- 
tendent of  public  instruction  as  follows: 

State  of  Tennessee,  Department  of  Public 
Instruction. 

Morgan   C.    Fitzpatrick,    Superintendent. 
David  L.  Spenoe,  Clerk. 

Nashville,  Tenn.,  Sept.  23,  '99. 

Mr.  Wilford  Caulkins,  Chattanooga,  Tenn. 
Dear  Sir: 

The  text-book  law  passed  by  the  last  leg- 
islature provides  that  the  contract  and  ex 
change  prices  of  all  books  shall  be  printed 
upon  them;  and  the  law  provides,  further: 
"All  books  shall  be  sold  to  the  consumer  at 
the  retail  contract  price,  and  in  each  book 
shall  be  printed  the  following:  The  price 
fixed  hereon  is  fixed  by  state  contract,  and 
any  deviation  therefrom  shall  be  reported  to 
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your  county  superintendent^  or  the  state 
superintendent  at  Nashville."  From  this  it 
will  be  clearly  seen  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  to  adopt  for  use  in  the 
schools  of  this  state  a  certain  series  of  books, 
and  that  every  book  so  adopted  should  have 
printed  upon  it  the  contract  and  exchange 
prices,  and  that  no  books  should  be  used  ex- 
cept those  so  marked.  It  was  the  intention 
of  the  commission,  acting  under  the  law,  to 
provide  an  excellent  series  of  books,  and  to 
protect  the  people  against  the  importation 
and  sale  of  second-hand  books.  The  safe, 
correct,  and  legal  rule  to  follow  is :  Purchase 
and  use  no  books  unless  they  have  the  con- 
tract and  exchange  prices  printed  upon  them. 
Superintendents  and  teacners  should  accept 
and  use  the  books  adopted  by  tha  commission 
wit^  prices  according  to  law. 

Yours,  very  truly, 

Morgan  C.  Fitzpatrick. 

Treating  this,  as  well  as  the  act,  as  an 
inhibition  against  the  use  of  any  books 
unless  they  have  printed  upon  them  the 
words  specified  in  §  8,  even  though  other 
books  similarly  bound,  containing  the  same 
matter  and  by  the  same  author,  can  be 
bought  at  less  price  in  the  open  market,  the 
question  recurs.  Is  such  legislation  valid,  or 
does  it  allow  a  monopoly,  and  confer  special 
rights  and  privileges,  or  restrict  the  right  to 
sell  and  buy  which  previously  existed?  It 
must  be  noted  that  the  act  only  applies,  and 
the  inhibition  only  extends,  to  persons  in- 
terested in  public  schools  as  officers,  teachers, 
patrons,  and  pupils,  and  only  to  books  that 
are  used  and  to  be  used  in  the  public  schools. 
For  any  other  purpose  than  use  in  the  public 
schools,  any  book  may  be  bought,  and  from 
any  person,  and  by  any  person,  and 
put  to  any  use.  This  is  the  common 
right  to  buy  and  sell  which  existed 
before  the  act  was  passed,  and  which  still 
continues  unaffected.  The  books  may  now 
be  bought  as  freely  as  before  the  act.  It  is 
the  use  in  the  public  schools  which  the  act 
regulates,  and  is  intended  to  regulate.  So 
that  as  to  the  buyer,  no  common  right  i<% 
ttiken  awny.  As  to  the  seller,  he  may  also 
sell  as  before  the  act ;  and  not  only  so,  but, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  the  exclusive 
right  to  publish  and  sell  for  schools  was  left 
open  to  his  competition  in  the  first  in- 
stance,— that  is,  all  publishers  were  invited 
to  freely  compete  for  the  contract  or  privi- 
lege of  furnishing  all  the  books, 'or  any 
series  of  them,  to  be  used  in  the  schools. 

A  "monopoly"  has  been  defined  to  be  an 
exclusive  right  granted  to  a  few  of  some- 
thing which  was  before  a  common  right. 
Memphis  v.  Memphis  Water  Co.  5  Heisk. 
629 ;  Proprietors  of  Charles  River  Bridge  v. 
PropHctors  of  Wai-ren  River  Bridge,  11  Pet. 
t)07,  9  L.  ed.  847.  It  is  insisted  that  the 
right  to  sell  and  the  right  to  buy  in  the  open 
market  are  common  rights,  open  to  all,  and 
without  restriction  upon  any.  But  the  right 
to  sell  and  buy  in  the  open  market  and  the 
right  to  contract  is  not  an  unlimited  one. 
The  legislature  has  in  a  number  of  instances 
restricted  such  rights,  and  the  limitations 
have  been  upheld  by  the  courts.  Thus,  it 
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is  provided  by  statute  that  a  person  may  not 
sell  unwholesome  fish  or  flesn,  or  bread  or 
adulterated  liquors,  or  poisonous  drugs 
without  a  label  (Shannon's  Code,  S  6743,  and 
subsections) ;  and  it  is  held  that  transpor- 
tation companies  and  tcl^aph  companies 
cannot  contract  for  exemption  from  liability 
from  tbeir  own  negligence  {Merchants'  Det*- 
patch  Transp.  Co.  v.  Bloch  Bros.  86  Tenn. 
392,  6  S.  W.  881;  Marr  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  85  Tenn.  629,  3  S.  W.  496).  It  is  true 
the  first  class  of  cases  rests  upon  the  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  and  the 
latter  upon  the  public  character  of  the  rail- 
road and  telegraph  company  upon  which  a 
use  is  imposed  which  sanctions  legislative 
interference.  But  it  is  not  difficult  to  place 
the  present  legislation  under  either  of  these 
liexuis,  since  the  kind  and  quality  of  instruc- 
tion given  the  young  is  as  important  as  the 
food  furnished  the  people,  and  the  public 
school  is,  in  the  highest  sense,  a  public  in- 
stitution, whose  operation  involves  a  public 
use.  But  legislation  has  not  been  confined 
to  such  cases,  in  limiting  the  right  to  con- 
tract. It  is  provided  by  statute  that  a  hus- 
band may  not  sell  his  wife's  real  estate 
during  her  life  without  her  consent,  and  that 
he  may  not  contract  away  the  rents  and 
profits  without  such  consent.  Shannon'^ 
Code,  S§  4234-4239.  The  constitutionalitv 
of  such  acts  has  been  declared,  though  they 
abridge  the  right  which  the  husband  had  at 
common  law  to  contract.  Coleman  v.  Sat- 
terfield,  2  Head,  264;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  12 
Lea,  490.  So  it  has  been  held  that  the  leg- 
islature might  prohibit  the  sale  of  loose 
cotton  between  sundown  and  sunrise.  Truss 
v.  State,  13  Lea,  3n.  Statutes  of  frauds, 
statutes  against  usury,  statutes  making  con- 
tracts of  married,  women  unenforceable,  and 
many  others,  are  limitations  upon  the  power 
of  the  citizen  to  contract.  So  with  the  stat- 
ute making  void  stipulations  in  insurance 
policies  which  limit  liability  to  less  than  full 
amount  of  the  loss.  This  has  been  held  val- 
id. Bugger  v.  Mecliani&s  d  T.  Ins.  Co.  93 
Tenn.  245,  28  L.  R.  A.  796,  32  S.  W.  6,  and 
cases  there  cited. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  we  consider  this 
act  as  deriving  validity  from  the  police 
power  of  the  state  or  the  public  character 
of  the  schools.  It  is  evident  that  the  basic 
principle  of  it  is  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  subsen'e  the  general  welfare  by  pro- 
hibiting certain  contracts,  and  throwing 
around  others  restrictions  tending  to  promote 
the  general  welfare,  and  protect  the  citizen 
from  oppression,  fraud,  and  wrong.  That 
the  state  may  establish  a  uniform  series  of 
books  to  be  taught  in  the  schools,  which  it 
provides  and  controls,  seems  to  be  a  proposi- 
tion as  e^'ident  as  that  it  may  provide  a  uni- 
form system  of  schools,  which  we  take  it 
is  not  now  an  open  question;  and  while  the 
selection  of  text-books  may,  in  the  earlier 
and  cruder  stages  of  the  law,  have  been  left 
to,  and  exercised  by,  local  superintendents, 
directors,  and  teachers,  it  was  not  for  want 
of  authority  in  the  state  to  prescribe  a  uni- 
form system,  but  rather  because  the  system 
luid  not  reached  that  stage  of  development 
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&nd  progress  tliat  made  it  adrisabls^  in  the 
opinion  of  the  legislature,  to  so  provide.  If 
we  were  allowed  to  look  to  the  wisdom  of 
such  a  provision,  it  would  seem  that  a  uni- 
form series  of  school  bodes,  selected  by  men 
of  large  experience  and  extensive  informa- 
tion, would  be  preferable  to  leaving  such  se- 
lection to  superintendents,  directors,  and 
teachers,  many  without  experience,  some 
with  limited  education,  and  with  limited  op- 
portunity of  examining  and  comparing  the 
-different  books. 

But  it  is  said  that,  if  it  be  eranted  that  a 
uniform  series  may  be  selected,  still  it  is  be- 
yond the  power  of  tiie  legislature  to  confer 
upon  one  individual  the  right  to  publish  and 
sell  to  the  public  school  any  particular  book 
"Or  books,  and  to  prohibit  tcfludiers  and  pa- 
trons from  using  any  other;  thus  forcing 
them  to  buy  the  books  thus  furnished  or  re- 
fusing them  the  benefits  of  the  public  school. 
We  think  it  clear  that  the  state  itself  might, 
if  it  saw  proper,  publish  the  books  to  be  used 
in  its  public  schools,  and  might  sell  them 
to  the  children  of  the  state  or  patrons  of  the 
schools ;  and,  if  it  can  do  this,  why  may  it  not 
authorize  another  to  do  so,  and  prescribe  the 
terms  upon  which  it  shall  be  done,  in  the  in- 
terest of  its  citizens?  Memphis  v.  Memphis 
Water  Co.  6  Heisk.  530.  The  authority  of 
the  state  over  schools  is  a  legislative  one, 
and  it  is  difiicult  to  see  how  a  uniform  sys- 
tem can  be  maintained  which  will  confer 
equal  benefits  upon  all  sections  of  the  state, 
unless  it  is  done  by  legislative  action.  If 
the  authority  to  regulate  and  control  schools 
is  legislative,  then  it  must  have  an  unre- 
etricted  right  to  prescribe  methods,  and  the 
<»urts  cannot  interfere  with  it,  unless  some 
scheme  is  devised  which  is  contrary  to  other 
provisions  of  the  Constitution;  so  that  the 
question  recurs.  Does  the  act  create  such  a 
monopoly  as  the  Constitution  inhibits? 

It  IS  not  insisted  that  the  intention  or  op- 
eration of  this  act  is  to  confer  a  pecuniary 
benefit  on  the  state  or  school  officials  or  pub- 
lishers. On  the  contrary,  its  evident  pur- 
pose 19  to  confer  a  benefit  upon  the  public,  by 
providing  ways  and  means  by  which  books 
may  not  only  be  made  uniform  throughout 
the  state,  but  also  furnished  to  the  public  at 
as  small  cost  as  possible.  If  a  privilege 
thus  conferred  upon  an  individual,  the  ob- 
ject of  which  is  to  benefit  the  state  and  its 
citizens,  can  be  termed  a  "monopoly,"  it  is 
certainly  not  of  that  class  prohibited  by  the 
-Constitution,  which  refers  to  privileges 
granted  for  a  money  consideration,  or  which 
are  bestowed  upon  an  individual  for  his  ben- 
efit, 'rhe  monopoly  prohibited  by  the  Con- 
stitution is  a  privilege  farmed  out  to  the 
highest  bidder,  or  conferred  because  of  favor- 
itism to  the  donee,  and  not  one  awarded  to 
the  lowest  bidder,  and  for  the  convenience 
and  benefit  of  the  public. 

If  this  doctrine  be  not  correct,  then  the 
state  can  make  no  contract  for  supplies  for 
its  penitentiary,  for  its  charitable  institu- 
tions, for  its  public  printing,  for  building 
its  state  houses,  or  any  other  work  of  public 
utility  or  necessity;  for  when  it  has,  per- 
chance, after  the  sharpest  competition, 
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awarded  a  contract  or  privilege  for  any  par« 
ticular  enterprise,  such  contract  becomes  at 
once  a  monopoly,  because  every  other  citizen 
of  the  state  may  not  also  do  the  work  or 
furnish  the  material.  In  other  words,  to  let 
any  public  work  to  the  lowest  bidder  creates 
at  once  a  monopoly,  contrary  to  the  Consti- 
tution. Under  this  reasoning,  the  success- 
ful bidder  becomes  ipso  facto  a  monopolist, 
because,  by  virtue  of  his  bid  (the  lowest 
made),  he  becomes  entitled  or  onerated  to 
supply  the  article  or  do  the  work.  If  this 
grant  to  a  publisher  to  furnish  all  the  books 
needed  in  tne  sdiools  was  not  coupled  with  a 
restriction  upon  price  and  other  benefits  to 
the  citizen,  tlien  it  might  be  denominated  a 
"monopoly." 

It  is  said  that  the  arrangement  made  with 
the  publisher  is  not  a  contract  with  the 
state,  and  the  argument  appears  to  be  that 
the  state  has  not  bound  herself  in  any  way  to 
the  publisher,  that  it  does  not  receive  or  pay 
for  the  books,  and  there  is  no  contract  be- 
tween the  publisher  and  the  school  boards 
nor  with  the  patrons  of  the  schools,  and  for 
this  reason  the  privilege  is  invalid.  Even 
if  it  be  not  a  contract,  in  the  sense  that  the 
state  cannot  be  forced  to  comply  with  it, 
this  would  not  invalidate  the  law.  Ba^i^ 
oroft  V.  Thayer,  5  Sawy.  502,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
835.  We  think  this  contention,  however,  is 
not  well  made.  The  state  frequently  grants 
to  railroads  and  other  agencies  privileges 
and  concessions  coupled  ^dth  conditions  in 
favor  of  the  public,  and  so  with  municipali- 
ties in  granting  water  rights  and  lighting 
rights,  and  rights  to  str^t-car  companies. 
It  is  said  there  are  no  safeguards  against 
extortion  and  oppression;  but  we  have,  in 
the  first  place,  a  letting  at  the  lowest  ratej», 
in  free  competition,  after  public  advertise- 
ment, and  a  further  provision  that  the  price 
shall  always  be  as  low  as  the  books  have  ever 
been  or  are  now  being  published  under  con- 
tract in  any  state,  county,  or  district  of  the 
United  States,  when  like  conditions  prevail. 
It  is  said  that  this  term,  "like  conditions," 
is  indefinite,  and  that  it  is  not  specified  who 
is  to  be  the  judge  as  to  whether  the  condi- 
tions are  alike  or  not.  But  this,  as  well  as 
the  enforcement  of  the  undertaking,  is  pro- 
vided for  in  the  fourth  and  eighth  sections  of 
the  act,  which  empower  the  commission  cre- 
ated by  the  act  to  sue  for  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract at  any  time,  and  this  commission  is  the 
judge  of  the  conditions,  as  well  as  all  breaches 
of  the  contract,  by  the  terms  of  the  act  itself, 
subject,  in  all  proper  matters,  to  revision  by 
the  courts.  It  is  said  that  to  allow  the  state 
to  prescribe  the  books,  fix  their  prices,  and 
let  out  the  privilege  of  supplying  them  would 
establish  a  precedent  that  would  lead  to  ex- 
treme results;  that,  if  the  state  may  thus 
control  the  books,  it  may  in  like  manner  pro- 
vide the  houses  and  desks,  and  a  uniform 
for  the  students,  and  let  out  the  privil^e 
for  furnishing  them  to  some  one  individual. 
Grant  this  may  be  so.  It  is  evident  that 
someone  must  decide  upon  these  matters, 
and  provide  the  articles  deemed  necessary; 
and  it  simply  resolves  itself  into  the  query 
whether  the  state,  which  provides  and  main- 
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tainB  the  system,  shall  control  and  rcig^ate 

•  it,  or  leave  that  duty  to  others,  who,  at  last, 
are  but  its  agents  and  representatives.  Of 
course,  we  cannot  presume,  nor  can  anv  argu- 
ment be  based  upon  the  assumption,  that  the 
state  will  go  to  absurd  lengths ;  but  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  legislature,  which  more 
immediately  represents  the  people,  will  do 
what  it  deems  best  for  the  people. 

It  is  said  the  schools  do  not  belong  to  the 
state,  but  to  the  people,  and  while,  in  a  cer- 
tain sense,  this  is  true,  it  is,  at  last,  but  a 
play  upon  wards.  The  system  is  inaugur- 
ated, operated,  shaped,  supported,  and  con- 
trolled by  the  state  through  its  legislature, 
but  for  the  benefit  of  the  people,  and,  as  in 
all  other  matters  of  public  concern,  the  peo- 
ple act  through  their  immediate  representa- 
tives, the  legislature. 

It  is  said  the  fixing  of  the  price  is  not  at 
all  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  the  uni- 
form series;  that  if  the  books  are  selected, 
and  the  patrons  are  left  free  to  buy  them  in 
the  open  market,  the  best  interest  of  the  citi- 
zen will  be  conserved.  But  it  is  evident  that 
Buoh  would  not  be  the  result  in  case  of  a 
copyright  book,  since  they  could  only  be  ob- 
tained of  the  party  having  the  right,  and 
many  of  the  best  books  are  copyrighted;  nor 
is  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  individual 
buyers  in  open  market  could  secure  rates  as 
low  for  a  single  book  or  a  lot  of  bodes  as  can 
be  obtained  when  the  contract  is  for  the  en- 
tire publication,  and  all  the  books  used,  or 
any  particular  series.  But  this,  after  all,  is 
a  matter  which  addresses  itself  to  the  sound 
judgment  of  the  legislature. 

It  is  said  the  state  has  no  right  to  pre- 
scribe that  the  citizen  or  consumer  must  pay 
cash  in  advance  for  an  article  he  buys,  and 
that  credit  is  a  matter  of  public  right.  It 
is  evident  that  the  recjuirement  for  a  cash 
payment  must  be  considered  along  with  all 
the  other  features  of  the  legislation,  and 
that,  if  the  payment  of  cash  may  seem  ar- 
bitrary, it  is  not  so,  but  enables  the  con- 
tractor to  reduce  his  price,  as  he  feels  sure 
of  his  money,  and  that  it  will  not  be  either 
delayed  or  rendered  uncertain.  Besides,  the 
prov'ision  requiring  cash  pa3rment  only  ap- 
plies when  books  are  ordered  to  be  sent  out 
of  the  county,  when  a  depository  is  not  lo- 
cated in  it,  in  which  case  the  book  must  be 
delivered  free  of  expense  of  carriage. 

It  is  said  that  it  is  not  a  function  of  gov- 
ernment to  pass  statutes  to  secure  cheap 
prices  to  the  consumer,  and  this  should  be 
left  to  the  laws  of  competition  of  supply  and 
demand.  This  is  but  a  statement  of  the 
main  question  in  a  different  shape.  We  may 
grant  that  the  state  may  not  regulate  prices 
of  commodities  generally,  and  may  not  legis- 
late so  as  to  secure  cheap  rates  for  the  same; 
but  this  does  not  prevent  the  state  from  se- 
curing for  the  children  of  the  state,  who  de- 
sire to  enter  the  schools  which  it  has  pro- 
%'ide(l  for  their  benefit,  favorable  terms  upon 
which  they  may  enter  and  enjoy  its  benefits. 

*  The  next  objection  urged  is  that  the  act 
delegates  legislative  power  to  a  commission 
and  to  the  executive  of  the  state.  The  main 
provisions  of  the  act  which  bear  upon  this 
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question  are  those  which  provide  that  a  com- 
mission may  select  the  books,  make  contracts, 
for  obtaining  them,  and  perfect  the  details 
of  the  general  plan  of  providing  all  schools- 
with  the  books  chosen,  and  obtain  for  pupils 
and  patrons  the  lowest  prices  possible.  As  • 
an  incident  to  this,  the  commission  and  gov- 
ernor are  to  announce  when  the  details  l^ve 
been  arranged,  so  that  the  law  may  be  put 
into  operation.  If  we  grant  that  the  legisla- 
ture has  the  power  to  prescribe  and  enforce 
the  system,  since  it  is  one  that  requires  the 
adjustment  of  many  details,  it  is  evident  that 
such  details  can  only  be  carried  out  by  a 
commission.  In  such  cases,  the  legislature 
can  only  act  through  boards  and  commissions 
or  other  agencies,  and  there  can  be  no  valid 
objection,  unless  legislative  power  is  con- 
ferred upon  the  board. 

It  is  said  the  act  leaves  it  to  the  commis- 
sion to  say  when  it  shall  take  effect.  This* 
we  think,  is  not  a  proper  construction  of  it. 
The  act  takes  effect  from  and  after  its  pas- 
sage, as  do  other  acts.  The  commission  has 
no  power  to  delay  its  force  as  a  law.  It  sim- 
ply is  authorized  to  report  when  it  has  con- 
summated the  preliminary  work  devolving 
upon  it  of  selecting  the  course,  making  con- 
tracts for  the  books,  fixing  their  price,  desig- 
nating the  depositories,  and  otherwise  pre- 
scribing the  time  and  manner  in  which  the 
patrons  and  children  may  begin  to  receiye 
its  advantages.  This  commission  is  giyen 
no  power  to  delay  the  enforcement  of  the  law 
beyond  this  limit.  It  is  true  it  may  do  so^ 
but  this  would  be  not  in  obedience  to  the  law, 
but  in  violation  of  it.  Suppose  that  the 
stjite  should  determine  to  erect  a  peniten- 
tiary or  an  asylum  for  the  blind  or  deaf  or 
insane,  and  should  appoint  a  commission  to 
select  a  site,  to  prepare  plans,  to  employ  an 
architect,  to  contract  for  buildings  and  erect 
them,  to  frame  rules  and  regulations  for  the 
government  of  the  inmates,  and  should  di- 
rect that,  when  ready  for  occupation,  the  com- 
mission should,  by  public  advertisement,  an- 
nounce the  fact,  so  that  the  buildings  could 
be  put  to  the  intended  use,  and  that  persons 
could  be  received  therein:  could  this  be 
called  a  delegation  of  legislative  authority  t 
We  think  not,  and  we  fail  to  see  any  differ- 
ence between  the  provisions  of  such  an  act 
and  the  present  one.  It  does  not  delegate 
legislative  power ;  that  is,  any  power  to  pass 
or  annul  a  law.  There  is  a  difference  be- 
tween a  delegation  of  power  to  make  laws 
involving,  necessarily,  a  discretion  as  *o 
what  they  shall  be,  and  a  grant  of  author- 
ity relating  to  their  execution,  though  the 
latter  may  involve  the  exercise  of  discretion 
under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  law.  6  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1029.  Merely  ad- 
ministrative or  executive  functions  may  be 
delegated.  Cincinnati,  W.d  Z.  R.Co.  v. Clin- 
ton County  Comrs,  1  Ohio  St  88.  The  dif- 
ference between  the  power  to  pass  a  law  and 
the  power  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  to 
carry  into  effect  a  law  already  passed  is  ob- 
vious. Georgia  R.  Co,  v.  Smith,  70  Ga.  694. 
The  legislature  cannot  dele<»ate  its  power  U> 
niake  a  law,  but  it  can  make  a  law  to  dele- 
gate a  power  to  determine  some  fact  or  state 
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of  things  npon  which  the  law  makes,  or  in- 
tends to  make,  its  own  action  depend. 
Lockea  Appeal,  72  Pa.  498,  13  Am.  Rep.  710; 
In  Moera  v.  Reading,  21  Pa.  202,  it  was  said: 
"Hali  the  statutes  on  our  books  are  in  the  al- 
ternative, depending  on  the  discretion  of 
some  person  or  persons  to  whom  is  confided 
the  duty  of  determining  whether  the  proper 
occasion  exists  for  executing  theoL  But  it 
cannot  be  said  that  the  exercise  of  such  a  dis- 
cretion is  the  making  of  the  law."  A  no- 
table instance  of  the  delegation  of  such  dis- 
cretion and  power  to  the  executive  is  found 
in  the  case  of  Field  v.  Clark,  143  U.  S.  049, 
88  L.  ed.  294,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  496,  wherein 
the  president  was  authorizea  to  reduce  the 
revenue  and  equalize  duties  on  imports,  and 
for  other  purposes  to  suspend,  by  proclama- 
tion, the  free  introduction  of  sugar,  molas- 
ses, coffee,  tea,  and  hides,  when  he  would  be 
satisfied  that  any  count^  producing  such 
Articles  imposed  duties  or  exactions  upon  the 
agricultural  or  other  products  of  the  United 
8t&tes  which  he  deemed  to  be  reciprocally 
unequal  or  unreasonable.  See  the  doctrine 
fully  illustrated  in  0  Am.  ft  Eng.  Eno.  Law, 
2d  ed.  pp.  1029-1031,  and  cases  there  dted. 
It  is  said  the  act  denies  local  self-sovem- 
ment.  This,  of  course,  is  a  geoeral  term, 
«nd  no  specific  provision  of  the  Constitu- 
tion is  referred  to,  upon  this  feature  of  the 
ease,  as  being  violated.  It  is  said,  in  broad 
terms,  that  the  people  have  an  inherent  fun- 
damental and  vested  right  to  administer 
their  own  local  affairs,  as  the  people  of  each 
county  and  district  shall  deem  right  and 
proper.  We  cannot  enter  into  a  consider- 
a>tioti  of  such  general  doctrine,  but  will  at- 
tempt to  discuss  it  so  far  as  it  touches  upon 
the  common-school  system,  and  the  manner 
of  its  execution.  This  system  is  supported 
in  part  by  state  funds,  and  in  part  by  county 
taxes.  But  the  latter,  at  lasl^  are  but  state 
funds,  provided  by  the  state  through  the 
power  delegated  to  the  counties.  It  is  in- 
sisted that  heretofore  there  has  been  more 
or  less  local  control  and  government  of  the 
public  schools,  but  this  local  government 
was  authorized  by,  and  was  the  creature  of, 
the  statute,  and  the  legislature  is  not  pre- 
cluded from  framing  other  statutes,  if  it 
•deem  it  wise  to  do  so,  modifying  former 
plans.  By  the  act  of  1873,  under  which  the 
present  system  was  inaugurated,  it  was  pro- 
vided that  there  should  be  established  and 
maintained  in  this  state  a  uniform  system 
of  public  schools,  and  that  it  should  be  ad- 
ministered by  a  state  superintendent,  county 
superintendents,  and  district  directors. 
Shannon's  Code,  SS  1401,  1402.  The  fund 
for  school  purposes  was  provided  by  the  same 
Act,  and  consists  of  the  interest  on  the  per- 
manent school  fund  and  all  other  moneys 
that  may  OMne  into  the  state  treasury  for 
that  purpose  from  any  source  whatever; 
treating  the  permanent  school  fund  and  the 
educational  fund  as  one  for  all  purposes  of 
distribution.  Act  1873,  chap.  25,  S  35; 
Shannon's  Code,  §  1391.  The  interest  on  the 
permanent  school  fund  and  school  tax  was 
augmented  by  a  poll  tax,  »nd  by  fines  and 
penalties  in  certain  cases,  and  also  by  a  tax 
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by  each  county,  when  other  taxes  were  not 
sufiicient  to  sustain  the  schools  for  five 
months  in  the  year.  By  the  act  of  1844,  all 
school  funds  then  existing,  no  matter  from 
what  source  derived,  were  ordered  to  be  de- 
posited in  the  Bank  of  Tennessee  for  invest- 
ment in  state  bonds.  The  proceeds  of  lands 
which  had  been  sold  under  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress became  thenceforth  a  part  of  the  capi- 
tal of  the  bank.  They  became  assets  of  the 
bank,  and  the  counties  which  had  deposited 
school-land  funds  became  simple  creditors 
of  the  bank,  except  so  far  as  they  might  be 
enabled  to  identify  bonds  bought  for  them, 
and  this  they  could  never  do.  So  that  coun- 
ties entitled  to  such  special  funds  thereafter 
had  no  priority  over  other  depositors  of  the 
bank  or  its  general  creditors.  State  v.  Bank 
of  Tennessee,  5  Baxt.  7,  31,  32.  However 
this  may  be,  the  Constitution  of  1870  and  the 
act  of  1873,  recognizing  the  fact  that  the  en- 
tire actual  school  fund  originallv  existinc 
had  been  lost  by  the  fortunes  of  war  and 
subsequent  events,  spoke  into  existence,  by 
constitutional  and  l^islative  feat,  a  school 
fund  of  $2,512,500,  which  was  made  a  per- 
manent fund,  and  the  faith  of  the  state  was 
pledged  to  the  payment  of  interest  upon  that 
fund  for  the  eoual  benefit  of  all  the  people 
of  the  state.  This  fund,  thus  spoken  into 
existence,  was  for  the  benefit  of  every  county 
and  all  the  people  eaually.  The  constitu- 
tional provision  of  18/0  relating  to  it  is  as 
follows:  "Knowledge,  learning,  and  yirtue, 
being  essential  to  &e  preservation  of  repub 
liean  institutions,  and  the  diffusion  of  the 
opportunities  and  advantages  of  education 
throughout  the  different  portions  of  the 
state  beinf;  highly  conducive  to  the  promo- 
tion of  this  end,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
general  assembly,  in  all  future  periods  of  this 
government,  to  cherish  literature  and  science. 
And  the  fund  called  the  common-school 
fund,  and  all  the  lands  and  proceeds  thereof, 
dividends,  stock,  and  other  property  of  every 
description  whatever,  heretofore  by  law  ap- 
propriated by  the  general  assembly  of  this 
state  for  the  use  of  common  schools,  and  all 
such  as  shall  hereafter  be  appropriated,  shall 
remain  a  perpetual  fund,  the  principal  ot 
which  shall  never  be  diminished  by  legisla- 
tive appropriation;  and  the  interest  thereof 
sliall  be  inviolably  appropriated  to  the  sup- 
port  and  encouragement  of  tx>mmon  schools 
throughout  the  state,  and  for  the  equal  bene- 
*fit  of  all  the  people  thereof ;  and  no  law  shall 
be  made  authorizing  said  fund  or  any  part 
thereof  to  be  diverted  to  any  other  use  than 
the  support  and  encouragement  of  common 
schools.^'  Const,  art  11,  S  12.  Since  the 
inauguration  of  the  present  system  of  public 
schools,  in  1873,  it  has  never  been  even  sug- 
gested that  the  state  and  counties  may  have 
different  systems  and  schools,  the  state  op- 
erating a  state  school,  and  the  county  a 
county  school,  but  the  basic  idea  is  that  the 
county  may  supplement  the  state  funds,  so 
as  to  enlarge  and  improve  the  state  schools. 
Carried  to  its  logical  result,  the  contention 
of  counsel  is  that  each  county  may  have 
its  own  system,  make  its  own  rules,  prescribe 
its  own  course  of  study,  and,  proceeding  fur* 
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ther,  each  school  district  may  do  the  same,  so 
that  we  may  have  as  many  systems  in  the 
state  as  there  are  school  districts.  This  is 
carrying  the  doctrine  of  local  ffovernment  too 
far.  By  the  same  parity  of  reasoning,  it 
might  be  said  that  each  county  may  establish 
its  own  criminal  laws,  provide  its  own  courts 
to  execute  the  laws,  and  to  den^  them  these 
rights  would  be  to  deny  the  right  of  local 
self-eovernment.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
legislature,  under  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion, may  as  well  establish  a  uniform  system 
of  schools  and  a  uniform  administration  of 
them,  as  it  may  establish  a  uniform  system 
of  criminal  laws  and  of  courts  to  execute 
them.  The  object  of  the  criminal  laws  is,  by 
punishment,  to  deter  others  from  the  com- 
mission of  crimes,  and  thus  preserve  the 
peace,  morals,  good  order,  and  well-being  of 
society;  and  the  object  of  the  public-s(£ool 
system  is  to  prevent  crime,  by  ^ucating  the 
people,  and  thus,  by  providing  and  securing 
a  higher  state  of  intelligence  and  morals, 
conserve  the  peace,  good  order,  and  well-be- 
ing of  society.  The  prevention  of  crime,  and 
preservation  of  good  order  and  peace,  is  the 
highest  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the 
state,  whether  done  by  punishing  offenders 
or  educating  the  children.  What  is  the  scope 
and  meauins  of  the  term  "police  power"  has 
never  been  defined.  The  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  has  expressly  declined  to 
define  its  limits.  Stone  v.  Mississippi,  101 
U.  S.  814.  25  L.  ed.  1079.  In  New  York  v. 
Miln,  11  Pet.  139,  9  L.  ed.  662,  it  is  said :  It 
embraces  ever}'  law  which  concerns  the  wel- 
fare of  the  whole  people  of  the  state  or  any 
individual  within  it,  whether  it  relates  to 
their  rights  or  duties,  whether  it  respects 
them  as  men  or  citizens  of  the  state,  whether 
in  their  public  or  private  relations,  whether 
it  relates  to  the  rights  of  persons  or  property 
of  the  whole  people  of  the  state  or  of  any  in- 
dividual within  it  and  upon  the  persons  and 
things  within  it.  In  Hannibal  d  8i,  J.  R. 
Co.  V.  Husen,  95  U.  S.  465,  24  L.  ed.  527,  it 
is  said :  The  police  power  of  a  state  extendi 
to  the  protection  of  the  lives,  limbs,  health, 
comfort,  and  quiet  of  all  persons,  and  to  the 
protection  of  all  property,  within  the  state, 
and  hence  to  the  malcing  of  all  regulations 
promotive  of  domestic  order,  morals,  health, 
and  safety.  In  Smith  v.  State,  100  Tenn. 
505,  41  L.  R.  A.  432,  46  8.  W.  566,  it  is  said, 
in  substance,  that  it  extends  to  all  ques- 
tions of  health,  morals,  safety,  order,  com- 
fort, and  well-being  of  the  public,  and  that 
this  enumeration  does  not  make  the  list  com- 
plete. Similar  language  has  but  recently 
been  used  in  the  case  of  Harbison  v.  Knox- 
tnlle  Iron  Co.  (Tenn.)  53  S.  W.  955,  and 
this  is  no  new  doctrine,  either  in  this  state 
or  in  the  United  States.  In  Bancroft  v. 
Thayer,  5  Sax^-j.  502,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  835,  it 
has  been  held  that  a  state  may  provide  by 
legislation  that  a  designated  person  shall 
have  the  exclusive  privilege  of  furnishing  all 
the  text-books  needed  for  use  of  the  public 
schools,  and  the  court  said:  "To  authorize 
and  provide  that,  by  means  of  contract  or 
legislative  grant,  a  particular  person 
.  .  .  shall  have  the  exclusive  right  to  do 
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or  furnish  a  particular  thing,  upon  eertain 
conditions,  for  the  use  and  convenience  of 
the  public,  has  always  been  a  common  mode 
of  exercising  the  polioe  powers  of  the  state." 
This  question  of  providing  a  uniform  series 
of  text-books,  and  prescribing  the  manner  in 
which  it  may  be  done,  and  uie  procuring  ol 
such  books,  and  their  distribution,  as  here 
done,  is  not  a  new  one  in  the  United  States. 
It  appears  that  more  than  twenty  states 
have  preceded  Tennessee  in  passing  uniform 
text-book  laws.  It  is  said  that  in  some  of 
them  it  has  not  resulted  favorably,  and  the 
system  has  met  with  disfavor.  How  this  is» 
is  a  matter  which  addresses  itself  to  the  leg- 
islature, and  not  to  the  court.  With  the 
wisdom  and  policy  of  the  law  we  have  noth- 
ing to  do.  In  some  of  the  states  the  validity 
and  constitutionality  of  the  acts  have  been 
called  in  question,  and  the  material  provi- 
sions of  the  law  have  been  maintained.  The 
subject  is  elaborately  considered  in  the  case 
of  State  ecf  reL  Clark  y.  Haworth,  122  Ind. 
402,  7  L.  R.  A.  240,  23  N.  £.  946,  when  the 
constitutionality  of  an  act  very  similar  to 
the  one  now  under  consideration  was  in- 
volved, and  the  arguments  against  it  were 
much  the  same  as  are  now  made.  The  court 
very  elaborately  considered  the  provisions  ol 
the  act  and  the  objections  raised,  and  sua- 
tained  the  act,  citing  many  authorities  in  ac- 
cord, and,  among  them,  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
6th  ed.  225,  note  1;  Curryer  v.  Merrill,  25 
Minn.  1,  33  Am.  Rep.  450;  State  eco  rel, 
Neumham  v.  State  Bd.  of  Edu,  18  Nev.  173> 
1  Puc.  844 ;  People  ea  rel.  Beckwith  v.  Oak- 
land Bd.  of  Edu,  55  Cal.  331 ;  People  ew  reL 
Bellmer  v.  State  Bd.  of  Edu.  49  Cal.  684. 
See  also  Baltimore  City  School  Comra,  v. 
State  Bd,  of  Edu,  26  Md.  505;  State  ex  reL 
Snoke  v.  Blue,  122  Ind.  600,  23  N.  E.  963; 
State  em  rel,  Roberts  v.  Springfield  School 
Directors,  74  Mo.  21 ;  State  em  rel,  Andrew 
V.  Webber,  108  Ind.  31,  58  Am.  Rep.  30,  8  N". 
E.  708:  School  Trustees  v.  People  em  reL 
Van  Allen,  87  III.  303,  29  Am.  Rep.  55 ; 
Jones  V.  Detroit  Bd.  of  Edu.  88  Mich.  371. 
50  N.  W.  309;  Effingham  v.  Hamilton,  HB 
Miss.  523,  10  So.  39. 

The  reasoning  of  the  court  in  the  princi- 
pal case  of  State  ex  rel,  Clark  v.  Haioorth 
IS  so  satisfactory  and  conclusive  that  we  can- 
not perhaps  do  better  than  give  a  synopsis  of 
it.  It  was  held  that  such  an  act  does  not 
infringe  in  the  slightest  degree  upon  the 
right  of  local  self-government;  that  essen- 
tially and  intrinsically  the  schools,  in  which 
are  educated  and  trained  children  who  are 
to  become  rulers  of  the  commonwealth,  are 
matters  of  state,  and  not  local,  jurisdiction : 
that  in  such  matters  the  state  is  a  unit,  and 
the  legislature  the  source  of  power ;  that  the 
establishment  and  control  of  public  school* 
is  a  function  of  the  general  assembly,  both 
under  the  Constitution  and  because  it  is  a 
matter  of  state  concern.  Being  a  matter  of 
legislative  control,  the  legislature  may  aban- 
don one  plan,  and  try  another,  if  it  see  prop- 
er, and  the  court  cannot  interfere.  It  le 
further  pertinently  said  that  it  is  impos- 
sible to  conceive  of  the  existence  of  a  uni- 
form system  of  public  schools  without  power 
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lodeed  Bomefwhere  to  make  it  uniform,  and, 
in  tne  absence  of  express  constitutional  pro- 
visions, that  power  must  necessarily  reside 
in  the  legislature;  and  hence  it  has  the 
power  to  prescribe  the  course  of  study,  as 
well  as  the  books  to  be  used,  and  how  they 
shall  be  obtained  and  distributed,  and  its 
disci-etion  as  to  methods  cannot  be  controlled 
by  the  courts ;  that  such  an  act  does  not  pro- 
vide a  benefit  for  book  dealers,  but  its  pur- 
pose is  to  secure  such  benefits  for  the  pub- 
lic, and  such  benefits  as  may  arise  to  any  in- 
dividual are  merely  incidental;  that  such 
statute  is  not  within  the  constitutional  pro- 
visions directed  against  monopolies,  but  that 
the  purpose  of  the  act  is  to  secure  books  for 
the  public  schools  by  means  of  open  competi- 
tion, after  full  notice;  no  special  privilege 
is  granted,  none  denied, — all  are  invited  to 
enter  the  field.  The  court  says:  ^'We  can 
find  neither  reason  nor  authority  that  sug- 
gests a  doubt  as  to  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  recjuire  a  designated  series  of  books 
to  be  used  in  the  schools,  and  to  require  that 
the  books  selected  shall  be  obtained  from  the 
person  to  whom  the  contract  for  supplying 
them  may  be  awarded.  It  is  to  be  remem- 
bered that  the  statute  does  not  command 
that  everv  person  shall  buy  the  books.  It 
confines  the  requirement  to  those  who  receive 
the  benefit  of  the  public  schools.  These 
schools  are  owned  and  maintained  by  the 
state,  and  the  state  may  prescribe  the  terms 
and  conditions  upon  which  pupils  may  en- 
ter them,  except  that  it  cannot  aisregard  the 
constitutional  injunction,  'tuition  shall  be 
without  charge  and  equally  open  to  all.'  It 
may,  as  we  have  seen,  prescribe  the  course  of 
study  that  shall  be  pursued,  and  the  system 
of  instruction  that  shall  be  adopted,  and,  to 
perfect  and  complete  its  control,  it  must 
have  the  power  to  prescribe  the  books  tJiat 
shall  be  used,  and  the  mode  in  which  the 
books  shall  be  obtained.  .  .  .  The 
legislature  simply  commands  that  those  who 
enjoy  the  benefit  of  the  schools  which  it 
maintains  shall  secure  such  books  as  it 
deems  best,  and  in  the  mode  it  regards  as  ex- 
pedient.    Power  thus  asserted  is  exercised 


in  a  matter  which  is  not  of  common  righ^ 
but  which  concerns  institutions  founded  ana 
fostered  by  the  state.  The  regulation,  in  its 
entire  scope,  relates  exclusively  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  Uie  privilege  afforded  by  a  system 
of  education  created  and  maintained  by  the 
state  for  the  general  good,  and  it  must  fol- 
low that  the  state  does  have  power  to  make 
the  regulations  effective  by  prescribing  the 
method  which  shall  be  pursued  by  those  who 
seek  to  enjoy  the  privilege  it  has  created. 
Certainly,  no  one  will  deny  the  existence  of 
such  a  right,  and,  if  it  does  exist,  it  must  re- 
side in  the  lawmaking  power  of  the  state." 

The  regulation  of  the  mode  of  receiving 
books  by  the  pupils  of  the  common  schools 
is  not  analogous  to  a  regulation  of  general 
property  rights;  for  books  are  peculiar  to 
schools,  and  schools  are  the  property  of  the 
state.  It  is  no  answer  to  this  argument  to 
afiirm  that  the  stete  may  not  give  one  person 
the  exclusive  privilege  of  selling  fuel,  cloth- 
ing, or  the  like  to  a  community;  for  school 
books  are  unlike  such  property  in  their  chief 
characteristics,  and  the  legislature  does  not 
assume  to  declare  that  any  person  may  not 
sell  books  to  a  community.  It  simply  as- 
sumes the  power  of  declaring  that  the  person 
whom  the  state  board  of  education  decides 
is  the  lowest  bidder  shall  have  the  exclusive 
privilege  of  supplying  ite  schools  with  books. 
In  doing  this,  it  does  no  more  respecting 
schools  Sian  a  private  citizen  does  who  cou- 
tracte  with  another  to  furnish  him  goods  for 
a  designated  period,  nor  does  it  do  more  re- 
garding schools  than  it  does  with  respect  to 
all  public  institutions  whose  officers  are  au- 
thorized to  give  the  exclusive  privilege  of 
furnishing  groceries,  medicines,  or  other  ar-. 
tides  to  Qie  person  to  whom  a  contract  cov- 
ering a  designated  period  is  awarded ;  for  the 
state  owns  and  maintains  ite  schools  just  as 
much  as  it  does  ite  public  institutions  of  ev- 
ery kind. 

For  the  reasons  steted,  we  are  of  opinion 
the  act  is  valid  and  constitutional,  ana  iher& 
us  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  be- 
low,  and  it  is  afprmed,  with  costs. 


ILLINOIS   SUPREME   COURT. 


IliLIXOIS   CENTRAL    RAILROAD   COM- 
PANY, Appt,, 

V. 

Henry  H.  HARRIS. 

(184  111.  67.) 

Tlie  eommmtlcatioii  of  Texas  fev^er  by 
Infeeted  cafb  to  cattle  transported  In  them 
renders  the  railroad  company  liable  for  the 
damages. 


(Febmary  10,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  Third  District, 
which  affirmed  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  for  Champaign  County  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  loss  of  catUe  shipped  over 
defendant's  road,  from  fever  alleged  to  have 
been  communicated  to  them  from  infected 
cars.    Affirmed. 


Nora. — As  to  duty  of  carrier  to  furnish  prop- 
er cars  for  the  transportation  of  live  stock,  see 
Conpland  v.  Honsatonlc  R.  Co.  (Conn.)  15  L. 
R.  A.  584,  and  Beits  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  B.  Co. 
(Iowa)  26  L.  B.  A.  248. 

On  the  general  sabjeet  oC  a  carrier's  liability 
as  to  live  sto<^,  see  note  to  Dantley  v.  Boston 
A  H.  R.  Co.  (N.  H.)  9  L.  B.  A.  449 ;  also  Benson 
▼.  Gray  (Haas.)  18  L.  B.  A.  262. 
48L.B.A. 


As  to  liability  for  death  of  stock  caused  by 
allowing  salt  water  to  run  through  pens,  see- 
Harman  ▼.  Norfolk  &  W.  B.  Co.  (Ya.)  44  L.  E. 
A.  289,  and  note. 

As  to  statutory  duty  with  r^erence  to  cars 
of  stock  during  transportation,  see  Chesapeake 
&  O..B.  Co.  V.  American  Exch.  Bank  (Ya.)  44 
L.  B.  A.  449,  and  note. 
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The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinioiL 

Mr.  Joltn  O.  Drennan,  with  Measn, 
Wolfe  A  Savage,  for  appellant: 

When  circumstantial  evidence  is  relied  on 
to  found  an  inference  as  to  the  main  fact 
the  circumstances  themselves  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed. 

In  such  cases  the  facts  from  which  the  in- 
ference is  to  be  drawn  must  be  proved  by 
direct  evidence  as  if  they  were  the  very  facts 
in  issue. 

SUrkie,  £v.  p.  80;  United  Siatea  v.  Rosa, 
92  U.  S.  281.  23  L.  ed.  707;  Qlohe  Acoi.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Geriach,  163  111.  029,  45  N.  £.  563; 
Lawson,  Presumptive  £v.  p.  652. 

The  trial  and  appellate  courts  have  fallen 
into  the  error  of  presuming  that  this  car 
carried  infected  cattle,  and  further  presum- 
ing that  they  came  from  an  infected  part  of 
the  country;  and  further  presuming  that 
such  carriage  was  within  a  time  to  have 
communicated  the  disease,  which,  with  the 
circumstances  proved  by  direct  evidence,  en- 
abled them  to  presume  the  car  infected  as 
alleged. 

T%is  is  not  a  legal  method  ot  sustaining  a 
verdict. 

Measra.  Gere  ft  Philbriok  for  appellee. 

Orals,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the 
appellate  court  affirming  a  judgment  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Champaign  county,  wherein 
the  appellee  recovered  damages  against  the 
Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company  for  the 
loss  of  a  lot  of  cattle  shipped  by  appellee 
over  appellant's  railroad  in  cars  alleged  to 
•  have  been  infected  with  a  cattle  disease 
known  as  "Texas  fever."  It  appears  that 
appellee  purchased  114  head  of  cattle  near 
Centralia  and  Edgewood,  in  this  state,  and 
on  September  30,  1808.  shipped  the  cattle, 
in  cars  furnished  by  the  Illinois  Central 
Railroad  Company,  from  those  two  points 
to  Seymour,  Illinois.  When  the  cattle  ar- 
rived at  Seymour  they  were  taken  directly 
from  the  cars  to  the  farm  of  appellee,  and 
turned  into  his  pasture.  On  October  13 
fiome  5  or  7  of  them  were  sick,  and  the 
Sjrmptoms  were  splenic  or  Texas  fever.  The 
114  cattle  that  were  shipped  over  appellant's 
road  were  then  placed  by  themselves.  Sub- 
sequently 26  of  these  cattle  died  of  splenic 
t>r  Texas  fever.  Thirty-three,  in  all,  were 
affected  with  the  disease. 

At  the  close  of  plaintiff's  evidence,  defend- 
ant asked  the  court  to  give  the  jury  the  fol- 
lowing instruction:  "That,  under  the  law 
and  evidence,  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
-cover,  and  the  verdict  must  be,  'Not 
guilty.* "  The  court  refused  the  instruc- 
tion, and  defendant  excepted.  The  refusal 
of  the  court  to  give  the  instruction  is  the 
•only  question  relied  upon  by  the  appellant 
to  reverse  the  judgment  In  requesting  the 
court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  find  for  the  de- 
fendant, the  truth  of  plaintiff's  evidence,  and 
all  inferences  to  be  properly  drawn  therefrom, 
were  admitted ;  and,  in  passing  upon  an  ap- 
plication to  take  a  case  from  the  jury,  we 
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do  not  consider  or  pasa  upon  the  weight  of 
the  evidence.  Offutt  v.  World^a  Columhifm 
Ewpoaition,  175  III.  472,  51  N.  £.  651.  In 
such  case  the  real  question  is  whether  the 
evidence,  with  all  inferences  to  be  properly 
drawn  therefrom,  fairly  tended  to  prove 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action  as  set  out  in  his 
declaration.  If  it  does,  then  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  refuse  to  take  the  case  from 
the  jury.  Here,  when  appellee  applied  to  ap- 
pellant, as  a  common  carrier,  to  ship  his 
cattle,  it  was  the  duty  of  appellant  to  fur- 
nish reasonably  safe  cars  in  which  the  oat^ 
tie  might  be  transported,  and  it  was  also 
the  duty  of  appellant  to  furnish  oars  which 
were  not  infected  with  any  contagious  catp 
tie  disease;  and  if  appellant  failed  to  dis- 
charge its  duty,  and  appellee  was  injured  in 
consequence  of  such  failure,  then  appellee 
is  entitled  to  recover  such  damages  as  he 
may  have  sustained.  Upon  looking  into  the 
record,  it  will  be  found,  from  the  evidence, 
that  the  appellant's  line  of  road  extends 
from  Chicago  to  New  Orleans,  and  that  ap- 
pellant's cars  in  which  the  cattle  were 
shipped  had  recently  been  used  by  the  com- 
pany in  carrying  other  cattle.  It  also  ap- 
pears that  the  cattle  purchased  by  appellee 
and  shipped  were  native  cattle,  all  raised 
in  the  localities  where  they  were  purchased ; 
that  no  Texas  fever  had  existed  in  those  lo- 
calities for  more  than  twenty-five  years; 
that  these  cattle  were  shipped  by  the  appel- 
lee from  the  points  where  they  were  loaded, 
to  Seymour,  Illinois;  that  they  were  un- 
loaded and  immediately  taken  to  appellee's 
pasture ;  and,  further,  that  Texas  or  splenic 
fever  had  not  existed  or  been  known  at  the 
point  where  these  cattle  were  unloaded,  or 
at  the  pasture  of  appellee  where  the  cattle 
were  put,  or  in  that  section  of  the  country, 
for  more  than  twenty- five  years  last  past; 
that  the  cattle  for  which  a  recovery  was 
asked  died  of  Texas  fever.  From  the  facts 
thus  established,  the  logical  inference  would 
be  that  the  disease  of  which  the  cattle  died 
was  communicated  to  them  from  appellant's 
cars,  infected  by  the  germs  of  the  disease 
which  were  in  the  cars.  The  evidence  points 
to  no  other  source  from  which  the  disease 
could  have  been  communicated  to  the  cat- 
tle. The  evidence  demonstrates  to  a  cer- 
tainty that  the  cattle  could  not  have  con- 
tracted the  disease  before  they  entered  ap- 
pellant's cars.  It  also  establishes  beyond 
dispute  that  they  did  not  contract  the 
disease  after  they  left  the  cars.  Such  being 
the  case,  the  cattle  must  necessarily  have 
contracted  the  disease  on  the  cars,  from 
germs  which  had  been  left  in  the  oars  from 
recent  shipments.  We  think,  therefore,  the 
jury  were  fully  warranted  in  finding  from 
the  evidence  that  appellant's  cars  were  in- 
fected with  the  disease,  and  that  it  was  com- 
municated to  plaintiff's  cattle  in  the  cars. 
From  what  has  been  said,  it  follows  that 
the  court  did  not  err  in  refusing  appellant's 
instruction. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  wiU 
he  affirmed. 
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SEATTLE  NATIONAL  BANK,  Respi., 

V, 

Daniel  JONES,  Impleaded  with  George  K. 
Carter  et  aL,  Appta, 

(13  Wash.  281.) 

It    lAConalBteitt  defenses  canitot  stand 

when,  the  admlBSlon  of  the  truth  of  one  neces- 
sarily proves  the  falsity  of  the  other. 
S.  Tbe  denial  of  an  alleoratlon  by  a 
general  denial  is  nnllllled  so  that  proof 
of  the  allegation  Is  unnecessary  by  a  special 
aTerment  in  an  afflrmatlTe  defense  of  the 
truth  of  the  allegation  which  had  been  de- 
nied. 

(December  24,  1805.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  Jones  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Superior  Court  for  King 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  certain 
promissory  notes  and  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meaara.  Thompson,  Edsen,  A  Hnmplt- 
ries,  with  Meaara.  James  Leddy  and 
Oleaaon  A  Baboook,  for  appellants: 

The  respondent  bank  alleged  in  its 
amended  complaint  that  prior  to  the  ma- 
turity of  the  notes  in  suit  the  said  Grif- 
fith, Bluett,  and  Remsburg,  as  such  com- 
mittee, for  a  valuable  consideration,  duly 
indorsed  and  delivered  the  said  promissory 
notes  to  it,  and  it  became,  ever  since  has 


VOTB. — Right  to  plead  inconaiatent  defenaea. 

I.  Scope  of  note. 
II.  Inconaiateney  in  aingle  plea. 
III.  Original  common-loio   rule  aa   to  incon- 

aiatcney  between  pleaa. 
lY.  The  rule  under  the  atatute  of  Anne. 

a.  With  reference  to  inconaiatent  facta. 

b.  With  reference  to  different  modea  of 

trial. 

c.  Relaxation  of  the  rule, 
Y.  The  rule  in  equitp. 

VI.  The  rule  under  reform  procedure. 

a.  OeneriU  atatement  of  the  doctrine. 

b.  Wtiat  defenaea  are  inconaiatent. 

1.  Diatinction     between    inconaiat- 

encv  in  fact  and  inoonaiatency 
by  implication  of  law. 

2.  Teat  aa  to  what  inconaiatencv  ia 

objectionable. 
•c   Application  of  tlie  rule  to  particular 
actiona. 

1.  Actiona  pertaining  to  contracta 

generally. 

2.  Actiona  pertaining  to  biUa  and 

notea. 
8.  Actiona  pertaining  to  aalca. 
4.  Actiona  pertaining  to  negligence 

and  for  aaaault. 
6.  Actiona   pertaining   to   peraonal 

property. 

6.  Actiona  pertaining  to  realty. 

7.  Actiona  for  libel  or  alandcr. 

8.  Miacellaneoua  actiona. 

VII.  Effect  of  inconeiatency  aa  a  waiver  or  ad- 

miaaion. 

a.  The  prevailing  rule. 

b.  E»ceptiona  to  the  rule. 

e.   E^lanation  of  the  apparent  conflict. 
Till.  Inoonaiatency ,  how  taken  advantage  of. 
IX.  Ooneluaion. 


I.  Bcope  of  note. 

This  note  is  confined  to  the  question  of  incon- 
•istencles  in  the  same  pleading,  either  in  the 
same  or  dlfTerent  counts.  The  question  under 
common-law  practice  as  to  the  effect  of  plead- 
ing in  abatement  and  in  bar  turns  apon  the 
theory  that  a  plea  in  bar  Is  a  waiver  of  a  plea 
In  abatement,  and  not  upon  any  Idea  of  Incon- 
sistency, and  Is  not  therefore  Included,  and  the 
reason  why  general  and  special  pleas  In  the  same 
answer  are  sometimes  held  improper  Is  based 
apon  the  language  of  the  statute  providing  that 
a  party  may  plead  generally  or  specially,  rather 
than  on  any  idea  of  inconsistency.  And  the 
qnestion  of  difference  between  pleas  and 
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amended  pleas  and  subsequent  pleadings  by  the 
same  party  is  one  of  departure  rather  than  In- 
consistency, and  cases  with  reference  to  such 
pleas  are  not  Included  in  this  note,  unless  it  ap- 
pears in  the  particular  case  that  the  question  of 
consistency  was  involved. 

II.  Inoonaiatency  in  aingle  plea. 

Neither  under  the  old  common-law  practice, 
nor  under  the  statute  of  Anne,  adopted  by  near- 
ly if  not  all  the  states  as  common  law,  nor  un- 
der the  Codes  of  the  different  states,  did  the 
general  rule  that  a  defendant  may  make  as 
many  defenses  as  be  sees  proper,  and  that  the 
pleas  are  not  objectionable  because  of  repug- 
nancy or  Inconsistency,  apply  to  single  pleas; 
a  single  plea  was  always  required  to  be  consis- 
tent with  itself.  Ansley  v.  Bank  of  Piedmont, 
113  Ala.  467,  21  So.  59 ;  Hensley  v.  Tartar,  14 
Cal.  503 ;  Bell  v.  Brown.  22  Cal.  671 ;  Buhne 
V.  Corbett,  43  CaJ.  264 :  People  ew  rel.  Crawford 
V.  Lothrop,  3  Colo.  428 :  Tucker  v.  Edwards,  7 
Colo.  209,  8  Pac.  233;  Mcllroy  v.  Buckner,  35 
Ark.  555 ;  Hlllebrant  v.  Booth,  7  Tex.  499 ;  Por- 
ter V.  McCreedy.  Code  Rep.  N.  S.  88 ;  Budding- 
ton  V.  Davis,  6  now.  Pr.  401. 

And  a  plea  in  an  answer  which  Is  open  to 
two  intendments  is  to  be  construed  most  strong- 
ly against  the  defendant.  United  States  t. 
Linn,  1  How.  104.  11  L.  ed.  64  ;  Fowler  v.  Dav- 
enport, 21  Tex.  620,  dictum. 

And  an  affidavit  of  defense  admitting  at  the 
■outset  an  indebtedness  of  a  certain  amount  to 
the  plaintiff,  but  asserting  in  conclusion  that 
the  defendant  does  not  owe  the  plaintiff  a  cent, 
is  clearly  contradictory,  and  judgment  will  be 
entered  notwithstanding  the  affidavit.  Kelly  v. 
Singer  Mfg.  Co.  4  Pa.  Dlst.  R.  440. 

So,  a  claim  for  damages  ew  contractu  cannot 
be  set  up  as  a  defense  in  an  answer,  and  be 
united  in  the  same  plea  with  a  claim  of  tort. 
Ansley  v.  Bank  of  Piedmont,  113  Ala.  467,  21 
So.  69. 

And  a  denial  of  a  corrupt,  usurious,  and 
illegal  agreement,  or  of  a  device,  shift,  or  con- 
trivance to  evade  the  usury  laws,  can  have  lit- 
tle or  no  effect,  if,  from  the  facts  which  are  ad- 
mitted. It  follows  that  the  statute  has  been 
violated ;  and  such  denials  cannot  be  deemed 
denials  of  matters  of  fact,  but  are  denials  of 
inferences  of  law  from  the  facts  only.  Manlce 
V.  New  York  Dry  Dock  Co.  3  Edw.  Ch.  144. 

And  while  civil  death  abates  an  action  for 
personal  tort,  an  answer  averring  that  the  de- 
fendant is  civilly  dead  contains  two  contradic- 
tory averments,  it  being  a  fiction  of  law  that 
the  act  of  answering  by  a  defendant,  though  by 
12 
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been,  and  now  is,  the  owner  and  holder  of 
eaid  promisaory  notes.  These  allegations 
are  denied  by  the  appellant  in  his  amended 
answer,  and,  before  a  recovery  can  be  had 
against  him,  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
must  be  proved  as  aUeged. 

Tullia  V.  Shannon,  3  Wash.  716,  29  Pac. 
440;  Spicer  v.  Smith,  23  Mich.  96. 

The  members  of  the  committee  are  joint 
payees,  and  each  must  sign. 

1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  4th  ed.  §S  684,  701a, 
704;  Ryhiner  v.  Feiokert,  92  HI.  305,  34  Am. 
Rep.  130;  Haydon  v.  Kicoletti,  18  Ncv.  290, 
3  Pac.  473. 

The  word  "committee"  is  mere  deaorip- 
tio  personcB,  and  implies  no  authority  in 
one,  even  the  chairman,  to  act  for  others. 

1  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  4th  ed.  §  403. 

Extension  of  time  of  payment  given  to  a 
principal  debtor  for  a  consideration  moving 
from  him,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 


of  the  surety, — accommodation  maker, — re- 
leases the  accommodation  maker. 

2  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  S§  474,  960; 
Westervelt  v.  Freeh,  33  IV.  J.  Eq.  451 ;  Bar^ 
ron  V.  Cody,  40  Mich.  259;  Smith  v.  Shel^ 
den,  35  Mich.  42,  24  Am.  Rep.  529;  Byera  t. 
Franklin  Coal  Co.  106  Mass.  131;  Child  v^ 
Eureka  Powder  Works^  44  N.  H.  364;  Cum^ 
minga  v.  Little,  45  Me.  183;  Cheater  v. 
Dorr,  41  N.  Y.  279;  Firat  Nat,  Bank  v. 
Leavitt,  65  Mo.  562;  Firat  Nat.  Bank  ▼*. 
Harria,  7  Wash.  139,  34  Pac  466;  Warbwr- 
ton  V.  Ralph,  9  Wash.  537,  38  Pac  140;  2^ 
Dan.  Neg.  Inst  §  1332a;  Hoffman  v.  Butler, 
105  Ind.  372,  4  N.  E.  681 ;  Guild  v.  Butler„ 
127  Mass.  386;  Meggett  v.  Baum,  57  Miss. 
22. 

Meaara.  Carr  ft  Preston  and  W.  R» 
Boll,  for  respondent: 

That  Griffith  was  authorized  to  discount 
the  notes  cannot  be  doubted  on  the  evidence 


attorney,  is  a  conclusive  averment  that  he  is 
neither  civilly  nor  physically  dead,  and  there- 
fore the  averment  that  he  Is  civilly  dead  must 
be  deemed  untrue.  Freeman  v.  Frank,  10  Abb. 
Pr.  370. 

And  a  demurrer  admits  the  allegations  In 
the  answer  when  contradictory  only  when  the 
law  adjudges  them  to  be  true,  and  therefore  it 
does  not  admit  the  allegation  of  a  defendant  In 
his  answer  that  he  Is  civilly  dead.     Ihid. 

So,  a  scilicet  repugnant  to  the  matter  pre- 
cedent to  It  is  void  on  demurrer,  as  well  as  after 
verdict.     Cutler  v.  Southern,  1  Lev.  194. 

And  a  plea  in  an  action  on  a  note,  of  failure 
of  consideration,  alleging  that  the  consideration 
of  the  note  has  failed,  or  that  it  was  given  on 
the  purchase  of  certain  notes,  accounts,  and 
land  papers  belonging  to  the  plalntilTs  intes- 
tate, which  were  sold  by  her  at  public  sale,  and 
that  there  was  no  sale  or  delivery  by  the  plain- 
tiff of  anything  whatever,  and  that  the  consid- 
eration kA.  the  note  was  entirely  different  from 
that  before  alleged,  is  in  itself  inconsistent,  and 
Is  rightly  rejected  by  the  court.  HiUebrant  v. 
Booth,  7  Tex.  499. 

And  a  paragraph  of  an  answer  In  an  action  on 
a  note  in  which  a  denial  that  the  note  had  any 
consideration  to  support  it  appears  in  direct 
connection  with  a  plea  of  non  eat  factum  is  In- 
consistent with  Itself,  making  it  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  require  the  defendant  to  paragraph  the 
answer  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  know 
what  defenses  are  being  relied  on ;  and  where  he 
objects  to  striking  out  the  paragraph,  and  to 
filing  a  reply  to  it,  and  his  objection  Is  sus- 
tained, the  only  issue  is  that  of  non  est  factum, 
and  a  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the 
ground  that  the  defense  of  want  of  considera- 
tion was  confessed  should  not  be  granted..  Mull I- 
kin  V.  Mulllkln,  16  Ky.  L.  Rep.  612,  25  S.  W. 
698. 

A  denial  of  the  full  amount  claimed  in  an  ac- 
tion, however,  and  an  admission  of  a  certain 
amount  to  be  due,  and  a  tender  of  that  amount, 
constitute  but  a  single  defense,  and  the  allega- 
tions cannot  be  separated,  and  are  not  subject 
to  objection  for  inconsistency.  Speneer  v. 
Tooker,  12  Abb.  Pr.  858. 

III.  Origifial  oommon-lau>  rule  aa  to  inoonaiat- 
ency  between  pleaa. 

The  original  common-law  rule,  strictly  ob- 
served for  ages,  was  that  a  defendant  could 
plead  only  one  plea  without  infringing  the  rule 
against  duplicity.  Auburn  &  O.  Canal  Co.  v. 
Leltch,  4  Denlo,  66.  This,  of  course,  brought 
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every  pleading  by  a  defendant  directly  within^ 
the  rule  laid  down  In  supra,  I.,  that  a  single 
plea  must  not  be  Inconsistent  with  itself.  Thi» 
original  common-law  rule  of  pleading,  however, 
is  entirely  obsolete,  having  been  entirely  super- 
seded by  statutory  enactments,  and  the  casea 
laying  It  down  and  supporting  it  have  therefore- 
been  omitted  from  this  note,  and  the  rule  Itself 
is  of  Importance  only  with  reference  to  the  ori- 
gin and  history  of  existing  inles. 

IV.  The  rule  under  the  eiatute  of  Anna. 
a.  With  reference  to  ^oonaiatcnt  facta. 

By  the  statute  of  4  Anne,  chap.  16,  I  4,  tt 
was  provided  that  "tt  shall  be  la?rfnl  for  any  de- 
fendant or  tenant  in  any  action  or  suit,  or  for 
any  plaintiff  in  replevin  In  any  court  of  record,, 
with  leave  of  the  court,  to  plead  as  many  sev- 
eral matters  thereto  as  he  shall  think  neces- 
sary for  his  defense." 

This  statute  superseded  the  criginal  common- 
law  rule,  and  has  since  substantially  remained 
the  rule  of  pleading  In  England,  and  wa» 
adopted  by  most.  If  not  all,  of  the  United  States 
as  common  law,  and  probably  still  remains  the 
rule  of  pleading  In  such  states  as  have  retained 
the  common-law  system.  The  cases  decided 
under  It  therefore^  though  arising  In  states  In 
which  It  has  been  superseded  by  the  enactment 
of  Codes,  are  stlli  authoritative,  and  they  are 
here  Included  so  far  as  they  bear  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  Inconsistent  defenses. 

Under  these  rules  of  pleading  a  defendant 
might  set  up  any  number  of  grounds  of  defense 
which  are  not  Inconsistent  with  each  other. 
Yocum  V.  Morice,  4  Phila.  106;  Auburn  ft  O. 
Canal  Co.  v.  Leitch,  4  Denlo,  65. 

But  the  courts  exercised  a  controlling  power 
over  a  defendant  who  sought  to  plead  incon- 
sistent matters,  and  It  was  discretionary  with 
them  to  receive  or  reject  the  inconsistent  pleaa 
which  were  tendered.  Furniss  v.  Ellla  2  Brock. 
14,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,162 ;  Lincoln  v.  Wllamowlcz, 
7  Ark.  378,  dictum;  Com.  v.  Myera  1  Va.  Caa 
188,  dictum;  Jenkins  v.  Edwarda  6  T.  R.  97. 

And  it  has  been  said  that  the  court  would 
take  care  not  to  permit  a  defendant  to  plead  in- 
consistently.    Com.  V.  Myers,  1  Va  Cas.  168. 

And  it  would  appear  to  have  been  th«r  rule- 
of  the  earlier  cases  under  that  statute  that  in- 
compatible pleas  were  not  to  be  allowed,  wheth- 
er the  inconsistency  was  one  of  fact,  consist- 
ing of  an  express  contradiction,  or  one  of  law» 
arising  from  admissions  by  Implication  of  law 
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Authority  to  disoount  such  paper  includes 
authority  to  indorse  it. 

Merchants'  Bank  y.  Central  Bank,  1  Ga. 
418,  44  Am.  Dec.  665;  Story,  Agency,  §§  59, 
77 ;  Bayley,  Bills  &,  Notes,  5th  ed.  chaps.  2, 
7;  Mechem,  Agency,  §  391. 

The  general  allegations  in  a  pleading  give 
way  to  special  allegations  upon  the  same 
subject 

Moyer  v.  Fort  Wayne,  0.  A  L.  R.  Co.  132 
Ind.  88,  31  N.  E.  567;  Queen  Ins,  Co.  ▼. 
Hudnut  Co.  8  Ind.  App.  22,  35  N.  E.  397. 

A  general* or  specinc  denial  in  an  answer 
is  always  controlled  by  an  affirmative  alle- 
gation inconsistent  with  it. 

Derby  ▼.  Gallup,  5  Minn.  119,  Gdl.  85; 
Miller  y.  Larson,  17  Wis.  625;  School  Dist. 
yo.  n  V.  Bolmes,  16  Neb.  486,  20  N.  W.  721 ; 
Diokson  y.  Cole,  34  Wis.  626;  Sexton  y. 
Khames,   13  Wis.   104;    Marx  v.   Gross,  26 


Jones  &  6.  221,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  720;  Maxwell, 
Code  PI.  p.  396;  Uartwell  v.  Page,  14  Wis. 
52;  Farrell  v.  Hennesy,  21  Wis.  633;  Ya^ 
kima  Nat.  Bank  y.  Knipe,  6  Wash.  348,  33 
Pac.  834. 

The  rights  of  the  respondent  with  respect 
to  these  notes  are  determined  by  the  facts 
known  to  it  at  the  time  it  took  the  paper, 
and  the  manner  in  which  it  took  it^  and  the 
amount  paid  for  it. 

Bank  of  Montgomery  County  y.  Walker, 
9  Serg.  ft  K.  229,  11  Am.  ueo.  709;  Fentum 
v.  Pocook,  5  Taunt.  192;  Manley  y.  Boyoot, 
2  El.  ft  Bl.  46;  White  y.  Hopkins,  3  Watts  & 
S.  99,  37  Am.  Dec.  542;  Walker  y.  Bank  of 
Montgomery  County,  12  Serg.  ft  R.  383; 
Lord  y.  Ocean  Bank,  20  Pa.  384,  59  Anu 
Dec.  728;  Stephens  y.  Monongahela  Nat. 
Bank,  88  Pa.  157,  32  Am.  Bep.  438. 

The  giving  of  the  debtor's  own  note,  bill» 


requisite  to  the  introduction  of  new  matter  In 
defense. 

Thu8,  where  facts  are  alleged  in  an  answer, 
which  from  their  nature  must  be  within  the  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and  which  If 
true  are  a  complete  answer  to  the  claim,  he 
will  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  In  addition  an- 
other set  of  facts  Inconsistent  with  the  previous 
defenses,  but  will  be  required  to  elect  upon 
which  he  will  rely.  Arnold  v.  DImon,  4  Sandf. 
680. 

And  matter  In  avoidance  cannot  be  set  up  In 
an  answer  when  the  matter  it  seeks  to  avoid  Is 
denied.  Boe  v.  Rogers,  8  How.  Pr.  856 ;  Arthur 
y.  Brooks,  14  Barb.  688. 

And  a  plea  of  tender  cannot  be  pleaded  with 
the  general  Issne  to  the  whole  declaration  be- 
canae  the  tender  confesses  the  amount  due. 
Williams  y.  Harris,  2  How.   (Miss.)   627,  dUh 


So,  a  defendant  in  an  action  on  a  bond  was 
not  permitted  to  plead  non  est  factum  and  a 
tender  as  to  part  Jenkins  v.  Edwards,  5  T. 
&.  07. 

And  the  pleas  of  non  est  factum  and  tender, 
In  an  action  of  covenant  for  the  nonpayment  of 
rent,  were  Inconsistent,  and  could  not  be  united 
in  the  same  answer.  Orgill  v.  Kemshead,  4 
Taunt.  459. 

Non  assumpsit  or  non  est  factum  and  a  tender 
were  not  permitted  to  be  pleaded  together  on 
the  ground  that  the  one  goes  to  deny  any  cause 
of  action  and  the  other  admits  It,  and  that  If 
the  general  Issue  should  be  found  for  the  defend- 
ant it  would  appear  on  the  record  In  the  action 
of  assumpsit  that  no  debt  was  due,  In  the  face  of 
the  defendant*s  admission  by  the  plea  of  tender 
that  something  was  due;  that  there  never  ex- 
isted such  a  bond  as  that  declared  on,  when 
tbe  plea  of  tender  admits  something  to  be  due 
on  that  very  bond.  Union  Bank  v.  Bldgely,  1 
Harr.  A  O.  824,  dictum. 

And  a  mandamus  would  not  issue  from  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  to  a  district 
judge  directing  him  to  restore  to  the  record  a 
plea  of  tender  which  had  been  filed  together 
with  a  plea  of  non  est  factum.  Ex  parte  Dav- 
enport, 6  Pet.  661,  8  L.  ed.  687. 

And  pleas  of  non  est  factum  and  solvit  post 
diem  in  debt  on  a  bond  were  incompatible,  and 
could  not  be  pleaded  together.  Fox  v.  Chan- 
dler, 2  W.  Bl.  905 ;  Arnold  v.  Baas,  2  W.  Bl.  008. 

So,  an  allegation  In  an  action  for  trespass 
that  the  lands  in  suit  were  copyhold,  and  anoth- 
er allegation  that  they  were  descendible,  were 
Inconsistent  and  repugnant.  Hutchinson  v. 
Jackson,  2  Lot.  No.  1824. 
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And  a  plea  In  an  action  for  trespass  and  false 
Imprisonment  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  alien 
enemy  could  not  be  united  with  a  special  Justifi- 
cation that,  the  plaintiff  having  committed  a 
felony,  the  defendant  gave  him  In  charge  of  a 
constable  to  be  taken  before  a  magistrate. 
Truckenbrodt  v.  Payne,  12  East,  206. 

The  defendant  In  an  action  for  trespass 
should  have  confessed  the  trespass  If  he  meant 
to  Justify  or  avoid  It.  or  denied  It  altogether. 
The  general  issne  and  a  Justification,  as  these 
defenses  were  understood  before  the  enactmeot 
of  the  Code,  could  not  be  united  In  the  same 
answer,  as  both  could  not  be  true  at  the  same 
time.     Royce  v.  Brown,  3  How.  Pr.  801. 

So,  in  Prlnnel  v.  Preston,  Barnes* s  Notes. 
861,  which  was  a  motion  for  leave  to  plead  not 
guilty  and  a  license  in  trespass.  It  was  said  that 
the  court  has  never  admitted  not  guilty  and  a 
release  of  a  particular  trespass,  though  It  has 
admitted  not  guilty  and  a  general  release  where 
an  affidavit  was  produced  ;  but  the  motion  seems 
to  have  been  decided  upon  the  absence  of  an  affi- 
davit showing  the  necessity  of  both  defensea 

Likewise,  a  plea  in  bar  on  a  writ  of  entry 
sur  disseisin  under  leave  to  plead  double  of  the 
general  Issue,  that  the  demandant  was  never 
seised  of  the  demanded  premises  In  manner  and 
form  as  he  In  his  declaration  has  alleged,  where 
the  answer  contained  a  previous  plea  of  the 
general  Issue  of  mil  disseisin,  which  was  Jointed 
by  the  demandant,  was  bad  and  subject  to  de- 
murrer as  putting  In  Issue  a  fact  which  must  be- 
proved  under  the  first  Issue.  Martin  v.  Woods, 
6  Mass.  6. 

And  where  an  answer  to  a  bill  filed  for  ssk 
account  for  tithes  sets  up  certain  yearly  pay- 
ments as  modusea  but  Insists  that  If  the  same> 
for  any  reason  were  not  good  and  valid  modusea 
from  time  Immemorial  they  must  be  taken  to- 
have  been  payable  as  a  good  and  valid  reak 
composition  made  with  the  assent  of  all  the  par- 
ties, the  two  allegations  are  inconsistent,  aD<f 
the  latter  branch  cannot  be  rejected  as  surplus- 
age, but  must  be  taken  as  an  admission  en- 
titling the  plaintiff  to  a  decree.  Jesus  College 
V.  Gibba  1  Younge  A  C.  Bzeh.  160. 

And  leave  to  plead  double  was  not  granted 
under  the  statute  of  Anne,  where  tbe  plain- 
tiflTs  title  to  an  advowson  was  traced  through 
a  period  of  two  centurlea  and  the  defendant's 
claim  arose  on  the  alleged  invalidity  of  a  partic- 
ular deed  so  as  to  permit  the  defendant  to  tra- 
verse all  the  allegations  In  the  declaration,  or 
to  plead  more  pleas  than  were  necessary  to  con- 
test that  particular  deed.  Gully  v.  Exeter,  5 
Blng.  42. 
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or  check,  or  the  note,  bill,  or  check  of  a  third 
person,  to  meet  an  antecedent  indebtednesa, 
IB  prima  facie  not  a  payment  or  diacharge 
of  such  indebtednesa. 

First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Newton,  10  Ck)lo.  161, 
14  Pac.  428;  Bi/me  y.  Van  HQesen,  5  Johns. 
66;  Jaffrey  v.  Corjiish,  10  N.  H.  505;  Wood- 
ward V.  Miles,  24  N.  H.  289;  Collins  y.  Daw- 
ley,  4  Colo.  141,  34  Am.  Rep.  72;  Hart  y. 
Boiler,  15  Serg.  it,  R.  162,  16  Am.  Dec.  536; 
Suttofh  V.  The  Albatross,  2  Wall.  Jr.  327, 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  13,645;  Fiokling  y.  Brewer,  38 
Ala.  685;  White  v.  Jones,  38  111.  150;  Mat- 
thews V.  Dare,  20  Md.  248;  SohilUng  y. 
Durst,  42  Pa.  126;  MoMurray  ▼.  Taylor,  30 
Mo.  263,  77  Am.  Dec.  611;  Kephart  y. 
Butcher,  17  Iow<^  240;  Welch  y.  AZZin^ion, 
23  Cal.  322;  Peter  y.  Beverly,  10  Pet.  662, 
9  L.  ed.  634 ;  Sheehy  y.  Mandeville,  6  Cranch, 
253,  3  L.  ed.  216;  The  KimhaU,  3  Wall.  45, 
suh  nom,  Dunoon  y.  KimbaU,  18  L.  ed.  54. 


DvAbar,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  case  was  ori^nally  begun  by  the  re- 
spondent in  the  equity  department  of  King 
county,  but^  some  questions  of  fact  arising 
for  determination  between  the  appellant  and 
the  respondent,  it  was  transferred  to  the  law 
department  in  the  superior  court  of  said 
county.  The  notes  in  suit  were  made  by  the 
appellant  as  a  subscription  in  aid  of  an  en- 
terprise in  which  he  and  a  number  of  other 
persons  were  interested,  vite,,  the  building  of 
a  boulevard  along  the  weat  shore  of  hake 
Union.  At  a  meeting  of  thoee  interested  in 
the  enterprise,  at  which  appellant  was 
present,  he  subscribed  $2,500  towards  carry- 
ing on  the  enterprise,  and  a  committee  waa 
elected  and  appointed  by  the  meeting  as  an 
executive  committee  to  have  full  charge  and 
control  of  the  work.  This  committee  con- 
sisted of  L.  H.  Griffith,  Edward  Bluett,  and 


So,  a  plea  of  non  est  factum,  denying  the  exe- 
cution of  a  deed,  and  a  plea  of  condltloos  per- 
formed, admitting  Its  execution,  cannot  be 
pleaded  together.     Pope  v.  Latham,  1  Ark.  66. 

Nor  can  payment  and  non  eat  f€totum  be 
pleaded  to  a  deed.  Com.  y.  Myers,  1  Ta  Cas. 
188,  dictum. 

And  an  averment  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
on  a  delivery  bond  that  all  the  defendant's  prop- 
erty was  not  worth  $100  was  Inconsistent  with 
a  subsequent  averment  that  his  property,  exclu- 
sive of  that  levied,  on,  did  not  amount  in  value 
to  $100,  and  rendered  the  answer  subject  to  ob- 
jection by  demurrer.  Barber  v.  Summers,  5 
Blackf.  839. 

So,  a  plea  of  tender  in  an  action  on  contract 
admitted  the  contract  to  the  extent  of  the  sum 
tendered,  and  was  therefore  Inconsistent  with 
a  denial  of  the  whole  demand,  and  the  two 
pleas  cannot  be  united  In  the  same  answer. 
Chew  V.  Close,  9  Phlla.  211. 

And  the  defendant  In  an  action  In  assumpsit 
could  not  plead  ncn  {lasumpsit  of  all  the  counta 
and  a  tender  as  to  a  part  of  them.  Dowgall  v. 
Bowman,  3  Wila  146;  Maclellan  v.  Howard,  4 
T.  R.  195. 

The  reason  for  the  rule  being  that  If  the 
general  issue  should  l>e  found  under  such  plea 
for  the  defendant.  It  would  then  appear  on  the 
record  that  no  debt  was  due,  and  yet  that  the 
defendant  admitted  something  to  be  due.  Mac- 
lellan V.  Howard,  4  T.  R.  195.      ' 

But  where  a  defendant  In  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit pleaded  non  assumpsit  and  payment  or 
eet-ofT,  failure  on  his  part  to  prove  set-off  was 
not  an  acknowledgment  of  the  plaintifP's  debt 
which  the  plaintiff  might  give  in  evidence. 
Rogers  v.  Old,  5  Serg.  &  R.  411. 

So,  a  plea  of  tender  In  an  action  for  debt  ad- 
mitted that  the  plaintiff  had  a  locus  standi  in 
court  as  to  part  of  the  demands,  and  a  pica  of 
alien  enemy  denied  that  he  had  any  right  to 
stand  in  court  or  to  recover  anything,  and  the 
two  were  therefore  repugnant,  and  could  not 
atand  together.  Shombeck  v.  De  La  Cour,  10 
East,  326. 

And  where  several  defendants  In  an  action 
of  debt  had  joined  In  pleas  in  bar,  one  of  them 
eould  not  afterwards  sever  and  put  In  a  plea 
going  to  his  personal  discharge  as  a  discharge 
under  the  Insolvent  act.  Andrus  v.  Waring,  20 
Johns.  153. 

Nor  was  a  plea  in  an  action  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  admitting  part  of  the  sum  sued  for, 
taken  in  connection  with  a  plea  of  the  general 
issue  and  of  failure  of  consideration,  good  on 
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demurrer,  as  it  was  incompatible  with  them  all. 
Williams  V.  Harris,  2  How.  (Miss.)  627. 

And  where  defendant  sued  upon  a  promissory 
note  pleads  the  general  Issue  with  notice  of  set- 
off, and  at  a  later  stage  puts  in  a  s];)eclal  plea 
puis  darrein  continuance,  and  sets  op  a  com- 
position made  with  the  plaintiff  and  other  credi- 
tors under  the  bankruptcy  act,  by  Interposing 
the  second  plea,  he  abandons  the  first,  and 
places  the  issue  of  the  suit  entirely  on  the  new 
plea,  the  second  plea  being  virtualiy  a  con- 
fession of  the  cause  of  action ;  and  In  such  case 
an  award  of  final  Judgment  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  is  the  legitimate  result  in  point  of  law. 
Whlttemore  v.  Stephens,  48  Mich.  674,  12  N. 
W.  838. 

And  a  plea  In  an  action  by  the  drawer  against 
the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  that  before 
the  acceptance  It  was  agreed  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  should  con- 
sign certain  goods  to  a  designated  person,  and 
that  out  of  the  proceeds  of  such  goods  the  plain- 
tiff should  direct  the  consignee  to  pay  to  the 
defendant  the  amount  of  the  bill,  and  that  If  the 
proceeds  should  not  arrive  in  the  country  when 
the  bill  was  due  the  plaintiff  should  renew  the 
bill,  alleging  that  they  did  not  arrive  at  that 
time,  and  that  the  plaintiff  declined  to  renew, 
and  that  It  was  thereupon  agreed  that  the  de- 
fendant should  direct  the  consignee  to  pay  the 
whole  of  the  proceeds  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
such  direction  and  payments  were  made  pur- 
suant thereto,  is  repugnant  to  another  plea  In 
the  same  answer,  that  the  defendant  had  not 
received  any  consideration  for  the  payment  of 
the  bill,  and  the  answer  Is  subject  to  special  de- 
murrer. Byas  V.  Wyilc,  1  Cromp.  M.  &  R.  686, 
3  Dowl.  P.  C.  524.  5  Tyrw.  877.  1  Gale.  60. 

So,  in  Chitty  v.  Hume.  13  East,  255,  which 
was  an  action  on  a  bond  in  which  the  defendant 
caused  delay  by  insisting  upon  oyer  of  the  orig- 
inal instead  of  a  sworn  copy  of  the  bond,  and 
pleaded  by  leave  of  the  court  non  est  factum, 
solvit  ad  diem,  and  soltHt  post  diem,  the  court 
in  view  of  the  delay,  and  of  the  further  delay 
which  might  be  occasioned  by  taking  the  deposi- 
tions of  subscribing  witnesses  In  a  foreign  coun- 
try, and  upon  an  afiidavit  that  part  payments 
had  been  made,  rescinded  the  rule  for  pleading 
double  in  order  to  make  the  defendant  elect 
to  stand  either  upon  his  plea  of  non  est  factum 
or  of  payment. 

And  in  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  2  W.  Bl.  1157, 
leave  to  plead  in  dower  that  the  deceased  was 
not  seised  of  the  premises  In  which  dower  was 
claimed,  together  with  a  plea  denying  the  mar- 
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C.  E.  Remsburg.  The  committee,  through 
Hs  manager,  Griffith,  afterwards  sold  the 
notes  given  by  appellant  to  respondent,  the 
Seattle  National  Bank.  The  notes  were 
made  payable  to  the  order  of  the  members 
of  the  committee.  One  of  the  notes  sued  on 
is  a  renewal  of  the  note,  made  payable  three 
months  after  its  date.  The  renewal  was 
made  after  the  maturity  of  the  original  note, 
and  while  it  was  held  by  respondent.  The 
other  note  was  made  payable  six  months 
after  date.  Griffith  indorsed  on  the  bade  of 
each  note  the  following:  *1j.  H.  Griffith, 
Edward  Bluett,  C.  E.  Remsburg,  Committee, 
by  L.  H.  Griffith,  Chairman,"  and  delivered 
them,  BO  indorsed,  to  the  respondent,  and 
received  from  the  re^)ondent  the  sum  of  $2,- 
600,  the  full  face  of  the  notes.  This  money 
was  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  treasurer 
of  the  boulevard  enterprise,  and  was  ex- 
pended    in     prosecuting     that     enterprise. 


George  R.  Carter  and  Nellie  Phinney,  as  the 
executrix  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
Guy  C.  Phinney,  deceased,  were  made  de- 
fendants for  the  purpose  of  reforming  and 
foreclosing  a  certain  mortgage  given  as  se- 
curity for  the  notes  in  question;  but  they 
have  not  appealed  from  the  judgment  ren- 
dered, and  need  not  be  further  noticed  in 
this  opinion.  The  amended  complaint  al- 
leged that,  prior  to  the  maturity  of  the 
notes  in  suit,  the  said  Griffith,  Bluett,  and 
Remsburg,  as  such  committee,  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration,  duly  indorsed  and  deliv- 
ered the  said  promissory  notes  to  plaintiff, 
and  plaintiff  tncn  became,  and  now  is,  and 
ever  since  has  been,  the  owner  and  holder  of 
said  promissory  notes.  These  allegations 
are  denied  by  general  denial  in  the  amended 
answer  of  the  appellant,  and  on  this  denial 
the  principal  point  in  this  case  is  raised. 
We  have  examined  the  testimony  in  this 


rlage,  was  denied,  the  denial  having  been  placed 
by  one  of  the  Judges  upon  the  ground  of  in- 
eonslstency.  And  the  same  thing  was  denied  In 
HilHer  v.  Fletcher,  2  W.  Bl.  1207. 

And  in  Hobins  v.  Cnitchley,  2  WIls.  118, 
similar  pleas  in  an  action  of  dower  were  held 
tad  on  demurrer. 

As  to  general  denial  and  an  averment  that  the 
taking  of  personal  property  was  Justifiable  un- 
der the  statute  of  Anne,  see  Foster  v.  Henry 
(N.  Y.)  6  Alb.  L.  J.  178.  infra,  VI.  c.  5. 

Attention  Is  here  called  to  the  fact  that  sev- 
eral of  the  cases  above  set  forth  were  decided 
after  the  adoption  of  the  reform  procedure  In 
their  respective  states.  They  are  here  Included 
because  decided  before  the  principles  of  reform 
procedure  were  thoroughly  understood,  and 
when  the  courts  were  trying  to  apply  to  It  the 
principles  of  the  former  practice,  and  because 
therefore  such  cases  constitute,  as  will  be  seen 
by  comparison  with  the  later  cases,  an  expo- 
sition of  the  former  rules  of  pleading,  rather 
than  of  Code  pleading. 

K  With  reference  to  different  modee  of  trial. 

Under  the  common-law  system  of  pleading,  as 
well  as  under  the  statute  of  Anne,  if  different 
pleas  or  defenses  In  an  action  raised  issues  tri- 
able by  a  different  method  or  a  different  form  of 
action,  or  by  a  different  court,  they  were  re- 
garded as  Inconsistent,  and  the  pleader  would 
be  required  to  elect  between  them. 

Thus,  two  pleas  In  the  same  action  were  not 
admissible  if  they  presented  different  issues  that 
must  iM  tried  by  different  courts.  Chapman  v. 
Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464. 

A  defendant  was  not  allowed  to  plead  several 
pleas  which  required  different  trials,  as  nul  tiel 
record  and  payment,  la  an  action  on  a  Judgment, 
and  he  would  In  such  case  t>e  put  to  an  election 
between  his  pleaa  Parks  v.  McClellan,  44  N.  J. 
L.  552 ;  Rlley  v.  Rlley,  20  N.  J.  L.  114. 

And  he  could  not  plead  ntil  titl  record  and 
give  notice  that  he  would  rely  upon  proof  of  the 
same  facts  in  bar,  where  the  plea  under  which 
he  proposed  to  give  the  special  matter  In  evi- 
dence was  to  be  determined  by  the  court  upon 
an  inspection  of  the  record,  while  the  facts  to  be 
given  under  the  general  plea  were  matters  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Jury.  Card  v.  Sar- 
geant,  15  Vt.  898. 

So,  notice  of  special  matter  could  not  be  given 
with  a  plea  of  nul  tiol  record  In  an  action  of 
debt  on  a  Judgment,  as  such  notice  could  only 
iSLuR.  A. 


accompany  a  plea  which  presented  an  issue  to 
be  tried  by  a  Jury.  Barheydt  v.  Haverly,  1 
Wend.  70. 

The  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  was  not  that  gen- 
eral Issue  Intended  by  the  New  York  statute 
under  which  the  defendant  was  authorised  to 
give  notice  of  special  matter  of  defense  of 
which  he  Intended  to  give  evidence  at  the  trial, 
the  statute  referring  only  to  Issues  triable  by 
the  country.     Raymond  v.  Smith,  18  Johns.  829. 

Likewise,  In  Le  Conte  v.  Pendleton,  1  Johns 
Caa  104,  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  debt  on 
a  Judgment  obtained  in  another  state  was  ro 
quired  to  elect  between  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record 
and  nil  deUt,  and  one  of  the  pleas  was  ordered 
stricken  out. 

And  in  Games  v.  Ihmcan,  Col.  Cas.  85,  It 
was  held  that  nul  tiel  record  could  not  be 
pleaded  with  any  other  defenses. 

Hut.  the  ground  upon  which  a  defendant  wai 
compelled  to  elect  between  a  plea  ntil  tiel  record 
and  other  pleas,  was  that  their  mode  of  trial 
was  dllTerent,  one  being  by  the  record  and  tb« 
others  by  Jury,  and  as  the  existence  of  a  Jus- 
tice's Judgment  was  not  determinable  at  bar  by 
the  record  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  to  a  declara- 
tion on  a  Judgment  In  a  Justice's  court  was  not 
triable  by  record  but  by  Jury,  and  might  be 
Joined  with  a  plea  In  abatement.  Witherwaz  v. 
Averill,  6  Cow.  689. 

And  non  est  factum  and  nul  tiel  record  might 
be  pleaded  together  In  an  action  upon  a  bond 
which  was  by  record  in  court.  Brown  v.  Blckle. 
7  Ark.  410. 

And  an  issue  of  niil  tiel  record,  being  an  is- 
sue of  fact,  was  not  inconsistent  with  another 
plea  of  an  Insolvent  discharge,  under  2  N.  Y. 
Rev.  Stale,  p.  400,  |  4,  so  as  to  require  the  court 
to  rule  that  the  defendant  must  elect  between 
them,  as  under  that  act  the  distinctions  as  to  the 
trial  of  facts  were  al>ollsbed,  and  all  Issues  of 
fact  were  triable  by  Jury.  Trotter  v.  Mills, 
6  Wend.  612. 

So,  under  the  former  practice  a  defendant  in 
ejectment  could  not,  in  an  answer  denying  the 
plaintiff's  legal  title,  set  up  an  equitable  defense 
looking  to  affirmative  relief,  for  the  reason, 
among  others,  that  the  equitable  Issue  would 
require  a  different  mode  of  trial.  Cochran  v. 
Webb,  4  Sandf.  653. 

And  an  answer  In  an  action  by  an  Indorsee 
against  the  maker  of  a  note,  averring  that  the 
note  was  made  and  indorsed  In  blank  and  given 
to  a  third  person  to  secure  a  sum  of  money 
borrowed  from  him  by  the  defendant,  and  that 
such  third  person  had  not  assigned  his  interest 
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in  minuiis^  and  believe  that  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  all  the  contentions  of  the 
respondent  as  to  the  manner  of  executing 
the  notes,  the  reason  for  their  execution,  the 
authority  conferred  upon  Griffith,  the  man- 
ager of  the  committee,  to  transfer  the  notes, 
and  in  every  other  particular.  On  all  these 
propositions,  it  is  true,  the  testimony  is 
conflicting;  but  we  think  it  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  the  verdict,  even  if  the  law 
of  the  case  were  as  contended  by  appellant. 
But  as  the  question  of  inconsistent  defenses 
is  raised  squarely  in  this  case,  and  has  been 
argued  with  much  zeal  and  ability  by  the 
attorneys  on  both  sides,  we  have  conduded 
to  enter  upon  an  investigation  of  that  ques- 
tion and  settle  the  law,  so  far  as  this  state 
is  concerned,  on  that  proposition.  Cases 
from  this  court  are  cited  by  both  counsel  to 
sustain    their    respective    contentions,    but 


whatever  may  have  been  said  by  this  court 
on  this  subject  heretofore  has  been  of  the 
character  of  dicta,  or  an  incidental  refer- 
ence to  a  question  which  was  not  material  to 
the  decision  of  the  case  imder  discussion. 
So  we  feel  at  liberty  to  enter  upon  its  inves- 
tigation as  an  original  propositicm.  The 
answer,  as  we  have  said,  denies  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  holder  of  said 
notes,  or  that  they  had  been  indorsed  and 
delivered  to  it  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
or  otherwise.  The  court  in  its  instructions, 
to  which  the  appellant  duly  excepted, 
charged  the  jury  that  under  the  pleadings 
in  t^s  case  tiie  only  question  for  tneir  con- 
sideration was  the  question  of  whether  the 
notes  were  paid.  The  defendant,  after  his 
general  denial,  which  was  upon  information 
and  belief,  affirmatively  alleges  the  transfer 
of  the  notes  to  the  plaintiff.    He  alleges,  in 


but  was  the  real  creditor,  and  a  plea  of  usury 
taken  by  such  third  person  upon  the  loan  paid 
the  defendant,  was  bad  and  subject  to  demurrer, 
as  the  plea  of  usury  was  not  triable  in  the  whole 
by  the  mode  of  trial  to  which  the  defendant  re- 
fers himself.     Binney  v.  Merchant,  6  Mass.  190. 

c.  ReUtwaiUm  of  the  rule. 

The  tendency  of  the  more  modem  eases,  as 
well  as  some  of  the  older  ones,  has  been  to  re- 
lax the  strict  rule  with  reference  to  Inconsistent 
pleas  formerly  adopted  under  the  statute  of 
Anne,  and  It  is  thought  that  the  rule  may  now 
be  said  to  be.  even  under  the  rule  of  law  sup- 
plied by  that  act,  that  the  union  of  pleas  will  be 
permitted  unless  there  is  an  inconsistency  of 
fact  as  distinguished  from  an  inconsistency  by 
application  of  law. 

Thus,  as  early  as  about  the  year  1800  it  was 
said  in  Wilson  v.  Aimes,  5  Taunt.  840,  1  Marsh. 
74,  that  the  rule  of  strict  consistency  in  pleading 
has  been  much  relaxed,  and  a  defendant  in  an 
action  for  rent  may  now  be  permitted  to  plead 
non  tenure,  nothing  in  arrear,  and  infancy  in  the 
same  answer. 

And  in  Butt's  Case.  7  Coke,  26a,  It  was  held 
that  an  answer  pleading  a  grant  of  the  rent  out 
of  a  term  of  years,  and  also  alleging  that  by 
virtue  thereof  he  was  seized  In  his  demense  as 
a  freehold  for  the  term  of  his  life,  is  not  bad 
for  repugnancy. 

And  in  Cooke  v.  Sayer,  2  Burr.  758,  an  an- 
swer pleading  not  guilty,  and  also  the  statute  of 
Umltatlons.  was  held  good  on  demurrer. 

And  In  Qerring  v.  Manning,  Bames*s  Notes, 
866.  which  was  an  action  for  trespass,  a  rule 
absolute  was  granted  giving  the  defendant  leave 
to  plead  not  guilty  and  tender  of  amends. 

So,  in  Martin  v.  Kesterton,  2  W.  Bl.  1080.  It 
was  said  that  a  tender  Is  a  very  conscientious 
plea  and  ought  to  have  every  Indulgence,  and 
the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  Its  discretion,  per- 
mitted a  plea  of  not  guilty  and  one  of  tender  to 
t>e  united  in  the  same  answer  in  an  action  in 
trespass,  notwithstanding  the  seeming  incon- 
sistencies. 

And  in  Dye  v.  Leatherdall,  8  Wils.  20,  which 
was  an  action  for  trespass,  a  plea  of  not  guilty, 
coupled  with  another  plea  that  the  defendants 
took  the  plalntlfTs  hog  damage  feasant  and  im- 
pounded it,  was  upheld  on  demurrer. 

And  in  Steele  v.  Pindar,  Barnes's  Notes,  847. 
a  plea  of  not  guilty  and  one  of  general  release 
from  one  of  the  plaintiffs  were  held  not  to  be  ab- 
solutely contradictory  on  motion  for  permission 
to  plead  double,  where  the  release  was  general 
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and  not  particular,  and  that  It  could  not  be 
given  in  evidence  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty. 

And  in  Nagle  v.  Edwards,  8  Anstr.  702,  in 
which  inconsistent  defenses  were  interposed  and 
the  answer  was  objected  to  on  that  ground,  and 
it  was  insisted  that  it  ought  to  be  rejected  as  a 
whole,  the  court  went  into  the  defense  upon  its 
appearing  that  there  had  been  no  intentional 
misconduct,  and  that  the  Inconsistency  aross 
wholly  from  the  mistake  of  legal  advlsera 

And  in  Wright  v.  Russell,  8  Wila  636,  2  W. 
Bi.  023,  which  was  an  action  of  debt  upon  an 
obligation  against  a  surety  for  the  honesty  of  a 
clerk  to  a  brewer,  an  answer,  in  which  the  de- 
fendant pleaded,  first  that  the  obligation  was 
not  his  deed,  and  second  that  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  alleged  obligation  the  plain- 
tiff carried  on  the  trade  of  the  brewer  on  his 
own  account  only  without  a  partner,  and  that 
while  he  su  carried  on  the  business  the  clerk 
served  him  honestly  and  Justly,  was  held  to  be 
good. 

So,  under  the  more  relaxed  rule  a  plea  of  aoii 
eat  factum  may  be  Joined  with  a  plea  of  payment 
in  an  action  of  covenant.  Merry  v.  Qay,  3 
Pi<^.  888. 

And  while  pleading  a  genera]  denial  and  a 
Justiiicatlon  in  an  action  for  trespass  was  not 
allowed  at  common  law,  it  was  subsequently 
permitted  by  the  statute  of  Anne,  and  is  believed 
to  be  legitimate  In  all  systems  which  allow  sev- 
eral pleas  in  defense.  Grash  v.  Sater,  6  Iowa, 
302. 

So,  the  defendant  In  an  action  for  debt  for 
work  and  labor  and  money  paid  to  his  use. 
might  plead,  first  the  general  issue,  and  second 
that  the  demand  accrued  for  carrying  Into  ef- 
fect Illegal  wagers,  without  inconsistency. 
Trlebnerr  v.  Duerr.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  266,  1  Scott. 
102,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  138. 

And  the  inconsistency  and  incompatibility  of 
the  pleas  of  general  performance  and  of  non  eet 
factum  In  an  action  of  debt,  were  not  such  under 
the  statute  of  Anne.  16,  or  under  the  statute  of 
Maryland  on  the  subject,  as  to  prevent  their 
being  pleaded  together  in  the  same  answer. 
Union  Bank  v.  Ridgely,  1  Harr.  &  Q.  324. 

Nor  were  a  plea  of  ne  unquea  eaecutor  in  an 
action  for  debt  brought  against  a  defendant  as 
executor,  and  a  plea  of  non  e$t  factum,  repug- 
nant so  that  a  defendant  who  had  filed  the  ear- 
lier plea  would  be  refused  leave  to  also  file  the 
latter.     Langford  v.  Frey.  8  Humph.  444. 

So.  under  the  statute  of  Anne,  chap.  16.  i  4, 
which  Is  a  part  of  the  common  law  of  the  state 
of  Maine,  inconsistent  pleas  were  allowed,  and 
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his  ilrst  affirmatiye  defense,  that  the  notes 
were  executed  and  delivered  to  L.  H.  Grif- 
fith, Edward  Bluett,  and  C.  £.  Remsburg, 
•and  that,  subsequently  to  the  execution  and 
delivery  of  the  said  notes,  the  said  commit- 
tee transferred  them  to  the  plaintiff,  and, 
in  another  paitigraph  of  the  same  afhrma- 
iive  defense,  alleges  the  payment  of  these 
notes  by  L.  H.  Griffith  to  the  respondent. 
The  averment  of  the  transfer  of  the  notes 
to  the  respondent  is  repeated  in  the  second 
affirmative  defense^  where  it  is  also  alleged 
that  the  respondent,  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, extended  the  time  of  payment  of 
the  notes,  and  by  reason  of  such  extension  of 
time  the  appellant  claims  that  he  is  exon- 
erated from  the  payment  of  the  notes.  The 
allegation  of  transfer  is  again  repeated  in 
the  third  affirmative  defense,  and  an  agree- 
ment for  the  settlement  and  the  compronuse 


for  the  appellant's  liability  upon  said  notes 
is  there  averred,  by  which  it  is  alleged  it 
was  agreed  that  certain  lands  owned  by  the 
appellant  should  be  conveyed  in  full  pay- 
ment of  the  notes,  and  appellant  alleges  the 
conveyance  of  the  said  lands  to  George  K. 
Carter  as  trustee  for  the  respondent,  in  full 
payment  of  the  said  notes.  He  further  al- 
leges, in  the  third  affirmative  defense,  that, 
subsequently  to  the  maturity  of  the  notes, 
he  demanded  the  surrender  to  him  and  pos^ 
session  of  said  notes.  Now,  the  question 
under  this  pleading  is.  Was  the  court  jus- 
tified in  instructing  the  jury  in  substance, 
that  the  question  of  ownership  of  the  notes 
and  transfer  to  the  respondent  was  not  for 
their  consideration  t 

On  this  subject  of  inconsistent  defenses 
there  have  been  many  conflicting  decisions, 
but  we  think  their  origin  has  hem.  in  a  mis- 


nere  inconsistency  between  two  pleas  was  not 
an  objection  to  their  being  pleaded  together. 
<3ranlte  State  Bank  v.  Otis,  53  Me.  133. 

And  nnder  that  act  in  force  in  Pennsylvania 
though  it  was  formerly  the  practice  of  the  court 
to  refuse  leave  when  the  proposed  pleas  were 
Inconsistent,  in  modem  practice  It  will  be  per- 
mitted notwithstanding  an  apparent  repug- 
nancy, growing  out  of  a  plea  of  not  guilty  and  a 
Jostifleation.     Peters  v.  Ulmer,  78  Pa.  403. 

And  where  an  action  Is  brought  upon  a  prom- 
issory note  against  a  prior  indorser,  and  the  de- 
fendant enters  a  plea  of  payment,  and  after- 
wards, bat  before  trial,  dies,  his  administrator 
should  be  permitted  on  motion  to  add  the  plea 
Hit  non  a99ump»it  so  as  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  the  Intestate's  liability,  and  enable  the  ad- 
ministrator to  meet  such  proof.  Smith  v.  Kess- 
ler»  44  Pa  142. 

The  discretion  vested  in  the  court  by  the  stat- 
ate  of  Anne  to  refuse  leave  to  put  In  more  than 
one  plea  is  a  legal  discretion  not  to  be  exercised 
unless  good  reason  exists.  Peters  v.  Ulmer,  74 
Pa.  403. 

8o.  the  court,  in  its  discretion,  may,  under  the 
South  Carolina  system  of  pleading,  grant  a  mo- 
tion to  plead  double  at  any  time,  and  a  plea  of 
non  demUii  in  an  action  for  rent  and  a  plea  of 
no  rent  in  arrear  are  not  so  Inconsistent  that 
tbe  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  will 
refuse  to  permit  them  to  be  pleaded  together. 
Van  Holten  v.  Lewis,  1  McCord,  L.  12. 

And  a  defendant  can  plead  under  tbe  West 
Virginia  statute,  which  Is  the  same  In  substance 
as  4  and  5  Anne,  as  many  matters  of  law  and 
fact  as  to  him  may  seem  necessary  to  his  de- 
fense, and  the  facts  stated  in  one  or  more  of 
them  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  or  as  admis- 
sions to  disprove  anything  contained  In  the 
others,  or  to  sustain  plaintiff's  declarations :  and 
where  a  defendant  has  pleaded  not  guilty  In  an 
action  of  trespass  for  taking  and  carrying  away 
the  goods  of  another,  and  also  specially  pleaded 
justification  by  reason  of  being  In  tbe  service  of 
the  confederate  states  of  America,  and  the  spe- 
cial pleas  have  been  demurred  to,  and  the  de- 
murrer sustained,  plaintiff  should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  offer  the  special  pleas  in  evidence  to 
prove  tbe  trespass,  and  the  defendant  Is  not 
estopped  by  such  special  pleas  on  the  Issue 
joined  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty  from  denying 
the  trespass,  and  where  the  plaintiff  falls  to 
prove  the  allegations  of  the  declaration  by  other 
etvldence,  he  cannot  recover.  Nadenbousch  v. 
Sharer,  2  W.  Va.  286. 

The  relaxed  rule  would  seem  to  have  been  that 
an  answer  is  not  inconsistent  when  the  dlffer- 
48L.R.  A. 


ent  facts  stated  in  It  may  all  be  true.  Jesus 
College  V.  Gibbs,  1  Younge  &  C.  Exch.  160. 

But  that  two  pleas  in  the  same  action  will 
not  be  permitted  if  one  expressly  admits  what 
the  other  denies,  unless  they  both  appear  neces- 
sary to  the  merits  of  the  defense.  Chapman  v. 
Sloan,  2  N.  H.  464. 

Thus,  In  Ten  Broeck  v.  Orchard,  79  N.  C.  518, 
It  was  said  that  Incompatible  pleas  were  ad- 
missible under  the  former  system  of  pleading, 
and  a  defendant  could  deny  the  plaintiff's  claim 
and  at  the  same  time  Insist  on  Its  having  been 
paid,  or  on  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Inconsistent  pleas  should  not  be  allowed,  how- 
ever, unless  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  to  show 
that  they  are  necessary  to  the  Justice  of  the 
cause.  Pleading  Several  Matters,  8  Bing.  639; 
Prinel  v.  Preston,  Barnes's  Notes.  361. 

So,  the  whole  subject  of  pleading  several  In- 
consistent pleas  Is  left,  under  N.  J.  Rev.  Stat.  p. 
867,  f  118,  which  is  substantially  the  same  as 
the  statute  of  Anne,  In  the  discretion  of  the 
court  to  be  controlled  as  the  ends  of  substantial 
and  speedy  Justice  may  require.  And  If  the  de- 
fenses pleaded  are  Inconsistent  the  court  may 
require  an  affidavit  that  they  are  necessary  to 
the  Justness  of  the  cause.  Parks  v.  McClellan, 
44  N.  J.  L.  552. 

But  a  defendant  will  generally  be  allowed  to 
plead  in  different  pleas  as  many  substantially 
different  grounds  of  defense  as  may  tie  thought 
necessary,  though  they  appear  to  be  contradic- 
tory and  Inconsistent,  and  the  court  will  deny 
leave  only  where  the  several  pleas  are  clearly 
repugnant,  or  will  create  unjust  delay  or  em- 
barrassment In  obtaining  a  trial.     Ibid. 

So,  In  Pope  f .  Welsh,  18  Ala.  632,  it  was  said 
that  In  an  action  for  slander  the  pleas  of  not 
guilty  and  Justification  are  Inconsistent,  but  they 
may  be  and  sometimes  are  pleaded  together  by 
leave  of  the  court,  under  the  statute  of  Anne : 
but  the  question  In  the  case  was  as  to  the  right 
to  prove  general  bad  character  under  the  gene- 
ral Issue. 

y.  The  rule  in  equity. 


The  rule  has  been  stated  to  be  that  In  equity 
the  defendant  In  a  bill  may  set  up  any  number 
of  defenses  In  his  answer,  but  the  defenses 
must  be  consistent  with  each  other.  Scanlan  v. 
Scanlan,  134  111.  630,  25  N.  E.  652;  Hopper  v. 
Hopper,  11  Paige,  46,  dictum. 

And  that  pleas  In  equity  may  consist  of  a 
variety  of  facts  and  circumstances  provided  they 
are  not  Inconsistent  with  each  other,  and  all 
tend  to  one  point,  making  out  one  connected 
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understanding  of  the  oases  cited  and  relied 
upon  as  sustaindng  the  doctrine  that  incon- 
sistent defenses,  under  the  reformed  prac- 
tice of  pleading,  could  be  maintained;  and, 
secondly,  a  loose  discussion  and  misappre- 
hension of  what  inconsistent  pleadings  real- 
ly are.  The  idea  that  inconsistent  defenses, 
to  the  extent  of  being  false  defenses,  could 
be  tolerated  under  the  Code,  has  received  a 
stimulus  from  the  announcement  of  Mr. 
Pomeroy,  in  his  excellent  work  on  Reme- 
dies and  Remedial  Rights  ($722),  that,  "as- 
suming that  the  defenses  are  utterly  incon- 
sistent, the  rule  is  established  by  an  over- 
whelming weight  of  judicial  authority  that, 
unless  expressly  prohibited  by  the  statute, 
they  may  still  be  united  in  ono  answer.  It 
follows  that  the  defendant  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  elect  between  such  defenses,  nor 
can  evidence  in  favor  of  either  be  excluded 


at  the  trial  on  the  ground  of  the  inoonsui- 
ency."  This  announcement  is  atten^ted  t» 
be  fortified  by  the  citation  of  a  large  num- 
ber of  authorities.  It  was  insisted  by  ooon- 
eel  for  the  respondent  that  an  investigataoo 
of  these  authorities  would  show  condusiye- 
ly  that  they  do  not  bear  out  the  statement 
made  by  the  author,  and  ior  the  purpose  ot 
obtaining  all  the  light  possible  on  this  ques- 
tion we  have  carefully  examined  the  case* 
cited,  and  are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  learned  author  was  unwarranted  in 
making  the  assertion  that  the  rule  he  an* 
nouncMl  was  established  by  an  overwhelm- 
ing weight  of  judicial  authority,  or  any 
weight  of  authority  at  all,  under  th» 
Ck>de  practice.  We  think  it  legitimately  fol- 
lows, however,  that  if  these  inconsistent  do- 
fenses  are  allowed  to  be  pleaded,  evidence 
under  them  cannot  be  excluded  at  the  trial 


proposition  sufficient  of  Itself  to  form  a  defense 
to  the  bill,  and  not  showing  separate  and  dlsr 
tinct  defenses,  one  of  which  would  have  been 
sufficient.     Loud  v.  Sergeant,  1  Edw.  Ch.  164. 

And  It  has  been  held  that  if  an  averment  in 
a  plea  ts  Inconsistent  with  the  matter  pleaded 
the  plea  Is  bad.  Emmott  v.  Mitchell,  14  Sim. 
482,  14  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  179,  9  Jur.  171. 

But  the  prevailing  and  true  rule  is  thought  to 
be  that  the  question  whether  or  not  defenses  In 
equity  may  be  set  up  together,  depends  upon 
whether  or  not  they  may  all  be  true  In  fact. 

Thua  a  defendant  In  an  action  In  equity  may 
deny  the  allegations  upon  which  the  plaintiffs 
title  to  relief  Is  founded,  and  at  the  same  time 
set  up  In  his  answer  any  other  matters  not 
wholly  Inconsistent  with  such  denial  as  a  dis- 
tinct or  separate  defense  to  the  claim  for  relief 
made  by  the  plea  or  some  part  thereof.  Hopper 
V.  Hopper,  11  Paige,  46. 

As  the  dlfTerent  parts  of  bis  answer  are  not 
to  be  construed  In  the  same  manner  as  the  dif- 
ferent parts  of  a  plea.     Ibid. 

But  he  cannot  set  up  two  distinct  defenses 
therein  which  are  so  Inconsistent  with  each 
other  that  If  the  matters  constituting  one  de- 
fense are  truly  stated  the  matters  upon  which 
the  other  defense  is  admitted  to  be  based,  must 
necessarily  be  untrue  In  point  of  fact.     Ibid. 

And  where  an  answer  In  chancery  positively 
denies  a  fact  charged  In  the  bill,  but  proceeds 
to  give  a  circumstantial  account  of  the  transac- 
tion. Inconsistent  with  the  truth  of  the  denial, 
a  single  witness  without  corroborating  circum- 
stances Is  sufficient  to  prove  the  fact  charged. 
Barraque  v.  Siter,  9  Ark.  645.     « 

And  where  two  papers  are  exhibited  in  an  ac- 
tion In  equity,  and  are  admitted  in  the  defend- 
ant's answer  and  declared  by  the  court  to  be 
the  agreement  of  the  parties,  they  are  sufficient 
to  control  another  plea  In  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant denying  the  agreement  without  the  aid 
of  any  oral  testimony  In  their  support.  Jones 
V.  Belt,  2  GUI,  106. 

So,  a  denial  in  an  answer  in  an  action  in 
equity  of  the  existence  of  fraud  will  not  avail 
to  disprove  It,  where  the  answer  admits  facts 
from  which  fraud  follows  as  a  natural  and  legal, 
tf  not  a  necessary  and  unavoidable,  conclusion. 
Uobolcen  Danlc  v.  Beckman,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  53 : 
Bayre  v.  Fredericks,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  205 ;  Robinson 
V.  Stewart,  10  N.  Y.  189. 

But  where  Inconsistent  defenses  are  set  up  In 
an  answer  to  a  bill  In  chancery,  and  such  answer 
Is  not  excepted  to,  and,  on  the  hearing  one  of 
the  defenses  pleaded  Is  found  to  be  untrue,  and 
the  other  is  established  by  the  proof,  the  decree 
48  L.  R.  A. 


wlU  not  be  reversed  on  account  of  the  Interposi- 
tion of  such  untrue  and  inconsistent  defensea 
Scanlan  v.  Scanlan,  184  111.  680,  26  N.  B.  662. 

And  an  allegation  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
to  reform  a  deed,  setting  up  the  execution  of  a 
previous  deed  of  the  same  property  which  haA 
never  been  delivered,  should  not  be  stricken  out 
as  irrelevant,  redundant,  and  constituting  no  de- 
fense, even  under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat,  i  2050,  per- 
mitting a  defendant  to  set  forth  in  his  answer 
as  many  consistent  defenses  as  he  may  have. 
Crowder  v.  Searcy,  108  Mo.  97,  15  S.  W.  846. 

But  an  answer  In  an  action  brought  by  a  city 
to  perpetually  restrain  the  defendants  from  en- 
croaching upon  premises  alleged  to  have  been 
dedicated  to  the  public  as  a  public  square,  and 
to  procure  the  removal  of  buildings  already 
placed  thereon  by  the  defendants,  averring  no 
knowledge  or  Information  sufficient  to  form  a  be- 
lief as  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  but  not  dis- 
tinctly denying  the  possession  and  ownership  In 
the  land,  and  admitting  In  another  part  that 
they  have  buildings  fronting  on  the  piece  of 
ground  claimed  to  be  a  public  square,  and  insist- 
ing upon  a  right  of  access  to  such  buildings  and 
that  the  public  square  shall  be  kept  open  for 
their  benefit,  admits  that  they  own  the  buildings 
and  are  in  possession  of  them.  Williams  v. 
Smith,  22  Wis.  594. 

And  the  defendant  In  a  suit  in  equity  by  the 
beneficiary  of  a  trust,  to  enforce  the  trust  and 
subject  the  land  described  In  the  trust  deeds 
to  sale  for  the  payment  of  moneys  loaned  on 
such  security,  who  admits  that  the  debt  Is  still 
due  and  unpaid,  cannot  be  permitted  to  allege 
that  the  Indebtedness  has  been  satisfied  by  a 
prior  sale  of  the  pro];>erty  to  the  complainant 
under  a  former  suit  to  enforce  the  trust,  and 
that  the  complainant  Is  now  estopped  to  demand 
a  second  sale  of  the  property  and  at  the  same 
time  aver  that  such  prior  sale  was  a  nullity  and 
was  so  decreed  on  a  suit  brought  to  set  aside 
such  sale,  and  that  under  such  sale  and  annul- 
ment the  complainant  took  nothing.  Pepper  v. 
Shepherd,  4  Mackey,  269. 

And  a  denial  in  such  an  action  to  establish  a 
lost  will,  in  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendant had  destroyed  It,  of  all  knowledge  of 
the  win,  and  an  admission  that  she  had  stated 
that  she  had  the  will,  but  that  she  meant  by 
such  statement  that  she  had  certain  verbal  di- 
rections given  by  her  father,  the  testator,  con- 
cerning his  property  which  she  considered  a» 
his  win.  Is  Inconsistent  and  absurd  where  the  ex- 
planation Is  disproved  by  one  witness ;  and  the 
court  may  act  on  the  admissions  contained  te 
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on  the  ground  of  the  inconsietency.  Then, 
if  they  are  inconsistent  to  the  extent  that> 
if  one  of  the  averments  in  the  answer  is 
true,  the  other  must  be  false,  and  we  fol- 
low the  rule,  as  we  must,  that,  if  it  is  a 
proper  subject  of  allegation,  it  is  a  proper 
subject  of  proof,  a  court  of  justice  is  placed 
in  the  absurd  position  of  listening  to  proof 
of  a  defendant  tending  to  sustain  (me  propo- 
sition, and  in  the  next  breath  proving  an- 
other proposition,  the  facts  of  which  are  in- 
consistent  with  the  one  just  testified  to. 
This  theory,  carried  to  its  logical  result, 
would  permit  a  defendant  who  was  sued  up- 
on a  promissory  note  to  allege  nonexecution, 
want  of  consideration,  and  payment.  Under 
such  allegations  he  would  be  permitted  to 
swear  that  he  never  executed  thd  note ;  that 
he  did  execute  the  note,  but  that  it  was 
without  consideration;  and  that  he  did  ex- 


ecute the  note,  that  the  consideration  was 
good,  but  that  he  had  paid  the  same.  Such 
a  practice  as  this  would  not  only  be  farcical, 
but  absolutely  wrong  and  immoral,  and  an 
encouragement  of  perjury;  and  the  example 
given  is  not  extravagant,  if  the  theory  <ui- 
nounced  by  the  author  be  correct 

We  take  it  that  the  only  object  of  a  law- 
suit is  the  elicitation  of  truth,  and  that  the 
only  object  of  pleadings  is  to  aid  in  deter- 
mining the  truth  of  the  controversy.  But 
the  result  of  allowing  pleadings  to  stand 
which  are  inconeistenC  to  the  extent  of  be- 
ing untrue,  would  have  exactly  the  opposite 
tendency,  and  courts  would  simply  become 
machines  to  aid  unconscionable  litigants  in 
avoiding  their  just  responsibilities.  Under 
the  common-law  practice  pleadings  were 
based  upon  fictions,  but  the  Code  has  under- 
taken to  work  a  revolution  in  that  respect^ 


the  answer,  wholly  disregarding  the  explana- 
tion.    Brown  v.   Brown,   10   Yerg.   84. 

A  husband,  however,  In  a  suit  by  his  wife 
against  him  for  a  separation  on  the  groand  of 
Improper  and  cmel  treatment,  may  deny  the  al- 
legations npon  which  the  complainant*!  title  to 
relief  Is  founded,  and  may  at  the  same  time  set 
op  any  recriminatory  matters  not  wholly  In- 
consistent with  such  denials  as  distinct  and 
separate  defenses  to  the  claim  for  relief,  or  to 
some  part  thereof.  Hopper  v.  Hopper,  11  Paige, 
46. 

And  a  defendant  In  an  action  for  divorce  may 
deny  the  adultery  charged  in  the  bill,  and  also 
set  up  adultery  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
any  other  matter  In  bar  of  the  suit.  Wood  v. 
Wood.  2  Paige.  108. 

And  an  allegation  In  an  answer  by  a  husband 
In  an  action  by  his  wife  for  a  separation,  of  Im- 
proper mtimacy  on  her  part  with  a  person  with 
whom  she  knew  her  husband  was  not  upon 
friendly  terms,  and  other  conduct  calculated  to 
irritate  and  provoke  him,  and  acts  of  violence 
snd  unkind  treatment,  Is  not  Inconsistent  with 
a  denial  that  any  acts  of  violence  or  of  cruel 
treatment  on  his  part  had  ever  taken  place. 
Hopper  V.  Hopper.  11  Paige,  46. 

But  allegations  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
for  a  Judicial  separation  which  admit  of  two 
Interpretations,  one  to  the  effect  that  the  de- 
fendant had  abandoned  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
he  was  Justified  In  abandoning  her,  and  the 
other  to  the  effect  that  he  did  not  abandon  her 
and  did  not  intend  to,  but  had  left  her  with  her 
consent,  are  bad  and  subject  to  exception.  Fair- 
child  V.  Falrchlld,  48  N.  J.  Dq.  473.  11  Atl.  426. 

VI.  The  rule  under  reform  prooedure. 

a.  General  eiatemeni  of  fTie  doctrine. 

Nearly  If  not  all  the  codes  of  procedure  of  the 
different  states  contain  provisions  to  the  effect 
that  a  defendant  In  an  action  may  plead  as  many 
defenses  as  he  has.  or  as  he  deems  necessary, 
and  under  these  provisions  It  has  been  held  gen- 
erally by  a  great  majority  of  the  cases  that 
separate  pleas  In  an  answer  are  not  objection- 
able because  of  repugnancy  or  Inconsistency 
with  each  other.  Ansley  v.  Bank  of  Piedmont, 
118  Ala.  467,  21  So.  59 :  Lincoln  v.  Wllamowicz, 
7  Ark.  878 ;  Mcllroy  v.  Buckner,  85  Ark.  555 ; 
Bell  V.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671 :  Miles  v.  Woodward, 
115  Cal.  808.  40  Pac.  1076.  47  Pac.  860 :  Banta 
V.  Btller,  121  Cal.  414,  58  Pac.  985 ;  People  e» 
ret,  Crawford  t.  Lothrop,  8  Colo.  428;  Tucker 
48  L.  R.  A.  , 


V.  Edwards,  7  Colo.  209,  3  Pac.  233:  Koll  v. 
Bush,  6  Colo.  App.  294,  40  Pac.  579;  Union 
Bank  V.  Rldgely,  1  Darr.  &  G.  824 ;  Farnan  v. 
Chllds,  66  III.  547 ;  Peuria  &  P.  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Bar- 
ton, 38  III.  App.  469 :  Holmes  v.  Tarble.  77  111. 
App.  114  ;  Morgan  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co.  37  Iowa, 
359 ;  Horton  v.  Banner,  6  Bush,  599 ;  Gordan 
V.  Pelrce,  11  Me.  213:  Rowland  v.  Dniton.  36 
Miss.  702 ;  Lay  v.  Fllmore,  75  Miss.  493,  23  So. 
184:  Adams  v.  Trigg.  37  Mo.  141:  Cate  t. 
Hutchinson,  58  Neb.  232.  78  N.  W.  500 :  Parks  ▼. 
McClellan.  44  N.  J.  L.  552 ;  Woods  ▼.  Reiss,  78 
Hun.  80.  29  N.  T.  Supp.  263 :  Sheldon  ▼.  Heaton, 

78  Hun.  50.  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  275;  MacColl  v. 
American  Union  L.  Ins.  Co.  89  Hun.  490.  85  N. 
Y.  Supp.  364  .  Ostrom  v.  BIzby.  9  How.  Pr.  57 ; 
Smith  V.  Wells.  20  IIow.  Pr.  158:  Slrianl  v. 
Deutsch.  12  Misc.  213.  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  26 :  Bruce 
V.  Burr,  67  N.  Y  237 ;  Goodwin  v.  Werthelmer. 
90  N.  Y.  140,  1  N.  B.  404  :  Socleta  Itallana  DV 
Beneflcenza  v.  Sulzer,  138  N.  Y.  468.  34  N.  B. 
193 :  Ross  ▼.  Duffy,  12  N.  Y.  S.  R.  584  :  Bryant 
V.  Bryant,  2  Robt.  612 ;  Ten  Broeck  v.  Orchard, 

79  N.  C.  518;  McLamb  v.  McPhall  (N.  C.)  35- 
S.  B.  426 ;  Reed  v.  Reed.  93  N.  C.  462 ;  McDon- 
ald V.  American  Mortg.  Co.  17  Or.  626,  21  Pac. 
883 :  Millan  v.  Soutbem  R.  Co.  54  S.  C.  485.  32 
S.  B.  539 ;  Stebblns  v.  Lardner,  2  S.  Dak.  127, 
48  N.  W.  847 ;  Lawrence  v.  Peck,  8  S.  Dak. 
645.  54  N.  W.  808;  Green  v.  Hughitt  Schooh 
Twp.  5  S.  Dak.  462.  59  N.  W.  224  ;  Shelby  Coun- 
ty V.  Blckford.  102  Tenn.  395,  52  S.  W.  772; 
Hlllebrant  v.  Booth,  7  Tex.  499 :  Fowler  v.  Dav- 
enport. 21  Tex.  626 :  Smith  v.  Sublett,  58  Tex. 
1C3 ;  Burnham  ▼.  Call.  2  Utah,  433 :  Hummel  v. 
Moore.  25  Fed.  Rep.  380 :  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Warren,  8  Wyo.  134.  6  Pac.  724  ;  Fumlas 
V.  Ellis.  2  Brock.  14.  Fed.  Caa  No.  5.162;  An- 
onymoua  1  Code  Rep.  134 ;  Porter  v.  McCreedy, 
Code  Rep.  N.  S.  88. 

And  the  rule  Is  the  same  under  provision  that 
a  defendant  may  set  forth  by  answer  or  crosa 
complaint  as  many  defenses  or  counterclaims  or 
set-offs  as  he  may  have,  whether  the  suMect- 
matter  of  such  defenses  be  such  as  were  her^ 
tofore  denominated  legal  or  equitable  or  both. 
People  ca  rel.  Crawford  v.  Lothrop,  8  Colo.  428 ; 
Banta  v.  Siller,  121  Cal.  414.  53  Pac.  985  :Mllea 
V.  Woodward,  115  Cal.  808,  46  Pac.  1076,  47  Pac. 
860;  Socleta  Itallana  Dl  Benedcensav.  Sulzer, 
138  N.  Y.  368.  34  N.  B.  193 ;  Ross  v.  Duffy.  12^ 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  584 ;  TenBroeck  v.  Orchard,  79  N. 
C.  518;  McDonald  v.  American  Mortg.  Co.  17 
Or.  626.  21  Pac.  883 ;  Stebblns  v.  Lardner,  2- 
S.  Dak.  127.  48  N.  W.  847. 

And  this  rule  Is  not  affected  by  the  fSct  that 
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and  under  its  proviflions  it  is  the  erident  in- 
teutiou  that  the  pleadings  shall  be  based 
upon  facts  which  are  susceptible  of  proof. 
Our  Code  provides  that  the  complaint  shall 
contain  a  plain  and  concise  stiBitemeiit  of 
facta  constituting  a  cause  of  action,  and 
while  it  does  not,  in  so  many  words,  provide 
that  the  answer  shall  contain  a  statement 
of  facts,  it  does  so,  in  substance,  so  far  as 
any  affirmative  allegations  are  concerned; 
for  the  language  of  Uie  Code  is  that  it  shall 
contain  a  statement  of  any  new  matter,  con- 
stituting a  defense  or  counterclaim,  in  ordi- 
nary and  concise  language.  It  is  true  that 
it  further  provides  that  the  defendant  may 
set  forth  by  answer  as  many  defenses  and 
counterclaims  as  he  may  have,  whether  they 
be  such  as  have  been  heretofore  denomi- 
nated legal,  or  equitable,  or  both.  This  is 
all  the  authority  there  is  for  claiming  that, 


under  the  Code,  the  defendant  ia  allowed  to 
plead  inconsistent  defenses.  It  is  true  that 
he  may  set  forth  as  many  defenses  as  he  baa, 
but  it  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of 
the  Code  that  he  should  set  forth  anything 
that  was  not  true;  for,  if  it  was  not  true, 
it  would  not  be  a  defense.  There  certainly 
could  have  been  no  intention  to  have  discrim- 
inated against  the  plaintiff  by  giving  ad- 
vantage to  the  defendant)  so  far  as  the 
pleadings  are  concerned.  It  is  just  as  con- 
sistent to  insist  that  the  plaintiff  may  state 
in  his  complaint  inconsistent  causes  of  ac- 
tion, or  facts  constituting  his  cause  of  ao- 
tion  which  are  inconsistent  with  each  other, 
as  to  insist  that  the  defendant  may  do  so  in 
his  answer.  The  evident  intention  of  the 
Code  was  ta  place  them  upon  an  equal  foot- 
ing,— to  compel  the  plaintiff  by  his  com- 
plaint, through  the  medium  of  a  statement 


the  answer  was  verified.  Banta  v.  Siller,  121 
Cal.  414,  63  Pac.  936. 

And  it  does  not  follow  because  he  has  set  np 
one  defense  which  Is  good  upon  Its  face  that 
he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  another. 
McDonald  ▼.  American  Mortg.  Co.  17  Or.  626, 
21  Pac.  883. 

And  a  plea  of  the  general  Issue  is  not  waived 
t>7  special  pleas  claimed  to  be  puis  darrein  con- 
tinuance. Peoria  &  P.  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Barton,  88 
111.  App.  469. 

In  Btebblns  v.  Lardner,  2  S.  Dak.  127,  48  N. 
W.  847,  supra,  the  rule  adopted  by  a  number 
«f  the  other  states,  Including  Missouri,  was  ex- 
plained and  distinguished  upon  the  ground  that 
that  rule  Is  based  upon  a  statute  providing  that 
different  consistent  defenses  may  be  stated  In 
the  same  answer,  and  it  was  said  that  hence 
cases  decided  under  such  statutes  are  not  an 
authority  in  the  case  at  bar. 

The  only  restriction  as  to  the  manner  of  stat- 
ing such  defenses  Is  that  requiring  that  each 
ahall  be  separately  stated.  Buddlngton  v.  Davis, 
a  How.  Pr.  401 ;  Anonymous,  1  Code  Rep.  184 ; 
Morgan  v.  Uawkeye  Ins.  Co.  87  Iowa,  359 ;  Mc- 
Lamb  v.  McPhall  (N.  C.)  35  8.  D.  426. 

And  they  must  be  set  out  In  separate  counts 
•or  defenses  of  the  answer,  each  of  which  must 
t>e  sufficient  In  Itself  to  present  the  defense  in- 
tended to  be  pleaded.  Morgan  v.  Hawkeye  Ins. 
Co.  37  Iowa,  359 ;  Farnan  v.  Chllds,  66  III.  647  ; 
Mlllan  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  64  S.  C.  486.  32  S.  B. 
ZB9;  Hummel  v.  Moore,  25  Fed.  Rep.  380. 

But  the  statute  does  not  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  allegations  of  facts  which  con- 
-stitnte  each  ground  of  defense  by  consistent 
averments.  Hlllebrant  v.  Booth,  7  Tex.  499 ; 
Bryant  v.  Bryant,  2  Bot>t.  612 ;  Smith  v.  Wells, 
20  IIow.  Fr.  158. 

The  answer  may  embrace  a  general  denial  and 
a  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance,  and  so  far 
may  embrace  Inconsistent  defenses;  bat  each 
plea  in  confession  and  avoidance  must  consti- 
tute in  Itself  a  good  defense,  and  must  be  consist- 
ent in  Its  averments.  Hlllebrant  v.  Booth,  7 
Tex.  499. 

Thus,  an  answer  In  an  action  for  the  violation 
of  a  statute  containing  two  separate  and  dis- 
tinct defensea  by  one  of  which  the  defendant 
denied  a  violation  of  the  statute  and  by  the 
other  averred  matters  ofextenuatlon,  excuse,  and 
defense,  is  not  subject  to  objection  for  Incon- 
sistency. Miles  V.  Woodward,  116  Cal.  308,  46 
Pac.  1076,  47  Pac.  800. 

Where  the  statute  with  reference  to  pleading 
several  pleas  In  an  answer  makes  no  distinction 
48  L.  R.  A, 


with  reference  to  the  subject  of  Inconslstencj, 
the  right  given  is  not  to  be  limited  by  constmc* 
tlon  to  strictly  consistent  pleas,  but  the  priv- 
ilege Is  to  be  given  to  the  defendant  of  succeed- 
ing, not  only  on  the  strength  of  his  own  case» 
but  on  the  weakness  also  of  the  plalntlfTs  case, 
by  permitting  apparently  Incompatible  pleas  to 
be  pleaded,  as  not  guilty  and  accord  and  satis- 
faction, or  not  guilty  and  son  assault  demesne, 
or  not  guilty  or  non  assumpsit  and  the  statute 
of  limitations,  or  non  est  factum  and  payment, 
or  nou  est  factum  and  general  performance,  etc. 
Union  Bank  v.  Ridgely,  1  Harr.  ft  G.  824. 

And  a  Judgment  In  an  action  In  which  snch 
pleas  are  Interposed  will  not  be  held  erroneous 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  not  respons- 
ive to  all  the  issues.  Holmes  v.  Tarble,  77  III. 
App.  114. 

Oregon  Code,  i  167,  providing  that  the  defend- 
ant may  set  forth  by  answer  as  many  defenses 
as  he  may  have  separately  stated.  Is  similar  to 
IV.  Anne,  chap.  16.  |  4,  allowing  double  pleas, 
and  should  be  similarly  construed,  so  as  to  per- 
mit a  defendant  to  plead  Inconsistent  and  con- 
tradictory defenses  In  the  same  answer,  provided 
they  be  separately  stated.  Hail  v.  Austin, 
Deady,  104,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6.926. 

There  is  no  provision  In  the  statute  which  al- 
lows answers  to  be  struck  out  on  the  specific 
ground  of  InconslBtency  unless  one  of  the  alle- 
gations Is  necessarily  false.  Ostrom  v.  Blxby, 
9  How.  Pr.  67 :  Snodgrass  ▼.  Andross,  19  Or. 
230,  23  Pac.  009. 

Inconsistent  pleas  may  be  made  and  relied  on 
when  not  forbidden  by  statute.  Booney  v. 
Tlemey,  82  Ky.  253. 

And  under  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  352,  i  9,  leave 
of  the  court  Is  not  necessary  to  the  defendant 
to  plead  as  many  defenses  as  he  may  think 
necessary  for  his  defense.  Auburn  &  O.  Canal 
Co.  V.  Leltch,  4  Denlo.  65. 

And  a  defeudant  may  plead  two  or  more  pleaa 
some  of  which  may  terminate  In  Issues  of  fact 
to  be  tried  by  a  Jury,  while  others  may  result 
In  issues  of  law  to  be  determined  by  the  court. 
Ibid. 

The  rights  of  the  defendant  are  absolute,  and 
cannot  be  limited  or  restricted  by  the  court  be- 
cause two  or  more  of  the  pleas  Inserted  are  In- 
consistent with  each  other.  Lincoln  v.  Wllamo- 
wlcs,  7  Ark.  378, 

The  court  Is  given  no  such  controlling  power 
over  the  pleas  Interposed  by  a  defendant  when 
they  are  separately  stated.  Ibid,  dictum;  Fur- 
ntss  V.  Ellis,  2  Brock.  14,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6.162 ; 
Snodgrass  v.  Andross,  19  Or.  236,  23  Pac  960. 
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of  facts^  to  inforai  the  defendant  what  the 
true  cause  of  action  or  complaint  was;  and 
it  was  just  as  much  the  intention  of  the 
framers  of  the  Code  to  compel  the  defendant, 
if  he  had  an  affirmative  defense,  to  inform 
the  plaintiff  by  his  answer  what  that  af- 
firmative defense  was.  Thejre  can  be  no  rea- 
son or  right  in  any  other  theory.  The  object 
of  the  Ck>de  was  to  simplify  law  suits.  Whether 
it  has  succeeded  in  doing  so  may  be  ques- 
tioned, but  certainly  it  must  be  consistent 
with  itself;  and  it  would  bring  about  untold 
confusion  and  bad  results  to  undertake  to 
ingraft  into  the  Ck>de  practice  practices 
which  were  admissible  under,  and  probably 
harmonized  with,  the  theory  of  the  common- 
law  practice.  The  two  are  incongruous,  and 
must  be  kept  separate  and  distinct,  and 
therefore  the  commingling  of  the  two  evolves 
<a  system  which  is  worse  than  either. 


But,  notwithstanding  the  inconsistency  of 
the  courts  in  announcing  the  doctrine  of  in- 
consistent defenses,  the  authorities  cited  by 
Mr.  Pomeroy  in  the  text  above  referred  to, 
while  they  use  the  expression,  in  some  in- 
stances, that  under  the  Code  inconsistent  de- 
fenses may  be  allowed,  yet  evidently  do  not 
mean  that  the  defendant  is  allowed  to  plead 
a  false  defense, — a  defense  which  is  utterly 
inconsistent  with  the  other  defenses  pleaded. 
Thus,  one  of  the  cases  cited  in  the  note  of 
the  author,  viz,,  Bell  v.  Broum,  22  Cal.  671, 
announces  that  several  defenses  inconsistent 
with  each  other  may,  under  proper  circum- 
stances, be  set  up  in  a  verified  answer.  In 
that  case,  in  an  action  to  recover  a  mining 
claim,  the  complaint  allied  title  and  pos- 
session in  plaintiffs  on  a  certain  day.  The 
answer  denied  that  plaintiffs  ever  had  either 
title  or  possession,  and  afterwards  averred 


But  when  the  pleas  are  not  so  offered  the 
English  doctrine  applies,  and  the  right  rests  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court.  Fumiss  v.  Bills, 
2  Broclc.  14,  Fed.  Caa  No.  5,162. 

So,  under  such  an  act,  while  a  denial  is  not 
technically  an  afflrmative  defense,  It  may  be  in- 
terposed with  affirmative  defensea  and  to  strilce 
It  out  because  inconsistent  with  the  afflrmative 
^Sefense  interposed  is  error.  Woods  v.  Reiss, 
78  Hun,  80,  20  N.  T.  Supp.  263. 

And  under  the  Texas  statute  providing  that 
the  defendant  In  his  answer  may  plead  as  many 
several  matters,  whether  of  law  or  fact,  as  he 
■ball  think  necessary  for  his  defense,  and  which 
may  be  pertinent  to  the  cause,  provided  he  shall 
file  them  all  at  the  same  time  and  in  due  order 
oi  pleading,  the  right  given  to  plead  several 
matters  is  unlimited  If  they  are  pertinent,  filed 
at  the  same  time  and  in  due  order  of  pleading, 
and  there  Is  no  qualification  or  abridgment  of 
the  right  In  matters  that  are  Inconsistent. 
Fowler  v.  Davenport,  21  Tex.  626. 

And  an  intervener  occupying  the  attitude  of 
a  defendant,  and  resisting  a  claim  to  his  prop- 
erty asserted  by  the  plaintiff,  is  entitled  to  the 
•ame  latitude,  and  his  pleas  cannot  be  objected 
to  as  inconsistent  and  contradictory.  Smith  v. 
fiublett,  28  Tex.  163. 

But  while  a  defendant  may  set  up  as  many 
defenses  as  he  may  have,  whether  Inconsistent 
or  not,  an  order  at  the  oppning  of  a  trial  re- 
-qairlng  defendant's  counsel  to  elect  whether  he 
wonld  rely  upon  the  defense  set  up  In  the  an- 
swer as  a  defense  merely  or  as  a  counterclaim 
on  the  ground  that  they  were  Inconsistent,  If 
erroneous.  Is  not  ground  for  reversal,  where  no 
-lalld  counterclaim  was  pleaded,  and  hence  the 
defendant  lost  nothing  by  being  required  In  ef- 
fect to  abandon  an  Insufficient  pleading.  So- 
<:leta  Italiana  DI  Beneflcenza  v.  Sulzer,  138  N. 
T.  468,  34  N.  B.  193. 

In  some  of  the  states,  however,  the  right  of 
a  defendant  to  set  up  several  defenses  in  an  an- 
Biwer  Is  limited,  either  by  the  language  of  the 
statute  or  by  the  construction  given  to  It  by 
the  courta  to  defenses  which  are  not  inconsist- 
ent. Among  these  states  are  Missouri,  Kansas, 
Minnesota,  Wisconsin,  and  Louisiana. 

Thna  under  the  Minnesota  system  of  pleading 
a  defendant  may  set  up  as  many  defenses  as  he 
may  have,  the  only  limit  to  the  right  being  that 
they  must  not  be  inconsistent.  Steenerson  v. 
Waterbury,  62  Minn.  211,  68  N.  W.  1146 ;  Booth 
▼.  Sherwood,  12  Minn.  426. 

And  under  the  Missouri  statute  an  answer 
may  contain  as  many  causes  of  action  as  the 
•defendant  may  have,  bat  they  must  be  consist- 
ent defenses  and  separately  stated.  Darrett  v. 
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Donnelly,  88  Mo.  404;  Smith  v.  Cuiligan,  74 
Mo.  389 ;  Adams  v.  Trigg,  87  Mo.  141. 

It  is  a  principle  of  pleading,  under  the 
Missouri  Code,  that  the  defendant  cannot  deny 
and  at  the  same  time  confess  and  avoid  the  al- 
legations In  the  petition.  McCord  v.  Donlphsn 
Branch  R.  Co.  21  Mo.  App.  92 ;  Adams  v.  Trigg, 
37  Mo.  141. 

So,  under  Wis.  Rev.  Stat,  i  2667,  a  defendant 
may  plead  as  many  defenses  and  counterclaims 
as  he  has,  although  they  may  be  based  on  incour 
slstent  legal  theories.  South  Milwaukee  Boule- 
vard Heights  Co.  V.  Harte,  96  Wla  692,  70  N. 
W.  821. 

But,  the  statutory  rule  that  a  defendant  may 
plead  as  many  defenses  and  counterclaims  as  he 
haa  though  based  on  Inconsistent  legal  theories, 
does  not  affect  the  general  principle  that  the 
truth  should  be  pleaded.    /Md. 

And  the  rule  which  prevails  In  Louisiana  on 
the  subject  of  general  and  special  pleas  Is  that 
they  may  be  presented  together  If  consistent 
with  each  other,  inconsistent  or  contradictory 
pleas  alone  are  forbidden.  Andrews  v.  Hensler, 
6  Wall.  254,  18  L.  ed.  737. 

And  while  Independently  of  the  general  Issue 
a  defendant  may  set  up  other  means  of  defense 
to  use  in  case  the  general  denial  fails  him,  such 
special  pleas  must  be  consistent  with  the  gener- 
al one,  and  not  contradictory  to  It.  Nagel  v. 
Mlgnot,  8  Mart.  (La.)  403. 

And  a  plea  of  the  general  Issue  In  an  action 
for  the  price  of  merchandise  sold  and  a  plea  of 
payment  cannot  be  united  in  the  same  answer. 
Dean  v.  Jackson,  1  Mart.  N.  S.  127. 

But,  a  plea  of  prescription  in  an  action  for 
a  money  demand  Is  not  inconsistent  with  an  ad- 
mission that  the  debt  was  once  due,  or  with  a 
plea  of  payment  and  compensation.  Colley  v. 
Latourette,  7  La.  Ann.  222. 

It  will  be  found,  however,  that  this  apparent 
conflict  Is  not  real,  or  at  least  Is  real  to  but  a 
slight  extent.  The  courts  holding  that  different 
defenses  in  an  answer  must  not  be  Inconsistent 
have  defined  inconsistency  within  the  meaning 
of  that  rule,  as  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  deci- 
sions of  the  same  courts  set  forth  infra,  VI.  b, 
and  TI.  c,  *n  the  same  terma  and  as  being  the 
same  thing  ss  Inconsistency  In  fact  as  defined 
by  the  other  courts,  and  held  by  them  to  be  im- 
proper and  objectionable.  And  It  will  also  be 
seen  that  though  the  cases  first  above  set  forth 
lay  down  the  rule  absolutely  that  Inconsistent 
defenses  may  be  pleaded,  the  rule  must  be  taken 
as  referring  to  the  facts  of  the  particular  cases 
in  which  It  was  so  stated,  as  the  Inconsistency 
which  Is  not  objectionable  under  either  class  of 
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that  if  pUuntiffs  ever  had  a  title  to  the 
claim,  they  had  abandoned  and  forfeited  it 
before  defendants'  entiy.  The  question  of 
title  and  possession  might  have  been  very 
largely  a  question  of  law,  which  it  would 
have  been  unsafe  for  the  defendants  to  have 
admitted.  But  that  is  altogether  a  different 
proposition  from  the  one  under  considera- 
tion, where  there  is  an  affirmative  allegation 
in  the  answer,  which,  if  true,  sustains  an  al- 
legation of  the  complaint, — a  fact  alleged, 
the  proof  of  which  is  material  to  the  support 
of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.  In  this 
case  there  are  no  hypothetical  facts  pleaded ; 
but  the  answer  plainly  avers  that  tiie  notes 
were  transferred,  that  the  appellant  dealt 
with  the  respondent  as  the  owner  and  holder 
of  them,  and  that,  as  such  owner  and  holder, 
he  made  settlement  for  said  notes.  The 
most  that  could  be  said  of  such  a  pleading 


as  this,  where  in  one  breath  the  pleader  de- 
nies a  fact  and  in  the  next  admits  it,  is 
that  the  denial  and  admission  balance  each 
other,  and  leave  the  complaint  in  the  posi- 
tion it  would  be  in  if  no  denials  or  admis- 
sions had  been  made.  But  in  this  instance 
the  case  is  stronger  against  the  defendant,, 
for  he  denies  by  general  denial  and  avers  by 
special  averment  the  truth  of  the  thing 
which  he  denied.  Buhne  v.  Corbett,  43  CaU 
264,  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  where  the 
plaintiff  demanded  the  premises,  and 
averred  that  at  a  certain  date  the  possession 
was  imlawfully  withheld  from  him  by  the 
defendants,  llie  defendants,  in  their  an- 
swer, denied  Uiat  on  said  day,  or  at  any 
other  time,  they  entered  into  the  possession 
of  the  premises,  or  that  they  then  withheld 
the  possession  of  the  same.  And  they  af- 
firmatively made  the  showing  that  the  land» 


cases  Is  Inconsistency  by  Implication  of  law  as 
distinguished  from  inconsistency  in  fact.  Bee 
infra,  VI.  b,  and  VI.  c 

b.  What  defen$e9  ara  liicofMiateat. 

1.  DUtincUon  tetween  incontistency  in  fact  and 
inconsistencv  hy  impUoation  of  law. 

The  Inconsistent  defenses  which  may  be  set 
ap  in  an  answer  under  statutory  provisions,  pro- 
viding that  the  defendant  may  set  forth  by  an- 
swer as  many  defenses  and  counterclaims  as  he 
may  have,  are  those  In  which  the  Inconsistency 
arises  by  Implication  of  law,  and  which  are  in 
the  nature  of  pleas  of  confession  and  avoidance 
as  contradistinguished  from  denials,  and  not 
such  as  involve  a  direct  contradiction  of  any 
fact  elsewhere  directly  averred.  Bell  v.  Brown, 
22  Cal.  071. 

It  Is  only  where  the  inconsistency  between 
pleas  In  an  answer  complained  of  Is  one  of  fact 
In  favor  of  the  defendant,  which  could  not  stand 
In  connection  with  a  fact  pleaded  in  favor  of 
the  plalntlfT,  or  where  the  inconsistency  is  be- 
tween two  facts  contradictory  to  each  other,  or 
which  neutralise  each  other  with  reference  to 
the  same  plea,  so  that  the  verdict  thereon  would 
be  a  nullity,  that  such  pleas  cannot  be  united. 
Kelly  V.  Craig,  0  Humph.  215. 

Defenses  are  inconsistent  only  when  one  in 
fact  contradicts  the  other,  and  are  not  so  In  law 
where  the  Inconsistency  is  merely  a  seemingly 
logical  one  arising  from  a  denial  and  a  plea  In 
confession  and  avoidance.  Cohn  v.  Lehman,  98 
Mo.  674,  0  8.  W.  267. 

Facts  set  forth  in  an  answer,  which  contro- 
vert the  allegations  of  the  complaint  in  effect 
only,  may  be  properly  pleaded  in  connection 
with  a  direct  denial  of  the  main  allegations 
thereof,  and  they  may  be  so  pleaded  by  way  of 
confession  and  avoidance  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion alleged  In  the  complaint,  though  the  denial 
be  such  that  If  true  It  would  defeat  the  cause 
of  action ;  but  the  denial  should  be  special  and 
quail  fled.  McDonald  v.  American  Mortg.  Co.  17 
Or.  626,  21  Pac.  883. 

A  denial  of  the  plaintiff*s  cause  of  action, 
and  a  defense  by  way  of  confession  and  avoid- 
ance, may  be  pleaded  together,  where  the  plea 
by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance  admits  the 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action  only  by  Implication  of 
law,  as  a  mere  technical  supposition  on  which 
the  defense  proceeds,  and  not  as  an  admission 
In  fact.     Pavey  v.  Pavey,  30  Ohio  St.  600. 

Two  defenses  are  not  so  Inconsistent  as  not 
to  be  pleaded  together  unless  there  is  an  abso- 
48L.R.  A. 


lute  incompatibUlty  of  the  facts.  Nelson  t. 
Brodhack,  44  Mo.  696,  100  Am.  Dec.  328. 

The  only  limitation  upon  the  right  of  a  de- 
fendant to  defend  himself  against  the  action 
of  the  plaintiff  on  as  many  different  grounds  aa 
the  nature  of  the  action  and  the  merits  of  hia 
defense  will  allow  is  that  they  shall  not  Involve 
the  ridiculous  absurdity  of  being  inconsistent  in 
fact.  Richardson  v.  Whitfield,  2  McCord,  U 
148. 

And  a  defense  of  set-off,  counterclaim,  dis- 
charge In  insolvency  or  bankruptcy,  or  the  stat- 
ute of  llmltationa  and  the  like,  conflicts  with  a 
general  denial  by  Implication  of  law  only,  and* 
the  pleader  should  not  be  required  to  elect  be- 
tween such  a  defense  and  a  general  denial,  or 
refused  permission  to  support  such  afilrmatlve- 
defense  by  proof.     Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671. 

So,  a  defendant  may  plead  under  Mo.  Rev. 
Stat.  I  2050,  as  many  defenses  as  he  may  have, 
whether  legal  or  equitable  or  both,  the  only  lim- 
it being  that  they  must  be  consistent,  the  con- 
sistency required  being  one  of  fact  merely. 
Crowder  v.  Searcy,  103  Mo.  97,  15  S.  W.  346 ; 
Nelson  v.  Brodhack,  44  Mo.  696,  100  Am.  Dec 
328. 

Pleas  which  were  not  Inconsistent  under  th» 
practice  of  the  courts  previous  to  the  New  York 
Code  will  not  be  held  Inconsistent  as  answera 
under  the  Code.  Lanslngh  v.  Parker,  9  How. 
Pr.  288. 

And  In  pleading  defenses  under  It  a  d^endant 
should  not  be  required  to  elect  between  a  denial 
of  a  material  allegation  in  the  complaint  author- 
ised by  New  York  Code,  i  149.  subd.  1,  and  an- 
other matter  constituting  a  defense  under  subd. 
2  of  that  section.  Hollenbeck  v.  Clow,  9  How. 
Pr.  280. 

So,  under  the  provisions  of  the  South  Caro- 
lina Code,  a  defendant  may  in  his  answer  set 
forth  as  many  defenses  as  were  allowable  under 
the  former  practice.  Cohrs  v.  Fraser,  6  S.  C. 
N.  S.  351. 

2.  Test  as  to  what  inconsistenoy  i$  ohfectUn^ 

able. 

The  test  of  inconsistency  of  defenses  which 
renders  their  union  objectionable  under  the 
Codes  of  Procedure  of  the  several  states,  like 
that  in  equity  as  well  as  under  the  more  relaxed 
rules  under  the  statute  of  Anne,  Is  generally  the 
question  whether  both  may  be  true,  or  whether 
if  one  be  true  the  other  must  be  false,  and  proof 
of  one  would  necessarily  disprove  the  other. 
Gammon  v.  Oanfleld,  42  Minn.  368,  44  N.  W. 
125 ;  Backdahl  v.  Grand  Lodge  A.  O.  U.  W.  4(^ 
Minn.  61,  48  N.  W.  454 ;  Steenenon  T.  Water- 
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belonged  to  the  United  Stetes;  that  the 
Unit^  States  had  continually  occupied  and 
posseeeed  said  lands,  from  a  date  long  prior 
to  the  date  of  the  alleged  withholding  by 
the  defendants,  for  lighthouse  purposes; 
that  it  had  erected  and  maintained  a  light- 
liouse  thereon ;  that  the  defendants  were  the 
keepers  of  the  lighthouse  and  employed  by 
the  United  States  at  stipulated  wages,  and 
that  as  such  keepers  they  were  mere  servants 
-and  employees  of  the  United  States,  subject 
At  any  and  all  times  to  the  orders,  direc- 
ticms,  and  commands  of  the  United  States; 
that  as  such  servants  they  were  in  the  tem- 
porary charge  of  the  light  and  lighthouse 
onildings  on  said  land  for  the  sole  purpose 
-of  keeping  the  light  burning  at  proper 
times.  Averred  that  they  did  not  at  that 
time,  and  never  had,  claimed  any  interest 
in  said  lands  or  improvemente,  or  any  part 


thereof,  but  that,  since  its  reservation  for 
a  lighthouse,  the  land  had  been  in  the  sole 
possession  of  the  United  States  through  ite 
employees.  And  this  case  was  based  upon 
the  doctrine  announced  in  Bell  v.  Brown,  22 
Cal.  671.  So  that  it  will  be  seen  at  a  glance 
that)  while  the  court  announces  in  words 
the  rule  that  inconsistent  answers  may  be 
pleaded,  these  answers  were  really  not  incon- 
sistent; that  the  sole  object  was  to  raise 
the  issue  that  the  possession  alleged  by  the 
complaint  was  the  possession  of  the  United 
States,  and  not  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action.  The  next  case  cited, 
that  of  Wilson  v.  Cleaveland,  30  Cal.  102, 
is  a  still  weaker  case,  and  cites  in  iU  sup- 
port, also,  the  case  of  Bell  v.  Brown.  All 
that  was  decided  in  that  case  was  that  a  de- 
fendant may  deny  the  title  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  also  plead  the  stetute  of  limitations. 


'bury,  52  Minn.  211,  63  N.  W.  1146;  Booth  v. 
Sherwood,  12  Minn.  426.  Oli.  310 :  H.  A.  Muckle 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Rutgers  F.  Ins.  Co.  1  MInn.Di8t.R.3  ; 
Nelson  v.  Brodhack,  44  Mo.  596,  100  Am.  Dec. 
828 ;  Keane  v.  Kyne,  2  Mo.  App.  317 ;  Schaefer 
V.  Causey,  8  Mo.  App.  142 ;  Patrick  v.  Boonvllle 
Oasllght  Co.  17  Mo.  App.  465 ;  Lee  v.  Dodd.  20 
Mo.  App.  271 ;  Moore  v.  Macon  Sav.  Bank,  22 
Mo.  App.  684;  Wood  v.  Hilblsh,  23  Mo.  App. 
S89 ;  McCormick  v.  Kaye,  41  Mo.  App.  263 ; 
Orler  Commission  Co.  v.  Dockstader,  47  Mo. 
App.  42;  Home  F.  Ina  Co.  v.  Decker,  56  Neb. 
346,  75  N.  W.  841 ;  Blodgett  v.  McMurtry,  30 
Neb.  210,  57  N.  W.  985 ;  Cate  v.  Hutchinson,  58 
Neb.  232,  78  N.  W.  600;  Hollenbeck  v.  Clow,  9 
How.  Pr.  289 ;  Bryant  v.  Bryant,  2  Robt.  612 ; 
Pnvey  ▼.  Pavey,  30  Ohio  St.  600 ;  McDonald  v. 
American  Mortg.  Co.  17  Or.  626,  21  Pac.  883 ; 
Snodgrass  v.  Andross,  19  Or.  236.  23  Pac.  969 ; 
Lawrence  ▼.  Peck.  3  S.  Dak.  645,  54  N.  W.  808 ; 
Lake  Shore  ft  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Warren,  8  Wyo. 
134.  6  Pac.  724. 

This  Is  the  rule  of  the  prlndpai  case. 

The  court  has  no  power,  under  the  Codes,  to 
require  defendants  to  elect  upon  which  of  Lhelr 
defenses  they  will  rely,  where  more  than  one 
Is  set  forth  by  the  answer,  and  evidence  is  given 
tending  to  prove  their  truth,  unless  they  are  so 
far  Inconsistent  that  both  cannot  properly  co- 
exist In  the  same  transaction.  Kelly  v.  Bern- 
heimer,  3  Thomp.  &  C.  140. 

And  a  defendant  may  plead  Inconsistent  de- 
fenses under  the  Code  system  of  pleading  pro- 
vided they  are  not  so  Incompatible  as  to  render 
one  or  the  other  absolutely  false,  and  in  so 
pleading  be  does  not  waive  any  of  the  defenses 
set  up  by  him.  Clarke  v.  Lyon  County,  7  Nev. 
75. 

And  defenses  are  not  inconsistent  where  the 
facts  pleaded  In  both  may  be  true,  merely  be- 
cause proof  of  one  may  render  proof  of  the  oth- 
er unnecessary.  Backdahl  v.  Grand  Lodge  A. 
O.  U.  W.  46  Minn.  61.  48  N.  W.  454  ;  Gammon  v. 
GanOeld,  42  Minn.  368,  44  N.  W.  125. 

Bepugrnancy  In  an  answer  is  ordinarily  not  a 
ground  for  demurrer  when  the  second  allega- 
tion Is  merely  superfluous  and  redundant,  and  in 
that  case  the  latter  may  be  stricken  out  or  dis- 
regarded, and  will  not  vitiate  the  pleading ;  but 
ft  is  otherwise  where  the  pleading  is  so  in- 
consistent with  itself  as  to  destroy  the  meaning. 
Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hart,  8  Ind.  App.  19,  35  N. 
E.  302. 

And  under  Code  provisions  that  the  defendant 

may  set  forth  by  answer  as  many  defenses  and 

counterclaims  as  he  may  have,  a  speclaJ  defense 

-  of  new  matter  In  avoidance  may  go  with  a  tra- 
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verse,  at  least  when  not  inconsistent,  though 
the  new  matter  logically  admits  by  implication 
real  or  apparent  right  In  the  plaintlfT.  sought 
to  l>e  thus  avoided.  Veasey  v.  Humphreys,  27 
Or.  615,  41  Pac.  8. 

A  positive  denial  of  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint,  and  an  allegation  of  new  matter  as  a 
defense  thereto  In  the  nature  of  confession  and 
avoidance,  are  not  necessarily  Inconsistent  with 
each  other  where  It  Is  possible  for  both  to  be 
true.  Snodgrass  v.  Andross,  19  Or.  236,  23  Pac. 
969. 

And  traverses  and  answers  In  avoidance  may 
go  together  when  not  Inconsistent.  Cohn  v. 
Lehman,  93  Mo.  574,  6  S.  W.  267 ;  Ledbetter  v 
Ledbetter,  88  Mo.  62. 

And  a  plea  of  estoppel  may  be  joined  with 
one  amounting  to  a  traverse,  where  the  two  are 
not  In  their  nature  inconsistent.  Blodgett  v. 
McMurtry,  39  Neb.  210,  67  N.  W.  985. 

In  the  above  case  Whittemore  v.  Stephens. 
48  Mich.  674,  12  N.  W.  858.  »upra,  IV.  a,  was 
distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  that  was  a 
suit  upon  a  promissory  note  under  the  common- 
law  practice,  In  which  the  general  Issue  was 
pleaded,  and  then  there  was  a  plea  of  pui9  dar- 
rein continuastce  averring  a  composition  un- 
der the  bankrupt  act.  In  that  case  the  plea 
was  in  effect  one  In  confession  and  avoidance, 
and  was  therefore  entirely  Inconsistent  with 
the  general  Issue. 

And  non  est  factum,  usury.  Infancy,  duress, 
and  payment  may  be  pleaded  together  under  the 
Maine  system  of  pleading.  Granite  State  Bank 
V.  Otis,  53  Me.  133.  dictum. 

The  right  to  plead  double,  when  given  In  civil 
cases  by  statute,  does  not  require  the  permis- 
sion of  the  court,  and  therefore  a  man  may 
plead  payment  and  non  est  factum  together. 
Com.  V.  Myers,  1  Va.  Cas.  188,  dictum. 

And  a  plea  of  non  est  factum  as  to  the  instru- 
ment sued  on,  and  a  plea  of  payment  of  an- 
other but  a  different  instrument  which  only  ap- 
pears in  the  suit  by  pleading  and  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  why  the  defendant  Is  not  liable 
in  the  suit,  and  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, are  not  Inconsistent  with  each  other.  May 
V.  Burk,  80  Mo.  675. 

In  the  above  case,  Sheppard  v.  Starrett,  86 
Mo.  367,  VI.  c,  2,  was  distinguished  upon  the 
ground  that  In  that  case  the  defenses  were  non 
est  factum  and  payment,  which  were  held  to  be 
inconsistent. 

So,  the  defendant  In  an  action  has  the  right 
to  plead  under  the  laws  of  Virginia  as  many 
several  matters,  whether  of  law  or  of  fact,  as 
he  may  deem  necessary  for  his  defense,  a  Ad  he 
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It  would  seem  thai  comment  on  this  case 
was  unnecessary.  One  is  the  pleading  of  a 
legal  defense^  and  the  other  a  defense  on  the 
merits;  and  the  court  in  that  case  specially 
says  that  the  defenses  are  not  inconsistent. 
It  may  profitably  be  noted  here  that  a 
great  majority  of  the  cases  which  have  an- 
nounced the  doctrine  that  inconsistent  de- 
fenses may  be  pleaded  cite,  in  support  of  the 
announcement,  Hollenbeck  v.  Clow,  9  How. 
Pr.  289,  which  announces  the  rule  that,  in 
pleading  defenses  under  the  Code,  the  de- 
fendant shall  not  be  required  to  elect  be- 
tween a  denial  of  the  material  allegations 
in  the  complaint  and  new  matter  constitut- 
ing a  defense;  that  is,  that  the  defendant 
should  never  be  required  to  admit  allega- 
tions in  the  complaint,  which  he  might 
otherwise  be  able  to  deny,  as  the  condition 
upon  which  ha  is  permitted  to  set  up  affirma. 


tive  matters  of  defense.  This  was  an  actioi^ 
for  slander,  where  the  charge,  as  stated  in 
the  complaint,  was  that  the  defendant, 
stated  that  plaintiff  had  stolen  the  defend- 
ant*s  hay.  There  was  a  general  denial  by 
the  defendant,  and  then  the  answer  pro- 
ceeded as  follows:  "And  the  said  defend- 
ant, further  answering^  says  that  aU  the^ 
words  which  were  spoken  or  uttered  by  the 
defendant  of«  to,  or  concerning  the  said 
plaintiff,  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint,, 
charging  him,  said  plaintiff,  with  stealing 
or  taking  hay,  or  that  the  plaintiff  had 
stolen  the  defendant's  hay,  were  spoken  and 
uttered  by  the  defendant  in  reference  to  a 
quantity  of  hay  which  the  defendant  had* 
cut  and  stacked  in  the  summer  of  1853,  and 
to  which  hay  the  plaintiff  claimed  title,  and 
which  hay  the  plaintiff,  under  such  claim 
of  title,  in  the  daytime,  took  and  removed. 


may  plead  nil  debit  to  the  coant  of  the  declara- 
tion on  which  Issae  is  joined,  and  tbo  stacate 
of  limitations  to  the  same  count,  wUbont  vn 
derlng  the  pleading  objectionable  for  incon- 
sistency. Bank  of  United  States  v.  Donnully, 
8  Pet.  S61.  8  L.  ed.  974. 

And  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and 
another  that  the  Judgment  sued  on  was  ren- 
dered without  process  conferring  Jurisdiction, 
and  was  void,  are  not  inconsistent  as  the  plea 
of  the  statute  of  limitations  to  avoid  the  cause 
of  action  need  not  In  fact  confess  it.  Merten 
V.  San  Angelo  Nat.  Bank,  5  Okla.  585,  49  Pac. 
013. 

And  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  to  all 
the  causes  of  action  alleged  In  the  complaint  Is 
not  inconsistent  with  another  plea  averring  that 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  a  full  and  com- 
plete accounting,  and  that  the  defendant  made 
and  delivered,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted,  a 
wagon  in  full  settlement  and  satisfaction  of  the 
amount  found  due  on  the  accounting,  bo  as  to 
require  an  election  upon  the  counts.  Conway 
V.  Wharton,  13  Minn.  158,  Oil.  145. 

And  a  plea  In  an  answer  in  an  action  brought 
by  an  administrator  as  such,  denying,  any  right 
in  the  plaintiff  in  his  capacity  as  administrator 
to  tbe  subject  of  controversy,  Is  not  inconsistent 
with  another  plea  alleging  the  release  of  the 
defendant  from  liability  on  the  instrument  in 
suit,  by  failure  of  its  consideration,  as  ooth 
averments  may  be  true.  Noonan  v.  Bradley,  9 
Wall.  804,  10  L.  ed.  757. 

An  answer  by  way  of  confession  and  avoid- 
ance of  the  uKitter  alleged  in  a  complaint,  how- 
ever, is  inconsistent  with  a  specific  denial  there- 
of, but  may  properly  be  pleaded  with  a  special 
or  quallfled  denial.  McDonald  v.  American 
Mortg.  Co.  17  Or.  626,  21  Pac.  883. 

All  that  is  contemplated  by  Iowa  Code,  |  2710. 
Is  that  defenses  cannot  be  objected  to  simply 
because  they  are  Inconsistent  with  each  other. 
It  does  not  apply  to  a  case  In  which  the  asser- 
tion of  one  of  the  rights  pleaded  destroys  the 
other.  Crawford  v.  Nolan,  70  Iowa,  07,  30  N. 
W.  82. 

And  while  different  defenses  may  be  pleaded 
In  the  same  answer  under  the  Code,  contradic- 
tory or  inconsistent  pleas  cannot,  and  the  de- 
fendant cannot  deny  and  confess  a  fact  In  the 
same  pleading,— especially  where  the  pleading  Is 
verified  and  the  fact  both  denied  and  confessed 
is  a  matter  within  his  own  personal  knowledge. 
Ormsby  v.  Douglass,  2  Abb.  Pr.  407. 

And  a  plea  of  tender  admits  the  Indebtedness 
for  which  the  tender  was  made,  and  a  general 
denial  and  tender  are  inconsistent  defenses 
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which  cannot  be  pleaded  to  the  same  cause  ot 
action.  Livingston  v.  Harrison,  2  E.  D.  Smith,. 
107. 

So,  a  plea  of  usury  involves  a  denial  that  any- 
thing Is  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff^ 
and  a  plea  of  tender  Implies  that  there  Is  aiL 
indebtedness  to  the  amount  tendered,  and  the- 
two  are  inconsistent  and  cannot  stand  together. 
Breunlch  v.  Weselman,  100  N.  Y.  600,  2  N.  BL 
885. 

This  test  has  been  based  upon  the  theory  that 
under  the  Code  system  pleadings  are  required  t» 
be  verified  by  oath,  and  that  if  the  Inconsist- 
ency were  one  of  fact  the  verification  of  the  one- 
defense  would  be  a  falsification  of  the  other* 
and  therefore  a  forgery. 

Thus,  the  right  of  the  defendant  under  the- 
Code  to  plead  any  numt>er  of  defenses  in  the 
same  answer  Is  limited  only  by  the  necessity  of 
their  being  verified  by  oath,  and  all  may  be 
Joined  therefore  which  can  be  verified  by  oath 
without  swearing  falsely.  Pavey  v.  Pavey,  80- 
Ohio  St.  600;  Citisens*  Bank  v.  Closson,  29 
Ohio  St.  78 :  Cats  T.  Hutchinson,  58  Neb.  282, 
78  N.  W.  600. 

The  defendant  may  plead  as  many  d^enses- 
as  he  may  have.  If,  when  the  answer  Is  sworn 
to.  it  Is  not  contradictory.  Bumham  v.  Call, 
2  Utah,  433. 

But  if  a  fact  which  Is  directly  averred  In  one- 
part  of  a  verified  answer  is  in  another  part  di- 
rectly denied,  the  party  verifying  is  guilty  of 
perjury,  and  on  the  trial  the  avennent  which, 
bears  most  strongly  against  him  will  be  taken- 
to  be  true.     Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671. 

Where  two  alleged  grounds  of  defense  plainly 
contradict  each  other,  they  are  not  susceptible- 
of  verification  because  it  is  impossible  for  both 
to  be  true,  and  the  verification  of  one  would  be 
the  falsification  of  the  other ;  and  in  such  case 
the  answer,  though  sworn  to,  will  be  regarded 
as  not  verified  within  the  provisions  of  the  Ohio* 
Code,  requiring  pleadings  to  be  verified  by  oath, 
and  should,  on  motion,  be  stricken  from  the  files, 
or  the  defendant  be  put  to  his  election.  Citi- 
zens' Bank  v.  Closson,  20  Ohio  St.  78. 

So,  under  the  Nebraska  Code,  authorising  the 
defendant  to  set  up  as  many  defenses  as  he  may 
have,  they  must  be  consistent  in  fact,  and* 
as  they  must  be  sworn  to  the  defendant  must  lie- 
lleve  them  to  be  true.  School  DIst  No.  27  t. 
Holmes,  16  Neb.  486,  20  N.  W.  721. 

What  were  consistent  ur  Inconsistent  plea» 
under  the  old  practice,  where  the  plead- 
ings were  not  required  to  be  verified,  is  a  very 
different  question  from  what  are  consistent  or^ 
inconsistent  answers  under  the  present  Missonxt 
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upon  lands  adjoining  to  and  in  sight  of 
where  it  had  been  left  by  the  defendant, 
which  trespass  or  transaction,  and  not  the 
crime  of  larceny,  was  all  that  the  defend- 
ant intended  by  the  speaking  of  said  words, 
and  was  so  understood,  by  and  explained  to 
all  who  heard  the  defendant  utter  the 
words."  We  have  set  this  answer  out  at 
length  because  it  conclusively  shows  that 
the  defenses  pleaded  in  this  case  were  not 
inconsistent,  but  that  the  averment,  after 
the  general  denial,  was  simply  a  pleading 
of  the  facts,  the  legal  effect  of  which  would 
be  to  sustain  the  general  denial,  and  would 
in  no  sense  be  an  untrue  averment,  conced- 
ing the  truth  of  the  general  denial;  and  it 
will  be  seen  that  they  are  in  no  sense  incon- 
sistent, although  the  court,  in  announcing 
its  decision,  speaks  of  them  as  inconsistent 
defenses.    But  the  cases  cited  and  reviewed 


by  that  court  conclusively  show  that,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  the  defenses  were  not/ 
actiuilly  inconsistent,  and  certainly  did  not 
attempt  to  lay  down  the  rule  that  inconsist- 
ent defenses  could  be  pleaded  to  the  extent 
of  pleading  untruthful  defenses ;  for,  in  com- 
menting on  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Dimon,  4 
Sandf.  680,  cited  by  Justice  Crippen  in  Roe 
V.  Rodgers,  8  How.  Pr.  356,  where  the  action 
was  against  a  carrier  for  the  loss  of  goods, 
and  defendant  denied  that  he  was  the  owner 
of  the  vessel  upon  which  the  goods  were 
shipped,  and  then  averred  that  the  goods 
had  in  fact  been  delivered  to  the  plaintiff, 
the  court  said :  *'It  is  quite  possible,  to  say 
the  least,  that  both  these  defenses  might 
have  been  true.  Tliey  were  therefore  not 
wholly  inconsistent,  and  should  have  been 
allowed  to  stand."  So  that  it  will  be  seen 
that  this  case  is  no  basis  at  all  for  the  an- 


practice,  where  the  pleadings  are  required  to  be 
■worn  to.  Atteberry  v.  Powell,  20  Mo.  429,  77 
Am.  Dec  670,  dictum. 

Where  new  matter  directly  alleged  woald  be 
Inconsistent  with  an  absolute  traverse,  so  that 
both  coald  not  be  verified,  and  the  pleader  de- 
sires to  avail  himself  of  both  defenses  so  as 
to  pot  the  opposing  party  to  the  proof  of  his 
plea,  and  at  the  same  time  save  to  himself  an 
affirmative  defense,  It  Is  essential  that  the  al- 
legations of  new  matter  should  be  qualified,  or 
else  that  they  should  be  superseded  by  a  quali- 
fied traverse;  but  this  applies  only  where  the 
defenses  are  really,  and  not  merely  apparently, 
Inconsistent  Teasey  v.  Humphreya  27  Or.  615, 
41  Pac.  a  See  also  Mclntlre  v.  Wlegand,  24 
Abb    N.  C.  812.  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  3. 

But  while  all  pleadings  are  not  required  to  be 
verified  under  all  the  Codea  the  rule  would  seem 
to  be  universal,  applying  alike  to  verified  and 
nnverlfled  pleadings. 

Thna  the  statutory  provision  that  a  defend- 
ant may  set  forth  by  answer  as  many  defenses 
and  connterelatms  as  he  may  have,  applies  alike 
to  all  answers,  verified  and  unverified.  Bell  v. 
Brown,  22  Cal.  671. 

There  Is  no  distinction,  in  respect  to  the  ef- 
fect of  Inconsistency  between  defensea  between 
pleadings  verified  and  pleadings  unverified. 
Bnhne  v.  Corbett,  43  Cal.  264. 

a  AppHoaiion  of  the  rule  to  particular  actions. 

While  the  above  test  as  to  Inconsistency 
which  will  prevent  the  union  of  defenses  has 
not  always  been  expressly  applied  In  all  par- 
ticular classes  of  actions  In  which  Inconsist- 
encies have  been  alleged,  and  the  distinction  t>e- 
tween  Inconsistency  In  fact  and  Inconsistency  In 
law  has  not  always  been  expressly  adverted  to. 
It'  Is  thought  that  that  test  will  nearly.  If  not 
quite,  reconcile  the  apparent  differences  l>etween 
the  cases  set  forth  In  the  following  subdivisions 
with  reference  to  particular  actions,  and  that 
that  distinction  will  be  found  running  through 
nearly  If  not  all  of  them. 

1.  Aeiione  pertaining  to  oontraote  generallp, 

A  defendant  In  an  action  on  contract,  who 
does  not  claim  any  right  as  against  the  plaintiff 
under  the  contract  sued  on,  may  set  up  both  Its 
Illegality  and  Its  performance  without  incon- 
sistency, though  It  would  be  otherwise  If  the 
establishment  of  the  contract  were  an  essential 
element  of  the  defensa  Lee  v.  Dodd,  20  Mo. 
App.  271. 
4'  L.R.  A. 


And  a  denial  under  oath  that  the  defendant 
executed  the  written  contract  sued  on,  and  an 
allegation  that  the  other  contracting  party  did 
not  build  the  railroad  as  therein  specified,  are 
not  so  Inconsistent  that  they  cannot  stand  to- 
gether.    Cox  V.  Bishop,  66  Mo.  App.  186. 

And  a  plea  by  a  defendant  that  he  did  not 
undertake,  agree,  or  covenant  as  alleged  In  the 
complaint,  and  also  that  he  does  not  owe  the 
plaint Ilf  anything  on  the  deed  or  covenants  or 
on  account  of  any  matters  or  things  whatever 
alleged  In  the  complaint,  are  separate  pleas 
making  a  separate  and  distinct  defense,  which 
are  not  waived  by  anything  set  up  or  conceded 
by  the  legal  effect  of  the  pleading  or  In  any 
other  separate  or  distinct  plea.  Shelby  County 
V.  Blckford,  102  Tenn.  305,  62  S.  W.  772. 

And  a  defendant  Is  not  estopped  by  pleading 
his  rights  under  a  contract  from  claiming  the 
advantage  of  any  change  in  the  contract  which 
legitimate  proof  may  develop.  Welden  v.  Texas 
Continental  Meat  Co.  66  Tex.  487. 

So,  pleas  In  an  action  of  assumpsit  of  the 
general  Issue,  payment  and  release,  want  of 
consideration,  denial  of  Interest  In  the  Instru- 
ment sued  on  In  the  plaintiff,  and  set-off  may  be 
pleaded  together,  under  Mlsa  Code  1802,  |  OitS, 
and  should  not  be  stricken  out  as  Inconsistent 
and  contradictory.  Lay  v.  Fllmore,  76  Miss. 
403,  23  So.  184. 

And  a  defendant  who  has  stated  In  his  an- 
swer all  the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  a  de- 
fense of  want  of  consideration  or  for  a  recoup- 
ment of  damages  need  not  state  which  defense 
he  will  Insist  upon,  and  If  he  does  so  state,  he  is 
not  precluded  from  Insisting  upon  any  defense 
which  the  facts  alleged  would  justify.  Springer 
v.  Dwyer,  60  N.  Y.  10. 

And  a  counterclaim,  the  object  of  which  is  to 
obtain  damages  for  breach  of  contract  should 
it  be  held  that  It  was  binding  and  that  there  was 
no  fraud,  Is  not  inconsistent  with,  and  may  be 
joined  in  the  same  answer  with,  a  defense  or 
counterclaim  to  avoid  the  contract  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.  South  Milwaukee  Boulevard 
Heights  Co.  V.  Harte,  05  Wla  602,  70  N.  W.  821. 

But  while  Inconsistent  defenses  are  allowed  to 
be  pleaded  under  the  New  Tork  Code,  the  courts 
will  not  go  so  far  as  to  permit  a  dbfendaut  to 
plead,  first,  that  he  never  executed  the  luscru- 
ment  sued  upon,  and,  second,  that  he  did  exe- 
cute It  but  by  means  of  fraud ;  as  no  one  could 
safely  swear  to  such  a  plea.  Mclntlre  v.  Wle- 
gand, 24  Abb.  N.  C.  312,  10  N.  T.  Supp.  8. 

And  a  plea  of  want  of  consideration  for  the 
contract  sued  on  Is  Inconsistent  with  an  adrola- 
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It  would  seem  thai  comment  on  this  case 
was  unnecessary.  One  is  the  pleading  of  a 
legal  defense,  and  the  other  a  defense  on  the 
merits;  and  the  court  in  that  case  specially 
says  that  the  defenses  are  not  inconsistent. 
It  may  profitably  be  noted  here  that  a 
great  majority  of  the  cases  which  have  an- 
nounced the  doctrine  that  inconsistent  de- 
fenses may  be  pleaded  cite,  in  support  of  the 
announcement,  Hollenheck  v.  CloWy  9  How. 
Pr.  289,  which  announces  the  rule  that,  in 
pleading  defenses  under  the  Code,  the  de- 
fendant shall  not  be  required  to  elect  be- 
tween a  denial  of  the  material  allegations 
in  the  complaint  and  new  matter  constitut- 
ing a  defense;  that  is,  that  the  defendant 
should  never  be  required  to  admit  allega- 
tions in  the  complaint,  which  he  might 
otherwise  be  able  to  deny,  as  the  condition 
upon  which  he  is  permitted  to  set  up  affirma. 


tive  matters  of  defense.  This  was  an  actioi^ 
for  slander,  where  the  charge,  as  stated  i& 
the  complaint,  was  that  the  defendant 
stated  that  plaintiff  had  stolen  the  defend- 
ant's hay.  There  was  a  general  denial  by 
the  defendant,  and  then  the  answer  pro- 
ceeded as  follows:  "And  the  said  defend- 
ant, further  answering,  says  that  all  the^ 
words  which  were  spoken  or  uttered  by  the 
defendant  of,  to,  or  concerning  the  said 
plaintiff,  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint^ 
charging  him,  said  plaintiff,  with  stealing 
or  taking  bay,  or  that  the  plaintiff  had 
stolen  the  defendant's  hay,  were  spok^i  and 
uttered  by  the  defendant  in  reference  to  a 
quantity  of  hay  which  the  defendant  had 
cut  and  stacked  in  the  summer  of  1853,  and. 
to  which  hay  the  plaintiff  claimed  title,  and 
which  hay  the  plaintiff,  under  such  claim 
of  title,  in  the  daytime,  took  and  removed- 


may  plead  nil  debit  to  the  count  of  the  declara 
tion  on  which  issue  Is  joined,  and  the  stacate 
of  limitations  to  the  same  count,  wllbont  nn 
dering  the  pleading  objectionable  for  incon- 
sistency. Bank  of  United  States  v.  Donnully. 
8  Pet.  861.  8  L.  ed.  074. 

And  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  HmitatloDs,  and 
another  that  the  judgment  sued  on  was  ren- 
dered without  process  conferring  jurisdiction, 
and  was  void,  are  not  Inconsistent  as  the  plea 
of  the  statute  of  limitations  to  avoid  the  cause 
of  action  need  not  in  fact  eoniess  it.  Merten 
V.  San  Angelo  Nat.  Bank,  5  Okia.  685,  49  Pac. 
018. 

And  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  to  all 
the  causes  of  action  alleged  in  the  complaint  is 
not  inconsistent  with  another  plea  averring  that 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  a  full  and  com- 
plete accounting,  and  that  the  defendant  made 
and  delivered,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted,  a 
wagon  in  full  settlement  and  satisfaction  of  the 
amount  found  due  on  the  accounting,  bo  as  to 
require  an  election  upon  the  counta  Conway 
V.  Wharton,  18  liinn.  158,  Oil.  145. 

And  a  plea  in  an  answer  in  an  action  brought 
by  an  administrator  as  such,  denying,  any  right 
In  the  plaintiff  In  his  capacity  as  administrator 
to  tbe  subject  of  controversy,  Is  not  inconsistent 
with  another  plea  alleging  the  release  of  the 
defendant  from  liability  on  the  Instrument  In 
suit,  by  failure  of  its  consideration,  as  t>oth 
averments  may  be  true.  Noonan  v.  Bradley,  9 
Wall.  394.  19  L.  ed.  757. 

An  answer  by  way  of  confession  and  avoid- 
ance of  the  matter  alleged  in  a  complaint,  how- 
ever, is  inconsistent  with  a  specific  denial  there- 
of, but  may  properly  be  pleaded  with  a  special 
or  quallfled  denial.  McDonald  v.  American 
Mortg.  Co.  17  Or.  626,  21  Pac.  883. 

All  that  is  contemplated  by  Iowa  Code,  |  2710, 
Is  that  defensea  cannot  be  objected  to  simply 
because  they  are  inconsistent  with  each  other. 
It  does  not  apply  to  a  case  in  which  the  asser- 
tion  of  one  of  the  rights  pleaded  destroys  the 
other.  Crawford  v.  Nolan,  70  Iowa,  97,  30  N. 
W.  32. 

And  while  different  defenses  may  be  pleaded 
in  the  same  answer  under  the  Code,  contradic- 
tory or  inconsistent  pleas  cannot,  and  the  de- 
fendant cannot  deny  and  confess  a  fact  In  the 
same  pleading,— especially  where  the  pleading  is 
verified  and  the  fact  both  denied  and  confessed 
is  a  matter  within  his  own  personal  knowledge. 
Ormsby  v.  Douglass,  2  Abb.  Pr.  407. 

And  a  plea  of  tender  admits  the  indebtedness 
for  which  the  tender  was  made,  and  a  general 
denial  and  tender  are  inconsistent  defenses 
48  L.  R.  A. 


which  cannot  be  pleaded  to  the  same  cause  ot 
action.  Livingston  v.  Harrison,  2  B.  D.  Smith*. 
197. 

So,  a  plea  of  usnry  Involves  a  denial  that  any- 
thing Is  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,, 
and  a  plea  of  tender  Implies  that  there  Is  ao. 
indebtedness  to  the  amount  tendered,  and  tha- 
two  are  inconsistent  and  cannot  stand  together. 
Breunich  v.  Weselman,  100  N.  Y.  609,  2  N.  B. 
885. 

This  test  has  been  based  upon  the  theory  that 
under  the  Code  system  pleadings  are  required  t» 
be  verified  by  oath,  and  that  If  the  inconsist- 
ency were  one  of  fact  the  verification  of  the  ono- 
defense  would  be  a  falsification  of  the  other* 
and  therefore  a  forgery. 

Thus,  the  right  of  the  defendant  nnder  tho- 
Code  to  plead  any  number  of  defenses  in  tho 
same  answer  is  limited  only  by  the  necessity  of 
their  being  verified  by  oath,  and  all  may  bo 
joined  therefore  which  can  be  verified  by  oath 
without  swearing  falsely.  Pavey  v.  Pavey,  80- 
Ohio  St  600;  Cltisens*  Bank  v.  Closson,  29 
Ohio  St.  78 :  Cats  v.  Hutchinson,  58  Neb.  282, 
78  N.  W.  500. 

The  defendant  may  plead  as  many  defensea 
as  he  may  have,  if,  when  the  answer  Is  sworn 
to.  it  is  not  contradictory.  Bornham  v.  Call* 
2  Utah,  433. 

But  if  a  fact  which  Is  directly  averred  in  ono^ 
part  of  a  verified  answer  is  in  another  part  di- 
rectly denied,  the  party  verifying  is  guilty  of 
perjury,  and  on  the  trial  the  avennent  which 
bears  most  strongly  against  him  will  be  taken- 
to  be  true.     Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671. 

Where  two  alleged  grounds  of  defense  plainly 
contradict  each  other,  they  are  not  susceptible 
of  verification  because  it  is  impossible  for  both 
to  be  true,  and  the  verification  of  one  would  be 
the  falsification  of  the  other ;  and  in  such  case 
the  answer,  though  sworn  to,  will  be  regarded 
as  not  verified  within  the  provisions  of  the  Ohio- 
Code,  requiring  pleadings  to  be  verified  by  oath* 
and  should,  on  motion,  be  stricken  from  the  files, 
or  the  defendant  be  put  to  his  election.  Citi- 
zens' Bank  v.  CIoss<m,  29  Ohio  St.  78. 

Ho,  under  the  Nebraska  Code,  authorising  ths 
defendant  to  set  op  as  many  defenses  as  he  may 
have,  they  must  be  consistent  In  fact,  and* 
as  they  must  i>e  sworn  to  the  d^endant  must  tie- 
lieve  them  to  be  true.  School  Dist  No.  27  t. 
Holmes.  16  Neb.  486.  20  N.  W.  721. 

What  were  consistent  or  inconsistent  plea» 
under  the  old  practice,  where  the  plead- 
ings were  not  required  to  be  verified,  is  a  very 
different  question  from  what  are  consistent  or^ 
inconsistent  answers  under  the  present  Mlssoort* 
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upon  lands  adjoining  to  and  in  sight  of 
where  it  had  been  left  by  the  defendant, 
whieh  trespass  or  transaction,  and  not  the 
crime  of  larceny,  was  all  that  the  defend- 
ant intended  by  the  speaking  of  said  words, 
and  was  so  understood  by  and  explained  to 
all  who  heard  the  defendant  utter  the 
words."  We  have  set  this  answer  out  at 
length  because  it  conclusively  shows  that 
the  defenses  pleaded  in  this  case  were  not 
inconsistent,  but  that  tlie  averment,  after 
the  general  denial,  was  simply  a  pleading 
of  the  facts,  the  legal  effect  of  which  would 
be  to  sustain  the  general  denial,  and  would 
in  no  sense  be  an  untrue  averment,  conced- 
ing the  truth  of  the  general  denial;  and  it 
will  be  seen  that  they  are  in  no  sense  incon- 
sistent, although  the  court,  in  announcing 
its  decision,  si^aks  of  them  as  inconsistent 
defenses.    But  the  cases  cited  and  reviewed 


by  that  court  conclusively  show  that»  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  the  defenses  were  not/ 
actually  inconsistent,  and  certainly  did  not 
attempt  to  lay  down  the  rule  that  inconsist- 
ent defenses  could  be  pleaded  to  the  extent 
of  pleading  untruthful  defenses ;  for,  in  com- 
menting on  the  case  of  Arnold  v.  Dimon,  4 
Sandf.  680,  cited  by  Justice  Crippen  in  Roe 
V.  Rodgers,  8  How.  Pr.  356,  where  the  action 
wai  against  a  carrier  for  the  loss  of  goods, 
and  defendant  denied  that  he  was  the  owner 
of  the  vessel  upon  which  the  goods  were 
shipped,  and  then  averred  that  the  goods 
had  in  fact  been  delivered  to  the  plaintiff, 
the  court  said :  "It  is  quite  possible,  to  say 
the  least,  that  both  these  defenses  might 
have  been  true.  Tliey  were  therefore  not 
wholly  inconsistent,  and  should  have  been 
allowed  to  stand."  So  that  it  will  be  seen 
that  this  case  is  no  basis  at  all  for  the  an- 


practice,  where  the  pleadings  are  required  to  be 
•worn  to.  Atteberry  v.  Powell,  20  Mo.  429,  77 
Am.  Dec.  670,  dictum. 

VThere  new  matter  directly  alleged  woald  be 
Ineonsistent  with  an  absolate  traverse,  so  that 
twth  could  not  be  verified,  and  the  pleader  de- 
sires to  avail  himself  of  both  defenses  so  as 
to  put  the  opposing  party  to  the  proof  of  his 
plea,  and  at  the  same  time  save  to  himself  an 
ai&rmative  defense,  it  Is  essential  that  the  al- 
legations of  new  matter  should  be  qualified,  or 
else  that  they  should  be  superseded  by  a  quali- 
fied traverse;  but  this  applies  only  where  the 
defenses  are  really,  and  not  merely  apparently. 
Inconsistent.  Teasey  v.  Humphreys,  27  Or.  615, 
41  Pac  a  See  also  Mclntire  v.  Wlegand,  24 
Abb    N.  C.  812,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  3. 

But  while  all  pleadings  are  not  required  to  be 
▼eriiled  under  all  the  Codes,  the  rule  would  seem 
to  be  universal,  applying  alike  to  verified  and 
unverified  pleadings. 

Thus,  the  statutory  provision  that  a  defend- 
ant may  set  forth  by  answer  as  many  defenses 
and  counterclaims  as  he  may  have,  applies  alilce 
to  all  answers,  verified  and  unverified.  Bell  v. 
Brown,  22  Cai.  671. 

There  Is  no  distinction.  In  respect  to  the  ef- 
fect of  Inconsistency  between  defeDses,  between 
pleadings  verified  and  pleadings  unverified. 
Bnhne  v.  Corbett,  48  Cal.  264. 

c.  AppUeatian  of  the  rule  to  pariieular  aetione. 

While  the  above  test  as  to  inconsistency 
which  will  prevent  the  union  of  defenses  has 
not  always  been  expressly  applied  in  all  par- 
ticular classes  of  actions  In  which  inconsist- 
encies have  been  alleged,  and  the  distinction  be- 
tween Inconsistency  In  fact  and  Inconsistency  in 
law  has  not  always  been  expressly  adverted  to, 
It'  Is  thought  that  that  test  wlU  nearly,  if  not 
^lulte,  reconcile  the  apparent  differences  between 
the  cases  set  forth  in  the  following  subdivisions 
with  reference  to  particular  actions,  and  that 
that  distinction  will  be  found  running  through 
nearly  If  not  all  of  them. 

1.  AetUme  pertaininQ  to  oontraete  oenerallp. 

A  defendant  In  an  action  on  contract,  who 
does  not  claim  any  right  as  against  the  plaintiff 
under  the  contract  sued  on,  may  set  up  both  Its 
Illegality  and  its  performance  without  incon- 
sistency, though  It  would  be  otherwise  if  the 
establishment  of  the  contract  were  an  essential 
clement  of  the  defense.  Lee  v.  Dodd,  20  Mo. 
App.  271. 
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And  a  denial  under  oath  that  the  defendant 
executed  the  written  contract  sued  on,  and  an 
allegation  that  the  other  contracting  party  did 
not  build  the  railroad  as  therein  specified,  are 
not  BO  inconsistent  that  they  cannot  stand  to- 
gether.    Cox  V.  Bishop,  65  Mo.  App.  135. 

And  a  plea  by  a  defendant  that  he  did  not 
undertake,  agree,  or  covenant  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  and  also  that  he  does  not  owe  the 
plaintiff  anything  on  the  deed  or  covenants  or 
on  account  of  any  matters  or  things  whatever 
alleged  In  the  complaint,  are  separate  pleas 
making  a  separate  and  distinct  defense,  which 
are  not  waived  by  anything  set  up  or  conceded 
by  the  legal  effect  of  the  pleading  or  in  any 
other  separate  or  distinct  plea.  Shelby  County 
V.  Bickford,  102  Tenn.  805,  52  S.  W.  772. 

And  a  defendant  Is  not  estopped  by  pleading 
his  rights  under  a  contract  from  claiming  the 
advantage  of  any  change  In  the  contract  which 
legitimate  proof  may  develop.  Welden  v.  Texas 
Continental  Meat  Co.  65  Tex.  487. 

So,  pleas  In  an  action  of  assumpsit  of  the 
general  Issue,  payment  and  release,  want  of 
consideration,  denial  of  interest  In  the  Instru- 
ment sued  on  in  the  plaintiff,  and  set-off  may  be 
pleaded  together,  under  Misa  Code  1892,  |  083, 
and  should  not  be  stricken  out  as  inconsistent 
and  contradictory.  Lay  v.  Filmore,  75  Miss. 
493,  23  So.  184. 

And  a  defendant  who  has  stated  In  his  an- 
swer all  the  facts  necessary  to  constitute  a  de- 
fense of  want  of  consideration  or  for  a  recoup- 
ment of  damages  need  not  state  which  defense 
he  will  Insist  upon,  and  if  he  does  so  state,  he  is 
not  precluded  from  Insisting  upon  any  defense 
whicb  the  facts  alleged  would  Justify.  Springer 
v.  Dwyer,  60  N.  Y.  10. 

And  a  counterclaim,  the  object  of  which  is  to 
obtain  damages  for  breach  of  contract  should 
it  be  held  that  It  was  binding  and  that  there  was 
no  fraud,  is  not  inconsistent  with,  and  may  be 
Joined  In  the  same  answer  with,  a  defense  or 
counterclaim  to  avoid  the  contract  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.  South  Milwaukee  Boulevard 
Heights  Co.  V.  Harte,  05  Wia  602,  70  N.  W.  821. 

But  while  Inconsistent  defenses  are  allowed  to 
be  pleaded  under  the  New  York  Code,  the  courts 
will  not  go  so  far  as  to  permit  a  defendant  to 
plead,  first,  that  he  never  executed  the  luscru- 
ment  sued  upon,  and,  second,  that  he  did  exe- 
cute It  but  by  means  of  fraud ;  as  no  one  could 
safely  swear  to  such  a  plea.  Mclntire  v.  Wle- 
gand, 24  Abb.  N.  C.  312,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  8. 

And  a  plea  of  want  of  consideration  for  the 
contract  sued  on  Is  Inconsistent  with  an  adml»- 
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nouncement  of  the  rule  that  defenseB  which 
are  utterly  inconsistent  may  be  pleaded. 
Butler  V.  Wentworth,  9  How.  Pr.  282,  was 
also  a  case  of  slander,  where  the  defendant 
answered,  saying:  "I  have  no  recollection 
or  belief  of  having  so  accused  you;  but,  sec- 
ondly, if  I  did,  the  charge  was  true."  As  a 
matter  of  course,  if  the  defendant  had  no 
recollection  of  having  used  the  slanderous 
words,  he  had  a  right  to-  put  the  plaintiff  up- 
on his  proof  upon  that  question.  He  might 
not  have  known  as  a  matter  of  fact  whether 
he  did  use  th^n  or  not.  He  may  have  used 
them,  and  forgotten  them.  And  if  it  should 
eventuate  in  the  trial  that  he  did  use  them, 
then  certainly  he  should  not  be  deprived  of 
his  defenses  of  the  truth  of  the  words  ut- 
tered. It  cannot  be  said  that,  in  any  sense, 
these  defenses  are  inconsistent.  Vail  ▼. 
Jones,  31   Ind.  467,  announces  the  doctrine 


that  under  the  Code,  the  defendant  may  let 
forth  in  his  answer  as  many  grounds  of  de- 
fense as  he  may  have,  without  regard  to  the 
location  of  the  subject-matter,  which  waa 
simply  the  language  of  the  statute;  but  the 
case  itself  decides  nothing  that  tends  to  sus- 
tain the  doctrine  claimed  by  the  appellant. 
Weeton  v.  Lumley,  33  Ind.  486,  was  a  slan- 
der case,  and  the  court  there  simply  reiter- 
ated the  doctrine  announced  in  the  other 
cases  of  that  kind  which  we  have  reviewed, 
although  what  was  said  by  the  court,  even 
in  this  case,  was  simply  dictum,  for  it  de- 
cided that  the  question  could  not  be  raised 
upon  demurrer  as  it  was  attempted  to  be 
raised  there.  The  case  of  Moore  v.  WillO' 
mette  Transp,  d  Locks  Co.  7  Or.  355,  was 
where  the  answer  alleged  that  the  defendant 
was  the  ovmer  of  the  entire  estate,  and  also 
pleaded  that  he  was  the  owner  of  one  un- 


Blon  In  an  affirmative  defense  that  there  was  a 
consideration ;  and  in  such  case  the  plaintiff  Is 
not  required  to  prove  the  matter  denied.  Allen 
V.  Olympla  Light  ft  P.  Co.  18  Wash.  807,  43 
Pac.  55. 

So,  a  defense  in  an  action  npon  contract  that 
the  contract  had  been  revoked  and  another  de- 
fense that  it  hod  been  modified,  are  inconsis- 
tent, as  It  could  not  be  revoked  and  at  the  same 
time  modified,  and  the  defendant  setting  It  up 
should  be  compelled  to  elect  upon  which  he  will 
sund.     Cook  v.  Finch.  19  Minn.  407,  Gil.  350. 

Ajid  a  defense  in  an  answer  consisting  of  a 
denial  of  the  making  of  the  contract  set  forth 
in  the  complaint,  and  another  consisUng  of  an 
allegation  that  the  defendants  were  Induced  to 
make  the  contract  by  the  false  and  fraudulent 
representations  of  the  plaintiffs,  is  Inconsistent, 
and  the  general  denial  should  be  stricken  out. 
Marx  V.  Gross,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  719,  26  Jones  k 
8.  221. 

And  an  answer  In  an  action  on  a  bond  plead- 
ing, by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance,  matters 
which  the  defendant  claimed  operated  to  release 
him  from  his  liability  as  surety  for  the  pur- 
chases alleged,  thus  in  effect  admitting  the  pur- 
chase, and  a  later  plea  of  general  performance, 
thus  In  effect  traversing  or  denying  them,  is  bad 
for  repugnancy,  and  Is  subject  to  demurrer,  or 
one  of  the  pleas  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion. 
Wright  V.  Card.  16  R.  1.  719,  19  Atl.  709. 

And  a  special  plea  in  an  action  on  a  bond, 
averring  that  the  pleader  and  another  were 
sureties  for  the  principal,  and  that  the  principal 
failed  to  discharge  the  duties  prescribed  in  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
knowledge  of  such  failure  and  did  not  notify  the 
sureties  thereof,  but  wilfully  concealed  such 
matters,  thereby  releasing  him.  Is  Inconsistent 
with  a  plea  of  non  est  factum.  Accident  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Baker,  34  W.  Va.  668,  12  S.  B.  834. 

But  a  denial  by  a  defendant  that  he  executed 
the  order  sued  on,  and  an  admission  that  he 
signed  his  name  to  a  paper,  but  alleging  that 
if  his  signature  was  attached  to  the  order  sued 
on  the  same  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  misrep- 
resentation, are  not  wholly  inconsistent  with 
each  other  so  as  to  warrant  requiring  the  defend- 
ant to  elect  as  to  which  defense  he  will  rely  on. 
Bird  ft  M.  Map  Co.  v.  Jones,  27  Kan.  177. 

And  a  plea  in  an  action  on  a  bond  by  sureties 
sued  thereon  of  a  settlement  of  ail  matters  in 
difference  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  princi- 
pal, and  that  the  principal  then  gave  his  checks 
In  full  settlement  and  satisfaction  of  any  and 
ail  liabilities  and  matters  of  difference  between 
48  L.  K.  A. 


him  and  the  plaintiff.  Is  nx>t  inconsistent  with  a 
plea  of  ft  on  eat  factum.  Accident  Ina  Co.  T. 
Baker.  84  W.  Va.  668.  12  8.  B.  834. 

An4l  a  plea  in  an  action  on  a  bond  that  the 
plaintiff  received  and  accepted  from  the  prin- 
cipal therein  two  negotiable  notes  in  full  set- 
tlement and  satisfaction  of  the  breaches  of  the 
conditions  of  the  alleged  bond.  Is  not  necessarily 
Inconsistent  with  a  plea  of  non  eet  factum.  /Md. 

So,  a  plea  In  an  action  brought  to  recover  the 
amount  of  several  bonds,  that  the  defendant  did 
not  owe  the  money  demanded  or  any  part  there- 
of in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  al- 
leged, is  not  Inconsistent  with  a  second  plea  In 
the  same  answer  that  the  supposed  writings 
were  not,  nor  were  any  of  them,  the  deed  of  the 
defendant.  Grand  Chute  v.  Winegar,  15  Wall. 
355,  21  L.  ed.  170. 

And  a  denial  of  all  the  material  allegations 
In  a  complaint  In  an  action  upon  a  bond,  and 
an  allegation  that  If  the  bond  was  executed  as 
alleged  It  would  for  causes  stated  be  Inoperative, 
and  that  If  the  bond  existed  It  should  be  treated 
as  a  mortgage,  may  be  united  in  the  same  an- 
swer.    Reed  v.  Heed,  93  N.  C.  462. 

And  a  denial  in  an  action  on  a  constable's 
official  bond  for  wrongfully  selling  under  execu- 
tion, that  the  property  levied  upon  was  exempt, 
and  an  assertion  that  It  was  seized  and  sold  on 
purchase-money  judgments,  and  a  plea  of  the 
general  Issue,  are  not  Inconsistent.  State  use  of 
Cooley  V.  Samuels,  28  Mo.  App.  649  . 

So,  an  answer  alleging  want  of  knowledge  or 
Information  sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the 
execution  of  a  guaranty  or  acceptance  of  any 
benefit  under  It  in  an  action  in  which  the  de- 
fendants may  not  haveknownanythlngof  it,  and 
an  affirmative  defense  that  if  It  was  executed 
it  was  done  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy  to  de- 
fraud the  defendant,  are  not  inconsistent,  and 
may  be  included  in  the  same  answer.  Corbltt  t. 
Harrington.  14  Wash.  197.  44  Pac  182. 

In  the  above  case,  the  principal  case  was  dis- 
tinguished and  explained  upon  the  ground  that 
In  that  case  it  was  held,  in  substance,  that  a 
defendant  could  not  deny  a  fact  of  which  he 
must  have  knowledge,  in  one  part  of  an  answer, 
and  then  In  an  affirmative  defense  admit  the 
same  fact  and  still  claim  the  benefit  of  the  de- 
nial. 

For  action  on  official  bond  of  a  treasurer,  see 
Amador  County  v.  Butterfleld,  51  Cal.  626, 
supra,  VI.  b,  1. 

As  to  action  on  an  administrator's  bond,  see 
McNamara  v.  Jarvls,  2  La.  Ann.  091.  in/ra, 
VII.  b,  2. 
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divided  part  tliereof,  and  the  court  decided 
there  that  inconeistent  defenses  could  be 
pleaded,  but  that  these  defezLses  were  not 
inconsistent,  because  the  defendant  might  be 
mistaken  as  to  his  legal  title,  and  if  he  was 
he  had  the  right  to  rely  upon  the  title  not 
being  in  the  plaintiff.  Barr  v.  Hack,  46 
Iowa,  308^  was  a  slander  case,  and  the  doc- 
trine there  announced  was  simply  that  which 
we  have  noticed  in  the  decisions  above. 

We  are  at  a  loss  to  know  why  Wright  v. 
Bacheller,  16  Kan.  259,  was  cited  to  sustain 
this  doctrine,  for  there  it  was  expressly  said 
by  the  court  that  inconsistent  pleas  should 
not  be  encouraged;  and  while  the  case  did 
not  come  up  on  instructions  to  the  jury,  the 
court  below  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to 
reply  to  an  inconsistent  averment  in  defend- 
ant's answer,  and  the  supreme  court  held 
that  such  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  lower 


court  to  allow  this  averment  to  be  nut  in  is^ 
sue  by  a  renly  .was  error,  the  defendant 
there  having  aenied  that  she  voluntarily  or 
involuntarily  executed  a  mortgage,  and  aft- 
erwards averring  that,  if  she  executed  the 
mortgage,  she  was  forced  by  her  husband  to 
execute  the  same  against  her  will.  And  the 
court  said:  "These  allegations  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  affirmative  allegations  of  the 
answer,  for  it  cannot  be  true  that  she  exe- 
cuted a  mortgage  under  duress  which  she 
never  executed.  The  setting  up  of  inconsist- 
ent defenses  like  these  should  never  be  en- 
couraged." The  court  expressly  says  that 
they  do  not  pass  upon  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  second  defense  stated  in  the  an- 
swer was  sufficient,  as  a  defense,  to  require 
a  reply  thereto ;  that  they  express  no  opinion 
upon  that  subject,  but  that,  assuming  it  to 
be  such  a  defense,  the  court  below  erred  in 


So.  under  New  Tork  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
f  507,  entitling  a  defendant  to  set  up  as  many 
defenses  as  be  has,  a  defendant  in  an  action 
upon  a  contract  for  services  may  set  up  that  the 
plaintiff  refused  longer  to  continue  in  the  em- 
ployment of  the  defendant  and  left  the  emploj- 
ment  without  being  discharged,  and  also  that 
the  defendant  had  sufficient  reason  for  discharg- 
In^  the  plaintiff,  although  the  defenses  may  be 
Inconsistent  with  each  other,  and  the  defendant 
would  be  entitled,  as  matter  of  right,  to  prove, 
not  only  that  the  employee  left  its  services,  but 
also  that  he  had  not  performed  the  conditions 
ot  bis  contract,  and  that  therefore  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  discharge  him.  Conklin  v. 
Woodbury  Dermatologlcal  Inst.  87  App.  Dlv. 
610,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  258. 

And  while  a  plea  of  tender  in  an  action  for 
services  rendered  would  be  an  Implied  admis- 
sion of  the  employment  under  the  old  practice, 
under  the  Code,  allowing  a  defendant  to  plead 
as  many  defenses  as  he  may  have,  and  requir- 
ing that  a  pleading  shall  be  liberally  construed 
with  a  view  to  substantial  justice,  an  answer 
denying  any  employment,  and  also  alleging  that 
the  services  rendered  were  worth  a  sum  much 
less  than  the  amount  paid,  and  a  tender  of  the 
amount  thus  alleged,  are  not  so  absolutely  re- 
pugnant as  to  make  the  tender  of  a  smaller  sum 
an  admission  that  any  sum  Is  legally  due. 
Clarke  v.  Lyon  County,  7  Nev.  75. 

So,  a  denial  of  the  value  of  legal  services  sued 
for  is  not  Inconsistent  with  a  special  plea  of 
payment.  Collins  v.  Fenley,  21  Ky.  L.  Rep.  958, 
53  8.  W.  667. 

And  an  answer  In  an  action  on  an  account 
for  servlcea  which  contains  a  general  denial  of 
tbe  essential  facts  of  the  petition,  and  avers 
that  the  diarges  In  the  itemized  account  are  un- 
reasonable and  unjust,  does  not  present  Incon- 
sistent defenses.  Cats  v.  Hutchinson,  58  Neb. 
232,  78  N.  W.  600. 

And  a  plea  that  the  defendants  had  paid  the 
plaintiffs  in  full  of  all  demands  in  an  action*  to 
recover  for  personal  services  alleged  to  have 
been  performed  at  defendants'  request,  bv  the 
plaintiff  as  an  attorney  at  law,  is  not  in-  '«• 
sistent  with  a  general  denial  contained  In 
same  answer,  under  the  Minnesota  system  ot 
pleading.  Steenerson  v.  Waterbury,  52  Minn. 
211,  53  N.  W.  1140. 

Nor  Is  an  answer  In  an  action  for  labor  and 
services,  denying  that  the  defendant  ever  em- 
ployed the  plain tiffa  necessarily  inconsistent 
with  another  defense  in  the  same  answer,  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  guilty  of  gross  negligence  In 
tbe  management  of  the  business,  as  both  may 
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have  been  true ;  but  U  the  defendant  had  denied 
the  rendition  of  the  servlcea  and  then  alleged 
that  they  were  negligently  and  unsklllfully  per- 
formed, the  case  would  have  been  different.  Mc- 
Donald V.  American  Mortg.  Co.  17  Or.  626,  21 
Pac.  883. 

But  the  allegations  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
for  services  rendered  in  performing  a  surgical 
operation  upon  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  deny- 
ing the  rendition  of  the  servicea  and  alleging 
that  the  plaintiff  undertook  to  treat  the  defend- 
ant's wife  and  performed  an  operation  upon  her, 
but  that  the  operation  was  so  unskilfully  per- 
formed and  badly  managed  that  she  died  by  rea- 
son thereof,  and  that  they  were  worthless,  detri- 
mental, and  Injurious  to  the  patient,  are  Incon- 
sistent within  the  meaning  of  Ky.  Civ.  Code, 
I  113,  sub.  4,  and  the  defendcmt  should  be  re- 
quired to  elect  on  which  defense  he  would  rely. 
Black  V.  Holloway,  10  Ky.  L.  Bep.  694,  41  S. 
W.  676. 

And  a  denial  in  a  reply  to  an  answer  alleging 
that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  take  his  pay  for 
work,  labor,  and  materials  In  certain  articles 
of  property  purchased  by  the  defendant  for  a 
sum  exceeding  the  demand  of  the  plaintiff  and 
delivered  as  directed  by  the  plaintiff,  because  It 
was  Incorrect  and  not  a  true  statement  of  the 
whole  transaction,  and  also  because  the  plain- 
tiff had  not  sufficient  knowledge  thereof  to  form 
a  belief,  is  Inconsistent,  and  must  be  construed 
as  a  denial  for  want  of  sufficient  knowledge  or 
Information  to  form  a  belief  only,  that  denial 
In  effect  superseding  the  other.  Lewis  v.  Ack- 
er, 11  How.  Pr.  163. 

As  to  actions  pertaining  to  contracts  for  serv- 
ices, see  also  Koll  v.  Bush,  6  Colo.  App.  294,  40 
Pao.  579 ;  Schmid  v.  Busch,  07  Cal.  187,  81  Pac. 
803,  infra,  VII.  b,  1. 

So,  an  answer  In  an  action  on  Insurance  pol- 
icies, which  alleges  a  failure  to  furnish  proofr 
of  loss,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  caused  the  prem- 
ises to  be  burned,  does  not  present  Inconsistent 
defenses.  Home  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Decker,  56  Neb. 
346,  75  N.  W.  841. 

And  If  the  plaintiff  In  an  action  on  a  fire-in- 
surance policy  falls  to  make  and  furnish  pre- 
liminary proofs  of  loss  In  the  manner  and  with- 
in the  time  required  by  the  policy,  such  failure 
constitutes  a  defense  to  the  action,  and  by  going 
to  trial  on  other  grounds  of  defense  set  up  in 
the  answer,  as  well  as  upon  grounds  of  want  o^ 
preliminary  proof,  the  defendant  does  not  waive 
Its  right  to  Insist  upon  the  want  of  such  proof 
as  a  defense,  there  being  no  Inconsistency  bo* 
13 
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not  allowing  a  reply  to  be  filed.  In  Brttoe 
V.  Burr^  67  N,  Y.  237,  it  was  held  that,  in 
an  action  for  breach  of  a  contract  of  sale, 
the  defendant  might  set  up  a  rescission  of  the 
contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  mistake, 
and  also  breach  of  warranty  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff.  It  is  manifest  that  these  de- 
fenses are  not  inconsistent,  and  that  they 
both  might  be  true,  and  both  or  either  would 
be  a  proper  defense  to  the  action;  for  the 
plaintiff  may  have  committed  a  fraud  in  pro- 
curing the  contract^  and  he  also  may  have 
been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  warranty  after 
the  contract  was  procured.  The  case  of 
Amador  County  v.  Butterfield,  51  Cal.  626, 
in  no  way  sustains  the  contention.  Citizens* 
Bank  v.  Closson,  29  Ohio  St.  78,  was  an  ac- 
tion by  the  bank  against  Closson  upon  a 
promissory  note  alleged  to  have  been  made 
by  him  to  R,  R.  Fenner  &  Co.  and  indorsed 


to  the  bank  before  due.  Closson  set  up  the 
following  defenses:  (1)  He  denied  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note;  (2)  he  alleged  that  it 
the  signature  to  the  note  was  his,  it  was  ob- 
tained by  a  fraudulent  and  cunningly  de- 
vised scheme  or  trick  without  his  knowledge,, 
setting  forth  the  fact  that  he  was  induced  by 
false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  Fen- 
ner &  Co.  to  sign  certain  papers,  represented 
to  be  mere  receipts  or  orders  relating  to  a 
proposed  agency  for  selling  a  patent  inven- 
tion, and  that  if  he  signed  the  note  his  signa- 
ture was  procured  by  making  him  believe 
that  he  was  signing  one  of  the  receipts  or 
orders,  that  it  was  obtained  without  consid- 
eration, and  that  the  bank  had  knowledge  of 
these  facts  when  it  purchased  the  note.  The 
supreme  court  very  properly  held,  and  could 
not  have  held  otherwise  under  any  system  of 
pleadings,  that  these  defenses  were  all  open 


tween  the  defenses.  Fanners'  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Frick, 
29  Ohio.  8t.  460. 

And  a  defense  In  an  action  upon  a  beneficiary 
certificate  of  Insurance  issued  by  an  association, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  suspended  for  non- 
payment of  an  assessment,  and  another  defense 
in  the  same  answer  'hat  be  had  been  suspended 
for  nonpayment  of  dues,  are  not  Inconsistent, 
where  the  two  suspensions  alleged  were  at  differ- 
ent times  and  for  different  causes,  as,  notwith- 
standing the  earlier,  the  defendant  may  have 
made  a  later  suspension.  Baclcdahl  ▼.  Grand 
Lodge  A.  O.  U.  W.  46  Minn.  61,  48  N.  W.  451. 

Nor  Is  a  defense  In  an  action  on  an  Insurance 
policy  that  the  policy  was  canceled  Inconsistent 
with  a  defense  based  on  violation  of  conditions 
in  the  policy.  H.  A.  Muckle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Rut- 
gers F.  Ins.  Co.  1  Minn.  DIst.  R.  3. 

So,  In  Grady  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  60 
Mo.  117,  the  court  suggested  that  It  was  not 
deemed  necessary  to  decide  that  the  plea  of  non 
est  factum  In  an  action  upon  an  Insurance  pol- 
icy, and  the  further  defense  that  the  policy  was 
Issued  upon  property  to  be  occupied  as  a 
boarding  house,  etc.,  were  Inconsistent  pleas. 

But  a  plea  by  Insurers  in  an  action  on  an  In- 
surance policy  of  nonpayment  of  a  premium  as 
a  bar  to  a  recovery  in  substance  denies  the  ex- 
istence of  the  contract,  and  Is  inconsistent  with 
a  plea  set  up  In  a  supplemental  answer  of  mis- 
representation and  concealment,  and  will  be 
deemed  to  have  been  waived  by  the  supplemental 
plea,  Michael  v.  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  of  Nashville, 
10  La.  Ann.  737. 

And  an  averment  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
upon  an  accident  Insurance  policy,  containing  a 
stipulation  that  the  insurance  should  not  extend 
or  cover  injuries  of  which  there  should  be  no  visi- 
ble mark,  expressly  admitting  that  on  the  day 
alleged  In  the  petition  the  deceased  accidentally 
cut,  lacerated,  and  wounded  one  of  his  fingers, 
is  repugnant  to  and  inconsistent  with  a  plea  in 
the  same  answer  that  there  were  no  visible 
marks  of  the  accident  on  the  body  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  the  plea  would  l>e  demurrable.  Ber- 
nays  v.  United  States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  45  Fed. 
Rep.  455. 

And  an  allegation  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
on  a  policy  of  Insurance  on  a  building  alleged  to 
have  been  destroyed  by  a  cyclone  or  hurricane, 
that  the  building  was  not  blown  down  by  the 
immediate  action  of  a  cyclone,  tornado,  or  hur- 
ricane, will  be  controlled  by  a  special  allegation 
tn  the  same  answer  that  the  building  was  de- 
stroyed as  a  result  of  a  collision  with  a  steam- 
boat, which,  by  reason  of  the  force  of  a  high 
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wind,  was  driven  against  the  building,  causing 
It  to  fall,  as  the  special  allegations  constitute 
a  confession  that  a  tornado,  cyclone,  or  hurri- 
cane caused  the  injury,  and  are  therf^fnre  Incon- 
sistent with  the  allegation  that  the  Ic. ..  was  not 
occasioned  by  a  tornado,  hurricane,  or  cyclone. 
Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hudnut  Co.  8  Ind.  App.  22^ 
35  N.  E.  897. 

For  another  action  against  an  Insurance  com- 
pany see  State,  Crow,  v.  Firemen's  Fund  Ins. 
Co.  162  Mo.  1,  45  L.  R.  A.  363,  52  S.  W.  59o, 
infra,  VII.  b,  2.  And  see  Moore  v.  Macon  Sav. 
Bank,  22  Mo.  App.  684,  infra,  VII.  b,  2,  as  to^ 
denial  of  the  Instrument  sued  on,  and  an  alle- 
gation of  ratification  of  an  alteration. 


2.     Actione  pertaining  to  MIto  and  notee^ 

A  general  denial  In  an  action  on  a  promis- 
sory note  and  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions separately  stated  are  not  inconsistent 
with  each  other.  I^wrence  v.  Peck,  3  S.  Dak. 
645.  54  N.  W.  808 ;  Scbuchman  v.  Heath,  38  Mo. 
App.  280. 

And  the  defendant  cannot  be  compelled  to 
elect  between  the  two  defenses.  Lawrence  v. 
Peck.  3  S.  Dak.  645,  54  N.  W.  808. 

Though  In  legal  theory  the  second  defense 
would  admit  the  execution  of  the  note.  Mc- 
Donald V.  Southern  California  R.  Co.  101  Cal. 
206.  35  Pac.  643.  640.  dictum. 

And  a  general  denial  In  an  action  on  an  in- 
strument for  the  payment  of  money  and  an  al- 
legation of  payment  are  not  Inconsistent.  Green. 
V.  Hughitt  School  Twp.  6  S.  Dak.  452.  59  N.  W. 
224.  But  see  infra.  School  Dist.  No.  27  v. 
Holmes,  16  Neb.  486,  20  N.  W.  721. 

And  a  defendant  in  an  action  on  a  note  should 
not  be  required  to  elect  between  a  plea  that  he 
did  not  make  the  note  and  one  that  there  waa 
no  consideration  for  the  note.  Pavey  v.  Pavey, 
30  Ohio  St.  600.  But  see  Brann  v.  Brann,  10^ 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1814,  44  S.  W.  424,  infra. 

So,  a  plea  of  payment  In  an  action  on  promis- 
sory notes  is  not  Inconsistent  with  another  plea 
in  the  same  answer,  denying  the  plaintlflTs  own- 
ership.    Cavitt  V.  Tharp,  30  Mo.  App.  131. 

And  where  there  is  no  express  admission  of  a 
note  In  an  answer,  but  only  an  Implied  admis- 
sion from  silence,  the  insertion  by  amendment 
of  an  omitted  denial  Is  not  necessarily  inconsist- 
ent.    Spencer  v.  Tooker,  12  Abb.  Pr.  353. 

And  an  admission  by  a  defendant  that  he- 
made  the  note  In  suit,  but  a  denial  that  It  was 
for  his  own  benefit,  and  an  asseitlon  that  It  wat- 
for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  are  not  iieoe»> 
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to  the  defendant.  They  are  not  in  any  sense 
inconsistent;  for,  even  though  the  note  was 
made  as  affirmed  in  the  second  defense,  it 
would  not  be  a  legal  execution  o^  the  note, 
and  consequently  does  not  contradict  the 
first  denial,  viz.,  the  denial  of  the  execution 
of  the  note.  The  case  of  Pavey  v.  Pavey,  30 
Ohio  St.  600,  is  exactly  the  sajne  kind  of  a 
case,  and  is  based  upon  the  decision  of  the 
ease  of  Citizens*  Bank  v.  Cloason,  29  Ohio  St. 
78,  and  the  court  says  that  it  cannot  be  dis- 
tinguished from  that  case.  These  are  all 
the  cases  that  are  cited  by  Mr.  Pomeroy  to 
sustain  the  text,  and  we  think  it  must  be 
conceded,  upon  an  investigation  of  them, 
that  they  absolutely  fail  to  do  so.  Many  of 
these  cases  are  cited  by  the  appellant  in  his 
reply  brief.  Many  othera,  however,  are  cited, 
and  an  investigation  of  those  cases  con- 
vinces us  that  they  are  as  far  from  sustain- 


ing the  doctrine  of  inconsistent  defenses  as 
those  cited  by  Mr.  Pomeroy,  which  we  hav* 
just  reviewed. 

Want  of  time  prevents  us  from  reviewing 
these  cases  in  detail,  but  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  them  convinces  us  that  they  go  no 
further  than  the  cases  above  reviewed,  with 
the  exception,  possibly,  of  Stehhins  v.  Lard' 
ner,  2  S.  Dak.  127,  48  N.  W.  847,  and  this 
case  is  based  upon  the  annouxM)ement  of  the 
text  above  referred  to  by  Mr.  Pomeroy,  and 
cites  the  cases  cited  by  that  author  to  sus- 
tain the  theory  announeed  by  the  court.  In 
none  of  the  cases  examined  has  it  been  held 
that  an  affirmative  allegation  by  the  defend- 
ant of  a  fact  which,  if  true«  would  neces^ 
sarily  compel  the  conclusion  that  some  other 
fact  which  had  been  pleaded  in  the  same  an- 
swer was  false,  can  be  sustained;  and  while 
much  loose  talk  has  been  indulged  in  by  the 


■arlly  inconsistent.  Ostrom  v.  BIzby,  9  How. 
Pr.  67. 

In  the  above  case,  Schneider  v.  Schults,  4 
Sandf.  0C4,  and  Roe  v.  Rogers,  8  How.  Pr.  866, 
infra,  VI.  c,  4,  were  distln^ished  upon  the 
ground  that  In  those  cases  the  pleas  were  not 
simply  Inconsistent,  but  one  or  the  other  of 
them  was  necessarily  false. 

So,  pleas  of  non  est  factum  and  a  denial  of 
tbe  assignment  to  plaintiff,  and  of  want  of  con- 
sideration and  payment  In  an  action  on  promls- 
•orj  notes,  are  not  inconsistent  so  as  to  war- 
rant the  court  In  requlrinis  the  defendant  to 
elect  between  them.  Patrick  v.  BoonvlUe  Gas- 
light Co.  17  Mo.  App.  465. 

Nor  is  a  count  In  an  answer  In  an  action  on 
a  promissory  note  alleging  usury,  and  another 
alleging  payment,  and  a  third  alleging  extension 
of  time  to  the  principal,  whereby  the  surety 
was  discharged,  as  all  of  them  might  in  fact 
have  existed  and  been  proved.  Shed  v.  Augus- 
tine, 14  Kan.  282. 

And  an  allegation  In  an  action  on  a  note  that 
the  defendant  is  Ignorant  whether  he  signed  the 
note  or  not,  but  does  not  believe  he  signed  it 
and  therefore  denies  it,  and  another  allegation 
that  if  he  did  sign  It  his  signature  was  obtained 
by  fraud  and  without  consideration,  are  not  so 
inconsistent  that  the  two  defenses  may  not  be 
raade  together  in  the  same  answer.  Citizens' 
Bank  v.  Ciosson,  20  Ohio  St.  78. 

So,  a  plea  of  want  of  consideration,  and  an- 
other that  the  note  sued  on  was  not  the  note 
of  the  alleged  maker  thereof,  constitute  distinct 
and  independent  defenses,  and  are  not  so  Incon- 
sistent as  to  preclude  their  being  interposed  to- 
gether In  the  same  suit.  Barnes  v.  Scott,  29 
Fla.  285,  11  So.  48 ;  Hummel  v.  Moore,  26  Fed. 
Rep.  380. 

And  allegations  of  an  agreement  by  the 
payee  to  cancel,  and  another  to  deliver  up,  the 
note,  are  not  subject  to  objection  for  Inconsist- 
ency under  the  Colorado  Code.  Hummel  v. 
Moore,  25  Fed.  Rep.  380. 

And  a  plea  of  failure  of  consideration,  and 
another  plea  of  compensation.  In  a  proceeding 
to  stay  process  upon  promissory  notea  are  not 
inconsistent  or  in  conflict  with  each  other.  Phil- 
lips V.  W.  T.  Adams  Mach.  Co.  62  La.  Ann.  442, 
27  So.  66. 

And  the  defendant  may  plead  payments  or 
partial  payment  and  partial  failure  of  considera- 
tion, or  any  other  fact,  to  show  that  he  is  no 
longer  liable  on  the  note.  School  Dist.  No.  27  v. 
Holmes,  10  Neb.  486,  20  N.  W.  721,  dictum. 

And  he  may  claim  that  the  note  Is  forged,  and 
also  that  he  has  paid  it,  and  also  that  it  Is 
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barred.  McDonald  v.  Southern  California  R. 
Co.  101  Cal.  206,  85  Pac.  643,  646,  dictum. 

And  when  an  answer  contains  a  special  de- 
fense by  one  of  the  defendants  In  an  action  upon 
a  promissory  note  alleging  that  the  defendant 
was  not  the  surety  of  the  principal  debtor  but 
Joined  in  the  execution  of  the  notes  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  plaintiff  to  enable  him  to 
raise  money  upon  them  as  collateral,  and  also 
alleging  that  if  he  were  liable  as  surety,  tho 
principal  maker  had  put  in  plaintiff's  hands  suf- 
ficient wheat  to  pay  them,  directing  that  the 
proceeds  be  applied  upon  the  original  note,  and 
that  they  did  not  so  apply  them,  though  such 
defenses  should  have  been  separately  pleaded, 
where  no  objection  was  taken  by  motion  to  re- 
quire them  to  be  separately  stated,  objection  to 
evidence  under  It  on  the  ground  that  it  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  defense 
is  properly  overruled.  Eppinger  v.  Kendrick, 
114  Cal.  620,  46  Pac.  613,  44  Pac.  234. 

But  a  verified  pleading  must  be  construed  so 
as  to  make  all  Its  parts,  if  possible,  harmonious 
with  each  other;  and  an  answer  by  defendant 
in  an  action  on  a  note  setting  up  two  defenses, 
the  first  denying  that  he  made  the  note  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  and  the  second  alleging 
that  the  note  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  being 
deposited  with  the  plaintiff  temporarily  untU 
the  happening  of  a  certain  event  which  had 
happened,  and  that  therefore  the  plaintiff  bad 
no  right  to  the  note,  must  be  construed  as  mean- 
ing that  in  his  view  of  the  law  the  matter  set 
forth  in  the  secord  plea  did  not  constitute  a 
consideration,  and  therefore  if  the  second  plea 
were  to  be  deemed  a  sufficient  consideration  the 
defense  would  fail,  if  It  were  not  sustained  by 
evidence  at  the  trial.  Ryle  v.  Harrington,  4 
Abb.  Pr.  421. 

And  a  general  denial  in  an  action  upon  a 
promissory  note,  and  a  special  defense  alleging 
that  the  note  was  executed  by  the  defendants  as 
sureties  only,  and  that  they  did  not  receive  any 
part  of  the  consideration,  are  Inconsistent,  and 
the  plaintiff  will  not  be  put  upon  proof  of  their 
allegations.  Lamberton  v.  Shannon,  13  Wash. 
404,  48  Pac.  336. 

So,  a  plea  of  no  consideration  In  an  action 
upon  a  promissory  note  is  Inconsistent  with  an 
admission  that  the  note  was  executed  In  part 
payment  for  a  lot  of  land,  though  it  is  claimed 
that  the  land  was  of  less  value  than  the  face 
of  the  note.  Ryan  v.  Mlddlesborough  Town- 
Lands  Co.  (Ky.)  62  S.  W.  33. 

And  a  denial  of  the  execution  and  delWery 
of  a  note,  and  an  affirmative  answer  sdnilttln# 
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courts  oonceming  the  pleading  of  inconsietr 
ent  defenses,  when  the  facts  inTolyed  in  the 
cases  are  scrutinized,  it  can  easily  be  ascer- 
tained that  the  courts  have  never  announced 
the  rule  establisiied  under  the  Code  plead- 
ing where  the  answer  has  to  be  verified  by 
oath,  that  the  pleader  will  be  allowed  to 
compel  the  plaintiff  to  enter  upon  the  in- 
vestigation of  a  state  of  facts  which,  if  ad- 
mitt^  to  be  true,  would  subject  the  defend- 
ant to  the  penalties  of  perjury.  There  are 
other  cases,  however,  that  have  decided  this 
question  as  we  are  deciding  it  now,  and  the 
courts  in  those  oases  have  spoken  with  no 
uncertain  sound.  It  is  not  difficult  to  tell 
what  they  have  decided.  They  base  their 
decisions  on  principle,  and  sustain  them  with 
practical  and  cogent  reasoning.  Chief 
among  these  cases  is  that  of  Derby  v.  Gallup, 
5  Minn.  119«  Gil.  85.  The  opinion  of  the 
judge  in  that  case,  says  Mr.  Pomeroy,  in  his 


notes,  "is  very  able  and  difficult  to  be  an- 
swered on  principle,"  thus  showing  that  the 
sympathy  of  that  learned  author  was  with 
this  line  of  decisions,  and  that  the  rule  he 
annoimced  was  based  upon  a  false  conception 
of  the  authorities  quoted.  In  conclusion, 
this  much,  at  least,  must  be  demanded: 
That,  however  diversified  the  answers  may 
be,  they  must  all  contain  the  essential  ele- 
ment of  truth,  and  if  the  admission  of  the 
truth  of  one  answer  necessarily  proves  the 
falsity  of  another,  they  cannot  be  allowed 
to  stand,  and  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  com- 
pelled to  sustain  tne  truth  of  an  allegation 
the  truthfulness  of  which  is  asserted  by  the 
defendant. 

The  judgment  vnll  he  affirmed, 

Hoyt,  Ch.  J.«   and  Sootty  Anders,   and 
Gordon,  JJ.,  concur. 


the  execution  of  the  Dote  and  a  mortgtige  given  to 
secure  it,  snd  alleging  that  they  were  made  and 
received  without  consideration  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  hindering,  delaying  and  deCranding  cred- 
itors, are  inconsistent,  and  the  admission  would 
render  proof  of  the  ezecation  and  delivery  of  the 
note  unnecessary.  Maxwell  v.  Bailee,  28  Or.  1, 
41  Pac.  661. 

And  where  the  defendant  pleads  non  eet  fae- 
tum,  the  only  Issue  which  the  court  can  try  Is 
whether  the  defendant  had  executed  the  note, 
and  the  defendant  will  not  be  i>ermitted  also  to 
allege  payment,  as  the  defenses  are  Inconsistent, 
and  the  defense  of  payment  will  be  stricken  out. 
Sheppard  v.  Starrett,  86  Mo.  867. 

So,  a  general  denial  In  the  answer  in  an  ac- 
tion on  an  instrument  for  the  payment  of  money 
is  inconsistent  with  a  plea  of  part  payment, 
fichool  Dlst.  No.  27  v.  Holmes,  16  Neb.  486,  20 
N.  W.  721.  But  see  Green  v.  Hughitt  School 
Twp.  5  S.  Dak.  452,  69  N.  W.  224,  »upra. 

And  a  plea  of  no  consideration  tor  a  promlsr 
sory  note  admits  the  execution  of  the  note  and 
puts  in  Issue  only  the  fact  thi^t  it  was  given  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  and  a  plea  of  non  est 
factum  denies  both  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  paper,  and  when  such  pleas  are  united  In 
the  same  answer  they  are  inconsistent,  within 
the  meaning  of  Ky.  Civ.  Code,  i  113,  subd.  4, 
and  the  defendant  should  be  required  to  elect 
up<a  which  defense  he  should  rely.  Brann  v. 
Brann,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1814.  44  S.  W.  424.  But 
see  Pavey  v.  Pavey,  80  Ohio  St.  600,  supra. 
See  also  Shannon  v.  Pearson,  10  Iowa,  588, 
Appx. ;  Robins  v.  Maidstone,  7  Jur.  694, 12  L.  J. 
<i.  B.  N.  S.  821,  4  Q.  B.  811.  Dav.  &  M.  80 ; 
Ryan  v.  MIddlesborough  Town-Lands  Co.  (Ky.) 
C2  S.  W.  33,  —  infra,  VII.  b,  1 ;  Naba  v.  Carlln, 
3  Mart.  N.  S.  378  ;  Ferguson  v.  Thomas,  3  Mart. 
N.  S.  75 ;  KImman  v.  Cannefax,  84  Mo.  147,  — , 
infra,  VII.  b^  2. 
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8.  Actions  pertoAning  to  sales. 


A  defense  in  an  action  on  an  account  for 
•goods  sold  that  the  balance  sued  for  was  the 
result  of  wagering  contracts  known  as  options 
and  futures,  and  another  that  the  plaintiff  as 
defendant's  agent  disobeyed  his  orders  and  di- 
rections, thus  causing  loss,  are  not  so  Inconslst- 
€Dt  as  to  warrant  requiring  the  defendant  to 
«Iect  between  them.  Orler  Commission  Co.  v. 
Dockstader,  47  Mo.  App.  42. 

And  an  answer  In  an  action  far  the  purchase 
price  of  fruit  treea  setting  up  two  defenses,  one 
that  the  trees  were  never  deli^rared,  snd  the 
d8L.R.A. 


other  that  the  order  was  obtained  by  fraudulent 
representations  that  the  trees  ordered  were 
raised  in  one  place,  whereas  they  were  raised 
in  another.  Is  not  subject  to  objection  for  In- 
consistency. Roblee  v.  Secrest,  28  Minn.  48,  8 
N.  W.  904. 

So,  a  defense  of  breach  of  warranty  In  an  ac- 
tion for  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price  of  a 
machine,  and  an  allegation  that  the  sale  was  by 
sample,  and  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  ma- 
chine delivered  was  to  be  equal  in  quality  and 
description  to  the  sample,  and  that  it  was  not 
<^ual  to  the  sample,  and  that  the  machine  pur- 
chased had  been  returned,  are  not  Inconsistent 
so  as  to  warrant  requiring  the  defendant  to 
elect  upon  which  he  will  rely.  Gammon  v.  Gan- 
fleld,  42  Minn.  868,  44  N.  W.  125. 

And  a  general  denial  in  an  action  to  avoid  a 
sale  of  negroes  on  account  of  defects  alleged  to 
have  been  warranted  against,  and  a  second  or 
amended  plea  averring  that  the  auctioneer  who 
sold  the  slaves  declared  at  the  time  that  they 
must  be  examined  by  the  physician  of  the  pui^ 
chaser,  but  that  the  purchaser  removed  them 
without  examination,  are  not  inconsistent,  and 
an  instruction  that  the  second  plea  was  a 
waiver  of  the  general  denial,  and  that  it  ad- 
mitted the  liability  of  the  defendant  to  refund 
the  price  of  the  slaves  for  the  defects  stated,  is 
properly  denied.  Andrews  v.  Hensler,  6  Wall. 
254,  18  L.  ed.  787. 

And  a  defense  in  an  action  for  the  purchase 
price  of  a  machine  based  upon  a  warranty,  and 
another  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  machine 
was  brought  for  a  specific  purpose  made  known 
at  the  time,  and  that  it  proved*  utterly  worthless 
for  that  purpose,  are  not  inconsistent.  Key- 
stone Implement  Co.  v.  Leonard,  40  Mo.  App. 
477. 

Nor  is  an  answer  In  an  action  for  the  pur- 
chase price  of  goods  sold  setting  up  a  breach  of 
warranty  as  to  quality,  and  also  that  the 'sale 
was  induced  by  fraudulent  representations, 
subject  to  objection  for  inconsistency,  as  both 
pleas  might  be  true.  Kelly  v.  Bernhelmer,  3 
Thomp.  &  C.  140. 

And  a  plea  of  a  parol  warranty  cl  the  good- 
ness of  a  note  taken  for  the  purchase  price  of 
goods  sold,  and  of  the  solvency  of  the  maker, 
in  an  answer  In  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the 
contract  of  sale  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
is  not  objectionable  as  Inconsistent  with  a  plea 
in  the  same  answer,  of  a  right  of  rescission 
founded  upon  fraud  or  mistake.  Bruce  v.  Burr, 
67  N.  y.  237. 

But  an  answer  la  sn  action  on  a  note  alleg- 
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Ing  la  one  paragraph  that  the  note  was  giyen 
In  part  payment  for  a  wheat  harvesting  and  bind- 
ing machine  purchased  by  the  defendant,  and 
that  there  was  a  breach  of  warranty  In  the  sale, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  become  the  owner 
or  holder  of  the  note  until  after  maturity,  and 
alleging  In  another  paragraph  that  If  the  plain- 
tiff became  such  owner  It  was  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  collecting  It,  Is  so  Inconsistent,  Indell- 
nlte,  and  Illogical  as  to  render  the  second  para- 
graph demurrable.  Second  Nat  Bank  t.  Hart, 
8  Ind.  App.  19,  86  N.  E.  802. 

And  a  party  cannot  deny  a  sale,  delivery,  and 
acceptance  under  the  Missouri  system  of  plead- 
ing, and  then  In  the  same  answer  adnrit  the  sale 
and  attempt  an  avoidance.  Darrett  v.  Donnelly, 
38  Mo.  494. 

So,  In  Hamilton  v.  Hough,  18  How.  Pr.  14, 
It  was  held  that  an  answer  to  a  complaint  for  a 
balance  due  for  goods  sold,  denying  that  the 
plaintiff  ever  sold  to  the  defendant  any  goods 
which  had  not  been  paid  for,  and  alleging  that 
If  the  plaintiff  ever  sold  any  goods  to  the  de- 
fendant they  were  sold  on  credit,  and  that  the 
term  of  credit  had  not  expired.  Is  bad ;  but  the 
decision  was  put  upon  the  ground  that  both 
the  allegations  were  unauthorised,  and  not  that 
they  were  Inconsistent. 


4.  AetUmt  p€ria4ming  to  negUgenee  and  for  oa- 
9ault, 


A  defense  fn  an  action  for  damages  for  death 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  negligence,  deny- 
ing negligence,  and  also  alleging  that  If  there 
was  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, the  deceased  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence.  Is  not  objectionable  as  setting  up 
inconsistent  pleas.  Pugh  v.  Oregon  Improv.  Co. 
14  Wash.  331,  44  Pac.  647,  689 ;  Mlllan  v.  South- 
em  R.  Co.  54  S.  C.  485,  32  S.  B.  539. 

And  denying  the  original  ezlstenoe  of  any 
liability  in  an  action  for  damages,  and  setting 
op  a  release  of  whatever  might  be  due  on  such 
claim,  are  not  Inconsistent  so  as  to  warrant 
striking  out  one  ot  the  defenses.  Kellogg  v. 
Baker,  15  Abb.  Pr.  286. 

So,  an  answer  In  an  action  by  an  administra- 
tor for  the  death  of  his  intestate,  alleging  that 
after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  the  defend- 
ant made  a  settlement  with  the  widow  of  the 
decedent  and  paid  to  her  a  certain  sum  In  full 
of  all  damages  on  account  of  the  death  of  her 
hnsband,  and  agreed  to  pay  In  addition  thereto 
the  costs,  and  alleging  payment  of  the  costs. 
Is  not  bad  as  setting  up  the  distinct  defenses  of 
a  compromise  and  settlement  and  a  payment  in 
release,  as  the  allegations  as  to  payment  merely 
show  the  completion  of  the  compromise.  Yelton 
T.  EvansvIJle  &  I.  R.  Co.  134  Ind.  414,  21  L.  R. 
A.  158,  83  N.  E.  629. 

But  sustaining  a  demurrer  In  an  action 
against  a  woman  for  negligently  keeping  a  dan- 
geroQS  dog  which  injured  the  plaintiff,  to  a  plea 
by  the  defendant  that  she  was  a  married  woman 
living  at  the  time  with  her  husband  In  conjugal 
relations,  which  at  common  law  was  a  good 
ground  of  abatement.  If  error,  is  cured  and  ren- 
dered harmless  where  she  also  Interposes  theplen 
of  the  general  issue,  under  which  she  Is  not 
only  entitled  to  make  the  defense  she  could  have 
made  under  the  plea  to  which  the  demurrer  was 
sustained,  but  she  actually  introduces  proot  and 
has  the  jury  pass  on  the  identical  question  she 
sought  to  present  by  the  special  plea.  Strouse  v. 
Lelpf,  101  Ala.  433,  23  L.  R.  A.  622,  14  So.  667. 

For  another  action  pertaining  to  negligence, 
see  Banta  v.  Siller,  121  Cal.  414,  53  Pac.  935, 
mfra,  VII.  b,  1. 

Bo,  one  may  justify  an  assault  under  the  Code 
48  K  K  A. 


as  committed  in  self-defense  or  In  defense  of 
his  possession  of  his  real  estate;  but  these 
are  distinct  defenses,  and  must  be  separately 
pleaded.  Johnson  v.  Gibson,  23  N.  Y.  Week. 
Dig.  433. 

And  defenses  in  an  action  for  an  unlawful 
battery,  cousistlng  of  a  general  dental  of  the  al- 
leged trespass  and  of  Justification  of  the  defend- 
ant's acts,  do  not  admit  that  the  acts  of  the 
defendant  were  unlawful,  and  are  not  therefore 
inconsistent,  either  at  common  law  or  under  the 
Missouri  statute.  Rhine  v.  Montgomery,  50 
Mo.  566. 

Under  some  of  the  earlier  New  York  cases,, 
decided  soon  after  the  Code  was  enacted,  how- 
ever,  the  rule  seems  to  have  been  different. 

Thus,  the  defendant  In  an  action  for  an  as- 
sault and  battery  cannot  first  deny  the  assault 
and  then  set  up  that  if  there  was  any  injury 
to  the  plaintiff  It  was  occasioned  by  an  assault 
which  he  previously  made  on  the  defendant,  an<i 
the  latter  allegation  will  be  stricken  out. 
Schneider  t.  Schultz,  4  Sandf.  664. 

And  a  general  denial  In  an  answer  to  a  com* 
plaint  In  an  action  for  assault  and  battery  anA 
false  Imprisonment,  and  a  further  defense  set- 
ting up  new  matter  In  justification  of  the  al- 
leged assault,  cannot  be  set  up  in  the  same  an- 
swer, as  they  are  Inconsistent.  Roe  t.  Rogers^ 
8  How.  Pr.  356. 

For  another  action  for  assault  under  the  Mis- 
souri statute,  see  Rhine  v.  Montgomery,  50  Mo. 
566,  infra,  VII.  b,  2. 


5.  AcUona  pertaining  to  por$ondl  proportv. 

A  denial  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  per- 
sonal property,  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner, 
and  that  he  had  at  any  time  possession  thereof, 
and  that  the  defendants  took  the  property  from 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff.  Is  not  inconsist- 
ent with  or  waived  by  new  matter  set  up  in  the 
same  answer,  to  the  effect  that  the  property 
was  taken  by  the  defendant  as  sheriff  by  virtue 
of  a  writ  of  attachment.  Billings  v.  Drew,  52 
Cal.  565. 

And  a  defense  of  non  eepit,  and  an  allegation 
of  property  hi  the  defendant  or  In  a  stranger  In 
a  replevin  action,  are  not  so  Inconsistent  that 
fhey  cannot  be  pleaded  together.  Shutter  v. 
Page,  11  Johns.  196. 

And  a  general  denial  and  an  averment  that 
the  taking  was  justifiable.  In  an  action  for  the- 
taking  ot  personal  property,  are  not  Inconsistent 
either  under  4  &  5  Anne,  chap.  16,  SI  4,  5,  or 
under  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat.  352,  |  23.  under  which 
7ion  cepit  and  a  justification  might  be  set  up> 
together,  the  one  merely  denying  a  wrongful 
taking,  and  the  other,  though  admitting  that  the- 
defendant  took  the  property,  setting  up  that  hfr 
took  it  rightfully.  Foster  v.  Henry  (N.  Y.)  5 
Alb.  L.  J.  178. 

Under  the  New  York  system  of  pleading  a  de- 
fendant in  an  action  to  recover  the  possessioik 
of  personal  property  may  set  up  a  general  denial 
together  with  a  justification,  in  his  answer, 
where  they  are  separately  pleaded,  as  they  are 
not  inconsistent  defensea  Hackley  v.  Ogmun. 
10  How.  Pr.  44. 

So,  a  reply  to  an  answer  in  an  action  for  re- 
plevin in  which  the  answerallegedthat  the  prop- 
erty was  taken  under  a  distress  warrant  for 
rent  in  arrear,  alleging,  first,  that  plaintiff  did 
not  hold  as  tenant  as  alleged,  and,  second,  that 
no  part  of  the  supposed  rent  was  In  arrear, 
though  subject  to  objection  under  the  common 
law,  is  not  so  under  the  provisions  of  the  Ken- 
tucky statute  authorizing  as  many  pleas,  eithei 
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of  law  or  fact,  aa  the  party  may  deem  proper. 
BobertB  v.  Tennell,  4  LItt.  (Ky.)  287. 

And  the  defendant  In  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  possession  of  property  claimed  un- 
der a  chattel  mortgage  may  by  denial  put  the 
plaintiff  to  the  proof  of  the  execution  of  the 
chattel  mortgage,  and  by  a  proper  plea  show 
that  if  the  said  alleged  mortgage  was  In  fact 
executed  or  bore  his  signature,  it  was  the  re- 
cult  of  a  conspiracy  entered  into  by  another 
with  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing creditors,  and  that  It  was  without  considera- 
tion and  void,  such  defenses  not  being  incon- 
sistent. Veasey  t.  Humphreys,  27  Or.  615,  41 
Pac.8. 

And  an  answer  putting  in  Issue  the  allegation 
In  the  complaint  that  the  defendant  wrongfully 
detained  and  refused  to  deliver  goods  sought 
to  be  recovered,  and  also  setting  up  title  in  the 
defendant  under  an  assignment,  is  good.  Good- 
win V.  Werthelmer,  99  N.  T.  149,  1  N.  B.  404. 

But  a  general  denial  In  an  action  of  replevin 
for  the  recovery  of  cattle  which  contained  sepa- 
rate defenses,  in  which  the  defendant  admitted 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  the  cat- 
tle, and  that  the  defendant  detained  them,  can 
-be  considered  only  as  a  denial  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  Immediate  possession  of  the 
property,  and  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  de- 
tained them,  and  It  would  devolve  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  show  that  he  had  a  right  of  posses- 
sion.    Yandle  v.  Crane,  IS  Kan.  844. 

For  another  action  with  relation  to  the  re- 
covery of  personaJty,  see  Nudd  v.  Thompson,  34 
Cal.  39,  infra,  VII.  b,  1. 

So,  a  denial  of  knowledge  or  Information  suf- 
fldent  to  form  a  belief  in  an  action  for  con- 
version, as  to  whether  the  property  alleged  to  be 
converted  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  Is  not  Incon- 
olstent  with  an  allegation  that  the  goods  were 
delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  defendant  claims  to  hold  them  as  se- 
curities for  moneys  advanced  thereon  by  him,  as 
there  may  be  many  cases  where  a  party  pledges 
property  of  which  he  is  not  the  owner.  Town- 
oend  V.  Piatt,  3  Abb.  Pr.  324. 

And  a  defense  In  an  action  for  the  carrying 
away  and  detention  of  personal  property,  that 
the  property  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  as 
the  agent  of  the  owner,  will  not  be  stricken  out 
as  sham  because  the  answer  contains  another 
defense  In  which  it  Is  averred  that  the  prop- 
erty was  taken  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  replevin, 
though  the  two  are  regarded  as  so  Inconsistent 
that  one  of  them  must  be  false,  where  there  is 
nothing  in  tbe  record  from  which  It  can  be  said 
which  Is  the  false  one.  Duffleld  v.  Denver  &  R. 
O.  R.  Co.  5  Colo.  App.  25.  36  Pac.  622. 

Nor  Is  a  denial  by  a  defendant  of  ever  hav- 
ing received  securities  alleged  to  have  been 
.given  him  as  collateral  Inconsistent  with  an- 
other defense  to  the  effect  that  If  he  did  receive 
them  they  were  lost  without  his  fault,  so  as  to 
narrow  the  Issue  to  the  question  whether  or  not 
he  did  ever  receive  the  securities.  Wlllard  v. 
Giles,  24  Wis.  819. 

And  a  general  denial  In  an  action  brought 
against  a  carrier  to  recover  the  value  of  a  cer- 
tain trunk  and  its  contents,  and  a  special  plea 
averring  that  the  defendant  bad  tendered  the 
trunk  with  its  contents  in  good  condition  to  the 
f>lalntiff,  are  not  subject  to  the  objection  of  In- 
consistency under  the  Wyoming  statute,  as  both 
pleas  may  be  true.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Warren,  3  Wyo.  134,  6  Pac.  724. 

But  under  the  early  Code  practice  in  New 
York  a  carrier  by  water  was  not  permitted  to 
answer,  in  an  action  for  failure  to  deliver  goods 
■hipped,  that  he  was  not  the  owner  of  the  ves- 
sel, and  also  that  the  property  shipped  was  de- 
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llvered  to  the  plaintiff,  as  the  two  defenses  ara 
Inconsistent.     Arnold  v.  Dlmon,  4  Sandf.  060. 

And  a  general  and  speclflc  denial  of  each  and 
every  allegation  in  the  complaint  in  an  action 
of  trover  for  the  conversion  of  certain  personal 
property,  and  another  allegation  In  the  same  an- 
swer stating  that  the  property  was  taken  by 
virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment,  are  held  to  be 
inconsistent  with  each  other  in  Minnesota,  and 
the  taking  of  the  property  would  be  deemed  ad- 
mitted.    Derby  v.  Gallup.  5  Minn.  110,  Gil.  85. 

In  the  above  case,  Shnter  v.  Page,  11  Johns. 
196,  and  other  eases  under  the  old  system  of 
practice  sustaining  analogous  pleas  were  ex- 
plained and  distinguished,  the  court  saying  that 
the  cases  in  which  similar  pleas  have  been  sus- 
tained have  arisen  under  statutes,  so  far  as  It 
bad  examined,  similar  to  that  of  4  Anne.  16. 
I  4,  which  provides  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
any  defendant  in  any  action  or  suit  with  leave 
of  the  court  to  plead  as  many  several  matters 
thereto  as  he  shall  think  necessary  for  his  de- 
fense, while  the  Code  does  not  authorize  such 
pleading,  or  any  fictitious  pleading,  and  the  de- 
cisions of  the  court  must  depend  upon  the  con- 
struction to  be  given  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Code  on  the  subject  of  pleading. 

So,  an  answer  in  an  action  against  a  ware- 
houseman for  the  value  of  goods  deposited  for 
safe-keeping  which  were  lost,  setting  up  a  de- 
nial of  the  alleged  bailment,  and  that  the  goods 
were  destroyed  by  irresistible  force  and  with- 
out fault  of  the  defendant,  and  the  statute  of 
limitations,  is  good,  and  the  plea  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  cannot  be  stricken  out  for  Incon- 
sistency.    Cohrs  V.  Frasor,  6  S.  C.  N.  S.  351. 

And  a  general  denial  In  an  action  for  a  mis- 
appropriation of  money  is  not  modified  or  af- 
fected by  an  allegation  in  the  answer  that  the 
money  was  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  third 
party  before  the  commencement  ot  the  action, 
by  the  transfer  to  him  of  a  designated  number 
of  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  corporation, 
and  by  a  payment  In  cash,  as  the  two  defenses 
are  not  inconsistent.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lin- 
coln, 86  Minn.  132,  30  N.  W.  449. 

0.  Actions  pertaining  to  realty, 

A  defendant  In  an  action  of  ejectment  may 
deny  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also  plead 
the  statute  of  limitations,  as  such  defenses  are 
not  InconBl stent,  and  are  not  such  as  he  would 
be  required  to  elect  between.  Wlllson  v.  Cleave- 
land,  30  Cal.  102. 

And  they  are  not  so  inconsistent,  even  under 
the  Missouri  practice,  as  to  relieve  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  necessity  of  proving  title  upon  the 
theory  that  Ibc  plea  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions was  a  confession  of  the  plaintlfTs  original 
right.  Nelson  v.  Brodhack,  44  Mo.  696,  100 
Am.  Dec.  328. 

And  a  mere  statutory  suggestion  of  three 
years*  adverse  possession,  made  in  a  statutory 
action  of  ejectment  with  a  view  to  the  ascer- 
tainment of  an  allowance  for  the  value  of  per- 
manent Improvements  under  Ala.  Code.  SS  702- 
705,  Is  not  repugnant  to,  or  inconsistent  with, 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  will  not  be  stricken 
from  the  file  on  motion.  Newsom  v.  Guy,  109 
Ala.  305,  19  So.  448. 

And  an  allegation  by  defendants  in  an  action 
of  ejectment  in  their  answer,  that  they  have 
had  adverse  possession  for  ten  years  continuous- 
ly next  preceding  the  action,  claiming  under 
an  administrator's  deed,  does  not  disprove  an- 
other allegation  therein  that  they  paid  the  pur- 
chase money  to  the  legal  representative  of  the 
former  owner  In  good  faith.  In  consideration  of 
which  they  received  from  him  a  deed  believed 
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4it  the  time  to  be  valid  and  effectual,  but  which, 
owing  to  informalities  of  proceedings  In  the  pro- 
imtB  court,  was  not  effectual  to  pass  title,  claim- 
ing thereon  a  right  to  have  purchase  money 
•and  taxes  paid  refunded ;  and  therefore  the  two 
defenses  may  be  pleaded  together.  Schaefer  v. 
Causey,  8  Ho.  App.  142. 

So,  a  defense  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
real  estate  in  which  the  defendant's  claim  of 
title  is  set  out  in  the  complaint,  denying  such 
-claim  and  averring  a  different  one,  and  pleading 
the  statute  of  limitations,  and  alleging  that  by 
mistake  the  deed  under  which  they  claimed  ap- 
peared to  convey  a  life  estate  when  It  was  in- 
tended to  convey  a  fee  simple,  asking  for  a  cor- 
rection and  reformation  of  the  deed,  is  compe- 
tent under  the  present  system  of  pleading  In 
North  Carolina  authorising  a  defendant  to  plead 
Inconsistent  defenses  if  separately  stated.  Hc- 
LAmb  V.  McPhail  (N.  C.)  96  S.  E.  426. 

And  when  an  answer  in  such  an  action  denies 
the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also  sets  up  the 
statute  of  limitations  and  several  other  afflrma- 
tlTe  defenses,  the  affirmative  defenses  are  im- 
material, and  need  not  be  specially  noticed, 
where  the  question  sought  to  be  presented  by 
them  properly  arises  on  the  trial  under  the  gen- 
eral denial  of  title.  Rhodes  v.  Gunn,  85  Ohio 
8t.  387. 

And  an  answer  In  an  action  In  ejectment 
denying  generally  every  fact  alleged  In  the  peti- 
tion except  possession,  and  averring  possession 
vnder  a  Judicial  sale,  and  setting  up  the  statute 
of  limitations,  and  giving  a  detailed  history  of 
the  title  to  the  land  from  a  sale  by  the  United 
States,  and  the  execution  of  a  deed,  under  a 
mortgage  foreclosure,  to  the  defendant,  and  re- 
ferring to  an  alleged  defect  In  the  deed  by  the 
death  of  a  party  In  Interest  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  foreclosure,  and  asking  that 
if  his  title  should  fall  upon  the  other  defenses, 
and  by  reason  of  the  defect,  he  should  be  granted 
equitable  relief  and  protection  to  the  full 
Amount  of  the  note  and  Interest  and  taxes  and 
Interest,  and  the  value  of  the  improvements 
which  he  had  placed  on  the  premises,  is  not  In- 
«onsistenL  Goodman  v.  Nichols,  44  Kan.  22,  23 
Pac.  957. 

So,  a  verified  answer  In  an  action  to  recover 
A  mining  claim,  denying  that  the  plaintiffs  ever 
had  title  or  possession.  Is  not  Inconsistent  with 
another  allegation  that  If  the  plaintiffs  ever  had 
title  to  the  claim  they  had  abandoned  and  for- 
feited it,  and  the  defendant  should  not  be  re- 
•qulred  to  elect  between  them,  or  precluded  from 
introducing  proof  of  the  abandonment  and  for- 
feiture.    Bell  V.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671. 

And  a  plea  by  the  defendant  In  a  real  action 
that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  entire  estate,  and 
another  plea  that  he  was  the  owner  of  an  un- 
divided part  thereof,  that  two  other  designated 
persons  were  owners  also,  though  Inconsistent, 
will  not,  under  Or.  Code,  |  72,  authorizing  a  de- 
fendant to  plead  any  or  all  the  defenses  he  may 
have  In  the  same  answer,  be  subject  to  excep- 
tion therefor,  as  he  may  have  been  mistaken  as 
to  his  legal  title  and  still  be  entitled  to  main- 
tain his  possession  under  special  defenses. 
Moore  v.  Willamette  Transp.  &  Locks  Co.  7  Or. 
■855. 

And  a  special  plea  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
brought  by  a  town  for  possession  of  alluvial 
land  claimed  as  a  westerly  extension  of  a  street, 
alleged  to  have  been  dedicated  to  the  water 
-edge,  that  the  defendant  was  not  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  suit  In  possession  of 
■any  part  of  the  street,  and  has  not  and  does  not 
claim  any  Interest  in  It,  and  another  allegation 
that  he  was  and  now  is  in  possession  of  a  piece 
'Ct  land  lying  west  of  the  west  end  of  the  street 
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which  is  covered  by  the  buildings  described  in 
the  declaration,  but  that  he  was  not  guilty  of 
the  wrong  and  injury  complained  of,  are  not 
subject  to  demurrer  on  the  grround  of  inconsist- 
ency In  the  pleas.  Scranton  v.  Bosarge  (Miss.) 
10  So.  194. 

And  a  demurrer  to  a  cross  complaint  will  not 
be  sustained  because  of  inconsistency  where 
general  allegations  are  to  the  effect  that  the 
defendants  are  the  equitable  owners  of  the  land 
in  dispute  and  are  in  possession  thereof,  unless 
his  specific  allegations  alleged  to  be  Inconsist- 
ent show  that  they  have  no  title.  Wart)rltton 
▼.  Demorett,  129  Ind.  346.  27  N.  B.  780,  28  N. 
K.  618. 

But  a  plea  of  not  guilty  In  an  action  in  eject- 
ment is  a  conclusive  admission  of  possession,  and 
puts  in  issue  the  title,  and  a  disclaimer  is  an 
admission  of  plaintiff's  title  but  denies  the  pos- 
session, and  the  two  cannot  be  pleaded  together, 
as  they  are  inconsistent  with  each  other.  Tor- 
rey  v.  Forbes,  94  Ala.  135,  10  So.  820 ;  Bernstein 
V.  Humes,  60  Ala.  582,  31  Am.  Bep.  62;  Mc- 
Queen y.  Lamp  ley,  74  Ala.  408. 

And  a  defense  In  an  action  for  the  recovery 
of  lands  denying  all  right  In  the  plaintiffs  and 
Insisting  that  the  plaintiffs'  ancestor  never  had 
any  Interest  in  the  premises,  is  inconsistent 
with  another  defense  In  the  same  answer  in 
which  the  defendant  asserts  his  own  right  as  a 
purchaser  ot  the  Interest  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs 
derived  from  such  ancestor,  and  the  defendant 
should  be  compelled  to  elect  between  them.  Fu- 
gate  V.  Fierce,  49  Mo.  441. 

For  actions  In  the  nature  of  ejectment,  aee 
also  Miller  v.  Chandler,  59  Cal.  540 ;  Morris  v. 
Henderson.  37  Miss.  492 ;  McQueen  v.  Lampley, 
74  Ala.  408;  Bernstein  v.  Humes,  60  Ala.  582, 
31  Am.  Rep.  52, — infra,  VII.  b,  1;  Farrell  v. 
Hennesy,  21  Wis.  633;  Orton  v.  Noonan,  19 
Wis.  351 ;  Sexton  v.  Rhames,  13  Wla  99 ;  Miller 
V.  Larson,  17  Wis.  624 ;  Butler  v.  Kaulback,  8 
Kan.  671 :  Ledbetter  t.  Ledbetter,  88  Mo.  62, 
-^nfra,  VII.  b,  2. 

So,  a  defense  In  an  answer  in  an  action  to 
recover  upon  a  land  contract  that  the  contract 
was  obtained  by  false  and  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations, and  a  counterclaim  therein  to  re- 
cover damages  for  breach  of  the  contract  by 
reason  of  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  grade, 
gravel,  and  sidewalk  a  street  as  agreed  In  the 
contract,  are  not  Inconsistent  so  that  the  coun- 
terclaim would  constitute  a  waiver  of  the  right 
of  the  defendant  to  rescind  the  contract  for 
fraud.  South  Milwaukee  Boulevard  Heights 
Co.  v.  Uarte,  95  Wla  592,  70  N.  W.  821. 

And  a  counterclaim  In  an  action  to  recover 
the  second  instalment  upon  a  land  contract  the 
object  of  which  was  to  recover  the  first  Instal- 
ment on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was  In- 
duced by  false  and  fraudulent  representations 
and  had  been  rescinded.  Is  not  inconsistent  with 
a  second  counterclaim  to  recover  damages  for 
breach  of  the  contract,  so  as  to  warrant  the  re- 
jection of  evidence  under  the  first  counterclaim 
on  the  grouDd  that  the  defendant  was  estopped 
by  the  admission  in  the  second  counterclaim. 
/Wd. 

So,  an  answer  In  an  action  for  trespass  deny- 
ing the  plaintiff's  title,  and  also  setting  up  a 
license  to  do  the  act  complained  of,  is  not  sub- 
ject to  objection  for  Inconsistency  so  as  to  con- 
stitute an  admission  of  the  plaintiff's  title  as 
set  up  in  the  complaint.  Booth  v.  Sherwood, 
12  Minn.  426,  Gil.  310. 

And  a  general  denial  In  an  action  for  a  wrong- 
ful act  consisting  in  the  removal  of  a  fence,  and 
a  Justification  and  limitation  of  three  years, 
are  not  so  inconsistent  as  to  derive  the  defend- 
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«Bt  of  the  right  to  Inyoke  the  statute  of  Ilmlta- 
tlona.     HcCormick  t.  Kaye,  41  Mo.  App.  263. 

And  not  guilty  and  justification  and  accord 
and  satisfaction  may  be  Joined  in  trespass  under 
the  Maine  system  of  pleading.  Granite  State 
Bank  y.  Otis,  58  Me.  133,  dictum. 

And  a  denial  in  an  action  for  trespass  that 
the  plaintiff  either  owned  the  property  upon 
which  the  trespass  was  claimed  to  have  been 
committed,  or  was  ever  entitled  to  its  posses- 
sion, and  an  allegation  of  possessltm  in  the  de- 
fendant and  those  under  whom  he  claimed  for  a 
long  period,  and  that  while  so  in  possession 
the  plaintiff,  against  the  will  of  the  defendant, 
entered  upon  the  lands  and  commenced  to  cut 
hay,  which  possession  so  wrongfully  taken  was 
the  only  possession  the  plaintiff  ever  had,  may 
be  pleaded  together,  as  the  inconsistency  is  in- 
ferential and  remote.  Burnham  t.  Call,  2  Utah, 
488. 

But  where,  in  an  action  to  enjoin  defendants 
from  trespassing  on  lands  and  cutting  and  re- 
moving timber  therefrom,  the  defendant  for  an 
afBrmative  defense  alleged  a  contract  on  the 
I»art  of  the  plaintiff  as  administratrix  whereby 
she  sold  the  timber  to  the  defendant,  a  reply  to 
the  afBrmatiye  matter  admitting  the  contract 
of  sale,  but  averring  that  It  Included  only  part 
of  the  premises,  and  a  further  reply  that  she 
had  never  obtained  any  authority  from  the 
court  to  enter  into  the  contract,  and  had  no 
right  or  authority  to  sell  the  timber,  is  incon- 
sistent, and  the  second  defense  should  be 
stricken  out.  Davis  v.  Ford,  16  Wash.  107, 
45   Pac.   789.   46   Pac.  893. 

As  to  trespass  to  title,  see  also  Koenlgheim 
T.  Miles,  67  Tex.  116,  2  8.  W.  81,  infra,  VII. 
a;  Grash  v.  Sater,  6  Iowa,  802 ;  Child  v.  Allen, 
88  Vt.  476;  Wiggins  v.  Wiggins,  16  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  385,  40  S.  W.  043,— <nfra,  VII.  b,  1. 

See  also,  as  to  actions  for  damages  to  realty, 
McCord  v.  Doniphan  Branch  R.  Co.  21  Mo.  App. 
92,  infra,  VII.  b,  2. 

So,  a  denial  in  an  answer  In  an  action  to 
quiet  title,  of  all  allegations  of  the  petition 
necessary  for  the  establishment  of  a  trust  In  the 
lands,  is  not  inconsistent  with  a  further  defense 
that  at  the  time  of  their  purchase  of  the  land 
and  before  payment  of  the  consideration  the 
defendants  applied  to  the  plaintiff  for  informa- 
tion concerning  the  title,  and  reoBived  their 
conveyance  In  reliance  upon  the  information 
received.  Blodgett  v.  McMurtry,  89  Neb.  210, 
57  N.  W.  986. 

And  a  count  in  an  answer  in  an  action  by  the 
holder  of  a  tax  title  to  quiet  his  title,  consisting 
of  a  general  denial,  and  another,  setting  up 
facts  showing  the  plalntilTs  title  to  the  land 
to  be  Invalid,  and  a  third  alleging  that  after  a 
previous  judgment  was  rendered  and  before  It 
was  vacated  the  plaintiff  sold  the  land  in  ques- 
tion and  appropriated  the  proceeds  to  his  own 
use,  praying  for  a  recovery  of  the  value  of  the 
land,  are  not  repugnant  or  inconsistent  or  Im- 
properly joined.  Flint  v.  Dulany,  87  Kan.  882, 
16  Pac.  208. 

Nor  Is  an  answer  In  an  action  for  the  can- 
celation of  a  deed  alleged  to  be  a  forgery  as  a 
cloud  upon  the  plaintiff's  title,  containing  a 
general  denial  and  affirming  the  genuineness  of 
the  deed,  and  another  allegation  that  the  de- 
fendant's husband,  since  deceased,  was  the  own- 
er of  the  property  and  deeded  it  to  the  plaintiff 
without  consideration,  in  trust  to  hold  the 
naked  legal  title  for  the  benefit  of  rach  husband 
of  the  defendant  and  to  reconvey  to  him  or  any 
other  person  at  his  request,  and  that  the  deed 
In  suit  was  made  pursuant  to  such  trust,  sub- 
ject to  objection  for  inconsistency,  and  the  de- 
fendant cannot  be  required  to  elect  upon  which 
48  L.  R.  A. 


defense  he  will  rely.  Keane  t.  Kyne^  2  Muk 
App.  817. 

So,  an  admission  In  an  answer  in  an  action 
by  a  landlord  against  a  tenant  to  recover  rent, 
that  the  defendant  is  indebted  for  rent,  is  not 
inconsistent  with  a  counterclaim  for  repaira 
made  by  the  defendant  for  which  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  pay  him.  Hausman  v.  Mulheran,  68> 
Minn.  48,  70  N.  W.  866. 

And  an  allegation  In  the  answer  in  an  action 
to  recover  rent  under  a  lease  alleging  a  parol 
contract  to  lease  the  building  from  month  ta 
month,  and  a  further  defense  that  the  sal<t 
building,  by  reason  of  the  acts  and  omissions  of 
the  plaintiff,  became  untenantable,  whereby  tha 
defendants  were  evicted,  are  not  Inconsistent 
with  each  other.  Kline  t.  Hanke,  14  Mont.  361,. 
36  I*ac.  464. 

Nor  are  defenses  to  a  suit  for  rent,  of  want 
of  consideration  for  the  lease,  or,  in  case  of  that 
defense  failing,  of  the  right  to  an  accounting* 
because  the  lessor  had  resumed  possession  of 
and  used  the  leased  property,  or  by  way  of  cross 
petition  for  judgment  for  a  sum  agreed  on  for 
the  lessor's  violation  of  his  covenant  In  tho 
lease,  inconsistent,  and  no  election  by  defend- 
ant can  be  required.  Hooven  &  A,  Co.  v.  Na- 
tional Cordage  Co.  27  Ohio  L.  J.  18. 

As  to  actions  for  rent,  see  also  Knight  v. 
M'Douall,  12  Ad.  ft  El.  438,  4  Jur.  939,  4 
Perry  ft  D.  168,  infra,  Vll.  b,  1 ;  Van  Holten  v. 
Lewis,  1  McCord,  L.  12,  supra,  IV.  c. 

So,  while  ordinarily  a  general  denial  in  an  an- 
swer would  seem  to  be  inconsistent  with  any  al- 
legation in  avoidance  of  the  facts  set  out  in 
the  complaint,  the  defendant  in  an  action  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  may  unite  in  the  same  an- 
swer a  general  denial,  and  a  plea  that  the  de- 
fendant was  made  a  party  solely  on  the  groun<i 
that  he  has  or  claims  to  have  some  Interest  In 
or  lien  upon  the  mortgaged  premises  accruing 
subsequently  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage,  and 
an  allegation  that  the  lien  on  the  mortgaged 
premises  existed  under  a  judgment  against  the 
mortgagor  prior  to  the  attaching  of  the  lien  un- 
der the  mortgage,  and  that  the  claims  for  which 
tha  mortgage  were  given  had  been  paid.  Wooda 
V.  Reiss,  78  Hun.  80.  29  N.  T.  Supp.  263. 

And  a  denial  by  the  defendants  in  an  action 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  that  they  are  junior 
lienors,  and  an  allegation  that  they  are  senior 
lienors,  are  not  so  inconsistent  with  an  allega- 
tion of  payment  as  to  warrant  the  granting  of 
an  order  to  make  the  pleading  more  definlta 
and  certain.  Moody  v.  Bel  don.  21  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Proc.  Rep.  89,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  119. 

And  an  allegation  In  an  answer  in  an  action* 
brought  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  Hen  that  the 
defendant  has  no  knowledge  or  information  suf- 
ficient to  form  a  belief  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
material  mentioned  was  furnished  by  the  plain- 
tiff, is  not,  under  Wag.  (Mo.)  Stat.  p.  lOlC 
providing  that  different  consistent  defenses  may 
be  separately  sUted  in  the  same  answer,  incon- 
sistent with  another  allegation  that  certain 
work  done  upon  the  building  was  done  so  un- 
skilfully and  in  such  an  unworkmanlike  man- 
ner as  to  cause  the  defendant  great  damage, 
asking  judgment  therefor,  and  denying  that  the 
plaintiff  at  any  time  gave  him  notice  that  he 
held  the  claim  against  the  property.  McAdow 
▼.  Ross,  58  Mo.  199. 

In  the  above  case,  Fngata  t.  Pierce,  49  Mo. 
441,  supra,  was  distinguished  upon  the  ground, 
that  in  that  case  the  two  positions  maintained 
by  the  defendant  were  entirely  irreconcilable, 
and  could  not  both  stand  together,  and  were 
clearly  within  the  prohibition  of  the  law. 

But  a  general  denial  in  an  answer  in  an  ac- 
tion to  foreclose  a  mortgage  is  inconsistent  wltl^ 
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an  allegation  that  the  defendant  executed  the 
mortfra^e  under  duress,  and  such  allegations 
■hoald  not  be  encouraged ;  and  in  such  case 
where  It  was  the  Intention  of  the  plaintiff  In 
replying  to  put  at  Issue  all  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  defendant's  answer  he  should  be 
allowed  to  amend  his  reply  so  as  to  be  able  to 
litigate  the  question  of  duress  upon  Its  merlta 
Wright  ▼.  Bacheller,  16  Kan.  269. 

And  a  plea  In  such  an  action  claiming  title 
to  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  another  alleg- 
ing that  the  defendant  has  a  mortgage  on  the 
premises  for  a  certain  sum,  praying  that  In 
case  the  court  finds  his  title  Inyalid  he  may 
liaTe  a  decree  for  the  amount  due  on  his  mort- 
gage, are  Inconsistent  with  each  other,  and  on 
application  made  at  the  proper  time  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  require  the  defendant  to 
elect  upon  which  he  will  rely.  Shellenbarger  v. 
Blser,  5  Neb.  195. 

As  to  actions  for  foreclosure,  see  also  SIter 
▼.  Jewett,  38  Cal.  92,  infra,  VII.  b.  1 ;  Adair  v. 
Adair,  78  Mo.  630 ;  Dickson  v.  Cole,  84  Wis.  621, 
— infro,  VII.  b.  2. 

7.  Actions  fw  Uhel  or  Blander. 

The  earlier  decisions  In  some  of  the  Code 
states,  probably  In  an  effort  to  assimilate  Code 
practice  with  the  common  law,  gave  a  much 
more  strict  construction  to  pleas  on  the  ques- 
tion of  inconsistency  than  the  later  ones,  partic- 
ularly In  actions  for  libel  and  slander. 

Thus,  a  defendant  In  an  action  for  slander, 
who  denies  uttering  the  words  charged,  cannot 
Justify  by  alleging  their  truth,  as  the  pleas  are 
Inconsistent  Ormsby  y.  Douglass.  2  Abb.  Pr. 
407  :  Meyer  y.  Schultz,  4  Sandf.  664 ;  Jackson 
T.  Stetson,  15  Mass.  48 ;  Alderman  y.  French,  1 
Pick.  1,  11  Am.  Dec.  114. 

When  a  defendant  In  an  action  for  slander 
Intends  to  Justify  the  speaking  of  the  slanderous 
words,  he  must  set  up  facts  which  will  show 
the  plaintiff  guilty  of  the  act  imputed  to  him, 
and  a  denial  of  every  allegation  In  the  com- 
plaint, and  an  allegation  that  If  he  did  speak 
the  slanderous  words  alleged  the  same  are  true, 
cannot  be  combined  In  the  same  answer.  Sayles 
T.  Wooden,  6  now.  Pr.  84. 

And  If  they  are  combined  the  admission  In 
the  latter  plea  Is  admissible  and  legal  evidence 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  general  Issue  relieving 
the  plaintiff  from  proving  the  speaking  of  the 
words.  Jackson  v.  Stetson,  16  Mass.  48:  Ald- 
erman V.  French,  1  Pick.  1,  11  Am.  Dec.  114. 

8o,  while  a  defendant  In  an  action  for  slander 
could  admit  or  deny  or  set  up  new  matter  in 
avoidance,  he  could  not  deny  that  he  uttered 
the  defamatory  words  alleged,  and  then  aver 
that  If  he  did  utter  them  he  uttered  them  with 
reference  to  the  nonperformance  of  a  certain 
contract  whereby  great  injury  and  injustice  had 
been  done  to  him  by  the  plaintiff.  Porter  v. 
McCreedy,  Code  Rep.  N.  S.  88. 

And  an  answer  in  an  action  for  slander, 
which  first  denies  that  the  defendant  ever  spoke 
the  alleged  slanderous  words,  and  then  asserts 
that  if  it  be  proved  that  he  did  speak  them  he 
will  then  prove  certain  facts  In  Justification,  Is 
bad.     Lewis  v.  Kendall,  6  How.  Pr.  69. 

The  provision  of  N.  Y.  Code,  |  165,  permitting 
the  defendant  to  allege  mitigating  circum- 
■tancea.  was  limited  to  cases  in  which  he  pleaded 
the  truth  of  the  matter  charged  as  defamatory. 
Meyer  t.  Schultz,  4  Sandf.  664. 

And  a  plea  In  an  action  for  slander  that  the 
words  were  spoken  privately  or  confidentially  or 
In  the  course  of  legal  proceedings,  which  would. 
If  true,  excuse  him  whether  the  words  were  true 
ar  not,  is  inconsistent  with  another  plea  setting 
forth  the  truth  of  the  words  alleged  to  nave 
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been  spoken,  as  the  effect  of  this  defense  i« 
that  he  spoke  the  words  because  he  knew  them 
to  be  true.     Jackson  v.  Stetson,  15  Mass.  48. 

A  more  liberal  rule,  however,  was  adopted 
by  the  later  cases  after  the  theory  of  the  Code 
had  become  more  thoroughly  understood. 

Under  the  rule  subsequently  adopted,  a  denial 
in  an  action  of  slander  of  having  spoken  the 
words  charged  and  an  averment  of  their  truth, 
are  consistent  defenses  which  may  be  separate- 
ly stated  In  the  same  answer,  as  It  does  not  nec- 
essarily follow  that  the  defendants  spoke  the 
words  because  they  are  true.  Payson  v.  Ma- 
comber,  8  Allen,  60;  Barr  v.  Hack,  46  Iowa, 
308 ;  Cole  v.  Woodson,  32  Kan.  272,  4  Pac.  321 ; 
Jones  V.  M'Dowell,  4  Bibb,  188;  Rooney  v. 
TIemey,  82  Ky.  252 ;  Horton  v.  Banner,  6  Bush, 
596;  Buhler  v.  Wentworth,  17  Barb.  649: 
Weston  V.  Lumley,  38  Ind.  486 ;  Kelly  v.  Craig, 
9  Humph.  215 ;  Peters  v.  Ulmer.  74  Pa.  403. 

And  he  may  also  plead  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions.    Kelly  V.  Craig,  9  Humph.  216. 

And  a  defendant  in  an  action  for  slander, 
who  sets  up  the  defense  of  not  guilty  and  also 
a  Justification,  should  not  be  compelled  to  elect 
upon  which  defense  he  will  stand.  Horton  v. 
Banner,  6  Bush,  596;  Ormsby  v.  Douglass,  2 
Abb.  Pr.  407,  5  Duer,  666;  Cole  v.  Woodson, 
32  Kan.  272,  4  Pac.  321. 

Bspecially  where  the  answer  Is  Terlfied,  as  It 
may  be  true,  not  only  that  he  did  not  speak  the 
words  charged,  but  also  that  the  plaintiff  com- 
mitted the  offense  which  they  impute.  Ormsby 
▼.  Douglass.  2  Abb.  Pr.  407,  6  Duer,  665 ;  Mur- 
phy V.  Carter,  1  Utah,  17. 

And  where.  In  an  action  for  libel  and  slan- 
der, the  defendant  has  asserted  several  Incon- 
sistent pleas  In  the  same  answer,  and  among 
them  one  Justifying  by  asserting  the  truth  of 
the  supposed  libelous  matter,  that  plea  will  not 
be  taken  as  a  circumstance  tending  to  show 
malice,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  was  incon-* 
sistcnt  with  the  evidence.  Express  Printing  Co. 
▼.  Copeland,  64  Tex.  354. 

And  where,  in  an  action  for  slander,  the  plea 
of  not  guilty  is  filed,  together  with  pleas  of 
Justification,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  speak- 
ing, of  the  words  alleged,  and  the  pleas  cannot 
be  used  to  convict  the  defendant,  as  he  will  not 
be  bound  to  make  his  defense  until  he  is  proved 
guilty.  Faman  v.  Childs,  66  III.  547 ;  Sumner 
V.  Shipman,  65  N.  C.  623;  RIcket  v.  Stanley, 
6  Blackf.  169 :  Wheeler  v.  Robb,  1  Blackf.  330. 
12  Am.  Dec.  245. 

So,  the  rule  under  Ky.  Code,  |  151,  providing 
that  in  cases  for  slander  and  libel  the  defendant 
may  allege  both  the  truth  of  the  matter  charged 
as  defamatory  and  any  mitigating  circum- 
stances legally  admissible  In  evidence  to  reduce 
the  damages,  and  whether  he  proves  the  Justifi- 
cation or  not  he  may  give  In  evidence  the  miti- 
gating circumstances,  is  that  the  defendant 
may,  if  he  chooses,  deny  the  speaking  of  the 
defamatory  matter  charged,  and  In  a  second 
paragraph  admit  the  publication  and  allege  ita 
truth,  and  In  still  another  he  may  admit  the 
words,  and,  without  alleging  them  to  be  true  or 
admitting  that  they  were  false.  Justify  by  al- 
leging such  facts  as  are  relied  upon  to  excuse 
the  publication.  Harper  v.  Harper,  10  Bush, 
447. 

And  a  defendant  in  an  action  for  slander 
may,  under  the  New  York  Code,  deny  the  speak- 
ing of  the  alleged  slanderous  words,  and  allege 
that  the  words  were  spoken  under  such  circum- 
stances and  with  such  explanations  describings 
them  that  they  were  not  sianderoua  Hollen- 
beck  V.  Clow,  9  How.  Pr.  289. 

Mitigating  circumstances  may  be  pleaded  in 
an  action  for  libel   or  slander  In  connection 


202 


WASKZNeTOS  BUFBEMB  COUBT. 


DfiO.» 


with  a  general  denial,  and  with  or  without  a 
plea  of  Jnstlflcatlon.  Doleyln  v.  Wilder,  7  Bobt 
819. 

So,  while,  previous  to  the  amendment  of  the 
New  York  Code  In  1852,  a  plea  of  Justification 
In  an  action  for  slander  admitting  and  Justify- 
ing the  speaking  of  the  words,  was  Inconsistent 
with  a  previous  denial,  It  is  no  longer  necessary 
to  make  the  admissions  In  a  plea  of  Justification, 
and  the  pleas  are  no  longer  Inconsistent,  as  by 
N.  Y.  Code,  I  140,  providing  that  ^11  the  forms 
of  pleading  heretofore  existing  are  abolished, 
and  hereafter  the  forms  of  pleading  in  civil  ac- 
tions In  courts  of  record  and  rules  by  which 
the  sufficiency  of  the  pleading  Is  to  be  deter- 
mined, are  those  prescribed  by  that  act.  the  rule 
limiting  the  defendant  to  consistent  answers, 
and  requiring  him  to  confess  the  speaking  of 
the  words  If  he  Justified  in  an  action  for  slan- 
der, was  abolished.  Stiles  v.  Comstock,  9  Uow. 
Pr.  48. 

▲nd  a  defendant  in  an  action  for  slander  un- 
der New  York  Code.  |  165,  authorizing  the  de- 
fendant In  such  actions  to  allege  both  the  truth 
of  the  matter  charged  as  defamatory  and  miti- 
gating circumstances  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
damages,  and  prove  the  mitigating  circum- 
stances whether. ht!  proves  the  Justification  or 
not,  may  allege  In  his  answer  the  truth  of  the 
charge  In  Justification,  and  also  facts  tending 
to  prove  Its  truth  In  mitigation  of  damages,  and 
Is  entitled  to  have  evidence  given  thereunder 
submitted  to  the  Jury  in  mitigation  of  damages, 
though  It  fails  to  prove  the  Justification.  Bls- 
bey  V.  Shaw.  12  N.  Y.  67. 

And  he  may  deny  any  or  all  of  the  allegations 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  then  by  a  separate  state- 
ment of  the  same  answer  allege  the  truth  of 
the  statements  contained  in  the  libelous  publica- 
tion; and  he  may  also,  as  a  third  defense,  al- 
lege that  the  publication  was  privileged;  but 
•  he  cannot  In  the  same  defense  deny  the  allega- 
tions of  the  plaintiff,  and  set  up  new  matter 
to  avoid  their  effect.  Duddington  v.  Davis,  6 
How.  Pr.  401. 

And  a  denial  by  the  defendant  In  an  action 
for  slander  that  he  had  any  recollection  or  be- 
lief of  having  spoken  the  alleged  words,  and  an 
allegation  that  If  he  did  speak  them  the  charge 
was  true,  are  not  inconsistrnt.  Butler  v.  Went- 
worth,  9  How.  Pr.  282. 

So,  the  general  bad  character  of  the  plaintlflF 
In  an  action  for  slander  may  be  ?lven  in  evi- 
dence in  mitigation  of  damages  under  the  plea 
of  not  guilty,  though  the  defendant  also  pleaded 
a  Justiflealion  of  the  truth  of  the  words  and 
gave  evidence  In  support  of  that  plea,  where  It 
would  have  been  proper  to  put  in  such  evidence 
If  there  had  been  no  other  plea  than  that  ol  not 
guilty.     Hamer  v.  McFarlin,  4  Denlo,  500. 

And  an  answer  In  an  action  for  slander  In 
charging  plaintiff  with  keeping  a  house  of  III 
fame  may,  under  N.  Y.  Code  Proc.  S  165,  as 
amended  in  1849,  providing  that  In  actions  for 
libel  and  slander  the  defendant  may  in  his  an- 
swer allege  both  the  truth  of  the  matter  charged 
as  defamatory  and  any  mitigating  circumstances 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  damages,  deny  the 
statements  in  the  complaint,  and  also  allege  as 
a  partial  defense  lewd  and  lascivious  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  plalntlfTs  family,  though  it 
does  not  amount  to  a  Justification  of  the  charge, 
and  evidence  of  such  conduct  is  admissible 
thereunder  to  reduce  the  amount  of  damages. 
Bush  V.  Prosser,  11  N.  Y.  347. 

So,  under  the  Utah  system  of  pleading,  per- 
mitting the  defendant  with  leave  of  court  to 
plead  as  many  several  matters  as  he  shall  think 
necessary  for  his  defense,  a  plea  of  Justification 
Dy  the  defendant  In  an  action  for  libel  does  not 
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admit  the  publication  of  the  libel  and  ntteranca 
of  the  slanderoos  words,  where  the  answer  also 
contains  a  general  denial,  and  should  not  be  re- 
ceived as  evidence  of  such  publication,  and  do^^s 
not  supersede  the  necessity  of  the  plaintlfTs 
proving  his  declaration.  Murphy  v.  Carter,  1 
Utah,  17. 

In  Kentucky,  however,  a  defendant  in  a  slan- 
der case  may  be  compelled  to  elect  between  a 
denial  of  speaking  the  slanderous  words  and  ad 
averment  of  their  truth.  Lane  v.  Bryant,  100 
Ky.  138,  86  L.  R.  A.  709,  87  S.  W.  584. 

But  an  answer  admitting  the  publication  of 
slanderous  words  and  alleging  their  truth  can- 
not be  put  in  evidence  against  a  defendant  in 
a  slander  suit  after  the  right  to  make  that  de- 
fense has  been  lost  by  electing  to  rely  on  a  de- 
nial when  compelled  to  make  an  election  be- 
tween the  defenses.     Ibid. 

In  the  above  case  It  was  said  that  the  case  <tf 
Harper  v.  Harper,  10  Bush,  447,  supra,  la  no 
longer  the  law. 

So,  In  Missouri,  formerly,  a  defendant  in  an 
action  for  slander  had  to  confess  the  matters 
stated  In  the  petition,  and  avoid  them  or  trav- 
erse it;  and  he  could  not  deny  the  words 
spoken  and  set  up  a  Justification  ;  and  where  he 
did  so  he  was  held  to  the  defense  of  the  gener- 
al denial,  and  no  evidence  was  permitted  to 
be  given  on  the  subject  of  Justiflcation.  Coble 
V.  McDanlel,  S3  Mo.  363. 

A  verified  answer  In  Justiflcation  of  a  charge 
for  slander  admitted  the  speaking  of  the  slan- 
derous words,  and  the  defendant  In  an  action 
for  slander  could  not  deny  and  Justify  the 
speaking  of  the  words  at  the  same  time,  as  the 
two  defenses  were  Inconsistent.  Atteberry  v. 
Powell.  29  Mo.  429,  77  Am.  Dec.  579. 

Under  the  Missouri  Code,  however,  the  de- 
fendant In  an  action  for  slander  may  In  his 
answer  deny  the  speaking  of  the  words  alleged, 
and  also  Justify,  the  denial  and  the  Justiflcation 
not  being  inconsistent,  as  proof  of  the  one  does 
not  disprove  the  other.  And  there  Is  no  Incon- 
sistency between  a  general  denial  In  an  action 
for  slander  and  facts  pleaded  in  mitigation. 
Wood  V.  Hllblsh,  23  Mo.  App.  389. 

8.  Mi8celJaneoua  actiont, 

A  denial  In  an  answer  In  an  action  to  recover 
moneys  alleged  to  have  been  wagered  on  horse 
races,  that  the  plaintiff  had  as  alleged  lost  the 
amount  sued  for  through  the  defendant,  and  an 
averment  that  at  the  time  and  in  the  transac- 
tion mentioned  in  the  petition  the  defendants 
had  lost  through  the  plaintiff  the  amount  for 
which  Judgment  Is  asked  In  a  counterclaim,  are 
not  inconsistent  under  Ky.  Civ.  Code,  |  113, 
providing  that  a  pleading  may  contain  state- 
ments of  as  many  causes  of  action,  matters  of 
estoppel  and  avoidance,  and  as  many  traverses 
as  there  may  be  grounds  for  In  behalf  of  the 
pleader,  provided  the  pleading  does  not  contain 
Inconsistent  statements.  EJias  v.  Gill,  13  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  798,  18  S.  W.  454. 

And  an  allegation  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
to  recover  money  alleged  to  have  been  deposited 
with  the  defendant,  made  on  information  and 
belief  that  If  any  such  certlflcate  of  deposit  as  In 
the  complaint  Is  alleged  was  ever  issued  the 
same  has  been  paid,  is  an  allegation  of  payment, 
and  is  not  inconsistent  with  another  allegation 
In  the  answer  that  the  defendant  had  no  per- 
sonal knowledge  and  no  information  sufficient 
to  form  a  belief,  and  therefore  denied  that  the 
deposit 'was  made  as  stated  in  the  complaint. 
Doran  v.  Dlnsmore,  20  How.  Pr.  504 ;  Doran  v. 
DInsmore.  33  Barb.  80. 

So.  allegations  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
brought  to  recover  money  alleged  to  have  been 
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I>ald  on  account  of  a  subscription  to  stock  of  a 
corpontlon,  admitting  tbe  organization  of  the 
company  and  denying  each  and  every  other  al- 
Jegatlon,  and,  by  way  of  further  answer,  alleg- 
ing that  the  money  sought  to  be  recovered  was 
not  paid  on  account  of  the  par  yalue  of  the 
■stock,  but  pursuant  to  an  agreement  whereby 
the  plaintiff  with  other  promoters  of  the  com- 
jpany  agreed  to  pay  on  the  call  of  the  treasurer 
a  sum  equal  to  3  per  cent  of  the  amount  of  bis 
-subscription  to  the  capital  stock,  which  was  to 
be  used  as  a  promoter's  fund  to  meet  the  ex- 
penses of  the  organisation,  and  that  the  same 
was  used  for  that  purpose,  though  they  might  be 
construed  as  inconsistent,  are  not  under  the 
New  York  Code  subject  to  objection  on  that 
account.  MacColl  ▼.  American  Union  L.  Ins. 
•Co.  89  Hun,  400,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  S64. 

But  sji  allegation  in  an  answer  In  an  action 
"brought  by  an  administrator  to  recover  moneys 
alleged  to  be  In  defendant's  hands  belonging 
to  the  estate,  that  the  whole  sum  deposited  by 
tbe  deceased  was  paid  to  the  administrator, 
which  was  afterwards  deposited  with  him  as 
bailee  of  the  administrator.  Is  entirely  incon- 
sistent with  another  allegation  therein  that  the 
defendant  held  the  money  as  bailee  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  had  paid  it  out  on  various  orders 
of  the  administrator ;  and  the  defendant  will  be 
required  to  elect  between  them.  Smith  v.  Culll- 
gan,  74  Mo.  380. 

So,  an  allegation  in  an  answer  In  an  action 
•on  an  account  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
met  with  three  of  their  neighbors  and  made  a 
settlement  of  all  matters  between  them  up  to 
tbe  date  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  is 
so  inconsistent  with  another  allegation  that 
there  were  then  existing  unsettled  differences 
between  them  that  could  form  a  set-off  or  coun- 
terclaim, as  to  warrant  requiring  the  defendant 
to  elect  upon  which  he  will  rely.  Ferguson  v. 
Prince,  2  Kan.  App.  7,  41  Pac  088. 

And  an  answer  in  an  action  for  an  account- 
ing between  partners  in  which  the  plaintiff  al- 
leged a  loan  of  money  to  the  firm,  which  first 
•denies  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  and  then 
admits  them,  and  alleges  that  the  loans  were 
paid.  Is  Inconsistent,  and  admits  the  making  of 
the  loans,  and  amounts  to  no  more  than  an  af- 
flrmatlve  allegation  of  payment.  Rodgers  v. 
Clement,  102  N.  Y.  422,  66  N.  E.  001. 

And  an  allegation  In  an  answer  setting  up  a 
partnership  account  between  the  parties,  and 
alleging  a  balance  due  the  defendant,  and  pray- 
ing for  an  account,  and  another  in  tbe  same  an- 
swer alleging  that  the  whole  partnership  account 
Is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  are  so 
inconsistent  as  to  warrant  requiring  the  defend- 
ant to  elect  upon  which  allegation  he  will  stand, 
-and  strike  the  other  from  the  record.  Auld  v. 
Butcher,  2  Kan.  186. 

But  where  the  genera)  issue  Is  pleaded  In  an 
action  against  persons  alleged  to  be  partners, 
together  with  an  additional  plea  denying  the 
partnership,  it  Is  error  to  strike  out  the  plea 
denying  the  alleged  partnership.  Rowland  ▼. 
Dalton,  30  Miss.  702. 

So,  an  Incumbent  of  an  office,  whose  demurrer 
to  a  complaint  disputing  his  title  thereto  has 
been  sustained  by  the  trial  court,  Is  not  de- 
barred from  setting  up,  by  way  of  answer,  a  dif- 
ferent claim  of  title  to  the  office  than  the  one 
already  considered,  in  case  of  the  reversal  and 
remanding  of  the  cause  by  the  supreme  court.  If 
be  in  good  faith  believes  he  has  a  different  title, 
and  has  not  yet  addressed  an  answer  to  the  com- 
plaint. State  ew  rcl.  Worrell  v.  Peelle,  124  Ind. 
616.  8  L.  R.  A.  228,  24  N.  E.  440. 

But  a  plea  in  an  answer  in  an  action  against 
.  an  officer  of  a  corporation  for  failure  to  file 
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reports  expressly  admitting  that  tbe  corpora- 
tion was  a  corporation  organised  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  is  inconsistent  with  a  subsequent 
allegation  In  the  same  answer  denying  that  tbe 
corporation  had  any  corporate  existence  within 
the  state,  because  it  was  organized  to  do  all  its 
business  without  tbe  state,  and  the  latter  alle- 
gation may  be  stricken  out  on  motion.  Tabor 
V.  Commercial  Nat,  Bank,  27  U.  S.  App.  Ill,  62 
Fed.  Rep.  383,  10  C.  C.  A.  420. 

So,  a  Judgment  in  a  prior  action  may  be  set 
up  by  way  of  estoppel  in  bar  with  the  general 
issue  In  the  same  answer,  as  they  are  not  In- 
consistent or  incompatible  pleas.  Shafer  v. 
Stonebraker,  4  Gill  &  J.  364. 

And  an  answer  denying  the  existence  of  the 
original  Judgment  sued  on,  sought  to  be  revived 
as  pleaded,  and  admitting  its  existence  and 
averring  satisfaction  thereof  in  a  separate  plea, 
is  not  subject  to  demurrer  for  repugnancy  under 
a  statute  permitting  a  defendant  to  plead  as 
many  matters  of  fact  In  several  pleas  as  be  may 
deem  necessary  for  bis  defense.  Tucker  v.  Ed- 
wards, 7  Colo.  200.  8  Pac.  233. 

In  Ketcham  v.  Zerega,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  663.  an 
answer  in  an  action  on  a  Judgment  denying 
knowledge  or  Information  sufficient  to  form  a 
belief  as  to  the  recovery  of  the  Judgment,  and 
denying  that  the  Judgment  If  so  recovered  still 
stands  in  full  force  and  effect  and  in  no  way 
satisfied  or  annulled,  was  sustained ;  but  the 
objection  seems  to  have  been  that  the  pleading 
was  hypothetical,  and  not  that  it  was  inconsist- 
ent. 

For  another  particular  action  not  included 
in  the  above  subdivisions  as  to  particular  ac- 
tions, see  Merchants*  Nat.  Bank  v.  McNaugb- 
ton,  1  Abb.  N.  C.  203,  note,  infra,  VII.  b,  1. 


VII.  Bfteoi  of  {noonsUtefiov  a*  o  toaivor  or  si- 
mUslon. 


a.  The  prevailing  rule. 

The  rule  adopted  by  the  great  weight  of  au- 
thority, and  In  nearly  If  not  all  tbe  states  ex- 
cept Minnesota,  Missouri,  Wisconsin,  Kansas, 
and  Louisiana,  Is  that  pleas  must  be  construed 
separately  and  distinctly,  except  when  con- 
nected by  a  reference  to  each  other,  and  the 
plaintiff  on  the  trial  of  an  Issue  on  one  plea  In 
an  answer  cannot  take  advantage  of  an  Incon- 
sistent averment  or  admission  contained  In  an- 
other plea.  Clements  v.  Crlbbs,  10  Ala.  241 ; 
St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Whitley,  77  Tex. 
126,  13  S.  W.  853 ;  Fowler  v.  Davenport,  21  Tex. 
626 :  Swift  V.  Kingsley,  24  Barb.  641. 

And  that  an  allegation  In  one  plea  cannot  be 
insisted  upon  by  the  adversary  as  an  admission 
of  a  fact  for  a  purpose  distinct  from  the  proof 
of  the  issue  upon  that  plea,  as  eveiy  ipsue  Is 
to  be  distinctly  tried.  Morris  v.  lleudRrson,  37 
Miss.  402 :  Helnrlchs  v.  Terrell,  65  Iowa,  25,  21 
N.  W.  171 :  Express  Printing  Co.  v.  Copeland, 

04  Tex.  354  ;  Slt«r  v.  Jewett,  33  Cal.  02. 
Thus,  an  admission  in  an  answer  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  confession  and  avoidance  does  not 
operate  to  admit  matters  formerly  denied  In 
other  counts  of  the  answer.  Treadway  v.  Cedar 
Falls  &  S.  City  R.  Co.  40  Iowa,  626 :  Quigley  v. 
Merritt,  11  Iowa,  147 ;  Harington  v.  Macmorrls, 

5  Taunt.  233.  1  Marsh.  33. 

And  the  rule  is  the  same  where  tbe  admission 
Is  contained  In  a  notice  of  set-off  as  It  Is  when 
It  Is  contained  in  tbe  answer  Itself.  Harington 
V.  Macmorrls,  5  Taunt.  233,  1  Marsh.  33. 

And  tbe  burden  of  proof  still  remains  with 
tbe  plaintiff.     Qulgley  v.  Merritt.  11  Iowa,  147. 

The  pleading  on  which  a  party  goes  to  trial 
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If  the  one  by  the  admlsBlone  of  which  he  it 
bouDd ;  he  ii  not  bound  by  admissions  made 
in  a  former  pleading  superseded  oy  the  pleading 
upon  which  he  goes  to  trial  by  amendment, 
where  such  admissions  are  not  contained  In  the 
amended  pleading.  Mecham  ▼.  McKay,  87  Cal. 
154. 

So,  pleading  one  defense  cannot  be  deemed 
a  waiver  of  another  In  the  same  answer,  though 
Inconsistent.  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671 ;  BUI 
ings  V.  Drew,  52  Cal.  565 ;  Miles  ▼.  Woodward. 
115  Cal.  308,  46  Pac.  1076,  47  Pac.  860 ;  Noonan 
T.  Bradley,  0  Wall.  394,  19  L.  ed.  757. 

And  an  averment  In  a  cross-complaint,  though 
Inconsistent  with  a  denial  In  an  answer,  can- 
not be  used  to  destroy  its  effect.  Meyers  v.  Mer- 
llllon,  118  Cal.  352.  50  Pac.  662 ;  Nye  v.  Spen- 
cer, 41  Me.  272 ;  Buhne  v.  Corbett.  43  Cal.  264. 

And  a  denial  In  an  answer  Is  not  waived  or 
overcome  by  such  an  averment  of  substantial- 
ly the  same  facts  as  those  which  the  answer 
denies.  Meyers  t.  Meriliion,  118  Cal.  352,  60 
Pac  662. 

A  defendant  in  an  action,  having  pleaded  the 
general  issue,  is  entitled  to  a  trial  thereon,  and 
special  pleas  in  Justification  of  the  acts  com- 
plained of  by  the  plaintiff  are  not  a  waiver  of 
that  right.     Nye  v.  Spencer,  41  Me.  272. 

And  are  not  evidence  against  the  party  plead- 
ing thera  upon  Issues  tendered  in  other  defenses 
contained  in  the  same  answer  consisting  of 
denials  only.  McDonald  v.  Southern  California 
R.  Co.  101  Cal.  200,  35  Pac  648,  646,  dictum; 
Nudd  ▼.  Thompson,  34  Cal.  39. 

And  one  plea  cannot  be  given  in  evidence 
to  sustain  another,  or  to  sustain  the  allega- 
tions In  the  declaration.  Faman  t.  Childs,  66 
111.  547 ;  Duncan  v.  Magette,  25  Tex.  245. 

So.  the  statements  In  a  special  plea  held  bad 
OD  demurrer  are  not  evidence  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  general  issue,  though  the  jury  are  to 
assess  the  damages  as  well  aa  try  the  case  on 
the  general  issue.  Montgomery  v.  Richardson, 
5  Car.  k  P.  247 ;  Firmin  y.  Crucifix,  6  Car.  A  P. 
97. 

And  Judgment  cannot  be  rendered  on  the 
pleadings  where  the  material  allegations  of  the 
complaint  are  denlea  in  the  answer,  even 
though  the  answer  sets  up  a  special  defense 
separately  stated,  which  admits  the  allegations 
formerly  denied.  Botto  v.  VandameDc,  67  Cal. 
832,  7  Pac.  758 ;  Amador  County  v.  Butterfleld, 
61  Cal.  526. 

And  the  fact  that  two  defenses  are  inconsist- 
ent would  not  Justify  the  court  in  denying  the 
defendants  the  benefit  of  both  defenses  by  re- 
turning a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  without  con- 
sideration of  any  part  of  the  defense.  Kline  v. 
Hanke,  14  Mont.  861,  86  Pac.  454. 

Nor  Is  the  mere  fact  that  the  materiality  of 
one  of  them  can  only  appear  by  assuming  that 
the  other  Is  false,  enough  to  deprive  the  defend- 
ant of  the  right  to  set  up  both.  Mott  ▼.  Bur- 
nett, 2  B.  D.  Smith,  50. 

While  the  plea  In  one  action  may  In  certain 
cases  be  conclusive  evidence  In  another,  it  can- 
not be  used  as  evidence  on  another  issue  on  the 
same  record.  Knight  v.  M'Douall,  12  Ad.  & 
El.  438.  4  Perry  ft  D.  168,  4  Jur.  989. 

Thus,  a  reply  by  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note  in  which  a  set-off  Is  interposed 
by  the  defendant  denying  the  Indebtedness 
charged  generally  and  specifically  Is  not  waived 
by  another  count  alleging  payment  of  the  set- 
off, and  it  remains  Incumbent  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  prove  his  set-off.  Shannon  t.  Pearson, 
10  Iowa,  688. 

And  an  answer  in  an  action  by  an  Indorsee 
of  a  promissory  note  that  the  note  was  given 
without  consideration,  and  also  that  the  plaln- 
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tiff  advanced  a  designated  sum  and  no  more  up- 
on the  security  of  the  note,  and  that  such  sum 
had  been  paid,  amounts  to  an  admission  aa  to> 
the  sum  alleged  to  have  been  advanced  only. 
Robins  V.  Maidstone,  7  Jur.  694.  12  L.  J.  g. 
B.  N.  8.  821,  4  Q.  B.  811,  Dav.  &  M.  80. 

And  where,  in  an  action  for  rent,  the  defend- 
ant pleads  non  te*iure  and  also  tender  of  rent 
for  a  portion  of  the  alleged  term  for  which 
rent  Is  claimed,  and  the  defendant  makes  proof 
of  tender  in  support  of  the  latter  plea,  the  plea 
of  tender,  and  the  evidence,  taken  together,  do- 
not  amount  to  an  admission  of  the  tenancy,  and 
is  not  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  of  the  tenancy 
as  alleged,  where  nothing  was  said  at  the  time 
of  the  tender  about  the  terms  of  the  holding  or 
the  time  when  rent  became  due.  Knight  v. 
M'Douall,  12  Ad.  ft  El.  488,  4  Perry  ft  D.  168,  4 
Jur.  939. 

So.  a  denial  In  an  action  for  a  wiongful  dis- 
charge under  a  contract  for  services,  of  the 
wrongful  discharge,  and  an  allegation  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  discharged  but  quit  volun- 
tarily,  do  not  preclude  the  defendant  from  set* 
ting  up  any  other  defenses  or  contesting  the  de- 
mand upon  other  grounds,  or  prevent  him  from 
denying  that  the  plaintiff  rendered  good  or  sat> 
isfactory  services.  Koll  t.  Bush,  6  Colo.  App. 
294,  40  Pac.  579. 

But  a  denial  In  an  action  for  compensation 
for  services  rendered  that  any  sum  was  due  the 
plaintiff  from  the  defendant  pursuant  to  the 
contract  for  services  or  otherwise  will  be  treated 
aa  a  denial  only  that  any  sum  of  money  was  due 
under  the  contract,  where  the  answer  does  not 
deny  that  a  valid  contract  was  entered  Into,  but 
merely  sets  up  a  written  contract  whldi  Is  not 
materially  different  from  the  one  stated  In  the 
complaint,  except  that  the  work  was  to  be  paid 
for  by  a  conveyance  of  land,  and  In  effect  admit- 
ting the  value  of  the  work  to  t>e  performed,  and 
that  it  had  not  been  satisfied  by  a  transfer  of 
land  or  otherwise;  and  the  plaintiff  can  rest 
upon  the  contract  set  up  and  the  admissions 
made  by  the  defendant.  Schmid  v.  Busch,  97 
Cal.  187.  81  Pac.  893. 

So,  setting  up  title  In  himself  by  a  defendant 
In  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  goods  al- 
leged to  have  been  fraudulently  sold  does  not 
waive  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  Insist  upon 
the  absence  of  proof  of  demand  and  refusal  to 
give  up  the  goods.  Goodwin  v.  Werthelmer,  99^ 
N.  Y.  149,  1  N.  E.  404. 

And  Judgment  should  not  be  rendered  on  mo- 
tion on  an  allegation  in  an  answer  in  an  action 
for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  personal  property 
denying  the  plaintllTs  title  and  the  wrongful 
withholding,  and  averring  that  the  goods  are 
the  property  of  the  defendants,  setting  up  also 
as  a  distinct  answer  an  averment  in  the  nature 
of  a  counter  statement,  rather  than  a  confes- 
sion and  avoidance.  Nudd  v.  Thomp8(»,  84  Cal. 
89. 

So.  an  admission  of  possession  contained  In 
a  special  defense  in  an  answer  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  must  be  confined  to  that  defense, 
where  the  answer  also  contains  a  general  de- 
nial, putting  in  issue  all  the  material  averments 
of  the  complaint:  and  this  Is  so  Irrespective  of 
the  question  whether  the  matters  contained  In 
that  plea  could  or  could  not  have  been  proved 
under  the  general  denial.  Miller  y.  Chandler, 
59  Cal.  540. 

And  where  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  land  pleads  a  general  denial,  and 
also  sets  up  a  claim  for  improvements  made  on 
the  premises,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  permitted 
to  put  the  second  plea  In  evidence  to  prove  pos- 
session of  the  premises  In  the  defendant,  as  It 


18MK. 


Sbattlb  National  Baux  y.  Johbs. 


Mft 


is  Ineombent  on  the  plaintiff  to  ectabllih  that 
upon  the  plea  of  the  general  Issue.  Morris  v. 
Henderson,  87  Miss.  402. 

And  where.  In  an  action  for  tresiwaa,  defend- 
sint  flies  a  general  denial,  and  later  flies  a  furth- 
er answer  admitting  the  trespass  but  pleading 
In  Justiflcatlon,  the  words  ^'admitting  the  tres- 
pass,'* in  the  answer,  are  to  be  taken  only  as 
expressing  the  legal  effect  of  the  Justlflcatlon, 
«nd  as  independent  of  the  plea  of  denial,  and 
as  not  dispensing  with  the  necessity  of  the  plaln- 
tirs  flrst  making  out  his  case.  Grash  v.  Sater, 
«  Iowa,  802. 

It  is  always  competent  for  defendant,  In  tre»- 
C«s«,  to  put  the  plaintiff  on  proof  of  his  title 
under  the  general  Issue,  however  many  special 
defenses  he  may  set  forth  on  the  record ;  and 
the  special  pleas  have  no  effect  as  admissions 
1>y  way  of  estoppel  with  relation  to  any  facts 
fiverred  or  admitted  In  them,  as  to  the  rights  of 
the  parties  In  the  trial,  unless  the  Issues  upon 
«uch  special  pleas  become  subjects  of  litigation, 
and  then  they  estop  only  as  admissions  that 
operate  to  preclude  proof  In  contradiction  of  the 
averment,  or  to  dispense  with  proof  of  what  Is 
admitted  by  the  pleadings.  They  in  no  man- 
ner operate  as  estoppels  outside  of  the  purpose 
of  the  principal  Issue  taken  upon  such  pleas 
themselves.     Child  v.  Allen,  88  Vt.  476. 

So,  the  effect  of  a  general  denial  In  an  action 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  is  not  destroyed  by  a 
separate  plea  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  set- 
ting up  title  in  himself,  as  such  defense  does  not 
expressly  admit  the  deralgnment  of  title  In  the 
plaintiff.     Slter  r.  Jewett,  88  Cal.  92. 

And  Judgment  will  not  be  rendered  In  an  ac- 
tloi^  for  the  breach  of  an  official  bond,  on  an  a1- 
1es:atIon  In  the  answer  therein  that  the  prin- 
cipal In  the  bond  kept  the  public  money  In  ques- 
tion In  a  safe  In  the  room  provided  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  that  the  safe  was  broken  into  and  the 
money  stolen,  where  it  also  contained  a  denial, 
separately  stated,  of  all  the  allegations  In  the 
complaint.  Amador  County  y.  Bntterfleld,  61 
Cal.  526. 

And  In  Merchants*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Macnaughton, 
1  Abb.  N.  C.  293,  note.  It  was  held  that  a  de- 
fense consisting  of  a  denial  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  a  corporation  will  not  be  stricken  out,  and 
cannot  be  deemed  frivolous  merely  because  an- 
other defense  charges  that  the  defendant  had 
•dealt  with  them. 

So,  a  plea  in  an  action  for  damages  for  a 
collision  with  a  horse  and  carriage  by  a  person 
riding  a  bicycle,  that  at  the  time  of  the  col- 
lision the  horse  and  wagon  were  not  under  the 
control  of  the  defendant,  but  were  in  charge  of 
an  Independent  contractor,  is  not  superseded  by 
another  allegation  that  the  horse  and  wagon 
were  at  the  time  owned  by  the  defendant,  and 
were  being  driven  by  him  along  the  highway, 
and  that  the  accident  occurred  from  the  negli- 
gence of  the  plaintiff,  and  not  through  any  fault 
of  the  defen<lant,  or  of  his  servants  and  em- 
ployees, so  as  to  warrant  the  trial  of  the  case 
upon  the  theory  that  the  driver  must  have  been 
the  servant  of  the  defendants.  Banta  r.  Siller, 
121  Cal.  414.  68  Pac.  936. 

In  the  above  case.  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  678, 
^upra,  II.,  was  explained,  the  court  saying  that 
the  language  in  that  case  relied  on  Is  correct 
when  applied  to  the  averments  of  any  single 
aeparate  defense,  but  Is  not  applicable  to  the 
whole  of  an  answer  which  contains  different, 
distinct,  and  separate  defenses. 

See  also,  on  the  question  of  the  operation  of 
one  plea  as  an  admission  as  against  another, 
cases  from  other  parts  of  this  note  cited  infra 
at  the  end  of  VII.  b. 
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b.  BwcepUant  to  the  nils. 

'ilie  courts  of  a  number  of  the  states,  notably 
Minnefota,  Missouri,  Wisconsin,  Kansas,  and 
Louisiana,  have  adopted  an  apparently  contrary 
rule  allowing  pleas  containing  admissions  to 
operate  as  a  waiver  or  admission  as  against 
other  pleas  less  favorable  to  tho  plaintiff. 

Thus,  the  statutory  rule  that  a  defendant  may 
plead  as  many  defenses  and  counterclaims  as  he 
has,  although  they  may  be  based  on  inconsistent 
legal  theories,  does  not  affect  the  principle  that 
an  admission  in  an  answer  will  not  be  affected 
by  a  repugnant  denial  In  another  part  of  the 
same  answer.  South  Milwaukee  Boulevard 
Heights  Co.  V.  Harte,  96  Wis.  692,  70  N.  W.  821. 

And  It  Is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  fact 
admitted  was  stated  by  way  of  confession  and 
avoidance.     Dickson  v.  Cole,  84  Wis.  626. 

Where  allegations  are  made  by  a  defendant 
in  his  answer  which  are  against  himself,  and 
which  limit,  modify,  or  overturn  other  allega- 
tions Inconsistent  therewith  which  are  In  favor 
of  himself,  he  Is  bound  by  the  allegations  against 
himself.  Blerer  v.  Frets,  82  Kan.  330,  4  Pac. 
284;  Mitchell  v.  Ripley,  6  Kan.  App.  818,  49 
I»ac.  153. 

A  general  denial  Is  always  quallfled  or  limited 
by  any  admissions  or  Inconsistent  allegations  in 
the  pleading.  Hannem  v.  Pence,  40  Minn.  127, 
41  N.  W.  657 ;  Rhinehart  v.  Whitehead,  64  Wis. 
47,  24  N.  W.  401;  Nagel  v.  Mignot.  8  Mart. 
(La.)  488 ;  Vavasseur  v.  Bayon.  11  Mart.  (La.) 
041 :  Dean  t.  Jackson,  1  Mart.  N.  S.  127. 

If  a  fact  be  expressly  admitted  In  any  part 
of  an  answer,  such  fact  Is  to  be  taken  as  trus 
against  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  Is  re- 
lieved from  the  necessity  of  proving  it,  though 
It  may  be  controverted  In  some  other  part  of 
the  answer.  Dickson  r.  Cole,  84  Wis.  626; 
Hartwell  v.  Page,  14  Wis.  52 ;  Wiley  v.  Keokuk, 
6  Kan.  94. 

Whenever  a  defendant  admits  anything  In  his 
answer  It  will  be  presumed  that  the  admission 
Is  intended  to  modify  and  control  anything  else 
that  may  be  found  In  the  answer  In  apparent 
conflict  therewith.  Butler  y.  Kaulback,  8  Kan. 
671. 

And  where  an  answer  In  an  action  constitutes 
a  mere  denial  of  the  plalntiflTs  right,  and  does 
not  Indicate  the  character  of  the  defense  If  in- 
consistencies exist  therein,  the  rule  against  In- 
consistent defenses  should  be  applied  to  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence.  Fugate  r.  Pierce,  49  Mo. 
441. 

Thus,  an  answer  containing  a  general  denial, 
and  also  an  averment  that  the  Instrument  sued 
upon  was  made  without  consideration  and  in  bad 
faith,  admits  the  making  of  the  assignments. 
Barnum  v.  Kennedy,  21  Kan.  181 ;  Nagel  v.  Mig- 
not, 8  Mart.  (La.)  495. 

And  rigid  rules  requiring  proof  of  the  loss  of 
the  instrument  by  a  fortuitous  event  would  be 
dispensed  with.  Nagel  v.  Mignot,  8  Mart  (La.) 
493. 

And  where  a  general  denial  and  an  allegation 
of  performance  of  the  contract  In  question  are 
united  in  the  same  answer,  the  former  will  be 
disregarded.  Nagel  y.  Mignot,  8  Mart.  (La.) 
488 ;  Vavasseur  v.  Bayon,  11  Mart.  (La.)  641 ; 
Dean  y.  Jackson,  1  Mart.  N.  S.  127. 

So,  a  plea  of  the  general  Issue  In  an  action  for 
a  money  demand  is  waived  by  plea  of  payment  or 
satisfaction.  Judlce  v.  Brent,  6  Mart.  N.  S. 
226;  M'Mlcken  v.  Brent,  6  Mart.  N.  S.  249; 
Bryans  v.  Dunseth,  1  Mart.  N.  8.  412 ;  Davis  v. 
Millaudon,  17  La.  Ann.  97,  87  Am.  Dec.  517. 

And  the  inconsistency  is  not  avoided  by  th% 
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defendant's  declaration  that  he  did  not  Intend 
to  waive  the  benefit  of  the  latter  plea.  Davis 
▼.  Millaudon,  17  La.  Ann.  97,  87  Am.  Dec.  517. 

And  an  averment  by  the  defendant  In  an  ac- 
tion on  a  note  that  the  obligation  has  been  dis- 
charged, dispenses  with  proof  of  its  execution, 
though  the  answer  also  contained  a  general  de- 
nial.    Kaba  v.  Carlin,  S  Mart.  N.  8.  873. 

So,  a  plea  denying  all  and  singular  the  alle- 
gations contained  In  the  plaintiff's  petition,  and 
another  plea  alleging  that  the  contract  was  a 
synallegmatic  one,  and  two  copies  of  it  were  not 
made  according  to  law,  are  inconsistent  so  that 
evidence  to  establish  the  execution  of  the  instru- 
ment is  unnecessary.  Ferguson  y.  Thomas,  8 
Mart.  N.  S.  75. 

And  an  answer  in  an  action  to  recover  upon 
a  lost  note  averring  that  the  defendant  did  not 
ma  ice  any  such  note  as  that  described  in  the  pe- 
tition, but  that  he  did  execute  a  note  to  plaintiff 
which  by  Its  description  is  the  same  described 
in  the  petition,  with  the  additional  description 
that  It  was  made  payable  at  a  certain  place  and 
contained  a  stipulation  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
to  trade  it  off,  alleging  that  he  had  done  so, 
admits  the  execution  of  the  note  sued  upon. 
Kinman  v.  Cannefax.  34  Mo.  147. 

So,  an  allegation  In  an  answer  In  an  action 
on  an  administrator's  bond  that  the  sureties 
were  discharged  in  consequence  of  the  gross  neg- 
ligence of  the  plaintiff  necessarily  admits  the  lia- 
bility of  the  defendant  If  negligence  is  not  shown 
and  Is  a  waiver  of  an  allegation  therein  that  the 
name  of  one  of  the  sureties  was  signed  thereto 
without  authority,  and  that  a  third  person  was 
substituted  for  another  who  did  not  sign  the 
bond  though  his  name  was  Inaerted  In  the  body 
ot  it.     McNamara  v.  Jarvls,  2  La.  Ann.  501. 

And  a  general  denial  by  insurance  companies 
of  knowledge  of  the  acts  of  their  agents  In  form- 
ing a  combination  to  maintain  rates  In  violation 
of  a  statute  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  an  issue 
on  that  question,  when  the  special  defenses  In 
the  answer  amount  to  a  practical  admission  of 
such  violation  and  challenge  the  constitutional- 
ity of  the  statute.  State,  Crow,  v.  Firemen's 
Fund  Ins.  Co.  152  Mo.  1,  45  L.  R.  A.  363,  52  S. 
W.  695. 

And  admissions  in  an  answer  In  an  action  of 
ejectment  nay  be  availed  of  by  the  plaintiff 
though  In  another  part  the  answer  contained  a 
general  denial.  Farrell  v.  Ilennesy,  21  Wis,  638. 

And  an  admission  in  an  answer  In  such  an  ac- 
tion of  title  in  the  grantor  of  the  plaintiff,  pre- 
vious to  the  date  of  his  deed,  may  be  availed 
of  by  the  plaintiff  though  the  answer  contained 
also  a  general  denial.  Orton  v.  Noonan,  19  Wis. 
851 ;  Sexton  v.  Rhames,  13  Wis.  99. 

And  a  general  denial  of  plaintiff's  title  to  land 
in  controversy  In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
its  possession  is  overcome  by  a  special  answer  ad- 
mitting the  right  of  the  plaintiff  by  showing  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  defendant  en- 
tered.    Miller  V.  Larson,  17  Wis.  624. 

So,  an  admission  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  original  owner  of  the 
property  in  controversy,  and  that  the  defendant 
held  under  him,  operates  as  a  modiflcacion  of  a 
general  denial  contained  in  the  same  answer, 
and  relieves  the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of 
offering  evidence  to  prove  his  title,  and  makes 
It  Incumbent  upon  the  defendant  to  show  that 
something  had  transpired  whereby  he  had  suc- 
ceeded to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  Butler  v. 
Kaulback,  8  Kan.  671. 

A  defendant  in  an  action  of  ejectment  may 
plead  a  general  denial,  and  also  in  the  same  an- 
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swer  an  equitable  defense,  and  rely  on  that  &• 
an  Independent  defense,  but  he  should  frame  his 
pleading  so  as  to  show  that  he  relies  upon  both 
defenses;  if  he  unqualifiedly  and  absolutely 
pleads  title  or  right  to  the  possession  out  of  him- 
self and  in  the  plaintiff  but  for  the  equities,  the 
plaintiff  should  not  be  required  to  offer  any  evi- 
dence, especially  If  he  waives  damages,  rents,, 
and  profits.     Ledbetter  v.  Ledbetter,  88  Mo.  62. 

So,  under  a  general  denial  In  an  action  for 
damages  done  to  plaintiff's  land  In  constructing 
a  railroad  over  It,  and  a  plea  of  confession  and 
avoidance,  the  confession  will  be  taken  as  true, 
and  under  It  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  a 
verdict  of  some  damages  unless  the  defendant 
proved  the  matter  of  avoidance;  but  in  such  case 
the  plaintiff  will  not,  upon  the  mere  admlsslona 
contained  in  the  pleadings,  be  entitled  to  recover 
more  than  nominal  damages,  unless  the  plead- 
ing In  terms  admits  the  damages  which  the  plain* 
tiff  claims,  or  some  other  damages.  McCord  t. 
Doniphan  Branch  R.  Co.  21  Mo.  App.  92. 

And  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  In  as 
action  for  the  enforcement  of  a  vendor's  contract 
security  for  the  purchase  money  of  land,  sold 
by  him,  which  would  go  to  rescind  the  contract 
and  leave  the  title  in  the  plaintiff.  Is  waived  by 
a  plea  In  the  same  answer  of  payment,  and  a 
refusal  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  to  deliver  a 
deed,  concluding  with  a  prayer  for  general  re- 
lief which  would  be  equivalent  to  a  prayer  for 
compelling  the  vendor  to  complete  the  contract. 
Adair  v.  Adair,  78  Mo.  630. 

And  an  express  averment  In  an  answer  In  an. 
action  for  the  recovery  of  an  alleged  surplus  In 
the  hands  of  the  defendant  arising  from  lands, 
a  mortgage  upon  which  had  been  transferred  ta 
him  to  secure  a  debt,  that  he  purchased  the  land 
in  his  own  right  and  for  his  own  use,  relieves 
the  plaintiff  of  the  necessity  of  proving  that 
fact  In  the  first  instance,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  the  answer  further  averred  that  he 
did  so  because  the  plaintiff  had  theretofore  re- 
leased to  him  the  claim  on  the  notes  and  mort- 
gage or  the  proceeds  thereof.  Dfckson  v.  Cole, 
34  Wis.  621. 

As  to  effect  of  Inconsistent  plea  as  an  admis* 
slon,  see  also  Clarke  v.  Lyon  County,  7  Nev.  75, 
supra,  VL  c,  1 ;  Lamberton  y.  Shannon,  13  Wash. 
404,  43  Pac.  836;  Maxwell  v.  Bolles.  28  Or.  1, 
41  Pac.  661. — aupra,  VI.  c,  2;  Rhine  r; 
Montgomery,  50  Mo.  660.  aupra,  VL  c,  4 : 
Yandle  v.  Crane,  13  Kan.  344 ;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Lincoln,  36  Minn.  132,  30  N.  W.  449.— 
aupra,  VL  c,  5 ;  Nelson  r.  Brodhack.  44  Mo.  596, 
100  Am.  Dec.  328 ;  Schaefer  v.  Causey,  8  Mo, 
App.  142;  Booth  v.  Sherwood,  12  Minn.  42d, 
Gil.  810, — aupra,  VI.  c,  6;  Jackson  v.  Stetson, 
15  Mass.  48;  Alderman  v.  French,  1  Pick.  1, 
11  Am.  Dec.  114, — aupra,  VL  c,  7;  Rodgers  v. 
Clement,  162  N.  Y.  422,  56  N.  E.  901:  Jesus 
College  V.  Gibbs,  1  Younge  &  C.  Exch.  160; 
Whittemore  v.  Stephens,  48  Mich.  574,  12  N.  W. 
fijSS, — aupra,  IV.  a:  Nadenbousch  v.  Sharer.  2 
W.  Va.  285,  aupra,  IV.  c;  Kelly  v.  Singer  Mfg. 
Co.  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  440,  aupra,  II:  Chew  v. 
Close,  9  Phlla.  211.  aupra,  IV.  a. 

As  to  waiver  of  one  plea  by  inserting  another 
Inconsistent  one,'  see  also  Shelby  County  v. 
Blckford,  102  Tenn.  395,  52  S.  W.  772 ;  Welden 
V.  Texas  Continental  Meat  Co.  65  Tex.  487  ; 
Lewis  ▼.  Acker,  11  How.  Pr.  163;  Farmers* 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Frick,  29  Ohio  St.  466;  Michael  v. 
Mutual  Ins.  Co.  10  Le<  Ann-  737, — aupra,  VI. 
a,  1 ;  Andrews  v.  Hensler.  6  Wall.  254,  18  L.  ed. 
737,  aupra,  VI.  c,  3 ;  Billings  v.  Drew.  52  CaL 
565,  Bupra,  VI.  e,  6;  South  Milwaukee  Boulet 
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Tard  Heights  Co.  v.  Darte,  05  Wl*  602,  70  N. 
W.  821,  Buttra,  VI.  c,  «. 

e.  E^lanation  of  the  apparent  conflict. 

It  Is  to  be  noted  that  In  nearly  If  not  all  of  the 
eases  set  forth  supra,  VII.  b,  the  Inconsistency 
was  of  fact  and  not  by  implication  of  law,  and 
the  admissions  were  formal  and  explicit,  and  it 
is  thought  that  the  true  rule,  at  least  outside 
of  the  Ave  states  there  mentioned,  and  prob- 
ably In  them  also,  is  that  a  less  favorable  de- 
fense can  be  treated  as  an  admission  or  as  a 
waiver  of  a  more  favorable  one  when  and  only 
when  the  Inconsistency  Is  one  ot  fact  and  the 
admission  was  formal  and  explicit  and  might 
have  been  avoided,  but  that  It  cannot  be  so 
treated  when  the  admission  is  by  implication  of 
law  or  is  unavoidable  in  order  to  present  all 
the  defenses  which  tlie  party  was  entitled  to 
make. 

Thus,  a  defendant  pleading  several  pleas  in 
his  answer  will  not,  under  the  Wyoming  stat- 
ute, l>e  concluded  from  proving  the  truth  of 
one  plea  by  any  implied  admission  contained  in 
another,  or  by  any  Implication  of  law  arising 
therefrom.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  War- 
ren, 3  Wyo.  134,  6  Pac.  724. 

In  the  above  case,  the  rulings  of  the  supreme 
courts  of  Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  and  Kansas 
were  explained  and  distinguished,  the  court  say- 
ing that  the  admissions  in  one  plea  which  those 
courts  have  held  conclusive  against  the  defend- 
ant as  against  another  plea  were  express. 

So.  where  a  defendant  pleads  specially,  not 
as  a  defense,  but  solely  with  the  view  to  having 
affirmative  relief  against  a  plaintiff,  notice  of 
which  purpose  the  latter  has  from  the  pleading 
*  Itself,  the  special  plea  does  not  cut  off  the  de- 
feDdant*B  right  to  rely  on  the  general  issue. 
Morris  v.  Housley  (Tex,  Civ.  App.)  34  S.  W 
659. 

And  an  admission  by  a  defendant  In  his  an- 
swer that  he  executed  the  Instrument  set  forth 
In  the  complaint  cannot  be  relied  upon  by  the 
defendant  as  proof  of  such  execution,  where  In 
another  portion  of  the  answer  all  the  material  al- 
legations of  the  complaint  had  been  denied,  and 
the  admission  was  a  mere  confession  for  ihe 
purpose  of  avoidance,  as  the  plaintiff  cannot 
dismember  a  special  plea  and  take  the  confes- 
sion as  a  general  admission  in  the  suit.  Troy 
A  R.  R:  Co.  V.  Kerr,  17  Barb.  681. 

So,  where  the  law  authorizes  a  defendant  to 
plead  several  pleas  he  may  use  each  plea  In  his 
defense,  and  the  admissions  unavoidably  con- 
tained In  one  cannot  be  used  against  him  in  an- 
other. Glenn  v.  Sumner,  132  U.  S.  152,  33  L 
ed-  301,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41 :  Whitaker  v.  Free- 
man, 12  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  L.)  271. 

But  a  clear  and  explicit  admission  la  one  de- 
fense In  an  answer  of  an  allegation  of  a  com- 
plaint denied  in  another  defense  In  the  same  an- 
swer is  available  to  the  plaintiff,  and  relieves 
him  from  the  necessity  of  proving  the  allega- 
tions In  his  complaint  so  admitted,  when  the  ad- 
mission was  not  unavoidable  to  him  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  presenting  the  defense  In  which  the  ad- 
mission was  made.  McLaughlin  v.  Alexander, 
2  S.  Dak.  226.  40  N.  W.  90. 

In  the  above  case  It  was  said  that  In  a  proper 
ease  It  may  be  a  serious  question  whether  an 
exception  should  not  be  made  as  suggested  by 
Mr.  Justice  Gray  In  Glenn  ▼.  Sumner,  132  U. 
8.  152,  33  L.  ed.  301,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41,  supra, 
as  to  an  admission  not  unavoidably  made  in 
order  to  entitle  a  party  to  properly  present  a 
defense. 
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So,  while  an  admission  In  one  plea  cannot  bs 
used  to  prove  or  disprove  another  plea,  where  It 
appears  from  the  whole  conduct  of  a  cause  that 
a  particular  fact  is  admitted  between  the  par- 
ties, the  Jury  may  draw  the  same  conclusion  as 
to  that  fact  as  if  it  had  been  proved  in  evidence. 
Stracy  v.  Blake,  1  Mees.  &  W.  168,  Tyrw.  &  G. 
528. 

And  while  special  pleas  of  defendant  are  not 
admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  facts  therein  al- 
leged where  a  general  denial  Is  interposed, 
facts  admitted  In  the  pleading  and  not  denied  In 
other  pleas  are  established  against  the  party, 
though  their  construction  and  effect  are  for  the 
court.  Bauman  ▼.  Chambers,  01  Tex.  108,  41 
S.  W.  471. 

And  defenses  which  are  Inconsistent  to  the 
extent  of  being  untrue  are  not  sufficient  to  put 
the  plaintiff  upon  proof.  Allen  v.  Olympla  Light 
&  P.  Co.  13  Wash.  307,  43  Pac.  65.  And  see 
Sbattlb  Nat.  Bank  v.  Jones. 

A  party  who  formally  and  explicitly  admits  by 
his  pleading  that  which  establishes  the  plain- 
tirs  right  will  not  be  suffered  to  deny  Its  ex- 
istence or  to  prove  any  state  of  facts  Inconsist- 
ent with  that  admission,  though  in  his  answer  he 
also  denied  any  knowledge  or  Information  suf- 
ficient to  form  a  belief  as  to  a  fact  material  ta 
the  plainUff's  case.  Paige  v.  Wlllet,  38  N.  T. 
28;  Willet  ▼.  Metropolitan  Ins.  Co.  2  Bosw. 
078 ;  Myrick  ▼.  Bill,  3  Dak.  284,  17  N.  W.  268 ; 
Baird  v.  Morford,  20  Iowa,  531. 

And  the  rule  Is  the  same  where  one  of  the 
counts  is  by  way  of  answer  and  defense  to  the 
allegations  in  the  petition,  and  the  other  by  way 
of  the  cross-demand.  BaJrd  v.  Morford,  20 
Iowa,  581. 

And  the  general  denial  will  be  stricken  out 
on  motion,  unless  so  amended  as  not  to  deny  ths 
allegations  afterwards  admitted.  Willet  v.  Met- 
ropolitan Ins.  Co.  2  Bosw.  678. 

But  the  technical  rule  which  supposes  that  spe- 
cial defenses  confess  and  avoid  when  In  fact 
they  do  not  confess  at  all  should  not  be  adopted 
In  determining  the  consistency  or  Inconsistency 
of  defenses.  McAdow  v.  Ross,  63  Mo.  100 ;  Nel- 
son y.  Brodhack,  44  Mo.  506,  100  Am.  Dec  328. 

And  u  positive  denial  In  an  action  for  assault 
and  battery  Is  not  waived  by  a  subsequent  plea 
of  Justification  In  the  same  answer.  Rhine  ▼. 
Montgomery,  50  Mo.  566. 

^And  a  general  denial  by  the  plaintiff  In  reply 
to  an  answer  alleging  the  alteration  of  the  in* 
strument  sued  on  and  a  plea  of  ratification  of 
an  agreement  for  an  extension  oftimeandof  ths 
alteration  set  up  In  the  answer,  If  they  admit 
the  making  of  the  agreement  and  of  the  altera- 
tion as  set  up  In  the  answer,  do  not  admit  ths 
validity  and  legal  effect  of  such  agreement  and 
alteration,  and  are  not  therefore  Inconsistent. 
Moore  v.  Macon  Sav.  Bank,  22  Mo.  App.  684. 

So,  a  plea  of  no  consideration  for  an  assign- 
ment of  a  promissory  note  to  the  plaintiff  la 
nullified  by  an  admission  In  the  same  answer 
that  the  note  was  given  for  town  lots,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  succeeded  to  the  rights,  properties, 
and  liabilities  of  his  assignor.  Ryan  v.  Mld- 
dlesborough  Town-Lands  Co.  (Ky.)  52  S.  W.  83. 

And  a  plea  of  not  guilty  In  a  statutory  action 
In  the  nature  of  ejectment  admits  possession  of 
the  de<fendant  and  denies  plaintiff's  right  there- 
to, and  a  disclaimer  denies  that  the  defendant 
was  In  possession  when  the  action  was  brought, 
and  therefore  a  plea  of  not  guilty  Is  Incompati- 
ble with  the  disclaimer,  and  the  two  cannot  bs 
pleaded  together,  and  the  former  will  be  deemed 
a  waiver  of  the  latter.  Bernstein  v.  Humes.  6(V 
Ala.  682.  31  Am.  Rep.  62 ;  McQueen  y.  Lampiey^ 
74  Ala.  408. 
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But  a  plea  la  treapasa  to  try  title  by  Yirtue 
of  a  oonveyance  ot  land  by  the  defendant,  that 
the  land  was  defendant's  homestead  when  the 
conveyance  was  made,  presents  no  defense,  and 
win  not  stand  the  teat  of  a  general  demurrer, 
and  therefore  will  not  operate  to  prevent  the  de- 
fendant from  showing  under  his  plea  of  not 
guilty  that  the  conveyance  was  in  fact  a  mort- 
gage and  void  because  given  on  a  homestead. 
Wiggins  T.  Wiggina»  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  S35,  40 
&  W.  643. 

VIII.  Inconaistenev,  hoto  taken  advantage  of. 

While  inconsistency  between  defenses  may  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  treating  the  least  favor- 
able one  as  an  admission  and  as  nullifying  the 
more  favorable  ones  where  the  inconsistency  is 
of  fact,  it  is  also  frequently  taken  advantage 
o<  by  a  motion  to  require  the  pleader  to  elect 
upon  which  defenses  he  will  rely,  by  motion  to 
strike  out  one  of  the  defenses  and  by  demurrer. 

The  fact  that  two  defenses  in  an  answer  are 
inconslfftent  does  not,  at  least  unless  they  are 
inconsistent  In  fact,  authorise  the  plalntiflP  to 
disregard  them  or  either  of  them  at  the  trial. 

If  he  desires  to  present  the  question  he  should 
more  to  strike  out  the  one  or  the  other,  or  ap- 
ply for  an  order  compelling  the  defendant  to 
elect  as  to  which  particular  defense  he  will  rely 
on.  Buhne  v.  Corbett,  48  Cal.  264 ;  Spencer  v. 
Tooker.  12  Abb.  Pr.  858. 

He  Is  not  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  plead- 
ings because  several  defenses  aet  up  in  the  an- 
swer are  inconsistent  with  eacn  other.  Botto  v. 
Vandament,  67  Cal.  382,  7  Fac.  758. 

The  appropriate  and  most  usual  course  Is  to 
require  the  pleader  to  elect  upon  which  defense 
he  will  rely.  Munn  v.  Taulman,  1  Kan.  254, 
81  Am.  Dec.  508 :  Dunn  v.  Bosarth  (Neb.)  80  N. 
W.  811:  Lynch  v.  RIchter,  10  Wash.  486,  39 
Pac.  125 ;  Noonan  v.  Bradley,  0  Wall.  894,  19 
L.  ed.  757. 

And  see  Conway  t.  Wharton.  18  Minn.  158, 
Gil.  145.  infra;  Arnold  v.  Dlmon,  4  Sandf.  680. 
^upra,  IV.  a. 

And  where  a  defendant  sets  up  separate  and 
distinct  defenses  in  his  answer  which  are  in- 
consistent with  each  other,  the  court  should 
require  him  to  elect  upon  which  of  the  defenses 
he  will  rely,  and  the  evidence  upon  the  trial 
ahould  be  confined  to  the  defense  upon  which  he 
-elects  to  stand.  Ferguson  v.  Prince,  2  Kan. 
App.  7.  41  Pac.  988. 

He  should  be  allowed  to  elect  between  them. 
and  to  amend  by  striking  out  the  defense  which 
he  discards,  and  the  allowance  of  such  an 
amendment  does  not  prejudice  the  rights  of  the 
plalntiir  or  furnish  him  with  grounds  for  appeal. 
Breunlch  v.  Weselman,  100  N.  T.  609,  2  N.  B. 
385. 

And  where  a  defendant  is  required  to  elect 
l>etween  two  inconsistent  defenses,  and  the  rec- 
ord states  that  he  elected  to  stand  upon  the 
first  one,  but  it  appears  that  the  Issue  tendered 
In  the  second  defense  was  In  fact  the  real  Issue 
tried,  the  court  on  appeal  will  treat  the  case  as 
involving  the  Issue  made  by  the  second  defense 
only.     Smith  v.  CulIIgan.  74  Mo.  389. 

As  a  general  rule  an  objection  that  an  answer 
presents  inconslatent  defenses  is  waived  by  a 
failure  to  move  to  require  the  defendant  to  elect 
upon  which  he  will  rely.  Dunn  v.  Bozarth 
(Neb.)  80  N.  W.  811 :  Lynch  v.  Bichter,  10 
Wash.  486,  89  Pac.  125. 

And  in  such  case  the  plaintiff  cannot  take  ad- 
vantage of  such  defect  by  way  of  request  for  in- 
•structlons.  Lynch  v.  RIchter,  10  Wash.  486,  89 
Pac.  125. 

Requiring  ft  defendant  to  elect  between  two 
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defenaes  which  are  not  inoonslatent,  however* 
is  prejudicial  error.  Grier  CommisaioiL  Co.  T. 
Dockstader,  47  Mo.  App.  42. 

See  also,  as  to  requiring  the  pleader  to  elect. 
Parks  V.  McClellan,  44  N.  J.  L.  552 ;  Riley  v. 
RUey,  20  N.  J.  L.  114 ;  LeConte  v.  Pendleton,  1 
Johns  Caa.  104 ;  Trotter  v.  Mills,  6  Wend.  512, 
— aiipra,  IV.  8;  Socleta  Itallana  Dl  Bene- 
flcenza  v.  Sulzer,  188  N.  7.  468,  34  N.  B.  193, 
supra,  VI.  a ;  Bell  t.  Brown,  22  Cal.  671,  supra, 
VI.  b,  1 ;  Kelly  v.  Bemhelmer,  8  Thomp.  &  C 
140 ;  Springer  v.  Dwyer,  50  N.  Y.  19 ;  Cook  ▼. 
Finch,  19  Minn.  407,  Gil.  850 ;  Bird  A  M.  Map 
Co.  V.  Jonea,  27  Kan.  177 ;  Black  v.  Holloway, 
19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  694,  41  S.  W.  576.— «upra,  VI.  c. 
1 ;  Lawrence  v.  Peck,  8  S:  Dak.  645.  54  N.  W. 
808 ;  Pavey  ▼.  Pavey,  80  Ohio  St.  600 ;  Patrick 
V.  Boonvllle  Gaallght  Co.  17  Mo.  App.  465 ; 
Shed  V.  Augustine.  14  Kan.  282 ;  Brann  v. 
Brann,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1814.  44  S.  W.  424,— 
Bupra,  VI.  c,  2 ;  GrIer  Commission  Co.  v.  Dock- 
stader,  47  Mo.  App.  42,  supra,  VI.  c,  8 ;  Will  son 
V.  Cleaveland,  80  Cal.  105;  Keane  t.  Kyne,  2 
Mo.  App.  317;  Hooven  k  A.  Co.  v.  National 
Cordage  Co.  27  Ohio  L.  J.  |8. — supra,  VI.  c, 
6 ;  Horton  v.  Banner,  6  Bush,  596 ;  Ormsby  t. 
Douglaas.  2  Abb.  Pr.  407.  5  Duer,  665 ;  Lane  v. 
Bryant,  100  Ky.  188,  86  L.  R.  A.  709,  87  8.  W. 
584.^»«pra,  VI.  c,  7 :  Smith  v.  Culligan.  74 
Mo.  389 ;  Ferguson  y.  Prince,  2  Kan.  App.  7,  41 
Pac.  988;  Auld  T.  Butcher,  2  Kan.  136, — 
supra,  VI.  c  8. 

In  a  number  of  the  courts,  however,  motions 
to  strike  out  one  of  the  inconsistent  defenses 
have  been  sustained,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  such  a  course  deprives  the  pleader  of  the 
right  to  elect  upon  which  he  will  rely. 

Thus,  under  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  circuit 
court  in  South  Carolina  the  proper  method  ot 
objection  to  inconsistent  defenses  is  by  motion 
to  strike  one  of  the  Inconsistent  defenses  from 
the  record.  It  should  be  made  before  trial. 
Cohrs  V.  Fraser,  5  S.  C.  N.  S.  351. 

And  the  same  rule  obtains  in  Alabama. 
Cleveland  y.  Chandler,  8  Stew.    (Ala.)   489. 

And  in  California  If  Inconsistent  defenses  are 
set  up  the  defect  may  be  reached  by  motion  to 
strike  out  one  of  them.  Uridias  v.  Morrell,  M 
Cal.  81 ;  Klink  v.  Cohen,  13  Cal.  628. 

Or  In  some  cases  by  demurrer.  Klink  t. 
Cohen,  13  Cal.  623. 

And  in  Iowa  an  objection  that  a  set-off  is 
pleaded  with  a  general  denial  in  an  answer 
where  they  are  In  a  clearly  defined  and  distinct 
division  thereof  ahould  be  taken  by  demurrer  or 
motion  to  strike  out,  and  cannot  be  taken  after 
issue  is  Joined  by  a  replication.  Pike  v.  King, 
16  Iowa.  49. 

Error  in  refusing  to  strike  out  inconsistent 
pleas  in  a  reply  to  affirmative  matter  In  an  an- 
swer, however.  Is  cured  by  the  action  of  the 
court  in  disregarding  that  portion  of  the  reply, 
and  trying  the  case  upon  the  theorf  that  It  was 
entirely  irrelevant  and  immaterial.  Davis  v. 
Ford.  15  Wash.  107,  45  Pac.  789,  46  Pac.  303. 

And  where  an  answer  in  an  action  for  re- 
covery for  services  alleged  to  have  been  rendered 
alleging  that  when  defendant  heard  of  the  em- 
ployment of  the  plaintiff  It  discharged  him  and 
offered  to  pay  him  what  his  services  were  worth, 
also  contains  a  general  denial,  the  defendant 
Is  not  prejudiced  by  an  order  striking  out  all 
but  the  general  denial,  as  all  the  evidence  which 
could  have  been  received  thereunder  la  admissi- 
ble under  the  general  denial.  People's  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Gelsthardt,  55  Neb.  232,  75  N.  W.  582. 

So.  striking  out  a  plea  In  an  answer  on  the 
ground  that  it  Is  inconsistent  with  another  plea 
therein  is  not  reversible  error  though  errono- 
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Mu,  where  no  eyldenee  was  rejected  on  account 
of  Its  absence,  and  tbe  defendant  litigated 
STery  qne»tion  of  fact  so  far  and  as  fully  as  It 
could  have  done  If  the  pleading  had  remained. 
Grand  Chute  v.  Winegar,  16  Wall.  356,  21  L. 
ed.  170. 

The  Minnesota  statute  does  not  in  terms  au- 
thorize a  defense  to  be  stricken  out  for  incon- 
sistency, and  in  most  cases  in  which  one  de- 
fense Is  Inconsistent  with  another  the  better 
practice  would  be  to  require  the  court  to  compel 
the  defendant  to  elect  upon  which  defense  he 
will  stand  rather  than  to  strike  it  out.  Conway 
▼.  Wharton,  13  Minn.  168,  611.  145. 

As  to  striking  out  pleas  as  inconsistent  or 
contradictory,  see  also  Lay  V.  Filmore,  76  Miss. 
#93,  23  So.  184 ;  Marx  t.  Gross,  26  Jones  &  S. 
221.  9  N.  T.  Supp.  719 ;  Wright  v.  Card,  16  R. 
I.  719,  19  Atl.  709.^»apro.  VI.  c,  1:  Shep- 
oard  y.  Starrett,  36  Mo.  867,  supra,  VI.  c,  2; 
Kellogg  y.  Baker,  16  Abb.  Pr.  286,  Butyra,  VI.  c, 
4 ;  Duilleld  y.  Denyer  &  B.  G.  R.  Co.  6  Colo. 
App.  26,  36  Fac.  622,  supra,  VI.  c,  6 ;  Newsom  y. 
Guy,  109  Ala.  305,  19  So.  448,  aupra,  VI.  c,  6 ; 
Rowland  y.  Dalton,  36  Miss.  702 ;  Tabor  y.  Com- 
mercial Nat  Bank,  27  U.  8.  App.  Ill,  62  Fed. 
Rep.  883,  10  C.  C.  A.  429, — supra,  VI.  c.  8. 
And  see  Willet  y.  Metropolitan  Ins.  Co.  2  Bosw. 
678,  supra,  VII.  b,  1. 

The  question  whether  or  not  Inconsistency  be- 
tween different  defenses  in  an  answer  may  be 
reached  by  demurrer  seems  to  depend  upon  the 
language  of  the  statute  proyldlng  for  demurrer 
mnd  prescribing  the  grounds  therefor. 

Thus,  in  Indiana  it  has  been  held  that  a  plea 
which  contains  repugnant  allegations  respect- 
ing material  matter  Is  bad  on  general  demurrer, 
as  the  contradictory  averments  destroy  each 
other.     Barber  y.  Summers,  6  Blackf.  839. 

And  a  demurrer  has  been  held  proper  In  other 
courts.  See  Kllnk  y.  Cohen,  13  Cal.  623 ;  Pike 
y.  King,  16  Iowa,  49,  supra. 

And  in  Fumlss  v.  Ellis.  2  Brock.  14,Fed.Ca8. 
No.  6,162,  It  was  held  that  where  In  an  action  of 
assumpsit  the  defendant  both  pleads  the  general 
Issue  and  demurs,  and  the  plaintiff  takes  Issue 
on  the  plea  but  refuses  to  Join  in  the  demurrer. 
It  amounts  to  a  discontinuance  under  the  Vir- 
ginia statute  authorizing  the  court  to  nonsuit 
the  plaintiff,  as  pleading  the  general  Issue  with 
th«  demurrer  amounts  to  pleading  double,  but 
la  not  a  posltlye  inconsistency. 

Upon  the  other  hand,  however,  it  has  been 
beld  that  repugnancy  in  an  answer  is  matter  of 
form  and  cannot  be  noticed  on  general  demurrer. 
Com.  y.  Myers,  1  Va.  Cas.  188 ;  Munn  y.  Taul- 
man,  1  Kan.  258,  81  Am.  Dec.  608. 

And  that  a  demurrer  cannot  reach  the  order 
of  pleading  by  the  defendant  if  a  plea  In  abate- 
ment and  a  plea  in  bar  be  pleaded  together. 
Cleyeland  y.  Chandler,  3  Stew.  (Ala.)  489. 

So,  an  objection  that  an  answer  contains  In- 
consistent allegations  and  denials  cannot  be 
made  by  demurrer,  where  the  grounds  upon 
which  a  party  may  demur  are  specified  and 
enumerated  in  the  statute  and  such  objection  is 
not  Included ;  and  when  such  objection  exists  in 
■ach  case  It  should  bo  taken  advantage  ot  by 
motion  to  strike  out,  or  to  require  the  party 
pleading  to  elect  between  the  inconsistent  pleas. 
Caldwell  v.  Ruddy,  2  Idaho,  6,  1  Pac.  339. 

And  a  demurrer  to  an  answer  containing  a 
general  denial,  and  also  matter  specially  plead- 
ed. Is  too  broad,  unless  In  the  special  pleas  there 
Is  an  express  or  Implied  admission  of  all  the  ma- 
terial allegations  of  the  petition.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  such  admission  the  demurrer  should 
SO  to  the  new  matter  alone.  State  ear  reU  Dayis 
▼.  Rogers,  70  Mo.  280. 

A  demurrer  to  an  answer  will  not  be  sustained 
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for  mere  Inconsistency,  Indeflniteness,  or  re- 
pugnancy. If  some  fact  or  facts  are  averred  pos- 
itively, and  the  indeflniteness,  inconsistency,  or 
repugnancy  Is  not  such  as  to  render  the  aver- 
ment meaningless.  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hart, 
8  Ind.  App.  19,  36  N.  E.  802. 

As  to  demurrer  for  repugnance,  see  also  Sec- 
ond Nat.  Dank  v.  Hart,  8  Ind.  App.  19,  35  N. 
K.  302.  supra,  VI.  b,  2;  Wright  v.  Card.  16 
R.  I.  710,  19  Atl.  709 ;  Bemays  v.  United  States 
.Mut.  Accl.  Asso.  45  Fed.  Uep.  455,— «tipro,  VI 
c,  1 ;  Strouse  y.  Leipf,  101  Ala.  433,  23  L.  R.  A. 
022,  14  So.  667,  supra,  VI.  c,  4;  Scranton  y. 
Bosarge  (MIso.)  19  So.  194,  supra,  VI.  c,  6; 
Martin  y.  Woods,  6  Mass.  6 ;  William  y.  Harris, 
2  How.  (Miss.)  627;  Byas  y.  Wylie,  1  Cromp. 
M.  &  R.  686,  3  Dowi.  P.  C.  624,  6  Tyrw.  377, 

1  Gale,  60 ;  Robins  y.  Crutchley,  2  Wlls.  118 : 
Barber  y.  Summers,  5  Blackf.  339, — supra,  IV. 
a. 

The  proper  mode  of  Interposing  the  objection 
that  a  defense  set  up  in  an  amended  answer  ir 
Inconsistent  with  the  defense  in  the  original 
answer  is  by  appealing  from  the  order  permit- 
ting  the  defense  to  be  made.  Bruce  y.  Burr,  67 
N.  Y.  237. 

It  is  not  the  province  of  the  judge  to  order 
a  correcticMi  of  errors  or  removal  of  defects  In 
pleas  consisting  of  Inconsistencies  between  the 
pleas  in  an  answer,  upon  its  own  motion,  though 
on  application  he  may  permit  it  to  be  done ;  and 
it  is  error  for  the  court,  upon  Its  own  motion, 
to  declare  defenses  inconsistent  and  contradic- 
tory and  direct  the  defendant  to  elect  upon 
which  he  will  rely.  Ten'Bi*oeck  y.  Orchard,  7r» 
N.  C.  618. 

If  inconsistent  defenses  are  set  up  in  an  an- 
swer, advantage  must  be  taken  of  it  by  motion 
or  demurrer;  otherwise  the  defect  Is  waived: 
and  at  the  trial  a  party  may  rely  upon  both  de- 
fenses. Conway  v.  Clinton,  1  Utah,  216;  Url- 
dias  v.  Morrell,  26  Cal.  31. 

Or  he  may,  as  under  the  old  system  of  plead 
Ing,  rely  on  the  matter  of  his  last  defense  unaf- 
fected by  the  statements  in  a  prior,  separate, 
and  distinct  defense.  Klink  y.  Cohen,  13  Cal. 
623. 

Repugnancy  between  pleas  in  an  answer  is 
ground  for  not  receiving  them,  and  if  they  have 
been  received  It  is  too  late  to  object  to  them  on 
that  ground.  Com.  v.  Myers,  1  Va.  Cas.  188, 
dictum. 

And  objection  to  inconsistency  of  pleas  In  an 
answer  cannot  be  made  for  the  first  time  in  the 
appellate  court  on  appeal.  Peoria  &  P.  U.  R. 
Co.  V.  Barton,  38  111.  App.  469. 

When  the  court  rules  that  two  defenses  in  an 
answer  are  inconsistent,  the  defendant  is  at 
liberty  to  stand  upon  an  exception  taken  to  the 
ruling,  and  need  not  antagonise  the  court  by 
insisting  further  on  Its  right  to  establish  both 
defenses,  and  will  not  be  prejudiced  by  a  failure 
to  offer  evidence  bearing  upon  the  one  stricken 
out.  Conklin  y.  Woodbury  Dermatologlcal  Inst. 
37  App.  Diy.  610,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  258. 

And  going  to  trial  upon  an  issue  made  by  a 
plea  in  an  answer  is  not  a  waiver  of  exception 
to  the  raling  of  the  court  striking  out  another 
plea  for  repugnancy.  Tucker  y.  Edwards,  7 
Colo.  209,  8  Pac.  233. 

Oyerruilng  an  exception  to  an  answer  in  an 
action  of  trespass  to  try  title,  pleading  a  gen- 
eral denial  and  not  guilty,  and  also  containing 
a  plea  in  reconvention,  if  erroneous.  Is  not  pr» 
judicial  error  where  no  evidence  was  offered  un- 
der the  plea.     Koenighelm  y.  Miles,  67  Tex.  116, 

2  S.  W.  81. 

The  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are 
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governed,  od  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  and 
■cope  of  pleading  with  reference  to  consistency 
and  repugnancy  In  actions  at  law,  by  the  prac- 
tice of  the  courts  in  the  state  In  which  they  are 
held.  Glenn  v.  Sumner.  132  U.  S.  152,  33  L.  ed. 
301,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  41. 

IX.  Conclusion. 

This  Is  a  practice  question,  and  one  In  which 
rad  ral  clmnge.s  have  b^eo  made  by  statute  atdlf- 
ferent  times.  This,  with  a  conservative  tend- 
ency upon  the  part  of  the  courts  to  import  the 
principles  of  the  old  procedure  into  the  new 
after  a  change,  has  given  rise  to  apparently 
radical  couHicts  of  authority,  and  it  has  been 
rop  J»'<*(liy  held  under  the  same  system  of  plead- 
ing and  without  apparent  qualification,  upon  the 
one  hand,  that  a  defendant  may  set  up  all  the 
defenses  he  may  have,  whether  consistent  or 
Inconsistent,  and,  upon  the  other  hand,  that  he 
may  set  up  all  the  defenses  he  may  have  pro- 
Tided  they  are  not  Inconsistent.  Comparing 
these  apparently  conflicting  cases,  however,  un- 
qualified as  they  are,  with  rules  laid  down  In 
some  of  the  most  carefully  considered  cases,  as 
to  what  Is  Inconsistency,  and  as  to  different 
kinds  of  Inconsistency,  and  as  to  the  test  of  In- 
consistency which  will  vitiate  a  pleading,  will 
■how,  it  Is  thought,  that  the  rule  that  there 
are  two  kinds  of  incons'stency, — inconsistency 
of  fact  consisting  of  absolute  contradiction  in 
matters  of  fact,  and  Inconsistency  by  Implication 


of  law  consisting  oif  an  Incompatibility  arltliiir 
from  the  union  of  denials  and  admissions  by 
Implication  of  law  for  the  purpose  of  avoidance, 
— and  that  all  Inconsitftency  Is  permissible,  at 
least  in  equity  and  under  reform  procedure,  ex- 
cept absolute  inconsistency  of  fact  of  such  ir 
character  that  if  one  statement  be  true  another 
must  be  false.  Even  the  Missouri  cases  under 
a  statute  permitting  only  consistent  pleas,  and 
those  of  the  other  states  holding  that  pleas  must 
be  consistent,  with  the  possible  exception  of 
those  of  Louisiana,  are  reconciled  by  this  rule, 
those  cases  having  defined  the  prohibited  incon- 
sistency to  be  inconsistency  of  fact.  And  this 
theory  also  reconciles  the  apparent  conflict  of 
authority  as  to  what  Inconsistency  will  act  as 
an  admission,  and  dispense  with  proof  of  the  ad- 
mitted facts,  as  the  rule  under  both  claasea 
of  cases  would  be  that  to  have  this  effect  the 
Inconsistency  would  have  to  be  one  of  fact, 
such  that  if  the  admission  were  true  the  denial 
must  be  false. 

While  absolute  Inconsistency  In  fact  in  a 
pleading  may  be  treated  as  establishing  the  facta 
alleged  In  It  most  favorable  to  the  opposite  par- 
ty, inconsistency  may  also  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  motion  to  compel  the  pleader  to  elect  be- 
tween the  Inconsistent  pleas,  by  motion  to  strike 
out,  and  by  demurrer,  motion  to  compel  an  elec^ 
tlon  appearing  to  be  the  favored  method. 

F.  H.  a 


UNITED   STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  APPEALS,  SIXTH  CIRCUIT. 


Thomae  C.  HINDMAN,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

FIRST    NATIONAL    BANK    OF    LOUIS- 
VILLE et  al. 

(08  Fed.  Rep.   562.) 

A  fmlse  certlflcmte  by  the  cashier  of  « 
hank,  stating:  that  an  insurance  cont- 
ponjr  had  on  deposit  subject  to  check 
certain  ainonnts  of  paid-up  capital  and  net 
surplus,  made  to  assist  the  company  to  ob- 
tain a  license  and  authorized  by  the  board 
of  directors,  who  knew  it  to  be  false,  and  the 
publication  of  the  same  statement  In  the  pub- 
lic press,  to  which  the  bank  was  privy,  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  a  large  bank  deposit 
and  of  selling  stock  held  by  the  bank  as  col- 
lateral, render  the  bank  liable  for  deceit  to 
a  person  who  bought  worthless  stock  of  the 
Insurance  company  In  reliance  on  this  state- 
ment. 

(November  13,  1899.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Kentucky  to 
review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendant  in 
an  action  brought  to  hold  it  liable  for  losses 
incurred  by  plaintiff  in  purchasing  stock  of 
an  insurance  company  upon  representations 
made  by  defendant.     Reversed. 

Before  Taft  and  Lurton,  Circuit  Judges, 
and  Richa,  District  Judcre. 


Note. — ^As  to  right  to  rely  on  published  state- 
ments by  banks,  see  Gerner  v.  Moshev  (Neb.)  46 
L.  B..A.  244. 
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Statement  by  Taft,  Circuit  Judge: 
This  is  a  writ  of  error  brought  to  review 
the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of  Ken- 
tucky susta/ining  the  demurrer  to  the  re- 
formed and  amended  petition  of  Thomas  C. 
Hindman  against  the  First  National  Bank  of 
Louisville  and  others  seeking  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  loss  sustained  by  the  plaintiff 
in  the  purchase  of  eighty  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Columbian  Fire  Insur- 
ance Company,  which  purchase  was  induced, 
the  petition  alleges,  by  certain  fraudulent 
misrepresentations  of  the  bank  and  other  de- 
fendants. The  petition  originally  was  or- 
dered by  the  court  to  be  reformed.  A  de- 
murrer was  filed  to  the  reformed  petition, 
and  was  sustained.  The  plaintiff  then  asked 
leave  to  amend,  which  was  granted.  The 
amendment  was  filed,  and  a  new  demuiTer 
filed.  This  was  sustained,  and  judgment  en- 
tered for  the  defendant  (C,  C.)  86  Fed. 
Rep.  1013.  The  reformed  petition  makee 
parties  defendant  the  First  National  Bank 
of  Louisville,  C.  B.  Sullivan,  A.  W.  Hart, 
ant  James  S.  Ray.  Ray  is  made  a  defend- 
ant simply  as  receiver  of  the  Columbian  In- 
surance Company,  and  not  as  a  party  to  the 
transactions  charged  against  the  other  de- 
fendants. The  petition,  after  setting  up  the 
necessary  jurisdictional  facts  as  to  the  di- 
verse citizenship  of  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants, avers  that  in  January,  1893,  certain 
persons  duly  organized  the  Columbian  Fire 
Insurance  Company  under  the  laws  of  Ken- 
tucky, and  applied  to  the  insurance  commis- 
sioner of  that  state  to  do  business  as  such 
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therein,  with  a  capital  of  $200,000  and  a  sur- 
plus of  $50,000;  that  the  commissioner  en- 
tered upon  an  investigation  of  the  affairs  of 
the  company;  that  the  incorporators  falsely 
represented  that  the  capital  had  been  paid 
in  full,  and  that  in  addition  the  company  had 
$48,000  surplus  in  cash,  free  from  debts  and 
liabilities,  and  that  the  whole  sum  of  $248,- 
182.90  was  on  deposit  in  the  First  National 
Bank  of  Louisville,  and  subject  to  check; 
that  the  commissioner  applied  to  the  bejik 
for  confirmation  of  this  statement;  that  the 
board  of  directors  of  the  bank,  knowing  the 
object  of  the  inquiry,  caused  the  bank  cashier 
to  make  a  sworn  certificate  to  the  insurance 
commissioner  that  the  insurance  company 
had  on  deposit  $248,000  of  capita!  paid  in 
and  net  surplus;  that  the  statement  was  un- 
true, and  was  made  for  the  fraudulent  pur- 
pose of  enabling  the  insurance  company  to 
deoeiye  the  commissioner  and  secure  a  license 
to  do  business,  when  it  was  not  lawfully  en- 
titled to  one;  that  it  was  done  in  pursuance 
of  a  conspiracy  between  the  bank  and  the  offi- 
cers of  tiie  insurance  company,  C.  B.  Sulli- 
van, A.  W.  Hart,  and  others;  that,  to  give 
the  fal«e  appearance  of  such  a  deposit  as  was 
certified,  the  insurance  company  and  the 
bank  pretended  to  make  certain  discounts  of 
promissory  notes  of  notoriously  insolvent 
persons,  each  of  which  had  been  given,  as  the 
tNink  knew,  in  payment  of  the  maker's  sub- 
scription to  the  stock  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany; that  the  bank  had  gone  through  the 
lorm  of  discounting  the  notes  on  the  indorse- 
ment or  guaranty  of  the  insurance  company, 
and  of  placing  the  proceeds  to  the  credit  of 
the  latter  on  the  bank's  books ;  that  many  of 
the  said  notes  were  not  discounted  in  good 
faith;  that  the  proceeds  thereof  were  never 
intended  to  be,  and  were  never  in  fact,  sub- 
ject to  checks  of  the  insurance  company,  and 
the  bank  had  at  all  times  retained  a  lien  on 
the  fund  thus  apparently  standing  to  the 
credit  of  the  insurance  company.  The  peti- 
tion proceeds: 

"Plaintiff  says  that  the  said  First  Na- 
tional Bank  united  with  said  insurance  com- 
pany and  other  named  defendants,  except  Ray, 
in  this  said  fraud,  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing the  benefit  that  would  result  to  it  from 
having  said  insurance  company  keep  a  large 
deposit  with  said  bank;  it  having  been  pre- 
viously agreed  and  underfftood  between  said 
bank  and  said  insurance  company  that  the 
latter  would,  if  licensed  to  do  business,  keep 
a  large  amount  of  cash  on  deposit  with  said 
bank  at  all  timet.  Plaintiff  says  that  in 
compliance  with  this  agreement  said  insur- 
ance company  did  thereafter  at  all  times 
during  its  existence  keep  a  large  amount  of 
cash  on  deposit  in  said  bank,  which  deposit 
was  of  great  value  and  benefit  to  said 
bank.  Plaintiff  says  that  said  insurance 
company,  having  in  the  fraudulent  manner 
herein  recited,  obtained  license  to  do  business 
in  Kentucky  and  in  other  states,  commenced 
at  once  to  engage  in  the  fire-insurance  busi- 
ness throughout  the  various  states  in  which 
it  was  licensed.  Plaintiff  says  that  said  de- 
fendants, except  Ray,  further  represented  to 
the  plaintiff  and  to  the  public,  by  publica' 
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tions,  that  the  said  company  had  said 
capital  and  surplus  amounting  to  $248,182.- 
9U,  which  publications  were  made  in  the  pub- 
lice  prints  and  scattered  over  the  country, 
and  which  were  seen  and  relied  upon  by 
plaintiff,  and  falsely  represented  that  there 
were  no  mortgages  upon  the  same  or  liens 
upon  the  same,  and  that  the  stock  had  been 
paid  for  at  $125  a  share,  and  that  the  com- 
pany was  organized  and  ready  for  business, 
and  made  representations  to  the  effect  that 
the  said  company  was  a  bona  fide  company, 
with  a  sound  capital,  properly  organized; 
and  plaintiff  alleges  that  all  the  parties 
named  in  the  caption  hereof  co-operated  with 
said  insurance  company  and  said  bank  and 
the  officers  thereof,  and  the  other  defendanta 
except  Ray,  in  setting  said  company 
on  foot,  and  publishing  that  said  cash  capi* 
tal  and  surplus  of  $250,000  had  been  paid  up 
in  cash,  liona  fide,  in  accordance  with  said 
representation.  .  .  .  And  this  plaintiff 
alleges  that  by  the  representations  and  pub- 
lications of  the  defendants,  and  by  the  is- 
sual  of  the  said  statement  by  said  bank  to 
the  said  Duncan,  and  the  licensing  of  said 
conypany  by  said  Duncan,  insurance  conunis- 
sioner,  he  was  deceived,  .  .  .  and  while 
deceived  by  the  false  representations  and  de- 
ceit and  false  and  fraudulent  conspiracy  of 
said  defendants  in  setting  on  foot  and  float- 
ing said  company,  and  while  ignorant  of  the 
fraud  practised  upon  him  and  the  public,  and 
when  he  believed  the  representations  and 
publications  aforesaid  to  be  true,  and  the 
false  and  fraudulent  insurance  company  to 
be  a  bona  fide  and  genuine  insurance  com- 
pany, properly  licensed,  purchased  on  Feb- 
ruary 0,  1893,  eighty  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  said  Columbian  Fire  Insurance 
Company  of  America  at  the  price  of  $125  a 
share,  making  a  total  of  $10,000,  .  .  . 
all  of  which  said  shares  were  paid  for  in  cash 
by  said  plaintiff,  and  were  issued  to  him  on 
the  6th  day  of  February,  1893. 

"Plaintiff  says  that  it  was  the  purpose  of 
all  the  said  defendants,  except  Ray,  to  put 
stock  of  said  insurance  company  on  the  mar- 
ket to  be  sold,  to  make  up  said  capital  stock, 
which  was  short,  as  hereinbefore  alleged,  and 
that  the  defendants  A.  W.  Hart  and  C.  B. 
Sullivan,  representing  themselves  and  the 
said  other  defendants,  and  acting  in  collusion 
with  all  the  other  defendants,  except  Ray, 
represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  said 
stock  thus  sold  to  him  had  been  paid  for, 
bona  fide,  in  cash  by  the  original  subscriber 
therefor,  which  representation  was  false,  and 
known  to  them  and  the  other  defendants  to 
be  false,  and  that  said  original  certificates 
would  be  taken  up,  and  new  certificates  is- 
sued in  lieu  thereof  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
plaintiff  alleges  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
shares  of  stock  which  were  so  canceled,  and 
in  place  of  which  the  certificates  filed  here- 
with were  issued  to  him,  were  shares  of  stock 
which  had  been  originally  issued  to  C.  B. 
Sullivan,  and  for  which  he  had  subscribed 
and  not  paid,  and  which  had  never  been  paid 
for  by  him  or  any  person  whomsoever,  and 
alleges  that  said  stock  which  was  thus  sold 
I  to  him  was  a  part  of  the  stock  used  as  ooi- 
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laieral  in  the  pretended  discounting  of  notes, 
hj  which,  on  the  guaranty  or  indorsement  of 
the  insurance  company,  money  was  placed  to 
the  credit  of  said  insurance  company,  to 
make  up  the  fictitious  capital  thereof,  by  the 
First  National  Bank,  and  said  bank  partici- 
pated in  said  frauds,  and  got  the  benefit  of 
said  payment  made  by  said  plaintiff  for  his 
stock.  All  of  the  defendants,  except  Ray, 
knew  of  the  shortage  in  said  capital  stock, 
and  fraudulently  conspired  and  contrived 
the  setting  on  foot  of  the  said  insurance  com- 
pany, and  the  selling  of  said  stock  to  this 
plaintiff;  and  plaintiff  alleges  that  said 
stock,  a<t  the  time  of  the  sale  to  him,  and  at 
all  times  during  the  existence  of  the  com- 
pany, was  absolutely  worthless,  and  known 
to  be  so  by  all  said  defendants,  who  knew 
that  said  company  started  in  said  fraudulent 
manner,  and  was  unsound.  Plaintiff  alleges 
that  said  company  continued  in  business  as 
a  fire  insurance  company  for  about  fourteen 
months,  but  by  reason  of  its  not  having  its 
capita]  stock  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  afore- 
said shortage  in  its  capital  stock,  it  was 
forced  to  make  an  assignment  on  February 
27,  1894.  and  did  so  assign,  and  became  and 
was  at  all  times  from  its  inception  insolvent, 
and  the  stock  was  and  is  absolutely  worth- 
less.'' 

By  amendment  to  the  petition,  plaintiff 
further  averred  as  follows : 

''Plaintiff  alleges  that  it  was  a  part  of  the 
plan  and  desi^  of  said  defendants,  among 
whom  was  said  bank,  to  have  said  stock  put 
in  the  name  of  parties  who  did  not  intend 
in  good  faith  to  take  the  same,  and  this  was 
the  case  with  the  said  stock  of  C.  B.  Sullivan, 
which  was  sold  to  plaintiff ;  and  the  purpose 
of  so  doing  was  to  put  off  upon  plaintiff  and 
sell  to  him  the  stock  in  the  said  fraudulent 
insurance  company,  the  said  Hindman,  plain- 
tiff, to  pay  cash  therefor,  and  under  said 
plan  the  said  plaintiff  was  in  reality  the  first 
allottee  of  said  stock;  the  said  C.  B.  Sulli- 
van, as  plaintiff  alleges,  being  in  league  with 
and  co-operating  with  the  said  bank  and 
other  defendants  to  so  sell  stock  which  he 
had  never  intended  to  pay  for  himself,  and  to 
put  on  foot  said  insurance  company  without 
the  alleged  capital  and  surplus,  and  with- 
out the  capital  paid  in  as  required  by 
law,  and  knowing  that  the  same  had  not 
heen  paid  in.  Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  as 
heretofore,  and  for  all  proper  relief.** 

Judge  Barr,  who  presided  in  the  circuit 
court,  sustained  the  demurrer  on  the  ground 
that  the  misrepresentations  set  forth  were 
addressed  to  the  original  allottees  of  the 
stock,  and  not  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a 
purchaser  from  an  original  allottee;  follow- 
ing in  this  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Peek 
v'Qumey,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  378. 

Messrs.  Bamett,  Miller,  A  Bamett,  A. 
M.  Rntledge,  and  W.  W.  Thnm,  for 
plaintiff  in  error : 

A  similar  petition  seems  to  have  been  ap- 
proved in  the  case  of  Murray  v.  McOarigle, 
69  Wis.  483.  34  N.  W.  622. 

To  organize  an  insurance  stock  company 
by  the  giving  of  notes,  which  are  discounted, 
and  the  proceeds  of  which  are  placed  to  the 
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credit  of  the  insurance  company,  the  oom- 
pany  remaining  contingently  bound,  is  ab- 
solutely unlawtul  under  the  Kentucky  stat- 
utes. 

To  induce  persons  to  take  stock  in  such  a 
scheme  by  representing  that  a  bona  fide  cor- 
poration has  been  formed,  and  that  it  has  its 
capital  and  surplus  paid  up  in  money,  and 
is  in  all  respects  in  accordance  with  the  laws 
of  the  state«  is  a  fraud.  For  several  per- 
sons to  co-operate  in  maintaining  such  an 
enterprise  is  a  conspiracy.  For  some  of  the 
persons  to  make  representations  by  pros- 
pectuses or  by  verbal  statements  directly  to 
the  taker  or  buyer  of  stock,  and  for  the  oth- 
ers, either  corporations  or  individuals,  to  for- 
ward the  scheme  by  making  false  represen- 
tations to  the  insurance. conunissioner,  and 
thereby  to  secure  a  license  for  a  bubble  com- 
pany, so  that  it  can  be  lanuched  and  begin 
business,  is  to  make  the  second  parties  re- 
sponsible for  the  acts  and  declarations  of  the 
first,  and  to  make  all  parties  liable  in  dam- 
ages for  injury  inflicted  upon  one  who  sub- 
scribes for  or  buys  stock  previously  or  sub- 
sequently in  the  bubble  company  thus 
brought  into  existence,  launched,  and  made 
to  operate  as  though  it  were  a  real  company. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §§  880  et  acq.;  Ellerbe  v. 
National  Exch.  Bank,  109  Mo.  446,  19  S.  W. 
241 ;  Salmon  v.  Richardson,  30  Conn.  360,  79 
Am.  Dec.  255;  Morse  v.  Stoits,  19  How.  Pr. 
286;  Bush  v.  Sprague,  51  Mich.  41,  16  N. 
W.  222;  Warren  v.  Barker,  2  Duv.  156; 
Dent  V.  McOrathf  3  Bush,  176;  Homblower 
V.  Crandall,  78  Mo.  581;  Simons  v.  Vulcan 
Oil  d  Min.  Co.  61  Pa.  202,  100  Am.  Dec.  628 ; 
Vreeland  v.  New  Jersey  Stone  Co,  29  N.  J. 
Eq.  195;  Chestei'  v.  Diokerson,  64  N.  Y.  1,  13 
Am.  Rep.  550;  Cross  v.  Socket  t,  2  Bosw.  617 ; 
Ca^seauw  v.  Mali,  25  Barb.  583;  Morgan  v. 
Skiddy,  62  N.  Y.  319 ;  Miller  v.  Barber,  66  N. 
Y.  558;  Bradley  v.  Poole,  98  Mass.  169,  93 
Am.  Dec.  144;  New  Sombrero  Phosphate  Co. 
V.  Erlanger,  25  Week.  Rep.  436 ;  Cook,  Stock 
&  Stockholders,  §  176,  note  1;  Salem  Mill 
Dam  Corp,  v.  Ropes,  6  Pick.  23,  9  Pick.  187 ; 
Bray  v.  Farwcll,  81  N.  Y.  600 ;  Fry  v.  Lex- 
ington d  B.  8,  R.  Co.  2  Met.  (Ky.)  314;  TmH 
V.  Mt.  Sterling  Coal  R.  Co.  13  Bush,  34;  Fain 
V.  Northwestern  Oravel  Road  Co.  41  Ind. 
196;  Central  Tump.  Corp.  v.  Valentine,  10 
Pick.  142. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  a  bad  motive 
should  enter  into  the  perpetration  of  a  fraud. 

Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  880;  Peek  v.  Qumey,  L.  R. 
6  H.  L.  373. 

One  party  uniting  in  the  common  object 
may  not  be  present  when  the  fraudulent  rep- 
resentations are  made  to  the  buyer  of  stock ; 
may  not  know  that  they  are  actually  made ; 
yet  if  the  buyer  has  been  induced  thereby  to 
take  the  stock,  and  that  one  party  be  united 
in  a  common  effort,  and  perform  and  act  in 
consummation  of  the  fraud,  either  previous- 
ly or  subsequently,  he  is  equally  guilty  and 
equally  liable. 

Savile  v.  Roberts,  1  Ld.  Raym.  374;  Tap- 
pan  V.  Powers,  2  Hall,  277 ;  Parker  v.  Ew%t- 
ington,  2  Gray,  124;  Bowen  v.  Matheson,  14 
Allen,  499;  Kimball  v.  Harmon,  34  Md.  407, 
6  Am.  Rep.  840;  Hauser  v.  Tate,  85  N.  C.  81, 
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39  Am.  Kep.  689;  Page  r.  Parker,  43  N.  H. 
3((3,  80  Am.  Dec  172;  Nudd  v.  Burrowa,  91 
U.  S.  420,  437,  23  L.  ed.  286,  289;  United 
States  V.  Oooding,  12  Wheat.  469,  6  L.  ed. 
696;  Sundry  Goods,  Wares,  d  Merchandises 
y.  United  States,  2  Pet.  368,  366,  7  L.  ed.  460, 
453;  Lincoln  y.  OlafUn,  7  Wall.  132, 19  L.  ed. 
106;  Buffalo  Lubricating  Oil  Co.  v.  Stand- 
ard OU  Co.  106  N.  Y.  669,  12  N.  K  825;  If  or- 
ton  V.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins,  Co,  34  Hun,  366, 
Affirmed  in  103  N.  Y.  645 ;  Reed  y.  Home  Sav, 
Bank,  130  Mass.  443,  39  Am.  Rep.  468; 
Krulevitz  y.  Eastern  R,  Go.  140  Mass.  576, 

5  N.  E.  600;  Western  News  Co.  v.  Wilmarth, 
33  Kan.  610,  6  Pac.  786;  2  Thomp.  CJorp.  99 
1474,  1476. 

A  corporation,  and  a  national  bank,  like 
other  corporations,  is  liable  in  tort  for  the 
frauds  of  its  officers;  inyariably  liable  when 
those  frauds  are  within  the  scope  of  the  gen- 
eral business  of  the  bank;  and  also  liable 
when  those  frauds,  being  outside  the  general 
business  of  the  bank,  are  yet  such  as  the 
bank  enables  its  officers  to  commit,  and  au- 
thorizes and  ratifies. 

Nevada  Bank  y.  Portland  Nat.  Bank,  <^9 
Fed.  Rep.  338;  Merchants'  Nat.  Ba/nk  y. 
State  Nat.  Bank,  10  Wall.  604,  19  L.  ed. 
1008;  First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Oraham,  100  If.  S. 
699-702,  25  L.  ed.  760,  751;  Philadelphui  A 
R.  R.  Co.  y.  Derby,  14  How.  468,  14  L.  ed. 
602 ;  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R.  Co.  y.  Quigley, 
21  How.  202,  16  L.  ed.  73;  Etting  y.  Bank 
of  United  States,  11  Wheat.  59,  6  L.  ed.  419; 
Bissell  y.  Michigan  S.  d  N.  I.  R.  Cos.,  22  N. 
Y.  258;  Randolph  y.  Allen,  41  U.  S.  App. 
117,  73  Fed.  Rep.  23,  19  C.  0.  A.  353;  Neto- 
heffin  y.  Neurton  Nat.  Bank,  27  U.  S.  App. 
712,  66  Fed.  Rep.  701,  14  C.  C.  A.  Tl;  Bro- 
kau)  y.  New  Jersey  R.  d  Transp.  Co.  32  N. 
J.  L.  328;  Owsley  y.  Montgomery  &  W.  Pt. 
R.  Co.  37  Ala.  660;  Stiles  t.  Cardiff  Steam 
Ifofo.  Co.  33  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  310;  Qoodspeed 
▼.  East  Haddam  Bank,  22  Ck)nn.  530,  58  Am. 
Dec.  439 ;  Reed  y.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  130  Mass. 
443,  39  Am.  Rep.  468;  Buffalo  Lubricating 
OU  Co.  y.  Standard  Oil  Co.  106  N.  Y.  669,  12 
N.  E.  825;  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Hollister,  118 
U.  S.  256-263,  30  L.  ed.  176-178,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  1055. 

A  corporation  may  be  held  liable  for  con- 
spiracy as  for  other  torts. 

Buffalo  Lubricating  Oil  Co.  y.  Standard 
Oil  Co.  106  N.  Y.  669,  12  N.  E.  825;  Morton 
▼.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  34  Hun,  366,  103 
N.  Y.  645;  Reed  y.  Home  Sa/v.  Bank,  130 
Mass.  443,  39  Am.  Rep.  468;  Erulevitz  y. 
Eastern  B.  Co.  140  Mass.  575,  5  N.  E.  500; 
Western  News  Co.  y.  Wilmarth,  33  Kan.  510, 

6  Pac  786. 

The  act  of  the  bank  in  making  a  false  and 
fraudulent  return  and  sworn  certificate  to 
the  insurance  commissioner  was  a  part  of 
the  scheme  to  consummate  the  conspiracy 
and  fraud  by  which  the  plaintifiT  lost  his 
money;  and  it  would  haye  been  liable  eyen 
if  the  plaintiff  had  subscribed  for  the  stock 
and  put  up  his  money  and  been  deceiyed  by 
the  representations  of  the  other  conspira- 
tors before  December  31,  1892,  and  before  the 
making  of  the  affidayit  of  the  cashier  of  the 
bank  to  the  insurance  commissioner. 
48  li.  R.  A. 


If  the  cashier's  act  giyes  existence  to  the 
bog^s  company,  those  persons  who  have  acted 
upon  the  declaration  of  any  of  tne  conspira- 
tors, who  have  joined  in  the  unlawful  pur- 
pose, are  injured  by  the  act  of  the  bank 
whether  they  subscribed  for  their  stock 
either  prior  or  subsequently  thereto;  for 
there  would  have  been  no  such  company  but 
for  such  action,  and  there  would  have  been 
no  resulting  loss ;  and  all  parties  participat- 
ing in  the  scheme  are  equally  guilty. 

James  y.  Crosthtoait,  97  Ga.  673,  36  L.  R. 
A.  631,  25  S.  E.  754;  Wilson  v.  Pauly,  37  U. 
S.  App.  642,  72  Fed.  Rep.  129,  18  C.  C.  A. 
475;  Chemical  Nat.  Bank  y.  Armstrong,  31 
U.  S.  App.  75,  65  Fed.  Rep.  573,  13  C.  C.  A- 
47,  28  L.  R,  A.  239;  4  Thomp.  Corp.  M  4777,. 
4779,  4824-4826;  Squires  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,. 
59  111.  App.  134;  Ba/nk  of  Kentucky  y» 
SohuylkiU  Bank,  1  Pars.  Sel.  £q.  Cas.  180; 
Badger  y.  Bank  of  Cumberland,  26  Me.  428 ; 
Robinson  y.  Bealle,  20  6a.  276 ;  Hagerstowm 
Bank  y.  London  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  3  Grant,  Cas. 
135;  5  Thomp.  Corp.  §9  6279-6353;  Manhat- 
tan Bank  y.  Walker,  130  U.  S.  267,  32  L.  ed. 
959,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  519;  Den  ew  dem. 
Stewart  y.  Johnson,  18  N.  J.  L.  87 ;  Apthorpe 
y.  Comstock,  2  Paige,  482 ;  Bridge  y.  Eggle- 
ston,  14  Mass.  245,  7  Am.  Dec.  209 ;  Bush  y. 
Sprague,  51  Mich.  49,  16  N.  W.  222. 

Representations  to  a  public  officer  by 
sworn  statement,  in  compliance  with  a  stat- 
ute, or  with  a  nonstatutory  public  duty,  is 
such  publication  as  the  public  have  a  right 
to  rely  upon. 

Bartholomew  y.  Bentley,  15  Ohio,  659,  45 
Am.  Dec.  596;  Cazeauw  v.  Mali,  25  Barb. 
578 ;  Cross  y.  Saokett,  2  Bosw.  618 ;  Clarke  v. 
Dickson,  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  459;  Morgan  v.  Skid- 
dy,  62  N.  Y.  319;  Davidson  y.  Tulloch,  3 
Macq.  H.  L.  Cas.  783;  2  Thomp.  Corp.  §§ 
1472, 1473;  Morse  y.  Swits,  19  How.  Pr.  275; 
Salmon  y.  Richardaon,  30  Conn.  368,  79  Am. 
Dec.  256;  Booth  r.  Wonderly,  36  N.  J.  L. 
251 ;  Westervelt  y.  D&marest,  46  N.  J.  L.  37„ 
50  Am.  Rep.  400. 

Messrs.  Dodd  Sc  Dodd  and  Hnmplirey 
A  Dayie,  for  defendants  in  error : 

The  liability  of  a  corporation  for  torts  of 
its  agents  is  limited  to  the  acts  done  by  the 
agents  of  the  corporation  ( 1 )  in  the  course 
of  its  business,  (2)  of  their  employment; 
both  of  which  requisites  are  made  necessary 
to  the  liability  of  the  corporation  for  the  act. 
of  the  agent. 

Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R.  Co.  y.  Quigley„ 
21  How.  209,  210,  16  L.  ed.  75;  Salt  Lak^ 
City  y.  Hollister,  118  U.  S.  261,  30  L.  ed.  177^ 
6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1055 ;  Denver  d  R.  O.  R.  Co. 
v.  Harris,  122  U.  S.  607,  30  L.  ed.  1147,  T 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1286;  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  R. 
Co.  y.  Prentice,  147  U.  S.  109,  37  L.  ed.  102,. 
13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  261;  Berwick  y.  English 
Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2  Exch.  265 ;  West- 
em  Bank  of  Scotland  y.  Addie,  L.  R.  1  H.  U 
Sc.  App.  Cas.  157 ;  5  Thomp.  Corp.  §  6321. 

Before  the  plaintiff  can  hold  the  First 
National  Bank,  he  must  show  that  some  offi- 
cer of  that  bank  has  done  something  or  said 
something  about  a  matter  within  the  com- 
petence of  the  bank,  and  within  the  general 
scope  of  authority  of  the  officer. 
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Weckler  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  42  Md.  581, 
20  Am.  Rep.  95. 

The  bank  here  sued  is  not  alleged  to  have 
hod  anything  to  do  with  the  buBiness  of  the 
insurance  company. 

The  First  National  Bank  could  not  have 
taken  any  stock  in  the  Columbian  Fire  In- 
surance company,  and  would  have  had  no 
power  to  aid  in  its  establishment. 

California  Nat,  Bank  v.  Kennedy,  167  U. 
8.  365^  42  L.  ed.  109,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  831; 
Flannagan  v.  California  Nat.  Bank,  66  Fed. 
Rep.  960«  23  L.  R.  A.  836;  McCutoheon  v. 
Merz  Capsule  Co.  37  U.  S.  App.  686,  71  Fed. 
Rep.  792,  19  C.  C.  A.  108,  31  L.  R,  A.  416; 
Farmers*  d  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Smith,  40  U. 
S.  App.  690,  77  Fed.  Rep.  129,  23  C.  C.  A. 
80;  Dresser  v.  Traders*  Nat.  Bank,  166  Mass. 
120,  42  N.  E.  567;  Norton  v.  Derry  Nat. 
Bank,  61  K.  H.  590,  60  Am.  Rep.  336;  Com- 
mercial Nat.  Bank  v.  Pirie,  49  U.  S.  App. 
C96,  82  Fed.  Rep.  799,  27  C.  C.  A.  171. 

No  representation  was  ever  made  to  the 
plaintiff  upon  which  he  had  any  right  to  re- 
ly. 

Bigelow,  Ft.  536 ;  Peek  v.  Chirney,  L.  R.  6 
H.  L.  378 ;  1  Thomp.  Corp.  §  472 ;  Hunncwell 
V.  Duaohury,  154  Mass.  286,  13  L.  R.  A.  733, 
28  N.  E.  267. 

Representations  made  after  a  purchase  has 
t>een  consummated  are  not  actionable. 

Farmers*  Stock  Breeding  Asso.  v.  Scott,  63 
Kan.  634,  36  Pac.  978. 

The  plaintiff  has  not  shown  any  damage. 

Peek  V.  Derry,  L.  R.  37  Ch.  Div.  691. 

Taft,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  so-called  reformed  petition  and  its 
amendment  are  inartificially  drawn,  and  are 
full  of  redundancy  and  evidential  averments, 
l)ut  we  think  that  they  state  with  suflficient 
clearness  the  following  case :  Several  of  the 
defendants  other  than  the  bank  organized  a 
tire  insurance  company  under  the  laws  of 
Kentucky.  Before  the  company  could  do  busi- 
ness under  the  laws  of  Kentucky,  it  was  nec- 
essary for  it  to  procure  a  licensp  from  the 
«tate  insurance  commissioner.  The  license 
eould  only  issue  upon  proof  that  the  capital 
($200,000)  of  the  insurance  company  had 
been  paid  in  in  cash.  But  a  little  over  $100,- 
OOO  of  the  capital  had  been  paid  in  cash  and 
deposited  in  the  defendant  bank.  To  make 
up  the  needed  remainder,  the  defendant  Imnk 
accepted  notes  of  various  subscribers  to  the 
stock  for  the  amount  of  their  respective  sub- 
scriptions, with  the  stock  pledged  as  collat- 
eral therefor.  The  notes  were  indorsed  by 
the  insurance  company.  Though  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  notes  were  credited  to  the  latter 
on  the  books  of  the  bank,  the  amount  of  them 
was  not.  according  to  the  understanding  be- 
tween the  bank  and  the  insurance  company, 
subject  to  check.  In  order  to  start  the  in- 
surance company  in  business,  and  thereby  se- 
cure for  itself  a  large  deposit  account,  and 
for  the  further  purpose  of  selling  the  stock  of 
the  insurance  company  pledged  to  it  as  col- 
lateral, the  defendant  bank,  through  its 
board  of  directors,  assisted  the  insurance 
company  to  obtain  a  license  by  directing  its 
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cashier  to  certify  to  the  insurance  commis- 
sioner that  the  insurance  company  had  on  de- 
posit with  it,  subject  to  check,  $200,000  paid- 
up  capital  and  $48,000  net  surplus.  The  li- 
cense was  issued  upon  the  faith  of  this  cer- 
tificate. In  further  pursuance  of  its  pur- 
poses the  defendant  bank  united  with  the 
other  defendants  in  procuring  the  publication 
in  newspapers  of  general  circulation  in  Ken- 
tucky and  elsewhere  of  statements  similar  to 
those  contained  in  the  cashier's  affidavit. 
The  plaintiff,  induced  by  such  publications 
and  by  the  statements  in  the  cashier's  affi- 
davit, and  relying  thereon,  bought  eighty 
shares  of  the  stock  of  the  insurance  company, 
which  the  bank  then  held  as  collateral  se- 
curity for  a  note  of  one  of  the  defendants 
given  for  his  stock  subscription.  Plaintiff 
paid  $10,000  for  the  stock.  The  stock  was 
worthless  when  he  bought  it,  and  has  never 
been  worth  anything  since.  The  insurance 
company,  owing  to  the  fact  that  it  never  had 
the  amount  of  capital  required  by  law,  be- 
came wholly  insolvent,  and  was  wound  up 
under  the  laws  of  Kentucky.  The  statement 
of  the  cashier  was  plainly  false,  and  known 
to  be  so  by  the  bank,  for  it  clearly  implied 
that  the  capital  and  surplus  were  in  cash 
over  and  above  all  liabilities. 

The  argument  of  counsel  for  the  defendant 
in  error  is:  First.  That  the  statement  of 
the  cashier,  in  so  far  as  it  certified  that  the 
insurance  company's  deposit  was  for  capital 
and  net  surplus,  was  ultra  vires,  and  could 
not  be  made  ground  for  holding  the  bank  for 
deceit.  Second.  It  is  contended  that  neither 
the  cashier's  affidavit  nor  the  newspaper  pub- 
lications were  addressed  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
he  had  no  right  to  rely  on  them;  that  the 
former  was  directed  to  the  insurance  commis- 
sioner only,  and  the  latter  to  the  possible 
subscribers  to  the  stock,  and  not  to  one  who, 
like  the  plaintiff,  bought  stock  already  is- 
sued. 

First,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  question 
here  is  not  of  the  authority  of  the  cashier,  aa 
was  the  case  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Marshall 
d  I.  Bank,  54  U.  S.  App.  610.  83  Fed.  Rep. 
725,  28  C.  C.  A.  42.  The  petition  specifically 
avers  that  the  certificate  waa  made  by  order 
of  the  board  of  directors.  This  was  the  gov- 
erning body  of  the  bank,  and  although,  of 
course,  in  a  certain  sense,  it  is  an  agency  or 
representative  of  the  bank,  it  is  for  all  prac- 
tical purposes  the  bank.  Ooodspeed  v.  Eaftt 
Haddam  Bank,  22  Conn.  530,  540,  641,  68 
Am.  Dec.  439;  Burrill  v.  Nahant  Bank,  2 
Met.  163,  35  Am.  Dec.  395;  Bank  Comrs.  v. 
Bank  of  Buffalo.^  Paige,502;  PoZ/arri v.  Yinr 
ton,  105  U.  S.  7,  12,  26  L.  ed.  998,  1000;  Lake 
fihore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Prentice,  147  U.  S. 
101,  114,  37  L.  ed.  97,  103,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
261 ;  Denver  d  R.  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  122  U. 
S.  697.  610,  30  L.  ed.  1146,  1148,  7  Sup.  Ot. 
Rep.  1286.  The  question  here,  therefore,  is 
whether  a  national  bank  can  make  itself  li- 
able in  an  action  for  deceit  by  causing  a 
knowingly  false  statement  to  be  made  concern- 
ins:  the  financial  condition  of  one  of  its  cus- 
tomers. In  England  it  is  said  that  a  corpo- 
ration may  be  held  liable  for  the  commission 
of  any  wrongful  act  within  the  soope  of  its 
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tnoorporation.  Oreen  t.  London  Qenerai 
Omnibus  Co,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  290;  Edwards  v. 
Midland  R.  Co.  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div.  287 ;  Clerk 
&  L.  Torts,  49.  By  this  is  meant,  not  that 
the  charter  must  specifically  authorize  the 
wrongful  act«  but  only  that  it  must  be  com- 
mittcSl  by  the  corporation  in  pursuance  of  a 
power  lawfully  conferred,  though  wrongfully 
and  tortiously  exercised.  The  same  view  is 
taken  by  Mr.  Justice  Campbell,  speaking  for 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R.  Oo.  v.  Quigley,  21 
How.  202,  16  L.  ed.  73,  as  follows:  "The  re- 
sult of  the  cases  is,  that  for  acts  done  by  the 
agents  of  a  corporation,  either  in  contractu 
or  in  delicto,  in  the  course  of  its  business 
and  of  their  employment,  the  corporation  is 
responsible,  as  an  individual  is  responsible 
undor  similar  circumstances." 

The  limits  of  a  corporation's  liability  for  a 
wrong  are  somewhat  less  strictly  laid  down 
in  later  cases  in  our  supreme  court.  In  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Oraham,  100  U.  S.  699,  702,  25 
L,  ed.  750,  751,  Mr.  Justice  Swayne,  speak- 
ing for  the  Supreme  Court,  said:  "Corpora- 
tions are  liable  for  every  wrong  they  com- 
mit, and  in  such  cases  the  doctrine  of  ultra 
vires  has  no  application.  .  .  .  An  action 
may  be  maintained  against  a  corporation  for 
its  malicious  or  negligent  torts,  however  for- 
eign they  may  be  to  the  object  of  its  creation, 
or  beyond  its  granted  powers.  It  may  be 
sued  for  assault  and  battery,  for  fraud  and 
deceit,  for  false  imprisonment,  for  malicious 
prosecution,  for  nuisance^  and  for  libel." 

In  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Hollister,  118  U.  8. 
^56,  260,  30  L.  ed.  176,  177,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1055,  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  speaking  for  the 
•court,  said: 

"The  truth  is  that  with  the  great  increase 
in  corporations  in  very  recent  times,  and  in 
their  extension  to  nearly  all  the  business 
transactions  of  life,  it  has  been  found  neces- 
sary to  hold  them  responsible  for  acts  not 
strictly  within  their  corporate  powers,  but 
done  in  their  corporate  name,  and  by  corpo- 
ration officers  who  were  competent  toexerci.se 
4ill  the  corporate  powers.  When  such  acts 
are  not  founded  on  contract,  but  are  arbi- 
trary exercises  of  power,  in  the  nature  of 
-torts,  or  are  quasi  criminal,  the  corporation 
may  be  held  to  a  pecuniary  responsibility  for 
them  to  the  party  injured." 

The  latest  expression  of  the  court  on  this 
subject  is  found  in  Washington  Gaslight  Co. 
T.  Lansdm,  172  U.  S.  534,  544.  43  L.  ed.  543, 
547,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  296,  in  which  it  is  said: 
"The  result  of  the  authorities  is,  as  we  think, 
^hat,  in  order  to  hold  a  corporation  liable 
for  the  torts  of  any  of  its  agents,  the  act  in 
question  must  be  performed  in  the  course  and 
within  the  scope  of  the  agent's  employment 
in  the  business  of  the  principal.  The  cor- 
poration can  be  held  responsible  for  acts 
which  are  not  strictly  within  the  corporate 
powers,  but  which  were  assumed  to  be  per- 
formed for  the  corporation  and  by  the  cor- 
porate agents  who  were  competent  to  em- 
ploy the  corporate  powers  actually  exer- 
elsed." 

It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  consider  or 
discuss  the  difference,  if  any,  between  these 
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measures  of  corporate  liability  for  torts,  be- 
cause we  think  that  the  case  made  by  the  pe- 
tition is  within  the  most  conservative  of  them. 
It  is  also  a  part  of  a  bank's  busiuess  to  sell 
at  as  high  a  price  as  may  be  the  collateral 
held  by  it  to  secure  its  bills  receivable,  if 
the  bank,  in  order  to  increase  its  deposits  or 
to  sell  its  collateral,  makes  or  caus^es  to  be 
made  false  statements  concerning  the  finan- 
cial condition  of  one  of  its  customers  and  de- 
positors to  a  third  person,  for  the  purpose  of 
misleading  that  person  to  his  injury,  we 
think  the  bank  is  liable  in  deceit  if  loss  en- 
sues. The  relation  of  a  bank  to  its  deposi- 
tors and  customers  is  one  which  gives  it  ex- 
ceptional opportunity  to  acquire  most  relia- 
ble information  of  their  business  and  finan- 
cial affairs.  It  is  a  common  practice  for  the 
cashier  of  one  bank  to  apply  to  the  cashier  of 
another  to  learn  the  financial  standing  of 
customers  of  the  latter  bank,  or,  indeed,  of 
any  person  doing  business  in  the  city  of  the 
latter  bank.  When  the  answers  made  are 
not  made  for  the  benefit  or  in  the  business 
of  the  second  bank,  but  are  merely  matters 
of  courtesy  between  the  two  cashiers,  the  sec- 
ond bank  is  not  responsible  for  their  mac^ 
curacy  or  falsity.  This  was  found  to  be  the 
state  of  the  case  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mar^ 
shall  d  I.  Bank,  54  U.  S.  App.  510,  83  Fed. 
Rep.  725,  28  C.  C.  A.  42.  But  the  ratio  de- 
cidendi of  that  case  was  that  if  the  false  an- 
swer to  the  query  had  been  made  by  the 
cashier,  with  the  privity  of  the  president,  in 
the  business  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank, 
the  bank  would  have  been  liable.  It  is  the 
usual  practice  for  depositors  and  customers 
of  a  bank  to  refer  others  to  the  bank  for  in- 
formation as  to  their  financial  responsibility. 
To  give  such  information  to  third  persons  or 
to  the  public  at  the  instance  of  the  customer 
or  depositor  is  certainly  not  beyond  the  scope 
of  banking  powers.  It  is  argued  that,  while 
the  bank  might  properly  certify  to  the 
amount  on  deposit  to  the  credit  of  one  of  its 
depositors,  it  has  no  power  to  certify  how 
much  of  the  deposit  is  for  capital  and  how 
much  for  net  surplus.  This  is  too  refined. 
The  bank's  relation  to  the  insurance  company 
as  a  customer  might  very  well  enable  it  to 
learn  with  reasonable  certainty  how  and  for 
what  purpose  the  money  deposited  had  been 
paid  in,  and  whether  it  was  net  capital  or 
surplus,  or  was  likely  to  be  reduced  by  out- 
standing liabilities,  and  to  give  this  informa- 
tion to  whom  it  might  concern,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  depositor.  It  certainly  had  the 
amplest  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  in- 
surance company  was  a  large  debtor  of  the 
bank, — so  large  as  to  make  the  statement 
that  it  had  a  paid-in  cash  capital  and  net 
surplus  of  $248,000  utterly  false.  If  it  made 
such  a  statement  to  the  insurance  commis- 
sioner to  obtain  a  license,  and  was  privy  to 
the  publication  of  the  same  statement  in  the 
public  press,  as  is  alleged,  all  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  a  larofe  bank  deposit  and  of 
selling  stock  held  by  it  as  collateral,  it  seems 
to  us  that  this  was  done  in  the  course  of  the 
business  of  the  bank,  and  was  "within  the 
scope  of  its  incorporation."  In  Barwick  ▼. 
English  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2   Exch. 
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259,  the  action  was  for  deceit  against  a  bank. 
The  plaintiff  furnished  feed  to  the  horses  of 
a  government  contractor,  who  was  a  custo- 
mer and  depositor  of  the  bank,  on  the  written 
assurance  of  the  manager  of  tJie  bank  that  if 
the  plaintiff  would  do  so  the  bank  would  pay 
him  out  of  the  first  money  received  by  the 
contractor  from  the  government  after  the 
bank  had  satisfied  any  claim  of  its  own.  The 
bank  then  held  a  note  of  the  contractor  for 
£12,000,  but  tJie  manager  did  not  disclose 
this.  The  court  held  that  the  case  should  be 
left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  manager 
had  not  given  the  plaintiff  to  understand 
that  there  was  a  probability  that  out  of  the 
government  payment  there  would  be  enough 
to  pay  plaintiff,  when  he  knew  there  was  not. 
This  case  shows  clearly  that  a  bank's  state- 
ment concerning  the  financial  condition  of  its 
customer  is  an  act  within  its  corporate  capac- 
ity, at  least  when  made  to  further  the  busi- 
ness interests  of  the  bank.  The  petition 
charges  the  bank,  not  only  with  falsely  mak- 
ing the  false  statement  to  the  insurance  com- 
missioner, but  also  with  conspiring  with  the 
other  defendants  to  repeat  the  statements  to 
the  public  in  the  newspapers  in  furtherance 
of  the  two  purposes  already  stated.  It  is 
now  well  settled  that  a  corporation  may  be 
held  for  torts  in  which  express  malice  or  in- 
tent to  defraud  is  a  necessary  element.  Bar- 
ivick  V.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank,  L.  R.  2 
Exch.  259 ;  Ooodspeed  v.  East  Haddam  Bank, 
22  Conn.  630,  58  Am.  Dec.  439;  Philadelphia, 
W.  d  B,  R.  Co.  v.  Quigley,  21  How.  202,  18 
L.  ed.  73 ;  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Pren- 
tice, 147  U.  S.  101,  114,  37  L.  ed.  97,  103,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  261 ;  Denver  de  R.  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Harris.  122  U.  S.  697,  610,  30  L.  ed.  1146, 
1148,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1286.  It  is  a  necessary 
corollary  from  these  cases  that  a  corporation 
may  be  held  for  a  conspiracy  with  others  re- 
sulting in  injury  to  a  third  person.  The 
point  18  expressly  adjudged  by  the  court  of 
appeals  of  New  York  in  Buffalo  Lubricating 
Oil  Co.  V.  Standard  Oil  Go.  106  N.  Y.  669,  12 
N.  E.  826;  same  case  in  supreme  court,  42 
Hun,  153.  See  also,  to  same  effect,  M cores  v. 
BiHoklayers*  Union,  No.  1,  23  Ohio  L.  J.  48, 
affirmed  by  supreme  court  of  Ohio,  without 
report^  31  Ohio  L.  J.  208;  Dodge  v.  Brad- 
street  Co.  59  How.  Pr.  104.  If  a  bank  may 
make  a  false  statement  concerning  the  finan- 
cial condition  of  one  of  its  customers  for  its 
own  benefit,  and  may  conspire  with  another 
to  accomplish  its  business  purposes,  it  fol- 
lows that  it  may  conspire  with  others  to  cir- 
culate the  statement  already  made  by  it  to 
deceive  the  public,  and  that  any  one  of  the 
public  to  whom  the  statement  is  addressed, 
and  who  acts  upon  it  to  his  injury,  may  hold 
the  bank  for  his  loss. 

The  second  ground  urged  in  favor  of  the 
demurrer  was  that  the  statements  concern- 
ing the  financial  condition  of  the  insurance 
company  were  not  addressed  to  the  plaintiff, 
but  only  to  the  insurance  commissioner,  on 
the  one*  hand,  or  to  the  probable  subscribers 
to  the  stock  of  the  insurance  company,  on 
the  other.  The  plaintiff,  it  is  said,  was  not 
the  insurance  commissioner,  and  was  not  a 
subscriber  to  the  stock,  but  was  a  purchaser 
48  L.  R.  A. 


from  an  original  subscriber,  in  the  case  of 
Peek  V.  Oumey,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  377,  one  who, 
misled  by  false  statements  in  a  prospectus 
issued  by  the  directors  of  an  intended  com- 
pany, had  bought  shares  therein  from  aa 
original  allottee  and  suffered  severe  losses^ 
attempted  to  hold  the  directors  for  his  in- 
jury. It  was  held  that  a  prospectus  was  ad- 
dressed to  the  original  allottees;  that  when 
the  allotment  was  completed  the  office  of  the 
prospectus  was  exhausted,  and  one  purchas- 
ing from  an  original  allottee  could  not  rely 
on  it  and  hold  Qiose  issuing  it  for  his  loss. 
The  case  has  not  met  with  entire  ooncurrenoe 
by  the  courts  of  this  country.  Dissent  from 
its  conclusion  is  based  on  the  view  that  one 
issuing  a  prospectus  or  statement  calculated 
to  mislead  others  to  their  injury  ought  to- 
be  charged  with  liability  to  any  person  or 
class  of  persons  whose  action  on  the  faith  of 
it  he  might  reasonably  and  naturally  antici- 
pate, and  that  purchasers  from  original  al- 
lottees are  quite  as  likely  to  act  on  the  pros- 
pectus as  the  allottees  themselves.  We  do 
not  find  it  necessary,  however,  to  discuss  the 
principles  of  Peek  v.  QMmey  in  deciding  thia 
case,  for  we  think  it  clear  that  the  averment* 
of  the  petition  make  it  unnecessary.  The- 
newspaper  statements  of  the  condition  of  the 
insurance  company,  repeated  from  the- 
cashier's  statement  to  the  insurance  commis* 
sioner,  to  all  of  which  the  bank  is  alleged  to 
have  been  privy,  were  not  issued  or  addressed 
to  original  subscribers  to  the  stodc.  The  pe- 
tition and  its  amendment  in  effect  aver  that 
the  original  subscriptions  were  made  by  de- 
fendants and  others  engaged  in  promoting 
the  company,  and  that  the  purpose  of  the 
company  and  the  bank  was  not  so  much  to 
secure  original  subscribers,  as  to  sell  the- 
stock  which  had  been  pledged  to  the  bank  to 
secure  payment  of  the  original  subscriptions, 
and  which  the  bank  was  therefore  especially 
interested  in  selling.  The  false  statement* 
are  thus  averred  to  have  been  made  for  the 
very  purpose  of  reaching  and  infiuencing 
purchasers  like  the  plaintiff,  and  Peek  v. 
Qumey  has  no  application.  Even  if  it  be- 
conceded  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
rely  on  the  certificate  to  the  insurance  com- 
missioner, the  repetition  of  the  contents  of 
the  certificate  in  newspaper  publications  by 
the  bauK  and  others  for  the  very  purpose  of 
misleading  probable  purchasers  of  the  stock 
is  quite  sufRcient  to  hold  the  bank  and  the- 
other  defendants. 

A  third  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
petition  and  its  amendment  is  that  it  shows 
no  damage  to  plaintiff,  and  fraud  without 
damage  gives  no  action.  The  contention  is 
that  the  measure  of  the  recovery  in  such  a 
case  is  the  difference  between  the  price  paid 
and  the  value  of  the  stock  when  bought 
{Peek  V.  Derry,  L.  R.  37  Ch.  Div.  591),  and 
that  there  is  no  averment  in  the  petition 
that  the  stock  was  not  worth  what  plaintiff 
paid  for  it  when  he  bought  it.  For  subse- 
quent losses  due  to  misfortune  or  mismanage- 
ment defendants  cannot,  it  is  said,  be  made 
responsible  in  this  action.  This  objection- 
must  fail  for  the  reason  that  the  petition  ex- 
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preasly  alleges  that  the  stock  was  worthleM 
when  plain&fT  bought  it. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  re- 
versed, with  directions   to  overrule  the  de- 


murrer to  the  reformed  petition  and  its 
amendment,  and  to  require  the  defendants 
to  answer.  The  costs  of  the  proceeding  in 
error  should  be  paid  by  defendants 


CO^TNECTICUT    SUPREME    COURT    OF   ERRORS. 


Thomas  W.  CORBETT,  Plff,  in  Err., 

V, 

Harry  MATZ  et  ok 
( Conn. ) 

!•  A  flndlngr  of  facts  made  after  tlie 
end  of  the  term  at  frlilelft  Jndarment 
"vras  rendered,  when  the  court  had  no 
power  to  modify  or  change  the  Judgment, 
and  after  the  time  for  an  appeal  has  expired 
withoat  an  appeal  being  taken,  cannot  be 
made  by  the  court  a  part  of  the  Judgment  nor 
of  the  record  of  Judgment,  nor  the  founda- 
tion of  a  writ  of  error  to  reyerse  the  Judg- 
ment, although  there  are  statutory  provisions 
(such  as  Gen.  Stat.  ||  1107,  1111)  to  the 
effect. that  any  party  Is  entitled  to  have  a 
finding  of  the  facts  on  which  Judgment  Is 
founded  appear  on  the  record  and  become  part 
of  the  Judgment. 

8.  Tlie  special  Itndlnar  of  facts  provided 
for  by  Pnb.  Acts  1807,  chap.  194,  |  6.  Is 
not  for  the  purpose  of  spreading  those  facts 
upon  the  records  as  part  of  the  Judgment, 
but  Is  only  to  be  made  after  Judgment  «as 
been  rendered,  to  become  part  of  an  appeal, 
and  it  cannot  be  made  in  the  absence  of  an 
appeal  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
for  taking  one. 

8.  Tlftc  sufllciency  of  facts  found  to 
snpport  a  Jndarment  may  be  raised  by 
writ  of  error,  when  the  facts  are  made  part 
of  the  recovd  of  the  Judgment. 

(February  18,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  City  Court  of  New  Haven 
to  review  a  judgment  foreclosing  a 
mortgage.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  W.  B.  Stoddard  and  J.  P. 
OoodHart,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  act  of  making  a  finding  of  facts  by 
the  court  is  a  ministerial  act,  and  not  ju- 
dicial. 

Joh'Mon  V.  Higffins,  63  Conn.  238,  1  Atl. 
616. 

By  the  statute,  9  1111,  the  court  is  di- 
rected to  make  a  record  of  their  proceed- 
ings, and  cause  the  facts  on  which  they 
foun^  their  final  judgment  to  appear  of  rec- 
ord and  such  finding,  if  requested  by  either 
party,  shall  specially  set  forth  such  facts. 

There  is  no  time  fixed  when  such  finding 
shall  be  made,  and  there  is  no  statute  of  lim- 
itations applying  to  this  case. 

Taylor  v.  Oillette,  62  Conn.  218. 

The  finding  of  facts  is  often  essential  as 
a  basis  for  a  writ  of  error. 

Rules  of  Practice,  p.  01,  9  3;  Zaleski  v. 


Note. — As  to  getting  omitted  facts  Into  rec- 
ord, see  Hoadley  v.  Savings  Bank   (Conn.)  44 
L.  R.  A.  821. 
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Clark,  46  Conn.  406,  note;  Selleoh  v.  Rtuoo, 
46  Conn.  370. 

The  statute,  9  3087,  provides  that  a  writ 
of  error  may  be  brought  within  three  years 
after  the  final  judgment. 

It  would  appear  that  at  any  time  within 
the  statutory  limit  a  party  desiring  to 
bring  a  writ  of  error  would  be  entitled  to  a 
finding  of  facts  upon  which  to  base  his  writ 
of  error.  Any  other  rule  would  deprive  a 
person  of  his  statutory  three  years'  time  in 
which  to  commence  his  action. 

Johnson  v.  Higgins,  63  Conn.  236,  1  Atl. 
616. 

The  practice  has  always  been  that  the 
judge  makes  his  finding  after  the  term  ex- 
pires, and  he  can  amend  his  finding  at  any 
time,  even  after  the  session  of  the  supreme 
court  has  commenced. 

Coinstock*8  Appeal,  64  Conn.  119,  6  Atl. 
196. 

The  supreme  court  can  remand  the  case 
for  a  further  finding. 

Sohlesinger  v.  Chapman,  62  Conn.  273. 

A  mandamus  lies  against  a  judicial  officer 
to  perform  ministerial  acts. 

Smith  V.  Moore,  38  Conn.  106;  Taylor  v. 
OUlette,  62  Cotin.  216. 

Messrs.  E.  P.  Arvine,  QeoTge  E.  BeerSy 
and  E.  P.  Arvine,  Jr.,  for  defendants  in  er- 
ror: 

A  finding  is  a  document  which  owes  its 
origin  and  its  effect  entirely  to  statute. 

Woolf  V.  Chalker,  31  Conn.  124,  81  Am. 
Dec.  175;  Camphell  v.  Boyreau,  21  How. 
223,  16  L.  ed.  96. 

TTie  finding  provided  for  by  Pub.  Acts 
1897,  chap.  194,  is  one  filed  in  response  to 
a  written  request  made  within  a  prescribed 
number  of  days  after  judgment  and  as  a 
step  in  an  appeal,  and  that  this  statute  has 
no  relation  to  this  case. 

Tlie  paper  signed  by  Judge  Dow  can  there- 
fore be  a  part  of  tlie  record  only  in  case  it 
comes  within  9  1111.  The  manifest  object 
of  9  1111  is  to  secure  a  judgment  specific 
enough  so  that  redress  for  errors  may  be 
had  in  the  court  above. 

The  general  rules  of  practice  in  force 
when  the  judgment  was  entered  (Rule 
XVII.  §  5)  expressly  provide  that  the  find- 
ing may  be  embraced  in  the  judgment  or  de- 
cree. 

Perkins  v.  Braeos,  66  Conn.  248,  33  Atl. 
980;  Thresher  v.  Dyer,  69  Conn.  409,  37  Atl. 
979. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  facts  upon  which 
the  decree  rests  were  expressly  found  and 
recited  in  that  decree  as  follows:  "Upon 
due  hearing  of  all  the  parties  appearing,  as 
on  file,  the  court  finds  that  all  the  alTfiga- 
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tiona  in  the  complaint  are  true,  and  that  the 
sum  of  $5,222.91-100  is  due  from  the  de- 
fendants to  the  plaintiff  on  the  day  therein 
mentioned." 

When  the  judge  found  these  facts  he  ex- 
hausted his  power  under  §  1111,  and  when 
that  judgment  file  was  signed,  the  record  of 
the  city  court  was  made  up. 

It  cannot  be  contradicted  on  a  writ  of  er- 
ror. 

1  Swift,  Digest,  •791 ;  Wetmore  v.  Plant, 
6  Conn.  544;  Burgesa  v.  Tweedy,  16  Conn. 
42. 

Nor  can  the  writ  reach  errors  not  appear- 
ing on  the  face  of  the  record. 

Gould,  PL  5th  ed.  p.  642;  Stephen,  Pi.  p. 
144. 

Any  further  alleged  finding  of  fact  was  a 
bald  attempt  to  modify  the  judgment,  and 
comes  within  the  general  rules  as  to  amend- 
ing judgments.  A  judgment  cannot  be  set 
aside  or  changed  after  the  term  in  which  it 
was  granted  has  gone  by. 

Hall  V.  Paine,  47  Conn.  429 ;  1  Swift,  Di- 
gest, •785;  6  Enc,  PL  &  Pr.  p.  1049;  15  Enc. 
PL  &  Pr.  p.  209. 

In  the  ai>sence  of  special  rules,  the  request 
for  a  finding  must  be  made  during  the  trial. 

McQavock  v.  Woodlief,  20  How.  221,  15 
L.  ed.  884. 

The  power  of  the  judge  was  exhausted 
when  the  judgment  was  signed. 

Sturdevant  v.  Stanton,  47  Conn.  579. 

The  finding,  even  if  the  court  had  author- 
ity to  make  it,  is  not  part  of  the  record. 

Ihid.;  Thresher  v.  Dyer,  09  Conn.  409,  37 
Atl.  979;  Kashman  v.  Parsons,  70'  Conn. 
304,  39  Atl.  179;  Lord  v.  Litchfield,  36 
Conn.  131.  4  Am.  Rep.  41. 

The  finding  cannot  be  read  as  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  is  "a  statement  in 
writing  of  the  objection  made  by  a  party 
to  his  (the  judge's)  decision." 

Gould,  PL  5th  ed.  p.  552;  Stephen,  PL  p. 
121. 

Even  if  it  were  a  bill  of  exceptions,  it  was 
not  signed  in  time. 

Mnller  v.  Ehlers,  91  U.  S.  249,  23  L.  ed. 
319;  Wright  v.  Sharp,  1  Salk.  289;  3  Enc. 
PL  &  Pr.  p.  485;  Hunnicutt  v.  Peyton,  102 
U.  S.  333,  26  L.  ed.  113;  United  States  v. 
Jones,  149  U.  S.  262,  37  L.  ed.  726,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  840;  Michigan  Ins.  Bank  v.  Eld- 
red,  143  U.  S.  293,  36  L.  ed.  162,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  450;  Woolf  v.  Chalker,  31  Conn.  124, 
81  Am.  Dec.  175;  Hoey  v.  Soey,  36  Conn. 
387. 

Hall,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendants  in  error  obtained  a  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  in  the  city  court  of  New 
Haven  on  the  20th  of  April,  1899,  in  an  ac- 
tion in  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  appeared 
as  a  defendant,  filed  an  answer,  and  was  fully 
heard.  The  judgment  file  of  that  date,  and 
in  due  form,  states  that  the  court  found  all 
the  allegations  of  the  complaint  true.  There 
was  no  continuance  of  the  case  for  any  pur- 
pose, and  no  further  action  taken  upon 
it  during  that  term.  Under  the  city  char- 
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ter  a  new  term  of  the  court  began  on  the 
first  Monday  of  the  following  July.  In  the 
present  writ  of  error  brought  to  reverse 
that  judgment  the  errors  assigned  are  in  ef- 
fect that  the  facts  found  by  the  city  courts 
and  appearing  upon  the  record  of  that  court, 
are  insufficient  to  support  the  judgment  ren- 
dered, inasmuch  as  they  show  that  the  mort- 
gage foreclosed  was  invalid  because  the  debt 
which  it  secured  was  a  conditional,  and  not 
an  absolute,  liability. 

Writs  of  error  upon  matters  of  law  reach 
only  those  errors  which  appear  of  record. 
As  proof  that  the  facts,  which  are  alleged 
to  be  insufiicient  to  support  the  judgment, 
appear  upon  the  record,  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror relies  upon  a  finding  of  facts  and  an 
amendment  thereto  signed  by  the  judge  of 
the  city  court  in  the  month  of  November  fol- 
lowing the  date  of  the  judgment,  and  di- 
rected by  him  to  be  made  a  part  of  the  rec- 
ord. 

If  by  such  action  of  the  trial  judge  the 
facts  thus  found  are  made  part  of  the  rec- 
ord of  the  judgment  rendered  at  the  pre- 
vious term  of  the  court,  the  question  of  the 
sufficiency  of  such  facts  to  support  the  judg- 
ment may  be  raised  by  writ  of  error.  Good- 
rich V.  Stanley,  23  Conn.  79 ;  Tolland  v.  Wil- 
lington,  26  Conn.  518;  Seymour  v.  Belden, 
28  Conn.  444.  Section  3,  p.  91,  Court  Rules 
(1899),  says,  if  the  facts  required  to  be 
found  under  §§  1107,  1111,  of  the  General 
Statutes  are  insufficient  to  support  the 
judgment,  that  constitutes  an  error  appar- 
ent upon  the  record. 

But  if  the  facts  thus  found  by  the  trial 
judge  are  not  a  part  of  the  record  of  the 
trial  court,  the  question  of  the  validity  of 
the  mortgage  which  was  the  subject  of  the 
foreclosure  suit  cannot  be  considered  in  this 
proceeding,  since  it  is  not  claimed  that  the 
judgment  is  erroneous  without  those  facts, 
or  that,  in  the  absence  of  those  facts,  the 
record  discloses  that  the  trial  court,  by  any 
ruling  or  decision,  held  that  a  mortgage 
given  under  the  circumstances  detailed  in 
the  finding  was  valid. 

Apparently  plaintiff's  counsel  rely  upon 
the  proviaions  of  §  6  of  chap.  194  of  the 
Public  Acts  of  1897,  as  well  as  upon  9§  1107 
and  1 1 1 1  of  the  General  Statutes,  as  author- 
izing the  finding  made  in  November,  and  as 
empowering  the  judge  to  add  those  facts  to 
the  record  of  the  trial  court. 

But  the  provisions  of  §  6  of  the  Acts  of 
1897,  requiring  a  judge  to  make  a  special 
finding  of  facts,  and  which  are  the  same  as 
those  of  §  4  of  the  Public  Acts  of  1882, 
have  reference  only  to  the  preparation  of  a 
statement  of  facts  to  be  made  after  judg- 
ment has  been  rendered,  and  to  become  a 
part  of  an  appeal  to  this  court.  Such  a 
finding  is  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the 
parties  to  present  to  this  court  by  appeal 
the  questions  which  were  raised  and  decided 
in  the  trial  court,  and  the  judge  is  only  re- 
quired to  make  it  at  the  request  of  the  party 
giving  notice  of  the  appeal,  which  must  be 
done  within  the  time  fixed  by  the  statute. 

This  act  makes  no  provision  for  a  finding 
in  the  absence  of  an  appeal  and  after  the  ex- 
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piration  of  the  time  for  taking  one.  John- 
son T.  Higj^ins,  53  Conn.  238,  1  Atl.  616; 
Thresher  v.  Dyer,  69  Ck>nn.  409,  37  Atl. 
979. 

It  was  no  part  of  the  purpose  of  this  stat- 
ute to  enable  the  parties  to  an  action  to 
have  spread  upon  the  records  of  the  trial 
-court,  as  a  part  of  the  judgment,  the  facts 
<»nclu8iTeiy  determined  in  the  action  be- 
tween them,  and  a  special  finding  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  an  appeal  does  not  have 
that  effect.  That  object,  as  well  as  "the  in- 
cluMon  of  such  facts  in  the  judgment  for  the 
purpose  of  presenting  the  question  whether 
the  judgment  is  the  true  voice  of  the  law 
upon  the  facts  found,"  is  amply  provided 
for  by  §§  1107  and  1111  of  the  General  SUt- 
utes.  Kaahman  v.  Parsons,  70  Conn.  295, 
39  Atl.  179;  Thresher  v.  Dyer,  69  Conn.  409, 
37  Atl.  979. 

We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  a  special  find- 
ing of  facts  obtained  for  the  purpose  of  an 
appeal  may  not,  when  the  appeal  is  not  pur- 
sued, be  made  the  basis  of  a  writ  of  error, 
when  the  finding  is  made  a  part  of  the  judg- 
ment, by  a  court  or  judge  having  at  the 
time  control  of  its  own  judgment,  and  com- 
petent to  erase  or  modify  it.  But  such  a 
finding  becomes  a  part  of  the  record  of  the 
trial  court  by  force  of  §  1111,  rather  than  of 
the  act  of  1897. 

In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  in  error  made 
no  attempt  to  appeal  to  this  court  from  the 
judgment  of  the  city  court,  and,  as  the  time 
for  taking  such  an  appeal  had  long  since 
passed  when  the  finding  was  made,  it  is  not 
a  finding  provided  for  by  the  law  of  1897. 
But  if  it  could  be  so  regarded  it  would  avail 
the  plaintiff  nothing  in  this  action  if  the 
facts  so  found  are  inconsistent  with  those 
contained  in  the  judgment  file.  The  judg- 
ment file  is  the  only  formal  written 'state- 
ment which  expresses  the  decision  rendered. 
(Court  Kules,  1899,  §§  94-96.)  No  alle- 
gation of  the  writ  of  error  can  be  enter- 
tained which  contradicts  the  record. 

The  judge  of  the  city  court  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  for  taking  an  appeal, 
and  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  in 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  had, 
therefore,  no  power  to  annul,  modify,  or  sup- 
plement that  judgment  by  incorporating  in 
it,  as  its  foundation,  the  facts  set  forth  in 
the  finding,  unless  he  was  authorized  to  do 
so  by  the  provisions  of  §§  1107  and  1111  of 
the  General  Statutes. 

Section  10,  chap.  13,  of  the  Revision  of 
1875,  p.  444,  provided  only  that  courts  of 
equity  should  cause  the  facts  upon  which 
their  decrees  were  founded  to  appear  on  the 
record.  By  S  30  of  the  practice  act  (Pub. 
Acts  1879)  this  was  amended  so  as  to  read 
as  in  §  nil  of  the  General  Statutes:  "All 
courts  shall  keep  a  record  of  their  proceed- 
ings and  cause  the  facts  on  which  they 
found  their  final  judgments  and  decrees  to 
appear  on  the  record,  and  such  finding,  if 
requested  by  any  party,  shall  specially  set 
forth  such  facts."  Section  197  of  Rules  of 
Court  1899,  p.  55,  provides  that  when  all 
the  material  allegations  put  in  issue  are 
<«8  L.  R.  A. 


found  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant^  the  find- 
ing of  the  issues  for  the  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant, as  the  case  may  he,  is  "equivalent  to  a 
finding  that  all  his  material  allegations 
which  were  put  in  issue"  are  true,  and  will 
be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  Gen.  Stat. 
§  1111,  in  the  absence  of  a  request  for  a  spe- 
cial finding.  The  making  qf  either  a  gen- 
eral or  special  finding  of  facts  as  the  foun- 
dation of  its  judgment  thus  becomes  a 
''duty  thus  cast  upon  the  court  to  be  dis- 
charged in  every  civil  action,  whether  the 
judgment  is  or  is  not  to  be  made  the  sub- 
ject of  appellate  proceedings."  Scholfield 
Gewr  d  Pulley  Co,  v.  Scholfield,  70  Conn. 
500,  40  Atl.  182. 

Section  3,  p.  91,  of  Court  Rules  1899,  pro- 
vides that  the  finding  of  facts  required  by 
§§  1107  and  1111  of  the  General  Stotutee 
should  ordinarily  form  part  of  the  judg- 
ment file. 

The  finding  intended  by  these  provisionfl, 
whether  it  be  general  or  special,  is  to  be- 
come a  part  of  the  judgment  of  the  trial 
court,  that  the  parties  may  have  spread  up- 
on the  record  the  material  facts  within  the 
issues,  which  have  been  finally  determined, 
and  that  they  may,  if  they  desire,  be  en- 
abled to  present  the  question  "whether  the 
judgment  is  the  true  voice  of  the  law"  up- 
on those  facts.  To  comply  with  these  re- 
quirements the  finding  of  facts,  made  under 
§  nil,  whether  general  or  special,  should 
either  be  incorporated  in  the  judgmen^t  file, 
or  should  be  made  a  part  of  it  by  reference 
contained  in  the  judgment  file  itself,  or 
should  be  expressly  made  a  part  of  the  judg- 
ment by  the  terms  of  the  finding. 

A  finding  thus  made  a  part  of  the  judg- 
ment may,  as  we  have  already  said,  become 
the  basis  of  a  writ  of  error,  and  it  may  al- 
so become  the  foundation  for  an  appeal  by 
one  who,  having  complied  with  the  condi- 
tions imposed  by  the  statute  of  1897,  is,  at 
the  time  the  finding  is  made,  entitled  to  an 
appeal.  But  a  finding  of  facts  made  when 
no  appeal  has  be^n  taken,  and  after  the 
right  of  appeal  is  gone,  cannot  become  a 
part  of  the  judgment,  nor  of  the  record  of 
judgment,  nor  the  foundation  of  a  writ  of 
error  to  reverse  the  judgment,  unless  the 
court  or  judge  at  the  time  of  making  it  pos- 
sessed the  power  to  render  the  judgment  of 
which  it  is  to  become  a  part,  or  to  modify  or 
change  the  judgment  after  it  has  been  ren- 
dered. 

The  judge  of  the  city  court  had  no  power 
under  §§  1107  and  1111  to  make  the  facts  set 
forth  in  the  finding  the  foundation  of  the 
judgment  which  is  sought  to  be  reversed, 
because  he  had  no  control  over  that  judg- 
ment when  the  finding  was  made.  The  case 
was  finally  disposed  of  by  the  judgment  ren- 
dered on  the  20tn  of  April.  The  judgment 
file  of  that  date  expresses  the  intention  of 
the  judge  "to  perform  thereby  his  final  act 
in  reference  to  the  cause,  and  to  embody 
therein  his  ultimate  conclusion  as  to  the 
law."  While  after  that  time  he  may  have 
retained  the  power  to  modify  the  judgment 
or  direct  an  amendment  of 'the  record,  he 
possessed  no  such  power  after  the  expira- 
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tion  of  the  term  in  which  the  final  judgment 
was  rendered.  The  finding  made  by  the 
judge  in  November  of  the  next  term  of  court 
ie  therefore  not  a  record  of  the  trial  court. 

In  Sturdevant  v.  Stanton,  47  Ck)nn.  679,  a 
judge  of  the  superior  court  by  a  writing 
finel  in  March,  1878,  endeavored  to  correct 
or  complete  a  judgment  or  the  record  of  a 
judgment  rendered  at  a  previous  term  in 
June,  1877,  and  the  only  record  of  which 
appears  to  have  been  this  memorandum  of 
the  judge,  upon  the  files  returned  to  the  clerk : 
"Decree  that  respondent  recover  costs." 
This  court  held  that  the  judgment  of  June, 
1877,  expressed  by  this  memorandum,  ex- 
hausted the  power  of  the  judge  over  the 
case  after  final  adjournment.  "We  cannot," 
said  the  court  by  Pardee,  J.,  "concede  to 
him  the  power  m  March,  1878,  to  change 
that  which  he  intended  in  June,  1877,  should 
thereafter  stand  as  his  judgment." 

In  Hall  V.  Paine,  47  Conn.  429,  the  su- 
perior court  ordered  an  irregular  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  rendered  at  a  form- 
er term  and  duly  recorded,  erased,  and,  in 
the  absence  of  the  plaintiff,  rendered  a  differ- 
ent judgment  against  him.  Judge  Loomis, 
in  giving  the  opinion  of  this  court  upon  a 
writ  of  error,  said  that  "the  inadequacy  of 
the  judgment  .  .  .  conferred  no  power 
on  the  court  at  the  subsequent  term  either 
to  supplement  the  first  judgment  by  a  new 
one  or  to  erase  and  annul  the  judgment  of 
the  former  term;"  that  the  case  was  not 
pending  in  court  at  the  latter  term,  and  that 
the  court  "had  no  jurisdiction  over  the 
case  at  all." 

The  case  of  Taylor  v.  Oillette,  62  Conn. 
216,  does  not  conflict  with  the  above  conclu- 


sions. In  that  case  a  judge  of  probate  waa 
required  to  correct  an  appeal  from  the  pro- 
bate of  a  will,  by  describing  the  appellants 
as  heirs  at  law  of  the  testatrix  instead  of 
sisters.  The  court  held  that  the  judge  of 
probate  acted  as  his  own  clerk,  and  that  he 
might,  like  any  other  clerk,  be  required  to 
correct  an  erroneous  record.  We  may  add 
that  that  case  further  differs  from  the  one 
at  bar  in  the  fact  that  the  original  oase^ 
namely,  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  was 
still  pending  in  the  probate  court. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  judgment  file  of 
April  20  contains  a  record  of  the  facts  up- 
on which  the  judgment  in  question  la 
founded,  as  is  requir^  by  §  1111.  The  facts 
so  found  are  sufficient  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment, and  the  judgment  is  in  no  respect  er- 
roneous. 

This  case  has  been  presented  by  counsel 
as  if  the  only  issue  raised  by  the  pleadings 
was  one  of  law.  The  first  defense  was  ap- 
parently intended  to  raise  an  issue  of  fact, 
as  to  the  existence  of  the  alleged  record  of 
the  city  court.  No  proof  has,  however,  beea 
offered  of  the  existence  of  any  part  of  the 
alleged  record,  nor  does  even  the  alleged 
copy  attached  to  the  complaint  as  an  ex- 
hibit appear  to  have  been  certified  by  the 
clerk  of  the  city  court.  We  have  assumed, 
as  counsel  seem  to  have  done,  that  the  only 
question  to  be  decided  was  whether,  as  & 
matter  of  law,  the  finding  of  facts  in  ques- 
tion is  a  record  in  the  foreclosure  suit. 

There  is  no  ei'ror. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  for  costs. 

The  other  Jiidges  concur. 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


Walter  H.  STOUTENBURGH,  Appt,, 

V, 

George  FRAZIER. 

(■■••••••  Urn      ^a  ••«...•./ 

!•     A   conviction   and   sentence    on   the 
cliarfire  of  belnar  '*a  snapldona  person" 

under  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  8,  1898, 
applicable  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  when 
the  suspicion  of  which  the  accused  is  the  ob- 
ject la  wholly  undeflned  and  In  no  manner 
connected  with  any  criminal  act  or  conduct, 
either  past  or  that  might  occur  in  the  future, 
are  in  violation  of  U.  S.  Const.  Amends.  4  and 
8,  prohibiting  unreasonable  searches  and  seiz- 
ures and  cruel  and  unusual  punishments. 
9.  A  person  may  be  dlscliarared  on 
habeas  corpns  from  a  judgment  and  sen- 
tence under  an  act  of  Congress  which  is  un- 
constitutional or  so  Indefinite  as  to  the  of- 
fense charged  as  to  be  void  and  without  ef- 
fect. 

(March  7,  1900.) 


NOTB. — As  to  when    writ   of  habeas  corpus 
may  be  osed,  see'  note  to  Blon's  Appeal  (Conn.) 
11  L.  R.  A.  694. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  a  Special  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court 
discharging  petitioner  in  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceedings from  the  custody  of  appellant  to- 
which  he  had  been  committed  under  a  sen- 
tence of  the  Police  0>urt.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Andrew  B.  Dnvall,  Clarence 
A.  Brandenburg,  and  A.  Leftwloli  Sin- 
clair, for  appellant: 

The  police  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  of  the  appellee  and  of  the  offense  with 
which  he  was  charged,  and  had  full  power 
and  authority  to  impose  the  sentence  which 
it  did  impose. 

The  only  questions  open  and  proper  for 
consideration  upon  habeas  corpus  are:  Had 
the  court  whose  action  is  assailed  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  party  and  of  the  offense  charged 
against  him?  And  had  it  power  to  impose 
the  sentence  which  it  did  impose? 

The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  cannot  be  con- 
verted into  a  writ  of  error,  and  no  retrial  of 
issues  of  fact  can  be  had  to  review  the  pro- 
ceedings of  a  legal  trial. 

Re  Coy,  127  U.  S.  731,  32  L.  ed.  274,  8  Sup. 
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Ct  Rep.  1263;  Homer  y.  United  Staiea,  143 
U.  S.  670,  30  L.  ed.  266, 12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  522; 
Re  Lenmm,  166  U.  S.  548,  41  L.  ed.  1110,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  658;  Ex  parte  Ward,  173  U. 
S.  452,  43  L.  ed.  765,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  459; 
Re  Belt,  159  U.  8.  95,  40  L.  ed.  89,  15  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  987. 

The  only  ground  on  which  a  court  with- 
out some  special  statute  authorizing  it,  will 
give  relief  on  habeas  corpus  to  a  prisoner  un- 
der conviction  and  sentence  of  another  court, 
is  the  want  of  jurisdiction  in  such  court  ov- 
er the  person  or  the  cause,  or  some  other 
matter  rendering  its  prooeedings  void. 

Re  Frederioh,  149  U.  8.  70,  37  L.  ed.  653, 
13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  793;  Re  Wight,  134  U.  S. 
136,  8ub  nom.  Wight  v.  Nicholson,  33  L.  ed. 
865,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  487 ;  Davis  v.  Reason, 
133  U.  S.  333,  33  L.  ed.  637, 10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
299;  Re  Luis  Oteiza  y  Cortes,  136  U.  S.  330, 
s\ib  nom.  Oteiza  y  Cortes  v.  Jaco&iM,d4  L.  ed. 
464,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1031 ;  Savin,  Petition- 
er, 131  U.  S.  267,  33  L.  ed.  150,  9  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  699;  Re  Schneider,  148  U.  S.  162,  37  L. 
ed.  406, 13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  572 ;  Ex  parte  Hard- 
ing,  120  U.  S.  782,  30  L.  ed.  824,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  780;  Ex  parte  Wilson,  114  U.  S.  417, 
29  L.  ed.  89,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  935;  Em  parte 
Bigelou:,  113  U.  S.  328,  28  L.  ed.  1005,  5  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  542;  United  States  v.  Pridgeon,  153 
XJ.  S.  48,  38  L.  ed.  631,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  746. 

The  object  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  to 
ascertain  whether  the  prisoner  can  lawfully 
be  detained  in  custody;  and  if  sufiBcient 
ground  for  his  detention  by  the  government 
is  shown,  he  is  not  to  be  discharged  for  de- 
f  ecio  in  the  original  arrest  or  commitment 

Nishimura  Ekiu  v.  United  States,  142  U. 
8.  651,  sub  nom,  Ekiu  v.  United  States,  35 
li.  ed.  1146,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  336;  Re  Qlenn, 
454  Md.  572 ;  People  ex  rel.  Tweed  v.  Lisoomh, 
60  N.  y.  559,  19  Am.  Rep.  211;  Fleming  v. 
Clark,  12  Allen,  191 ;  Nauer  v.  Thomas,  13 
Allen,  572;  State  ex  rel.  Welsh  v.  Towle,  42 
N.  H.  541;  State  v.  Shattuck,  45  N.  H.  211; 
Darrah  v.  Westerlage,  44  Tex.  388;  Ex  parte 
Schtcartz,  2  Tex.  App.  74;  Ex  parte  Oliver, 
3  Tex.  App.  345;  Or%ffin  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App. 
467;  Re  Eaton,  27  Mich.  1;  CrandalV^  Peti- 
tion, 34  Wis.  177 ;  Williamson's  Case,  26  Pa. 
-9,  67  Am.  Dec  374;  Emanuel  v.  State,  36 
31188.  627 ;  Re  Truman,  44  Mo.  181 ;  Ex  parte 
Rollins,  80  Va.  314;  Re  Dougherty,  27  Vt 
325 ;  Ex  parte  Simmons,  62  Ala.  416. 

Congress,  beyond  doubt,  had  the  power  to 
create  the  offense  with  which  the  defendant 
was  charged  in  the  police  court,  and  it  was 
not  necessary  for  it  to  incorporate  in  the  act 
a  definition  of  the  term  ''suspicious  persons." 

4  Bl.  Com.  p.  254. 

Statutes  authorizing  summary  convictions 
are  constitutional. 

9  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  213. 

Messrs.  Feni  W.  Triubj,  W.  Calvin 
CluMAy  and  Thomas  J*.  Jones,  for  appel- 
lee: 

If  no  judicial  certainty  can  be  settled  up 
on  as  to  the  meaning,  the  court  is  not  at  lib- 
erty to  supply  or  make  one. 

Drake  v.  Drake,  15  N.  C.  (4  Dev.  L.)  110; 
State  V.  Partlow,  91  N.  0.  550,  49  Am.  Rep. 
«52. 
48KR.A. 


Statutes  must  always  be  construed  to  have 
a  reasonable  effect  agreeable  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature,  especially  if  the  lan- 
guage be  obscure  or  dubious. 

Richards  v.  Dagget,  4  Mass.  537 ;  Core  v. 
Brazier,  3  Mass.  539,  3  Am.  Dec.  182. 

It  is  a  safe  and  necessary  rule  to  construe 
criminal  statutes  so  as  to  include  what  is 
fairly  and  reasonably  within  the  scope  of 
the  language,  but  not  to  include  what  is  not 
within  the  language,  merely  because  it  par- 
takes of  similar  mischievous  quality. 

Re  MoDonough,  49  Fed.  Rep.  360;  People 
V.  Reynolds,  71  Mich.  343,  38  N.  W.  923. 

Where  a  prisoner  is  detained  under  a  void 
sentence  his  release  will  be  ordered  on  habeas 
corpus. 

Ex  parte  Yarhorough,  110  U.  S.  651,  28  L. 
ed.  274,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  152;  Ex  parte  Bige- 
low,  113  U.  S.  328,  28  L.  ed.  1005,  5  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  542;  Ex  parte  Wilson,  114  U.  S.  417, 
29  L.  ed.  89,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  935;  Ex  parte 
Kearny,  55  Cal.  212;  Re  Corryell,  22  Cal. 
179;  4  Bl.  Com.  p.  256;  Rudyard's  Case,  2 
Vent  22;  Re  Frederioh,  149  U.  S.  70,  37  L. 
ed.  653,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  793;  Nielsen,  Peti- 
tioner, 131  U.  S.  176,  33  L.  ed.  118,  9  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  672;  Re  Wight,  134  U.  S.  136,  sub 
nom,  Wight  v.  Nicholson,  33  L.  ed.  865,  10 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  487. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  the  sub- 
ject-matter are  not  alone  conclusive;  but  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  render  the  par- 
ticular judgment  is  subject  of  proper  in- 
quiry, and  if  this  is  lacking,  the  prisoner 
held  under  it  may  be  released  on  habeas  cor- 
pus. 

Ex  parte  Lange,  18  Wall.  163,  21  L.  ed. 
872;  People  ex  rel,  Martin  v.  Walters,  16 
Abb.  N.  C.  461 ;  People  ex  rel,  Tweed  v.  Lis- 
comb,  60  N.  Y.  659,  19  Am.  Rep.  211. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, having  appellate  jurisdiction,  had  a 
perfect  right  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to 
examine  uie  proceedings  of  the  police  court, 
an  inferior  tribunal,  to  see  whether  or  not 
it  had  exceeded  its  authority. 

United  States  v.  Hamilton,  3  Dall.  17, 1  L. 
ed.  17 ;  Ex  parte  Buford,  3  Cranch,  448,  2  L. 
ed.  496;  Re  Metzger,  6  How.  176,  12  L.  ed. 
104;  Re  Koine,  14  How.  103,  14  L.  ed.  345; 
Ex  parte  Wells,  18  How.  307,  15  L.  ed.  421 ; 
Ex  parte  MilUgan,  4  Wall.  2,  18  L.  ed.  281 ; 
Ex  parte  MoCardle,  6  Wall.  318,  18  L.  ed. 
816;  Ex  parte  Yerger,  8  Wall.  85,  19  L.  ed. 
332. 

The  police  court,  like  all  other  courts,  de- 
rives iu  power  from  the  law  governing  the 
particular  offense  over  which  it  has  juris- 
diction, and  when  in  any  given  case  it  ex- 
ceeds its  jurisdiction,  either  by  imposing  a 
greater  fine  than  the  law  permits,  or  convict- 
ing the  accused  of  an  offense  not  provided  by 
law,  its  judinnents  are  void,  and  the  prisoner 
is  entitled  to  discharge. 

Ex  parte  Bain,  121  U.  8.  1,  30  L.  ed.  849, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  781 ;  State  v.  Cray,  37  N.  J. 
L.  369 ;  Re  Staff,  63  Wis.  285,  53  Am.  Rep. 
285,  23  N.  W.  587 ;  Wales  v.  Whitney,  114  U. 
S.  564,  29  L.  ed.  277,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1050; 
Ex  parte  Shaw,  7  Ohio  St  81,  70  Am.  Dec. 
55;  Ex  parte  Page,  40  Mo.  291;  People  em 
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rel,  Frey  v.  Wardeti  of  County  Jail,  100  N. 
Y.  20  J  Re  Snow,  120  U.  S.  274,  30  L.  ed.  663, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  566;  Hamilton*8  Case,  61 
Mich.  174,  16  K.  W.  327;  Re  Dill,  32  Kan. 
668,  40  Auj.  Kep.  506,  6  Pac.  39;  Qarvey's 
Case,  7  Colo.  384,  40  Am.  Rep.  368,  3  Pac. 
903 ;  People  ex  rel,  Btokes  v.  Riseley,  38  Hun, 
280. 

The  Btatute  authorized  a  fine,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  it  must  be  tested 
by  the  same  measure  under  the  Constitution 
as  if  it  were  the  required  penalty. 

Ea  parte  Wilson,  114  U.  S.  417,  29  L.  ed. 
89,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  936;  Re  Claasen,  140  U. 
S.  205,  35  L.  ed.  411,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  736; 
Mackin  v.  United  States,  117  U.  S.  348,  29 
L.  ed.  909,  C  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  777;  Parkinson  v. 
United  States,  121  U.  S.  281,  30  L.  ed.  969, 
7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  896. 

So  long  as  an  act  rests  in  bare  intention 
it  is  not  punishable  by  our  law. 

Broom,  Legal  Maxims,  309. 

By  the  common  law  intent  unaccompanied 
by  unlawful  act  was  not  pimishable. 

Den  ex  dem.  Murray  v.  Hoboken  Land  d 
Improv.  Co.  18  How.  272,  15  L.  ed.  372;  Ken- 
nard  v.  Louisiana  ex  rel.  Morgan,  92  U.  8. 
480,  23  L.  ed.  478. 

In  subjecting  a  man  to  a  fine  or  imprison- 
ment for  what  others  think  of  him,  or  be- 
cause of  his  reputation,  the  statute  deprives 
him  of  property,  of  liberty,  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law. 

1  Bishop,  Crim.  Law,  1088 ;  Huntsman  v. 
State,  12  Tex.  App.  619;  Greene  v.  Briggs, 
1  Curt.  C.  C.  311,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,764;  State 
T.  Kartz,  13  R.  I.  528;  State  v.  Beswick,  13 
R.  I.  211,  43  Am.  Rep.  26. 

AlTey,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  ajipeal  in  this  case  is  brought  into  this 
court  from  a  judgment  of  one  of  the  justices 
of  the  supreme  court  of  this  District,  sitting 
in  special  term,  rendered  on  habeas  corpus, 
whereby  the  appellee  was  discharged  from 
imprisonment,  to  which  he  had  been  commit- 
ted in  execution  of  a  sentence  of  the  police 
court  of  this  District. 

It  appears  that  the  appellee  was  arrested, 
charji^ed  with  being  a  suspicious  person,  and 
was  taken  before  the  police  court,  and,  upon 
information  filed  in  that  court  he  was  tried 
and  convicted,  and  was  sentenced  to  pay  a 
fine  of  $40,  and  in  default  of  payment  there- 
of to  stand  committed  to  the  workhouse  for 
the  period  of  four  months.  Upon  that  con- 
viction and  sentence,  he  applied  for  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus,  and  upon  return  thereto, 
and  hearing  by  the  judge,  the  prisoner  was 
discharged;  and  the  intendant  of  the  work- 
house of  the  District,  acting  in  behalf  of  the 
District,  has  taken  this  appeal. 

By  the  information  upon  which  the  appel- 
lee was  tried  and  convicted,  a  copy  of  which 
is  filed  with  the  petition  for  the  writ  of  ha- 
beas corpus,  the  appellee  was  charged  in  the 
police  court  with  being,  on  the  1st  day  of 
October,  1899,  at  and  within  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  ever  since  that  date,  and  still 
was,  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  informa- 
tion, a  suspiciooB  person  in  and  about  the 
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streets,  avenues,  alleys,  roads,  and  highways, 
to  wit:  Four-and-a-half  street,  southwest^ 
contrary  to  and  in  violation  of  the  act  ot 
Congress  entitled  *'An  Act  to  Amend  an  Act 
for  the  Preservation  of  the  Public  Peace  and 
the  Protection  of  Property  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,"  approved  July  8,  1898. 

By  the  return  of  the  intendant  of  the 
workliouse  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  it  i» 
stated,  '*that  the  petitioner,  said  George  Fra- 
zicr,  was  convicted  in  the  police  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  on  the  24th  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1899,  of  the  charge  of  being  a  suspi- 
cious character,  contrary  to  and  in  violation 
of  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  July  8, 1898,. 
entitled  *An  Act  to  Amend,' "  etc. 

By  the  amendatory  act  of  Congress  re- 
ferred to,  approved  July  8,  1898,  the  §  8  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  July  29,  1892,  was 
stricken  out  and  the  following  substituted  in 
its  place,  inj?.;  "That  all  vagrants;  all  idle 
and  disorderly  persons;  persons  of  evil  life 
or  evil  fame;  persons  who  have  no  visible 
means  of  support;  persons  repeatedly  drunk 
in  or  about  any  of  the  streets,  alleys,  roads, 
highways,  or  other  public  places  within  the 
District  of  Columbia;  persons  repeatedly 
loitering  in  or  around  tippling  houses;  all 
suspicious  persons;  all  public  prostitutes; 
and  all  persons  who  lead  a  lewd  or  lascivious 
life,  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof,  be  fined 
not  to  exceed  forty  dollars,  or  shall  be  re- 
quired to  enter  into  security  for  their  good 
behavior  for  a  period  of  six  months." 

The  arrest  and  conviction  of  the  appellee 
appear  to  have  been  upon  mere  suspicion, 
and  he  is  only  charged  with  being  a  suspi* 
cious  person  without  any  relation  whatever 
to  crime  committed  in  the  past,  or  crime  in- 
tended to  be  committed  in  the  future.  The 
suspicion  of  which  he  is  the  object  is  wholly 
undefined,  and  in  no  manner  connected  with 
any  criminal  act  or  conduct  either  of  the 
past  or  that  might  occur  in  the  future. 

By  whom  the  suspicion  is  to  be  entertained 
does  not  appear ;  whether  it  be  by  one  police- 
man or  by  several,  seems  not  to  be  regarded 
as  material ;  or  whether  it  be  a  suspicion  en- 
tertained by  one  or  more  citizens  is  by  no- 
means  certain.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the 
fair  construction  of  the  statute  requires  that 
the  suspicion  must  be  in  reference  to  some  of 
the  species  or  kinds  of  vices  enumerated  in 
the  particular  section  of  the  statute,  contain- 
ins:  the  provision  upon  which  the  prosecu- 
tion is  founded;  but  then  the  question  is. 
With  reference  to  what  particular  vice  or 
vices  of  those  mentioned  in  the  statute  must 
the  suspicion  be  taken  to  relate?  General 
suspicion,  without  even  reference  to  a  pro- 
pensity or  intent  to  commit  some  particular 
crime  or  oflense  against  the  law  or  police  of 
the  government  must  be  conceded  to  be 
wholly  inoperative  'and  without  effect  as  a 
definition  of  crime.  Mere  suspicion  is  no 
evidence  of  crime  of  any  particular  kind,  and 
it  forms  no  element  in  the  constitution  of 
crime. 

Suspicion  may  exist  without  even  the 
knowledge  of  the  party  who  is  the  object  of 
the  suspicion,  as  to  the  matter  of  which  he  i» 
suspected.     The  suspicion  may  be  generated 
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in  the  mind  of  one  or  more  persons  without 
even  colorable  foundation  of  truth  for  the 
suspicion;  and  yet  the  party,  the  object  of 
the  suspicion,  may,  under  the  statute  upon 
M'hlch  the  prosecution  against  the  appellee 
was  foundea,  be  seized  and  imprisoned,  tried 
and  convicted,  merely  because  some  persons 
or  police  officer  may  have  concluded  ( wheth- 
er upon  reasonable  grounds  or  not)  that  he 
was  a  suspicious  person.  Of  what  sus- 
pected, and  what  degree  of  suspicion  exists, 
must  always  be  the  first  thought  that  occurs 
upon  such  a  charge  as  that  made  in  this  case. 
But  here  the  par^  is  charged,  in  an  abstract 
way,  with  being  a  suspicious  person  merely, 
there  being  no  act  or  conduct  of  his,  men- 
tioned in  the  statute,  to  which  the  suspicion 
could  relate.  How  is  he  to  meet  such 
charge?  Suspicion,  as  a  conception  of  the 
mind,  is  well  defined  as  the  imagination  of 
the  existence  of  something  upon  little  or  no 
evidence;  doubt;  mistrust;  and  so  the  ad- 
jective term  "suspicious"  descriptive  of  the 
quality  or  condition  of  a  person,  as  well  the 
party  suspecting  as  the  party  suspected,  is 
defined,  as  apt  to  ima^ne  with  little  or  no 
reason;  distrustful;  liable  or  open  to  sus- 
picion; exciting  suspicion;  giving  reasons  or 
grounds  to  suspect  or  imagine  ill. 

In  the  return  of  the  intendant  of  the  work- 
house to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  it  is 
stated,  as  we  have  seen,  that  the  prisoner 
was  convicted  and  sentenced  upon  a  charge 
of  being  a  suspicious  character.  This  is  not 
ilie  same  thing  as  a  charge  of  being  a  sus- 
picious person.  The  element  of  character  is 
general  reputation  as  to  what  the  party  is 
supposed  to  be.  Character  is  in  itself  such 
reputation  as  is  generally  accredited  to  the 
party  in  the  minds  of  others,  for  good  or 
evil,  based  upon  his  general  conduct  and  hab- 
its of  life,  in  relation  to  those  to  whom  he 
is  best  known. 

A  suspicious  character,  however,  does  not 
constitute  crime,  nor  does  it  justify  the  gov- 
ernment in  treating  the  party  having  such 
reputation  as  a  criminal,  without  conuecting 
him  with  some  criminal  act  or  conduct. 
But,  assuming  that  the  return  of  the  intend- 
ant was  amendable,  so  as  to  make  it  conform 
to  the  information,  and  conviction  thereon, 
it  would  seem  to  be  clear  that  the  offense 
as  described  in  the  statute,  and  in  the  infor- 
mation, is  not  such  as  will  justify  seizure 
and  imprisonment  of  the  party  accused. 
Under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
articles  4  and  8  of  the  Amendments,'  every 
person  is  intended  to  be  secure  in  his  person 
against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures, 
and  against  cruel  and  unusual  punishments ; 
and  it  would  clearly  be  a  cruel  and  unnat- 
ural punishment  to  impose  fine  and  imprison- 
ment upon  a  party,  because  he  might  hap- 
pen to  be  regarded  by  some  persons  as  a  sus- 
picious person,  without  anything  more. 

In  the  legislation  of  England,  in  regard  to 
the  police  of  that  Kingdom,  we  find  a  great 
variety  of  regulations  prescribed  from  time 
to  time,  dating  back  to  the  earlier  reigns  and 
all  those  in  succession,  down  to  modem 
times,  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  then 
existing  states  of  society.  But  much  of  that 
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legislation  has  become  obsolete,  and,  from  its 
severe  restrictions  upon  the  liberties  of  the 
people,  and  the  cruel  and  unnatural  punish- 
ments inflicted,  it  has  long  since  ceased  to  be 
applicable  to  modern  society,  and  could  not 
at  tliis  day  be  tolerated.  The  history  of 
that  legislation  is  clearly  stated  by  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Stephen  in  the  third  volume  of  his  His- 
tory of  the  Criminal  Law  of  England,  chap. 
32,  pp.  2C3-274,  and  in  2  Broom  &  Hadley^ 
Com.  407. 

The  statutes  now  in  force  in  England  for 
the  arrest  and  punishment  of  persons 
charged  with  idleness,  disorderly  conduct, 
and  vagrancy,  etc.,  are  5  Geo.  TV.,  chap.  83, 
passed  in  1824,  and  the  amendatory  acts  of 
1  &  2  Vict.  chap.  38;  31  &  32  Viot.  chap. 
52;  and  32  ft  33  Vict  chap.  99.  The  statute 
of  6  Geo.  IV.  chap.  83,  was  a  revision  of  pre- 
existing statutes  upon  the  subject,  and  that 
statute  would  seem  to  have  furnished  a  gen- 
eral outline  for  legislation  of  the  same  class 
in  this  country.  By  the  4th  section  of  that 
statute,  among  other  provisions,  it  is  en- 
acted "that  persons  found  in  or  upon  any 
dwelling  house,  warehouse,  outhouse,  etc.,  in- 
closed yard,  garden,  etc.,  for  any  unlawful 
purpose,  suspected  persons  or  reputed 
thieves,  frequenting  any  river,  canal,  or 
navigable  stream,  dock  or  basin,  or  any 
quay,  wharf,  or  warehouse  near  thereto,  or 
any  street,  etc.,  leading  thereto,  or  any  place 
of  public  resort,  or  avenue  leading  thereto, 
or  any  place  adjacent,  with  intent  to  com- 
mit felony;  and  persons  apprehended  as  idle 
and  disorderly  persons  resisting  ofiicers  in 
their  apprehension,  and  being  subsequently 
convicted  of  th«  offense  charged, — shall  be 
deemed  rogues  and  vagabonds,  and  may  be 
punished  by  a  single  justice,  on  the  oath  of 
one  witness,  with  imprisonment  in  the  house 
of  correction,  with  hard  labor,  for  any  time 
not  exceeding  three  calendar  months." 

This  statute  of  George  IV.,  as  will  be  ob- 
served, does  what  our  act  of  Congress  fails 
to  do;  it  requires  the  suspicion  imputed  to> 
the  party  charged  to  have  relation  to  or  con- 
nection with  certain  acts  and  conduct  of  the 
party,  and  intention  to  commit  crime. 
Without  such  relation  or  connection  ths 
party  could  not  be  charged  and  convicted  as 
being  a  rogue  and  va^rabond.  But  that  stat- 
ute, with  the  definitions  and  limitations  ta 
which  we  have  referred,  encountered  severe 
opposition  and  criticism  at  the  time,  because 
it  gave  arbitrary,  dangerous,  and  undefined 
powers  to  a  single  justice,  and  by  the  indis- 
creet and  malevolent  exercise  of  which  gave 
rise  to  the  most  vexatious  imprisonment  and 
subsequent  litigation.  It  was  found,  says 
Mr.  Chitty  (1  Chitty,  Gen.  Pr.  623),  "that 
under  that  act  the  mere  suspicion  of  a  pro- 
pensity to  commit  a  trifling  offense  was  pun- 
ishable by  a  single  magistrate,  with  three 
calendar  months'  imprisonment,  without  the 
power  of  obtaining  release  upon  finding  the 
most  satisfactory  sureties  for  his  good  be- 
havior." The  dangerous  and  arbitrary  pro- 
visions of  that  statute  have,  however,  been 
modified  by  subsequent  statutes  upon  the 
subject.  But  our  act  of  Congress  of  July  S,. 
1898,  being  more  arbitrary  than  the  Englisb 
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statute  of  George  IV.,  subjects  a  party  to 
seizure  and  oonviction,  to  be  followed  by  pe- 
cuniary fine  or  imprisonment,  upon  being 
charged  with  being  a  suspicious  person 
merely. 

In  support  of  the  prosecution  and  convic- 
tion ( the  case  arising  as  it  does  upon  habeas 
corpus,  and  therefore  collaterally),  it  is  con- 
tended that  there  was  no  power  or  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  court  below  to  discharge  the  pris- 
oner from  the  operation  of  the  iudgment  and 
sentence  of  the  police  court;  that  the  iudg- 
ment and  sentence  of  that  court  are  final,  and 
that  the  discharge  of  the  prisoner  from  im- 
prisonment in  the  workhouse,  to  which  he  had 
been  committed  in  execution  of  judgment, 
was  unwarranted  and  without  the  authority 
of  law.  This  contention  is  entirely  correct 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  police  court 
had  full  power  and  jurisdiction  to  take  cogni- 
zance of  the  case,  and  to  try  and  convict  the 
accused,  and  to  enter  the  judgment  and  sen- 
tence against  him  that  we  find  stated  in  the 
record,  it  is  argued  that  because  the  police 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine 
prosecutions  for  the  class  of  oflfenses  enumer- 
ated in  the  act  of  Congress,  among  which 
this  slleged  offense  is  described,  that  there- 
fore the  court  had  jurisdiction  in  this 
particular  case  against  the  prisoner  to  pro- 
ceed to  try  and  pass  judgment  against  him; 
and  that  the  finding  and  judgment  of  the 
oourt  must  be  accepted,  in  this  collateral 
proceeding  on  habeas  Corpus,  as  final  and 
conclusive;  as  well  upon  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  as  upon  the  question 
of.  the  guilt  of  the  party.  But  this  propo- 
sition, as  applied  to  this  particular  case, 
cannot  be  accepted  without  material  qualifi- 
oation.  The  judgment  and  sentence  of  the 
police  court  are  assailed  in  this  case  upon 
the  ground  that  the  act  of  Congress,  under 
which  the  prisoner  was  convicted  and  sen- 
tenced, is,  in  respect  to  the  particular  offense 
charged,  unconstitutional,  or  is  so  indefinite, 
«s  to  this  particular  offense,  as  to  be  void 
and  without  effect.  If  this  position  is  well 
taken  it  affects  the  foundation  of  the  whole 
proceeding.  For,  as  said  by  the  Supreme 
■Court  in  Sa  parte  Siehold,  100  U.  S.  371,  376, 
377,  25  L.  ed.  717,  719:  "An  unconstitu- 
tional law  is  void,  and  is  as  no  law.  An  of- 
fense created  by  it  is  not  a  crime.  A  convic- 
tion under  it  is  not  merely  erroneous,  but  it 
is  illegal  and  void,  and  cannot  be  a  legal 
'Cause  of  imprisonment.  It  is  true,  if  no  writ 
of  error  lies,  the  judgment  may  be  final,  in 
the  sense  that  there  may  be  no  means  of  re- 
versing it.  But  personal  liberty  is  of  so 
great  a  moment  in  the  eye  of  the  law  that  the 
judgment  of  an  inferior  court  affecting  it  is 
not  deemed  so  conclusive  but  that,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  question  of  the  court's  authority  to 
try  and  imprison  the  party  may  be  reviewed 
on  habeas  corpus  by  a  superior  court  or 
judge  having  authority  to  award  the  writ. 
We  are  satisfied  that  the  present  is  one  of 
the  cases  in  which  this  court  is  authorized  to 
take  such  jurisdiction.  We  think  so,  be- 
-cause,  if  the  laws  are  unconstitutional  and 
void,  the  circuit  court  acquired  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  causes.  Its  authority  to  indict 
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and  try  the  petitioners  arose  solely  upon 
these  laws." 

And  so  in  the  case  of  Re  Coy,  127  U.  S. 
731,  32  L.  ed.  274,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1263,  the 
Supreme  Court,  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  said: 
"As  the  laws  of  Congress  are  only  valid  when 
they  are  within  the  constitutional  power  of 
that  body,  the  validity  of  the  statute  under 
which  a  prisoner  is  held  in  custody  may  be 
inquired  into  under  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
as  affecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
which  ordered  his  imprisonment.  And  if 
their  want  of  power  appears  on  the  face  of 
the  record  of  his  condenmation,  whether  in 
the  indictment  or  elsewhere,  the  court  which 
has  authority  to  issue  the  writ  is  bound  to 
release  him."  And  to  the  same  effect  is  the 
case  of  Nielaen,  Petitioner,  131  U.  S.  176,  33 
L.  ed.  118,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  672;  indeed,  many 
other  cases  might  be  cited  in  which  the  same 
doctrine  is  fully  maintained. 

We  are,  of  course,  sensible  of  the  fact  that 
it  is  only  in  cases  where  legislative  power 
has  been  clearly  transcended  in  declaring 
that  to  be  law  which  is  not  within  legislative 
competency,  that  courts  are  justifi^  in  de- 
claring any  particular  provision  of  an  act 
of  Congress  void  and  without  effect;  and  es- 
pecially so  where  the  act  relates  to  matters 
within  the  District  of  Columbia,  over  which 
Congress  has  full  and  exclusive  legislative 
power.  But  there  are  certain  fundamental 
righto  of  person  and  property,  even  in  this 
District,  that  are  beyond  the  power  of  Con- 
gress to  disregard  or  violate.  The  righU 
secured  to  persons  and  property  by  the  4th 
and  8th  Amendmente  to  the  Constitution  are 
among  such  righto.  The  power  of  Congress 
to  legislate  for  this  District,  in  matters  of 
police,  is  certoinly  very  large,  and  neces- 
sarily so ;  but  there  are  certain  fundamental 
maxims  of  a  free  government  that  would 
seem  to  require  that  the  righto  of  personal 
libertv  and  private  property  should  be  held 
sacred.  At  least,  no  court  of  justice  in  this 
country  would  be  warranted  in  assuming 
that  power  to  violate  and  disregard  them 
lurked  under  any  general  grant  of  legislative 
authority,  or  ought  to  be  implied  from  any 
general  impressions  that  may  be  found  in 
any  of  the  articles  of  the  Constitution.  Wil- 
kinson V.  Lelcmd,  2  Pet  627,  657,  7  L.  ed.  642, 
663;  Terrett  v.  Taylor,  9  Cranch,  43,  3  L.  ed. 
650.  It  has  been  recently  well  said  by  the 
Supreme  Court  that  "the  legislature  may 
not,  under  the  guise  of  protecting  the  public 
intercste,  arbitrarily  interfere  with  private 
business  or  impose  unusual  and  unnecessary 
restrictions  upon  .  lawful  occupations.  In 
other  words,  its  determination  as  to  what  is 
a  proper  exercise  of  ito  police  powers  is  not 
final  or  conclusive,  but  is  subject  to  the 
supervision  of  the  courto."  Laxoton  v.  Steele^ 
152  U.  S.  133, 139,  38  L.  ed.  385,  389, 14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  499.  And  if  so  in  respect  to  the 
rights  of  private  property,  a  fortiori  should 
it  be  so  in  respect  to  the  personal  righto  of 
the  citizens. 

From  what  we  have  said  in  the  preceding 
part  of  this  opinion,  the  necessary  conclusion 
is,  that  the  particular  provision  of  the 
amendatory  act  of  July  8,  1898,  declaring 
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that  "all  Buspioious  persona"  could  be  ar- 
rested and  prosecuted  as  criminals^  and  upon 
conviction  be  fined  and  imprisoned,  is  nuga- 
tory and  without  effect,  and  therefore  the 
police  court  was  without  jurisdiction  to  try, 
convict,  and  sentence  to  imprisonment  the 
appellee.    01  course,  this  decision  has  refer- 


ence only  to  the  particular  provision  of  the 
act  of  Congress  upon  which  the  prosecution 
against  the  accused  was  based,  and  to  none 
other. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  court 
belouj  must  he  affirmed;  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


ILLINOIS   SUPREME   COURT. 


Thomas  Edwin  ALLAIRE,  by  Next  Friend, 
Appt,, 

V, 

St  LUKE'S  HOSPITAL  et  of. 

(184  111.  859.) 

An  infant  lia«  not  before  blrtli  ■noli  an 
Independent  existence  that  a  negligent 
Injury  to  him  will  sustain  an  action  in  his 
favor  after  he  is  bom. 

(Bogff8,  J.,  disaenta.) 

(February  19,  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court 
for  Cook  (3ounty  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted  from 
defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  the  Court: 

The  amended  declaration  in  this  case, 
omitting  the  caption,  is  in  the  words  and 
figures  as  follows:  "The  said  plaintiff, 
Tbomaa  Edwin  Allaire,  an  infant  of  tender 
age,  by  Ada  A.  Allaire,  his  next  friend,  and 
Philetus  Smith,  his  attorney,  by  leave  of  the 
court  first  had,  for  amended  declaration, 
complains  of  the  said  defendants,  both  bodies 
politic  and  corporate,  and  doing  business  at 
the  city  of  Chicago,  in  said  county,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  said  state,  in  a 
plea  of  trespass  on  the  case,  for  that  hereto- 
fore, to  wit,  on  or  about  the  second  day  of 
February  a.  d.  189G,  at  and  in  the  said  city, 
said  defendants  were  possessed  of  and  using 
a  certain  building  there  situate  as  a  hospital 
for  the  care,  curing,  and  treatment  of  sick 
persons,  and  of  ladies  therein  during  the 
time  before,  at,  and  after  accouchement  and 
parturition  and  of  convalescence  thereafter, 
and  for  the  care,  careful  treatment,  and 
medical  diligence  in  the  safe  delivery  of  in- 
fants in  ventre  sa  m^e,  all  for  hire  and 
reward  in  that  behalf.  The  said  Ada  A.  Al- 
laire, then  within  ten  days,  as  near  as  may 
be,  for  the  natural  birth  of  plaintiff,  as  the 
said  defendants  then  and  tnere  wdl  knew 
and  had  knowledge,  then  and  there,  on  said 
last-named  day,  at  the  request  and  solicita- 
tion of  the  said  defendants,  for  hire  and  re- 
ward in  that  behalf  to  be  paid  by  her,  be- 


came and  was  a  patient  of  said  defendants 
in  the  said  building,  therein  to  be  carefully 
kept,    cared     for,    housed,    and     medically 
treated  until  the  birth  of  plaintiff,  and  dur- 
ing her  convalescence  thereafter,  and  for  such 
hire  and  reward  so  to  be  paid  then  and  there 
became  and  was  such  patient  of  defendants, 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  plaintiff,  in  that  he 
also  should  receive  from  said  defendants  all 
due  care  and  treatment,  and  should  be  safely 
delivered  by  birth,  in  the  course  of  nature, 
without  personal  harm.     And  thereupon  it 
then  and  there  became  and  was  the  duty  of 
defendants    to    carefully   and    comfortably 
house,  shelter,  and  keep  the  said  Ada  A.  Al- 
laire in  said  building,  and  to  extend  to  and 
bestow  upon  her  person  great  care  and  dili- 
gence before,   during,  and   after   plaintiff's 
birth, — all  this  for  the  well-being  of  the  said 
Ada  A.  Allaire,  as  also  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  the  end  and  purpose  that  he 
also  should  receive  great  and  due  care  from 
said  defendants,  and  be  naturally  born  of 
his  mother,  without  injury  or  harm  to  his 
person.    And  the  plaintiff  further  avers  that 
before,  on,  and  after  the  day  first  aforesaid, 
at  and  in  the  said  building,  the  said  defend- 
ants were  possessed  of  and  using  a  certain 
elevator,  so  called,  for  the  conveyance  of  pa- 
tients therein  through  a  shaft  from  one  fioor 
of  said  building  to  other  floors  therein,  and 
the  said  Ada  A.  Allaire,  then  being  such  pa- 
tient, as  aforesaid,  on  said  day  last  named, 
and  in  obedience  to  defendants'  request  and 
direction  so  to  do.  entered  into  such  elevator, 
and   upon  the   floor  thereof,  and    then   and 
there  sat  down  upon  a  common,  all-wooden 
chair    on    said    floor,  that    had  there    been 
placed  in  its  then  position  by  defendants,  to 
bo  carried  and  elevated  thereon  from  the  sec- 
ond floor  of  said  building  to  the  floor  of  the 
obstetrical    department   thereof   above   said 
second   floor,  she   then    and   there  being  as- 
sured by  defendants  that  it  was  and  would 
be  perfectly  safe  for  her  to  be  seated  in  said 
chair  in  its  then  position,  to  be  carried  up- 
ward  in   said   elevator,  and   that   no  harm 
could  come  to  her  for  so  doin^;  defendants 
then  and  there  well  knowing  that  said  Ada 
A.  Allaire  was  then  and  there  near  to  con- 
finement for  the  natural  birth  of  plaintiff 
And  thereupon  it  became  and  was  the  duty 
of  defendants  to  have  and  keep  said  elevator 
and  shaft,  and  each  and  every  part  thereof, 


XoTB. — The  cases  upon  this  subject  have 
heretofore  been  very  rare,  and  those  that  have 
oecnrred  are  practically  all  set  out  In  the  report 
as  given  above.  As  shown  by  the  dissenting 
opinion,  there  is  an  argument  on  both  sides 
48  L.  B.  A.  15 


of  the  question,  and  the  litigation  Involving 
the  point  is  likely  to  be  more  prolific  In  the 
future,  so  as  to  make  this  decision  an  lmpo^ 
tant  one. 
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in  a  proper,  safe,  and  secure  condition,  and 
keep  the  said  mother  of  plaintiff  and  the 
plaintiff  dafely  and  without  personal  harm 
or  injury  in  the  use  and  enjoyment  thereof, 
and  to  do  place  and  condition  the  said  moth- 
er therein  and  upon  said  floor  and  chair  as 
that  neither  she  nor  the  plaintiff,  then  in 
ventre  ea  m^e,  should  in  any  way  be  in- 
jured or  personally  harmed  while  therein, 
and  being  carried  thereby  to  said  floor  above, 
whither  the  said  mother  was  then  and  there 
directed  by  defendants;  yet  the  defendants 
did  not  nor  would  regard  their  duty  in  that 
behalf,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  negli- 
gently and  carelessly,  at  the  place  and  on  the 
day  last  named,  and  when  and  while  the  said 
mother  of  plaintiff,  with  all  due  care  on  her 
part,  was  then  and  there  so  conditioned  and 
seated  in  said  chair,  and  being  rapidly  car- 
ried upward  in  said  elevator,  failed  and  neg- 
lected to  have  and  keep  said  shaft,  elevator, 
and  chair  in  a  safe  and  secure  condition  and 
position,  and  to  have  and  keep  the  car  of  the 
«aid  elevator  inclosed,  and  then  and 
"there  carelessly,  negligently,  and  heed- 
lessly failed  to  prooerly  load  and  operate 
«aid  elevator,  and  dia  then  and  there  so  care- 
lessly and  negligently  operate  the  same  that 
when  and  while  the  said  Ada  A.  Allaire  was 
«o  being  rapidly  carried  upward  therein  and 
thereon  the  top  of  said  cnalr  suddenly  and 
with  great  force  struck  a  projection  in  and 
on  the  side  of  said  shaft,  whereby  said  chair, 
with  said  mother  thereon  sitting,  was  in- 
stantly and  with  great  power  crushed  to  the 
floor  of  said  elevator  car,  the  said  car  then 
and  there  being  uninclosed  and  open,  and 
said  mother  of  plaintiff  and  the  plaintiff 
then  and  there  with  great  force  and  violence 
thrown  and  hurled  from  and  off  said  chair 
to  the  floor  of  said  car  and  to  the  edge  of  said 
floor  opposite  said  chair,  and  by  reason 
thereof  and  the  swift  upward  motion  of  said 
elevator  cur  the  left  limb  of  said  mother  was 
then  and  there  and  thereby  thrown  and  caught 
between  the  edge  of  said  floor  and  a  projec- 
tion in  said  shaft,  and  was  then  and  thereby 
greatly  cut,  mangled,  bruised,  and  the  bones 
\hereof  broken,  and  said  mother  greatly  and 
grievously  bruised,  hurt,  jammed,  and 
wounded  in  her  left  hip,  thigh,  side,  and 
body,  and  other  great  personal  injuries,  by 
reason  of  said  negligence  of  defendants,  said 
Ada  A.  Allaire  then  and  thereby  received  and 
sustained,  and  that  said  mother,  by  reason 
of  her  said  personal  injuries,  and  the  man- 
ner, A^'ay,  and  time  in  which  the  same  were 
so  received  and  sustained,  was  then  and 
there  put  in  great  terror  and  fear  that  death 
was  then  for  herself  and  plaintiff  unborn,  so 
that  and  thereby,  and  as  the  direct,  proxi- 
mate, and  natural  cause  of  said  injuries  to 
his  said  mother,  said  plaintiff  was  then  and 
there,  and  by  reason  of  defendants'  said  neg- 
ligence, greatly  injured,  strained,  bruised, 
wounded  in  his  left  limb,  left  side,  left  hip, 
left  arm.  and  left  hand,  so  that  at  his  birth, 
on  the  sixth  day  of  February,  a.  d.  1886,  his 
left  foot,  left  limb,  left  side,  and  left  hand 
were  and  became,  and  hitherto  have  been  and 
still  are,  wasted,  withered  and  atrophied, 
and  his  said  foot  smaller  than  natural  by 
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more  than  one  half,  and  made  thereby  toi 
turn  inward  and  the  sole  thereof  upward, 
and  his  said  limb  shorter  than  natural  bj 
more  than  4  inches,  and  his  said  hip,  side^ 
and  arm,  by  reason  of  said  negligence  and  in- 
juries, became  and  are  made  shrunken,  at- 
rophied, and  paralytic,  and  his  said  limb* 
without  flesh  thereon,  and  from  thence  hith- 
erto have  so  been  and  still  are,  and  said 
plaintiff  thereby  greatly  and  sadly  crippled 
for  life ;  and  in  endeavoring  to  be  curea  and 
healed  of  his  said  injuries  has  laid  out  and' 
expended  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars- 
($2,000)  and  more  (the  said  Ada  A.  Allaire 
having  heretofore,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, settled  with  the  said  defendants  for 
and  released  them  from  all  damages  for  said 
injuries  to  herself  alone)  ;  to  the  damage  of 
plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  flfty  thousand  dollars- 
($50,000) ,  ani  therefore  he  brings  his  suit," 
etc.  The  general  demurrer  was  filed  by  the 
defendants,  which  was  sustained  by  the  court, 
and  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  defend- 
ants. An  appeal  was  thereupon  taken  to 
the  appellate  court,  where  the  judgment  of 
the  lower  court  has  been  affirmed.  The  pres- 
ent appeal  is  from  such  judgment  of  affirm- 
ance. 


Mr,  PUletus  Smith,  for  appellant: 

If  actual  parturition  be  indispensable  be- 
fore a  cause  of  action  can  accrue,  then  it 
would  matter  not  how  wilful  and  wicked  the 
injury  to  the  child  in  utero  might  be. 

Whenever  a  child  in  utero  is  so  far  ad- 
vanced in  prenatal  age  as  that,  should  par- 
turition occur  at  such  age,  such  child  oould 
and  would  live  separable  from  the  mother 
and  grow  into  the  ordinary  activities  of  life, 
it  would  have  a  right  of  action  for  any  per- 
sonal injuries  wantonly  or  n^ligently  in- 
flicted upon  it  at  such  age. 

American  Text-Book  of  Obstetrics,  ed. 
1805,  p.  925;  2  Witthaus  &  Becker's  Medical 
Jurisp.  (1804)  pp.  378  et  seq,;  Thellusson 
V.  Woodford,  4  Ves.  Jr.  227. 

Life  is  the  immediate  gift  of  Grod,  a  right 
inherent  by  nature  in  every  individual ;  and 
it  begins,  in  contemplation  of  law,  as  soon 
as  the  infant  is  able  to  stir  in  its  mother'a 
womb. 

1  Bl.  Com.  130. 

A  child  in  utero  is  considered  as  living  for 
its  own  benefltj  but  not  to  a  fixed  periml  of 
time. 

Blasson  v.  Blasson,  2  De  G.  J.  &  S.  665. 

A  child  quick  in  utero  is  a  person  in  being. 

Phillips  V.  Uerron,  65  Ohio  St.  478,  45  N. 
E.  720;  Turley  v.  Turley,  11  Ohio  St.  173; 
McArihur  v.  Scott,  113  U.  S.  340,  28  L.  ed. 
1015,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  652. 

Under  Lord  Campbell's  act  so  called,  9  and 
10  Vict.  chap.  93,  an  infant  may  claim  com- 
pensation for  the  death  of  a  relative,  though 
the  death  occurred  while  the  infant  was  ^n 
ventre  aa  m^e. 

The  Oeorpe  d  Richard,  L.  R,  3  A  dm.  ft 
Eccl.  Hep.  466;  Blake  v.  Midland  R,  Co.  L. 
R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  93.  See  also  Nelson  v.  Gal- 
veston, II,  d  S.  A.  R.  Co.  78  Tex.  621,  11  L. 
L.  R.  A.  391,  14  S.  W.  1021. 
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To  kill  a  child  in  its  mother's  womb  is 
now  no  murder^  but  a  gieat  misprision;  but 
if  the  child  be  bom  alive,  and  die  by  reason 
of  the  potion  or  bruises  it  received  in  the 
worni),  it  seems  by  the  better  opinion  to  be 
murder  in  such  as  administered  or  gave 

4  Cooley's  Bl.  Com.  p.  197. 

Mr.  Tsjnden  Evans,  for  appellees: 

There  is  no  statute  nor  any  common-law 
authority  to  sustain  this  action. 

Dietrich  v.  IfortKampton,  138  Mass.  14,  62 
Am.  Rep.  422;  Walker  v.  Or  eat  Northern  R. 
Co.  Ir.  28  L.  R.  C.  L.  69;  Francis,  Xiegal 
Maxims,  Preface. 

The  alleged  analogy  in  chancery  is  inap- 
plicable. 

Grotius,  de  Equitate,  8  3;  Heard  y.  Stanr 
ford,  Cas.  t.  Talb.  173;  Pom.  £q.  Jur.  8  425; 
Story,  £q.  Jur.  8  616;  10  &  11  Wm.  UI., 
chap.  16 ;  Palmer  v.  Cracroft,  2  Vem.  580. 

The  alleged  analogy  from  criminal  law  is 
inapplicable. 

Uale,  P.  G.  433;  Rex  v.  Enoch,  6  Car.  &  P. 
539;  Rex  ▼.  Brain,  6  Car  &  P.  349;  Rem  v. 
Poulton,  5  Car.  &  P.  329;  4  Bl.  Com.  198; 
Year  Books,  1  £dw.  III.  23,  pi.  18;  Fitzher- 
bert»  Abr.  pi.  4;  1  Fleta,  Com.  chap.  35,  8  3; 
Crim.  Code,  8  3. 

The  alleged  analogy  from  civil,  ecclesiasti- 
cal, and  admiralty  law  is  inapplicable. 

Wharton,  Neg.  ed.  1874,  §8  9a,  10;  Bene- 
dict, American  Admiralty,  58,  8§  111-113. 

The  declaration  fails  to  show  any  legal 
duty  of  the  defendants,  as  a  hospital,  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  any  breach  thereof. 

Feoffees  of  Heriofa  Hospital  v.  Ross,  12 
Clark  &  F.  507;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Artist,  19 
U.  8.  App.  612,  60  Fed.  Rep.  365,  9  C.  C.  A. 
14,  23  L.  R.  A.  681 ;  Holliday  v.  8t,  Leonard, 
11  C.  B.  N.  8.  192;  Qoooh  v.  Association  for 
Relief  of  Aged  Indigent  Females,  109  Mass. 
567;  McDonald  v.  Massa4)husetts  General 
Hospital,  120  Mass.  432,  21  Am.  Rep.  529; 
Hughes  v.  Monroe  County,  147  N.  Y.  49,  39 
L.  R.  A.  33,  41  N.  E.  407;  Williamson  v. 
LouisviUe  Industrial  School  of  Reform,  95 
Ky.  251,  23  L.  R.  A.  200,  24  S.  VV.  1065; 
Downes  v.  Harper  Hospital,  101  Mich.  555, 
25  li.  R.  A.  602,  60  N.  W.  42;  Joel  v. 
Woman's  Hospital,  89  Hun,  73,  35  N.  Y. 
8upp.  37. 

Per  Curiam: 

In  deciding  this  case  the  appellate  cqiurt 
delivered  the  following  opinion: 

"The  action  is  not  ^iven  by  any  statute, 
and,  if  maintainable,  it  must  be  so  by  the 
common  law,  and  therefore  the  question  is 
wliether,  at  common  law,  the  action  can  be 
maintained.  Had  the  plaintiff,  at  the  timeof 
the  alleged  injurv,  in  contemplation  of -the 
common  law,  such  distinct  and  independent 
existence  that  he  may  maintain  the  action, 
or  was  he,  in  viesv  of  the  common  law,  a  part 
of  his  mother?  If  the  former,  it  would  seem 
the  action  can  be  maintained,  but,  if  the  lat- 
ter, not :  because,  if  a  part  of  his  mother,  the 
injury  was  to  her,  and  not  to  the  plaintiff. 

''Appellant's  counsel  has  argucKl  the  case 
leamealy,  and  with  not  a  little  industry,  but 
has  cited  only  two  cases  in  which  it  was  at- 
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tempted  to  maintain  actions  involving  the 
question  presented  here,  namely,  Dietrich  v. 
N jrtliampton,  138  Mass.  14,  52  Am.  Rep. 
422  (decided  in  1884),  and  Walker  v.  Great 
Sorthem  R,  Co.  Ir.  L.  K.  28  C.  L.  69  (de- 
cided in  1891 ) .  In  the  former  case  the  facts 
were  that  the  mother,  when  advanced  four 
or  five  months  in  pregnancy,  slipped,  and 
fell,  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  the  highway,  the 
conseouence  of  which  was  a  miscarriage. 
The  plaintiff  was  alive  when  delivered,  but 
was  too  little  advanced  in  foetal  life  to  sur- 
vive its  premature  birth.  The  action  was 
brought  by  the  administrator  of  the  deceased 
infant  under  a  statute  authorizing  an  action 
for  the  benefit  of  the  mother  or  next  of  kin. 
The  trial  and  supreme  courts  both  held  that 
the  action  could  not  be  maintained,  the  lat- 
ter court  saying:  'Taking  all  of  the  fore- 
going considerations  into  account,  and,  fur- 
ther, that,  as  the  unborn  child  was  a  part 
of  the  mother  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  any 
damage  to  it  which  was  not  too  remote  to  bo 
recovered  for  at  all  was  recoverable  by  her,, 
we  think  it  clear  that  the  statute  sued  upon 
does  not  embrace  the  plaintiff's  intestate 
within  its  meaning.'  In  Walker  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.,  the  statement  of  claim  was, 
substantially,  that  Annie  Walker,  mother  of 
the  plaintiff,  while  auick  with  child,  became 
a  passenger  on  the  defendant's  railway,  and 
was  so  received  by  the  defendant,  and  that 
the  defendant  so  carelessly  and  negligently 
conducted  itself  in  carrying  said  Annie 
Walker  and  in  managing  its  railway  that 
ithe  plaintiff  was  thereby  injured,  crippled, 
land  deformed.  A  demurrer  was  sus^ined 
to  the  statement  of  claim,  all  the  judges  con- 
curring in  the  opinion  that  it  was  defective 
i  in  not  showing  a  contractual  relation  be- 
1  tween  the  plaintiff  and  the  railway  company, 
j  but  merely  averring  a  contract  between  the 
.  mother  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  company. 
•  The  question,  however,  whether  such  an  ac- 
I  tion  could  be  maintained  by  an  infant  in  its 
I  mother's  womb  at  the  time  of  the  allejrcd  in- 
Ijury  could,  under  any  circumstances,  be 
'  maintained,  was  discussed  elaborately,  and 
with  great  learning,  both  by  court  and  coun- 
sel. O'Brien,  Ch.  J.,  after  discussing  the 
question,  expressly  declined  to  commit  him- 
self by  an  opinion,  leaving  it,  as  he  said,  'an 
open  question,'  so  far  as  he  was  concerned. 
Harrison,  J.,  while  basing  his  decision  on  the 
insufficiency  of  the  statement  of  claim,  says, 
in  his  opinion:  'When  the  accident  oc- 
I  curred,  on  the  12th  of  Jime,  the  plaintiff 
!  was  still  unborn,  and  had  no  existence  apart 
from  her  mother,  who  was  the  only  person 
whom  the  defendants  contracted  to  carry  on 
their  line,'  etc.  Johnson,  J.,  in  his  opinion, 
says:  'As  matter  of  fact,  when  the  act  of 
negligence  occurred  the  plaintiff  was  not  in 
esse, — was  not  a  person,  or  a  passenger,  or  a 
human  being.  Her  age  and  her  existence  are 
reckoned  from  her  birth,  and  no  precedent 
has  been  found  for  this  action.'  Again,  com- 
menting on  the  claim  of  liability,  the  same 
learned  judge  says :  'If  it  did  not  sprinj;  out 
of  contract,  it  must,  I  apprehend,  have 
arisen  (if  at  all),  from  the  relative  situa- 
tion and  circumstances  of  the   defendants 
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and  plaintiff  at  the  time  .of  the  occurrence  of 
the  act  of  negligence.  But  at  that  time  the 
plaintiff  had  no  actual  existence, — ^was  not 
a  human  beins,  and  was  not  a  passenger, — ^in 
fact,  as  Lord  Coke  says,  the  plaintiff  was 
then  pars  ifisoerum  matria,  and  we  have  not 
been  referred  to  any  authority  or  principle 
to  show  that  a  legal  duty  has  ever  been  held 
to  arise  towards  that  which  is  not  in  ease 
in  fact,  and  has  only  a  fictitious  existence  in 
law,  so  as  to  render  a  n^ligent  act  a  breach 
of  that  duty.'  O'Brien,  J.,  in  his  opinion, 
says  of  the  action:  'It  is  admitted  that  such 
a  thing  was  never  heard  of  before,  and  yet 
the  circumstances  which  would  give  rise  to 
such  a  claim  must  at  one  time  or  another 
have  existed.'  In  Dietrioh  v.  Northampton, 
13d  Mass.  14,  62  Am.  Rep.  422,  the  court 
says:  'But  no  case,  so  far  as  we  know,  has 
ever  decided  that,  if  the  infant  survived,  it 
could  maintain  an  action  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  it  while  in  its  mother's  womb.' 

"Appellant's  counsel  substantially  admits 
that  there  is  no  precedent  for  the  action. 
While  it  is  true  that  this  is  not  conclusive 
that  the  action  may  not  be  maintained,  yet, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that,  as  said  by  Mr.  Asso- 
ciate Justice  O'Brien,  similar  circumstances 
must  have  before  occurred,  it  is  entitled  to 
great  weight,  especially  when  the  right  to 
maintain  the  action  is,  to  say  the  least,  doubt* 
ful.  Mr.  Associate  Justice  O'Brien,  in  Walk- 
er V.  Great  Northern  R,  Co.,  says:  "The  law 
is,  in  some  respects,  a  stream,  that  gathers  ac- 
cretions, with  time,  from  new  relations  and 
eonditions.  But  it  is  also  a  landmark  that 
forbids  advance  on  defined  rights  and  en- 
gagements ;  and,  if  these  are  to  be  altered, — 
if  new  rights  and  engagements  are  to  be  cre- 
ated,— that  is  the  province  of  legislation  and 
not  of  decision.'  In  this  we  fully  concur. 
That  a  child  before  birth  is,  in  fact,  a  part 
of  the  mother,  and  is  only  severed  from  her 
at  birth,  cannot,  we  think,  be  successfully 
disputed.  The  doctrine  of  the  civil  law  and 
the  ecclesiastical  and  admiralty  courts, 
therefore,  that  an  unborn  child  may  be  re- 
garded as  in  esse  for  some  purposes,  when  for 
its  benefit,  is  a  mere  legal  fiction,  which,  so 
fas  as  we  have  been  able  to  discover,  has  not 
been  indulged  in  by  the  courts  of  common 
law  to  the  extent  of  allowing  an  action  by  an 
infant  for  injuries  occasioned  before  its 
birth.  If  the  action  can  be  maintained,  it 
necessarily  follows  that  an  infant  may  main- 
tain an  action  against  its  own  mother  for  in- 
juries occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  the 
mother  while  pregnant  with  it.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  action  will  not  lie.  The 
judgment  will  be  affirmed." 

We  concur  in  the  foregoing  views,  and  in 
the  conclusion  reached  by  the  appellate 
court.  Accordingly,  the  judgment  of  the 
Appellate  Court  is  affirmed. 

Boees,  J.,  dissenting: 

It  may  be  conceded  no  case  adjudicated  at 
the  common  law  can  be  found  wherein  a 
plaintiff  was  awarded  damages  for  injuries 
inflicted  upon  his  person  while  in  the  womb 
of  his  mother.  But  an  adjudicated  case  is 
not  indispensable  to  establish  a  right  to  re- 
cover unaer  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 
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Lord  Mansfield  declared:  ''The  law  of  En^ 
land  he  observed,  would  be  an  absurd  sci- 
ence were  it  founded  upon  precedents  only. 
Precedents,"  he  observed,  "were  to  illustrate 
principles,  and  to  give  them  a  fixed  certain- 
ty." 1  Kent,  Com.  477.  In  speaking  of  the 
establishment  and  growth  of  rights  at  ths 
coiimion  law,  Mr.  Cooley,  in  his  work  on 
Torts  (pp.  13-15),  said:  "The  proceeB  of 
growth  haa  been  something  like  the  follow- 
ing: Every  principle  declared  by  a  court  in 
giving  judgment  is  supposed  to  be  a  principle 
more  or  less  general  in  its  application,  and 
which  is  applied  under  the  facts  of  the  case, 
because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the 
facts  bring  the  case  within  the  principle. 
The  case  is  not  the  measure  of  the  principle. 
It  does  not  limit  and  confine  it  within  the 
exact  facts,  but  it  furnishes  an  illustration 
of  the  principle,  which,  perhaps,  might  still 
have  been  applied  had  some  of  the  facts  been 
different.  Thus,  one  by  one,  important  prin- 
ciples become  recognized  through  adjudica- 
tions which  illustrate  them,and  which  consti- 
tute authoritative  evidence  of  what  the  law  is 
when  other  cases  shall  arise.  But  cases  are 
seldom  exactly  alike  in  their  facts.  They  are, 
on  the  contrary,  infinite  in  their  diversities; 
and,  as  numerous  controversies  on  differing 
facts  are  found  to  be  within  the  reach  of  the 
same  general  principle,  the  principle  seems  to 
grow  and  expand,  and  does  actually  become 
more  comprenensive,  though  so  steadily  and 
insensibly,  under  legitimate  judicial  treat- 
ment, that  for  the  time  the  expansion  passes 
unobserved.  But  new  and  peculiar  cases 
must  also  arise  from  time  to  time,  for  which 
the  courts  must  find  the  governing  principle, 
and  these  may  either  be  referred  to  some 
principle  previously  declared,  or  to  some  one 
which  now,  for  the  first  time,  there  is  occa- 
sion to  apply.  But  a  principle  newly  ap- 
plied is  not  supposed  to  be  a  new  principle. 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  assumed  that  from 
time  immemorial  it  has  constituted  a 
part  of  the  conmion  law  of  the  land,  and  that 
it  has  only  not  been  applied  before  because  no 
occasion  has  arisen  for  its  application."  At 
the  common  law,  actions  were  maintainable 
to  recover  damages  occasioned  by  injuries  to 
the  person  of  the  plaintiff,  whether  inflicted 
intentionally  or  through  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant.  The  governing  principle  il- 
lustrated by  such  cases  is  that  the  common 
law,  by  way  of  damages,  gave  redress  for  per- 
sonal injuries  inflicted  by  the  wrong  or  neg- 
lect of  another.  The  case  disclosed  by  the 
declaration  under  consideration  is  embraced 
within  the  limits  of  the  principle  thus  rec- 
ognized, and  it  is  clear  recovery  could  have 
been  maintained  at  common  law  unless  the 
fact  the  plaintiff  was  unborn  when  the  al- 
leged injuries  were  inflicted  would  have  op- 
erated to  deny  a  right  of  action.  The  argu- 
ment is  that  at  the  common  law  an  unborn 
child  was  but  a  part  of  the  mother,  and  had 
no  existence  or  being  which  could  be  the 
subject-matter  of  injury  distinct  from  the 
mother,  and  that  an  injury  to  it  was  but  an 
injury  to  the  mother ;  that  in  such  case  there 
was  but  one  person, — one  life, — ^that  of  the 
mother.    A  foetus  in  the  womb  of  the  moth* 
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er  maj  well  be  regarded  as  but  a  part  of  the 
bowels  of  the  mother  durine  a  portion  of 
the  period  of  gestation;  but  if,  while  in  the 
wooiD,  it  reaches  that  prenatal  ace  of  via- 
bility when  the  destruction  of  the  life  of  the 
mother  does  not  necessarily  end  its  existence 
also,  and  when,  if  separated  prematurely, 
and  by  artificial  means,  from  the  mother.  It 
would  be  so  far  a  matured  human  being  as 
that  it  would  live  and  stow,  mentally  and 
physically,  as  other  chilaren  generally,  it  is 
but  to  deny  a  palpable  fact  to  argue  there 
is  but  one  life,  and  that  the  life  of  the  moth- 
er. Medical  science  and  skill  and  experience 
have  demonstrated  that  at  a  period  of  ges- 
tation in  advance  of  the  period  of  parturi- 
tion the  foetus  is  capable  of  independent  and 
separate  life,  and  that,  though  within  the 
bcdy  of  the  mother,  it  is  not  merely  a  part 
of  her  body,  for  her  body  may  die  in  all  of 
its  parts  and  the  child  remain  alive,ai^dcapa- 
able  of  maintaining  life,  when  separated 
from  the  dead  body  of  the  mother.  If  at 
that  period  a  child  so  advanced  is  injured  in 
its  limbs  or  members,  and  is  born  into  the 
living  world  suffering  from  the  effects  of  the 
injury,  is  it  not  sacrificing  truth  to  a  mere 
theoretical  abstraction  to  say  the  injury  was 
not  to  the  child,  but  wholly  to  the  mother? 
A  child  in  ventre  ea  m^e  was  regarded  at 
the  common  law  as  in  esse  from  the  time  of 
conception  for  the  purpose  of  taking  any  es- 
tate, whether  by  descent  or  devise,  or  under 
the  statute  of  distribution,  if  tne  infant  was 
bom  alive  after  such  a  period  of  fcetal  ex- 
istence that  its  continuance  in  life  was  or 
might  be  reasonably  expected.  10  Am.  & 
£ng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  624;  Co.  Litt.  36.  Black- 
stone,  after  declaring  the  riffht  of  personal 
security  to  be  an  absMute  right,  says :  "The 
right  of  personal  security  consists  in  a  per- 
son's legal  and  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of 
his  life,  his  limbs,  uis  body,  his  health,  and 
his  reputation.  life  is  the  immediate  gift 
of  God, — a  right  inherent  by  nature  in  every 
individual;  and  it  begins,  in  contemplation 
of  law,  as  soon  as  an  infant  is  able  to  stir  in 
the  mother's  womb.  For,  if  a  woman  is 
quick  with  child,  and  by  a  potion  or  other- 
wise killeth  it  in  her  womb,  or  if  any  one 
beat  her,  whereby  the  child  dieth  in  her 
body,  and  she  is  delivered  of  a  dead  child, 
this,  thoui^h  not  murder,  was,  by  the  ancient 
law,  homicide  or  manslaughter."  [1  Bl. 
Com.  •129,  139].  Though  it  was  the  rule  of 
the  common  law  if  one  should  unlawfully 
beat  a  woman  pregnant  with  child,  and 
thereby  cause  the  child  to  die  in  the  body  of 
the  mother,  the  crime  was  not  deemed  to  be 
murder,  but  the  ancient  crime  of  homicide  or 
manslaughter,  still  the  doctrine  of  the  com- 
mon law  was,  if  the  child  should  not  die  in 
the  womb  of  the  mother,  but  should  be  born 
alive,  and  should  afterwards  die  in  conse- 
quence of  the  assault  while  in  the  womb  of 
the  mother,  the  offense  was  deemed  to  be 
murder.  3  Co.  Inst  50;  [Beale  v.  Beale] 
1  P.  Wms.  246.  If,  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  common  law,  life  begins  as  soon  as  the 
infant  is  able  to  stir  in  the  mother's  womb, 
and  that  an  injury  inflicted  upon  an  infant 
while  in  ths  womb  of  the  mother  shall  be 
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deemed  murder  if  the  infant  survive  the 
wound  during  prenatal  life,  but  succumbs  to 
it,  and  dies  from  it  after  being  born,  and  if 
every  legitimate  infant  in  ventre  sa  m^e  is 
to  be  deemed  as  born  for  all  purposes  benefi- 
cial to  the  child,  why  should  it  be  supposed 
the  common  law  would  have  denied  to  an  in- 
fant born  alive  the  right  to  recover  damages 
for  the  injury  inflicted  upon  it  while  in  the 
womb  of  the  mother?  Had  such  injury, 
though  inflicted  on  the  child  while  in  the 
mother's  womb,  been  sufficient  to  cause  the 
death  of  the  infant  after  it  had  been  born 
alive,  the  common  law  would  have  regarded 
the  injury  as  having  been  inflicted  upon  a 
human  being,  and  punished  the  perpetrator 
accordingly;  and,  that  being  true,  why 
should  the  infant  which  survives  be  denied 
the  right  to  recover  damages  occasioned  by 
the  same  injury?  In  the  case  at  bar  the  in- 
fant, when  the  injury  was  inflicted,  had,  as 
the  declaration  alleged,  reached  that  ad- 
vanced stage  of  fcetal  life  which  would  have, 
according  to  the  experience  of  mankind,  and 
according  to  the  medical  learning  of  the  age, 
endowed  it  with  such  vitality  and  vigor,  and 
with  members  and  faculties  so  far  complete 
and  mature,  that  it  cimld  have  maintained 
independent  life,  and  the  death  of  the  mother 
would  not  have  deprived  it  of  life.  It  is  but 
natural  justice  that  such  an  infant,  if  born 
alive,  should  be  allowed  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion in  the  courts  for  injuries  so  wrongly 
committed  upon  its  person  while  so  in  the 
womb  of  the  mother. 

Two  cases  are  much  relied  upon  as  in  op« 
position  to  this  view.  One  is  the  case  of 
Dietrich  v.  Northampton,  138  Mass.  14,  52 
Am.  Rep.  422.  The  facts  there  were:  A  wo- 
man four  or  five  months  advanced  in  preg- 
nancy slipped  and  fell  by  reason  of  a  defect 
in  the  highway,  in  consequence  of  which 
there  was  a  miscarriage.  The  child  was 
alive  when  delivered,  but  was  too  little  ad- 
vanced in  foetal  life  to  survive  its  premature 
birth,  and  died  before  it  was  severed  from  its 
mother.  The  person  of  the  infant  was  not 
directly  injured  otherwise  than  by  a  oom- 
inimi cation  of  the  shock  to  the  mother,  and 
it  was  held  an  action  to  recover  damages  did 
not  accrue  to  an  administrator  of  the  child. 
This  case  can  have  little  application  here, 
for  the  reason  that  in  the  case  at  bar  it  ap- 
pears from  the  declaration  that  the  child  had 
re&ched  that  stage  of  foetal  life  when  it  was 
capable  of  continued  existence  independent 
uf  the  mother;  that  its  person  was  injured 
within  itself,  and  it  was  afterwards  born 
alive,  and  with  sufficient  strength  and  ma- 
turity to  maintain  independent  existence, 
and  still  lives.  It  does  not  follow  from  the 
Dietrich  Case  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause 
should  not  be  recognized  as  capable  of  hav- 
ing a  locus  standi  in  court  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  injuries  to  his  person,  or  that  the 
supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  would  have 
so  held. 

The  other  case  is  that  of  Walker  v.  Oreat 
Northern  R,  Go.  Ir.  L.  R.  28  C.  L.  69,  in 
which  the  facts  were:  A  woman  far  ad- 
vanced in  pregnancy  took  passage  on  defend- 
ant's railway.     There  was  an  accident  to  the 
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train,  whereby  the  mother  and  the  child  were 
Beriously  injured,  so  that  the  child  was  born 
a  cripple.  The  action  was  by  the  child  to 
recover  damages,  and  on  demuirer  the  court 
held  the  suit  could  not  be  maintained.  The 
cause  could  only  have  been  sustained  on  the 
gi'ound  the  defendant  road  had  failed  to  ob- 
serve some  duty  it  owed  to  the  child  arising 
generally  by  reason  of  its  position  as  a  com- 
mon carrier,  or  of  some  contract  with  the 
child.  The  declaration  uid  not  disclose  the 
railroad  company  had  knowledge  of  the  exis- 
tence of  the  child,  or  of  the  condition  of  the 
mother,  or  that  there  was  any  contract  with 
reference  to  the  carriage  of  the  child,  or  any 
considei-ation  paid  for  such  carriage.  The 
ruling  of  the  court  that  the  railway  company 
was  not  answerable  to  the  child  can  have  no 
influence  adverse  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  case 
at  bar.  Here  the  appellee  hospital  knew  of 
the  condition  of  the  mother,  and  of  the  exis- 
tence of  the  plaintiff  in  her  womb,  contracted 
with  direct  reference  to  the  safety  and  care 
of  both  mother  and  child,  and  received  com- 
pensation for  the  performance  of  a  duty  to 
both.  If  in  delivering  a  child,  an  attending 
physician,  acting  for  a  compensation,  should 
wantonly  or  by  actionable  negligence  injure 
the  limbs  of  the  infant,  an^.  thereby  cause 
the  child,  although  born  alive  and  living,  to 
be  maimed  and  crippled  in  body  or  members, 
it  would  be  abhorrent  to  every  impulse  of 
justice  or  reason  to  deny  to  such  a  child  a 
right  of  action  against  such  physician  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  wrongs  and  injuries 
inllicted  by  such  physician.  The  appellee  cor- 
poration owed  it  as  a  duty  to  the  plaintiff, 
though  unborn,  to  bestow  due  and  ordinary 
care  and  skill  to  the  matter  of  his  preserva- 
tion and  safety  before  and  at  the  time  of  his 
birth.  It  appeared  from  the  declaration 
that  that  duty  was  neglected,  and  that  the 
limbs  and  body  of  plaintiff  received  injuries 
by  reason  of  such  negligence,  and  that  his 
legs  and  arms  are  now  maimed  and  crippled 
by  reason  thereof.  Should  compensation  for 
his  injuries  be  denied  on  a  mere  theory — 
known  to  be  false — that  the  injury  was  not 
to  his  person,  but  to  the  person  of  the 
mother?  The  law  should,  it  seems  to  me,  be 
that  whenever  a  child  in  utero  is  so  far  ad- 
vanced in  prenatal  age  as  that,  should  par- 
turition by  natural  or  artificial  means  occur 
at  such  age,  such  child  could  and  would  live 
separable  from  the  mother,  and  grow  into 
the  ordinary  activities  of  life,  and  is  after- 
wards born,  and  becomes  a  living  human  be- 
ing, such  cliild  has  a  right  of  action  for  any 
injuries  wantonly  or  negligently  inflicted 
upon  his  or  her  person  at  such  age  of  viabil- 
ity, though  then  in  the  womb  of  the  mother. 
That  proposition  having  been  established, 
that  an  adjustment  of  damages  with  the 
mother  could  not  preclude  the  child  would 
naturally  and  necessarily  follow. 

The  argument  that  there  can  be  no  cer- 
tainty that  an  unborn  child  is  dead  or  alive 
when  an  injury  is  inflicted  upon  the  mother 
is  answered  by  the  allegations  of  the  declara- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  was  born  alive,  and  is 
a  living  human  being.  There  was,  therefore, 
no  uncertainty  as  to  the  fact  that  the  plain- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


tiff  was  alive  in  the  mother's  womb  when  tlM 
injuries  were  inflicted. 


Harry  GUNDLING,  Appi., 

t?. 

City  of  CHICAGO. 

(176  111.  840.) 

1.  Clffarcttea  are  not  inelnded  amonip 
the  "other  provlnlona"  referred  to  in 
Rev.  Stat,  cliap.  24,  art.  5,  |  1,  1  50,  provid- 
ing for  the  regulation  by  cities  of  sales  of 
specified  articles  of  food  "and  all  other  pro- 
visions.'* 

2.  An  ordinance  reanirlnff  a  Ueenee 
for  the  sale  of  eiffarettea  is  within  the 
authority  given  by  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  24,  art. 
5,  I  1,  1  66,  aathorlsing  the  enforcement  of 
"all  necessary  police  ordinances,*'  and  |  78, 
authorizing  all  acts  and  regulations  "which 
may  t>e  necessary  or  expedient  for  the  pro- 
motion of  health  or  the  suppression  of  dis- 
ease." 

3«  An  ordinance  prohibitlnip  the  aale 
of  dffarettea  without  a  license  does  not 
violate  the  constitutional  provisions  as  to  due 
process  of  law,  or  any  constltatiooai  rights. 

4.  An  ordinance  providinip  that  the 
mayor  ahall  ffrant  Ifcenaea  in  certain 
cases  does  not  delegate  the  power  of  the  city 
council  to  him,  when  the  council  in  substance 
grants  the  licenses  by  authorising  him  to  do 
so  when  certain  conditions  are  complied  with. 

(October  24,  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Criminal  Court  for  Cook  County 
convicting  him  of  violating  an  ordinance 
against  the  sale  of  cigarettes  without  a  li- 
cense.    Affirmed. 

■The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  I.ee  D.  Mathias,  with  Mr.  Charles 
H.  Aldrich,  for  appellant: 

When  the  charter  of  municipal  corpora- 
tions or  the  general  incorporation  act  under 
which  a  city  is  organized  provides  what  pow- 
ers shall  be  exercised  by  the  common  coun- 
cil, the  enumeration  of  those  powers  implies 
the  exclusion  of  all  others. 

Rev.  SUt.  chap.  24,  §  63,  Kf  50,  63,  do 
not  authorize  the  enactment  of  the  ordi- 
nance. 

Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  §  405 ; 


Note. — ^Thls  case  has  been  recently  affirmed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  In 
177  U.  S.  183,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  Advance  Sheets, 
page  634,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  683. 

In  McGregor  v.  Cone  (Iowa)  80  L.  R.  A.  484, 
It  was  held  that  the  original  paclcage  of  com- 
merce when  cigarettes  were  shipped  In  a  wooden 
box  containing  packages  of  cigarettes,  each  of 
which  was  sealed  with  an  internal  revenue 
stamp,  was  the  wooden  box.  and  not  the 
stamped  package.  But  In  Austin  v.  State,  101 
Tenn.  568,  50  L.  R.  A.  478,  the  supreme  court  of 
Tennessee  held  that  cigarettes  are  not  legiti- 
mate articles  of  commerce  within  the  protection 
of  the  United  States  Constitution  because  they 
possess  no  virtue,  but  are  Inherently  bad,  and 
only  bad.  This  case  Is  understood  to  be  pending 
in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  on 
writ  of  error. 
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die  Swigert,  119  111.  83,  59  Am.  Rep.  789,  6 
1^.  E.  469;  Cairo  v.  Brass,  101  111.  475;  Em- 
otions V.  Leunstoion,  132  111.  380,  8  L.  R.  A. 
:328,  24  N.  E.  68;  Cecil  v.  Green,  161  111.  266, 
-32  L.  R.  A.  566,  43  N.  E.  1106;  Hotelling  v. 
•Chicago,  66  BL  App.  289 ;  Vosse  v.  Memphis, 
9  Lea,  294. 

The  common  council  has  no  authority  to 
enact  the  ordinance  under  the  66th  and  78th 
paragraphs  of  S  63,  chap.  24,  Rev.  Stat. 

Cairo  v.  Broas,  101  111.  476;  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  SS  316,  364;  Tiedeman,  Mun.  Corp.  § 
146;  Huesing  v.  Rock  Island,  128  111.  466,  21 
U^.  E.  668;  Shuman  v.  Fort  Wayne,  127  Ind. 
109,  11  L.  R.  A.  378,  26  N.  E.  660;  Kinsley 
^.  Chicago,  124  111.  369,  16  N.  E.  260;  Em- 
mons y.  Lewistoton,  132  111.  380,  8  L.  R.  A. 
-328,  24  N.  E.  68;  Barling  y.  West,  29  Wis. 
307,  9  Am.  Rep.  676;  Rey.  Stat.  1897,  ehap. 
38,  §  207fc,  ♦. 

The  common  council  of  a  municipal  cor- 
.poration  cannot  delegate  a  power  conferred 
ctpon  it  by  statute  to  one  of  its  officers,  and 
this  ordinance,  by  delegating  to  the  mayor 
the  power  to  determine  whether  the  license 
«houJd  be  issued,  became  of  no  effect  and 
•void. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  96;  East  St. 
Ijouis  y.  Wehrung,  50  111.  28 ;  Kinmundy  y. 
Mohan,  72  111.  402;  Chicago  y.  Trotter,  130 
•111.  430,  26  N.  E.  359;  Cass  y.  People  ew  rel 
Kochersperger,  166  111.  126,  46  N.  E.  729; 
^Bradford  y.  Pontiao,  165  111.  612,  46  N.  B. 
794;  Cairo  y.  Coleman,  53  111.  App.  680;  Be 
Elliott,  11  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  358. 

The  ordinance  in  question  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  this*  case  are  both  un- 
-constitutional,  depriying  persons  of  liberty 
and  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

Chilvers  v.  People,  11  Mich.  49;  Shuman 
V.  Fort  Wayne,  127  Ind.  109,  11  L.  R.  A.  378, 
26  N.  E.  560;  State  y.  Ooodioill,  33  W.  Va. 
179,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  10  S.  E.  286 ;  46  Cent  L. 
J.  p.  166;  Tiedeman,  Mun.  Corp.  pp.  294, 
295;  Peoria  y.  Ougenheim,  61  111.  App.  371; 
^rorer  y.  People  use  of  School  Fund,  141  111. 
171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N.  E.  395;  Ritchie  y. 
People,  156  111.  98,  29  L.  R.  A.  79,  40  N.  E. 
464 ;  Ramsey  y.  People,  142  111.  380,  17  L.  R. 
A.  863,  32  N.  E.  364;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
198;  Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  y.  Chicago,  166 
U.  S.  226,  41  L.  ed.  979,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
581;  1  Black,  Judgm.  $  267;  Freeman, 
Judgm.  3d  ed.  §  624;  Ex  parte  Siehold,  100 
U.  S.  371,  25  L.  ed.  717;  Scott  y.  McNeal, 
154  U.  S.  34,  38  L.  ed.  896,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1108.  ^  ^ 

On  petition  for  rehearing, 

Mr,  Cbarles  8.  Baboook,  with  Mr. 
•Charles  H.  Aldrioh,  for  appellant: 

What  laws  may  be  properly  classed  as  in- 
spection laws  must  be  determined  largely  by 
the  nature  of  the  inspection  laws  of  the 
«tates  at  the  time  the  Constitution  was 
"framed. 

^'e«?  York  y.  Compagnie  Q^nSrale  Trans- 
^tlantique,  107  U.  S.  69,  27  L.  ed.  383,  2  Sup. 
Ot.  Rep.  87. 

The  meaning  of  a  word  or  phrase  in  a  stat- 
ute may  be  determined  by  the  meaning  of 
(prior  statutes  and  the  effect  which  the  legis- 
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lature  has  giyen  to  such  words  and  phrases 
under  analogous  circumstances. 

23  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  311  et  seq. 

An  investigation  into  the  inspection  laws 
of  the  state  of  Illinois  will  show  that  never 
in  its  history  has  a  license  been  imposed  as 
a  means  of,  or  as  incidental  to,  carrying  out 
the  intention  of  these  laws. 

Messrs.  Howard  S.  Taylor  and  George 
MoA.  Miller,  for  appellee: 

The  city  of  Chicago  has  the  power  under 
the  incorporation  act  to  pass  the  ordinance 
in  question. 

Because  the  power  has  been  expressly 
granted  by  the  legislature. 

111.  Stat.  cl.  50,  63,  art.  5,  §  1,  chap.  24; 
Chicago  Packing  d  P.  Co.  y.  Chicago,  88  111. 
221,  30  Am.  Rep.  546;  Kinsley  y.  Chicago, 
124  111.  359,  16  N.  E.  260;  Endlich,  Interpre- 
tation of  Statutes,  §S  404,  405;  Re  Smgert, 
119  111.  83,  59  Am.  Rep.  783,  6  N.  E.  469; 
Standard  Diet.  Provisions;  Mooney  y.  Evan», 
41  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  Eq.)  363;  Webber  y.  Chi^ 
cago,  148  111.  313,  36  N.  E.  70. 

Because  the  power,  if  not  express,  is  im- 
plied. 

111.  Stat.  cl.  53,  66,  78,  art.  5,  §  1,  chap.  24; 
Kinsley  v.  Chica-QO,  124  111.  359,  16  N.  E. 
260;  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  148 
111.  141,  36  N.  E.  881 ;  Mather  y.  Ottatoa, 
114  111.  669,  3  N.  E.  216;  PeopU  ex  rel,  Pea^ 
body  y.  Chicago  Gas  Trust  Co.  130  111.  283, 
8  L.  R.  A.  497,  22  N.  E.  798 ;  Elliott,  Priy. 
Corp.  §  63;  Madison  W.  d  M.  PI  Road  Co. 
y.  Watertoum  d  P,  PI.  Road  Co.  5  Wis.  173; 
Cairo  y.  Coleman,  53  111.  App.  680 ;  Mobile  y. 
Craft,  94  Ala.  156,  10  So.  534;  Culver  y. 
Streator,  130  111.  238,  6  L.  R.  A.  270,  22  N. 
E.  810;  Blake  v.  Pontiac,  49  111.  App.  543; 
First  Municipality  y.  Cutting,  4  La.  Ann. 
335;  Beach,  Pub.  Corp.  988;  Horr  &  B.  Mun. 
Pol.  Ord.  pp.  17,  199. 

The  city  of  Chicago  has  power  to  author- 
ize its  mayor  to  issue  the  license  as  pro- 
vided by  the  ordinance. 

Swarth  v.  People  ex  rel.  Paxton,  109  111. 
624;  Horr  &  B.  Mun.  Pol.  Ord.  pp.  14,  202. 

Neither  the  ordinance  nor  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  is  unconstitutional. 

Braun  v.  Chicago,  110  111.  186. 

Pbillipa,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  case  was  tried  on  an  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts,  which  showed  that  the  city 
of  Chicago,  by  its  city  council,  adopted  an 
ordinance  which  provides,  by  §  1,  that  the 
mayor  shall,  from  time  to  time,  grant 
licenses  authorizing  the  sale  of  cigarettes. 
It  further  provides  what  formalities  shall 
be  observed  by  the  applicant  in  making  his 
application,  such  as  a  bond  to  obey  the  laws, 
aitidavit  of  good  character  and  reputation, 
etc.,  and  gives  to  the  mayor  a  discretion  to 
determine  whether  a  license  shall  be  issued. 
Section  2  provides  for  a  license  fee  of  $100 
per  year,  and  that  no  license  shall  be  granted 
to  sell  cigarettes  within  200  feet  of  a 
sclioolhouHe.  Section  3  provides  that  every 
license  granted  shall  be  at  the  rate  of  $100 
per  year.  Section  4  grants  the  power  to  the 
mayor  to  revoke  any  license  for  cause.     Sec- 
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tions  6  and  6  provide  the  manner  of  selling 
cigarettes.  Section  7  makes  the  commis- 
sioner of  health  the  general  supervisor  and 
inspector  to  see  that  the  sale  of  cigarettes 
is  carried  on  according  to  law.  Section  3 
prescribes  the  penalty  for  the  violation  of 
the  terms  of  the  ordinance.  Section  9  is 
that  the  ordinance  shall  be  in  force  after  its 
due  passage  and  publication.  The  statement 
further  shows  that  appellant,  on  or  about 
the  31st  day  of  December,  1897,  while  said 
ordinance  was  in  force,  and  after  the  same 
had  been  duly  published,  did  have,  keep,  and 
expose  for  sale,  and  offer  to  sell,  cigarettes 
within  the  city  of  Chicago,  without  havins 
first  procured  a  license,  as  required  by  said 
ordinance.  The  defendant  was  convicted  be- 
fore a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  a  fine  of  $50 
and  costs  entered  against  him,  from  which  he 
prosecuted  an  appeal  to  the  criminal  court 
of  Cook  county,  where,  on  trial  on  the  fore- 
going statement  of  facts,  he  was  found 
guilty,  and  a  fine  of  $50  assessed  against  him. 
Motions  for  a  new  trial  and  in  arrest  of 
judgment  were  overruled,  to  which  he  ex- 
cepted, and  judgment  was  entered  against 
him. 

The  defense  was  based  on  the  ground  that 
the  ordinance  in  question,  as  enacted  by  the 
city  council,  was  not  within  the  powers  dele- 
sated  to  the  city  by  the  legislature,  and 
hence  was  null  and  void,  and  that  the  ordi- 
nance and  judgment  of  the  court  deprived 
the  appellant  of  liberty  and  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  of  Illinois  and  of 
the  14th  Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  which  latter  in  part  pro- 
vides: "No  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any 
law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
nor  shall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of 
life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws."  The  contention  of  appellee  is  that  the 
power  to  enact  this  ordinance  is  expressly 
granted  by  jl  50,  §  1,  art.  6,  chap.  24,  of  our 
Revised  Statutes,  which  provides  that  the 
common  councils  of  cities  shall  have  power 
"to  regulate  the  sale  of  meats,  poultry,  fish, 
butter,  cheese,  lard,  vegetables,  and  all  other 
provisions,  and  to  provide  for  place  and  man- 
ner of  selling  the  same."  The  power  to  li- 
cense and  regulate  the  sale  of  cigarettes,  it 
is  contended,  is  included  within  that  para- 
graph, and  that  the  term  "all  other  pro- 
visions" includes  tobacco  in  the  list  of  enum- 
erated articles  by  the  language  as  used. 

The  article© — meats,  poultry,  fish,  butter, 
cheese,  and  lard — which  are  expressly  enum- 
erated in  the  above  paragraph,  and  the 
power  expressly  given  therein  to  regulate  the 
sale  thereof,  are  articles  of  food  for  man,  and 
include,  by  the  express  enumeration  of  ar- 
ticles, only  provisions  to  be  used  for  man. 
The  term  "other  provisions,"  by  a  familiar 
canon  of  construction,  can  extend  only  to 
articles  of  the  same  character  as  those  spe- 
cifically enumerated.  When  general  words 
follow  an  enumeration  of  particular  things, 
«uch  words  must  be  held  to  include  only  such 
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tilings  or  objects  as  are  of  the  same  kind  as 
those  specifically  enumerated.  Re  Stoigeri, 
119  111.  83,  59  Am.  Rep.  789,  6  N.  E.  469; 
Cecil  V,  Green,  161  111.  265,  32  L.  R.  A.  560, 
43  N.  E.  1105;  Emmons  v.  Letoiatoum,  132 
111.  380,  8  L.  R.  A.  328,  24  N.  E.  68.  Lexicog- 
raphers have  given  to  the  term  "provisions" 
a  broader  meaning  than  that  of  food  for  man. 
The  meaning  of  general  terms  used  in  a  stat- 
ute, or  in  one  section  thereof,  may  be  often 
determiined  from  the  connection  in  which  the 
language  is  used  and  the  purpose  to  be  sub- 
served. Paragraph  50,  above,  providing  for 
the  regulation  of  the  sale  of  certain  enumer- 
ated articles  of  food  for  man  of  daily  con- 
sumption, followed  by  the  general  term  "all 
other  provisions,"  cannot  1^  held  to  include 
in  the  term  "all  other  provisions"  such  an  ar- 
ticle as  tobacco  in  any  of  its  various  forms. 
Altliough  it  may  be  an  article  of  frequent 
use,  yet  it  is  not  included  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  term  "food  for  man."  The  con- 
tention of  appellant  is  that  no  express  power 
is  given  to  regulate  the  sale  of  tobacco  by 
the  provisions  of  H  50.  We  hold  that  conten- 
tion of  appellant  must  be  sustained,  and  that 
by  H  50  no  power  is  given  to  the  city  council 
to  regulate  the  sale  of  tobacco. 

It  is  insisted  by  appellee  that  if  no  express 
authority  for  licensing  the  sale  of  cigarettes 
is  given  under  H  50,  above  quoted,  the  power 
exists  as  an  implied  power  under  M  53,  66, 
and  78  of  said  §  1,  which  provide  as  follows: 
"Fifty-Third.  To  provide  for  and  regulate  the 
inspection  of  meats,  poultry,  fish,  butter, 
cheese,  lard,  vegetables,  cotton,  tobacco,  flour, 
meal,  and  other  provisions."  "Sixty-Sixth. 
To  regulate  the  police  of  the  city  or  village, 
and  pass  and  enforce  all  necessary  police  or- 
dinances," "Seventy-Eigth.  To  do  all  acts, 
make  all  regulations  which  may  be  necessary 
or  expedient  for  the  promotion  of  health  or 
the  suppression  of  disease."  An  ordinance 
may  derive  its  validity  from  several  differ- 
ent grants  of  power,  and  not  depend  solely 
upon  any  single  section  or  clause  of  a  stat- 
ute. Kinsley  v.  Chicago,  124  111.  359,  16  N. 
E.  260.  An  implied  power  of  a  municipal 
corporation  is  a  power  necessarily  incident 
to  the  exercise  of  those  powers  expressly 
granted  and  directly  and  immediately  appro- 
priate to  their  exercise.  People  ex  rel.  Pea- 
hody  V.  Chicago  Ga^  Trust  Co.  130  111.  268, 
8  L.  R.  A.  497,22  N.  E.  798 ;  Chicago  d  N.  W. 
It.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  148  111.  141,  35  *N.  E.  881; 
Mather  v.  Ottawa,  114  111.  659,  3  N.  E.  216. 
ITie  power  to  regulate  the  sale  of  an  article 
includes  the  power  to  require  a  license  to 
authorize  the  sale  thereof.  Farwell  v. 
Chicago,  71  111.  209;  Chicago  Packing  rf  P. 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  88  111.  221,  30  Am.  Rep.  545; 
Kinsley  v.  Chicago,  124  111.  359,  16  N.  E. 
260.  The  licensing  of  a  sale  of  an  article  is 
a  legitimate  means  of  regulating  its  sale. 
Chicago  Packing  d  P.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  88  111. 
221,30  Am.  Rep.  545.  By  the  paragraphs  above 
quoted,  power  is  expressly  given  the  city  to 
provide  for  and  regulate  the  inspection  of 
various  enumerated  articles,  including  to- 
bacco, and  this  would  include  the  various 
forms  in  which  that  product  is  prepared  and 
used.    Tlie  purpose  of  conferring  this  power 
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of  providing  for  and  regulating  the  inspection 
of  those  various  enumerated  articles  is  to 
subserve  the  public  welfare  and  protect  the 
public  health.  The  measure  has  relation  to 
the  public  health,  and  is  required  in  that  in- 
terest. With  this  object  evidently  in  view, 
the  legislature  passed  an  act,  approved  June 
16,  1887,  in  force  July  1,  1887,  entitled  "An 
Act  to  Prohibit  Selling,  Giving,  or  Furnish- 
ing Tobacco,  in  Any  of  Its  Forms,  to  Minors, 
and  Providing  a  Penalty  Therefor."  Section 
1  of  said  act  provides:  "That  hereafter  no 
person  or  persons  in  this  state  shall  sell, 
buy  for,  or  furnish  any  cigar  or  cigarette, 
or  tobacco  in  any  of  its  forms,  to  any  minor 
under  sixteen  years  of  age,  unless  upon  the 
written  order  of  parent  or  guardian."  Sec- 
tion 2  provides  tliat,  if  any  person  or  persons 
shall  violate  the  provisions  of  §  1,  he,  she,  or 
they  shall,  on  conviction  thereof,  forfeit  and 
pay  for  each  offense  the  sum  of  $20.  The 
object  and  purpose  of  this  enactment  were  to 
subsen^'c  and  protect  the  health  and  welfare 
of  the  class  of  persons  to  whom  the  act  re- 
fers, and  to  whom  a  sale  is  forbidden.  The 
consensus  of  opinion  in  reference  to  the  use 
of  cigarettes  is  that  they  are  injurious  to  the 
young  with  immature  minds,  and  common 
observation  causes  us  to  knmv  that  tobacco 
in  the  form  of  cigarettes  is  more  largely  used 
by  those  of  young  and  immature  minds  than 
by  any  other  class. 

it  is  urged  bv  appellant  that  the  city  coun- 
cil has  no  right  to  single  out  a  particular 
form  of  manufactured  tobacco,  and  provide 
for  its  regulation,  and  require  a  license  for 
its  sale,  without  making  the  requirement  ap- 
ply to  all  the  forms  in  which  tobacco  may  be 
used.  It  being  well  known  that  young  per- 
sons of  weak  and  immature  minds  are  more 
liable  to  use  tobacco  in  the  form  of  cigar- 
ettes than  in  any  other  form,  a  legislative 
body  may  properly  provide  for  the  regula- 
tion and  sale  of  that  article  in  the  form  in 
which  it  is  likely  to  be  most  deleterious  and 
injurious,  and  may  restrict  the  sales  of  that 
particular  form  of  tobacco.  Paragraph  66, 
before  quoted,  expressly  authorizes  the 
adoption  of  ordinances  necessary  to  police 
power;  and  U  78  is  an  express  authorization 
of  the  city  council  to  make  all  regulations 
necessary  or  expedient  for  the  promotion  of 
health  or  the  suppression  of  disea.se.  Under 
these  two  provisions,  express  authority  is 
granted  the  municipality  to  pass  all  ordi- 
nances or  requirements  tending  to  promote 
the  public  health,  morals,  security,  comfort, 
and  welfare  of  the  community.  Such  Icgis- 
latipn  is  included  within  the  provision 
authorizing  the  enactment  of  police  regu- 
lations. The  most  important  of  police 
powers  is  that  of  caring  for  the  health  of  the 
community,  and  that  is  inherent  in  a  munici- 
pality, and  may  be  exercised  whether  ex- 
pressly granted  or  not,  because  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  health  of  the  public  is  indispensa- 
ble to  the  existence  of  the  municipal 
corporation.  Ferguson  v.  Selma,  43  Ala. 
400. 

The  r^rulation  of  the  police  power  is 
hardly  susceptible  of  exact  definition,  as  the 
exigencies  of  each  case  are  varying,  and  the 
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cases  are  innumerable  where  the  health  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  municipality  may  be 
in  some  degree  endangered.  When  the  city 
council  considers  some  occupation  or  thing 
dangerous  to  the  health  of  the  community, 
and,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  passes 
an  ordinance  to  prevent  such  a  danger,  it  is 
the  policy  of  the  law  to  favor  such  legisla- 
tion as  being  humane  and  essential  to  the 
preservation  and  protection  of  the  commu- 
nity. Municipalities  are  allowed  a  greater 
degree  of  liberty  of  legislation  in  this  direc- 
tion than  any  other.  The  necessity  for 
action  is  often  more  urgent,  and  the  conse- 
quences of  neglect  are  more  detrimental  to 
the  public  good,  in  this  than  in  any  other 
form  of  local  evil.  It  being  clear  that  the 
public  health  and  welfare  of  a  large  class  in 
the  community  would  be  subserved  and  pro- 
tected by  ordinances  regulating  the  sale  of 
tobacco  in  one  of  its  manufactured  forms,  an 
ordinance  directed  to  the  protection  of  the 
health  or  welfare  of  that  particular  class 
of  the  community  would  be  a  police  regu- 
lation within  the  power  of  a  city  to  enact 
under  the  power  expressly  granted  by  M  66 
and  78.  An  ordinance  of  this  character  is 
not  in  conflict  with  any  principle  of  the  com- 
n)on  law,  or  with  any  public  or  general 
statute,  and  infringes  no  private  right  not 
necessarily  infringed  in  the  interests  of  good 
government.  It  stibserves  the  public  wel- 
fare, protects  the  health  of  the  community, 
and  is  included  within  the  express  powers 
grant^l  the  city  council.  The  ordinance  was 
not  void. 

Neither  did  the  ordinance  and  the  judg- 
n»ent  of  the  court  deprive  the  appellant  of 
liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of 
law.  The  city  having  the  authority  to  en- 
act the  ordinance  and  provide  a  penalty  for 
its  violation,  which  ordinance  applies  to  ail 
citizens  within  the  community,  no  principle 
of  the  Ck>nstitution  of  the  state  of  Illinois  or 
of  the  United  States,  or  the  amendments 
thereto,  was  violated. 

Appellant  insists  that  the  ordinance  is 
void  because  it  delegates  to  the  mayor  the 
power  to  determine  whether  the  license 
should  be  granted.  In  Swarth  v.  People  ex 
rel.  Paxton,  109  111.  621,  it  was  said  (626)  : 
"It  is  true,  the  ordinance  prescribing  the 
duties  of  the  mayor  in  issuing  licenses  says 
that  he  shall,  under  certain  circumstances, 
'tyrant*  licenses  to  certain  persons,  while  the 
statute  authority  to  'grant*  such  licenses  is 
given  only  to  the  city  council ;  but  the  sub- 
stance of  the  ordinance  is  that  the  city 
council  grants  licenses  to  a  certain  class  of 
persons  upon  certain  conditions,  by  author- 
izing the  mayor  to  'grant/  that  is,  to  issue 
or  cause  license  to  be  issued,  when  the  con- 
ditions are  complied  with.  This  is  not  a 
delegation  to  the  mayor  of  the  power  of  the 
council.  We  see  no  objection  to  the  form 
in  which  this  power  of  the  council  is  ex- 
ercised, or  the  mode  in  which  the  license  was 
issued."  The  ordinance,  by  its  terms,  fixes 
the  rate  per  annum  to  be  charged  for  a  li- 
cense, and  regulates  the  price  and  object  of 
sale  of  the  particular  article  to  which  it  re- 
fers, all  of  which  is  enacted  by  the  city 
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council.  That  license  is  to  be  granted  or 
iBSued  by  the  mayor,  and  thus  carrying  out 
tJic  express  will  of  the  city  council  as  to 
issuing  the  license  is  not  exercising  a  power 
conferred  on  the  city  council,  but  is  a  method 
by  which  the  coimcil  exercises  its  power  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  the  license  is  to  be 
issued.  In  this  there  is  no  delegation  to  the 
mayor  of  the  power  of  the  city  council.  Tlie 
appellant,  however,  is  not  in  a  position  to 
raise  this  question,  from  the  facts  appearing 
in  this  record.  He  was  not  an  applicant  for 
a  license,  which  had  been  refused  him,  but 
was  before  the  court  admitting  that  he  had 
violated  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Chicago 
duly  passed  and  published,  and  denying  the 
right  of  the  city  to  adopt  such  ordinance 


regulating  the  sale  of  cigarettes.  He  it  not 
in  a  position  to  invoke  &e  judgment  of  this 
court  as  to  his  right  to  a  license,  nor  is  that 
question  before  us.  We  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  ordinance  was  within  the  expreaa 
powers  granted  to  the  city  council,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  not  violative  of 
any  provision  of  the  state  or  Federal  Con- 
stitution. 

The  judgment  of  the  Criminal  Court  of 
Cook  County  is  affirmed. 

Rehearing  denied  December  9,  1808. 

Affirmed   by    Supreme    Court   of   United 
States,  April  9,  1900. 
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Milliard  W.  SIMONS  et  al.,  Appte., 

V. 

Benjamin  B.  BOLLINGER. 
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An  nstatc  by  entiretiea,  and  not  one  of  Joint 
ttrnancy,  Is  created  by  a  deed  made  to  hus- 
baad  and  wife  "jointly,"  and  the  word 
"jvlntly"  will  be  construed  as  surplusage. 

(January  24,  1900.) 

APPKAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
th«  Circuit  Court  for  Lagrange  County 
in  favor  of  plaintifT  in  an  action  brought  to 
«[uiet  title  to  certain  real  estate.     Affirmod, 

Daniel  Weaver  conveyed  to  David  S.  Kerr 
and  Clara  Kerr  certain  real  estate.  They, 
on  January  17,  1894,  conveyed  to  Benjamin 
B.  Bollinger.  On  May  6,  1893,  Milliard  W. 
Simons  recovered  a  judgment  against  David 
S.  Kerr.  On  April  11,  1898,  Simons  issued 
-execution  against  Kerr,  which  was  levied  up- 
on the  undivided  half  of  the  property  as  be- 
longini^r  to  Kerr,  and  Bollinger  thereupon 
brought  tJiis  action  to  quiet  his  title. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Meaare.  F.  J.  Dnnten,  J.  E.  MoClaakey, 
and  J.  M.  VanFleet,  for  appellants : 

Tenants  by  the  entirety  do  not  hold  the 
title  "jointly." 

Davis  V.  Clark,  26  Ind.  424,  89  Am.  Dec. 
471;  CJiandler  v.  Cheney,  37  Ind.  398;  Hu- 
iett  V.  Inlow,  67  Ind.  412,  26  N.  E.  64 ;  Thorn- 
hiirq  V.  Wiggins,  135  Ind.  178,  22  L.  R.  A.  42, 
34  N.  E.  099 ;  Dodge  v.  Kinzy,  101  Ind.  102. 

If  the  word  "jointly,"  added  to  language 
which  would  create  an  estate  in  common, 
-changes  it  to  an  estate  in  joint  tenancy,  we 
are  unable  to  see  why  the  addition  of  the 
aame  word  to  language  which  would  create 
an  estate  by  entireties  will  not  change  it  to 
one  in  joint  tenancy. 

Casf^  v.  Owen,  139  Ind.  22,  38  N.  E.  395. 

The  addition  of  the  words  "in  joint  ten- 
ancy" to  ft  deed  conveying  land  to  husband 

Note. — /  i  to  tenancy  by  entireties,  see  Hlles 
^.  Fisher  (K  Y.)  80  L.  R.  A.  305,  and  note, 
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and  wife,  makes  them  Joint  tenants,  and  not 
tenants  by  entireties. 

Tho^-nhurg  v.  Wiggir^,  136  Ind.  178,  22  L. 
R.  A.  42,  34  N.  E.  999. 

Messrs,  Jamea  8.  Drake  and  Franda 

D.  Merritty  for  appellee: 

Tenancy  by  entireties  is  when  husband  and 
wife  take  an  estate  to  themselves  jointly. 

2  Preston,  Abstracts  of  Title,  p.  39;  1 
Washb.  Real  Prop.  pp.  562,  667,  679;  2  Jar- 
man.  Wills,  250;  Ck).  Litt  326a. 

Tenancies  by  entireties  are  strongly  estab- 
lished in  our  law,  and  if  there  should  be  am- 
biguity or  doubt,  in  a  conveyance  to  husband 
and  wife,  the  instrument  must  be  construed 
to  create  them  by  entireties. 

Challis,  Real  Prop.  282;  Co.  Litt.  326a; 
Bevi^is  V.  Cline,  21  Ind.  37;  Daois  v.  Clark^ 
26  Ind.  424,  89  Am.  Dec  471 ;  Jones  v.  Chand^ 
ler,  40  Ind.  688;  Anderson  v.  TannehiU,  42 
Ind.  141 ;  Plielps  v.  Smith,  116  Ind.  387, 17  N. 

E.  602,  19  N.  E.  166 ;  Carver  v.  Smith,  90  Ind. 
222,  46  Am.  ^ep.  210;  Morrison  v.  Seyhold, 
92  Ind.  298;  Hadlook  v.  (h-ay,  104  Ind.  596, 
4  N.  E.  167 ;  Broum  v.  Brown,  133  Ind.  476, 
32  N.  E.  1128;  Qrzesk  v.  Hibberd,  149  Ind. 
354,  48  N.  E.  361 ;  Marbury  v.  Cole,  49  Md. 
402,  33  Am.  Rep.  266. 

The  deed  would  have  the  same  meaning 
with  or  without  the  word  "jointly."  When 
land  is  conveyed  to  husband  and  wife  jointly 
they  take  by  entireties. 

U.  S.  Dig.  1876,  vol.  7,  p.  430;  Robinson  v. 
Eagle,  29  Ark.  202;  Joos  v.  Fey,  30  N.  Y.  8. 
R.  147,  9  N.  Y,  Supp.  275;  Bevins  v.  Cline, 
21  Ind.  37 ;  Davis  v.  Clark,  26  Ind.  424,  89 
Am.  Dec.  471;  Chandler  v.  Cheney,  37  Ind. 
391;  Washb.  Real  Prop.  577;  Simpson  v, 
Pearson,  31  Ind.  1,  99  Am.  Dec.  677;  Ander- 
son V.  TannehiU,  42  Ind.  141 ;  Lash  v.  Lash, 
68  Ind.  526 ;  Hulett  v.  Inlow,  57  Ind.  412,  26 
Am.  Rep.  64 ;  Carver  v.  Smith,  90  Ind.  222, 
46  Am.  Rep.  210;  Patton  v.  Rankin,  68  Ind. 
246,  34  Am.  Rep.  264;  Edvxirds  v.  BecM,  75 
Ind.  401 ;  Hadlock  v.  Cray,  104  Ind.  696,  4 
N.  E.  167;  Borden  v.  Overmeyer,  134  Ind. 
660,  34  N.  E.  439 ;  Bertles  v.  Nuna/n,  92  N.  Y. 
152,  44  Am.  Rep.  361;  Beoc^  v.  Hollister,  3 


1900. 


Simons  y.  BoLJLUiOEH. 


886 


Hun,  519;  Pray  v.  Biebbins,  141  Mass.  219, 
^5  Am.  Rep.  462,  4  N.  £.  824. 

A  husband  and  wife  may  hold  as  joint  ten- 
ants if  the  language  of  the  deed  be  such  as 
to  show  clearly  that  such  was  the  intention 
of  all  the  parties. 

Laeh  y.  Lashy  58  Ind.  526;  Case  v.  Owen, 
139  Ind.  22,  38  N.  E.  396;  Barden  v.  Over- 
nieyer,  134  Ind.  660,  34  N.  E.  439 ;  Thomhurg 
T.  Wiggins,  135  Ind.  179,  22  L.  R  A.  42,  34 
N.  E.  999;  Wilkins  v.  Yonnq,  144  Ind.  1,  41 
N.  E.  68,  590;  Washb.  Real  Prop.  579;  Miner 
V.  Brown,  133  N.  Y.  308,  31  N.  E.  24. 

Hadley,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Kerr  and  wife  held  laud  conveyed  to  them 
by  deed  in  the  words  following:  "Convey 
and  warrant  to  David  S.  Kerr  and  Clara 
Kerr,  his  wife,  jointly,  the,"  etc.  The  only 
question  presented  for  decision  is  whether 
the  words  employed  created  in  David  and 
Clara  Kerr  an  estate  in  joint  tenancy  or  an 
estate  by  entireties.  It  is  agreed  that,  if 
they  created  an  estate  in  joint  tenancy,  the 
judgment  should  be  reversed,  and,  if  an  es- 
tate by  entirety,  it  should  be  affirmed.  It  is 
also  conceded  by  appellants  that  "the  omis- 
«ion  from  the  deed  of  the  word  ^jointly* 
■would  dearly  make  Kerr  and  wife  tenants 
by  the  entirety,  so  that  Uie  exact  question  i:), 
Does  that  word  make  them  joint  tenants?" 

Section  3341,  Bums's  Rev.  Stat.  1894  (§ 
2922,  Homer's  Rev.  Stat.  1897),  is  as  fol- 
lows: "All  conveyances  and  devises  of 
lands,  or  of  any  interest  therein,  made  to  two 
or  more  persons,  except  as  provided  in  the 
next  following  section,  shall  be  construed  to 
create  estates  in  common,  and  not  in  joint 
tenancy,  unless  it  shall  be  expressed  therein 
that  the  grantees  or  devisees  shall  hold  the 
same  in  joint  tenancy  and  to  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  it  shall  manifestly  appear,  from  the 
tenor  of  the  instrument,  that  it  was  intended 
to  create  an  estate  in  joint  tenancy."  The 
exception  is  in  these  words  [§  2923] :  "The 
preceding  section  shall  not  apply  to  mort- 
gages, nor  to  conveyances  in  trust,  nor  when 
made  to  husband  and  wife ;  and  every  estate 
vested  in  execiitors  or  trustees,  as  such,  shall 
be  held  by  them  in  joint  tenancy."  It  will 
be  observed  that  the  question  we  have  here 
is  not  controlled  by  the  statutes,  but  must  be 
determined  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 
Under  the  conunon  law  the  two  estates  have 
been  recognized  from  a  very  early  period  in 
the  history  of  the  law.  The  distinctive  dif- 
ference between  them  is:  (1)  A  joint  ten- 
ancy may  be  vested  in  any  number  of  na- 
tural persons,  more  than  one.  A  tenancy  by 
entirety  can  be  vested  only  in  husband  and 
wife.  (2)  Joint  tenants  take  by  moieties,  and 
«ach  is  seised  of  an  undivided  moiety  and  of 
the  whole  {per  my  et  per  tout),  while  hus- 
band and  wife  take  each  the  entirety  {per 
tout).  (3)  Joint  tenants  may  severally 
alienate  their  interests.  Husband  and  wife 
can  do  so  only  by  acting  jointly.  (4)  Joint 
tenants  may  sever  and  continue  to  hold  their 
estates.  The  estate  of  husband  and  wife  is 
inseverable  while  it  remains  theirs.  (5) 
Joint  tenants  may  have  partition.  Husband 
and  wife  cannot,  during  the  marriage.  Up- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


on  the  death  of  one  joint  tenant,  his  estate 
is  cast  upon  the  survivors,  and  the  last  sur- 
vivor takes  the  whole.  Upon  the  death  of 
husband  or  wife,  the  survivor  takes  the  whole. 
Freeman,  Co-Ten.  §  64.  Undoubtedly  there 
is  an  element  of  joint  holding  in  both  estate*^. 
Joint  tenants  hold  jointly  the  whole  and  the 
several  parts.  Tenants  by  the  entirety  hold 
jointly  the  whole.  This  common  jointure 
has  been  recognized  by  eminent  authors  in 
treating  of  tenancies  by  entireties  as  a  spe- 
cies of  joint  tenancy.  "A  still  more  peculiar 
joint  estate  is  that  which  belongs  to  a  hus- 
band and  wife,  where  the  same  is  conveyed 
to  them  as  such."  1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  4th 
ed.  p.  672,  §  6.  Preston  says:  "Tenancy 
by  entireties  is  when  husband  and  wife  take 
an  estate  to  themselves  jointly  by  grant  or 
devise."  2  Preston,  Estates,  129.  "This  is  a 
peculiar  tenancy,  and  arises  at  common  law 
when  an  estate  is  conveyed  or  demised  to  a 
husband  and  wife  jointly  during  coverture." 
Whart.  Conv.  121.  "Tenancy  by  entireties 
occurs  .  .  .  where  the  husband  and  wife 
are  jointly  seised,  to  them  and  their  heirs,  of 
an  estate  made  during  the  coverture. 
.  .  .  It  constitutes  the  most  intimate 
union  of  ownership  known  to  the  law."  2 
Challis,  Real  Prop.  282.  In  many  of  our 
cases  this  court  has  referred  to  the  seisin  of 
husband  and  wife  as  being  joint.  In  Bevins 
V.  Cline,  21  Ind.  40,  it  is  said:  "There  are 
four  kinds  of  joint  tenancies  at  common  law, 
viz. :  In  common,  in  parcenary,  in  joint  ten- 
ancy, and  in  tenancy  by  entireties.  .  .  . 
A  conveyance  of  land  made  to  a  man  or  wo- 
man, who  are  then  husband  and  wife,  they 
take  as  joint  tenants,  by  entireties."  To  the 
same  effect,  see  Davis  v.  Clarke  26  Ind.  424, 
89  Am.  Dec.  471 ;  Jones  v.  Chandler,  40  Ind. 
588,  592;  Anderson  v.  Tannehill,  42  Ind.  141 ; 
Patton  V.  Rankin,  68  Ind.  245,  34  Am.  Rep. 
254;  Phelps  v.  Smith,  116  Ind.  387,  391,  17 
N.  E.  602,  and  10  N.  E.  156;  Carver  v. 
Urtith,  90  Ind.  222,  46  Am.  Rep.  210;  Morri- 
son  V.  Seyhold,  92  Ind.  298.  In  Hadlock  v. 
Chray,  104  Ind.,  at  page  598,  4  N.  E.  168,  it 
was  said  by  Elliott,  J. :  ''It  is  true  that 
where  real  property  is  conveyed  to  husband 
and  wife  jointly,  and  there  are  no  limiting 
words  in  the  deed,  they  will  take  the  estate 
as  tenants  in  entirety."  It  is  also  said  by 
Hackney,  J.,  in  Brown  v.  Brown,  133  Ind.,  at 
page  477,  2  N.  E.  1128:  "The  question  is 
now  well  settled  in  this  state  that  if  a  con- 
veyance be  made  to  husband  and  wife  joint- 
ly, and  without  words  limiting  the  estate  tak- 
en, they  will  take  as  tenants  in  entirety." 
Words  of  like  impoit  abound  in  our  text- 
books and  adjudicated  cases  in  referring  to 
estates  of  husband  and  wife ;  and,  while  it  is 
well  settled  that  technically  the  estate  of 
joint  tenancy  and  estate  by  the  entirety  are 
separate  and  distinct  estates,  yet  the  fre- 
quent reference  by  courts  and  authors  to 
them  both  as  joint  estates,  whatever  the  fact 
may  be.  should  be  of  service  in  determinini; 
the  legal  effect  of  the  word  "jointly"  as  used  in 
the  deed  under  review,  and  whether  the  word 
was  aptly  or  inaptly  employed.  Moreover, 
joint  tenancies  had  their  origin  under  a  gov- 
ernment that  discouraged  the  severance  oi 
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landed  estateB,  to  promote  which  policy  all 
conveyances  to  two  or  more  persons,  except 
to  husband  and  wife,  were  held  to  be  joint 
tenancies  unless  by  clear  and  apt  words  of 
limitation  some  other  was  described.  All 
presumptions  and  doubts  were  turned  to  the 
support  of  joint  tenancies.  Case  v.  Oweny 
139  Ind.  22,  38  N.  E.  395 ;  Freeman,  Co-Ten. 
§  18.  In  this  country  the  policy  and  rule  of 
construction  are  directly  reversed.  In  this 
and  most  of  the  states,  from  our  earliest  his- 
tory, the  political  policy  has  been  to  encour- 
age the  distribution  of  lands  among  the  peo- 
ple to  advance  which  all  conveyances  to 
more  than  one  person,  except  to  husband  and 
wife,  have  been  construed  to  be  tenancies  in 
common,  unless  another  estate  is  fixed  by  ex- 
press and  definite  words  of  limitation.  Car- 
ver V.  Smith,  90  Ind.  222,  46  Am.  Rep.  210. 
Sections  3341  and  3342,  supra,  which  are  re- 
enactments  of  former  statutes  to  the  same 
effect,  emphasize  two  propositions,  viz.i 
( 1 )  That  joint  tenancies  must  be  held  in  dis- 
favor and  refused  except  when  forced  by  clear 
and  unmistakable  words;  and  (2)  that  the 
rule  of  the  common  law,  as  applicable  to  con- 
veyances to  husband  and  wife,  should  remain 
undisturbed  in  this  state.  The  strength  of 
that  rule  is  stated  by  an  eminent  author  in 
these  words:  "But,  if  our  theory  needs  any 
further  support,  this  support  is  found  in  the 
fact  that  all  the  English  adjudications  up- 
on this  subject, as  well  as  all  the  earlier  writ- 
ers upon  the  common  law,  assert  that  hus- 
band and  wife  cannot,  by  any  words  of  limi- 
tation, however  well  chosen  for  that  purpose, 


receive  an  estate  as  joint  tenants."  Free> 
man,  Co-Ten.  §  04.  While  the  rule  has  been 
somewhat  relaxed  in  this  state  in  deference 
to  the  contractual  rights  of  parties,  the  rule 
nevertheless  exists,  that  all  presumptions 
must  be  indulged,  and  all  doubts  resolved, 
against  such  estates,  and  in  favor  of  estates 
by  entireties,  in  conveyances  to  husband  and 
wife.  The  words  "convey  and  warrant  to 
David  Kerr  and  Clara  Kerr,  his  wife,  joint- 
ly," do  not  in  terms  create  in  the  spouses  a 
joint  tenancy;  and  whether  the  word  "joint- 
ly" was  intended  to  relate  to  the  union  of  the 
title  and  enjoyment,  or  to  characterize  the 
seisin  and  tenancy,  or  whether  it  was  inaptly 
used  hj  the  grantor,  and  without  legal  sig- 
nification, as  we  have  seen  so  frequently  hap- 
pen with  eminent  authors  and  judges,  is  not 
altogether  free  from  doubt;  but,  however  this 
may  be,  it  is  clear  that,  under  the  rule  above 
stated,  we  must  construe  it  to  be  surplusage ; 
and  the  estate  conveyed,  one  of  entiretie?. 
The  cases  of  Thomhurg  v.  Wiggins,  135  Ind. 
178,  22  L.  R.  A.  42,  34  N.  E.  999,  and  Wilkins 
V.  Young,  144  Ind.  1,  41  N.  E.  68,  590,  are 
not  analogous.  In  each  of  these  cases  the 
words  employed  were  "in  joint  tenancy," — 
the  very  language  of  the  books, — and  we  are 
satisfied  that  the  application  of  the  rule  in 
these  cases  was  as  liberal  as  is  warranted  by 
the  authorities.  Case  v.  Owen,  139  Ind.  22, 
38  N.  £.  395,  has  no  application.  In  the 
Oweti  Case  the  grantees  were  unmarried. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

Baker,  J.^  did  not  participate. 
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•  1.  l!Vbere  the  officer  of  a  chnrcli, 
upon  Inquiry,  find  that  their  pastor 
Is  iin-ivorthy  and  unfit  for  his  office,  and 
thereupon.  In  the  performance  of  what  they 
honestly  believe  to  be  their  duty  towards 
other  members  and  churches  of  the  same  de- 
nomination, publish,  in  good  faith,  in  the 
church  papers,  the  result  of  their  inquiry,  and 
there  is  a  reasonable  occasion  for  such  publi- 
cation, it  will  be  deemed  to  be  privileged  and 
protected  under  the  law. 

8.  Where  the  publication  appears  to 
have  been  made  In  ffood  faith  and  for 
the  members  of  the  denomination  alone,  the 
fact  that  it  incidentally  may  have  beenbrought 
to  the  attention  of  others  than  members  of  the 
church  will  not  take  away  its  privileged  char- 
acter. 

8.  In  anch  a  case  and  vrbere  the  plain- 
tiff seeks  damagres,  it  devolves  upon  him 
to  establish  actual  malice,  and  where  his  own 

^Headnotes  by  Johnston,  J. 

Note. — As  to  libel  by  expression  of  opinion  of 
Clergyman,    see    note    to    St.    James    Military 
Academy  v.  Galaer  (Mo.)  28  L.  R.  A.  667. 
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testimony  disproves  malice  the  court  Is  Jus- 
tified in  taking  the  case  from  the  Jury  upon  a 
demurrer  to  the  evidence. 

(February  10.  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Wabaun- 
see County  to  review  a  judgment  in  fa- 
vor of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  alleged  publication  of  m 
libel.     Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Johnston,  J.: 

Action  by  Edmund  Redgato  to  recover 
damages  from  Wyatt  Roush,  W.  H.  Good- 
win, E.  Parmiter,  and  C.  L.  Wilkinson  for 
alleged  libels  written  and  published  by 
them.  Redgate  was  a  member  of  the  Church 
of  Christ,  had  preached  in  different  churches 
of  that  denomination,  and  for  three  years 
prior  to  1897  had  preached  for  the  congrega- 
tion at  Wilmington,  Kansas,  of  which  or- 
ganization the  defendants  were  elders.  In 
1807  his  conduct  and  services  were  not  sat- 
isfactory to  that  church,  and  at  a  meeting 
of  the  elders  the  fellowship  of  the  church  was 
withdrawn  from  the  plaintiff,  and  official 
notice  of  the  action  taken  was  sent  to,  and 
published  in,  the  Octographic  Review,  of 
Indianapolis,  Ind.;  the  Christian  Leader,  off 
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Cindniiati,  Ohio;  the  Firm  Foilndation,  of 
Austin,  Tex.;  and  in  the  Primitive,  of  Pan- 
Ama,  Neb., — sectarian  papers  published  in 
the  interest  of  the  Church  of  Christ  The 
following  is  the  notice  which  was  so  pub- 
lished: 

To  Whom  it  may  Concern: 

Wilmington,  Kan.,  June  6. 
This  is  to  certify  that  on  the  9th  day  of 
May,  1897,  fellowship  was  withdrawn  from 
one  £.  Redgate,  a  member  of  the  Church  of 
-Christ  at  this  place,  and  also  a  preacher. 
The  charges  against  him  were  insubordina- 
-tion,  and  separating  himself  from  the  congre- 
gation, and  trying  to  create  a  faction,  and 
therefore  we  cannot  commend  him  as  worthy 
-of  the  confidence  of  the  brotherhood.  Ue 
has  tried  to  undermine  the  church  here  in 
-rarious  ways,  and  has  shown  himself  utterly 
void  of  the  spirit  of  Christ.  There  are  oth- 
•er  charges  that  could  be  preferred  and  sus- 
tained. Any  other  information  that  is 
wanted  we  will  give  when  requested,  and  for 
any  other  reference  we  refer  you  to  our  sis- 
ter congregation  at  Harvey ville,  3^4  miles 
north.  We  further  state:  Anything  he 
may  say  or  do  to  try  to  show  that  the  Wil- 
mington congregation  is  divided  in  his  case 
is  false;  for  there  is  not  a  member  in  the 
•congregation,  to  iJie  best  of  our  knowledge, 
-at  tiie  present  time,  but  what  believes  he  has 
walked  disorderly,  and  to  the  detriment  of 
the  church.  E.  Parmiter. 

Wyatt  Roush. 

W.  H.  GkKKiwin. 

C.  L.  Wilkinson. 

In  his  petition  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
the  publication  was  maliciously  ma^e,  with 
the  intention  of  destroying  his  reputation 
as  a  preacher,  and  taking  away  his  only 
means  of  support.  The  defendants  answered 
by  a  general  denial,  and  the  averment  that 
the  plaintiff  was  never  at  any  time  a  quali- 
fied and  acting  minister  of  the  gospel  of  that 
denomination.  Issue  being  joined  and  the 
trial  had,  the  plaintiff  introduced  his  testi- 
mony, after  which  the  court  sustained  a  de- 
murrer to  the  evidence,  and  gave  judgment 
for  the  defendants. 

Messrs.  Isenliart  St  Alexander,  for 
plaintiff  in  error : 

A  privileged  communication  is:  "A  com- 
munication made  in  good  faith  upon  any  sub- 
ject-matter in  which  the  party  communicat- 
ing has  an  interest,  or  in  reference  to  which 
he  has,  or  honestly  believes  he  has,  a  duty 
to  a  person  having  a  corresponding  interest 
or  duty." 

Newell,  Defamation,  Slander,  &  Libel,  p. 
388. 

In  this  case  it  is  impossible  for  the  de- 
fendants to  bring  themselves  under  this  rule. 

If  the  communication  is  of  such  a  charac- 
ter that  the  expressions  contained  in  it  are 
beyond  what  common  sense  indicates  to  be 
justifiable,  it  cannot  be  held  to  be  privileged. 

Newell,  Defamation,  Slander,  &  Libel,  pp. 
392,  393. 
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A  person  must  not  step  beyond  bounds, 
even  m  cases  of  communications  privileged 
in  their  character,  and  if  the  occasion  is  used 
merely  as  a  means  of  enabling  the  party 
publishing  the  libel  to  indulge  in  his  malice 
the  occasion  will  furnish  no  excuse. 

Bradley  v.  Heath,  12  Pick.  163,  22  Am. 
Dec.  418. 

While  a  commimication  made  to  church 
authorities  concerning  a  priest  or  minister 
might  be  privileged  if  made  by  a  member, 
still  the  circulation  of  a  pamphlet  and  the 
publication  of  the  same  outside  the  church 
are  not  privileged. 

State  V.  Bienvenu,  36  La.  Ann.  378. 

Mr,  B.  C.  Heiaer  for  defendants  in  error. 

Johnston,  J.«  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

One  of  the  principal  questions  presented 
for  decision  is  whether  the  communication 
complained  of  was  privileged  under  the  law. 
It  was  alleged  that  it  was  made  in  bad  faith, 
and  with  the  malicious  purpose  of  injuring 
the  plaintiff.  The  publication  is  defamatory 
in  character,  and  naturally  would  largely 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  confidence  of  the 
members  of  his  church  organization  through- 
out the  country.  If  it  was  false  in  fact  and 
maliciously  made,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  to  the  extent  of  the  injury  suffered, 
unless  the  relations  of  the  parties  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  justified  the  publi- 
cation, and  brought  the  defendants  within 
the  privilege  and  protection  of  the  law.  The 
defamatory  statement  was  not  absolutely 
privileged,  as  words  spoken  or  written  by 
judges,  jurors,  or  witnesses  in  the  course  of 
judicial  proceedings,  or  as  in  legislative  de- 
bates, but  it  was,  at  most,  a  case  of  quali- 
fied privilege.  Whether  it  was  so  privileged 
must  be  determined  by  the  position  occupied 
by  the  defendants,  their  relations  to  the 
plaintiff  and  to  other  members  of  the  same 
denomination,  and  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  publication  was  made.  If  the 
statements  were  published  in  good  faith,  and 
in  the  performance  of  what  was  honestly 
deemed  to  be  an  official  or  moral  duty 
towards  other  church  members,  and  for  the 
benefit  and  protection  of  the  church  organi- 
zation at  large,  and  there  was  a  reasonable 
occasion  for  the  publication,  it  is  privileged 
and  protected.  On  the  face  of  the  publica- 
tion there  is  no  vilification,  extravagant  lan- 
guage, or  evidence  of  a  wrong  motive,  and 
it  would  seem  that  the  occasion  fairly  justi- 
fied the  publication  of  the  defamatory  mat- 
ter. They  were  officers  of  the  church,  and 
were  concerned  in  its  welfare;  the  conduct 
and  character  of  the  plaintiff  as  their  pas- 
tor had  become  a  subject  of  official  inquiry; 
and  it  had  been  found  that  he  was  "void  of 
the  spirit  of  Christ,"  insubordinate,  disor- 
derly, and  unworthy  of  the  confidence  of  the 
brotherhood.  The  result  of  their  inquiry 
was  a  matter  of  interest,  not  only  to  them 
and  the  church  of  Wilmington,  but  to  other 
members  of  their  church  organization 
throughout  the  country.  If  the  plaintiff 
was   unworthy   or   unfit    to    discharge    the 
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sacred  functions  of  his  high  calling,  the  de- 
fendants, interested  in  the  welfare  of  the 
denomination  throughout  the  land,  would  ap- 
pear to  have  been  justified  in  warning  other 
members  and  congregations  of  that  organiza- 
tion to  whom  the  plaintiff  might  offer  his 
services  as  pastor.  If  the  publication  is 
prima  facie  privileged,  it  devolves  on  the 
plaintiff  to  allege  and  prove  that  it  was 
both  false  in  fact  and  malicious  in  purpose. 
Instead  of  showing  actual  malice,  the  plain- 
tiff called  two  of  the  defendants  as  wit- 
nesses, who  showed  plainly  enough  that  they 
were  free  from  malice,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants honestly  believed  that  duty  and  the  in- 
terests of  the  denomination  required  that 
their  fellow  members  living  elsewhere  should 
be  informed  of  the  character  and  conduct  of 
the  plaintiff.  Instead  of  showing  malice,  as 
he  was  required  to  do,  the  plaintiff  proved 
pure  motive  and  a  justifiable  occasion  for 
the  publication.  In  Shurtleff  v.  Stevetts,  51 
Vt.  501,  31  Am.  Rep.  698,  it  is  held  that  the 
good  name  and  standing  of  every  member  of 
such  an  organization  are  matter  of  com- 
mon interest  to  all  the  rest,  and  that  all  are 
affected   by   the   fidelity  with   which   their 

Preachers  perform  their  sacred  functions, 
n  the  opinion  it  is  stated  that,  ''in  order  to 
be  successful  teachers  of  morality,  they 
must  be  unspotted  public  exemplars  of  iL 
Hence,  if  it  be  suspected  that  a  wolf  in 
sheep's  clothing  has  invaded  their  ranks  and 
sits  at  their  council  board,  it  is  not  only  for 
the  interest  of  all  the  members  of  the  associ- 
ation to  know  the  fact,  but  it  is  their  im- 
perative duty  to  make  inquiry  and  ascertain 
the  fact  They  owe  such  duty  to  the  plain- 
tiff as  a  brother  member^  if  he  is  charged 
with  scandalous  conduct,  to  the  end  that  his 
innocence  may  be  established.  They  owe  it 
to  themselves  lest  by  indifference  they 
give  apparent  approval  to  his  conduct.  Their 
intimate  official  relation  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  cause  of  their  common  work  leaves  them 
no  other  alternative,  and  if,  in  making  such 
inquiry  and  in  acting  upon  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  it,  they  proceed  with  honesty  of  pur- 
pose and  act  from  a  sense  of  duty,  the  law 
protects  them."  It  was  further  held  that 
the  character  and  conduct  of  a  clergyman  is 
a  matter  of  public  interest,  not  limited  to 
the  narrow  circle  of  his  parish,  and  the  pub- 
lication that  action  had  been  taken  upon 
charges  made  against  a  clergyman  in  two  of 
the  church  papers  did  not  forfeit  the  protec- 
tion of  the  privile<»e  which  the  law  affords. 

It  is  contended  that,  by  the  general  publi- 
cation in  the  papers,  the  defamatory  matter 
was  circulated  outside  of  the  church  mem- 
bers, and  thorefore  the  privilege  was  lost. 
The  communication  appears  to  have  been 
made  in  good  faith,  and  manifestly  for  mem- 
bers of  the  denomination  alone.  As  has  been 
seen,  it  was  published  only  in  church  pa- 
pers, and  the  fact  that  the  publication  may 
have  incidentally  been  brou^rht  to  the  atten- 
tion of  others  than  membors  of  the  Church 
of  Christ  will  not  take  away  its  pnvileged 
character.  In  Toogood  v.  Spyring,  1  Cromp. 
M.  &  R.  181,  it  was  held  that  oublications 
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made  in  go6d  faith,  in  discharge  of  a  public 
or  private  duty,  are  protected  for  the  com- 
mon convenience  and  welfare  of  society, 
and  that  the  law  does  not  restrict  the  priv- 
ilege within  any  narrow  limits.  It  waa 
further  remarked  that  ''I  am  not  aware  that 
it  was  ever  deemed  essential  to  tlie  protec- 
tion of  such  a  communication  that  it  should 
be  made  to  some  person  interested  in  the 
inquiry  alone,  and  not  in  the  presence  of  a 
third  person."  See  also  Fam^worth  v. 
Starrs,  6  Gush.  412;  Kelly  v.  Sherlock,  L.  R. 
1  Q.  B.  686,  689. 

The  objection  that  the  matter  privileged 
was  not  specifically  pleaded  is  of  no  import- 
ance, since  the  defendants  were  not  called 
upon  to  make  a  defense.  The  burden  of 
proof,  as  we  have  seen,  was  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  establish  actual  malice,  and,  having 
himself  disproved  malice,  he  failed  to  estab- 
lish a  liability  against  the  defendants,  and 
the  case  was  rightfully  taken  from  the  jury. 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Eagle  Lodge  No.  32,  26  Kan. 
384,  40  Am.  Rep.  316. 

The  judgmmt  of  the  Dieiriot  Court  wUl  he 
afprtned. 

All  the  Justices  ooneur. 


George  A.  HAMILTON 
J.  M.  WILSON. 
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•Chapter  248  of  tbe  laws  of  1897,  provid- 
ing for  the  taxation  of  Judgments,  Is  onc6n- 
stitutlonal  and  void. 

(Febmary  10.  1900.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  defendant  to  issue  an  execution 
upon  a  judgment  which  had  been  obtained 
by  plaintiff  against  Thomas  N.  Rankin. 
Writ  granted. 

Statement  by  Smith,  J.: 

The  facts  in  this  case  have  been  agreed  to 
by  the  parties  in  writing,  and  are  as  follows : 
*That  the  said  Greorge  A.  Hamilton,  plaintiff, 
is  now  and  has  been  a  resident  of  the  state  of 
Iowa,  and  has  never  been  a  resident  of  the 
iRtate  of  Kansas;  that  on  or  about  the  27th 
day  of  November,  1889,  the  said  George  A. 
Hamilton  recovered  a  judgment  on  a  cer- 
tain note  and  mortgage  held  by  said  Hamil- 
ton, and  which  had  been  sent  to  Ellsworth, 
Kansas,  for  collection,  in  the  district  court 

•Headnote  by  Smith,  J. 


Note. — Ae  to  taxation  of  credits,  see  also 
Com.  ▼.  Delaware  Division  Canal  Co.  (Ta.)  2  L. 
R.  A.  798.  and  fiote;  Redmond  v.  Tarboro  Comrs. 
(N.  C.)  7  L.  R.  A.  5.^9;  and  Detroit  v.  Lewis 
(Mich.)  32  L.  R.  A.  439. 

For  tax  on  mortgages,  see  Detroit  v.  Rentz 
(Mich.)  16  L.  R.  A.  59.  and  note;  San  Gabriel 
Valley  Land  &  Water  Co.  v.  Wltmer  Bros.  Co. 
(Cal.)  18  L.  R.  A.  465;  and  Fuller  v.  Kane 
(Mich.)  34  L.  R.  A.  308. 
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of  Ellsworth  ooanty,  Kansas,  against  one 
Thomas  N.  Kankin  for  the  sum  of  $2,484.10, 
which  said  sum  drew  interest  from  the  date 
of  said  judgment  at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent  per 
annum,  and  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mort^ 
gage  on  certain  real  estate  in  Ellsworth 
county,  Kansas;  that  in  May,  1890,  the  said 
real  estate  was  duly  sold  under  foreclosure 
proceedings,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  were 
applied  to  the  payment  of  the  judgment  debt, 
leaving  a  balance  due  of  $563.23 ;  that  on  the 
28th  day  of  July,  1391,  the  clerk  of  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Ellsworth  county,  Kansas,  duly 
issued  au  execution  to  the  sheriff  of  Ells- 
worth county,  Kansas,  for  the  purpose  of  col- 
lecting the  balance  due  on  the  said  judgment, 
and  said  execution  was  directed  to  the  said 
sheriff  to  collect  such  balance  out  of  the 
goods  and  chattels,  and,  for  want  of  same, 
out  of  the  real  estate  of  the  said  Thomas  N. 
Kankin;  that  said  execution  was  duly  re- 
ceived by  the  said  sheriff,  and  was  by  him,  on 
the  8th  day  of  August,  1891,  returned  unsat- 
isfied, having  indorsed  thereon  a  return  that 
he  could  find  no  property  of  the  said  defend- 
ant; that  thereafter,  and  on  the  14th  day  of 
January,  1895,  an  execution  was  duly  issued 
by  the  clerk  of  said  district  court  of  said 
Ellsworth  county,  and  directed  to  the  sheriff 
of  said  county,  on  said  judgment,  and  direct- 
ing the  said  sheriff  to  collect  from  the  said 
Thomas  N.  Rankin  the  amount  then  due  on 
the  said  judgment,  which  execution  was  re- 
turned by  J.  H.  Hutchins,  the  then  sheriff 
of  said  county,  on  the  14th  day  of  March, 
1895.  with  an  indorsement  thereon  that  he 
could  find  no  goods  and  chattels  and  real  es- 
tate of  the  said  Thomas  N.  Rankin  in  said 
county :  that  thereafter,  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  chapter  243  of  the  Session  Laws  of 
1897  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  relating  to  the 
taxation  of  judgments,  the  said  judgment 
hereinbefore  referred  to,  and  being  then  of 
record  in  the  district  court  of  Ellsworth 
county,  Kansas,  was  duly  listed  for  taxation, 
and  taxed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  said  act,  and  that  there  was  a  default 
in  the  payment  of  the  said  tax  levied  upon 
the  said  judgment,  and  said  judgment  was 
duly  advertised  for  sale  in  manner  and  form 
as  required  by  the  provisions  of  said  act,  and 
was,  according  to  the  provisions  of  said  act, 
duly  sold  to  the  highest  and  best  bidder,  and 
in  the  manner  and  form  as  required  by  the 
provisions  of  the  said  act  of  the  legislature, 
and  that  at  the  said  sale  the  said  judgment 
was  purchased  by  the  said  Thomas  N.  Rankin 
for  the  sum  of  $13.80,  that  sum  being  the 
full  amount  of  all  taxes  and  charges  assessed 
and  levied  on  and  against  said  judgment; 
that  thereafter  a  certificate,  showing  the  tax 
sale  of  the  said  judgment,  was  duly  issued, 
as  required  by  the  said  act  of  the  legislature, 
to  the  said  Thomas  N.  Rankin,  as  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  said  judgment  at  the  said  sale: 
that  thereafter,  and  on  the  16th  day  of 
March,  1899,  the  said  Thomas  N.  Rankin,  as 
the  owner  of  the  said  judgment  by  virtue  of 
the  said  tax-sale  proceedings  hereinbefore  re- 
cited, duly  entered  upon  the  records  of  the 
district  court  of  Ellsworth  county,  Kansas, 
a  release  and  discharge  of  the  said  judgment, 
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and  at  the  same  time  filed  and  left  with  the 
clerk  of  the  said  court  the  certificate  before 
that  time  received  by  him  showing  that  hd 
had  purchased  the  said  judgment  at  said  tax 
sale,  which  said  certificate  was  then  and 
there,  by  the  said  clerk  of  the  said  district 
court>  filed  as  a  part  of  the  records  of  the 
ofiice  of  the  said  clerk  of  the  said  district 
court,  and  still  remains  a  part  thereof ;  that 
the  said  Thomas  N.  Rankin  does  not  own  nor 
claim  to  any  ownership  in  said  judgment,  or 
any  right  to  release  the  same  of  record,  ex- 
cept such  ownership  or  right  as  he  may  hav& 
acquired  by  reason  of  the  tax  proceedingt^ 
herein  set  forth.  It  is  further  admitted  by 
the  parties  hereto,  for  the  purposes  of  thi» 
action,  that  all  of  the  proceedings  had  in  ref- 
erence to  the  listing,  taxation,  advertising,  and 
sale  of  the  said  judgment  and  the  purchasing 
of  same  were  strictly  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  said  act  of  the  legislature 
hereinbefore  referred  to,  and  being  chapter 
243  of  the  Laws  of  1897  of  the  state  of  Kan- 
sas. It  is  further  expressly  stipulated  and 
agreed  that,  in  the  event  that  the  said  pro- 
ceedings as  hereinbefore  recited  do  not,  in 
law,  operate  as  a  release  and  discharge  of 
the  said  judgment,  said  judgment  has  not 
otherwise  been  paid,  released,  or  satisfied  by 
the  said  Thomas  N.  Rankin  or  said  plaintiff, 
or  by  anyone  for  or  on  his  behalf  and  ac- 
count. It  is  further  agreed  by  the  parties- 
hereto  that  the  said  George  A.  Hamilton  had 
no  actual  knowledge  of  any  of  the  tax  pro- 
ceedings herein  recited  in  relation  to  said 
judgment  until  after  the  said  Thomas  N. 
Rankin  had  released  the  judgment  of  record 
as  herein  stated  under  his  claim  of  right  to 
do  under  his  said  tax  proceedings.  It  i» 
further  stipulated  that  on  the  16th  day  of 
September,  1899,  the  said  plaintiff,  George 
A.  Hamilton,  by  his  attorneys,  Harvey  & 
Harvey,  presented  to  the  clerk  of  the  district 
court  of  said  Ellsworth  county,  James  M. 
Wilson,  a  prscipe  for  an  execution,  which 
said  pi-flpcipe  was  in  due  form  as  required  by 
law,  and  demanded  of  the  said  clerk  that  an 
execution  issue  on  the  said  judgment;  that 
the  said  James  M.  Wilson,  as  said  clerk  of 
said  court,  by  reason  of  the  cancelation  and 
discharge  of  the  said  judgment  in  the  manner 
as  hereinbefore  set  out,  refused,  and  still  re- 
fuses, to  issue  an  execution  on  the  said  judg- 
ment; that  on  or  about  the  16th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1899,  said  plaintiff  filed  a  motion  in 
said  district  court  in  said  action,  mov- 
ing said  court  to  make  an  order  directing  the 
said  James  M.  Wilson,  as  clerk  of  said  court, 
to  issue  an  execution  on  the  said  judgment  in 
accordance  with  the  praecipe  filed  as  afore- 
said, which  said  motion  regularly  coming  on 
to  be  heard  at  the  October  term,  1899,  of  the 
said  district  court,  the  said  court  refused  to 
consider  or  pass  upon  the  said  motion,  al- 
though the  said  plaintiff  was  present,  and 
demanded  a  hearing  and  consideration  there- 
of; that  the  reason  assigned  by  the  said 
court  in  refusing  to  pass  upon  the  said  mo- 
tion was  that  said  court  would  not  pass  upon 
the  validity  of  the  said  law  taxing  judgments- 
in  such  a  summary  manner  in  said  action, 
and  would  only  pass  upon  same  under  proper 
mandamus  proceedings." 
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Messrs.  Harvey  Sc  Harrey  and  A«  E. 
Maine  for  plaintiff. 

Messrs.  Ira  E.  Uoyd  and  N.  F.  Nonrie, 

for  defendant : 

Chapter  243,  Kan.  Laws  1897,  is  not  un- 
coDstitutional  as  violating  S  1,  art.  11,  of 
the  Constitution. 

The  purpose  of  the  act,  construing  it  as  an 
entirety,  is  to  tax  personal  judgments. 

The  evident  purpose  of  the  legislature  was 
to  put  all  personal  judgments,  whether 
owned  by  residents  or  nonresidents,  upon  the 
same  footing,  and  to  subject  all  such  judg- 
ments to  be  taxed  under  the  laws  of  this 
state. 

The  wisdom  of  such  law  is  apparent.  Tlie 
nonresident  seeks  the  benefit  of  our  courts 
and  the  protection  of  our  laws,  but  pays  no 
taxes  to  the  public. 

Where  the  note  and  mortgage  are  in  the 
hands  of  an  agent  and  within  the  state,  they 
are  subject  to  taxation  within  the  state. 

Buck  V.  Miller,  147  Ind.  586,  37  L.  R.  A. 
384,  45  N.  E.  047,  47  N.  E.  8;  Detroit  v. 
Lewis,  109  Mich.  155,  32  L.  R.  A.  439,  66  N. 
W.  958. 

The  reason  of  the  authorities  makes  judg- 
ments rendered  and  existing  wholly  within 
the  state,  even  though  owned  by  nonresi- 
dents, taxable  within  the  state. 

Kingman  County  Comrs.  v.  Leonard,  67 
Kan.  531,  34  L.  R.  A.  810,  46  Pac.  960. 

Smith,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court  : 

Chapter  243  of  the  Laws  of  1897,  relating 
to  the  taxation  of  personal  judgments,  is  at* 
tacked  as  unconstitutional.  The  first  section 
of  the  law  reads:  "Section  1.  The  term  'per- 
sonal judgments'  shall  include  all  personal 
judgments  for  money  only,  owned  by  resi- 
dents and  nonresidents  of  the  state  of  Kan- 
sas: provided,  this  section  shall  not  apply 
to  judgments  upon  foreclosure  of  mortgages 
prior  to  the  sale  of  the  lands  described  in  the 
decree,  work  and  labor  judgments,  or  for  ma- 
terial furnished  in  the  erection  of  buildings, 
and  improvements  on  land  or  lota.  But 
shall  apply  to  all  personal  judgments  ren- 
dered upon  foreclosure  of  mortgage  after 
sale  when  a  deficiency  judgment  remains 
against  the  judgment  debtor."  It  is  particu- 
larly urged  that  the  exemptions  contained  in 
aaid  section  violate  the  requirement  of  uni- 
formity in  assessment  and  taxation  con- 
tained in  §  1  of  article  11  of  the  Constitution, 
as  follows:  "Section  1.  The  legislature 
shall  provide  for  a  uniform  and  equal  rate  of 
assessment  and  taxation;  but  all  property 
used  exclusively  for  state,  county,  municipal, 
literary,  educational,  scientific,  religious,  be- 
nevolent, and  charitable  purposes,  and  per- 
sonal property  to  the  amount  of  at  least  two 
hundred  dollars  for  each  family,  shall  be 
exempted  from  taxation."  It  is  evident  that 
the  prescribed  rule  of  uniformity  has  been 
disregarded  in  the  discriminations  made  be- 
tween different  classes  of  judgments  men- 
tioned in  §  1  of  the  act.  It  is  quite  certain 
that  the  law  in  question  was  passed  for  other 
purposes  than  the  production  of  revenue. 
This,  however,  would  be  an  immaterial  con- 
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sideration  if  the  taxing  power  had  confined 
itself  within  constitutional  limits.  Wc 
know  by  common  experience  that  judffmenta 
on  debts  secured  by  mortgages  are  of  much 
greater  value  than  deficiency  judgments  for 
the  same  amounts  remaining  over  after  the 
property  upon  which  they  were  liens  has  been 
exhausted.  Yet  under  this  law  such  valu- 
able judgments  are  wholly  exempted,  while 
judgments  for  deficiencies  are  taxed.  Again, 
it  is  difficult  to  furnish  a  reason  why,  under 
a  tax  law  requiring  uniformity  and  equality 
in  its  operation,  a  judgment  for  material 
furnished  in  the  erection  of  buildings  should 
be  exempted  from  taxation,  while  a  judgment 
rendered  for  money  borrowed  to  purchase  the 
material  so  used  should  be  taxed.  Deficiency 
judgments  remaining  after  the  sale  of  real  es- 
tate upon  foreclosure  of  mortgages  are  sub- 
ject to  be  taxed,  but  any  deficiency  arising  on 
judgments  in  the  case  of  the  foreclosure  of 
other  liens,  such  as  mechanics'  or  material- 
men's liens,  is  wholly  exempted.  While  it 
may  be  an  unimportant  inquiry,  yet,  reading 
the  whole  law  together,  it  seems  to  have  been 
enacted  for  the  purpose  of  benefiting  judg- 
ment debtors.  By  §  9,  after  a  judgment  has 
been  advertised  and  offered  for  sale  without 
bidders,  the  county  treasurer  is  required  to 
bid  in  the  same  in  the  name  of  the  county. 
Thereafter  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers is  authorized  to  compromise  the  tax  with 
the  judgment  debtors  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  may  be  to  the  best  interests  of 
the  county,  thus  restricting  the  power  of  the 
county  commissioners  to  sell  the  judgment 
so  held  by  the  county,  unless  the  judgment 
debtor  shall  sec  fit  to  purchase  the  same. 
Strangers  to  the  judgment,  or  even  the  hold- 
er and  owner  of  ^the  same,  cannot  compro- 
mise the  tax  thereon  with  the  county.  Un- 
der the  above  constitutional  provision  the 
legislature  has  a  narrow  latitude  in  ex-em pt- 
ing  property  from  taxation,  and  the  extent 
of  its  departure  from  a  uniform  and  equal 
rate  of  assessment  and  levy  is  marked  out 
and  circumscribed  in  express  terms.  This 
constitutional  provision  is  to  be  regarded  as 
a  limitation  on  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  discriminate  between  different  classes  or 
kinds  of  property  when  enacting  tax  laws. 
In  Cooley,  Taxn.  2d  ed.  p.  215,  it  is  said: 
"It  is  difficult  to  conceive  of  a  justifiable  ex- 
emption law  which  should  select  single  in- 
dividuals or  corporations,  or  single  articles 
of  property,  and.  taking  them  out  of  the  class 
to  which  they  belong,  make  them  the  sub- 
ject of  capricious  legislative  favor.  Such  fa- 
voritism could  make  no  pretense  of  equality ; 
it  would  lack  the  semblance  of  legitimate  tax 
legislation."  In  the  case  of  Re  Page,  60  Kan. 
842-847,  58  Pac.  478,  this  court  passed  upon 
the  validity  of  a  law  providing  for  the  taxa- 
tion of  contracts  of  insurance  made  with  in- 
surance companies  not  authorized  to  do  busi- 
ness in  this  state.  The  tax  was  restricted 
in  its  operation  to  contracts  with  insurance 
companies  not  licensed  here,  and  made  no 
provision  for  taxing  contracts  with  domestic 
companies,  or  companies  authorized  and  li- 
censed to  carry  on  insurance  in  Kansas.  The 
law  was  held  void.  Mr.  Justice  Johnston, 
speaking  for  the  court,  said:     "The  lack  of 
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aniformitT  in  manifest  in  another  way :  One 
taxpayer  has  a  policy  written  in  the  state  by 
a  company  with  authority  on  which  no  tax 
is  imposed,  while  his  neighbor  has  one  writ- 
ten by  an  unlioensed  company  at  Indianapo- 
lis, or  other  place  outside  of  the  state,  which 
is  subject  to  taxation.  Taxes  are  uniform 
and  equal  when  imposed  on  all  property  of 
the  same  character  within  the  taxing  dis- 
trict, and  yet  here  the  insured  pays  a  10  per 
cent  tax  upon  a  policy  written  outside  of  the 
state,  while  his  neighbor  pays  nothing  for  a 
policy  of  equal  value,  and  affording  the  same 
protection,  because  it  is  written  within  the 
■t&te.  .  .  .  This  is  an  invidioue  discrim- 
ination, purposely  made,  and  is  a  distinct  de- 
parture from  the  constitutional  rule  of  uni- 
formity." See  the  numerous  authorities 
cited,  and  also  Atchison,  T.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co,  v. 
Clark,  60  Kan.  826,  68  Pac.  477. 

Much  has  been  said  by  counsel  for  plaintiff 
regarding  the  situs  of  the  judgment,  it  being 
owned  by  a  citizen  and  resident  of  Iowa. 
We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into  a  dis- 
cussion of  that  question.  For  the  purposes 
of  the  case  we  assume  that  the  situs  of  the 
judgment  is  in  this  state.  The  act  in  ques- 
tion is  void,  and  the  sale  of  the  judgment 
and  its  satisfaction  by  the  judgment  debtor 
unauthorized. 

A  peremptory  torit  of  mandamus  toill  he 
avoarded. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


ST.  LOOTS.  KANSAS,  &  SOUTHWESTERN 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  Plff,  in  Err., 

V. 

John  W.  NYCE  et  al. 


(. 
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*!•     A  railroad  company  obtained  deeds 
from  an  owner  of  Miortflraflred  land  for 

a  right  of  way  across  the  same,  and  Immedi- 
ately coDatructed  Its  roadbed,  bridges,  main 
line,  and  side  tracks,  together  with  a  station 
house  thereon.  Thereafter  an  action  waa 
commenced  by  the  mortgagee  to  foreclose  his 
lien  upon  the  real  estate.  In  which  suit  the 
railroad  company  was  made  a  party.  It  an- 
swered, setting  up  Its  deeds  to  the  right  of 
wsy,  and  averring  that  It  was  In  possession 
of  the  strip  of  land  by  virtue  of  said  convey- 
ances from  the  owner.  A  decree  was  entered 
ordering  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property, 
and  adjudging  that  the  mortgage  was  a  senior 
and  paramount  lien  upon  the  land.  Including 
the  right  of  way  of  the  railroad  company. 
A  sale  was  ordered  first  of  the  land  not  em- 
braced in  the  right  of  way,  and,  should  that 
prove  Insafliclent  to  satisfy  the  mortgage 
<Ualm,  then  that  the  strip  included  In  the 
right-of-way  deeds  be  sold.  The  mortgagee 
bid  in  both  tracts  at  less  than  his  Judgment, 
and  received  a  sherifTs  deed.    The  railroad 

*Headnotes  by  Smith,  J. 

Nora. — On  the  question  of  the  value  of  im- 
ptoTements  made  by  one  who  takes  property  by 
eminent  domain  as  an  element  of  damages,  see 
V.  Jemmett  (Utah)  \8  L.  R.  A.  805.  and 
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company  thereupon  made  application  to  the 
district  judge  for  the  appointment  of  commis- 
sioners to  condenm  the  right  of  way  then  in 
use  over  and  across  the  land.  They  were  ap- 
pointed. On  the  trial  of  an  appeal  from 
their  award,  held,  that  the  purchaser  at  the 
sheriff's  sale  could  not  recover  the  value  of 
the  Improvements  placed  upon  the  land  by 
the  railroad  company,  and  that  the  same  did 
not  pass  by  the  sheriff's  deed  as  part  of  the 
real  estate. 

2.  The  case  of  Brlsrgrs  ▼•  Chleaaro,  K.  A 
U*'.  R.  Co.  56  Kan.  620,  48  Pac.  1131,  over- 
ruled. 

3.  Such  pnrchaner  at  a  foreclosnre  sale 
oannot  recover  damasren  caused  to  that 
part  of  the  land  outside  of  the  right-of-way 
strip  by  reason  of  the  construction  or  opera- 
tion of  the  railroad. 

4.  IniproTements  placed  npon  real 
estate  by  a  railroad  couipany,  necessary 
to  the  operation  of  the  road,  are  to  be  re- 
garded as  trade  fixtures,  and  not  accessories 
of  the  land  to  which  they  are  attached. 

5.  A  railway  corporation  la.  In  one 
•ense,  a  public  aareucy.  It  possesses  the 
sovereign  power  of  eminent  domain,  conferred 
by  reason  of  the  benefits  derived  by  the  peo- 
ple of  the  slate  from  the  operation  of  the 
road.  To  permit  a  part  of  its  roadbed  and 
track  to  pass  by  sheriff's  sale  to  an  individ- 
ual, with  absolute  dominion  and  ownerbhip 
in  the  purchaser,  wouid  destroy  it  as  an  in- 
strument of  commerce,  take  away  all  power' 
of  regulation  or  control  by  the  state,  and  di- 
vert it  from  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
built. 

(February  10,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Sumner 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
petitioners  in  a  proceeding  brought  to  ob- 
tain compensation  for  land  which  had  been 
obtained  by  defendant  for  right  of  way. 
Modified. 

Statement  by  Smith,  J. : 

In  March,  1886,  Alexander  Blackstone  and 
wife  executed  to  the  Stoclc  Exchange  Banlc 
a  mortgage  upon  a  half  section  of  land  to  se- 
cure a  note  for  about  $4,500  given  to  the 
bank  by  Charles  'Blackstone,  Alexander 
Blackstone,  and  William  Corzine.  The  mort- 
gage was  duly  recorded.  On  November  4  fol- 
lowing, Alexander  Blackstone  and  wife  sold 
to  the  St.  Louis,  Kansas,  A  Southwestern 
Railroad  Company  a  strip  of  land  100  feet 
wide  through  said  land,  and  executed  to  the 
latter  a  warranty  deed  for  the  same,  which 
was  recorded  December  14,  1886.  After- 
wards, in  April,  1887,  the  railroad  company 
acquired  by  another  warranty  deed  from 
Blackstone  and  wife  an  additional  right  of 
way  over  said  real  estate,  which  last  deed 
was  recorded  July  1, 1887.  Immediately  aft- 
er acquiring  said  right  of  way  and  property 
by  virtue  of  the  two  warranty  deeds  above 
mentioned,  the  railroad  company  constructed 
its  track,  roadbed,  bridges,  main  line,  and 
side  tracks,  and  also  built  and  constructed  a 
depot  and  station  house  upon  the  land  so 
granted.  In  October,  1887,  an  action  was 
commenced  by  the  Stock  Exchange  Bank  to 
recover  upon  the  note  ana  to  foreclose  the 
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mortgage  executed  to  it  by  Alexander  Black- 
atone  and  wife.  Both  the  St.  Louis,  Kansas, 
&  Southwestern  Railroad  Company  and  the 
8t.  Louis  &  San  Francisco  Railway  Company 
(which  latter  company  was  then  operating 
the  road)  were  made  parties  defendant  to 
the  suit.  The  San  Francisco  Company  filed 
an  answer  therein,  setting  up  the  deeds  to 
said  right  of  way.  In  May,  1888,  a  personal 
judgment  was  rendered  against  Charles  and 
Alexander  Blackstone  and  William  Corzine 
in  favor  of  the  bank  for  the  amount  due  upon 
the  note,  and  a  decree  entered  for  the  sale  of 
the  property  covereii  by  the  mortgage  at  the 
expiration  of  six  months,  without  appraise- 
ment. The  cause  was  then  continued  as  to 
the  railway  company.  In  December,  1889, 
the  case  came  on  for  further  hearing  between 
the  plaintiff  bank  and  the  railway  company. 
1 1  was  then  decreed  that  the  mortgage  of  the 
bank  was  a  senior  and  paramount  lien  upon 
fill  of  said  real  estate,  including  the  ri<^ht 
of  way  of  the  railroad  companies,  but  order- 
ing that,  upon  the  sale  of  the  property  mort- 
g&^ed,  the  land  not  embraced  in  the  right  of 
way  should  be  first  sold  and  exhausted  to 
«atisfy  the  mortgagee's  claim;  and,  in  the 
event  said  sale  should  prove  insufficient  for 
that  purpose,  then  the  right  of  way  should 
be  sold,  and  barring  the  title  and  interest 
of  the  railroad  companies  in  the  property 
after  such  sale.  On  July  8,  1895,  pursuant 
to  the  decree^  the  sheriff  sold  all  of  that  por- 
tion of  the  land  not  embraced  and  included 
in  the  right  of  way  to  John  W.  Nyce  for 
$1,000,  and  thereupon  sold  the  right  of  way 
to  John  W.  Nyce  for  $500.  The  sale  was  con- 
firmed July  10  thereafter,  and  a  sheriff's 
deed  ordered.  On  July  27,  1895,  the  St. 
Louis,  Kansas,  &  Southwestern  Railroad 
Company  made  application  to  the  district 
judge  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners 
to  condemn  a  right  of  way  over  and  across 
said  premises.  Commissioners  were  ap- 
pointed and  qualified,  and  on  December  3 
filed  their  report,  allowing  damages  to  the 
land  not  taken  $383.67,  and  value  of  land 
taken  $245 ;  making  a  total  of  $629.67.  In 
the  commissioners'  report  the  owner  is  given 
as  unknown.  On  September  13,  1895,  John 
W.  Nyce  and  the  Stock  Exchange  Bank, 
claiming  to  be  the  owners  of  all  of  said  tract 
of  land,  filed  an  appeal  bond,  and  a  tran- 
script of  the  record  was  transmitted  to  the 
district  court.  Thereafter,  in  November, 
Nyce  and  the  bank  filed  a  petition  in  the  dis- 
trict court  against  the  railroad  company, 
wherein  they  alleged  they  were  the  owners 
of  the  land,  setting  forth  the  condemnation 
proceedings  and  claiming  damages  in  the 
sum  of  $9,000,  consisting  of  the  following 
items:  A  station  house  or  depot,  of  the 
value  of  $1,000;  1,700  feet  of  side  track,  laid 
upon  grade,  consisting  of  wooden  ties  and 
steel  rails,  and  the  necessary  switches  and 
appliances,  of  the  value  of  $2,000;  a  mile  of 
main  track,  built  and  laid  upon  a  grade,  con- 
sisting of  wooden  ties  and  steel  rails,  of  the 
▼alue  of  $6,000.  The  defendant  below,  the 
8t.  Louis,  Kansas,  &  Southwestern  Railroad 
Company,  filed  an  answer,  setting  up  its 
48  L.  R.  A. 


ownership  of  the  land  conveyed  to  it  tor 
right  of  way  in  the  deedjs  from  Blackstone* 
and  wife,  heretofore  mentioned,  and  the  erec- 
tion of  improvements  thereon  by  the  railroad- 
company,  and  the  continuous  occupatioxv 
and  use  of  the  same  thereafter  for  railroad 
purposes.  Upon  the  trial  the  jury  were  in- 
structed that  the  plaintiffs,  Nyce  and  the 
bank,  had  a  right  to  recover  the  value  of  the- 
improvements  placed  upon  the  land  by  the- 
railroad  company,  in  addition  to  the  value 
of  the  land  taken,  as  well  as  damages  to  the- 
land  not  taken;  and  plaintiffs  below  re- 
covered a  verdict  against  the  company  for 
the  sum  of  $4,851.17,  upon  which  judgment, 
was  entered  in  their  favor.  In  this  amount 
$500  was  included  for  depreciation  in  value- 
of  the  land  not  occupied  by  the  railroad  by" 
reason  of  the  maintenance  and  operation  of 
the  same  over  and  across  the  half  aectioB^ 
mentioned. 


Messrs.  RoaainKton,  Smitli,  ft  Hiated^ 

for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  value  of  the  property  in  these  cases  is- 
of  the  date  when  Uie  condenmation  is  bad^ 

Missouri  P,  R,  Co,  v.  Uruendel,  3  Kan. 
App.  60,  44  Pac.  439 ;  8t,  Joseph  d  Z).  C.  R^ 
Co,  V.  Orr,  8  Kan-  419;  Central  Branch  U. 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Andrews,  26  Kan.  702. 

The  improvements  placed  upon  the  right- 
of-way  by  the  railroad  company  were  not- 
proper  elements  of  damage. 

When  a  particular  par^  of  land  is  taken 
under  condemnation  proceedings,  the  award- 
that  follows  is  in  gross,  and  is  for  the  ben- 
efit of  whom  it  may  concern. 

A  mortgagee  has  no  standing  in  court  to- 
segregate  his  right  from  that  of  the  mort- 
gagor, and  to  appeal  from  the  award. 

Chicago,  K.  d  W.  R,  Co.  v.  Sheldon,  53- 
Kan.  10*9,  35  Pac.  1105;  Rand  v.  Fort  Scatty 
W.  d  W.  R.  Co.  50  Kan.  114,  31  Pac.  683; 
Whitaker  v.  Leavenioorth  Depot  d  R.  Co.  4L 
Kan.  315,  21  Pac.  264. 

No  one  may  assert  a  claim  to  that  which 
the  railroad  company  had  put  upon  the  land 
and  paid  for. 

Ritchie  v.  Kansas,  N.  d  D.  R,  Co.  55  Kan. 
38,  39  Pac.  718;  Cohen  v.  8t.  Louis,  Ft.  8.  <«^ 
W.  R.  Co.  34  Kan.  158,  55  Am.  Rep.  242,  8- 
Pac.  138;  Atchison,  T,  d  8.  F,  R.  Co.  v.  Mor- 
gan, 42  Kan.  23,  4  L.  R.  A.  284,  21  Pac.  809,. 
22  Pac.  995 ;  Albion  River  R.  Co.  v.  Hesscr^ 
84  Cal.  435,  24  Pac.  288 ;  California  P.  R.  Co,. 
V.  Armstrong,  46  Cal.  85;  Justice  v.  Ses- 
quehoning  Valley  R.  Co.  87  Pa.  28;  Harris- 
burg  V.  Cra/ngle,  3  Watts  A  S.  460 ;  McClin^ 
ton  V.  Pittsburg,  Ft.  W.  d  C.  R,  Co,  66  Pa. 
409 ;  Delaware,  L.  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Burson,  i*  1 
Pa.  379;  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Goodwin,  111 
111.  282,  53  Am.  Rep.  622;  Oregon  R.  d  Nav. 
Co.  V.  M osier,  14  Or.  519,  58  Am.  Rep.  321, 
13  Pac,  300. 

The  owner  of  the  land  has  no  right  to  re- 
cover  the  amount  of  the  cost  of  making  such* 
a  grade,  or  the  amount  which  the  grade  ac- 
tually did  cost,  or  the  benefit  which  the  Ian<ft 
or  the  grade  would  be  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany; for  such  is  not  the  proper  measure  ot 
his  damages. 
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Albion  River  R.  Co.  ▼.  Hesser,  84  Cal. 
435,  24  Pac.  288;  Black  River  d  M,  R,  Co. 
V.  Barnard,  9  Hun,  104;  Selma,  R.  d  D.  R. 
Co.  V.  Keith,  53  Ga.  178;  3  Sutherland, 
Damages,  4G2. 

In  an  action  to  condemn  a  right  of  way 
for  a  railroad,  commenced  after  the  con- 
struction of  the  road,  the  landowner  is  not 
entitled  to  be  paid  the  value  of  the  im- 
provements placed  upon  the  land  by  the  rail- 
road company,  or  its  predecessor  in  interest, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  condemna- 
tion proceedings. 

San  Francisco  d  N.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  86 
Cal.  246,  24  Pac.  1027 ;  Louisville,  N.  O.  d 
T.  R.  Co.  V.  Dickson,  63  Miss.  380,  66  Am. 
Rep.  809 ;  Canton,  A.  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  French, 
68  Miss.  22,  8  So.  612;  &reve  v.  First  Div.  of 
St.  Paul  d  P.  R.  Co.  26  Minn.  66,  1  N.  W. 
81G;  St.  Johnsbury  d  L.  C.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Willard, 

61  Vt.  134,  2  L.  R.  A.  628,  17  Atl.  38;  Jack- 
sonville, T.  d  K.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Adams,  28  Fla. 
631, 14  L.  K.  A.  633, 10  So.  465;  Newgass  v. 
St,  Louis,  A.  d  T.  R.  Co.  54  Ark.  140,  16  S. 
W.  188;  California  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Southern  P. 
R.  Co.  67  Cal.  59,  7  Pac.  123;  North  Hud- 
son County  R.  Co.  v.  Boora^m,  28  N.  J.  Eq. 
4«0;  Re  Norwood  d  M.  R.  Co.  47  Hun,  489; 
Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Ooodtoin,  111  HI. 
273,  53  Am.  Rep.  622. 

Where  a  company  takes  possession  of  land, 
and  constructs  a  track  thereon,  with  the 
consent  of  the  person  in  possession,  under 
color  of  title,  and  afterwards  the  para- 
mount owner  commences  an  action  for  the 
permanent  taking  and  appropriation  of  the 
land,  the  company  will  not  be  considered  as 
a  mere  trespasser  on  the  land,  and  will  not 
be  required  to  pay  for  improvements  made 
thereon  by  itself,  but  will  be  required  to  pay 
only  the  value  of  the  land  taken  at  the  time 
it  was  taken,  and  the  damages  to  the  land 
not  taken. 

Cohen  v.  St.  Louis,  Ft.  8.  d  W.  R.  Co.  34 
Kan.  158,  54  Am.  Rep.  242,  8  Pac.  138;  El- 
lis  V.  Rock  Island  d  M.  C.  R.  Co.  125  111.  82, 
17  N.  E.  62;  Jones  ▼.  New  Orleans  d  S.  R. 
Co.  d  Immigration  Asso.  70  Ala.  227 ;  Texas 
d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Hwys,  3  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Willson)  p.  79;  Hays  ▼.  Texas  d  P.  R.  Co. 

62  Tex.  397 ;  Justice  v.  Nesquehoning  Valley 
R.  Co.  87  Pa.  28;  Denver  d  R.  G.  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Stancliff,  4  Uteh,  117,  7  Pac.  530;  Toledo, 
A.A.dQ.T.  R.  Co.  V.  Dunlap,  47  Mich.  456, 
11  N.  W.  271;  Re  Morgan,  39  Mich.  675; 
Kennedy  v.  Milwaukee  d  St.  P.  R,  Co.  22 
Wis.  581 ;  Lyon  v.  Chreen  Bay  d  M.  R.  Co. 
42  Wis.  538. 

The  action  for  damages  is  personal,  and 
does  not  pass  by  deed. 

McFadden  y.  Johnson,  72  Pa.  335,  13  Am. 
Rep.  681. 

The  benefits  are  special  and  particular  to 
the  owner. 

Symonds  v.  Cincinnati,  14  Ohio,  147,  45 
Am.  Dec  532,  and  note;  Mills,  Em.  Dom.  § 
67. 

Messrs.  M.  A.  Xiow  and  W.  F.  Evans, 
also  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

The  purchaser  of  the  land  outside  of  the 
right  of  way  at  the  foreclosure  sale  cannot 
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recover  damages  caused  to  such  land  by  the 
construction  of  the  railroad  many  years  be- 
fore he  became  the  owner  thereof. 

Chicago  d  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Loeh,  118  111.  203, 
69  Am.  Rep.  341,  8  N.  E.  460;  Colorado  Mid- 
land R.  Co.  V.  Trevarthen,  1  Colo.  App.  152, 
27  Pac.  1012;  Indiana,  B.  d  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Allen,  100  Ind.  409;  Livermon  v.  Roanoke  d 
T.  River  R.  Co.  109  N.  C.  52,  13  S.  E.  734; 
Sennott  v.  St.  Johnsbury  d  L.  C.  R.  Co.  69 
Vt.  226,  9  Atl.  554;  Dows  v.  Congdon,  16 
How.  Pr.  671;  Kennedy  v.  Milwaukee  d  St, 
P.  R.  Co.  22  Wis.  684. 

The  mortgagee  cannot  recover,  unless  the 
construction  of  the  railroad  over  and  ad- 
jacent to  the  mortgaged  property  rendered  it 
of  less  value  than  the  amount  of  the  indebt- 
edness which  the  mortgage  was  intended  to 
secure 

Knoll  y.  New  York,  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  Co,  121 
Pa.  467,  1  L.  R.  A.  366,  16  Atl.  571. 

The  materials  composing  the  railroad 
which  was  constructed  across  the  land  in 
question  were  and  are  personal  property,  and 
their  value  should  not  be  included  in  the 
damages  awarded  to  the  landowner. 

Atchison,  T.  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Morga/n,  42 
Kan.  23,  4  L.  R.  A.  284,  21  Pac.  809,  22  Pac. 
995;  TViTwlotfl  v.  Bromich,  54  Kan.  300,  38 
Pac.  275;  Wagner  v.  CUiveU^nd  d  T.  R.  Co, 
22  Ohio  St.  563,  10  Am.  Rep.  770;  Eaves  v. 
Estes,  10  Kan.  314,  15  Am.  Rep.  346;  Cen- 
tral Branch  R.  Co.  v.  Fritz,  20  Kan.  430,  27 
Am.  Rep.  175;  Northern  C,  R,  Co.  v.  Canton 
Co.  30  Md.  347 ;  Western  N,  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Deal, 
90  N.  C.  110;  Albion  River  R.  Co,  v.  Hesser, 
84  Cal.  435,  24  Pac.  288;  Jones  v.  New  Or- 
leans d  S.  R.  Co.  d  Immigration  Asso.  70 
Ala.  227;  Justice  v.  Nesquehoning  Valley  R, 
Co.  87  Pa.  28;  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co,  v.  Good- 
win, 111  HI.  273,  63  Am.  Rep.  622;  Newgass 
V.  St.  Louis,  A.  d  T,  R.  Co.  64  Ark.  140,  16 
S.  W.  188;  Toledo,  A,  A,  d  G.  T.  R,  Co.  v. 
Dunlap,  47  Mich.  456,  11  N.  W.  271;  Louis- 
ville, N,  0.  d  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Dickson,  63  Miss. 
380,  56  Am.  Rep.  809;  Preston  v.  Sabine  d 
E.  T,  R,  Co.  70  Tex.  375,  7  S.  W.  825; 
Charleston  d  W,  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Hughes,  105  Ga. 
1,  30  S.  E.  972. 

A  railroad  does  not,  nor  do  the  naaterials 
composing  it,  become  a  part  of  the  real  es- 
tate upon  which  it  is  located  or  to  which  it 
is  annexed. 

Cohen  v.  St.  Louis,  Ft.  S.  d  W.  R.  Co.  34 
Kan.  168,  54  Am.  Rep.  242,  8  Pac.  138;  Ellis 
V.  Rook  Island  d  M.  C.  R.  Co.  125  111.  82,  17 
N.  E.  62;  Chicago  d  A,  R.  Co.  v.  Goodwin, 
111  111.  273,  63  Am.  Rep.  622;  Cfreve  v.  First 
Div.  of  St.  Paul  d  P.  R.  Co.  26  Minn.  66,  1 
N.  W.  816;  San  Francisco  d  N.  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Taylor,  86  Cal.  246,  24  Pac.  1027;  Albion 
River  R.  Co,  v.  Hesser,  84  Cal.  435,  24  Pac. 
288;  California  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  46 
Cal.  85;  Re  Morgan,  39  Mich.  675;  Toledo, 
A.  A.  d  O.  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Dunlap,  47  Mich.  466, 
11  N.  W.  271 ;  Louisville,  N.  0.  d  T.  R.  Co. 
V.  Dickson,  63  Miss.  380,  56  Am.  Rep.  809; 
Canton,  A.  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  French,  68  Miss. 
22,  8  So.  512;  St.  Johnsbury  d  L.  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Willard,  61  Vt.  134,  2  L.  R.  A.  528,  17  Atl. 
38;  Daniels  v.   Chicago,  I,  d  N.  R.   Co.  41 
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Iowa,  62;  Derwer  d  R.  G,  W.  R,  Co.  t.  Stati- 
cliff,  4  Utah,  117,  7  Pac.  530;  Wagner  v. 
Cleveland  d  T,  R.  Co,  22  Ohio  St  663,  10 
Am.  Rep.  770;  IJorth  Hudson  County  R.  Co. 
v.  Booraem,  28  N.  J.  £q.  450;  Newgaaa  v.  8t. 
Louis,  A,  d  T.  R.  Co.  54  Ark.  140,  15  S.  W. 
188;  Justice  v.  Nesquehoning  Valley  R.  Co, 
87  Pa.  28;  Meigs's  Appeal,  62  Pa.  28,  1  Am. 
Rep.  372 ;  Bethlehem  South  Oas  d  Water  Co. 
T.  Toder,  112  Pa.  136,  4  Atl.  42;  Jackson- 
ville, T.  d  K.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Adams,  28  Fla. 
631,  14  L.  R.  A.  533,  10  So.  465;  Jones  ▼. 
Veu)  Orleans  d  8.  R.  Co,  d  Immigration 
Asso.  70  Ala.  227;  Western  N.  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Deal,  90  N.  C.  110;  Preston  v.  Sabine 
d  E.  T,  R.  Co.  70  Tex.  375,  7  S.  W.  825; 
Texas  d  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Hays,  3  Tex.  App.  Civ. 
Oa».  (Willson)  p.  79;  Hays  v.  Texas  d  P.  R. 
Co.  62  Tex.  397 ;  Aspinu)all  v.  Chicago  d  N, 
W.  R,  Co.  41  Wis.  474;  Kennedy  v.  Mil- 
waukee d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  22  Wis.  581 ;  North- 
ern C.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Ca/nton  Co.  30  Md.  347; 
Oregon  R.  d  Nav.  Co.  v.  Mosier,  14  Or.  519, 
66  Am.  Rep.  321,  13  Pac  300;  Charleston  d 
W.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hughes,  106  Ga.  1,  30  S.  E. 
972;  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  Ohio  d  M.  R.  Co. 
142  U.  S.  396,  35  L.  ed.  1055,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  188;  Ritchie  v.  Kansas,  N.  d  D.  R.  Co. 
66  Kan.  36,  39  Pac.  718;  Winslow  v. 
Bromich,  54  Kan.  300,  38  Pac.  275;  Meriam 
y.  Brown,  128  Mass.  391 ;  Booraem  v.  Wood, 
87N.J.  Eq.  371. 

The  railroad  of  th«  plaintiff  in  error,  in- 
cluding that  portion  on  the  real  estate  pur- 
chased by  Nyce,  was  burdened  by  a  public 
duty,  and  was  devoted  to  public  use.  If 
Kyoe  became  the  owner  of  the  material  com- 
posing any  part  of  it  by  his  purchase  at  the 
sheriff's  sale  he  could  do  as  he  pleased  with 
it.  He  could  tear  it  up,  or  sell  it  in  pieces 
or  as  a  whole,  without  reference  to  the  rights 
of  the  public. 

Ko  person  has  the  right  to  tear  up  or  de- 
stroy the  railroad  or  any  part  of  it. 

Georgia  v.  Atlantic  d  O.  R.  Co.  3  Woods, 
434,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,351;  State  v.  Dodge 
City,  M.  d  T.  R.  Co.  53  Kan.  377,  36  Pac. 
747 ;  Gue  v.  Tide  Water  Canal  Co.  24  How. 
257,  16  L.  ed.  635;  National  Foundry  d  Pipe 
Works  V.  Oconto  Water' Co.  52  Fed.  Rep.  43; 
Morgan  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Co.  130 
Ind.  101,  28  N.  E.  548;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Het- 
field,  29  N.  J.  L.  206;  Blakely  v.  Chicago,  K. 
d  N.  R.  Co.  46  Neb.  272,  64  N.  W.  972; 
Saunders  v.  Memphis  d  R,  S.  R.  Co.  101 
Tenn.  206,  47  S.  W.  155. 

Messrs.  James  Lawrenoe  and  W.  W. 
Solt^vinn  for  defendants  in  error. 

Mr.  D.  H.  Martin,  by  permission  of  the 
court,  also  for  defendants  in  error: 

If  the  owner  of  land  mortgages  it,  he  can- 
not subsequently,  by  grant,  create  an  ease- 
ment in  the  land  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee. 

Murphy  v.  Welch,  128  Mass.  489;  Hartley 
v.  Harrison,  24  N.  Y.  170;  Frost  v.  Shaw, 
10  Iowa,  491;  Kruse  v.  Scripps,  11  111.  98; 
Anderson  v.  Strauss,  98  111.  485. 

The  mortgagee  is  not  affected  by  any  act 
of  the  mortgagor  in  passing  any  rights  of 
Ins  to  third  persons. 
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Ellithorp  V.  Deu>ing,  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt) 
141;  Coker  v.  Whitlock,  54  Ala.  180. 

When  the  condemnation  was  commenced, 
Nyce  was  the  own«r  of  320  acres  of  land  in 
a  solid  body,  and  is  entitled  to  the  applica- 
tion of  the  law  of  damages  that  is  found  in 
an  unbroken  line  of  cases  determined  by  our 
supreme  court  from  St.  Joseph  d  D.  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Orr,  8  Kan.  419,  down  to  the  preisent 
time. 

He  oiiois  property  valued  at  dO  much 
money  with  the  inside  strip  and  without  the 
railroad.  How  much  less  is  it  worth  with- 
out the  strip  and  with  the  railroad?  And 
in  answering  this  the  manner  of  acquiring 
such  property  is  utterly  immaterial. 

Nyce  is  entitled  to  have  an  award  of  dam- 
ages to  the  land  lying  on  either  side  of  the 
strip  condemned. 

Kansas  City,  E.  d  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Merrill,  25 
Kan.  423 ;  Atchison  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Gough,  29 
Kan.  94;  Atchison,  T.  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Blackshire,  10  Kan.  477. 

When  the  railroad  company  attempted  to 
condemn  the  strip  of  land  it  came  as  an  ab- 
solute stranger  in  just  the  same  position  it 
would  be  in  had  it  never  before  been  in  pos- 
session of  the  land.  It  became  a  trespasser 
on  the  land  after  the  sale  by  remaining. 
Murphy  v.  Welch,  128  Mass.  489. 
The  compensation  for  such  right  of  way 
appropriated  to  the  use  of  the  company  in- 
cludes, not  only  the  value  of  the  property 
taken,  but  also  the  loss  the  landowner  sus- 
tains in  the  value  of  his  property  by  bein^ 
deprived  of  a  portion  of  it. 

Reisner  v.  Atohison  Union  Depot  d  R.  Co. 
27  Kan.  382. 

The  grade,  rails,  ties,  telegraph  poles,  and 
fences  attached  to  the  land  by  the  railway 
company  while  it  was  the  owner  of  the  land, 
subject  to  the  mortgage  to  the  bank,  became 
a  part  of  the  real  estate,  and,  as  such,  passed 
to  the  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale,  and  h<»  is 
entitled  to  their  value  as  a  part  of  his  dam- 
age«r  in  a  subsequent  proceeding  for  con- 
demnation of  the  land. 
1  Jones,  Mortg.  §  428. 
Any  improvement  placed  upon  real  est^ite 
by  the  owner  thereof  with  the  intention  that 
it  should  be  a  permanent  structure  becomes 
a  part  of  the  realty,  in  the  absence  of  any 
agreement  between  the  parties  interested 
therein. 

Hopewell  Mills  v.  Taunton  Sav.  Bank,  150 
Mass.  519,  6  L.  R,  A.  249,  23  N.  E.  327; 
Turner  v.  Wentworth,  119  Mass.  459;  Allen 
V.  Mooney,  130  Mass.  155;  Southbridge  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Exeter  Mach.  Works,  127  Mass.  542; 
Smith  Paper  Co.  v.  Servin,  130  Mass.  511; 
Huhhell  V.  East  Cambridge  Five  Cents  Sav. 
Bank,  132  Mass.  447,  43  Am.  Rep.  446;  Mo- 
Rea  V.  Central  Nat.  Bank,  66  N.  Y.  489; 
Hill  V.  Farmers'  d  M.  Nat.  Bank,  97  U.  S. 
450,  24  L.  ed.  1051 ;  Ottumioa  Woolen  Mill 
Co.  V.  Hawley,  44  Iowa,  57,  24  Am.  Rep.  719; 
Dooley  v.  Crist,  25  111.  551. 

If  erected  for  permanent  use,  fixtures  be- 
come a  part  of  the  realty. 

Wood  V.  Whelen,  93  111.  163 ;  Wight  v. 
Gray,  73  Me.  297 ;  Bond  v.  Coke,  71  N.  C.  07 ; 
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Buhhard  ▼.  Bagahaw,  4  Sim.  326;  Potter  v. 
Cromti?«il,  40  N.  Y.  296,  100  Am.  Dec.  485; 
McRea  v.  Central  Nat,  Bank,  66  N.  Y.  489; 
Roberta  v.  Dauphin  Depoaite  Bank,  19  Pa. 
71 ;  Van  Keuren  v.  New  Jeraey  Cent.  R.  Co. 
38  N.  J.  L.  165. 

All  annexationB  made  by  the  owner  are 
presumed  to  be  permanent. 

AmoW  T.  Crowder,  81  111.  66,  26  Am.  Rep. 
260;  Winalow  v.  Merohanta*  Ina.  Co.  4  Met. 
306,  38  Am.  Dec.  368;  Hunt  T.  Hunt,  14 
Pick.  386,  25  Am.  Dec  400. 

The  fact  that  annexations  to  the  freehold 
are  called  chattels  in  a  deed  to  the  mort^ 
gagor  does  not  affect  the  mortgagee's  right 
to  them  as  fixtares. 

Quinhy  v.  Manhattan  Cloth  d  Paper  Co. 
24  N.  J.  Eq.  260;  Rogera  v.  Broka/u>,  25  N. 
J.  Eq.  496;  Lyle  ▼.  Palmer,  42  Mich.  314,  3 
N.  W.  921. 

In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  to  the 
contrary,  fixtures  become  subject  to  mort- 

Ford  V.  Cohh,  20  N.  Y.  344;  Biaaon  v.  Hib- 
bard,  75  N.  Y.  642;  Tyaon  v.  Poat,  108  N.  Y. 
217,  15  N.  E.  316;  Strickland  v.  Pa/rker,  64 
Me.  263 ;  Peiroe  v.  Ooddard,  22  Pick.  669,  33 
Am.  Dec.  764;  Butler  v.  P<tge,  7  Met.  40,  39 
Am.  Dec.  757 ;  Richardaon  v.  Copeland,  6 
Gray,  536,  66  Am.  Dec.  424;  Crippen  v.  Mor- 
Hson,  13  Mich.  23;  Bumaide  v.  Twitohell,  43 
M.  H.  390;  Crane  v.  Brigham,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
30;  Hobaon  v.  Oorringe,  66  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
114;  Seedhouae  t.  Boward,  34  Fla.  609,  16 
So.  425. 

A  railroad  track  annexed  to  land  by  the 
owner  of  the  freehold  with  the  intention 
that  it  8liaII  be  a  permanent  structure  is  a 
part  of  the  realty. 

1  Jones,  Murtg.  S  436;  Price  T.  Weehatoken 
Ferry  Co.  31  N.  J.  Eq.  31 ;  Hunt  v.  Bay  State 
Iron  Co.  97  Mass.  279;  Meri<im  ▼.  Brown, 
12S  Mass.  391. 

The  doctrine  of  trade  fixtures  has  no  ap- 
plication where  the  owner  of  land  makes  an- 
nexations intending  them  to  be  permanent. 

Climie  v.  Wood,  L,  R.  3  Exch.  257 ;  Wins- 
low  v.  Merclianta*  Ina.  Co.  4  Met.  313,  38 
Am.  Dee.  368. 

A  railroad  track  laid  down  upon  land  with 
a  Tiew  to  its  permanent  improvement  or 
beneficial  enjoyment  is  deemed  a  fixture  and 
part  of  the  realty. 

Van  Keuren  v.  Central  R.  Co.  38  N.  J.  L. 
W5 ;  Tudor  Iron  Worka  v.  Hitt,  49  Mo.  App. 
472;  Hunt  v.  Miaaouri  P.  R.  Co.  76  Mo.  115; 
Qoodman  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  45 
Mo.  33,  100  Am.  Dec.  336;  Booraem  v. 
Wood,  27  K.  J.  Eq.  371. 

Smitlif  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

We  will  consider  but  two  of  the  questions 
discussed  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  in 
their  brief  and  argument,  viz.:  (1)  In  es- 
timating the  amotmt  of  damages  which  the 
plaintiffs  below  were  entitled  to  recover  un- 
der the  condemnation  proceedings,  can  the 
value  of  the  improvements  put  upon  the  land 
by  the  railroad  company  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration? (2)  Can  the  plaintiffs  below  re- 
cover damages  to  .the  land  outside  of  the 
48  L.  R.  A. 


right  of  way  of  the  railroad  company  by  rea- 
son of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
road,  the  right  of  way  and  the  land  adjacent 
to  it  having  been  sold  in  separate  tracts  un- 
der the  decree  of  foreclosure,  and  bid  in  by 
them  at  sheriff's  sale  long  after  the  construc- 
tion of  the  road.  As  the  defendant  in  error 
Nyce  and  the  Stock  Exchange  Bank  appealed 
from  the  award  made  by  the  commissioners 
in  condemnation,  we  will  treat  them,  in  the 
discussion  of  this  case,  as  the  owners  of  the. 
property,  although  it  appears  from  the  rec- 
ord that  Nyce  alone  purchased  the  property 
at  the  sheriff's  sale.  If  the  roadbed,  ties, 
track,  etc.,  placed  upon  the  po-operty  by  the 
railroad  company  are  to  be  treated,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  as  part  of  the 
real  estate,  then  the  position  taken  by  the 
defendants  in  error  on  the  first  proposition 
(which  was  concurred  in  by  the  trial  court) 
is  the  correct  one;  otherwise  not.  It  be- 
comes necessary,  therefore,  to  consider,  ia 
the  outsetj  the  nature  of  tiie  improvements 
placed  upon  the  land  by  the  railroad  com- 
pany, and  their  character,  as  affected  by  the 
relations  sastained  towards  the  public  by 
such  companies.  From  early  times  it  has 
been  iield  that  buildings  adapted  and  used 
for  the  purposes  of  trtuie  are  recognized  as 
an  exception  from  the  general  rule  which 
obtains  as  to  buildings  constructed  for  other 
purposes,  in  that  the  former  do  not  become 
a  part  of  the  real  estate,  when  affixed  thereto, 
from  the  fact  of  their  erection  alone.  This 
doctrine  was  annoimced  by  Lord  Ellenbor- 
ough  in  1802,  and  later  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  Van  Neaa  v. 
Paoard,  2  Pet.  137,  7  L.  ed.  374.  In  the  lat- 
ter case  the  improvement  was  a  large  house,, 
built  and  used  as  a  family  residence,  and  it 
was  sought  to  have  the  question  depend  ux>- 
on  wheUier  the  building  was  removable  or 
not;  but  the  court  held  that  the  size  of  the 
building,  whether  it  had  a  brick  foundation 
or  not,  or  was  one  or  two  stories  high,  or 
had  a  brick  chimney,  was  immaterial;  the 
sole  consideration  being  whether  or  not  it 
was  designed  for  the  purposes  of  trade.  If 
so,  it  was  a  fixture,  which  might  be  severed 
and  removed  by  the  person  erectiug  the  same. 
This  distinction  was  applied  in  the  case  of 
Wagner  v.  Cleveland  d  T.  R.  Co.  22  Ohio  St. 
563.  10  Am.  Rep.  770.  Stone  piers  were 
built  by  a  railroad  company  on  premises  over 
which  it  was  authorized  to  construct  ita 
road,  and  the  question  determined  was 
whether  they  were  so  annexed  to  the  land  aa 
to  become  the  property  of  the  owner  of  the 
land.  The  court  held  that  the  use  of  the 
strip  of  land  on  which  the  piers  were  built 
was  granted  to  the  railroad  company  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  a  part  of  a  contin- 
uous line  of  railroad  which  it  was  authorized 
to  build  and  operate.  The  piers  were  held 
to  be  as  much  a  part  of  the  road  as  the 
bridge  they  supported,  or  the  rails  or  ties. 
The  road  was  alone  adapted  for  the  trans- 
portation of  persons  or  property.  All  its 
parts  were  merely  accessory  for  its  business, 
and  were  put  on  the  land  for  this  purpose, 
and  not  as  accessories  to  the  land  over  which 
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the  road  waa  to  pass.  That  part  of  the  road 
built  on  the  premises  of  the  party  plaintiff 
in  error  in  the  suit,  disconnected  from  other 
parts  of  the  road,  could  not  be  operated  and 
would  be  useless  as  a  railroad,  nor  could  it 
serve  any  useful  purpose  as  an  appurtenance 
to  the  land  on  which  it  was  built.  It  is  said 
in  the  opinion:  "The  general  principle  to 
be  kept  in  view,  which  underlies  all  ques- 
tions of  this  kind,  is  the  distinction  between 
the  business  which  is  carried  on  in  or  upon 
the  premises  and  the  premises,  or  locus  in 
quo.  The  former  is  personal  in  its  nature, 
and  articles  that  are  merely  accessory  to 
the  business,  and  have  been  put  on  the  prem- 
ises for  this  purpose,  and  not  as  accessions 
to  the  real  estate,  retain  the  personal  char- 
acter of  the  principal,  to  which  they  appro- 
priately belong  and  are  subservient.  But 
articles  which  have  been  annexed  to  the 
premises  as  accessory  to  it,  whatever  busi- 
ness may  be  carried  on  upon  it,  and  not  pe- 
culiarly for  the  benefit  of  a  present  business, 
which  may  be  of  a  temporary  duration,  be- 
come subservient  to  the  realty,  and  acquire 
and  retain  its  legal  character.  .  .  .  The 
railroad  company  acquired  an  easement  in 
the  land  to  construct  and  use  its  road  there- 
on. It  did  not  bind  itself  to  the  landowner 
either  to  build  or  maintain  the  road,  and  it 
could  change  the  character  of  the  structure 
at  pleasure.  Nor  do  we  perceive  any  good 
reason  why,  in  the  act  of  building,  it  should 
lose  its  right  of  property  in  the  structure 
when  built,  or  in  the  materials  of  which  it 
was  composed.  The  landowner  retained  his 
land  subject  to  the  easements,  and  the  com- 
pany owned  the  easement  and  the  structure 
it  was  designed  to  support."  Again,  in 
Northern  0.  It.  Co.  v.  Canton  Co,  30  Md.  347, 
it  was  held  that  a  railway  came  within  the 
rule  regarding  trade-fixtures;  that  it  was 
not  an  accessory  to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
freehold,  or  in  any  manner  necessary  and 
convenient  for  the  occupation  of  the  land  by 
the  party  entitled  to  the  inheritance.  The 
court  said:  "A  railway  is  certainly  quite 
as  essential  to  the  trade  and  business  of  a 
railway  company  as  a  steam  engine  and  the 
house  which  may  cover  it,  or  any  other  fix- 
ture, can  be  to  the  miller  or  the  miner. 
.  .  .  Prima  facie,  a  house,  with  its  foun- 
dation planted  in  the  soil,  is  real  property; 
yet  when  it  is  accessory  to  trade,  and  in  law 
a  trade  fixture,  we  find  all  the  authorities 
regard  it  as  personal  property.  The  same 
doctrine  is  applicable  to  the  railway  in 
<luestion."  See  also  Western  N,  0,  R.  Co,  v. 
Deal,  90  N.  C.  110;  Albion  River  R,  Co,  v. 
Hesser,  84  Cal.  435,  24  Pac.  288 ;  Oregon  R. 
4:  Nwo,  Co,  V.  M osier,  14  Or.  519,  58  Am. 
Rep.  321,  13  Pac.  300;  Jones  v.  New  Orleans 
4i  8,  R,  Co,  d  Immigation  Asso,  70  Ala.  227 ; 
Justice  V.  Nesquehoning  Valley  R,  Co.  87 
Pa.  28;  Neujgass  v.  8t,  Louis,  A.  d  T.  R,  Co. 
U  Ark.  140,  15  S.  W.  188. 

The  above  cases  are  to  the  effect  that,  al- 
though a  railway  company  may  enter  upon 
land  without  right,  and  construct  its  track 
thereon,  it  being  possessed  with  the  continu- 
ing power  of  eminent  domain,  and  having 
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the  right  to  secure  an  easement  on  the  land 
upon  which  it  has  laid  its  track  for  railroad 
purposes,  the  nature  of  its  entry  and  the 
manner  in  which  it  annexes  chattels  to  the 
soil  distinguish  it  from  the  case  of  an  ordi- 
nary trespasser  making  improvements  to  the 
freehold.  In  the  case  of  Cohen  v.  St.  Louis, 
Ft.  8.  d  W.  R,  Co.  34  Kan.  158-164,  54  Am. 
Rep.  242,  8  Pac.  142,  a  railroad  company  had 
taken  possession  of  a  strip  of  land,  add  con- 
structed its  track  thereon,  without  any 
formal  condemnation  proceedings,  and  with- 
out procuring  any  title  thereto,  or  easement 
therein,  from  the  owner  of  the  land.  In  an 
action  brought  by  the  latter  against  the  rail- 
road company  to  recover  damages  for  the 
permanent  taking  and  appropriation  of  such 
strip,  no  recovery  was  allowed  for  materials 
and  work  furnished  by  the  railroad  company 
itself  and  used  in  the  construction  of  its 
track.  In  passing  upon  this  question  the 
court  said:  "This  question,  we  think,  must 
be  answered  in  the  negative.  Of  course,  it 
must  be  admitted  that  where  a  mere  wrong- 
doer— ^a  naked  trespasser — enters  upon  the 
land  of  another,  and  makes  improvements 
thereon  of  a  permanent  character,  such  im- 
provementa  become  the  property  of  the  land- 
owner; and  this  will  apply  to  railroad  com- 
panies as  well  as  to  others.  If  a  railroad 
company  should  enter  upon  the  land  of  an- 
other without  any  color  of  claim  of  right  or 
privilege,  as  a  mere  wrongdoer, — ^a  naked 
trespasser, — and  construct  a  railroad  track 
on  such  land,  such  railroad  track  would,  of 
course,  become  the  property  of  the  land- 
owner. .  .  .  But  neither  the  foregoing 
principles  nor  the  above  aathorities  ap>ply 
to  the  present  case.  The  railroad  company 
in  the  present  case  was  not  a  wrongdoer  nor 
a  trespasser  in  any  sense.  It  was  a  duly-or- 
ganized railroad  company  under  the  laws  of 
Kansas,  and  had  a  right  to  build  its  railroad 
across  the  plaintiffs  land,  provided,  of 
course,  that  it  first  procured  the  right  of  way 
from  the  owner  of  the  land;  and  it  had  the 
right  to  procure  such  right  of  way  by  con- 
demnation proceedings,  as  the  representative 
of  the  sovereign  authority,  the  state  of  Kan- 
sas; for  the  operation  of  a  railroad  is  every- 
where considered  and  held  to  be  a  public  pur- 
pose, and  the  statutes  of  Kansas  authori;^ 
such  condemnation  proceedings.  And  the 
railroad  company  took  possession  of  the  land 
for  its  right  of  way,  and  appropriated  the 
same  to  its  own  use,  with  the  consent  of  the 
only  person  who  had  possession  of  the  land, 
and  the  only  person  who  seemed  at  the  time 
to  be  the  owner  thereof.  This  person  was  B. 
F.  Files.  He  had  the  unquestioned  posses- 
sion of  the  land,  and  claimed  title  thereto, 
and  clamed  the  land  as  his  own.  He  had 
tax  deeds  on  all  the  land  through  which  the 
defendant's  railroad  was  constructed.  .  .  . 
Nor  has  the  plaintiff  treated  the  railroad 
company  as  a  trespasser.  He  has  allowed 
the  company  to  retain  its  right  of  way  as  a 
permanent  easement,  and  simply  sues  it  for 
compensation  and  damages.  .  .  .  Under 
such  circumstances,  the  .railroad  company 
will  not  be  required  to  pay  for  the  improve- 
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aneaU  which  it  itself  made  upon  the  land, 
but  will  be  required  to  pay  only  the  value  of 
Xhe  strip  of  land  which  it  appropriated,  and 
the  damages  to  the  other  land;  and  this 
value  and  these  damages  will  be  computed 
tLS  of  the  time  when  the  railroad  company 
first  took  possession  of  said  strip,  and  oc- 
cupied the  same  as  its  right  of  way.  This, 
we  think,  is  founded  in  reason,  and  sustained 
i>y  the  weight  of  authority.  [Citing  au- 
thorities.] ...  It  has  even  been  held 
that,  where  a  railroad  company  enters  upon 
land  as  a  technical  trespasser,  and  after- 
wards procures  the  land  for  ita  right  of  way 
'by  condemnation  proceedings,  it  is  not  com- 
pelled to  pay  for  the  improvements  which 
it  itself  made  upon  the  land  while  it  was 
technically  a  trespasser,  and  before  it  legally 
procured  its  right  of  way.  Justice  v.  Nes- 
-guehoning  R.  Co.  87  Pa.  28 ;  Daniels  v.  Chi- 
•<^go,  /.  de  N.  R,  Co.  41  Iowa,  52 ;  Lyon  T. 
<hreen  Bay  d  M.  R.  Co.  42  Wis.  538;  Oreve 
▼.  First  Div,  of  8t.  Paul  d  P.  R.  Co.  26  Minn. 
•66,  1  N.  W.  816.  This  seems  like  justice; 
t>ut,  whether  it  is  or  not,  surely  where  a  rail- 
road company  enters  upon  a  piece  of  land 
for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a  railroad 
track,  and  does  so  under  the  honest  belief 
that  it  has  a  right  to  do  so,  and  exipends 
thousands  of  dollars  thereon  under  such  be- 
lief, and  no  person  objects  to  its  occupancy, 
-or  questions  its  right,  while  it  is  expending 
its  money  making  improvements  on  the  land, 
and  where  the  paramount  owner  of  the  land 
afterwards  treats  the  railroad  company,  not 
as  a  trespasser  upon  his  land,  but  as  a  party 
-which  has  in  fact  procured  a  permanent  right 
-ot  vfRj  over  the  land,  and  upon  said  theory 
«ue«  the  railroad  company  merely  for  the 
-damages  resulting  from  the  permanent  tak- 
ing of  the  right  of  way,  including  the  value 
of  the  land  taken,  and  the  permanent  dam- 
ans to  his  other  property,  he  cannot  say 
that  the  railroad  company  was  at  any  time 
a  mere  trespasser;  and  he  can  recover  only 
for  the  value  of  the  land  taken,  and  the  dam- 
ages to  that  not  taken  at  the  time  when  the 
railroad  company  first  entered  upon  his  land, 
and  occupied  the  same  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  a  right  of  way."  In  Atchison,  T. 
^  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  42  Kan.  23,  4  L.  K. 
A.  284,  21  Pac.  809,  the  railroad  company 
■dug  a  well,  and  put  in  a  pump  and  boiler 
for  the  purpose  of  filling  a  water  tank  on  the 
line  of  its  road,  believing  that  the  well  and 
its  attachments  were  upon  its  own  prop- 
•erty.  When  it  was  discovered  that  the  same 
were  upon  the  land  of  another,  it  was  held 
that  the  pump  and  boiler  could  be  removed 
without  paying  the  owner  of  the  land  there- 
for. The  court  said:  "It  can  readily  be 
«een  that  one  of  the  tests  of  whether  a  chat- 
tel retains  its  character  or  becomes  a  fix- 
ture is  the  uses  to  which  it  is  put.  .  .  . 
Tf  the  company  had  placed  it  there,  even  un- 
-der  a  mistake,  for  the  purpose  of  ultimately 
improving  the  real  estate,  the  law  might,  un- 
^er  this  state  of  facts,  have  held  it  to  be  the 
property  of  the  owner  of  the  real  e&tate ;  but 
under  the  agreed  statement  it  was  placed 
there  solely  for  the  purpose  of  better  operate 
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ing  its  own  railroad.  •  •  •  We  believe^ 
in  this  action,  because  the  improvements  did 
not  and  were  not  intended  to  benefit  the 
realty,  that  the  pump,  boiler,  and  building 
should  be  held  to  be  personal  property,  and 
not  fixtures."  In  the  case  at  bar  the  rail- 
road company  did  not  proceed  to  the  laying 
down  of  its  track  and  the  erection  of  im- 
provements mentioned,  until  after  it  had  ob- 
tained a  deed  from  Blackstone,  the  owner  of 
the  fee  in  the  land.  The  mortgage  held  by 
the  bank  conveyed  no  estate,  but  was  merely 
a  lien.  The  mortgagee  was  in  no  sense  the 
owner  of  the  property,  and  in  condemnation 
proceedings  no  personal  notice  was  required 
to  be  served  upon  him,  nor  need  he  be  named 
in  the  award.  If  condemnation  had  been  had 
before  the  foreclosure,  his  rights  as  mort- 
gagee would  have  received  no  consideration, 
and  the  value  of  the  ties,  track,  etc.,  would 
have  been  wholly  excluded  from  the  amount 
of  the  award.  Chicago,  K.  d  W.  R,  Co.  t. 
Sheldon,  53  Kan.  169,  35  Pac.  1105. 

It  is  provided  in  S  7  of  ohAipter  68  of  the 
General  Statutes  of  1897,  relating  to  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  right  of  eminent  domain  by  rail- 
road companies,  that  proceedings  in  condem- 
nation may  be  commenoed  by  a  railway  cor- 
poration after  the  road  has  been  constructed; 
and  such  course  was  adopted  in  this  case. 
Had  the  condemnation  been  had  before  the 
sale  of  the  property  under  the  decree  and 
foreclosure,  the  value  of  the  improvement* 
upon  the  land  would  certainly  not  have  en- 
tered into  the  estimate  of  the  damages  in- 
curred by  the  owner,  and  the  mortgagee  by 
no  possibility  could  have  laid  claim  to  them, 
or  any  part  thereof.  The  improvements  made 
did  not  become  a  part  of  the  security  under 
the  mortgage,  because  they  did  not  go  to  the 
betterment  of  the  mortgagor's  estate.  In  the 
case  of  Ritchie  v.  Ka/nsas,  N.  d  D.  R.  Co.  55 
Kan.  38-59,  39  Pac.  725,  the  railroad  com- 
pany took  possession  of  a  piece  of  land  con- 
veyed to  it  on  express  conditions  which  it 
did  not  perform.  By  reason  of  the  breach  it 
was  held  that  the  land  should  revert  to  the 
owner.  Mr.  Justice  Allen,  in  speaking  for 
the  court,  said:  "If  the  defendants  defiire 
to  maintain  a  railroad  across  the  lands,  and 
to  continue  the  use  thereof  for  railroad  pur- 
poses, they  should  be  permitted  to  retain  the 
land,  and  also  the  improvements  they  have 
constructed  thereon,  on  payment  of  the 
value  of  the  land  computed  as  of  the  date  of 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  with  in- 
terest since  that  time,  without  any  charge 
on  account  of  improvements  made  by  the  de- 
fendant thereon.  Cohen  v.  St.  Louis,  Ft.  8. 
d  W.  R.  Co.  34  Kan.  158,  54  Am.  Rep.  242, 
8  Pac.  138."  Upon  another  ground  also 
property  rights  in  the  improvements  made 
by  the  railway  company  upon  its  right  of 
way,  to  the  extent  claimed  by  the  purchaser 
at  the  sheriff's  sale,  must  be  denied  to  the 
latter.  The  case  in  the  court  below  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  theory  that  Nyoe,  by  virtue 
of  his  sheriff's  deed,  took  such  title  as  th» 
mortgagor  (Blackstone)  had  at  the  time  the 
mortgage  was  executed,  and  this  title  carried 
with  it  the  betterments  added  to  the  land» 
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put  there  by  the  railroad  company.  If  he 
took  title  to  the  extent  claimed,  then  the  ex- 
clusive estate  in  and  dominion  over  the  land 
and  its  improvements  were  vested  in  him 
absolutely,  with  the  resulting  power,  neces- 
sarily accompanying  such  title  and  dominion, 
to  exclude  all  persons  from  the  land  so  pur- 
chased, and  to  use  and  enjoy  the  same  un- 
molested by  the  railroad  company  in  any 
way.  As  the  owner  of  such  an  estate,  he  ap- 
peared as  plaintiff  in  the  court  below,  and 
was  treated  by  that  tribunal  accordingly.  If 
the  contention  of  defendants  in  error  be  sus- 
tained, then  his  power  over  what  he  claimed 
was  his  own  carried  with  it  the  right  to 
fence  his  land,  excluding  all  persons  there- 
from, as  well  as  the  servants  of  the  railroad 
company,  to  stop  the  running  of  trains  over 
his  property  by  removing  the  track  and  ties, 
or  by  any  other  means.  It  must  be  remem- 
bered that  a  railroad  is  a  public  highway. 
The  land  over  which  it  runs  it  holds  under 
a  franchise  for  a  particular  use  conferred 
upon  it  by  the  state  for  public  purposes.  A 
railroad  company  is  endowed  with  the  sover- 
eign power  of  eminent  domain  by  reason  of 
the  benefits  which  the  public  at  large  derive 
from  the  operation  of  the  road.  It  was  said 
by  Mr.  Justice  Allen  in  State  ex  rel,  Maylor 
▼.  Dodge  City,  M.  d  T.  R,  Co.  53  Kan.  377, 
378,  30  Pac.  747:  "From  this  [public]  use 
neither  the  corporation  itself,  nor  any  per- 
son, company,  or  corporation  deriving  its 
title  by  purchase  either  at  voluntary  or  ju- 
dicial sale,  can  divert  it  without  the  assent 
of  the  state."  In  the  case  of  Georgia  y.  At- 
lantic d  Q.  R.  Co,  3  Woods,  434,  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  5,351,  the  question  was  considered 
whether  an  execution  creditor  of  a  railroad 
company  might  levy  upon  and  sell  its  depots, 
freight  houses,  etc.,  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  In  denying  such  right,  Mr.  Justice 
Bradley  said :  "It  is  the  means  of  communi- 
cation between  one  part  of  the  country  and 
another.  The  interest  which  the  public  has 
in  it  is  greater  and  more  important  than  the 
interest  which  the  company  has  in  it.  It 
cannot  be  supposed  that  the  legislature,  in 
auttiorizing  its  construction,  and  granting 
peculiar  franchises  for  its  operation  and  use, 
ever  intended  that  execution  creditors  might 
levy  upon  parcels  of  it,  and  cut  it  up  into  sec- 
tions, and  destroy  it  as  a  great  public 
thoroughfare.  Such  a  supposition  seems  to 
us  preposterous.  Suppose  a  mile  of  the 
road  should  be  levied  on  and  sold,  would  the 
purchaser  have  a  right  to  fence  it  in,  and 
take  up  the  rails  and  cross-ties,  and  plant 
it,  and  thereby  destroy  the  railroad  T  Could 
this  be  done  without  contemning  the  power 
of  the  state  by  which  it  was  created  and 
made  a  public  highway?  We  think  not. 
.  .  .  To  sell  it  in  parcels  would  be  to 
sever  an  artery  of  commerce.  It  would  af- 
fect the  whole  state  in  a  vital  part.  Its  pub- 
He  means  of  intercommunication  are  essen- 
tial to  the  prosperity  of  the  people.  They 
are  the  most  efficient  appliances  of  modern 
civilization."  In  Justice  v.  Nesquehoning, 
Valley  R,  Co.  87  Pa.  28,  a  railroad  company 
was  a  trespasser,  and  its  entry  upon  land 
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not  in  conformity  with  law.  In  holding 
that  the  irregular  proceedings  did  not  oper- 
ate as  a  dedication  to  the  landowner  of  the 
property  of  the  company  placed  on  the  land 
BO  as  to  enable  the  owner  to  receive  the  value 
of  the  improvements,  the  court,  through 
Chief  Justice  Agnew,  said :  "This  is  not  the 
case  of  a  mere  trespass  by  one  having  no  au- 
thority to  enter,  but  of  one  representing  the 
state  herself,  clothed  with  the  power  of  emi- 
ment  domain,  having  a  right  to  enter  and  to 
place  these  materials  on  the  land  taken  for 
a  public  use,— materials  essential  to  the 
very  purpose  which  the  state  has  declared  in 
the  grant  of  the  charter.  It  is  true,  the  en- 
try was  a  trespass,  by  reason  of  the 'omis- 
sion to  do  an  act  required  for  the  security 
of  the  citizen,  to  wit,  to  make  compensation 
or  give  security  for  it.  For  this  injury  the 
citizen  is  entitled  to  redress.  But  his  re- 
dress cannot  extend  beyond  his  injury.  It 
cannot  extend  to  taking  the  personal  chattels 
of  the  railroad  company.  They  are  not  his, 
and  cannot  increase  his  remedy.  The  injury 
was  to  what  the  landholder  had  himself,  not 
to  what  he  had  not.  Then  why  should  the 
materials  laid  down  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public  be  treated  as  dedicated  to  him?" 

There  has  been  an  attempt  made  by  coun- 
sel to  distinguish  the  case  of  Brigga  v.  Chi" 
cago,  K.  d  W.  R.  Co.  66  Kan.  526,  43  Pac 
1131,  from  the  case  at  bar.  We  are  not  im- 
pressed by  their  efforts  in  that  direction. 
The  facts  in  the  two  cases  are  remarkably 
similar.  The  decision  in  the  Brigga  Case  is 
founded  upon  the  following  statement:  In 
1886,  Ault  and  wife  were  the  owners  of  a  lot 
upon  which  they  had  executed  a  mortgage. 
In  1887  they  conveyed  to  the  railway  com- 
pany a  right  of  way  over  the  property.  In 
1889  a  foreclosure  suit  was  commenced  by 
the  mortgagee,  in  which  the  railroad  com- 
pany was  made  a  party.  It  answered,  set^ 
ting  up  a  right  to  occupy  a  strip  of  land  300 
feet  in  width  by  virtue  of  a  deed  from  the 
Aults.  Judgment  was  rendered  against  the 
Aults  for  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt 
and  interest,  and  the  whole  tract  decreed  to 
be  sold  to  pay  the  same.  The  cause  was  then 
continued  as  between  the  mortgagee,  plain- 
tiff in  the  suit,  and  the  railroad  company. 
Thereupon  it  was  decreed  that  the  railroad 
company  be  forever  barred,  foreclosed,  en- 
joined, and  cut  off  from  claiming  any  inter- 
est or  estate  in  or  to  the  real  estate,  or  any 
part  thereof.  An  order  of  sale  was  issued, 
under  which  the  land  outside  of  the  right-of- 
way  strip  was  first  sold  for  the  sum  of  $60 
to  James  F.  Briggs  as  administrator,  and 
the  strip  was  then  bid  off  by  him  for  $100. 
A  few  days  after  the  execution  of  the  sheriff's 
deed  to  Briggs,  the  railroad  company  made 
application  to  the  district  judge  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  commissioners  to  condemn  a 
right  of  way  over  and  across  the  premises. 
They  were  appointed,  and  proceeded  in  the 
usual  way,  allowing  $124  for  the  land  occu- 
pied and  $30  damages  to  the  remainder  of 
the  tract.  No  mention  was  made  of  any  im- 
provements. Briggs,  as  administrator  and 
owner  of  the  land,  appealed  from  the  award. 
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The  trial  court  allowed  the  appellant  $124 
and  $30,  respectively,  denying  him  the  right 
to  recover  the  value  of  the  improvements, 
amounting  to  over  $2,000.  It  will  be  seen 
that  the  proceedings  had  were  almost  identi- 
cal with  those  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  the  title 
of  Briggs  the  same  as  the  title  of  the  defend- 
ants in  error  here.  In  the  opinion  in  that 
case  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Martin,  while  assert- 
ing that  the  structures  placed  upon  the  right 
of  way  were  real  property,  in  fact  based  the 
decision  upon  the  ground  that  the  company 
had  been  barred  and  cut  off  by  the  decree  in 
foreclosure  from  any  interest  in  the  lot, 
which  included  the  structures.  He  said: 
"Unless,  therefore,  we  may  judicially  declare 
that  these  buildings  and  struoturee  were  not 
and  are  not  real  estate,  we  must  hold  that 
they  passed  by  the  sheriff's  deed  to  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  sale."  We  cannot  adhere  to  the 
conclusion  reached  in  that  decision.  While 
it  appears  that  all  the  justices  concurred,  yet 
on  the  application  for  a  rehearing  Mr. 
Justice  Johnston  favored  the  granting  of  the 
same,  as  appears  by  the  record  in  the  case. 
We  think  it  should  have  been  declared  ju- 
dicially that  the  buildings  and  structures 
were  not  real  estate,  and  that  the  decree  in 
the  foreclosure  suit  did  not  give  to  Briggs 
the  right  to  recover  for  the  improvements. 
In  that  case,  as  in  this,  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  ties,  rails,  and  other  structures 
upon  the  right  of  way  were  real  estate  or 
personal  property  was  not  presented  to,  con- 
sidered, or  decided  by  the  court  in  thb  fore- 
closure suit.  There  was  no  issue  upon  that 
question,  and  no  adjudication  thereon.  It 
eannot  be  asserted  that  the  materials  placed 
upon  the  land  were  changed  from  personal 
to  real  property  by  the  foreclosure  proceed- 
ing. In  the  case  at  bar  the  answer  of  the 
railway  company  in  the  foreclosure  action 
averred  that  it  was  in  possession  of  a  strip 
of  land  100  feet  wide  across  the  land,  and 
also  another  strip  100  feet  wide  and  1,700 
feet  long,  adjoining  the  right  of  way,  ob- 
tained for  the  purpose  of  depot,  side  track, 
and  yard,  which  land  was  obtained  by  deed 
from  Alexander  Blacks  tone,  the  owner  there- 
of. There  was  no  reference  in  the  pleadings 
to  the  improvements  upon  the  land,  other 
than  might  be  implied  from  the  averments 
in  the  answer  of  the  railway  company  that  it 
was  in  possession  of  the  strip  of  land  above 
mentioned.  The  litigation  in  both  foreclos- 
ure cases  related  to  the  fixing  of  a  mortgage 
lien  upon  the  real  estate,  and  the  decrees 
went  no  further  than  that.  If  the  structures 
placed  upon  the  property  by  the  railroad 
company  were  a  part  of  the  real  estate  before 
the  foreclosure,  they  were  a  part  of  it  after- 
wards, for  there  was  nothing  in  the  decrees 
changing  its  character.  We  are  not  without 
authority  as  to  the  effect  of  a  judgment  in 
foreclosure  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
In  tne  case  of  Teecas  d  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Hays,  3 
Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (Wilson),  79,  before 
the  commencement  of  condemnation  proceed- 
ings the  landowner  had  recovered  a  judg- 
ment against  the  railroad  company  in  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment  to  quiet  tiUe  to  the  real 
estate.  In  the  condemnation  proceeding  it 
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was  contended  that  the  company  wus  es- 
topped by  the  judgment  from  claiming  the 
material  composing  that  part  of  the  rail- 
road on  the  land  in  question.  This  claim 
was  denied,  the  court  holding  that  the  judg- 
ment in  ejectment  gave  to  the  owner  of  the 
land  the  title  to  the  easement  or  right  of 
way  which  the  railroad  company  was  using, 
and  was  a  trespasser  thereon,  yet  the  titis 
to  the  fixtures  and  superstructure,  although 
placed  upon  the  land  by  the  company  without 
authority,  did  not  become  a  part  of  the  land ; 
that  the  question  as  to  what  were  fixtures 
was  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  ejects 
ment  suit,  and  that  the  plea  of  res  judicata 
could  not  be  interposed.  In  8t.  Johnsbury 
d  L.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Willard,  61  Vt.  134,  2  L. 
R.  A.  628,  17  Atl.  38,  certain  land,  at  the 
time  of  the  construction  of  a  railroad,  was 
encumbered  by  a  mortgage,  which  was  after- 
wards foreclosed,  the  railroad  company  be- 
ing a  party.  The  land  was  sold  to  Willard. 
In  condemnation  proceedings  which  were 
then  instituted  by  the  railway  company  he 
claimed  that  the  latter  was  estopped  by  the 
judgment  in  the  foreclosure  suit  from  claim- 
ing the  railroad,  or  the  materials  thereof. 
This  claim  was  denied,  and  the  improvements 
held  to  be  personal  property.  The  court 
said:  ''He  [the  defendant]  also  claims  that 
the  Essex  County  Company  was  a  trespasser 
when  it  entered  and  constructed  its  road, 
and  invoked  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law 
that  structures  placed  upon  land  by  a  tres- 
passer inure  to  the  ben^t  of  the  owner  of 
the  land.  But  the  company  was  not  a  tres- 
passer as  to  either  the  mortgagor  or  the 
mortgagee.  Not  as  to  the  nx>rtgs^r,  for  he 
consented  to  the  entry  and  construction  of 
the  road.  Not  as  to  the  mortgagee,  for,  as 
to  third  persons,  a  mortgagor  in  possession 
is  regarded  as  the  owner,  and  the  mortgagee 
as  having  only  a  lien  or  security.  .  .  . 
The  effect  of  the  decree  of  foreclosure  was  to 
cut  off  the  right  of  redemption,  and  thereby 
convert  defendant's  conditional  title  into  an 
absolute  title;  but  in  other  respects  the 
rights  of  the  parties  were  left  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  deed."  In  Kennedy  v.  MiU 
waukee  d  8t,  P.  R.  Co.  22  Wis.  681-687,  the 
liability  of  a  railway  company  entering  upon 
mortgaged  lands  to  the  mortgagee  was  con- 
sidered. Cole,  J.,  in  the  opinion,  says: 
"When  the  company  obtained  the  right  of 
way,  it  could  not  assume  that  the  mortgage 
would  not  be  paid  by  those  under  obligation 
to  pay  it.  Of  course,  it  incurred  the  risk 
that  it  might  ultimately  be  enforced  against 
the  mortgaged  premises.  But,  in  the  event 
it  should  be  enforced,  it  seems  to  us  that  all 
equity  requires  the  company  to  do  is  to  make 
compensation  by  paying  the  value  of  the 
land  at  the  time  it  was  taken,  and  interest 
on  that  amount.  This  appears  to  us  more 
just  and  equitable  than  to  say  that  thcrs 
should  be  no  apportionment  of  the  lien,  but 
that  the  holder  of  the  mortgage  may  enforce 
it  to  the  full  amount  of  his  debt  by  selling 
the  road  track,  superstructure,  and  fixtures 
placed  upon  the  land  at  great  expense  by  the 
company.  .  .  .  But  when  the  company 
has   purchased  the  right   of   way,  and   neg- 
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lected  to  have  a  mortgage  lien  discharged, 
•o  that  it  has  to  make  further  compensation, 
then  we  think  it  ought  only  to  pay  the  value 
when  taken,  and  interest  upon  that  sum." 
In  the  case  of  Northern  0.  It,  Co,  v.  Canton 
€o,  30  Md.  347,  a  railway  was  built  on  the 
lands  of  the  Canton  Company,  with  a  license 
so  to  do.  The  license  was  revoked,  ana  this 
was  followed  by  two  suits;  one  in  ejectment, 
and  the  other  of  trespass  quare  claiMum 
f regit.  Judgment  was  recovered  in  both  ac- 
tions. A  subsequent  action  of  ejectment  was 
brought  for  the  roadbed,  judgment  obtained, 
and  under  a  writ  possession  was  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  in  the  suit.  The  rails  and 
other  materials  which  formed  a  part  of  the 
railway  constructed  by  the  appellant  were 
upon  the  land  at  the  time,  and  the  question 
arose  who  was  the  rightful  owner  of  them. 
It  was  held  that  they  were  trade  fixtures, 
and,  no  matter  how  strongly  attached  to  the 
soil,  were  to  be  treated  as  personal  property. 
The  court  said:  "If  the  property  replevied 
did  not  belong  to  the  appellee  at  the  time  the 
license  to  the  appellant  to  be  upon  its  land 
was  revoked,  it  is  not  perceived  how  the  sub- 
sequent suits  between  them  could  have 
changed  the  title  to  it.  This  property  was 
not  the  subject  of  those  suits.  They  had  ref- 
erence to  the  land  only  upon  which  it  was, 
and  determined  no  question  of  its  ownership, 
inasmuch  as  it  does  not  pass  with  the  realty 
from  the  single  circumstance  of  having  been 
affixed  to  the  soil."  See  also  Winaloio  v. 
Bromich,  54  Kan.  300,  38  Pac.  276.  It  is 
well  settled  that,  where  a  railroad  company 
commences  condemnation  proceedings  after 
being  in  possession  of  the  land  sought  to  be 
taken  for  right  of  way,  it  is  only  required  to 
pay  for  the  land,  and  not  for  the  improve- 
ments it  has  placed  thereon.  Atchison,  T, 
A  8.  F,  R.  Co.  V.  Morgan,  42  Kan.  23,  4  L.  R. 
A.  284,  21  Pac.  809;  San  Francisco  d  N,  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  80  Cal.  240,  24  Pac  1027 ; 
Louisville,  N.  0.  d  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Dickson,  63 
Miss.  380,  56  Am.  Rep.  800;  Canton,  A.  d  N. 
R.  Co,  v.  French,  68  Miss.  22,  8  So.  512; 
Oreve  v.  First  Div.  of  St.  Paul  d  P.  R,  Co.  26 
Minn.  66,  1  N.  W.  816;  Ritchie  v.  Kansas, 
N,  d  D.  R.  Co.  55  Kan.  36,  39  Pac.  718;  St. 
Johnshury  d  L.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Willard,  61  Vt 
134,  2  L.  R.  A.  528,  17  Atl.  38;  Jacksonville, 
T.  d  K.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Adams,  28  Fla.  631,  14 
L.  R.  A.  533,  10  So.  465 ;  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co. 
V.  Ooodunn,  HI  111.  273,  53  Am.  Rep.  622. 
After  much  consideration,  we  are  convinced 
that  the'  decision  in  Briggs  v.  Chicago,  K.  d 
W.  R.  Co.  is  contrary  to  established  prin- 
ciples settled  by  a  great  number  of  well-con- 
sidered cases  involving  the  same  question. 
So  far  as  that  decision  is  based  upon  argu- 
ment, we  think  it  fails  in  reason,  and,  when 
•ouffht  to  be  sustained  upon  precedent,  lacks 
authority.  While  the  doctrine  stare  decisis 
has  been  adhered  to  by  this  court  with  much 
pertinacity,  yet  we  shall  not  hesitate  to  in- 
cur the  accusation  of  instability  by  overturn- 
ing a  rule  previously  adopted,  when  it  is 
contrary  to  right  reason,  and  the  foundation 
of  which  ifl  shattered  bv  the  pressine*  weight 
of  opposing  authority. 
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On-  the  second  proposition  stated  at  th« 
beginning  of  this  opinion  it  is  quite  clear 
that  the  plaintiffs  below  cannot  recover  dam- 
ages to  the  land  outside  of  the  right  of  way 
by  reason  of  the  construction  and  operation 
of  the  railroad.  Under  the  terms  of  the  de- 
cree in  the  foreclosure  suit,  the  half  section 
outside  of  the  strip  of  land  deeded  for  right 
of  way  purposes  by  Blackstone  and  wife  to 
the  railroad  company  was  first  sold  by  the 
sheriff,  and  bought  in  by  Nyce,  and  after- 
wards he  purchased  the  right-of-way  strip. 
When  he  purchased,  the  road  was  in  opera- 
tion. Embankments  had  been  thrown  up, 
ties  and  track  laid,  the  road  fully  completed, 
and  trains  were  running  over  the  land.  He 
bought  the  property  with  the  disadvantage 
of  the  railroad  upon  it.  The  former  owner 
was  the  person  who  might  have  recovered  for 
the  depreciation  in  value  of  the  property 
caused  by  the  construction  of  the  railroad, 
and  the  right  of  action  was  in  him.  Chica- 
go d  E,  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Loeh,  118  111.  203,  59  Am. 
Rep.  341,  8  N.  E.  460.  The  general  rule  is 
stated  in  the  case  of  Colorado  Midland  R, 
Co.  V.  Trevarthen,  1  Colo.  App.  152,  153,  27 
Pac.  1013,  as  follows:  "It  is  the  law  of  this 
state  that  a  lotowner  can  only  recover  for 
those  damages  which  he  has  sustained  from 
the  construction  or  operation  of  a  road  sub- 
sequent to  the  time  when  he  acquired  his 
title  to  the  property.  If  the  road  has  been 
constructed,  and  is  in  operation  at  the  time 
he  gets  title,  he  is  supposed  to  have  taken  it 
cum  onere,  and  to  have  paid  the  lesser  price 
because  of  the  disadvantages.  The  damages 
arising  from  the  construction  inure  to  the 
holder  of  the  fee,  and  do  not  pass  by  the  deed 
which  transfers  the  title."  In  the  case  of 
Indiana,  B.  d  W,  R.  Co.  v.  Allen,  100  Ind. 
400-414,  a  farm,  at  the  time  a  railroad  was 
constructed  over  it,  was  owned  by  one  Brit- 
tingham,  who  afterwards  sold  and  conveyed 
the  same  to  Allen.  The  latter  then  conveyed 
the  farm,  except  the  strip  of  land  within 
the  right  of  way,  and  reserved  to  himself  "ail 
right  of  action  of  every  kind  and  nature 
against  the  railroad  company,  .  .  .  and 
all  right  to  prosecute  proceedings  for  the  as- 
sessment of  damages  for  the  taking  and  oc- 
cupancy of  said  premises,  or  any  part  there- 
of, by  said  company  for  the  use  of  its  rail- 
road, and  the  right  to  all  damages  done  to 
said  premises  by  reason  of  such  taking  and 
occupancy"  to  one  Fields.  The  railroad 
company  then  instituted  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings, in  which  Allen  claimed  damages  to 
the  land  outside  of  the  right  of  way.  In  de- 
nying this  claim  the  court  said:  "Upon  this 
testimony  we  think  it  appears  clearly  that 
the  appellee  was  not  entitled  to  any  damages 
for  the  strip  of  land  taken,  or  for  the  injury 
done  to  the  remainder  of  the  quarter  section. 
When  he  bought  the  quarter  section,  the  rail- 
road was  upon  it.  It  is  fair  to  presume  that 
the  existence  of  such  an  encumbrance  affected 
the  price  paid.  When  the  strip  of  land  was 
taken,  the  quarter  section  belonged  to  Mar- 
tha E.  Brittingham:  the  right  to  recover  all 
the  damages  then  belonged  to  her.  That 
right  was  a  chose  in  action.    It  did  not  pass 
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to  appellee  by  the  warranty  deed  from  Mrs. 
Brittingham  and  her  husband.  No  assign- 
«nent  is  alleged,  and  the  rule  is  that  damages 
to  land  remaining  uncollected  do  not  pass  to 
A  vendee."  See  also  8e7inott  v.  8t.  Johns- 
^ury  4t  L.  0.  R.  Co,  59  Vt.  226,  9  Ati.  664; 
lAvennon  v.  Roanoke  d  T.  River  R.  Co.  109 
N.  C.  52,  13  S.  £.  734;  Dows  v.  Congdon,  16 
How.  Pr.  671;  Kansas  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Mihlman, 
17  Kan.  224. 

The  defendants  in  error  were  entitled  to  re- 
H»Ter  only  the  value  of  the  land  occupied  by 
the  railroad,  irrespective  of  the  improve- 
ments. In  the  particular  questions  of  fact 
answered  by  the  jury,  this  was  found  to  be 
^1G4. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  beloto  will  he 
modified,  with  directions  to  enter  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  defendants  in  error  for  that 
amount.  The  costs  of  this  court  will  be  di- 
vided between  the  parties. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


ATCHISON,  TOPEKA,  ft  SANTA  T&  RAIL- 
WAY COMPANY,  Plff.  tn  Err,, 

V. 

I.  P.  CAMPBELL. 
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"•THe  atatnte  (I^awa  1897,  ebap.  167)  be- 
lBir  '^^n  Act  to  Require  Railroad 
Companlea  to  Furnish  Free  Transportation 
to  Shippers  of  Stock  In  Certain  Cases/*  etc., 
is  a  deprivation  of  property  without  due  proc- 
ess of  law,  and  a  denial  of  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws,  and  Is  therefore  unconstitu- 
tional and  void,  under  the  14tb  Amendment 
to  the  Federal  Constitution. 

(February  10,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  Southern 
Department,  Central  Division,  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  District  Court  for  Sedg- 
wick County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  recover  the  price  paid  for 
transportation  over  defendant's  road  in  vi- 
olation of  a  statute  giving  plaintiff  the  right 
to  free  transportation  because  returning 
from  accompanying  stock  shipped  by  him 
•oyer  the  road.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  A«  A.  Hard,  W.  Littlefleld, 
and  O.  J.  Wood,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

This  is  class  legislation.  It  undertakes 
to  confer  rights  and  privileges  upon  one 
•class  of  shippers  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other 
shippers. 

If  this  power  assumed  by  the  legislature 
is  not  restrained,  it  will  in  the  end  work  a 
•confiscation  of  railroad  property. 

*Readnote  by  Dostsb«  Ch.  J. 

NOTB. — For  consideration  of  statutes  reguiaF 
log  the  duties  of  carriers  of  live  stock,  see  notes 
to  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  American  Bxch. 
Bank  (Va.)  44  L.  R.  A.  449:  Harman  v.  Nor- 
folk &  W.  R.  Co.  (Va.)  44  L.  R.  A.  289 ;  and  Il- 
linois C.  B.  Co.  V.  Petersen  (Miss.)  14  L.  B.  A. 
4>60. 
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Being  directly  repugnant  to  the  Constitu- 
tion, it  becomes  the  duty  of  Uie  court  to  de- 
clare its  imconstitutionality. 

Chicago  d  N,  W.  R,  Co.  v.  Dey,  35  Fed. 
Rep.  866,  1  L.  R.  A.  744,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
325. 

Corporations  are  persons  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  14th  Amendment  tx>  the  Federal 
Constitution. 

Smyth  V.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed. 
819,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418;  Covington  d  L, 
Tump.  Road  Co.  v.  Sa/ndford,  164  U.  S.  578, 
41  L.  ed.  660,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  198;  Gulf,  C. 
d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  150,  41  L. 
ed.  666,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255;  Santa  Clara 
County  V.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  118  U.  S.  394, 
30  L.  ed.  118,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1132;  Pembina 
Consol.  Silver  Min.  d  Mill.  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 125  U.  S.  181,  31  L.  ed.  650,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  24«  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  737;  Minne- 
apolis d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Beckwith,  129  U.  S. 
29,  32  L.  ed.  586,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207 ;  Char- 
lotte, C.  d  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Gihhes,  142  U.  S.  388, 
35  L.  ed.  1051,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255;  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  V.  Nebraska,  164  U.  S.  403, 
41  L.  ed.  489,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  130;  Ames  v. 
Union  P.  F.  Co.  64  Fed.  Rep.  165,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  835 ;  State  ex  rel.  Board  of  Trans- 
portation V.  Sioux  City,  0.  d  W.  R.  Co. 
46  Neb.  662,  31  L.  R.  A.  47,  65  N.  W.  766; 
Harding  v.  People,  160  111.  459,  32  L.  R.  A. 
445,  43  N.  £.  624;  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Boston  d  A. 
R.  Co.  160  Mass.  62,  22  L.  R.  A.  112,  35  S, 
E.  252;  Gulf,  C.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  165 
U.  S.  150,  41  L.  ed.  666,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  255. 

Any  act  of  a  legislature  not  recognizing 
the  right  that  "private  property  shall  not  be 
taken  for  public  use  without  just  compen- 
sation" would  be  void. 

Mills,  Em.  Dom.  §  1,  p.  81;  Leavenworth 
County  Comrs.  y.  Miller,  7  Kan.  490,  12  Am. 
Rep.  425;  State  ex  rel.  Board  of  Transpor- 
tation V.  Sioux  City,  0.  d  W.  R.  Co.  46  Neb. 
682,  31  L.  R.  A.  47,  65  N.  W.  766;  Harding  v. 
People,  160  111.  459,  32  L.  R.  A.  445,  43  N.  E. 
624. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  a  contract 
made  between  the  parties  for  the  shipment 
of  the  cattle,  which  included  the  right  of  the 
shipper  to  transportation  one  way,  under  cer- 
tain conditions  to  be  observed  and  performed 
by  him.  The  effect  of  this  law  is  to  annul 
and  render  void  that  contract,  and  deny  to 
the  parties  the  freedom  of  making  any  con- 
tract whatever  giving  to  the  shipper  or  his 
employee  the  right  to  accompany  the  stock 
and  have  transportation  therefor  under  cer- 
tain expressed  conditions. 

Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  147  111.  60, 
22  L.  R.  A.  340,  35  N.  E.  62;  State  v.  Good 
will,  33  W.  Va.  179,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  10  S.  E 
286 ;  State  v.  Fire  Creek  Coal  d  Coke  Co.  33 
W.  Va.  188,  6  L.  R.  A.  359,  10  S.  E.  288 
State  V.  Saunders,  19  Kan.  127,  27  Am.  Rep 
98. 

Messrs.  Sankey  Sb  Campbell,  for  defend 
ant  in  error : 

This  court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  this  case. 

If  this  action  involves  the  constitutional 
ity  of  an  act  of  the  legislature,  any  litigant 
can  involve  it 
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Erh  T.  Morasch,  60  Kan.  251,  66  Pac.  133; 
Allen  V.  Portland  (Or.)  58  Pac.  509;  Morria 
▼.  People,  23  Colo.  465,  48  Pac.  534. 

It  is  mere  assertion  that  the  act  under 
which  this  action  is  brought  is  in  conflict 
with  certain  provisions  of  the  Constitution. 

Rathbone  v.  Wirth,  6  App.  Div.  277,  40  N. 
Y.  Supp.  535. 

The  plaintiff  having  brought  his  action  in 
justice's  court  and  obtained  judgment,  and 
the  defendant  having  appealed  without  ques- 
tioning the  constitutionality  of  the  act,  and 
having  filed  no  pleading  in  the  district  court 
pointing  out  why  and  wherein  the  action 
could  not  be  maintained,  it  cannot  now  raise 
the  question  in  this  court. 

Hilton  V.  Bi.  Louis,  129  Mo.  391,  31  S.  W. 
771;  May  v.  JarviSy  Conklin  Mortg.  Trust 
Co.  138  Mo.  447,  40  S.  W.  122;  Conkey  v. 
Knighty  104  111.  337 ;  Sawyer  v.  Moyer,  106 
111.  192;  Chicago,  B,  d  Q.  R.  Co,  v.  Watson, 
105  111.  217;  Adkins  v.  Beane,  135  111.  630,  26 
N.  £.  667;  Hupp  v.  Hupp,  163  111.  490,  39  N. 
E.  124;  McClellan  v.  Hurd,  21  Colo.  197,  40 
Pac.  446. 

The  provision  in  a  shipping  contract  for 
accompanying  the  stock  is  reasonable,  and 
the  shipper  cannot  reoover  unless  he  com- 
plies with  it. 

Sprague  v.  Missouri  P.  R,  Co,  34  Kan.  847, 
8  Pac.  466;  Qoggin  v.  Kansas  P.  R.  Co,  12 
Kan.  416. 

It  costs  the  railroad  company  no  more  to 
haul  the  shipper  to  the  point  of  destination, 
per  hundred,  than  it  does  the  cattle.  He  has 
no  better  or  more  expensive  accommoda- 
tions. In  this  case  it  cost  the  company  40 
cents,  and  no  more,  probably  much  less,  to 
carry  the  shipper  from  Attica  to  Kansas 
City.  Uow  shall  he  get  back  home?  If  he 
does  not  choose  to  walk  he  must  take  passage 
on  the  only  railroad  that  will  carry  him 
back  to  Attica.  For  this  the  railroad 
charges  him  and  compels  him  to  pay  $8.75. 

The  railroad  companies,  prior  to  the  enact- 
ment of  this  law,  had  a  way  of  compelling 
a  certain  class  of  people  to  patronize  their 
passenger  trains.  Was  this  justice?  Ought 
such  conditions  to  be  permitted  to  exist? 

This  statute  in  no  sense  attempts  to  fix 
a  rate. 

If  a  law  applying  to  all  railroads  within 
the  state,  and  to  all  shippers  of  live  stock 
alike,  is  class  legislation,  then  this  is.  Such 
legislation  is  proper,  and  has  been  so  rec- 
ognized by  the  courts  of  this  and  every  other 
state. 

Oulf,  C.  d  8.  P,  R,  Co,  V.  Ellis,  165  U.  S. 
150,  41  L.  ed.  666,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  258; 
Aheel  v.  Clark,  84  Cal.  226,  24  Pac.  383; 
State,  Point  Breeze  Ferry  d  Improv.  Co. 
Prosecutor,  v.  Bergen  Neck  R.  Co.  53  N.  J. 
L.  108,  20  Atl,  762;  Com.  v.  Sellers,  130  Pa. 
82,  18  Atl.  541 ;  West  Chicago  Park  Comrs. 
V.  McMullen,  134  111.  170,  10  L.  R.  A.  215, 
25  N.  £.  676;  Beckstead  v.  Montana  Union 
R.  Co.  19  Mont.  147,  47  Pac.  795;  Minne- 
apolis d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V,  Bcckwith,  129  U.  S. 
26.  32  L.  ed.  685,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207 ;  Ben- 
nett V.  Wahash,  St.  L.  d  P.  R,  Co,  61  Iowa, 
355,  16  N.  W.  210, 
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Doater,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  defend- 
ant in  error«  as  plaintiff,  against  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  as  defendant,  to  recover  an 
amount  of  money  paid  as  passenger  fare  on 
the  line  of  the  road  of  plaintiff  in  error  from 
Kansas  City,  Kansas,  to  Attica,  Kansas. 
The  defendant  in  error  shipped  a  car  load  of 
live  stock  from  the  point  la«»t  named  to  the 
one  first  named.  On  the  going  trip  he  rode 
free  upon  a  stock  shipper's  contract  issued 
to  him  by  the  railroad  company's  agent  at 
the  shipping  point  Upon  the  return  trip  he 
demanded  to  be  carried  free,  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  chapter  167,  Laws 
1897.  This  demand  was  refused,  and.  to 
avoid  ejection  from  the  train,  he  paid  the  re- 
quired fare.  He  then  brought  an  action  to 
recover  the  amount  paid,  together  with  an 
attorney's  fee  for  the  prosecutipn  of  the  suit. 
Judgment  was  rendered  in  his  favor,  first  by 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  next  by  the  district 
court,  and  lastly  by  the  court  of  appeals. 
Atchison,  T,  d  8,  F.  R,  Co.  v.  Campbell,  » 
Kan.  App.  661,  56  Pac.  509.  The  railroad 
company  has  prosecuted  error  to  this  court. 
The  sole  question  involved  in  the  case  is  the 
constitutionality  of  the  legislative  enact- 
ment under  which  the  demand  for  free  trans- 
portation waa  made.  The  title  of  the  act 
and  its  first  two  sections  (the  only  ones  ma- 
terial to  quote)  read  as  follows: 

"An  Act  to  Amend  Chapter  195  of  the 
Laws  of  1895,  being  An  Act  Entitled,  'An 
Act  to  Require  Railroad  Companies  to  Fur- 
nish Free  Transportation  to  Shippers  of 
Stock  in  Certain  Cases,  and  Providing  a 
Remedy  in  Case  of  Failure  or  Refusal  on  the- 
Part  of  the  Railroad  Company  to  Comply 
with  the  Provisions  of  This  Act.'  to  Provide- 
a  Penalty  for  the  Violation  of  the  Provisions 
of  This  Act,  and  Repealing  All  Acts  and 
Parts  of  Acts  in  Conflict  Herewith. 

"Sec.  1.  That  section  1  of  chapter  195  of 
the  Laws  of  1895  be  amended  so  as  to  read 
as  follows:  'Section  1.  Whenever  any 
railroad  company  or  corporation,  doing  busi- 
ness within  the  limits  of  this  state,  shall  re- 
ceive and  ship  any  live  stock  by  the  car-load,, 
said  company,  in  consideration  of  the  usual 
price  paid  for  the  shipment  of  said  car,  shall 
pa.ss  the  shipper  or  his  employee  to  and  fron¥ 
the  point  designated  in  the  contract  or  bill 
of  lading,  without  further  expense  to  the 
shipper  in  the  way  of  fare:  provided,  how- 
ever, that  in  all  caae>s  where  a  shipper  ships 
more  than  one  car-load  of  stock  at  the  same- 
time  the  said  railroad  company  shall  be  and 
is  hereby  required  to  pass  free,  as  aforesaid, 
only  one  additional  person,  shipper,  or  em> 
ployee,  for  every  three  car-loads  shipped  in 
addition  to  the  first  car-load.' 

"Sec.  2.  That  section  2  of  said  chapter 
195.  Laws  of  1805,  is  hereby  amended  so  as- 
to  read :  *Sec.  2.  Every  railroad  company  or 
corporation  failing  or  refusing  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  section  one  of  this 
act.  shall  be  liable  in  damages  to  the  shipper,, 
for  the  amount  of  damages  sustained  by  rea- 
son of  such  failure  or  refusal  on  the  part  o^ 
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the  railroad  oompaay,  to  be  yecovered  before 
anv  court  of  competent  jurisaiction,  and  any 
judgment  recovered  on  any  such  action  shall 
be  made  to  cover  reasonable  attorney's  fees 
lor  plaintiff's  attorney.*" 

The  above  act  is  assailed  upon  the  ground 
of  its  repugnancy  to  that  portion  of  the 
14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  which  reads,  "Nor  shall  any 
state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  nor 
deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws."  Speak- 
ing for  my  self  J  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a 
•trained  and  artificial  construction  has  been 
often  placed  upon  this  constitutional  provi- 
sion, especially  by  the  Federal  courts,  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  within  its  prohibi- 
tive terms  much  wholesome  state  legislation. 
For  instance,  1  do  not  believe  that  the  word 
** person,"  used  in  the  clause  above  quoted, 
was  designed  to  include  corporations;  nor 
that  it  can,  in  reason,  bear  that  signification 
when  read  in  connection  with  the  preceding 
clauses  of  the  section,  and  interpreted  in  the 
historic  light  of  the  origin  and  purpose  of 
the  amendment.  However,  the  Federal 
courts,  the  authoritative  expositors  of  the 
Federal  Constitution,  departing  from  the 
view  first  taken  by  them,  have  been  for  many 
years  holding  that  a  corporation  was  a  "per- 
son," within  the  meaning  of  the  provision 
above  quoted.  Those  decisions  are,  of 
course,  binding  upon  the  state  courts.  Be- 
ing, therefore,  under  the  compulsion  of  the 
now  settled  rule  of  interpretation,  I  agree 
with  my  associates  that  the  above-quoted 
enactment  cannot  be  upheld.  It  operate*  as 
a  deprivation  of  property  without  due  proc- 
ean  of  law,  and  is  a  denial  of  the  equal  >>ro- 
tection  of  the  laws.  The  property  of  a  rail- 
road company  consists,  not  alone  in  its  fran- 
chise to  be  a  corporation,  nor  its  right  of  way 
and  track,  nor  its  rolling  stock  and  other  tan- 
gible property,  but  it  consists,  in  its  most  es- 
sential character  and  important  sense,  in 
the  right  to  charge  and  collect  tolls  for  the 
transportation  of  persons  and  property  over 
its  line.  Without  the  right  to  take  tolls, 
such  corporation  could  not  do  business ;  and 
a  denial  of  its  right  to  take  tolls  would  as 
effectually  render  valueless  all  of  its  other 
property  as  a  confiscation  of  its  other  prop- 
erty would  defeat  its  ability  to  carry  on  its 
business.  Upon  the  conception  of  the  right 
to  take  tolls,  as  a  species  of  property  belong- 
ing to  railroad  corporations,  rest  all  the  de- 
cisions of  all  the  courts,  both  state  and  Fed- 
«ral,  denying  the  right  of  state  legislatures 
to  restrict  sucii  tolls  below  a  reasonable 
amount.  It  needs  but  a  glance  at  the  act  in 
question,  and  but  a  moment's  thought  over 
tiie  consequences  to  result  from  a  sanction 
of  its  provisions,  to  perceive  that  it  strikes 
vitally  at  the  fundamental  right  of  a  rail- 
road company  to  own  and  enjoy  that  species 
of  property  which  exists  in  the  form  of  its 
franchise  to  charge  and  collect  tolls.  It  pur- 
ports in  its  title  to  be,  and  is,  "An  Act  to 
Require  Railroad  Companies  to  Furnish  Free 
Transportation  to  Shippers  of  Stock  in  Cer- 
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tain  Cases;"  and  in  its  body  it  requires  rail- 
road companies,  "in  consideration  of  the  usu- 
al price  paid  for  the  shipment  of  a  car  of 
stock,  to  pass  the  shipper  or  his  employee  to 
and  from  the  point  designated  in  the  contract 
or  bill  of  lading,  without  further  expense  to 
the  shipper  in  the  way  of  fare."  Upon  no 
theory  whatever,  consistent  with  the  idea 
that  the  frafachise  of  railroad  companies  to 
take  tolls  is  a  species  of  property,  or  con- 
sistent with  the  adjudications  of  the  courts 
that  such  right  of  property  is  protected  by 
the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution, can  such  an  enactment  be  upheld. 
Once  grant  that  so  much  of  the  property  of 
railroad  companies  as  is  involved  in  their 
right  to  charge  passenger  fare  to  shippers 
of  stock  can  be  taken  away  by  l^islative 
enactment,  and  it  necessarily  follows  that 
the  like  property  of  theirs  which  consists  in 
their  right  to  charge  passenger  fare  to  other 
shippers  of  other  kinds  of  property  can  also 
be  taken  away  for  like  reasons;  and  once 
grant,  upon  like  considerations,  that  ths 
property  right  of  railroad  companies  to  take 
tolls  for  passenger  carriage  can  be  thus  tak- 
I  en  away,  and  the  right  to  take  tolls  for 
^freight  transportation  can  be  likewise  taken 
away;  and  once  grant  that  the  right  to  take 
tolls  for  freight  and  passenger  carnage  can 
be  taken  away,  and  it  follows  that  the  right 
to  own  and  possess  the  rolling  stock  and 
other  like  property  necessary  to  the  opera- 
tion of  the  road  can  be  likewise  taken  away. 
In  short,  there  would  be  no  end  to  the  exten- 
sion of  legislative  authority  over  the  right 
of  railroad  companies  to  own  and  enjoy 
property.  It  would  be  no  answer  to  say  that 
the  enforcement  of  the  act  in  question  would 
not  sufficiently  impair  the  property  right  of 
the  companies  to  take  tolls  as  to  be  substen- 
tially  detrimental  to  their  intereste.  Righte 
are  not  measured  or  ascertained  by  the  ex- 
tent of  the  injury  resulting  from  their  im- 
pairment or  denial.  They  do  not  cease  to 
exist  merely  because  the  hurt  to  them  may 
be  slight  Righte  reside  in  principles,  and 
not  in  the  physical  ability  of  the  claimant  of 
righte  to  do  without  a  minor  portion  of 
them. 

Again  speaking  for  myself,  I  am  a  firm  be- 
liever in  the  right  of  the  legislature  of  this 
stete,  under  the  reserved  power  of  the  Consti- 
tution (art.  12,  §  1 ),  to  amend  or  add  to  the 
original  acte  providing  for  the  incorporation 
of  companies,  and  to  amend  or  add  to  tlie 
original  body  of  laws  governing  th^n,  with- 
out declaring  ite  enactmente  to  be  amenda- 
tory in  character.  However,  its  power  of 
amendment  in  such  cases  is  limited  to  such 
enactmente  as  do  not  substentially  Impair 
the  vested  righte  of  the  corporation.  7  Am. 
&  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  675.  I  therefore 
agree  with  my  associates  that  the  act  in 
question,  even  if  to  be  regarded  as  an  exer- 
cise of  the  reserved  power  of  the  legislature 
to  amend  the  charter  of  railroad  corpora- 
tions, is  a  substential  impairment  of  their 
vested  righte.  We  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
the  legislature  is  powerless  to  declare  cir- 
cumstences  or  prescribe  conditions  under 
which  railroad  companies  may  be  required  to 
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furnish  transportation  to  shippers  of  live 
stock  or  other  merchandise  over  their  lines. 
However,  those  circumstances  or  conditions, 
if  declared  r^v  prescribed^  must  exist  in  the 
form  of  considenvtions  or  equivalents  for 
the  transportation  furnished.  It  may  be 
that  railroad  companies  can  be  compelled  to 
carry  patrons  of  their  lines  for  some  other 
consideration  than  cash  fares.  To  illustrate, 
but  only  to  illustrate,  not  to  decide,  it  may 
be  that  a  legislative  enactment  which  im- 
posed upon  shippers  of  live  stock  the  obliga- 
tion to  care  for  their  stock  en  route,  and  to 
that  extent  to  relieve  the  trainmen  of  the  bur- 
den.of  its  care,  and  which  required  the  com- 
pany to  transport  the  shipper  free,  as  an 
equivalent  for  his  relief  of  the  train  em- 
ployees in  the  way  stated,  would  be  consti- 
tutionally valid, — would  not  be  a  taking  of 
private  property  without  compensation.  But 
the  enactment  in  question  does  not  provide 
for  the  equivalent  of  labor  performed  for 
transportation  furnished.  It  declares  that 
the  transportation  shall  be  furnished  "in 
consideration  of  the  usual  price  paid  for  the 
shipment  of  said  car."  What  the  railroad 
company  is  required  to  do  is  not  required  of 
it  as  a  compensation  for  anything  to  be  done 
for  it  by  the  shipper,  but  is  required  of  it  in 
the  form  of  a  gratuity  over  and  above  the 
usual  and  ordinary  charges  for  transporta- 
tion. The  enactment  is  not  framed  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  usual  price  paid  for  the 
shipment  of  live  stock  is  excessive,  to  the 
extent  of  the  passenger  carriage  of  the  ship- 
per to  and  from  the  place  of  shipment,  and 
that  in  order  to  make  good  the  excess  the 
shipper  shall  be  transported  free,  but  it  ia 
framed  upon  the  assumption  that  the  charge 
for  the  transportation  of  the  car  of  stock  is 
a  reasonable  one. 

The  brief  of  counsel  for  defendant  in  error 
suggests  the  importance  of  the  shipper  ac- 
companying his  stock  in  order  to  care  for  it 
en  route.  We  do  not  judicially  know  that 
it  is  important  or  advantageous  to  the  ship- 
per or  to  the  company  for  the  former  to  ac- 
company his  stock  to  market,  nor  does  the 
act  assume  the  importance  or  advantage 
either  to  the  shipper  or  the  company  in  the 
former  accompanying  the  stock.  It  imposes 
upon  him  no  such  requirement.  So  far  as 
the  act  is  concerned,  he  may  accompany  his 
stock,  or  he  may  ride  upon  another  train. 
There  is  nothing  whatever  in  the  act  from 
which  an  idea  of  obligation  upon  the  part  of 
the  shipper  to  pay  or  perform  anything  as  an 
equivalent  for  his  transportation  can  be  de- 
rived. However,  turning  to  the  shipping 
contract  made  by  the  defendant  in  error,  we 
perceive  in  it  certain  stipulations  imposing 
upon  him  the  obligation  to  accompany  and 
care  for  his  stock,  but  this  contract  is  no 
part  of  the  statute  in  question.  The  statute 
does  not  purport  to  be  framed  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  such  contracts  are  or  will  be 
entered  into  between  railroad  companies  and 
shippers  of  live  stock.  The  contract  is  apart 
from  the  statute.  None  of  its  provisions  are 
included  within  the  terms  of  the  statute.  In 
short,  there  is  no  theory  upon  which  this  act 
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can  be  uphdd,  and  ther^ore  we  are  con- 
strained to  hold  it  to  be  uiroonstitutional  and 
void.  No  cases  of  a  like  character  have  been 
brought  to  our  attention,  except  that  of  Lake 
Shore  d  M.  8.  H.  Co.  v.  Smith,  173  U.  S- 
684,  43  L.  ed.  858, 19  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  605.  That 
case  involved  the  validity  of  an  act  of  the 
legislature  of  Michigan  requiring  railroad 
companies  to  keep  for  sale  1,000-mile  tick- 
ets, at  specified  rates,  less  than  the  r^ular 
rates,  to  be  issued  in  the  name  of  the  pur- 
chaser and  the  members  of  his  family,  and 
to  be  good  for  use  for  two  years  from  the 
date  of  sale.  Ck>mmenting  upon  this  enact- 
ment, the  court  said:  "If.  the  legislature 
can  interfere  by  directing  the  sale  of  ticketa 
at  less  than  the  generally-established  rate,  it 
can  compel  the  company  to  carry  certain  per- 
sons or  classes  free.  If  the  maximum  rates 
are  too  high,  in  the  judgment  of  the  legisla- 
ture, it  may  lower  them,  provided  they  do 
not  make  them  unreasonably  low,  as  that 
term  is  understood  in  the  law;  but  it  can- 
not enact  a  law  making  maximum  rates,  and 
then  proceed  to  make  exceptions  to  it  in  fa- 
vor of  such  persons  or  classes  as  in  the  legis- 
lative judgment  or  caprice  may  seem  proper. 
What  right  has  the  legislature  to  teke  from 
the  company  the  compensation  it  would  oth- 
erwise receive  for  the  use  of  ite  property  in 
transporting  an  individual  or  classes  of  per- 
sons over  its  road,  and  compel  it  to  trans- 
port them  free,  or  for  a  less  sum  than  is  pro- 
vided for  by  the  general  law?  Does  not  such 
an  act,  if  enforced,  take  the  property  of  the 
company  without  due  process  of  law?  We 
are  convinced  that  the  legislature  cannot 
thus  interfere  with  the  conduct  of  the  affairs 
of  corporations." 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  and 
of  the  District  Court  are  reversed,  and  the 
latter  court  is  directed  to  enter  judgment 
for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  in  error  in 
this  court. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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*1.  A  plea  of  former  Jeopardy  la  m 
•peclal  plea  of  matter  la  bar  which  Is 
not  involved  under  the  general  Issue  or  plea 
of  not  guilty,  and  therefore  it  should  be  heartf 
and  determined  apart  from  the  main  Issue. 
Such  plea  not  being  of  matter  which  goes  to 
the  question  of  the  Innocence  of  the  accused, 
a  bearing  upon  It  Is  not  a  Jeopardy,  and  an 
order  sustaining  It,  and  discharging  the  de- 
fendant, may  be  appealed  by  the  state  as  a 
question  reserved,  and.  In  the  event  of  a  re- 
versal of  such  order  on  the  state's  appeal,  the 

•Headnotes  by  Dostbb,  Ch.  J. 


Note. — As  to  discharge  of  Jury  entitling  pris- 
oner to  discharge,  see  State  v.  Richardson  (S. 
C.)  35  L,  R.  A.  238 ;  and  note  to  Upchurch  t. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.  Rep.)  44  L.  R.  A.  694. 
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defendant  maj  te  rearrested  and  held  for 
trial. 
a.  Wltere  tbe  record  of  tlie  trtiU  of  m 
crimiiftAl  caae  alio^ra  thmt  tlie  lary 
«*were  absent  some  time  considering  of 
their  verdict,**  and  upon  being  returned  to 
the  Jury  box  the  foreman,  In  reply  to  an  In- 
quiry by  the  court,  stated,  In  the  presence 
ol  the  remainder  of  the  Jury  and  without 
dissent  by  any  .of  them,  that  there  was  no 
probability  of  their  agreeing  upon  a  verdict, 
and  the  court  thereupon  discharged  them,' 
''because  they  were  unable  to  agree  upon  a 
verdict," — Held,  that  such  record  does  not 
show  an  arbitrary  or  unreasonable  exercise  of 
the  court's  authority  In  discharging  the  Jury, 
but  does  show  facts  from  which  a  pre- 
sumption of  a  correct  exercise  of  Judicial  au- 
thority arises,  and  that  It  will  not  support  a 
plea  of  former  Jeopardy  when  the  defendant 
la  again  put  upon  trial. 

(February  10,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  the  state  from  a  ruling  of  the 
District  Court  for  Jackson  County  in 
faTor  of  defendant  upon  a  plea  of  former 
jeopardy  to  an  indictment  for  larceny.  Re- 
versed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messtrg.  Hayden  ft  Hayden  and  H.  F. 
Graliamt  for  appellant: 

It  was  not  necessarr  to  have  the  defend- 
ant's consent  to  a  discharge  of  the  jury. 

Jones  V.  Com,  88  Va.  661,  10  S.  E.  1004. 

The  length  of  time  a  jury  should  be  kept 
together,  and  the  improbability  of  an  agree- 
ment, must  be  determined  by  the  trial  court 
from  the  facta  and  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case,  and  its  discretion  will  be 
conclusive  unless  it  has  abused  its  discretion 
in  that  regard. 

State  ▼.  Allen,  69  Elan.  768,  64  Pac  1060. 

In  interrogating  the  jury  and  making  its 
determination  from  the  answers  received, 
the  court  was  acting  on  an  official  report 
made  by  the  jury,  and  one  which  the  defend- 
ant has  no  right  to  question. 

State  y.  Smith,  44  Kan.  76,  8  L.  R.  A.  774, 
24  Pac.  84;  State  v.  Reed,  63  Kan.  767,  37 
Pac.  174;  State  v.  White,  19  Kan.  446,  27 
Am.  Eep.  137;  Dobbins  v.  State,  14  Ohio  St. 
493 ;  State  y.  Reinhart,  26  Or.  466,  38  Pac. 
822;  People  y.  Smalling,  94  Cal.  112,  29  Pac. 
421 ;  State  v.  Stephenson,  64  S.  C.  234,  32  S. 
E.  305 ;  Smith  y.  State,  40  Fla.  203,  23  So. 
864:  State  v.  Jorgenson  (Idaho)  32  Pac. 
1129;  People  y.  Oreene,  100  Cal.  140.  34  Pac. 
630;  Com.  y.  Cody,  165  Mass.  133,  42  N.  E. 
675. 

The  necessity  of  the  discharge  of  a  jury 
is  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
judge. 

Re  Allison,  22  Colo.  525.  22  Pac.  820;  Lo- 
gan y.  United  States,  144  TJ.  S.  263,  36  L.  ed. 
429.  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  617. 

^fessrs.  Crane  ft  Woodbnm  and  J.  A. 
Rokea,  for  appellee: 

The  defendant  was  not  called  upon  to  ob- 
ject in  advance  to  the  discharge  of  the  jury. 

Whitten  v.  State,  61  Miss.  717. 

The  facts  on  which  the  flndine  of  the  trial 
court  is  based,  as  well  as  the  finding  itself, 
must  appear  on  the  record. 
48  L.  K.  A. 


State  y.  Allen,  69  Kan.  768,  64  Pac.  1060; 
Ew  parte  Maanoell,  11  Nev.  437;  Reese  y. 
State,  8  Ind.  416;  Mines  y.  State,  24  Ohio  SU 
138. 

In  the  following  cases  the  court  held  the 
record  did  not  show  a  sufficient  reason  for 
the  discharge  of  the  jury,  and  in  each  case 
the  jury  stated  to  the  court  ihey  could  noi 
agree  upon  a  verdict. 

State  V.  Shuchardt,  18  Neb.  454,  25.  N.  W. 
722;  Conklin  v.  State,  26  Neb.  784,  41  N.  W. 
788;  Ew  parte  Mawwell,  11  Nev.  437;  Hines 
V.  State,  24  Ohio  St.  138;  Poa«7e  v.  State,  » 
Ohio  St.  239;  Mitchell  v.  State,  42  Ohio  St. 
394;  Josephine  v.  State,  39  Miss.  613;  Reese 
v.  State,  8  Ind.  416;  Com.  v.  Fitzpatriok,  121 
Pa.  116,  1  L.  R.  A.  461,  15  Atl.  466;  Whit- 
ten  v.  State,  61  Miss.  717;  Powell  v.  State^ 
17  Tex.  App.  346. 

Doater,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  by. the  state  upon  a  ques- 
tion reserved  by  it  The  defendant  in  th» 
court  below  interposed  a  plea  of  former 
jeopardy,  which,  upon  hearing  and  eonsidera^ 
tion  by  the  court,  was  sustained,  and  an  or- 
der made  for  his  discharge.  The  defendant 
had  been  informed  against  for  grand  larceny. 
Upon  the  trial  of  his  case  the  jury  reported 
they  were  unable  to  agree,  whereupon  they 
were  discharged  from  further  consideration 
of  the  case.  The  action  was  continued  to  tha 
next  succeeding  term,  and  at  that  term  th« 
defendant  filed  his  plea  of  former  jeopardy. 
In  this  plea  he  alleged  that,  at  the  trial  of 
his  case  the  preceding  term,  "the  jury  wera 
arbitrarily  discharge,  without  a  verdict, 
from  the  consideration  of  the  case,  and  with- 
out any  sufficient  or  lawful  reason  therefore 
to  which  discharge  defendant  excepted,  and, 
having  once  been  in  jeopardy,  he  cannot 
again  be  placed  upon  trial."  The  evidence  In 
support  of  this  plea  was,  of  course,  the  record 
of  the  former  proceeding.  The  ma/terial  por- 
tion of  the  record  was  as  follows :  "The  said 
jury  retired  in  charge  of  a  sworn  bailiff  to 
consider  of  their  verdict;  and,  after  being 
absent  some  time  in  consideration  of  their 
verdict,  they  were  duly  returned  to  the  jury 
box,  and  the  court  duly  inquired  of  the  fore- 
man whether  they  had  agreed  upon  a  verdict, 
and  was  informed  by  said  foreman  that  they 
had  not.  The  court  then  inquired  of  said 
foreman,  Is  there  any  probability  of  your 
doing  soT'  and  was  answered  by  said  fore- 
man, 'There  is  not.'  The  jury  was  by  tha 
court  thereupon  discharged  from  the  fur- 
ther consideration  of  the  cause,  because  they 
were  unable  to  agree  upon  a  verdict.** 

We  have  delayed  the  determination  of  tha 
case  to  give  consideration  to  a  question  in- 
volved in  it,  but  which  was  not  argued  by 
ronnRcl.  That  question  is  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  defendant's  discharge  upon  the  hearing 
of  his  plea  of  former  jeopardy.  Can  he,  in 
the  event  of  a  reversal  of  this  case  uoon  tha 
state's  appeal,  be  acrain  arrested  and  held  for 
trial,  or  was  the  hearing  given  him  upon  hia 
plea  of  former  jeopardy  itself  a  jeopardy, 
which  he  mav  plead  in  bar  whon  asnin 
brought  to  trial?     If  the  latter  should  be 
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the  case,  the  question  presented  to  us  as  to 
the  effect  of  the  discharge  of  the  jury  on  the 
first  trial  would  be  moot  in  its  nature,  and 
would  not  be  considered  by  us.  State  v. 
Rook,  61  Kan.  — ,  69  Pac.  063.  The  subject, 
as  we  now  view  it,  in  the  light  of  the  authori- 
ties, is  quite  free  from  doubt,  although  it  did 
not  appear  so  when  first  occurring  to  us. 
Our  conclusion  is  that  a  hearing  upon  a  plea 
of  former  jeopardy  alone  is  not  itself  a  jeop- 
ardy, and  a  discharge  upon  such  hearing  is 
not  an  acquittal.  Pleas  of  former  acquittal 
or  conviction,  or  former  jeopardy,  are  special 
pleas  of  matter  not  properly  involved  under 
the  general  issue  or  plea  of  not  guilty.  Such 
being  the  case,  they  should  be  heard  and  de- 
termined apart  from  the  main  issue.  Whar- 
ton, Crim.  PI.  S§  419,  420,  429;  Bishop,  New 
Crim.  Proc.  §S  799-805.  Therefore,  a  plea 
of  former  acquittal,  not  being  of  matter  in- 
volved in  the  general  issue,  and  not  being  of 
matter  which  goes  to  the  question  of  guilt 
or  innocence,  a  judgment  sustaining  it  can- 
not be  in  the  nature  of  an  acquittal.  If 
such  were  the  case,  a  judgment  against  a  de- 
fendant overruling  his  plea  of  former  acquit- 
tal would  be  a  former  conviction,  and  could 
be  pleaded  as  autrefois  convict  to  the  in- 
dictment when  again  called  for  trial.  Hence 
the  defendant  could  always  escape  punish- 
ment by  pleading  a  former  acquittal  to  the 
indictment  against  him,  because,  if  the  plea 
should  be  found  against  him,  it  would  be  a 
former  conviction;  if  in  his  favor,  a  former 
acquittal.  For  the  same  reasons  a  plea  of 
former  jeopardy,  whether  determined  one 
way  or  the  other,  cannot  be  regarded  as  in- 
volving the  merits  of  the  case.  It  does  not 
reach  to  the  question  of  guilt  or  innocence, 
and,  if  detemined  in  defendant's  favor^  the 
state  may  have  an  appeal  upon  the  question, 
if  resen'pd  by  it.  There  seems  to  oe  some 
contrariety  in  the  decisions  as  to  whether 
the  defen^^es  of  former  acquittal,  conviction, 
or  jeopardy  may  be  heard  under  the  general 
issue  (9  Enc.  PI.  ft  Pr.  title  Former  Convic- 
tio7i  or  Acqmttal)  ;  but  we  think  there  are 
no  decisions holdfn^  that  such  defenses,  when 
made  under  the  general  issue,  are  not  tria- 
ble separately  from  the  main  question,  or, 
at  least,  no  "decisions  holding  that  a  hear- 
ing upon  the  special  defense  is  itself  a  former 
jeopardy,  and  a  judgment  upon  it  alone  a 
former  conviction  or  acquittal. 

The  question  now  recurs.  Was  the  plea  of 
former  jeopardy  sustAined  by  the  record?  It 
is  undeniable  that  the  arbitrary  and  unneces- 
sary discharge  of  a  jury  before  which  an 
accused  person  is  tried,  without  a  verdict, 
operates  also  to  discharge  the  defendant.  In 
such  case  he  has  been  once  in  jeopardy.  That 
Jeopardy,  terminating  without  fault  upon  his 
part  and  from  no  overweening  necessitv, 
cannot  be  renewed,  and  the  accused  again 
called  upon  to  defend  himself.  Code  Civ. 
Proc.  §  291  (Gen.  Stat.  1897,  chap.  9.5),  pro- 
vides: "The  jury  may  be  discharged  by  the 
court  on  account  of  the  sickness  of  a  juror, 
or  other  accident  or  calamity  requiring  their 
discharge,  or  by  consent  of  both  parties,  or 
after  they  have  been  kept  together  until  it 
satisfactorily  appears  that  there  is  no  prob- 
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ability  of  their  agreeing/'  The  provisions 
of  this  section  are  made  applicable  to  trials 
of  criminal  cases.  Code  Crim.  Proc.  §  201 
(Gen.  Stat.  1897,  chap.  102).  Authority  for 
the  discharge  of  a  jury  trying  a  criminal 
case  therefore  exists  if  "they  have  been  kept 
together  until  it  satisfactorily  appears  that 
there  is  no  probability  of  their  agreeing.'* 
The  tribunal  primarily  intrusted  with  the 
duty  of  determining  whether  a  jury  has  been 
kept  together  until  there  is  no  probability 
of  their  agreeing  is  the  trial  court.  The 
questions  whether  they  have  been  so  kept  to- 
gether, and  whether  there  is  a  probability  of 
their  agreeing,  are  judicial  questions.  As 
such,  they  cannot  be  arbitrarily  or  capri- 
ciously determined  by  the  court.  The  court 
must  be  satisfied  that  the  jury,  in  all  prob- 
ability, cannot  agree  to  a  verdict  before  it 
should  order  their  discharge.  However, 
when  it  does  become  of  that  conviction,  and 
enters  it  of  record,  the  correctness  of  its  view 
and  the  soundness  of  its  conclusions  are  not 
subject  to  review,  unless  the  record  of  its 
action  discloses  it  to  be  in  error.  Unless  the 
record  discloses  hastily  formed  conclusions, 
immature  judgment,  or  capricious  conduct, 
the  action  of  the  trial  judge  cannot  be  re- 
viewed by  this  or  any  other  court.  In  State 
V.  Allen,* 69  Kan.  758,  54  Pac.  1060,  the  rec- 
ord of  the  former  trial  recited  that  "the  jury 
not  having  agreed  upon  a  verdict  in  the 
above-entitled  cause,  the  jury  is  discharged 
from  further  consideration  of  this  case."  It 
was  therefore  held  that  the  existence  of  no 
proper  or  necessary  grounds  for  the  dis- 
charge of  the  jury  had  been  shown,  but  that 
something  more  should  have  appeared  than 
that  the  jury  had  not  agreed  upon  a  verdict. 
It  should  have  been  shown  that  there  was 
no  probability  of  their  acreeing.  The  pres- 
ent case,  however,  is  unlike  that  of  State  v. 
AUrn,  59  Kan.  758,  54  Pa.  1060.  In  this 
case  it  appeared,  not  merely  that  the  jury 
had  failed  to  acrree.  but  that  upon  In- 
quiry of  the  foreman,  in  the  presence  of  his 
fellows,  he  had  stated  that  there  was  no 
probability  of  their  being  able  to  agree.  This 
statement  of  the  foreman,  the  usual  spokes- 
man of  the  panel,  in  the  presence  of  the  re- 
mainder of  the  jurors,  and  not  dissented 
from  by  them,  must  be  regarded  as  their  con- 
clusion, as  well  as  his.  In  addition  to  thein- 
nuiry  addressed  by  the  court  and  answered 
by  the  foreman,  it  appears  from  another 
recital  of  the  record  that  the  jury  had  "been 
absent  some  time,  in  consideration  of  their 
verdict,"  before  they  were  a&rain  broucrht 
into  the  presence  of  the  court.  How  long 
they  had  been  absent  does  not  appear,  but 
we  must  indulge  the  presumption  that  it  had 
been  for  such  a  length  of  time  as  to  enable 
the  court  to  regard  it  as  some  evidence  of 
inability  to  reach  a  conclusion.  The  record 
further  shows,  in  connection  wJth  its  recitals 
of  absence  of  the  jury  for  "some  time  in  con- 
sideration of  their  verdict,"  and  inquiry  and 
answer  as  to  the  probability  of  an  acreement, 
that  the  jurors  were  thereupon  discharged 
''because  they  were  unable  to  agree  upon  a 
verdict."  It"  would  appear,  therefore,  that 
the  court  acted  according  to  judicial  methods 
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in  discharging  the  juzy.  He  took  into  con- 
sideration the  length  of  time,  whatever  that 
may  have  been,  the  jury  had  been  in  con- 
sideration of  Uieir  verdict,  and  the  state- 
ment of  the  foreman,  in  the  presence  of  the 
remainder  of  the  jury,  and  presumably  as- 
sented to  by  them,  because  not  dissented 
from,  that  they  were  unable  to  agree  upon  a 
verdict.  From  these  facts  he  evidently  de- 
duced the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  rea- 
sonable probability  of  their  being  able  to 
agree.  While  the  record  of  the  proceedings 
was  not  made  as  full  as  such  records  ought 
to  be  made^  yet  it  is  sufficiently  full  to  pre- 
vent us  from  saying  that  the  court  below 
erred.  While  in  State  v.  Allen,  59  Kan.  768, 
54  Pac.  1000,  it  was  held  that  the  court  had 
erroneously  discharged  the  jury  under  the 
particular  circumstances  of  Uiat  case  as  dis- 
closed by  the  record,  yet  the  rule  was  dis- 
tinctly announced  that  "the  length  of  time  a 
jury  should  be  kept  together,  and  the  im- 
probability of  an  agreement,  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  trial  court  from  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case,  and  its 
decision  will  be  conclusive,  unless  ii  has 
abused  its  discretion  in  that  regard."  This 
statement  of  the  rule  is  in  harmony  with  the 
holdings  of  nearly  all  the  cases.  Mr.  Bishop 
says:  **The  result  whereof  [of  the  authori- 
ties] would  seem  to  be  that  when  he  [the 
judge]  concurs  in  and  affirms  the  jury's  con- 
clusion of  inability  to  agree,  and  discharges 
them,  the  fact  so  found,  the  existence  where- 
of nullifies  the  seeming  jeopardy,  is  absolute 
and  irreversible."  1  Bishop,  New  Crim.  Law, 
S  1041.  An  instructive  and  valu8.ble  case, 
reviewing  many  of  the  decisions  upon  the 
subject,  and  showing  the  rule  to  be  as  above 
stated  by  Mr.  Bishop,  and  also  as  herein 
stated,  is  State  v.  Reinhart,  26  Or.  466,  38 
Pac  822. 

We  think  the  plea  of  former  jeopardy  was 
improperly  sustained.  The  judgment  of  the 
court  below  sustaining  it  is  therefore  re- 
versed, with  directions  to  proceed  with  the 
trial  of  the  case. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


Amia  M.  LOVE,  PZ/f.  in  Err,, 

V. 

Ferdinand  C.  BLAUW. 
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*Xm     A     ^rrltten    Inatrnment    examined, 

and  held  to  be  a  deed,  and  not  testamentary 
In  character. 
9.  The  ovrner  of  a  life  Interest  In  lands 
cannot  maintain  an  action  of  partition 
against  the  owners  of  the  estate  in  remainder. 
A  decree  In  such  case,  setting  over  a  part  of 

^ileadootes  by  Smith,  J. 


the  property  to  the  plaintiff  (a  life  tenant) 
In  fee  simple,  is  wholly  void. 

(February  10,   1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Northern  Department,  Eastern  Division, 
reversing  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
^for  Johnson  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  possession  of 
certain  real  estate.     Reversed. 

Statement  by  Smitli,  J.: 

Catherine  Biauw  and  her  husband,  Ferdi- 
nand, executed,  in  due  form,  a  deed  to  the 
real  estate  in  controversy  in  the  following 
terms : 

Whereas,  Captain  Joseph  Parks,  de- 
ceased, a  Shawnee  Indian,  as  a  reservee  un- 
der the  treaty  of  May  10,  1854,  concluded 
between  the  United  States  government  and 
the  Shawnee  tribe  of  Indians  in  Kansas,  re- 
ceived in  his  lifetime  a  patent  from  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  to  the  land 
hereinafter  described  (together  with  other 
lands),  and  said  land  (with  other  lands)  at 
the  death  of  said  Parks  descended  to  said 
Catherine  Swartzell,  and  her  sister  Rebecca 
Vogel,  granddaughter  of  said  Parks,  and  to 
one  Sally  Rogers,  a  daughter  of  said  Parks ; 
and  whereas,  said  Catherine  Swartzell  suc- 
ceeds to  all  the  estate  in  and  to  said  lands 
hereinafter  described  by  regular  conveyance 
from  the  other  heirs;  and  whereas,  said 
Catherine  has  now  living  with  her  three  sons 
by  her  former  husband,  John  T.  Swartzell, 
deceased,  namely,  Charles  T.  Swartzell,  John 
A.  Swartzell,  and  Elmer  O.  Swartzell,  all 
minors  of  tender  years;  and  whereas,  said 
Catherine  has  recently  intermarried  with  one 
Ferdinand  C.  Blauw;  and  whereas,  said 
Catherine  Blauw  being  desirous  of  making 
urovision  for  her  said  named  children  after 
her  death,  her  said  husband  consenting 
thereto  bjr  joining  with  her  in  this  convey- 
ance: Now,  therefore,  know  all  men  by 
these  presents,  that  Catherine  Blauw  (for- 
merly Swartzdl)  and  Ferdinand  C.  Blauw, 
her  husband,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
five  dollars  to  them  paid,  the  receipt  of  which 
is  hereby  acknowledged,  and  for  the  love  and 
affection  the  said  Catherine  bears  to  her  said- 
named  children,  doth  hereby  grant,  bargain, 
sell,  and  convey  unto  the  said  Charles  T. 
Swartzell,  John  A.  Swartzell,  and  Elmer  0. 
Swartzell,  and  to  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the 
following  described  real  estate,  situate  in 
Johnson  county  and  state  of  Kansas,  to  wit: 
[Then  follows  a  description  of  the  land.] 
l*he  estate  in  said  lands  and  tenements  not 
to  vest  in  said  named  grantees  and  their 
heirs  until  the  death  of  said  Catherine 
151  auw,  she  reserving  in  herself  a  life  estate 
therein.  To  have  and  to  hold  unto  the  said 
named  grantees  and  their  heirs  from  and 
after  the  death  of  the  said  Catherine  Blauw, 


NOTB. — For  a  few  authorities  on  the  general 
question  as  to  who  can  maintain  partition,  see 
Cannon  ▼.  Lomaz  (S.  C.)  1  L.  R.  A.  637,  and 
note. 

On  the  question  of  partition  between  life 
tenant  and  remaindermen  the  authorities  seem 
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to  be  quite  fully  collected  In  the  opinion  and 
briefs  In  the  present  case. 

As  to  partition  between  tenants  by  entireties, 
see  note  to  Robinson's  Appeal  (Me.)  80  L.  R.  A. 
on  page  336. 
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and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  forever.  In 
witness  whereof  the  said  named  Catherine 
Blauw  and  Ferdinand  C.  Blauw  have  here- 
unto subscribed  their  hands  and  seals  this 
4th  day  of  February,  a.  d.  1882. 

Catherine  Blauw.     [Seal.] 

Ferdinand  C.  Blauw.     [Seal.] 

In  September  1884,  Catherine  Blauw  filed 
a  petition  in  the  district  court  against  said 
minors,  Charles  T.,  John  A.,  and  Elmer  O. 
Swartzcll,  as  defendants.  The  petition  re- 
cites the  said  conveyance  of  the  land  by  her- 
self and  husband  to  the  minor  children,  and 
the  record  of  the  same,  and  avers  that  each 
of  said  minors  are  the  owners  of  an  un- 
divided one-third  interest  in  the  land  so 
conveyed,  subject  to  a  life  estate  in  the  plain- 
tiff. It  prays  that  the  court  determine  the 
value  of  her  life  estate,  that  partition  be 
made  of  said  lands,  and  so  much  thereof 
as  should  be  found  to  be  the  value  of  the  life 
estate  of  plaintiff  be  set  apart  to  her.  On 
the  final  nearing  of  the  cause,  the  court 
found  that  said  minors  ^ere  vested  with  a 
fee-simple  title  to  the  land;  and  that  Cath- 
erine Blauw  was  vested  with  a  life  estate 
therein ;  that  she  was  at  the  time  forty-three 
years  old;  and  that  she  desired  to  have  the 
value  of  the  life  estate  determined,  and 
elects  to  have  the  same  set  out  to  her.  Ap- 
praisers were  then  appointed  by  the  court  to 
value  and  divide  the  property  upon  actual 
view,  and  report  to  the  court.  They  re- 
ported as  follows:  "And  now  at  this  day 
comes  J.  G.  Martin,  Philip  Reinhart,  and 
George  Thomas,  commissioners  appointed  by 
the  court  to  make  partition  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  the  order  of  the  court,  and  herein- 
after described,  and  to  divide  the  land 
between  the  parties  in  the  proportion  of 
seven  thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighty- 
eiffht  and  ^  ($7,788^)  dollars,  the 
value  of  the  plaintiff's  life  estate  therein, 
and  five  thousand  nine  hundred  and  twelve 
and  Mf  ($5,912^)  dollars,  the  interest 
of  said  defendants  in  said  lands,  and  to  set 
out  to  them  their  respective  shares  out  of 
the  lands  as  heretofore  appraised,  at  the  ap- 
praised value  thereof,  and  herewith  submit 
their  report,  as  follows:  We  set  out  to 
Catherine  Bl&uw  the  following  tracts,  name- 
ly :  The  S.  Vi  of  the  W.  y,  of  the  N.  E.  Vi  of 
the  N.  E.  y^  of  section  three  ( 3 ) ,  ten  acres, 
appraised  at  sixteen  hundred  and  twenty 
dollars  ($1,620)  ;  the  S.  y,  of  the  N.  E.  y^,  of 
the  N.  E.  %  of  section  three  (3),  20  acres, 
appraised  at  thirty-four  hundred  dollars 
($3,400.00)  ;  the  S.  y^  of  the  S.  W.  V4  of  the 
N.  W.  %  of  section  two.  19yJ^  acres,  ap- 
praised at  thirteen  hundred  and  thirty-six 
Mf  dollars  ($1,336.25)  ;  and  the  E.  y^  of 
the  N.  W.  %  of  S.  W.  y4  section  two  (2), 
19j^  acres,  appraised  at  fourteen  hundred 
thirty-one  ^  ($1,431.40),— $7,787.66.  And 
we  set  apart  to  Charles  T.  Swartzell,  John 
A.  Swartzell,  and  Elmer  0.  Swartzell,  to  be 
held  by  them  in  common,  as  ordered  by  the 
court,  the  following  lands,  to  wit:  The  N. 
%  of  the  S.  E.  14  of  the  N.  E.  »4  of  section 
three  (3),  20  acres,  appraised  at  the  sum  of 
nineteen  hundred  dollars  ($1,900.00) ;  and 
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the  S.  %  of  the  S.  E.  y^  of  the  N.  E.  %  of 
section  three  ( 3 ) ,  20  acres,  appraised  at  the 
sum  of  twenty-two  hundred  dollars  ($2,200.- 
00) ;  and  the  N.  yg  of  the  S.  W.  V4  of  the  N. 
W.  %  of  section  two  (2),  appraised  at 
eighteen  hundred  and  thirteen  dollars 
($1,813),— $5,913.00."  The  court  made  the 
following  finding:  "And  the  court  finds 
that  the  said  defendants,  Charles  T.  Swart- 
zell, John  A.  Swartzell,  and  Elmer  O.  Swart- 
zell, are  each  entitled  and  vested  to  an  equal 
undivided  one-third  part  of  said  lands  held 
in  common,  subject  to  a  life  estate  in  said 
lands  vested  in  the  plaintiff,  Catherine 
Blauw;  and  the  court  finds  that  the  said 
Catherine  Blauw  will  be  forty-four  years  old 
at  her  next  succeeding  birthday,  August 
,1885^  and  the  court  finds  that  the  ex- 
pectation of  the  life  of  the  said  plaintiff,  as 
recognized  by  the  Northampton  or  annuity 
table,  is  twenty-five  years  and  .27  of  a  year, 
and  that  the  present  value  of  her  life  estate 
in  said  lands  is  six  per  cent  upon  the  aggre- 
gate value  of  the  entire  estate,  multiplied  by 
10,325,  according  to  said  tables,  making  the 
present  value  of  her  estate,  according  to  the 
appraised  value  of  the  same,  nine  thousand 
four  hundred  and  eight  and  .41  dollars 
($9,408.41 ) ."  The  decree  then  orders  about 
10  acres  of  the  land  sold  to  pay  accumulated 
taxes,  and  proceeds  to  set  off  about  two 
thirds  of  the  land  to  Catherine  Blauw,  ad- 
judging her  to  be  the  owner  of  the  same  in 
fee  simple.  Catherine  Blauw  died  about  one 
year  afterwards,  and  her  husband,  the  de- 
fendant in  error,  procured  an  order  from 
the  probate  court  allotting  him  one  half  of 
said  land,  and  he  claims  the  same  on  the 
theory  that  his  wife  was  seised  with  a  fee- 
simple  title  to  the  land  set  off  to  her  by  the 
decreee  in  the  partition  suit.  Charles  T., 
John  A.,  and  Elmer  O.  Swartzell  conveyed 
the  lands  in  oontroversy  to  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  Anna  M.  Love,  in  September,  1894,  and 
January,  1895. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Hindman,  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

The  probate  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
try  the  title  to  land  or  to  make  partition  of 
real  estate.  That  power  can  be  exercised 
only  by  the  district  court, 

Kan.  Gen.  Stat.  1897,  chap.  109,  ^  16,  26. 

The  fact  that  the  Swartzell  children  oc- 
cupied only  the  portion  of  the  land  allotted 
them  does  not  affect  their  rights  or  the  right 
of  their  grantee  to  recover  in  this  action. 
Blauw  could  obtain  no  additional  right  to 
the  land  by  depriving  the  rightful  owners  of 
its  use. 

Hemmich  v.  High,  2  Watts,  159,  27  Am. 
Dec.  295. 

The  decree  of  partition  in  Blauw  v.  Love^ 
9  Kan.  App.  — ,  57  Pac.  258,  was  without 
jurisdiction,  and  is  void. 

There  can  be  no  partition  of  estates  owned 
in  severalty'. 

Freeman.  Cotenancy  k  Partition,  S  431 ; 
Whitten  v.  Whiiien,  36  N.  H.  332 ;  Wood- 
iDOrth  v.  Camphellf  5  Paige,  518;  HunneiDelt 
V.  Taylor,  6  Cush.  474,  17  Am.  Dec.  397 ;  Mo- 
Connel  v.  Kibhe,  43  111.  18,  92  Am.  Dec.  03; 
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Stevenson  v.  Bachraoh,  170  III.  253,  48  N.  £. 
327;  Johnson  v.  Moaer,  72  Iowa,  523,  34  N. 
W.  314;  Anderson  School  Twp,  v.  Milroy 
Lodge  F.  &  A.  M.  No,  139,  130  Ind.  108,  29 
N.  E.  411;  Souiter  v.  Attoood,  34  Me.  153,  56 
Am.  Dec  647;  Russell  v.  Beasley,  72  Ala. 
100;  Baldunn  v.  Humphrey,  44  N.  Y.  609;  17 
Am.  &  Eng,  Enc  Law,  p.  677;  Barr  y.  La- 
master,  48  Neb.  114,  32  L.  R.  A.  451,  66  N. 
W.  1112. 

Courts  have  not  jurisdiction  to  partition 
between  a  life  tenant  and  the  remaindermen. 

Smith  V.  Runnels,  97  Iowa,  55,  65  N.  W. 
1002;  Stansbury  v.  Inglehart,  9  Maekey, 
134;  Waterman  v.  Lawrence,  19  Cal.  210,  79 
Am.  Dec.  212;  Bradshaw  v.  Callaghan,  5 
Jchna.  80;  Seiders  v.  Cfiles,  141  Pa.  93,  21 
Atl.  514;  Seibel  v.  Rapp,  85  Va.  28,  6  S.  E. 
478. 

A  judgment  in  partition  has  no  other  ef- 
fect than  to  sever  the  unity  of  possession, 
and  does  not  vest  in  either  of  the  ootenants 
ajiy  new  or  additional  title  in  the  respective 
parcels  set  off  to  each;  and  an  amicable 
partition  effected  by  an  interchange  of  deeds 
produces  the  same  result. 

Wade  V.  Deray,  60  Cal.  376;  Fleenor  v. 
Driekill,  07  Ind.  27 ;  Christy  v.  Spring  Valley 
Waterworks,  68  Cal.  76,  8  Pac.  849 ;  C<we  v. 
Holferd,  3  Ves.  Jr.  656 ;  Kenney  v.  Phillipy, 
01  Ind.  612. 

A  tenant  for  life  cannot  ask  partition 
where  he  is  in  lawful  possession,  and  has 
the  pernancy  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
entire  estate. 

Johnson  v.  Johnson,  7  Allen,  196,  83  Am. 
Dec.  676;  Seymour  v.  Bowles,  172  111.  521,  50 
N.  E.  122. 

Partition  cannot  be  had  of  an  estate  in  re- 
mainder. 

Wood  v.  Sugg,  01  N.  C.  03,  40  Am.  Rep. 
639. 

As  Catherine  Blauw  held  the  sole  estate 
for  life,  and  had  exclusive  possession  and 
enjoyment  of  the  land  during  her  life,  she 
held  the  land  in  severalty,  ai^  had  no  com- 
munity of  interest  with  the  remaindermen, 
and  hence,  as  between  them,  there  was  noth- 
ing to  partition. 

Atkinson  v.  Brady,  114  Mo.  202,  21  S.  W. 
480. 

Where  there  is  a  partition,  and  not  a  sale, 
the  widow  can  take  only  for  life,  and  in  the 
Blauw  Case  the  land  was  partitioned,  and 
not  sold. 

Russell  ▼.  Russell,  48  Ind.  456. 

Messrs.  Junius  W.Jenkins  andCliarleB 
P.  CraiSf  for  defendant  in  error: 

Probate  courts  are  courts  of  record,  and 
all  their  oflicial  acts  requiring  the  exercise 
of  judgment  and  discretion  are,  in  their  na- 
ture, judicial  determinations,  and  are  bind- 
ing upon  any  interest  in  property  that  any 
person  may  have  as  heir,  devisee,  or  legatee. 

Kan.  Const,  art  3,  §  8;  1  Kan.  Qen.  Stat. 
1880,  f  2116;  Shoemaker  v.  Brown,  10  Kan. 
383;  Musiek  v.  Beehe,  17  Kan.  47;  Ackley  v. 
Tinker,  26  Kan.  485 ;  Howhert  v.  Heyle,  47 
Kan.  58,  27  Pac.  116;  Uiggins  v.  Reed,  48 
Kan.  272^  20  Pac  389. 

The  law  authorizing  the  ascertaining  of 
48L.K.  A. 


the  value  of  a  life  estate  in  lands  by  the  ordi- 
nary life  tables,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to 
the  life  tenant  absolutely  his  portion,  is 
very  old,  and  still  in  vogue. 

The  value  of  the  life  estate,  in  such  cases, 
is  fixed  by  reference  to  the  common  tables  of 
the  chances  of  life,  regard  being  had  to  the 
age  of  the  party  and  the  state  of  his  health 
at  the  time. 

1  Washb.  Keal  Prop.  p.  125,  and  note. 

In  1868  the  legislature  provided:  *'When 
the  object  of  the  action  is  to  effect  a  parti- 
tion of  real  property,  the  petition  must  de- 
scribe the  property  and  the  respective  inter- 
ests of  the  owners  thereof,  if  known." 

Kan.  Gen.  Stat.  1868,  p.  753. 

The  words  "real  property,"  as  used  in  our 
statutes,  include  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  and  all  rights  thereto  and  in- 
terests therein,  equitable  as  well  as  legal. 

Scarborough  v.  Smith,  18  Kan.  399; 
Squires  v.  Clark,  17  Kan.  84. 

A  sole  tenant  of  the  life  estate  can  main- 
tain proceedings  in  partition.  • 

Cromwell  v.  Hull,  97  N.  Y.  209;  Blakeley 
V.  Colder,  15  N.  Y.  617;  Howell  v.  MiUs,  56 
N.  Y.  226;  Sullivan  v.  Sullivan,  66  N.  Y.  40. 

If  the  petition  contains  sufficient  matter 
to  challenge  the  attention  of  the  court  as  to 
its  merits,  and  authorize  the  court  to  de- 
liberate and  act,  a  judgment  rendered  there- 
on is  not  void.  It  has  the  right  to  deoide 
every  question  in  the  cause,  and  whether  its 
decision  is  correct  or  not,  its  judgment  is 
binding  until  reversed. 

Rowe  V.  Palmer,  20  Kan.  337;  Head  v. 
Daniels,  38  Kan.  1,  15  Pac.  Oil;  Burke  v. 
Wheat,  22  Kan.  722;  Oamer  v.  State  ex  rel. 
Moon,  28  Kan.  700. 

Where  a  court  of  general  and  superior 
jurisdiction  has  jurisdiction  both  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  action  and  also  of  the  par- 
ties, no  merely  irregular  or  erroneous  exer- 
cise of  its  jurisdiction  will  render  its  final 
judgment  void. 

Sweet  V.  Ward,  43  Kan.  606,  23  Pac.  041 ; 
Rank  of  Santa  F6  v.  Haskell  County  Bank, 
51  Kan.  50,  32  Pac.  627. 

In  an  action  in  partition  where  the  title 
to  land  and  the  right  to  divide  and  dispose 
of  the  same  in  severalty  are  put  in  issue,  or 
might  have  been  litigated  therein,  the  judg- 
ment is  binding  upon  all  parties  to  the  pro- 
ceedings. 

Pennell  v.  Felch,  56  Kan.  78,  30  Pac.  1023; 
Forder  v.  Davis,  38  Mo.  107. 

Smitli,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  deed  from  Catherine  Blauw  to  her 
minor  children  is  attacked  by  the  defendant 
in  error  as  testamentary  in  character  and 
not  valid  as  a  conveyance.  The  question  is 
difficult  to  settle,  in  view  of  opposing  author- 
ity. Devlin,  Deeds,  2d  ed.  §§  855<*-855c. 
There  is  a  tendency,  however,  in  the  modem 
decisions,  to  uphold  conveyances  when  not 
clearly  repugnant  to  some  well-defined  rule 
of  law.  Abbott  y.  Holway,  72  Me.  208; 
Dismukes  v.  Parrott,  56  Ga.  613.  We  are 
inclined  to  hold  that  the  better  interpreta- 
tion of  the  instrument  under  oonsideraticm  is 
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to  eonstrue  it  u  presently  passing  an  estate 
in  remainder  to  the  grantees,  reserving  a 
life  estate  to  the  grantor,  Mrs.  Bl&uw. 
(haves  v.  Atwood,  52  Conn.  612,  52  Am.  Rep. 
610.  By  the  terms  of  the  deed,  a  present  in- 
terest was  conveyed  to  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Blauw,  but  their  enjoyment  of  the  estate  was 
postponed  until  after  her  death.  The  in- 
tention of  the  parties,  also,  is  to  be  consid- 
ered. Mrs.  Blauw  regarded  it  as  a  convey- 
ance, which  fact  was  attested  by  the 
partition  suit  brought  by  her,  in  which  she 
treated  the  instrument  as  a  deed,  and  the 
grantees  coincided  also  in  her  construction 
of  it  If  the  instrument  is  not  given  effect 
as  a  deed,  it  fails  of  any  purpose;  for  it  is 
not  so  witnessed  as  to  be  valid  as  a  will. 

The  second  question  relates  to  the  validity 
of  the  partition  proceedings  brought  by 
Catherine  Blauw  against  her  children  for  a 
division  of  the  estate.  If  such  proceedings 
were  authorized  by  law,  or  were  merely  void- 
able^ they  must  be  sustained,  so  far  as  their 
^effect  is  involved  in  this  case.  We  are  well 
•convinced,  however,  that  the  proceedings 
>were  void,  in  that  the  court,  under  the  plead- 
ings in  the  cause,  could  not  take  jurisdiction 
of  the  subjectrmatter  of  the  partition  suit. 
In  her  petition  for  a  division  of  the  property, 
she  avers  that  she  is  the  owner  of  a  life  es- 
tate in  the  lands ;  that  she  and  her  husband 
executed  a  deed  to  her  children  for  the  same, 
reserving  to  herself  a  life  estate;  that  the  in- 
terest of  each  of  said  minors  defendant  is  the 
equal  undivided  one-third  thereof,  subject  to 
her  life  estate  therein.  The  prayer  of  her 
petition  was  ''that  so  much  of  said  land  as 
will  be  found  by  appraisement  to  be  of  the 
value  of  the  life  estate  of  plaintiff  be  set 
apart  to  plaintiff  in  kind,  unless  it  should  be 
found  to  be  injurious  to  the  interest  of  the 
parties,  in  which  event  that  so  much  land  as 
will  yield  the  value  of  her  life  estate  be  sold, 
and  the  proceeds  paid  to  her  in  money ;  that 
the  remaining  portion  of  said  land  be  equally 
divided  between  said  defendants."  The  de- 
fendants in  that  action  answered  by  general 
denial  filed  by  their  guardian  ad  litem.  To 
confer  jurisdiction  upon  a  court  for  the  par- 
tition of  an  estate,  it  is  indispensable  that 
cotenancy  exist  between  tne  parties.  In  a 
case  where  the  same  building  covered  ground 
owned  by  both  parties  to  the  action,  the  su- 
preme court  of  Illinois,  through  Mr.  Justice 
Breese,  uses  this  language:  ''We  are  satis- 
fled  neither  a  court  of  law  nor  equity  has 
jurisdiction  over  the  case  as  presented  by 
these  pleadings,  and  accord  with  appellee  in 
the  proposition  that  no  power  exists  to  com- 
pel the  fusion  of  these  estates,  to  be  followed 
by  a  sale,  and,  finally,  by  a  distribution  of 
the  proceeds.  The  idea  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  that  he  and  the  defendant  in  error  hold 
this  property  jointly  is  not  supported  by  the 
title  deeds.  They  are  neither  joint  tenants, 
tenants  in  common,  nor  coparceners,  but  they 
severally,  each  for  himself,  own  distinct 
parts  and  portions  of  the  premises,  the  char- 
acter of  which  a  court  of  chancery  has  no 
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power  to  change.**  MeOotmH  r.  Ktble,  43 
111.  18,  92  Am.  Dec  03.  See  also  J^naon  ▼. 
Moser,  72  Iowa,  523,  34  N.  W.  314.  In  the 
case  of  Smith  v.  RunneU,  97  Iowa,  55,  65  N. 
W.  1002,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a 
life  estate  in  real  property  acquired  under  a 
will.  She  brought  an  aetion  of  partition, 
alleging  that  the  defendants  (some  thirty- 
two  in  number)  were  collateral  heirs  to  the 
property,  entitled  to  what  remained  in  the 
real  estate  after  plaintiff's  life  estate  had 
terminated.  The  court  said:  "Plaintiff 
having  but  a  life  estate  in  the  land,  the  next 
question  presented  is.  What  authority  has  a 
court  of  equity  to  order  its  sale!  It  is  evi- 
dent that  these  parties  are  not  joint  owners 
or  tenants  in  common  of  the  same  real  estate, 
and  it  is  equally  clear  that,  under  our  stat- 
ute, partition  can  be  had-  only  when  the  land 
is  so  owned.  As  said  in  the  case  of  Johnwn 
V.    Moser,   72    Iowa,   623,   34    N.   W.   314: 

'There  is  no  necessity  to  have,  aor,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  caB  there  be,  partition  of 
rea^  estate  owned  in  severalty.'  See  also 
Clark  V.  Richardaofi,  32  Iowa,  399,  and  Free- 
man, Cotenancy  &  Partition,  S  431.  Under 
the  will,  plaintiff  has  the  sole  use  awl  benefit 
of  the  laud  during  her  natural  life.  The  de- 
fendants have  no  right  to  its  possession  or 
met  until  the  death  of  the  plaintiff.  Whether 
the  plaintiff  may  make  a  voluntaty  dis- 
position of  her  life  estate  is  a  question  we 
need  not  determine ;  for,  if  she  has  this  right, 
she  needs  no  decree  of  a  court  of  chancery  to 
assist  her  in  the  exercise  of  the  power."  Ses 
also  Seihel  v.  Ii<ipp,So  Va.  28,6  S.  £.  478.  In 
Stanshury  v.  Ingl€hart,9  Mackey,  134,  it  was 
held  that  a  court  of  equity  not  only  could  not 
assume  jurisdiction  to  decree  partition  of 
land  between  one  having  a  life  estate  and 
the  remainderman,  but  that  the  consent  of 
the  remainderman,  where  he  is  an  infant,  or 
his  ratification,  could  not  give  validity  to 
such  a  decree.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the 
district  court,  in  Blauw  against  Swartzell, 
devested  the  minors  Of  a  large  portion  of  an 
estate  which  they  owned  in  fee  simple,  sub- 
ject only  to  the  life  estate  of  their  mother, 
and  gave  it  to  the  latter  absolutely,  in  fee 
and  without  condition.  The  court  made  a 
finding  that  the  infants  were  owners  in  fee 
simple,  and  that  Catherine  Blauw  had  simply 
a  life  estate,  and  just  how  the  court  pro- 
ceeded to  convert  this  life  estate  into  a 
greater  one  we  do  not  understand.  We  can- 
not treat  the  judgment  in  that  case  as 
voidable  merely,  and  not  subject  to  collateral 
attack.  We  regard  it  as  absolutely  void. 
Having  a  life  interest  only,  and  claiming  no 
greater  estate  in  her  petition,  we  think  the 
court  was  powerless  to  adjudicate  ih;it  she 
tsike  the  fee.  She  had  no  such  community  of 
interest  with  her  children  as  to  authorize 
partition. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  irifl 
he  revei-sed,  and  the  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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City  of  CHICAGO,  Appt., 

V. 

Charles  NETCHER. 

(183  111.  104.) 

1«  An  ordlnfltBce  probibltinr  the  aale 
of  *<a.ny  nieata,  fish,  butter,  cheese,  lard, 
vegetables,  or  any  other  provlsloos"  where 
dry  goods,  clothing,  Jewelry,  and  drugs  are 
sold,  is  not  authorized  by  the  general  incor- 
poration law.  art.  5,  cl.  50.  |  1,  under  which 
the  city  of  Chicago  was  organized,  providing 
that  the  city  council  may  "regulate"  the  sale 
of  meats,  poultry,  fish,  butter,  cheese,  lard, 
▼egetables,  and  all  other  provisions,  since  the 
ordinance  does  not  provide  a  regulation  of 
the  sale  of  provisions,  bnt  makes  an  arbi- 
trary prohibition  of  such  sales  where  certain 
other  Koods  are  sold. 

2.  The  coniititiitlonal  irnaranties  of 
liberty  and  the  protection  of  property 
rights  are  violated  by  an  arbitrary  prohibi- 
tion of  the  sale  of  provisions  where  dry  goods, 
clothing.  Jewelry,  and  drugs  are  sold,  since 
such  a  prohibition  is  not  an  exercise  of  the 
police  power. 


3.  An  ordinance  prohibiting  the  »ale 
of  any  Intoxicating  llQuom  in  any  place 
of  business  where  dry  goods,  clothing.  Jew- 
elry, and  hardware  are  kept  for  sale  Is  not 
authorized  by  the  general  Incorporation  act, 
art.  6,  cl.  46,  i  1,  giving  cities  power  to 
"license,  regulate,  and  prohibit"  the  sale  of 
such  liquors,  since  the  ordinance  Is  not  an 
exercise  of  the  police  power,  but  is  purely  ar- 
bitrary, not  having  any  connection  with,  and 
not  tending  In  any  way  towards  the  protec- 
tion of.  the  public  against  the  evils  arising 
from  the  sale  of  Intoxicating  liquors. 

4.  In  order  to  snataln  IcBTlalatlve  In- 
terference with  the  business  of  the  citizen 
by  virtue  of  the  police  power  it  is  necessary 
that  the  act  should  have  some  reasonable 
relation  to  the  subjects  included  In  such 
power. 

(December  6,  1809.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Criminal  Court  for  Cook  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
enforce  an  ordinance  penalty  against  defend- 


.SOTB. — Lcffal  restrictiont  on  department  etoree. 

Popular  sentiment  against  trusts,  monopo- 
lies, and  all  kinds  of  great  business  combina- 
tions or  aggregations  has  led  Congress  and 
some  state  legislatures  to  attempt  various  re- 
•trlctlons.  Department  stores  grown  into  im- 
mense proportions,  and  driving  small  traders 
out  of  business,  have  received  the  attention  of 
several  state  legislatures. 

In  Indiana  and  Wisconsin  statutes  werj 
passed  In  1807  authorizing  municipalities  to  11- 
oenae  and  regulate  such  stores,  but  In  neither 
of  these  states  does  there  appear  to  have  been 
any  judicial  determination  as  to  the  constitu- 
tionality of  such  statutes. 

In  Missouri  the  act  of  1899,  which  is  held 
void  in  the  case  of  STArs  ex  rel.  Wtatt  v. 
ASHBROOK,  post,  265,  made  an  attempt  at  di- 
rect state  regulation  of  such  establishments. 
The  statute  practically  prohibited  such  stores 
by  the  Imposition  of  a  heavy  license  tax  on  the 
privilege  of  selling  goods  from  each  one  of 
numerous  groups  or  classes  of  merchandise,  per- 
mitting sales  to  be  made  without  license  from 
only  one  of  such  classes  or  groups. 

In  commenting  upon  this  legislation  In  the 
aimnal  review  of  the  legislation  of  the  country, 
before  the  American  Bar  Association  in  1899, 
the  president's  address  pertinently  says :  "Did 
the  lawmakers  desire  precedent  for  the  at- 
tempted destruction  of  department  stores,  they 
contd  have  found  absolute  prohibition  of  the 
carrying  on  of  more  than  one  business,  under 
heavy  penalties,  among  the  discarded  rubbish 
of  the  English  law  in  statutes  of  the  golden 
time  when  the  might  of  kings  controlled  the 
ri^t  of  subjects.  It  is  unnecessary  to  state 
In  this  presence  that  long  ages  ago  these  im- 
positions upon  personal  liberty  were  consigned, 
with  many  others  of  like  import,  to  the  dust 
heap." 

In  Illinois,  without  any  statutory  authority, 
the  Chicago  city  council*  attempted  to  regulate 
such  stores  by  arbitrarily  prohibiting  the  sale 
of  provisions  or  intoxicating  liquors  In  any 
store  where  dry  goods,  clothing,  Jewelry,  and 
drugs  are  sold.  This  ordinance  was  held  in- 
valid in  CiiiCAOO  V.  NiTCRBB,  not  only  because 
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of  the  lack  of  statutory  authority,  but  also  be- 
cause of  its  violation  of  constitutional  rights. 

These  cases  from  Missouri  and  Illinois,  which 
are  fully  reported  above,  agree  in  holding  that 
regulations  of  business  for  the  mere  purpose  of 
preventing  many  or  several  kinds  of  goods  to  be 
sold  in  the  same  establishment  do  not  constitute 
a  legitimate  exercise  of  the  police  power.  No 
other  decisions  on  this  question  have  yet  been 
rendered,  but  no  different  decision  upon  it  could 
be  rendered  which  would  not  put  all  private 
business  at  the  mercy  of  the  legislature  and 
municipal  councils  by  giving  them  unlimited 
power  to  divide  and  subdivide  any  lawful  busi- 
ness, and  to  make  It  unlawful  for  any  person 
to  carry  on  more  than  a  petty  portion  thereof. 
This  would  be  to  give  such  bodies  the  power 
practically  to  prohibit  the  carrying  on  of  busi- 
ness conceded  to  be  legitimate  and  useful  to  the 
community.  Such  an  extension  of  the  police 
power  as  this  would  constitute  a  great  depart- 
ure from  the  principles  of  constitutional  law 
which  have  been  hitherto  regarded  as  settled. 

Anti-trust  laws,  as  affecting  other  subjects, 
have  been  passed  upon  In  some  earlier  cases  in 
this  series  of  reports.  For  instance,  such  laws 
as  affecting  Insurance  companies  are  considered 
In  State  v.  Phipps  (Kan.)  18  L,  R.  A.  e.%7 ; 
Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  State  (Tex.)  22  L.  R.  A.  48.^; 
State  V.  Lancashire  F.  Ins.  Co.  (Ark.)  46  L.  R. 
A.  348:  and  State,  Crow.  v.  Firemen's  Fund 
Ins.  Co.  (Mo.)  45  L.  R.  A.  863. 

As  to  the  power  of  municipal  corporations 
to  regulate  markets,  see  State  v.  Sarradat 
(La.)  24  L.  R.  A.  584,  and  note. 

For  ordinance  as  to  wcfeht  of  loaves  of  brf»ad. 
see  People  v.  Wagner  (Mich.)  18  L.  R.  A.  2Re. 
and  ftofo. 

As  to  sale  of  milk,  see  State  v.  Dupaquler 
(La.)  26  L.  R.  A.  162;  Deems  v.  Baltimore 
tMd.)  26  L.  R,  A.  641:  and  State  v.  Nelson 
(Minn.)  84  L.  R.  A.  818. 

For  municipal  power  as  to  screens  In  bar 
rooms,  see  Champer  v.  Greencastle  (Ind.)  24 
L.  R.  A.  768,  and  note;  also  Bennett  v.  Pulaski 
(Tenn.)  47  L.  R.  A.  278. 

As  to  prohibition  of  other  business  at  place 
where  intoxicating  liquors  are  sold,  see  Stats 
V.  Gerhardt  (Ind.)  88  L.  R.  A.  813. 
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ant  for  conducting  a  depaitment  store.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  started  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Charles  M.  Walker  and  Denis 
E.  Sullivan,  for  appellanit: 

By  the  terms  of  cl.  50,  art.  5,  ohap.  24, 
Hurd*8  Rev.  Stat,  power  is  given  "to  license, 
regulate,  and  prohibit  the  selling  or  giving 
away  of  any  intoxicating,  malt,  vinous, 
mixed,  or  fermented  liquors." 

In  the  absence  of  specific  constitutional 
restrictions,  it  is  competent  for  the  legisla- 
ture of  a  8ftate«  by  a  general  incorporation 
law,  or  by  a  particular  charter,  to  empower 
a  municipality  to  make  ordinances  operative 
within  its  limits  for  the  regulation  and  li- 
oenaing  of  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors. 

Com.  V.  Fredericks,  119  Mass.  190;  Black, 
Intoxicating  Liquors,  %  217. 

The  right  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors  is 
not  one  of  the  privileges  or  immunities  of 
citizens  of  the  United  States. 

Black,  Intoxicating  Liquors,  §  36;  Re 
Hoover y  30  Fed.  Rep.  51. 

The  city  council  has  the  right  to  pass  an 
ordinance  licensing  the  sale  in  one  portion 
of  the  community,  and  prohibiting  it  in  an- 
other. 

People  ex  rel.  Morrison  v.  Oregier,  138 
111.  401,  28  N.  E.  812. 

All  rights  are  held  subject  to  the  police 
power  of  the  state. 

Boston  Beer  Go.  v.  Massachiisetts,  97  U. 
S.  26,  24  L.  ed.  989;  Barhier  v.  Connolly, 
113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
357;  Dcnnehy  v.  Chicago,  120  III.  640,  12  N. 
E.  227;  Heisemhrittle  v.  Charleston,  2  Mc- 
Mull.  L.  233. 

A  city  ordinance  declaring  that  the  culti- 
vation of  rice  within  the  corporate  limits  of 
the  city  is  injurious  to  public  health,  and 
providing  for  the  destruction  of  the  growing 
crop,  is  valid. 

Orecn  v.  Savannah,  6  Ga.  1. 

An  ordinance  is  valid  which  requires  the 
filling  up  of  wells  on  premises  where  bread 
is  made,  when  its  object  is  to  prevent  the 
use  of  unwholesome  well-water  in  the  mak- 
ing of  bread  for  public  use  and  distribution. 

State  V.  Schlemmer,  42  La.  Ann.  1166,  10 
L.  R.  A.  135,  8  So.  307. 

The  police  power  is  also  manifested  in 
laws  prohibiting  restaurants  to  be  kept  open 
after  a  certain  hour  in  the  evening,  and  pro- 
viding that  no  intoxicating  liquors  shall  be 
used  or  kept  in  a  refreshment  saloon  or 
restaurant  within  a  city. 

State  V.  Clark,  28  N.  H.  176,  61  Am.  Dec. 
611 ;  State  v.  Freema/n,  38  N.  H.  426. 

Messrs.  William  W.  Gnrley  and 
Horace  G.  Stone,  for  appellee: 

This  ordinance  is  an  unlawful  discrimina- 
tion. 

Millet  t  V.  People,  117  111.  294,  57  Am. 
Rep.  809,  7  N.  E.  631 ;  Ritchie  v.  People,  155 
111.  98,  29  L.  R.  A.  79,  40  N.  E.  454;  Eden 
V.  People,  161  111.  296,  32  L.  R.  A.  659,  43 
N  E.  1108;  Frorer  v.  People  use  of  School 
Fund,  141  111.  171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N. 
E.  395;  Ramsey  v.  People,  142  111.  380,  17 
L.  R.  A.  853,  32  N.  E.  364;  Braceville  Coal 
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Co.  V.  People,  147  111.  66,  22  L.  R.  A.  340, 
35  N.  E.  62 ;  Tugman  v.  Chicago,  78  111.  405. 

Citizens  have  a  constitutional  right  to  sell 
useful  and  harmless  merchandise. 

Frorer  v.  People  use  of  School  Fund,  141 
III.  171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N.  E.  395;  Car- 
ronton  V.  Bazzette,  159  111.  284,  31  L.  R.  A. 
522,  42  N.  E.  837;  Allgeyer  v.  Louisiana, 
165  U.  S.  578,  41  L.  ed.  832,  17  Sup.  Gt.  Rep. 
427;  Yick  Wo  v.  Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  356,  30 
L.  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064;  LcUce  View 
v.  Rose  Hill  Cemetery  Co.  70  111.  191,  22 
Am.  Rep.  71;  People  v.  Gillson,  109  N.  Y. 
389,  17  N.  E.  343. 

Selling  merchandise  is  not  a  public  busi- 
ness. 

Millett  V.  People,  117  111.  294,  57  Am.  Rep. 
869,  7  N.  E.  631;  CecU  v.  areen,  161  111. 
266,  32  L.  R.  A.  566,  43  N.  E.  1105. 

Merchants  cannot  be  prohibited  from  sell- 
ing from  their  own  stores,  even  by  market 
ordinances. 

Caldwell  v.  Alton,  33  111.  417,  75  Am.  Dec 
282 ;  Bloomington  v.  Wahl,  46  111.  489 ;  Chi- 
cago V.  Rumpff,  45  111.  90,  92  Am.  Dec.  196. 

Prohibiting  sales  by  certain  persons  or  in 
certain  places  creates  a  partial  or  entire 
monoply. 

Chicago  v.  Rumpff,  45  111.  90,  92  Am.  Dec. 
196;  Tugman  v.  Chicago,  78  111.  405;  Cald- 
well V.  Alton,  S3  111.  417;  Bloomington  v. 
Wahl,  46  III.  489. 

Selling  dry  goods  and  groceries  is  a  legiti- 
mate business. 

CarroUton  v.  Bazzette,  159  111.  284,  31  L. 
R.  A.  522,  42  N.  E.  837 ;  Brennan  v.  Titus- 
ville,  153  U.  S.  289,  38  L.  ed.  719,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  658,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  829; 
Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  98,  29  L.  R.  A. 
79,  40  N.  E.  454;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111. 
296,  32  L.  R.  A.  669,  43  N.  E.  1108. 

Selling  dry  goods  and  groceries  does  not 
injure  the  health,  safety,  or  morals  of  the 
public. 

The  ordinance  involved  herein  was  not 
enacted  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  at  large, 
and  cannot  be  sustained  on  any  such  pre- 
tense. 

Caldwell  v.  Alton,  33  111.  416;  Blooming- 
ton V.  Wahl,  46  111.  489;  Lake  View  v.  Rose 
Hill  Cemetery  Co.  70  111.  197,  22  Am.  Rep. 
71. 

The  legislature  cannot  suppress  or  pro- 
hibit merchants. 

CarroUton  v.  Bazzette,  169  III.  284,  31  L. 
R.  A.  522,  42  N.  E.  837. 

The  right  to  sell  harmless  merchandise, 
and  use  private  property  therefor,  is  guar- 
anteed by  the  Constitution,  and  cannot  be 
taken  away. 

Thid.;  People  v.  Marx,  99  N.  Y.  377,  52 
Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E.  29;  Braceville  Coal 
Co.  V.  People,  147  111.  66,  22  L.  R.  A.  240.  35 
N.  E.  62 ;  Cecil  v.  Green,  161  111.  265,  32  L. 
R.  A.  566,  43  N.  E.  1105;  Cooley,  Torts,  p. 
280;  Frorer  v.  People  use  of  School  Fund, 
141  111.  171.  16  L.  R:  a.  492,  31  N.  E.  395; 
Ritchie  v.  People,  155  111.  98.  29  L.  R.  A.  79, 
40  N.  E.  454;  Allgeyer  v.  Louisiana,  165  U. 
S.  578.  41  L.  ed.  832,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  427; 
State  V.  Ooodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179,  6  L.  R.  A. 
621,  10  S.  E.  285:  Yick  Wo  v.  Hopkins,  118 
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U.  S.  356,  30  Jm  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Gt  Rep. 
1064;  Ex  parte  Whitioell,  98  Cal.  73,  19  L. 
R.  A.  727,  32  Pac.  870;  Lawton  v.  Steele, 
152  U.  8.  133,  38  L.  ed.  385,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
499;  Lake  View  v.  Rose  Hill  Cemetery  (Jo. 
70  111.  191,  22  Am.  Rep.  71. 

Under  Uie  power  to  regulate,  the  state 
cannot  deprive  the  citizen  of  the  lawful  use 
of  his  property,  if  it  does  not  injuriously  af- 
fect or  endanger  others. 

Com,  V.  Perry,  155  Mass.  117,  14  L.  R.  A. 
325,  28  N.  E.  1126;  Com,  v.  Potofnska  Mills 
Corp.  155  Mass.  122,  note,  28  N.  E.  1128; 
Ramsey  v.  People,  142  111.  380,  17  L.  R.  A. 
853,  32  N.  E.  364;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111. 
296,  32  L.  R.  A.  659,  43  N.  E.  1108;  Hard- 
ing V.  People,  160  111.  459,  32  L.  R.  A.  445, 
43  N.  E.  624;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  745; 
Com,  V.  Bamn,  13  Bush,  210,  26  Am.  Rep. 
18D;  State  v.  Scougal,  3  S.  D.  55,  15  L.  R. 
A.  477,  51  N.  W.  858;  Helena  v.  Dwyar,  64 
Ark.  424,  39  L.  R.  A.  266,  42  S.  W.  1071; 
People  ess  rel.  Kuhn  v.  Detroit  (Mich.)  38 
N.  W.  470;  Taggart  v.  Detroit,  71  Mich.  92, 
38  N.  W.  714;  Hughes  v.  Detroit  Recorder's 
Ct.  76  Mich.  574,  4  L.  R.  A.  863,  42  N.  W. 
984;  Sipe  v.  Murphy,  49  Ohio  St  536,  17  L. 
R,  A.  184,  31  N.  E.  884;  St,  Louis  v.  Dorr, 
145  Mo.  466.  42  L.  R.  A.  686,  41  S.  W.  1094; 
BU  Louis  V.  Hill,  116  Mo.  527,  21  L.  R.  A. 
226,  22  S.  W.  861 ;  State  v.  Goodwill,  33  W. 
Va.  179,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  10  S.  E.  285;  State 
V.  Fire  Creek  Coal  d  Coke  Co.  33  W.  Va.  188, 
6  L.  R.  A.  359,  10  S.  E.  288;  Com.  v, 
Vroonian,  3  Pa.  Dist  R.  340;  Ex  parte 
Whiticell,  98  Ckil.  73,  19  L.  R.  A.  727,  32 
Pac.  870. 

The  right  to  sell  liquor  is  a  oonstitutionai 
right  to  the  extent  that  anybody  is  per- 
mitted to  eell  it. 

Zanone  v.  Mound  City,  103  111.  552;  Chi- 
cago V.  Rumpff.  45  111.  97,  92  Am.  Dec  196; 
East  St.  Louis  v.  Wehrung,  46  III.  392; 
Scott  V.  Donald,  165  U.  S.  58,  41  L.  ed.  632, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  265. 

Messrs.  Wilson,  Moore,  A  MoIlTaiae 
also  for  appellee. 

Cartwright,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Two  prosecutions  were  instituted  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  by  the  city  of  Chicago, 
appellant,  against  Charles  Netcher,  appellee, 
for  the  violation  of  two  ordinances  of  said 
dty.  In  each  case  he  was  found  guilty, 
and  fined  $25  and  costs  by  the  justice.  On 
appeal  to  the  criminal  court  of  Cook  county 
the  cases  were  tried  upon  agreed  statements 
of  fact  before  the  court  without  a  jury.  In 
each  case  the  court  held  the  ordinance  upon 
which  the  prosecution  was  based  to  be  void, 
in  propositions  of  law  submitted  for  that 
purpose,  and  found  the  defendant  not  guilty. 
The  city  prosecuted  appeals  from  these  judg- 
ments to  this  court.  The  cases,  being  of 
the  same  nature,  and  largely  involving  the 
same  questions  of  law,  have  been  argued 
together,  and  will  be  considered  and  dis- 
posed of  in  this  opinion. 

The  defendant  is  the  owner  of  what  is 
known  as  a  "department  store,"  or  general 
store  for  the  sale  of  different  kinds  of  mer- 
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chandise,  divided  into  separate  dep«rhnenta, 
in  the  city  of  Chicago.  The  ordinances  are 
directed  against  stores  of  that  class,  and  the 
object  of  each  is  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  cer- 
tain kinds  of  merchandise  in  any  store  or 
place  of  business  where  certain  other  kinds 
of  merchandise  are  sold.  One  of  these  or- 
dinances provides  as  follows:  "It  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  person,  firm,  or  corpora- 
tion doing  business  in  this  city,  where  dry 
goods,  clothing,  jewelry,  and  drugs  are  sold, 
to  have  exposed  for  sale,  or  sell  to  any  per- 
son, firm,  or  corporation,  any  meats,  fish, 
butter,  cheese,  lard,  vegetables,  or  any  other 
provisions."  The  facts  agreed  upon  at  the 
trial  for  the  violation  of  this  ordinance  were 
that  the  defendant  owned,  conducted,  and 
operated  the  store  in  question,  and  in  the 
basement  and  on  certain  floors  exposed  for 
sale  and  sold  dry  goods,  clothing,  jewelry, 
and  drugs,  and  on  a  different  floor,  where 
no  such  articles  were  sold  or  exposed  for 
sale  he  exposed  for  sale  and  sold  meats, 
fish,  butter,  cheese,  lard,  vegetables,  and 
other  provisions.  The  city  of  Chicago  is 
organized  under  the  general  incorporation 
law,  and  must  find  in  its  charter  au- 
thority for  the  exercise  of  eveiy  power 
which  it  claims  to  possess.  The  au- 
thority to  pass  this  t^rdinance  is  claimed  by 
virtue  of  d.  50,  §  1,  art.  5,  of  said  act,  which 
enumerates  among  the  powers  of  the  city 
council  the  following:  "To  regulate  the 
sale  of  meats,  poultry,  fish,  butter,  cheese, 
lard,  vegetables,  and  all  other  provisions, 
and  to  provide  for  place  and  manner  of  sell- 
ing the  same."  Hurd's  Rev.  Stat.  1895,  p. 
267.  Regulations  concerning  the  sale  of  pro- 
visions have  relation  to  the  public  health, 
and  may  be  necessary  or  proper  for  its  pres- 
ervation and  the  suppression  of  disease. 
Kinsley  v.  Chicago,  124  111.  359, 16  N.  E.260. 
The  clause  of  the  incorporation  act  relied 
upon  confers  upon  cities  organized  under  the 
act  the  right  vo  regulate  the  sale  of  provi- 
sions, with  the  object  of  promoting  or  pre- 
serving the  public  health,  where  the  regula- 
tion tends  to  serve  that  purpose.  But  this 
ordinance  does  not  regulate  the  business  of 
selling  provisions,  nor  prescribe  the  manner 
in  which  the  business  shall  be  carried  on.  It 
merely  prohibits  persons  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  selling  dry  goods,  clothing,  jewelry, 
and  drugs  from  selling  in  their  stores  the 
provisions  enumerated  in  the  ordinance.  It 
permits  a  person  to  sell  in  any  place  or  man- 
ner, provided,  only,  that  he  does  not  at  the 
same  time  sell  certain  other  things.  A 
dealer  may  sell  provisions  at  the  same  place 
with  hardware,  furniture,  boots  and  shoes, 
hats  and  caps,  millinery,  books  and  station- 
ery, crockery  and  glassware,  carpets,  con- 
fectionery, wooden  ware,  wall  paper,  or  any 
other  sort  of  merchandise  except  dry  goods, 
clothing,  jewelry,  and  drugs.  This  is  not  a 
regulation,  but  a  prohibition,  and  a  purely 
arbitrary  one,  which  attempts  to  deprive  cer- 
tain persons  of  exercising  a  right  which  has 
always  been  lawful,  and  has  been  heretofore 
exercised  throughout  the  state  and  country 
without  question.  The  ordinance  is  also  an 
attempted  interference    by    the    city    with 
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rights  guaranteed  to  the  defendant  by  the 
Constitutions  of  the  United  States  and  of 
this  state.  The  questions  involved  are  not 
new.  They  have  been  before  this  and  other 
courts  throughout  this  country  in  numerous 
oases,  and  the  rights  of  die  citizen,  as 
against  such  interferenoe,  have  been  fre- 
quently defined,  and  uniformly  upheld. 
These  Constitutions  insure  to  every  person 
liberty,  and  the  protection  of  his  property 
rights,  and  provide  that  he  shall  not  be  de- 
prived of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law.  The  liberty  of  the  citi- 
zen includes  the  right  to  acquire  property, 
to  own  and  use  it,  to  buy  and  sell  it.  It  is 
a  necessary  incident  to  the  ownership  of 
property  that  the  owner  shall  have  a  right 
to  sell  or  barter  it,  and  this  right  is  pro- 
tected by  the  Constitution  as  such  an  in- 
cident of  ownership.  When  an  owner  is  de- 
prived of  the  right  to  expose  for  sale  and  sell 
his  property,  he  is  deprived  of  property, 
within  Uie  meaning  of  the  Constitution,  by 
taking  away  one  of  the  incidents  of  owner- 
ship. Laberty  includes  the  right  to  pursue 
such  honest  calling  or  avocation  as  the  citi- 
zen may  choose,  subject  only  to  such  restric- 
tions as  may  be  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  the  public  health,  morals,  safety,  and  wel- 
fare. The  state,  for  the  purpose  of  public 
protection,  may,  in  the  proper  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  impose  restrictions  and  regula- 
tions; but  the  right  to  acquire  and  dispose 
of  property  is  subject  only  to  that  power. 
The  individual  may  pursue,  without  let  or 
hindrance  from  anyone,  all  such  callings  or 
pursuits  as  are  innocent  in  them-selves,  and 
not  injurious  to  the  public.  These  are 
fundamental  rights  of  every  person  living 
luder  this  government.  The  legislature  can 
neither,  by  an  enactment  of  its  own,  inter- 
fere with  such  rights,  nor  authorize  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  to  do  so.  Frorer  v.  Peo- 
ple use  of  School  Fund,  141  111.  171,  16  L. 
R.  A.  41)2,  31  N.  E.  396;  Ramsey  v.  People, 
142  111.  380,  17  L.  R.  A.  853,  32  N.  E.  304; 
Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  147  111.  66,  22 
L.  R.  A.  340.  35  N.  E.  62;  Cooley,  Const 
Lira.  393. 

In  order  to  sustain  legislative  interfer- 
ence with  the  business  of  the  citizen  by 
virtue  of  the  police  power,  it  is  necessary 
that  the  act  should  have  some  reasonable  re- 
lation to  the  subjects  included  in  such  power. 
If  it  is  claimed  that  the  statute  or  ordi- 
nance is  referable  to  the  police  power,  the 
court  must  be  able  to  see  that  it  tends,  in 
some  degree,  towards  the  prevention  of  of- 
fenses, or  the  preservation  of  the  public 
health,  morals,  safety,  or  welfare.  It  must 
be  apparent  that  some  such  end  is  the  one 
actually  intended,  and  that  there  is  some 
connection  between  the  provisions  of  the  law 
and  such  purpose.  If  it  is  manifest  that  the 
statute  or  ordinance  has  no  such  object,  but, 
under  the  guise  of  a  police  regulation,  is  an 
invasion  of  the  property  rights  of  the  in- 
dividual, it  is  the  duty  of  &e  court  to  de- 
clare it  void.  Braceville  Coal  Co,  v.  People, 
147  111.  66,  22  L.  R.  A.  340,  36  N.  E.  62; 
Eden  v.  People,  161  111.  296,  32  L.  R.  A.  669, 
43  N.  E.  1108;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  677.  It 
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is  not  claimed  in  the  argument  for  the  city 
that  the  selling  of  thedi£fereat  kinds  of  mer- 
chandise mentioned  in  the  ordinance  in  the 
same  building  tends  in  any  way  to  affect  the 
safety,  health,  morals,  oomfort,  or  welfare  of 
the  public.  No  attempt  is  made  to  suggest 
any  grounds  upon  which  the  ordinance  can 
be  justified  as  an  exercise  of  the  police  power 
of  the  city  or  the  state.  It  certainly  cannot 
be  contended  that  there  is  anything  in  the 
character  of  dry  goods,  clothing,  jewelry, 
and  drugs  which  renders  it  dangerous  to  the 
public,  or  inimical  to  the  general  welfare, 
that  they  should  be  sold  in  the  same  build- 
ing with  provisions.  General  stores  have 
always  dealt  in  all  kinds  of  merchandise, 
and  no  one  has  ever  imagined  that  the  com- 
fort, safety,  or  welfare  of  the  public  was  in 
any  manner  or  to  any  extent  injured  or 
prejudiced  by  them.  Public  health  and  pub- 
lic comfort  are  in  no  way  affected  by  selling 
the  different  kinds  of  merchandise  enumer- 
ated in  different  departments  of  the  same 
building,  and  would  not  be  if  the  same  clerk 
should  sell  them;  nor  would  the  public  wel- 
fare or  comfort  be  increased  by  compelling  a 
customer  to  buy  one  kind  of  merchandise  in 
one  store  and  another  in  some  other  store. 
In  Meyers  v.  Baker,  120  111.  6G7.  60  Am. 
Rep.  580,  12  N.  E.  79,  the  act  prohibiting 
the  establishment  of  any  tent,  booth,  or 
place  of  vending  provisions  or  refreshments 
within  a  certain  distance  of  a  camp  meeting 
was  sustained  as  a  police  regulation  tending 
to  prevent  distuibance  or  disorderly  con- 
duct. But  this  ordinance  has  no  such  pur- 
pose. It  is  plain  that  its  object  is  not  to 
protect  the  health,  morals,  or  safety  of  the 
public,  or  to  accomplish  any  object  falling 
within  the  police  power.  It  is  a  mere  at- 
tempt to  deny  a  property  right  to  a  particu- 
lar class  in  the  community,  where  all  other 
members  of  the  communaty  are  left  to  enjoy 
it.  It  is  immaterial  whether  such  a  denial 
is  in  a  statute  or  in  an  ordinance  passed  by 
virtue  of  a  statute.  It  is  equally  invalid  in 
either  case. 

The  other  ordinance,  under  which  the  sec- 
ond prosecution  was  begim,  provides  as  fol- 
lows: "It  shall  be  and  is  unlawful  for  any 
person,  firm,  or  corporation  to  have  exposed 
for  sale  or  sell  any  intoxicating,  malt,  or 
fermented  liquors  in  any  place  of  business 
in  the  city  of  Chicago  where  any  dry  goods, 
clothing,  jewelry,  or  hardware  are  kept  or 
exposed  for  sale."  Tlie  agreed  statement  of 
fcicts  is  that  the  defendant  kept  in  his  above- 
mentioned  store  dry  goods,  clothing, 
jewelry,  and  hardware,  and  exposed  tliera 
for  sale  in  the  basement  and  on  certain 
floors,  and  on  a  different  floor  kept  and  ex- 
posed for  sale  and  sold  intoxicating,  malt, 
and  fermented  liquors;  that  no  liquors  of 
any  kind  were  sold  to  be  drunk  on  the  prem- 
ises, and  none  were  kept  except  in  sealed 
bottles  or  jugs,  which  were  delivered  to  the 
purchaser  at  the  store,  or  delivered  by  wag- 
ons; and  that  defendant  had  complied  with 
all  the  rules  and  ordinances  of  the  city,  and 
was  entitled  to  sell  intoxicating,  malt,  and 
fermented  liquors  in  said  store,  except  so 
far  as  he  was  disqualified  and  prevented,  if 
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at  all,  by  said  ordinance.  Hue  authority  of 
the  eity  to  regulate  the  liquor  basiness  is 
found  in  clause  46  of  said  S  1  of  article  5  of 
the  incorporation  act,  safolloTVB:  "To  license, 
regulate,  and  prohibit  the  selling  or  giving 
away  of  any  intoxicating,  malt,  vinous, 
mixed,  or  fermented  liquor,  the  license  not  to 
esxUaad  beyond  the  municipal  year  in  which 
it  shall  be  granted,  and  to  determine  tlie 
amount  to  be  paid  for  such  license."  Hurd's 
Reiv.  Stat  1896,  p.  267.  The  liquor  business 
is  one  peculiarly  subject  to  the  police  power 
on  acoount  of  the  multitude  of  evils  which 
result  from  it  Police  regulation  of  that 
business  has  always  been  sustained,  as  hav- 
ing for  its  object  the  prevention  of  intem- 
perance, pauperism,  and  crime,  and  dimin- 
ishing, as  far  as  practicable,  the  injurious 
consequences  to  the  public  resulting  from 
the  business.  In  Schvmohow  v.  Chicago,  68 
111.  444,  it  was  said:  "This  business  is,  on 
principle,  within  the  police  power  of  the 
state,  and  restrictions  which  may  rightfully 
be  imposed  upon  it  might  be  obnoxious  as 
an  illegal  restraint  of  trade  when  applied  to 
other  pursuits."  It  is  -clearly  within  the 
police  power  to  prohibit  all  sales  of  liquor 
on  the  ground  tnat  "dram  drinking  U  an 
evil  to  the  person,  and  pernicious  to  the  wel- 
fare of  the  public."  Dennehy  v.  Chicago, 
120  111.  627,  12  N.  E.  227.  The  city  may  al- 
so form  prohibition  districts  lor  the  protec- 
tion of  particular  neighborhoods  from  the 
influence  of  dram  shops,  wherever  it  is  de- 
sirable or  reasonable  that  there  should  be 
BVLch  prohibition,  although  the  sale  may  be 
licensed  in  other  parts  of  the  city.  People 
ex  rel.  Morrison  v.  Cregier,  138  111.  401,  28 
N.  K  812.  Thia  ordinance,  however,  is  not 
an  exercise  of  the  police  power  for  tiie  pro- 
tection of  the  public  from  the  injurious  ef- 
fects of  the  liquor  business.  It  is  not  aimed 
at  the  suppression  of  the  business,  either  in 
certain  localities  or  upon  any  ground  of  po- 
lice reffulation,  but  is  directed  solely  against 
the  Mle  by  certain  persons  in  their  places 


of  business;  that  is,  by  those  who  also  sell 
dry  goods,  clothing,  jewelry,  or  hardware. 
The  city  of  Chicago  has  not  seen  fit  to  pro- 
hibit the  sale -of  liquor,  either  generally  or 
in  the  district  of  the  city  where  defendant's 
store  is  kept.  It  has  established  its  policy 
with  reference  to  that  business,  and  defend- 
ant has  complied  with  its  ordinances,  so  as 
to  be  entitled  to  sell  liquor  in  his  store,  un 
less  this  ordinance  constitutes  a  valid  pro- 
hibition against  his  doing  so.  It  is  appar- 
ent that,  if  there  is  any  evil  in  permitting  a 
sealed  bottle  of  liquor  to  be  sold  from  a  store 
where  dry  goods,  clothing,  jewelry,  or  hard- 
ware are  sold,  the  same  evils  would  result 
from  the  sale  from  any  other  kind  of  a 
store.  The  ordinance  permits  the  dealer 
in  all  kinds  of  merchandise,  except  dry 
goods,  clothing,  jewelry,  and  hardware,  to 
sell  liquor  from  his  store,  and  the  city  can-' 
not  arbitrarily  discriminate  against  the  de- 
fendant without  any  basis  or  ground  for  the 
discrimination.  Special  privileges  are  not 
to  be  granted  to  favored  persons  in  the  li- 
quor business  any  more  than  in  any  other 
business.  Zanone  v.  Mound  City,  103  111. 
552,  There  are  other  clerks  employed  in  the 
other  departments  of  defendant's  store,  sep- 
arate and  independent  from  this,  but  there 
is  no  liquor  drunk  on  the  premises,  and  nonfi 
sold  there  for  that  purpose;  so  that  the  or- 
dinance could  not  have  been  intended  to  pre- 
vent making  a  drinking  place  where  clerks 
are  employed  in  other  lines  of  business.  The 
restriction  is  purely  arbitrary,  not  having 
any  connection  with,  and  not  tending  in  any 
way  towards  the  protection  of,  the  public 
against  the  evils  arieing  from  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquor.  That  was  not  the  object 
of  the  ordinance,  and  the  attempted  discrim- 
ination is  illegal,  and  in  violation  of  the 
defendant's  rights. 

The  criminal  court  was  right  in  holding 
both  ordinances  void,  ai\d  the  judgments  are 
affirmed. 
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STATE  of  Missouri  ew  rel.  John  C.  WYATT, 
Reapt., 

V. 

Thomas  R.  ASHBROOK  et  al,  Appta. 
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1.     An  exercise  of  tbe  poorer  of  taza- 
HoM  for  tbe  sole  purpose  of  re  venae 

or  andae  restraint  or  prohibition  of  a  busi- 
ness will  not  be  saved  from  the  constitutional 
restrictions  that  apply  to  It  as  the  imposi- 
tion of  a  tax,  by  Its  designation  In  the  stat- 
ute as  a  "license  fee." 
S.  A  statute  ivlilcli  noivbere  attempts 
to  protect  anx  public  Interest,  or  de- 
fend against  any  public  wrong,  which  shows 


Nora. — In  connection  with  this  case,  see  the 
preceding  case  of  CniCAOo  v.  Nbtchib   (111.) 
mnte^  261,  and  footnote  thereto. 
48L.R.  A. 


jupoD  Its  face  that  regulation  is  not  fls  par- 
pose,  but  that  revenue  or  undue  restriction 
of  a  business  In  the  interest  of  others  Is  the 
aim  In  view,  cannot  be  sustained  as  an  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power,  although  It  purports 
to  be  **An  Act  to  Regulate  Business  and 
Trade.'* 

3.  To  snstaln  a  statute  as  an  exercise 
of  tbe  police  povrer,  the  courts  must  be 
able  to  see  that  Its  object  to  some  degree 
tends  toward  the  prevention  of  some  offense 
or  manifest  evil,  or  that  It  has  for  Its  aim  the 
preservation  of  the  public  health,  morals, 
safety,  or  welfare. 

4.  Tbe  sale  In  one  store  or  bulldlns, 
under  one  bead  or  unit  of  manaare- 
menty  of  different  articles  enumerated  In  the 
different  classes  or  groups  designated  by  the 
Missouri  anti-department  store  act  of  May 
16,  1809,  cannot  be  deemed  harmful  and  dan- 
gerous so  as  to  be  subject  to  regulation  by 
the  police  power,  merely  because  dfteen  or 
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more  peraoni  may  be  employed  in  the  estab- 
Ilflbment,  If  It  Is  innocent  and  harmless  to 
sell  articles  of  any  one  class  or  group,  and 
also  to  sell  those  of  different  classes  or 
groups  In  establishments  employing  less  than 
fifteen  persons. 

S.  An  Imposition  hy  the  general 
assembly  of  tfltxea  npon  municipal 
corporations  or  the  inhabitants  or  proper- 
ty thereof  for  municipal  purposes,  in  viola- 
tion of  Const,  art.  10,  81  1*  10,  is  made  by 
the  Missouri  an tl -department  store  act  of 
May  16.  1890.  |  0,  providing  that  the  two 
thirds  of  the  license  fee  or  tax  imposed  up- 
on department-store  merchants  Is  to  be  paid 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  city  wherein  such 
stores  are  located,  and  the  remaining  third 
to  the  state  treasury  for  the  use  of  the  state. 

^  The  requirement  of  nniform  taxa- 
tion npon  tlie  same  class  of  snbjecta, 
made  by  Const,  art.  10,  8  3.  Is  violated  by  the 
anti-department  store  act  of  May  16.  1899, 
imposing  license  taxes  upon  those  merchants 
in  cities  having  50,000  or  more  Inhabitants 
who  employ  fifteen  or  more  persons  In  the 
same  establishment,  and  sell  goods  enumerat- 
ed In  more  than  one  of  the  classes  or  groups 
designated  in  the  act,  while  the  amount  of 
tax  to  be  imposed  In  any  city,  is,  within 
certain  limits,  left  to  the  discretion  of  com- 
missioners who  may  fix  different  rates  for 
the  different  cities  governed  by  the  statute. 

T.     The    ambiffuity    or    nncertainty    in 

*  the  lanffuaffe  of  the  Missouri  anti-depart- 
ment store  act  of  May  16,  1899,  which  leaves 
It  a  matter  purely  of  guess  work  to  determine 
whether  the  license  fee  Is  intended  to  be  ex- 
acted for  selling  the  articles  of  each  of  the 
seventy-three  classes  or  for  only  each  of  the 
twenty-eight  groups  therein  designated,  and 
also  falls  to  define  the  life  and  duration  of  the 
license  to  be  Issued,  whether  It  Is  for  a  day. 
month,  or  year,  for  the  life  of  the  applicant, 
or  for  the  duration  of  his  business  at  a  fixed 
place,  is  sufilclcnt  to  render  the  statute  void. 

8.  Dne  proceii*  of  law  la  denied  when 
any  particular  person  of  a  class  or  of  a  com- 
munity Is  singled  out  for  the  imposition  of 
restraints  or  burdens  not  imposed  upon,  or 
to  be  borne  by,  all  of  the  class  or  of  the  com- 
munity at  large,  unless  the  Imposition  or  re- 
straint be  based  upon  existing  distinctions 
that  differentiate  the  particular  individuals 
of  the  class  to  be  affected  from  the  body  of 
the  community. 

(February  20,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decision  of 
the  Circuit  Court,  Buchanan  County, 
against  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute 
inipoeing  a  license  tax  on  the  privilege  of 
conducting  a  department  store,  and  grant- 
ing a  mandamus  to  compel  the  issuance  of 
such  a  license.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Calver  A  PMUip  for  appel- 
lants. 

Mr,  B.  R.  Vineyard,  for  respondent: 

The  power  of  taxation  is  legislative,  and 
cannot  be  delegated  to  ministerial  agencies. 

State  ex  rel.  Munday  v.  Rahicay,  43  N. 
J.  L.  338;  State,  Wharton,  Prosecutor,  v. 
Koster,  38  N.  J.  L.  308;  East  St.  Louis  v. 
Wehrung,  50  111.  29;  Kinmundy  v.  Mahan, 
72  111.  402;  State  ex  rel.  Howe  v.  Des 
Moines,  103  Iowa,  70,  39  L.  R.  A.  285,  72  N. 
W.  639;  Reelfoot  Lake  Levee  Dist.  v.  Daw- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


son,  97  Tenn.  161,  34  L.  R.  A.  725,  36  S.  W. 
1041 ;  Wyandotte  County  Comrs.  y.  Abbott, 
62  Kan.  148,  34  Pac.  418;  McCabe  v.  Car- 
penter, 102  Cal.  469,  36  Pac.  836;  Bernards 
Twp.  v.  Allen,  61  N.  J.  L.  228,  39  Ati.  716; 
Dollar  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ridge,  62  Mo.  App.  324; 
St.  Louis  use  of  Murphy  v.  Clemens,  43  Mo. 
396;  St.  Louis  use  of  Creamer  v.  Clemens, 
52  Mo.  133;  Lammert  v.  Lidwell,  62  Mo. 
188;  Matthews  v.  Alexandria,  68  Mo.  119, 
30  Am.  Rep.  776;  Darling  v.  St.  Paul,  19 
Minn.  389,  Gil.  336;  13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  Igt  ed.  p.  531;  25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc 
Law,  p.  79;  Cooley,  Taxn.  2d  ed.  pp.  61,  62, 
65;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  139-148; 
Walsh  V.  Denver,  11  Colo.  App.  523,  53  Pac. 
458;  Ea>  parte  Jones,  38  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
482,  43  S.  W.  513. 

The  anti-department  store  act  (Acts  1899, 
p.  Tii,  §  3)  is  limited  by  its  terms  to  cities 
containing  60,000  inhabitants  or  more,  thus 
dividing  cities  of  the  second  class  into  two 
classes,  and  violating  S  7  of  art.  9  of  the 
state  Constitution. 

Mumane  v.  St.  Louis,  123  Mo.  479,  27  !S. 
W.  711;  Kansas  City  ex  rel.  North  Park 
Dist.  v.  Scarritt,  127  Mo.  642,  29  S.  W.  845, 
30  S.  W.  Ill;  St.  Louis  v.  Dorr,  145  Mo. 
407,  42  L.  R.  A.  086,  41  S.  W.  1094,  46  SS. 
W.  976;  Robert  J.  Boyd  Paving  d  Contract- 
ing Co.  v.  Ward,  56  U.  S.  App.  730,  85  Fed. 
Rep.  27,  28  C.  C.  A.  667,  79  Fed.  Rep.  390. 
Lack  of  uniformity  makes  the  license  tax 
unconstitutional. 

St.  Louis  V.  Spiegel,  75  Mo.  145,  90  Mo. 
687,  3  S.  W.  80;  Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal. 
354,  24  L.  R.  A.  195,  31  Pac.  245;  Kansas 
City  V.  Crush,  161  Mo.  128,  62  S.  W.  286. 

The  imposition  of  two  thirds  of  the  tax 
which  is  required  to  be  paid  into  the  city 
treasury  violates  9  10,  art.  10,  of  the  state 
Constitution. 

The  act  fixes  an  arbitrary  and  unnatural 
distinction  between  different  kinds  of  mer- 
chants, and  between  merchants  of  the  same 
class,  and  is  therefore  void. 

State  V.  Thomas,  138  Mo.  100,  39  S.  W. 
481 ;  State  v.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  29  L.  R. 
A.  257,  31  S.  W.  781 ;  State  v.  WaUh,  136 
Mo.405,36L.R.A.231,37  S.  W.in2;  State 
v.  Loomis,  116  Mo.  307,  21  L.  R.  A.  789,  22 
S.  W.  350 ;  State  ex  rel.  Harris  v.  Herrmann, 
75  Mo.  340;  Lippman  v.  People,  176  111.  101, 
51  N.  E.  872;  Frorer  v.  People  use  of  School 
Fund,  141  111.  171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N.  E. 
395;  Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People,  147  111. 
66,  22  L.  R.  A.  340,  35  N.  E.  62 ;  State  v. 
Gardner,  58  Ohio  St.  699,  41  L.  R.  A.  689, 
51  N.  E.  136;  Eaj  parte  Jones,  38  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  482,  43  S.  W.  513;  State  v.  Conlon,  65 
Conn.  478.  31  L.  R.  A.  56,  33  Atl.  519 ;  Han- 
nibal V.  Missouri  d  K.  Teleph.  Co.  31  Mo. 
App.  23;  Re  Sam  Kee,  31  Fed.  Rep.  680; 
Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal.  354,  24  L.  R.  A. 
195,  31  Pac.  245;  Schmalz  v.  Wooley,  56  N. 
J.  Eq.  649,  39  Atl.  539;  State  ex  rel.  Atty. 
Gtn.  V.  Miller,  100  Mo.  449,  13  S.  W.  677. 
A  classification  based  on  the  number  of 
pei'sons  employed,  as  a  condition  to  the  right 
to  receive  a  license,  is  unjust  and  unconsti- 
tutional. 
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Re  Yot  Sang,  75  Fed.  Rep.  983;  State  V. 
Mahner,  43  La.  Ann.  490,  9  So.  480. 

"Lfiberty'*  means,  among  other  things, 
^*the  right  of  one  to  use  his  faculties  in  all 
lawful  ways,  to  live  and  work  where  he 
will,  to  earn  his  livelihood  in  any  lawful 
calling,  and  to  pursue  any  lawful  trade  or 
avocation.'' 

People  V.  Oillsan,  109  N.  Y.  399,  17  N.  E. 
343. 

Liberty  "includes  and  comprehends, 
among  other  things,  the  right  to  freely  buy 
and  sell  as  others  may." 

State  V.  Loomis,  116  Mo.  313,  21  L.  R.  A. 
789,  22  S.  W.  350;  State  v.  Julow,  129  Mo. 
173,  29  L.  R.  A.  257.  31  S.  W.  781;  Re 
Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  636;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel,  Tyroler  v.  Warden  of  City  Prison, 
167  N.  Y.  116,  43  L.  R.  A.  264,  61  N.  E.  1006; 
Millett  v.  People,  117  111.  294,  57  Am.  Rep. 
869,  7  N.  E.  631 ;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111.  296, 
32  L.  R.  A.  659,  43  N.  E.  1108;  Frorer  v. 
People  use  of  School  Fund,  141  111.  171,  16 
L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N.  E.  395;  Ex  parte  Ku- 
back,  85  Cal.  274,  9  L.  R.  A.  482,  24  Pac. 
737;  State  v.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179,  6  L. 
R.  A.  621,  10  S.  E.  285;  Oodcharles  v.  Wige- 
man,  113  Pa.  431,  6  Atl.  354;  Com.  v.  Perry, 
155  Mass.  117,  14  L.  R.  A.  325,  28  N.  E. 
1126. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  act  which  can 
justify  its  enactment  as  an  exercise  of  the 
police  power. 

Re  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  036; 
State  V.  Julow,  129  Mo.  177,  29  L.  R.  A. 
257,  31  S.  W.  781 ;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111. 
308,  32  L.  R.  A.  059,  43  N.  E.  1108. 

Section  5  of  this  act  is  also  void,  because 
there  is  no  time  prescribed  by  that  section, 
or  anywhere  in  the  act,  for  which  the  license 
is  to  run. 

Darling  v.  St.  Paul,  19  Minn.  389,  ail. 
336. 

If  a  statute  is  so  doubtful  that  no  judi- 
cial certainty  can  be  settled  upon  as  to  its 
meaning,  it  is  void. 

State,  Crow,  v.  West  Side  Street  R.  Co. 
146  Mo.  155,  47  S.  W.  959. 

The  act  also  violates  that  clause  of  the 
Ist  section  of  the  14th  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which 
reads  as  follows:  "Nor  shall  any  state  de- 
prive any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law." 

State  V.  Julow,  129  Mo.  177,  29  L.  R.  A. 
267,  31  S.  W.  781;  Allgeyer  v.  Louisiana, 
166  U.  S.  578,  41  L.  ed.  832,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  427;  Shaver  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  71 
Fed.  Rep.  931 ;  Eden  v.  People,  161  111.  303, 
32  L.  R.  A.  659,  43  N.  E.  1108;  Walsh  v. 
Denver,  11  Ck)lo.  App.  523,  53  Pac.  458. 

This  act  also  violates  those  other  clauses 
of  the  Ist  section  of  the  14th  Amendment 
of  the  Federal  Constitution,  which  provide 
that  '*no  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any 
law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges,  or 
immunitieB  of  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
.  .  .  noir  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws." 

Re  Yot  Sang,  75  Fed.  Rep.  983 ;  Tick  Wo 
V.  Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  356,  30  L.'  ed.  220,  6 
48L.  R.  A. 


Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064;  Ex  parte  Virginia,  100 
U.  S.  339,  25  L.  ed.  676;  People  v.  Marx,  99 
N.  Y.  377,  52  Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E.  29;  State 
v.  Kuntz,  47  La.  Ann.  108,  16  So.  651; 
Walsh  V.  Denver,  11  Colo.  App.  623,  63  Pac 
458 ;  Re  Ah  Fong,  3  Sawy.  144,  Fed.  Caa.  No. 
102;  Ho  Ah  Kow  v.  Nunan,  6  Sawy.  552, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,546;  Santa  Clara  County  v. 
Southern  P.  R.  Co.  9  Sawy.  165,  18  Fed.  Rep. 
385;  Railroad  Tax  Case,  13  Fed.  Rep.  722; 
Santa  Clara  County  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co. 
118  U.  S.  394,  30  L.  ed.  118,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1132. 

No  good  reason  can  be  shown  for  the  ar- 
bitrary discrimination  made  between  mer- 
chants by  this  act. 

Kansas  City  v.  Crush,  161  Mo.  128,  62  B. 
W.  286. 

Robinson,  J.,  delivered    the   opinion    of 

the  court: 

This  is  a  proceeding  by  mandamus,  com- 
menced by  the  relator  in  the  Buchanan  cir- 
cuit court,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the 
auditor,  treasurer,  and  comptroller  of  the 
oily  of  St.  Joseph,  the  defendants  herein,  to 
issue  to  hiifl  a  merchant's  license  to  conduct 
a  department  store  in  said  city.  The  de- 
fendants had  refused  to  issue  the  license  ap- 
plied for  unless  the  relator  would  first  pay 
into  the  city  treasury  two  thirds,  and  into 
the  state  treasury  one  third,  of  the  amount 
required  to  be  so  paid  by  5  6  of  what  is 
known  as  the  "Anti-Department  Store  Act," 
approved  May  16,  1899  (Acts  1899,  p.  72), 
in  addition  to  the  tax  imposed  by  the  gen- 
eral laws  of  the  city  for  a  merchant's  li- 
cense. In  the  alternative  writ,  which  fol- 
lows in  detail  the  allegations  of  the  petition 
therefor,  the  laws  and  ordinances  of  the  oity 
of  St.  Joseph  prescribing  the  various  re- 
quirements necessary  to  be  followed  in  order 
to  secure  a  merchant's  license  are  set  forth. 
The  writ  then  shows  that  the  relator  com- 
plied with  all  those  requirements  in  his  ap- 
plication for  a  license;  and  it  was  refused  by 
the  defendants  on  the  sole  ground,  as  shown 
in  the  writ^  that  he  had  not  paid  into  the 
state  and  city  treasury  the  license  fees  re- 
quired by  the  act  referred  to,  in  addition  to 
the  ad  valorem  tax  required  of  all  merchant! 
under  the  general  laws  of  the  city,  and  which 
the  relator  has  tendered  in  connection  with 
his  application.  The  writ  further  shows 
that  in  his  application  for  the  license  the 
relator  clearly  indicated  that  he  desired  the 
license  to  conduct  a  department  store  within 
the  city  for  the  sale  of  five  different  classes 
or  departments  of  goods  as  defined  by  said 
act.  It  shows  that  he  intended  to  sell  the 
goods  at  retail  and  through  twenty  clerks 
or  employees  engaged  by  him  for  that  pur- 
pose; that  the  relator  filed  his  application 
for  the  license  desired  by  him  with  the  de- 
fendant Ashbrook,  as  city  auditor,  on  Sep- 
tember 15,  1899,^-one  hundred  and  twenty- 
two  days  after  the  passage  and  approval  of 
the  act  in  question. — ignoring  its  provisions, 
tendering  the  license  fee  under  the  general 
levy  nia2e  by  the  city  for  taxes,  and  de- 
manding of  the  defendants,  and  each  of 
them,  that  they  perform  the  acts  required 
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bj  the  general  laws  and  ordinances  of  the 
city  where  a  merchant's  license  is  applied 
for,  and  which  are  set  forth  in  the  alterna- 
tive writ  of  mandamus.  The  alternative  writ 
also  shows  that  the  license  was  refused  by 
defendants  solely  on  the  ground  that  relator 
had  not  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
said  act.'  For  a  return  to  the  alternative 
writ,  the  defendants  filed  a  demurrer,  alleg- 
ing as  grounds  therefor  that  the  matters  and 
things  set  forth  in  the  alternative  writ  are 
not  sufficient  in  law  or  equity  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  the  relief  asked  for,  or  to  author- 
ize the  issuing  of  a  writ  of  mandamus.  The 
court  below  overruled  said  demurrer,  and  in 
its  decree  specially  held  the  act  under  con- 
sideration to  be  unconstitutional  and  void. 
The  defendants  declined  to  plead  further, 
and  the  court  thereupon  rendered  final  de- 
cree for  the  plaintiff,  and  directed  the  issu- 
ance of  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus, 
commanding  the  defendants,  and  each  of 
them,  to  do  and  perform  the  acts  and  things 
required  conditionally  by  the  alternative 
writ,  and  which  were  necessary  to  be  per- 
formed in  the  issuance  of  the  license  applied 
for  by  the  relator.  From  this  final  decree, 
the  defendants  have  appealed  to  this  court. 
The  only  question  involved  in  this  contro- 
versy is  as  to  whether  this  act,  known  as 
the  "Anti-Departmeivt  Store  Law,"  a  brief 
synopsis  of  which  is  given  below,  is  opera- 
tive or  constitutional.  By  §  1  of  the  act,  all 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  in  the  cities 
to  which  it  now  applies  are  divided  into 
seventy-three  classes,  and  these  classes  are 
then  rearranged  into  twenty-eight  groups 
or  departments.  By  §  2  of  the  act,  from  and 
after  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  after  its 
passage  it  is  made  unlawful  for  any  person 
or  persons,  firm,  corporation,  or  association 
of  persons  to  have  on  hand  for  sale,  sell,  or 
expose  for  sale,  at  retail,  any  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise  of  more  than  one  of  these 
several  classes  or  groups,  without  first  hav- 
ing obtained  a  license  therefor,  as  provided 
for  in  the  act  By  §  3  it  is  provided  that 
during  the  120  days  from  the  passage  of 
the  act  the  board  of  officers  of  the  citv 
charged  with  the  duty  of  issuing  merchant  s 
licenses,  and  after  that  a  license  commis- 
sioner for  each  city,  to  be  appointed  by  the 
governor,  are  authorized  to  issue  merchants' 
licenses.  By  a  proviso  in  this  section  the 
act  is  limited  in  its  application  to  such  cities 
of  the  state  as  have  or  may  hereafter  have 
50,000  inhabitants  or  more.  By  §  4  the  ap- 
plicant for  license  is  required  to  state  the 
class  or  group  under  which  he  proposes  to 
conduct  his  business^  and  also  state  what 
additional  class  or  group,  or  what  addition- 
al article  or  articles  in  any  class  or  group, 
he  desires  to  keep  or  sell,  and  also  the  street 
number  at  which  he  proposes  to  conduct  his 
business.  By  §  5  the  board  or  license  com- 
missioner charged  with  the  duty  of  issuing 
licenses  is  empowered  to  fix  the  sum  to  be 
paid  for  licenses  required  by  the  act,  but 
which  sum  is  not  to  be  fixed  at  less  than 
$300  nor  more  than  $500  for  every  class  or 
group,  or  for  any  particular  article  of  any 
class  or  group  named  in  the  application,  in 
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addition  to  the  principal  business  to  be  ooo- 
ducted  by  the  applicant.  The  license  fee 
thus  fixed  is  to  be  uniform  in  each  city.  Sec- 
tion 6  prohibits  the  issuance  of  any  license, 
until  the  applicant  shall  have  paid  into  the 
city  treasury  two  thirds  and  into  the  state 
treasury  one  third  of  the  amount  required 
to  secure  the  license.  Section  7  provides  a 
punishment  by  imprisonment  in  the  county 
jail  for  a  term  not  exceeding  one  year,  and 
toe  payment  of  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $100 
nor  more  than  $300,  for  the  violation  of  any 
provision  of  the  act,  and  makes  each  day's 
violation  a  new  offense.  Section  8  provides 
that  the  act  "shall  not  apply  to  manufac- 
turing establishments,  warehouse  or  auction 
houses,  or  to  any  establishment  where  not 
more  than  fifteen  persons  are  employed." 

No  question  is  made  here  by  respondent 
as  to  the  right  of  relator  to  compel  by  num- 
damus  the  issuance  to  him  of  the  license  ap- 
plied for  if  the  act  known  as  the  "Anti-De- 
partment  Store  Bill"  is  unconstitutional  or 
inoperative,  as  declared  by  the  circuit  court 
in  its  disposition  of  the  case.  Hie  dutv  of 
respondent  being  clearly  ministerial  where 
all  the  requirements  of  the  law  preliminary 
to  acquiring  a  license  have  been  complied 
with  bv  relator  its  issuance,  if  refused,  was 
properly  compellable  by  mandamus.  And  it 
might  further  be  added  that  no  question 
ought  to  be  raised  as  to  the  character  of  the 
imposition  levied  by  the  act,  notwitlistand- 
ing  it  is  called  a  "license  fee,"  and  the  act 
imposing  it  is  designated  "An  Act  to  Regu- 
late Business  and  Trade  in  Cities  Having  a 
Population  of  50,000  Inhabitants  or  Over," 
etc.  Courts  look  beyond  the  mere  title  of 
an  act  to  see  and  determine  its  real  object, 
purpose,  and  result;  and  where  the  power  of 
taxation  therein  provided  for  is  exercised 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  revenue,  or  undue 
restraint  or  prohibition, — ^as  is  most  mani- 
fest in  the  act  in  question, — ^its  designation 
as  "license  fee"  will  not  save  it  from  the  con- 
stitutional restrictions  that  would  apply  to 
it  as  the  imposition  of  a  tax.  In  no  sense 
can  this  most  extraordinary  act  be  regarded 
as  a  police  measure,  and,  consequently,  does 
not  fall  within  the  protection  of  the  police 
power.  It  nowhere  attempts  to  protect  any 
public  interest,  or  defend  against  any  public 
wrong.  It  shows  upon  its  face  that  regula- 
tion is  not  its  purpose,  but  that  revenue,  or 
undue  restriction  in  the  interest  of  others, 
not  embraced  in  the  class  designated,  is  the 
aim  in  view.  While  a  most  onerous  license 
fee  by  name  is  imposed,  no  police  inspection, 
supervision,  of  regulation  is  provided,  nor 
is  any  standard  set  for  the  applicant  to  es- 
tablish, or  that  he  agrees  to  attain  or  main- 
tain, but  any  and  all  persons  engaged  in  the 
business  designated  in  the  act,  without  qual- 
ification or  Mndrance,  may  come,  and  a  li- 
cense, on  payment  of  the  stipulated  sum  to 
the  commissioner  named  in  the  act,  will  is- 
sue, to  do  business,  subject  to  no  proscribed 
rule  of  conduct,  and  under  no  guardian  eye, 
but  according  to  the  unrestrained  judgment 
or  fancy  of  the  applicant  and  licensee.  The 
applicant  is  simply  required  to  pay  his 
money  and  taJce  out  his  license.    That  is  the 
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beginning  and  the  ending  of  the  polioe  su- 
pervision and  control  over  him  or  his  busi- 
ness, so  far  OS  concerns  the  act  in  question. 
In  order  to  sustain  legislation  of  Uie  char- 
acter of  the  act  in  question  as  a  police  meas- 
ure, the  courts  must  be  able  to  see  that  its 
object  to  some  degree  tends  towards  the  pre- 
vention of  some  offense  or  manifest  evil,  or 
has  for  its  aim  the  preservation  of  the  pub- 
lic health,  morals,  safety,  or  welfare.  If 
no  such  object  is  discernible,  but  the  mere 
ffuise  and  masquerade  of  public  control,  un- 
der the  name  of  "An  Act  to  Regulate  Busi- 
ness and  Trade,"  etc.,  is  adopted,  that  the 
liberty  and  property  rights  of  the  citizens 
may  be  invaded,  the  court  will  strike  down 
tbe  act  as  unwarranted.  Mere  legislative 
csbumption  of  the  right  to  direct  nnd  indi- 
eato  the  channel  and  course  into  which  the 
private  energies  of  the  citizen  shall  flow,  or 
the  attempt  to  abridge  or  hamper  his  right 
to  pursue  any  lawful  calling  or  avocation 
which  he  may  choose  without  unreasonable 
regulation  or  molestation,  have  ever  been 
condemned  in  all  free  government. 

No  suggestion  is  made  by  counsel  in  their 
effort  to  sustain  this  act,  and,  to  our  mind, 
none  can  be  conjectured,  why  the  selling  of 
any  or  all  of  the  articles  of  merchandise  em- 
braced in  two  or  more  of  the  classes  or 
eroups  designated  therein  in  one  store  or 
building,  under  one  head  or  unit  of  manage- 
ment, when  fifteen  or  more  persons  are  em- 
ployed, is  a  thinff  of  danger  to  the  public, 
or  that  the  mortus,  health,  safety,  or  com- 
fort of  the  community  will  to  any  extent  be 
injured  or  prejudiced  thereby  in  any  man- 
ner different  or  greater  than  would  result 
if  the  same  articles  were  sold  in  different 
store  buildings,  run  by  the  same  person, 
corporation,  or  company  as  independent  es- 
tablishments, and  each  employing  fifteen  or 
more  persons,  or  when  all  of  the  enumer- 
ated articles  are  sold  in  one  store  wherein 
less  than  fifteen  persons  are  employed.  If 
the  Belling  of  the  different  articles  enu- 
merated in  any  one  of  the  classes  or  groups 
designated  by  the  act  is  innocent  and  harm- 
less when  pursued  separably  as  a  business, 
ho\f  does  it  become  harmful  and  dangerous 
merely  because  the  articles  in  two  or  more 
classes  or  groups  designated  in  the  act  be- 
came united  for  sale  under  one  unit  of  man- 
sgement,  and  the  business  conducted  in  one 
building,  where  fifteen  or  more  persons  are 
employed,  so  that  it  would  call  for  special 
legislation  with  increased  and  onerous  li- 
cense fees  or  tax  burdens  imposed.  Such 
grouping  together  for  sale  or  disposition  of 
those  articles  of  daily  use  and  necessity  does 
not  endanger  or  threaten  the  peace  and  (^ood 
order  of  society.  They  neither  engender 
disease,  spread  contagion,  corrupt  the 
morals,  nor  encourage  dissipation  or  vice  in 
any  form  because  of  such  combination,  and 
no  sanction  for  such  reasons  can  be  found 
for  the  act  as  a  public  measure. 

As  said  above,  the  act,  though  entitled 
"An  Act  to  Regulate  Business  and  Trade  in 
CHties  Having  a  Population  of  Fifty  Thou- 
sand Inhabitants  and  Over,"  is  clearly  an 
exercise  of.  the  power  of  taxation,  and  must 
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be  enforced,  if  at  all,  under  aad  according  u> 
the  constitufUonal  limitaticas  and  restric- 
tions on  the  subject  of  taxation.  Conceding 
tha4;  the  legislature  is  not  limited  to  any 
form  of  taxation^  and  that  it  may  impose  a 
license  tax  as  well  as  a  direct  tax  upon  the 
departmentrstore  merchant,  and  further 
treat  the  imposition  provided  in  the  act  in 
question  as  a  tax  imposed  direct  by  the  leg- 
islature, and  not  a  delegation  of  power  to 
the  commissioner  therein  named  to  fix  an  un- 
certain and  varying  sum  between  $300  and 
$500,  as  his  fancy  may  suggest  (which  the 
relator  in  this  case  most  strenuously  con- 
tends is  done),  then  the  tax  to  be  paid  un- 
der the  &qt  in  question  is  violative  of  the 
provision  of  5  10  of  article  10  of  our  Con- 
stitution, which  declares  that  "the  general 
assembly  shall  not  impose  taxes  upon  coun- 
ties, cities,  towns,  or  other  municipal  cor- 
porations, or  upon  the  inhabitants  or  prop- 
erty thereof  for  county,  city,  town,  or  other 
municipal  purposes,  but  may  by  general  laws 
vest  in  the  corporate  authorities  thereof  the 
power  to  assess  and  collect  taxes  for  sudi 
purposes."  By  S  1  of  the  same  article  it  is 
further  provided  that  "the  taxing  power  may 
be  exercised  by  the  general  assembly  for 
state  purposes,  and  by  counties  and  other 
munloipal  corporations,  under  authority 
granted  to  them  by  the  general  assembly, 
for  county  and  other  corporate  purposes." 
Section  6  of  the  act  in  question  provides  that 
"no  such  license  shall  be  issued  until  the 
person,  firm,  corporation,  or  association  of 
persons  applying  therefor  shall  pay  to  the 
city  treasurer  of  the  city  two  thirds,  and  into 
the  state  treasury  one  third,  of  the  amount 
tixed  by  the  board  or  officer  receiving  snch 
application,  as  due  and  payable  therefor.*' 
While  the  legislature  might  authorize  the 
niunjcipality  to  be  affected  by  the  act  in 
question — as  it  has  done  in  the  city  charters 
and  in  the  general  laws  regulating  the  incor- 
porations of  cities — ^to  license  and  tax 
certain  occupations  and  callings,  and  to  im- 
pose taxes  on  all  the  property  within  its 
limits  for  municipal  purposes,  it  cannot  it- 
self, or  through  the  agency  of  the  commis- 
sioners, to  be  appoint^  under  the  act,  any 
n<ore  impose  such  tax  directly  upon  such 
occupation  or  business  in  cities  for  city  pur- 
poscF.  than  it  can  directly  impose  taxes  up- 
on city  property  for  city  purposes.  As  will 
be  seen  by  S  G  of  the  act  in  question,  two 
thirds  of  the  license  fee  or  tax  imposed 
thereunder  upon  the  departmentrstore  mer- 
chant is  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
city  wherein  such  store  is  located,  and  goes 
into  the  city  treasury  for  city  purpoaos, 
while  the  remaining  one  third  of  the  tax 
named  is  to  be  paid  into  the  state  treasury, 
for  the  use  of  the  state;  whereas  §  10  of  ar- 
ticle 10  of  the  Constitution  above  quoted 
expressly  inhibits  the  general  assembly 
from  imposing  taxes  upon  cities  or  other 
municipal  corporations,  or  upon  the  inhab- 
itants or  property  thereof,  for  city  or  other 
municipal  purposes,  and  directs  that  by  gen- 
eral laws  it  may  vest  in  the  corporate  au- 
thorities thereof  power  to  so  assess  and  col« 
lect  all  taxes  for  corporate  purposes.     Sec- 
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tiou  I  of  said  article  10  of  the  Constitatioa 
is  likewise  mandatory  in  directing  how  the 
talcing  power  may  be  exercised  by  the  gen- 
eral assembly  and  by  the  cities  and  mimic- 
ipal  corporations  of  our  fttate,  and  excludes 
the  assertion  of  authority  attempted  by  the 
act  in  question.  And  again  it  might  be  sug- 
gested that,  as  part  of  the  imposition  pro- 
vided for  in  §  6  of  the  act  in  question  is  a 
city  tax,  the  state  not  only  was  wanting  in 
authority  to  impose  it  upon  the  city,  or  tlie 
inhabitants  or  property  thereof,  but  to  ap- 
propriate any  part  to  itself,  and,  if  th*  im- 
position be  treated  as  a  state  tax,  the  legis- 
lature had  no  right  to  give  or  remit  any 
part  of  the  state's  revenue  to  the  city. 

But  aside  from  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  tax  to  be  imposed  be  considered  as  a 
municipal  or  state  tax  that  should  have  been 
imposed  by  the  legislature  of  the  state  or  by 
the  cities  of  the  state,  relator  insists  that 
the  act  is  vitally  defective  in  that  it  dele- 
gates to  the  commissioner  named  in  the  act, 
to  be  appointed  by  the  governor,  the  power 
to  fix  the  amount  of  the  license  fee  or  tax, 
and  for  that  reason  violates  §  1  of  article  10 
of  the  Constitution.  By  S  5  of  this  act  it 
it  provided  that  "the  said  board  or  officer 
in  such  city  charged  with  the  duty  of  issu- 
ing merchant's  licenses,  shall  have  power  to 
fix  the  sum  to  be  paid  for  lioenees  required 
by  this  act,  but  such  license  fee  shall  not  be 
fixed  at  less  than  three  nor  more  than  five 
hundred  dollars  for  every  class  or  group,  or 
for  any  particular  article  of  any  class  or 
ffroup  mentioned  in  the  application  for  such 
license,"  etc.  While  a  minimum  below 
which  and  a  maximum  above  which  the  com- 
missioner cannot  go  has  been  designated  in 
the  act,  the  authority  to  name  and  fix  the 
amount  of  the  imposition  between  those  des- 
ignated sums  is  plainlv  delegated  to  the 
commissioner,  and  can  be  exercised  accord- 
ing to  his  arbitrary  discretion  in  the  prem- 
ises, subject  only  to  the  qualification,  as 
further  set  out  in  the  section,  "that  the  li- 
cense fee  exacted  shall  be  uniform  in  each 
city  in  which  it  is  collected."  Until  the 
commisaioner  acts  and  determines  upon  the 
rate  of  the  imposition  to  be  levied  within 
the  limits  of  the  city  for  which  he  is  ap- 
pointed, no  one  of  that  community  can  de- 
termine from  the  law  itself  what  the  license 
fee  or  tax  is  or  will  be.  Until  he  acts,  the 
rate  of  the  tax  is  an  unknown  quantity.  In 
fact,  until  he  acts,  there  is  no  tax  provided. 
An  undetermined  tax  is  in  law  no  tax.  The 
determination  of  the  amount  or  rate  of  a 
tax  to  be  imposed  is  as  essential  an  exercise 
of  the  taxing  power  as  the  designation  of  the 
property  to  be  taxed,  or  the  time  for  its  col- 
lection or  enforcement. 

And  here,  again,  on  account  of  the  dele- 
gated authority  to  the  commissioner,  to  be 
named  under  the  act,  to  fix  the  sum  to  be 
paid  for  the  license  therein  required,  the 
further  objection  is  urged  to  it  that  it  is 
violative  of  the  uniformity  clause  of  our 
state  Constitution,  which,  by  §  3  of  article 
10  of  the  Constitution,  provides  that  all 
taxes  to  be  levied  and  collected  for  public 
purposes  "shall  be  uniform  upon  the  same 
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class  of  subjects  within  the  territorial  lim- 
its of  the  authority  levying  the  tax,  and  all 
taxes  shall  be  levied  and  collected  by  gen- 
eral law."  Ignoring,  for  the  present,  the 
question  that  the  merchants  doing  business 
in  the  cities  of  our  state  having  a  popula- 
tion of  50,000  inhabitants  or  more,  in  one 
store  or  building,  where  fifteen  or  more  per- 
sons are  employed,  have  been  arbitrarily 
singled  out  by  this  act  as  a  class  to  them- 
selves, that  additional  burdeas  might  be 
imposed  upon  them,  from  wMch  all  other 
merchants  of  the  state  are  exempted,  all  of 
the  class  of  merchants  thus  arbitrarily 
named  under  this  act  are  not  subject  to  the 
same  uniform  rate  of  tax.  Even  as  to  them 
the  tax  may  vary,  according  to  the  whim 
and  fancy  of  the  different  commissioners  to 
be  named  by  t^e  governor  for  the  different 
cities,  as  will  be  seen  from  a  reading  of  the 
act.  The  merchant  in  St.  Joseph^  for  selling 
the  articles  enumerated  in  esich  of  the 
classes  or  groups  designated  in  the  act 
(more  than  one),  may  be  required  to  pay 
$300,  while  for  selling  the  same  articles  in 
Kansas  City  his  brewer  department-store 
merchant  may  be  required  to  pay  $400,  and 
the  merchant  of  St.  Louis  be  required  to 
pay  $500,  and  all  under  the  same  act,  and 
where  a  part  of  the  tax  to  be  collected  from 
each  goes  to  the  same  common  public  pur- 
pose. So  the  practical  operation  of  the  act 
in  question  not  only  makes  an  arbitrary 
class  of  merchants  in  cities  of  50,000  inhab- 
itants or  more^  doing  a  retail  business  under 
one  unit  of  management,  where  fifteen  or 
more  persons  are  employed,  as  contradistin- 
guished from  all  other  merchants  of  sucl> 
cities,  and  all  other  merchants  of  the  state 
outside  of  cities  of  60,000  inhabitants  or 
more,  whether  conducting  business  under  the 
same  condition  as  those  designated  in  the 
class  defined  by  the  act  or  otherwise,  but  all 
merchants  of  that  class  are  not  necessarily 
subject  to  the  same  uniform  rates  of  taxa- 
tion, since  the  rate  between  three  or  five 
hundred  dollars  is  to  be  fixed  and  determined 
according  to  the  discretion  of  the  different 
commissioners  to  be  appointed  for  the  va- 
rious cities  coming  within  the  influence  of 
the  act  But  the  inequality  and  want  of 
uniformity  in  the  matter  of  the  application 
of  the  act  to  the  merchants  of  the  designated 
class  is  made  more  striking  when  it  is  sug- 
gested that  under  it  the  oonunissioner  (say 
for  the  city  of  St  Joseph)  may  determine 
that  he  will  require  license  fee  for  selling 
the  articles  classified  and  enumerated  un- 
der each  one  of  the  twenty-eight  groups  of 
articles  designated  in  the  act  to  be  kept  and 
sold  by  the  merchant  of  that  city  (less  the 
articles  named  in  any  one  group,  which  he 
may  sell  without  the  requirement  of  a  li- 
cense), when  then  the  highest  license  fee 
that  would  be  required  in  that  city  for  sell- 
ing all  articles  of  merchandise  enimierated 
in  the  act  would  be  300  tiroes  27,  or  $8,100; 
while  in  St  Louis,  perhaps,  the  commis- 
sioner appointed  to  look  after  the  inrtereet 
of  that  city,  being  a  nmn  of  more  compre- 
hensive views,  and  of  a  disposition  to  ^ve  to 
the  aot  a  more  liberal  and  far-reaching  in- 
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terpretation,  to  meet  the  present  pressing 
needs  of  that  city,  and  being  a  man  of  bold- 
er financial  reach,  might  determine  that  a 
license  fee  for  each  of  the  seventy-three 
classes  of  articles  enumerated  in  the  act  was 
required,  and  would  further  fix  $500  as  the 
amount  of  the  license  fee  to  be  imposed  for 
the  sellii^  of  articles  of  each  class  over  and 
above  the  articles  of  one  class  that  can  be 
sold  without  a  license,  then  we  would  have 
the  merchant  of  that  city,  for  conducting 
the  same  business  as  the  St.  Joseph  mer- 
chant paying  for  his  license  seventy-two 
times  $oOO,  or  the  enormous  sum  of  $36,- 
000;  thus  making  the  possible  astounding 
difference  of  $27,900  between  the  amounts  to 
be  paid  by  merchants,  arbitrarily  created  by 
this  act,  for  the  mere  purpose  that  they 
niieht  be  legislated  against. 

Thus  it  is  seen  that  the  uniformity  clause 
of  the  Constitution  has  been  violated  in  this 
act,  not  only  by  the  arbitrary  and  unrea- 
sonable classification  of  merchants  of  a 
natural  class,  for  the  particular  purpose  of 
this  particular  imposition,  and  also  on  ac- 
count of  the  discretion  given  to  the  commis- 
sioner to  be  named  under  the  act  to  fix,  in 
different  cities,  different  license  fees  or 
rates  of  taxation  upon  the  merchants  of  the 
same  designated  class,  but  the  very  uncer- 
tainty in  the  language  of  the  aot  has  intro- 
duced another  element  of  possible  and  prob- 
able inequality  and  want  of  uniformitv  in 
the  matter  of  determining  the  amount  of  the 
tax  to  be  fixed  and  imposed.  In  the  exer- 
dee  of  the  taxing  power,  which  is  the  very 
essence  of  sovereignty,  and  of  the  gravest 
eoDsequences  to  the  citizen,  there  ought  to  be 
so  ambiguity  or  uncertainty  in  the  language 
of  the  law.  An  act  which  attempts  to  levy 
sudi  burdensome  taxation  as  that  provided 
in  the  act  in  question  should  at  least  be 
plain,  and  past  all  misunderstanding,  as  to 
the  basis  on  which  the  computation  is  to  be 
made :  and  yet  from  a  reading  of  the  act  no 
one  can  £ell  whether  for  the  selling  or  expos- 
ing for  sale  by  a  merchant  of  the  designated 
class  all  the  different  articles  of  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise  enumerated  there- 
in a  license  fee  or  tax  is  to  be  exacted  for 
selling  or  exposing  to  sale  the  articles 
named  in  each  of  the  seventy-three  classes 
or  only  the  twenty-eight  groups  of  articles. 
The  act  provides  that  a  license  fee  shall  be 
fixed  at  not  lest  than  $300  nor  more  than 
$500  "for  every  class  or  group  or  for  any 
particular  article  of  any  class  or  gr6up  men- 
tioned in  the  application  for  such  license." 
The  words  "class"  and  "group"  are  used  to- 
gether throughout  the  act  as  "class  or 
g^oup,"  and  nothing  is  to  be  found  therein 
to  indicate  which  is  to  be  considered  or 
what  is  to  be  rejected  or  ignored  in  the  mat- 
ter of  computing  the  amount  of  license  fee 
to  be  collected,  by  the  commissioner  called 
upon  to  execute  the  act.  As  to  whether  a 
license  fee  is  intended  to  be  exacted  for  sell- 
ing the  articles  of  each  of  the  seventy-three 
daaaes  or  for  only  each  of  the  twenty-eight 
groups  of  articles,  it  is  a  matter  of  pure 
gueas-work,  a  thing  of  blind  conjecture,  a 
foundation  too  uncertain  and  untenable  up- 
48Ii.B.  A. 


on  which  to  rest  the  cumbrous  tax  imposi- 
tion provided  in  the  act.  But  the  uncer- 
tainty as  to  the  meaning  of  the  act  is  not 
only  made  to  appear  from  the  use  of  irrec^ 
oncilabic  words  and  language  found  there- 
in, but  also  on  account  of  the  absence  of 
proper  words  therein  defining  the  life  and 
duration  of  the  license  to  be  issued  by  the 
terms  of  the  act.  Whether  the  license  pro- 
vided for  in  the  act  is  to  issue  and  run  for 
a  day,  month,  or  a  year,  or  for  life  of  the  ap- 
plicant, or  for  the  duration  of  his  business 
at  a  fixed  place,  nothing  is  to  be  found  in 
the  act  to  inform  one;  and  again  we  are 
driven  to  the  field  of  conjecture  and  specu- 
lation, without  data  upon  which  to  predi- 
cate a  construction  as  to  what  is  meant. 
We  know  of  no  rule  of  construction  that 
would  justify  this  court  giving  to  this  act 
a  definite  meaning  not  somewhere  disclosed 
or  indicated  within  its  four  corners.  The 
act  is  clearly  void  for  uncertainty. 

But,  independent  of  all  these  objeotions  to 
the  form  and  structure  of  the  act,  to  the 
mode,  manner,  and  amount  of  the  attempted 
imposition,  or  as  to  whether  the  imposition 
be  treated  as  a  tax  or  a  license,  the  act  is 
further  assailed  upon  the  broaid  constitu- 
tional ground  that,  as  unwarranted  class 
legislation,  it  is  violative  of  the  natural 
rights  of  the  citizen  defined  in  S  4  of  artide 
2  of  our  Constitution  (Bill  of  Rights), 
which  declares  "that  all  persons  have  a  nat- 
ural right  to  life,  liberty,  and  the  enjoyment 
of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry,"  and  of 
§  30  of  the  same  artide,  which  declares 
''that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  lib- 
erty, or  property  without  due  process  of 
law."  The  j>rotection  of  liberty  and  of 
property,  denned  in  S  4  of  the  Constitution, 
supra,  "as  the  gains  of  their  own  industry," 
are  among  the  principal  objects  for  which 
free  government  among  men  has  been  estab- 
lished, and,  as  further  declared  in  the  clos- 
ing paragraph  of  said  section,  "that  when 
government  does  not  confer  this  security  it 
fails  of  its  chief  design,"  and  of  these  righto 
no  person  shall  be  deprived  without  "due 
process  of  law,"  which  means,  as  declared 
by  this,  as  of  all  courte  of  the  land,  to  be 
"the  law  of  the  land;"  and  these  words, 
when  having  reference  to  l^slative  enact- 
ments, must  mean  a  requirement  of  action 
or  abstinence,  binding  upon  and  affecting 
alike  each  and  every  member  of  the  com- 
munity of  the  same  class,  or  of  similar  cir- 
cumstances, enacted  for  the  general  public 
good  or  welfare.  Does  the  act  in  question, 
by  the  imposition  of  the  license  fee  provid- 
ed for  therein,  infringe  upon  the  liberty  of 
the  citizen  whom  it  is  to  affect,  or  his  right 
to  the  enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  his  indus- 
try, or  its  equivalent,  his  property?  If  the 
terms  "life,"  "liberty,"  and  ^'property"  as 
used  in  the  Constitution,  are  "representa- 
tive terms,  and  cover  every  right  to  which 
a  member  of  the  body  politic  is  entitled  un- 
der the  law,"  as  said  by  Sherwood,  J.,  in 
State  V.  Julow,  129  Mo.  172,  29  L.  R.  A. 
258,  31  S.  W.  782,  and  that  within  this 
comprehensive  scope  are  embraced  the  right 
to  buy  and  sell  as  others  may,  and  to  pur- 
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8iie  such  honest  calling,  vooation,  or  busi- 
ness as  the  citizen  may  choose,  subject  only 
to  such  restraints  or  the  imposition  of  such 
burdens  as  may  be  required  or  imposed  for 
the  general  good,  and  if  "due  process  of  law^' 
is  to  be  defined  as  "the  law  of  the  land," 
designed  to  protect  and  preserve  the  rights 
of  the  citizen  against  aroitrary  legislation, 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  or 
judicial  action,  then  "due  process  of  law"  is 
denied  when  any  particular  person  of  a 
class  or  of  the  community  is  singled  out  for 
the  imposition  of  restraints  or  burdens  not 
imposed  upon  and  to  be  borne  by  all  of  the 
class,  or  of  the  community  at  large,  unless 
the  im])08ition  or  restraint  be  based  upon 
existing  distinctions  that  differentiate  the 
particular  individuals  of  the  class  to  be  af- 
fected from  the  body  of  the  community; 
and  tliis  question  as  to  whether  the  persona 
thus  designated  constitute  a  natural  or  a 
reasonable  class  depends  upon  facts  which 
the  court  passing  upon  the  validity  or  in- 
validity of  the  legislation  must  determine 
upon.  While  the  legislature,  under  its 
vested  authority  and  power,  may  arbitrari- 
ly impose  taxes,  restraints,  and  burdens  of 
various  kinds,  within  the  constitutional 
limitations  prescribed,  that  may  become 
most  onerous  and  oppressive  to  the  citizen, 
which  the  courts  can  do  naught  but  uphold, 
it  cannot  create  conditions  or  fiat  classes 
that  will  operate  to  make  legislation  alone 
applicable  to  those  artificial  conditions  and 
classes  as  general  law  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution,  or  that  will  entitle  it 
to  the  designation  of  "the  law  of  the  land," 
or  that  will  make  the  act  "due  process  of 
law"  by  which  alone  the  liberty  of  the  citi- 
zen may  be  restrained,  or  his  property  bur- 
dened or  disposed  of.  As  said  above,  no 
reason  has  been  given  or  suggested,  and,  to 
our  minds,  none  can  be  conceived,  why  the 
arbitrary  selection  of  persons  and  corpora- 
tions having  or  exposing  for  sale,  in  the 
same  store  or  building,  under  a  unit  of  man- 
agement or  superintendency,  at  retail,  in 
the  cities  of  the  state  having  a  population 
of  50,000  inhabitants,  any  articles  of  goods, 
wares,  or  merchandise  set  out  and  named  in 


S  1  of  the  act  in  question  of  more  than  one 
of  the  several  classifications  or  groups 
therein  designated,  when  fifteen  or  more 
persons  are  employed,  was  named  or  made, 
for  the  imposition  of  the  license  fee  provided 
in  the  act,  from  which  ail  other  persons  and 
merchants  of  the  state  are  exempted.  Such 
classification  is  wholly  without  reason  or 
necessity.  It  is  so  arbitrary  and  imreasona- 
ble  as  to  defy  suggestion  to  the  contrary. 
The  simple  statement  of  its  creation  is  a 
most  fatal  blow  to  its  continued  existence. 
It  is  truly  "classification  run  wild."  It  is 
special  legislation  unrestrained.  To  have 
made  the  act  apply  to  all  merchants  of  a 
given  avoirdupois,  or  to  those  employing 
clerks  of  a  designated  statute,  or  to  those 
doing  business  in  buildings  of  a  special  ar- 
chitectural design,  would  have  been  as  nat- 
ural and  as  reasonable  a  classification,  for 
the  purpose  in  view,  as  the  classification 
made  by  this  act. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that 
the  judgment  of  tJie  circuit  court  directing 
the  issuance  of  the  peremptory  writ  of  man- 
damus should  he  affirmed,  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

Gantt,  Gh.  J.,  and  Braee  and  Valliant, 
JJ.,  concur.  Bursess  and  Marshall,  JJ., 
concur  specially.  Shenvood,  J.,  not  being 
present  at  the  hearing,  takes  no  part  in  the 
decision. 

Marshall,  «T.,  concurring: 

I  agree  to  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment 
of  the  trial  court  upon  the  grounds:  Fimt 
that  the  act  considered  is  olearly  class  leg- 
islation, and  therefore  unconstitutional; 
and,  second,  that  the  act  is  ineomplt^te,  and 
is  not  a  law,  and  does  not  constitute  a  rule 
of  conduct,  and  is  therefore  void.  I  do  not 
agree  that  what  is  commonly  termed  an 
"occupation  tax,"  which,  properly  expresssed, 
means  a  license  or  permission  to  do  busi- 
ness, is  in  any  proper  sense  a  tax.  Such 
license  fees  have  always  been  held  consti- 
tutional in  Missouri  and  elsewhere,  provid- 
ed they  apply  equally  to  all  persons  simi- 
larly situated. 
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NORTHPORT  WESLEY  AN  GROVE  CAMP- 
MEETING  ASSOCIATION. 

V. 

Chester  PERKINS. 


(. 


.Me.. 


.) 


A  cainp-meetlns  aBsodatlon  -vrblcli  has 
made  perpetual  leases  of  cottaares  on 
Its  arronnds,  without  any  restriction  except 
that  they  are  "subject  to  such  rules  and  regu- 
lations as  the  association  may  from  time  to 
time  adopt,"  and  which  also  owns  a  store  on 


Note. — As   to  how   far   members  are  bound 
by  rules  of  association,  see  note  to  Thomas  v. 
Musical  Mut.  Protective  Union  (N.  T.)  8  L.  R. 
A.  176. 
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the  grounds  which  it  has  leased  for  a  rental, 
cannot  impose  a  revenue  tax  on  the  business 
of  taking  orders  for  fruit,  groceries,  and  pro- 
visions from  cottagers  upon  the  grounds  of 
the  association. 


(NoTember  26,  1890.) 

"p  EPORT  upon  an  agreed  statement  of 
JA'  facts  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for 
Waldo  County  for  the  opinion  of  the  full 
hench  of  an  action  brought  to  recover  a  li- 
cense fee  imposed  by  plaintiff  for  the  privi- 
lege of  selling  provisions  upon  its  grounds. 
Nonsuit  granted. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
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ifr.  TUT.  p.  Thompson  for  plaintiiT. 
Messrs.  Buntoa  *  Bnatoa  for*  defend- 
ant. 

Emery,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Wealeyan  Grove  Camp-Meeting  Abso- 
ciation  was  incorporated  by  special  act  of 
the  legislature  approved  February  19,  1873, 
to  be  composed  of  the  presiding  elders  of  the 
Methodist  Episcopal  Church  of  the  East 
Maine  Conference,  with  the  preachers  under 
their  charge,  and  with  the  tent  masters 
from  Methodist  Episcopal  societies,  it  was 
empowered  to  acquire  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty, and  to  sell  the  same,  and  "to  establi^ 
euch  by-laws  and  regulations  as  are  neces- 
sary for  the  further  and  proper  management 
of  their  affairs,  consistent  with  the  laws  of 
this  state."  The  principal  purpose  of  the 
corporators  was  to  acquire  and  manage  real 
estate  for  camp-meeting  purposes.  The  cor- 
poration afterwards  acquired  the  fee  in  that 
tract   of  land   in  Northport  known  as   the 

''Northport  Camp  Ground,"  and  which  is  a  regulations'  as  the  association  may  from  time 
well-known  summer  resort.  It  laid  out  this  to  time  adopt."  What  the  context  might 
land  into  cottage  lots,  with  streets,  squares,  show  we  do  not  know.  We  are  confined  to 
etc.,  and  has  leased  the  most  of  these  lots  ,  the  particular  extract  stated. 
in  perpetuwn  to  the  owners  of  cottages  there-  We  think  thnt  condition  or  restriction  im- 
on.  The  most  of  the  cottages  on  the  lots  ,  ports  only  rules  and  regulations  of  a  police 
thus  perpetually  leased  are  occupied  by  their  nature,  such  as  may  be  adopted  for  the  pres- 
owners  or  others  during  the  summer  season.  I  ervatfon  or  improvement  of  the  health. 
The  streets  leading  through  and  across  the  >  morals,  religion,  comfort,  and  convenience  of 
grounds  are  open  to  public  travel,  except  dur-  j  all  the  occupants  of  the  grounds.  We  do  not 
ing  camp-meeting  week,  when  toll  is  taken  ■  think  it  can  be  extended  to  include  an  in- 
at  the  entrance  to  the  grounds.  The  only  definite  power  to  impose  taxes  directly  or  in- 
restriction  stated  in  the  case  as  existing  in  ,  directly  upon  the  cottagers  at  the  discretion 
the  perpetual  leases  is  that  they  are  "sub-   of  the  trustees,  or  even  to  abridge  their  oom- 


grounds  of  the  association;  there  being  no 
suggestion  of  any  other  purpose  of  the  vote. 
It  is  common  knowledge  that  it  is  now  an 
almost  universal  practice  in  cities,  villages, 
and  summer  resorts  for  dealers  in  such  ar- 
ticles to  go  or  send  to  the  residences  of  the 
customers  for  orders  for  goods  to  be  deliv- 
ered there.  The  great  convenience  and  com- 
fort of  this  practice  to  families,  especially 
those  in  summer  cottages,  are  obvious.  If 
the  trustees  of  the  plaintiff  association  can 
impose  a  revenue  tax  on  that  practice,  they 
can  make  the  tax  so  high  as  to  break'  it  up, 
and  compel  the  occupants  of  the  cottages  on 
the  lots  held  by  them  under  perpetual  leases 
to  trade  exclusively  with  some  favored  deal- 
er on  the  grounds,  or  to  go  some  distance  to 
find  a  dealer  outside  of  the  grounds.  Clear- 
ly, the  cottagers  cannot  be  subjected  to  such 
arbitrary  power,  unless  it  is  .  plainly  ex- 
pressed in  the  terms  of  the  leases  under 
which  they  occupy.  ITie  only  condition  or 
restriction  in  the  leases  stated  in  the  case 
is  that  they  are  "subject  to  such  rules  and 


jeet  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  as- 
sociation may  from  time  to  time  adopt.'' 

The  defendant  has  a  place  of  business  out- 
side of,  but  near,  these  grounds  of  the  asso- 
ciation, where  he  sells  groceries,  fruits,  and 
provisions,  mainly,  of  course,  to  the  summer 
residents  on  the  grounds.     He  has  been  wont 


fort  or  convenience  for  mere  purposes  of  rev- 
enue to  the  association,  when  the  enjoyment 
of  that  comfort  or  convenience  is  in  no  way 
hurtful  to  the  health,  morals,  religious  sen- 
timent, comfort,  or  convenience  of  that  par- 
ticular community. 
It  is  argued  that  the  tax  is  imposed  upon 


to  go  round  to  the  cottages  occupied  by  his   the  grocer,  not  on  the  cottager,  and  that  the 

customers  upon  the  grounds,  and  take  orders  ' *'*'* —  *"  — ^ uii— 4.r^_  x_  s.x, 

for  his  goods,  which  orders  he  filled  at  his 
store  outside  the  grounds,  and  then  delivered 
the  goods  so  ordered  to  his  customers  at  their 
eottages  on  the  grounds.  In  doing  this,  he 
passed  over  the  streets  on  the  grounds  open 
(except  during  camp-meeting  week)  to  pub- 
lic travel.  The  plaintiff  association  owned  a 
store  on  the  pounds  for  the  sale  of  various 
goods,  which  it  leased  for  a  rental. 

In  1898  the  trustees  of  the  association 
▼oted  that  "any  person  or  persons  taking  any 
order  or  orders  for  goods,  wares,  merchandise, 
fruit,  or  produce,  or  peddling  groceries,  up- 
on said  grounds,  shall  pay  the  sum  of  $15  for 
the  season."  The  defendant  was  duly  ap- 
prised of  this  new  rule,  but  continued  to  visit 
his  customers  upon  the  grounds,  and  take 
their  orders  for  goods,  and  refused  to  pay 
the  $15.    This  action  is  to  recover  that  sum. 

The  question  raised  by  the  parties  in  the 
statement  of  the  case  is  whether  the  trustees 


association  is  under  no  obligation  to  the  gro- 
cer, and  can  exclude  him  from  the  grounds 
entirely,  or  impose  upon  him  any  conditions 
of  entrance,  including  the  payment  of  a  rev- 
enue license  fee. 

The  power  of  the  association  is  not  so  ab- 
solute as  that.  It  has  laid  out  its  grounds 
into  lots,  streets,  and  squares,  and  has  in- 
vited people  to  take  leases  of  lots,  build  cot- 
tages thereon,  and  occupy  them  as  residents. 
It  has  thro\^ii  open  the  streets  and  squares  to 
the  free  use  of  all  persons  occupying  the  cot- 
tages, or  having  business  or  social  relations 
with  the  cottagers,  at  all  times,  except  dur- 
ing camp-meeting  week,  when  a  toll  is 
charged  at  the  entrance.  This  state  of 
things  has  existed  for  more  than  twenty 
years.  While,  as  before  stated,  the  associ- 
ation has  retained  full  power  to  make  rea- 
sonable niles  and  regulations  of  a  police  na- 
ture, it  has  not  apparently  reserved,  if  it 
ever  possessed,  the  power  to  prevent  the  use 
of  the  streets  by  the  cottagers,  or  by  those 


can  lawfully  impose  this  revenue  tax  on  the  I  having  business  or  social  relations  with 
business  of  taking  orders  for  fruit,  groceries,  them,  or  to  impose  a  tax  for  such  use  in  the 
and  provisions  from  cottagers  upon  the '  ordinary  intercourse  of  life,  or,  in  other 
48  L.  R.  A.  18 
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words,  to  shut  off,  or  impose  revenue  condi- 
tions upon,  the  intercourse  of  the  cottagers 
with  the  rest  of  the  town  or  state. 

It  is  again  argued  that  the  charter  gave 
the  association  authority  "to  establish  such 
by-laws  and  regulations  as  are  necessary  for 
the  further  and  proper  management  of  their 
affairs/'  and  tnat  license  fees  like  that  im- 
posed in  this  case  are  necessary  for  requisite 
revenue.  Granting,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
argument  only,  that  in  making  its  leases  and 
opening  its  streets,  etc.,tbe  association  might 
have  reserved  the  power  to  impose  such  li- 
cense fees  as  conditions  or  restrictions,  it 


does  not  appear  to  have  done  so.  The  right* 
of  the  cottagers  in  their  cottages  and  in  the 
streets,  and  to  the  use  of  them  for  businesa 
and  social  intercourse,  acquired  under  the 
perpetual  lease  of  the  lots,  cannot  now  be 
abridged  without  their  consent,  to  enable  the 
association  to  raise  a  revenue.  A  corpora- 
tion has  no  power  to  adopt  rules  or  r^ula- 
tions  injuriously  affecting  the  rights  of  oth- 
ers under  prior  contracts,  by  annexing  con- 
ditions not  embraced  in  the  contracts.  Ill- 
inois Conference  Female  College  v.  Cooper,  26> 
111.  148. 

Plaintiff  notisuit. 
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Re  Opening  of  ORKNEY  STREET. 

(194  Pa.  425.) 

Property  abnttins  on  a  previously 
opened  portion  of  a  street  constituting 
a  cul  de  sac  cannot  be  assessed  for  benefits 
to  pay  the  cost  of  an  extension  which  will 
convert  the  cul  de  sac  Into  an  open  street, 
as  the  owners,  by  dedication  or  otherwise, 
have  already  borne  their  full  share  of  the 
cost  Oif  the  original  Improvement,  and  cannot 
be  assessed  again  to  pay  the  cost  of  extending 
that  Improvement  through  other  propertiea 

(January  29,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  the  City  of  Philadelphia  from 
a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  affirm- 
ing an  order  of  the  Court  of  Cjuarter  Sessions 
for  Philadelphia  County  sustaining  excep- 
tions by  abutting  owners  to  the  action  of  the 
jury  in  assessing  damages  upon  their  prop- 
erty for  the  opening  of  a  highway.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Superior  CJourt,  which  was  as  follows: 

"Prior  to  these  proceedings,  Orkney  street 
was  laid  out  upon  the  confirmed  plan  of  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  and,  according  to  the 
plan,  extended  from  Ontario  to.  Westmore- 
land; but  a  portion  of  it,  running  through 
land  of  Broklehurst  and  Ewing,  had  not  been 
opened.  The  result  was  that  the  properties 
of  these  exceptants  were  upon  a  cul  de  sac. 
It  does  not  affirmatively  appear  that  they 
had  been  assessed  for  the  cost  of  the  opening 
of  the  street  to  Broklehurst's  and  Ewing*s 
land,  but  we  are  left  to  infer  from  what  is 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  below  and 
at  bar  that  the  owners  had  dedicated  the 
land  over  which  that  portion  of  the  street  ex- 
tends. At  all  events,  it  was  a  paved  and 
curbed  street,  and  open  to  public  travel  from 
Ontario  street  to  the  point  above  mentioned, 
long  before  the  adoption  of  the  ordinance 
about  to  be  referred  to.  An  ordinance  was 
adopted  opening  the  street  through  its  en- 


tire length  to  Westmoreland,  and  viewera 
were  appointed  to  assess  the  damages  of 
Broklehurst  and  Ewing.  They  report^  that 
these  were  $4,400,  and  that  of  this  sum  th» 
sum  of  $1,333.24  should  be  paid  by  the  city, 
and  the  balance  should  be  paid  by  the  prop- 
erty owners  on  the  previously  opened  portion 
of  the  street,  for  benefits.  The  question  is  as 
to  the  validity  of  these  assessments  for 
benefits. 

"If  this  had  been  an  open  street  through- 
out its  entire  length  from  Ontario  to  West- 
moreland, and  one  end  had  been  closed  by 
vacation  proceeding,  these  exceptants  would 
have  had  a  right  m  law  to  claim  damages. 
Why?  Because  by  reason  of  the  closing  of 
the  street  they  would  have  sustained  an  in- 
jury in  their  property  rights  peculiar  to 
themselves,  and  different  in  kind  from  the  in- 
jury which  would  have  been  sustained  by 
those  who  used  the  street  for  travel  only. 
'The  injury  is  not  of  the  same  kind,  differing 
in  degree  only.  It  is  an  additional  injury, 
caused  by  the  impairment  of  an  entirely 
distinct  right, — the  special  right  of  ingress 
and  egress.'  Re  Melon  Street,  182  Pa.  397, 
38  L.  R.  A.  275,  38  Atl.  482.  This  being  so,, 
it  is  argued  that  the  converse  of  the  proposi- 
tion must  be  true,  namely,  that  the  conver- 
sion of  the  cul  de  sac  into  an  open  street, 
thus  giving  two  modes  of  access  to  their 
properties  where  only  one  existed  before, 
was,  or  at  least  mav  have  been,  a  peculiar 
benefit,  different  in  kind,  and  not  merdy  in 
degree,  from  that  accruing  to  propertiea 
fronting  on  another  street,  or  on  anoUier 
block  of  the  same  street.  But,  before  pur- 
suing this  line  of  argument  further,  it 
will  be  well  to  consider  whether  or  not  the 
liability  of  properties,  situate  as  these  are, 
to  special  assessments  to  pay  the  cost  of  pub- 
lic improvements,  is  an  open  one,  and 
whether  another  principle  does  not  enter  in- 
to the  case.  In  Re  Morewood  Avenue,  159 
Pa.  20,  28  Atl.  123,  132,  Mr.  Justice  Green, 
after  an  exhaustive  review  of  the  earlier 
cases,  including  Re  ffanoook  Street,  18  Pa. 
20,  which  is  much  relied  on  here,  states  th» 


Nora. — For  some  authorities  on  the  question 
of  the  right  to  impose  assessments  for  repaving 
a  street  after  the  property  owners  have  been 
assessed  once  for  paving  It,  see  note  to  Birmlng- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


ham  V.  Klein  (Ala.)  8  L.  R.  A.  on  page  871. 
See  also  Adams  v.  Beioit  (Wis.)  47  L.  R.  A. 
441 ;  aod  Carson  v.  Sewerage  Comra  (Mass.> 
post,  277. 
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doctrine  established  bv  them  in  this  way: 
*Ab  we  have  repeatedly  decided,  the  doc- 
trine of  assessment  for  benefits  to  pay  for 
public  improvements  can  only  be  defended 
upon  the  ground  that  the  benefits  are  local, 
and  essentially  peculiar  to  the  very  property 
assessed,  and  then  it  can  only  be  done  once. 
This  can  only  be  the  case  when  the  property 
assessed  abuts  directly  upon  the  line  of  the 
improvement.  Having  their  own  burdens  to 
bear  in  this  respect,  the  owners  cannot  be 
sabjected  to  the  discharge  of  similar  bur- 
dens upon  other  properties,  whether  situate 
on  the  same  street  or  in  the  same  neighbor- 
hood.' The  rule  as  thus  stated  was  reiter- 
ated in  Re  Fifty-fourth  Street,  165  Pa.  8, 
30  Atl.  503, — a  case  of  grading,  paving,  and 
curbing,  where  the  property  assessed  abutted 
on  the  same  street,  but  not  on  the  part  im- 
proved. It  is  to  be  noticed,  also,  that  it  was 
alleged  on  the  argument  of  that  case  that 
the  only  outlet  for  the  property  was  over 
part  of  the  improvement;  but  this  allega- 
tion was  not  referred  to  in  the  opinion,  as 
it  doubtless  would  have  been  if  the  supreme 
oourt  had  deemed  it  sufficient  to  distinguish 
the  case  from  Re  Morewood  Avenue.  The 
order  sustaining  the  exception  to  the  assess- 
ment was  affirmed  upon  the  ground  that,  as 
the  property  did  not  abut  directly  upon  the 
line  of  the  improvement,  it  was  not  subject 
to  an  assessment  for  benefits.  Re  Moretoood 
Avenue  has  been  followed,  and  the  principle 
upon  which  it  was  decided  applied  to  sewer 
assessments,  notwithstanding  the  argument 
that  a  public  sewer  is  a  special  benefit  to  all 
the  properties  situate  in  the  same  watershed. 
Re  Park  Avenue  Setcera,  169  Pa.  433,  32  Atl. 
574;  Witman  v.  Reading,  169  Pa.  375,  32 
Atl.  576;  Re  Beeehtcood  Avenue  Sewer,  179 
Pa.  490,  30  Atl.  209.  We  may  also  refer  in 
passing  to  the  case  of  Bpecr  v.  Pittsburg,  166 
Pa.  86,  30  Atl.  1013,  where  it  was  held  that 
the  words,  'majority  in  interest  and  number 
of  owners  of  property  abutting  on  the  line 
of  the  proposed  improvement'  (act  May 
16,  1891  [Pub.  Laws,  75]  8  9),  mean  the  ma- 
jority on  the  portion  of  the  street  to  be 
opened,  and  not  the  majority  on  the  whole 
street.  'Any  other  construction,'  said  the 
court,  'would  be  contrary  to  ihe  letter  as 
well  as  manifest  spirit  of  the  act.'  In  Re 
Verona's  Appeal,  4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  608,  we  fol- 
lowed the  ruling  in  Re  Morewood  Avenue  and 
applied  it  to  a  case  precisely  like  the  present. 
It  is  Tain  to  argue  that  Re  Morewood  Avenue 
can  only  be  regarded  as  a  binding  authority 
where  the  proceedings  are  under  the  act  of 
1891.  It  itot  only  construes  that  act,  but  it 
also  lays  down  a  general  rule,  based  upon  a 
consideration  of  the  nature  of  local  assens- 
ments  for  public  improvements,  and  of  the 
limitations  of  the  power  of  the  legislature 
In  that  regard,  which,  although  the  act  were 
as  broad  In  terms  as  the  act  of  April  1,  1864 
(Pub.  Laws,  206),  would  defeat  any  assess- 
ment of  nonabntting  property  for  paving  or 
sewering,  or  other  improvement  of  the  same 
kind.  If  these  oases  are  to  be  distinguished 
from  the  present,  it  must  be  on  some  other 
ground  than  that  the  act  of  1864  authorizes 
such  assessments,  and  that  the  act  of  1891 
does  not. 
48L.B.  A. 


"It  is  argued  that  assessments  for  street 
openings  are  in  a  different  class  from  assess- 
ments for  sewers,  and  for  grading,  paving,, 
and  curbing,  and  that,  in  laying  down  the 
rule  quoted  at  the  outset  of  this  opinion,  the 
supreme  oourt  has  no  thought  of  including 
assessments  of  the  former  class.  We  do  not 
think  we  would  be  warranted  in  denying  ap- 
plication of  the  rule  to  the  present  case  upon 
any  such  assumption.  The  ruling  waa* 
made,  said  Mr.  Justice  Green,  'after  muchi 
deliberation  and  the  most  mature  considera- 
tion.' Re  Fifty-fourth  Street,  166  Pa.  8,  30« 
Atl.  503.  And,  whilst  it  is  true  that  all  of 
the  street-opening  cases  were  not  referred  to 
in  the  opinion,  yet  it  is  also  true  that  the 
leading  case  upon  that  subject  was  critically 
examined  and  reviewed.  Speaking  of  that 
case  {Re  Ha/ncock  Street,  18  Pa.  26),  the 
court  said  that  the  constitutional  question 
whether  the  act  was  void  as  to  lots  located 
away  from  the  line  of  the  improvement  waa 
neither  discussed  nor  decided;  and,  even  if 
the  case  had  decided  that  such  lots  could  be 
assessed  for  benefits,  it  would  have  to  be  re- 
garded as  practically  overruled  by  the  later 
case  of  Re  Washington  Avenue,  69  Pa.  362,. 
8  Am.  Rep.  255,  in  which  the  question  waa 
met  and  decided  the  other  way.  Re  Chest- 
nut Avenue,  68  Pa.  81,  and  Re  Main  Street, 
37  Pa.  590,  20  Atl.  711,  were  not  referred  to; 
but,  judging  from  the  reports  of  those  cases, 
the  remark  that  the  constitutional  question 
under  consideration  was  neither  discussed 
nor  decided  would  apply  as  well  to  them  as 
to  the  Hancock  Street  Case. 

"It  may  be  said  that  the  constitutional 
question  did  not  necessarily  arise  in  the 
Morewood  Avenue  Case,  Possibly  not.  But 
it  was  raised  bv  counsel,  and,  after  a  thor- 
ough consideration  of  it,  Ihe  court  decided  it. 
When  liability  of  nonabutting  property  to 
assessment  is  defended  against  upon  consti  • 
tutional  as  well  as  statutory  grounds,  and 
both  grounds  of  defense  are  held  to  be  good 
by  the  court  of  last  resort,  and  either  of 
those  questions  arises  in  a  later  case,  will 
any  other  state  court  be  justified  in  holding 
that  the  precedent  is  not  oi  binding  author- 
ity in  that  case,  because,  forsooth,  the  de- 
cision might  have  been  based  on  the  other 
ground  exclusively?  We  think  it  more  ia 
accordance  with  sound  principle  to  say  that 
the  general  rule  upon  the  subject  laid  down- 
by  the  supreme  court  In  such  a  case  ought 
to  be  followed  by  all  the  other  courts  of  the- 
state  until  it  is  modified  or  qualified,  unlesa 
it  can  be  shown  that  the  particular  case  for 
decision  diflfers  in  essential  facts,  is  clearly 
not  within  the  reason  of  the  rule,  and  there- 
fore presumably  was  not  intended  to  be  em* 
braced  within  the  rule  itself.  Is  this  such 
a  case?  Granting,  for  the  sake  of  the  argu- 
ment, that  it  is  not  within  the  reason  of  the 
first  branch  of  the  rule,  what  is  to  be  said  of 
the  application  of  the  second  branch?  It 
may  well  be  that  the  properties  of  the  excep- 
tants are  enhanced  in  value  by  the  opening 
of  the  street  through  to  Westmoreland 
street;  and,  in  view  of  the  decision  in  the 
Melon  Street  Case,  it  would  seem  inconsis- 
tent to  declare,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the 
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additional  mode  of  ingress  and  egress  that  is 
to  be  given  is  in  no  sense  a  sp^sial  benefit. 
But  there  remains  the  objection  that,  by 
dedication  or  otherwise,  these  properties 
were  made  to  bear  their  full  share  of  the  cost 
of  the  original  improvement.  Can  they  be 
assessed  again  to  pay  the  cost  of  extending 
that  miprovement  through  other  properties? 
Can  a  street  be  opened  piecemeal,  and  the 
properties  abutting  on  the  part  first  opened 
be  assessed  for  benefits  to  pay  the  cost  of  ex- 
tending the  improvement  a  second  or  a  third 
time?  The  repa^-ing  ol  a  street  is,  in  a 
sense,  a  special  benefit  to  the  properties 
abutting  on  it,  but  it  is  settled  beyond  a.11 
controversy  that  it  cannot  be  done  at  their 
expense.  Uammett  v.  Philadelphia,  66  Pa. 
146,  3  Am.  Rep.  616;  WiUiamspori  v.  Beck, 
128  Pa.  147,  18  Atl.  329.  The  same  is  true 
of  the  extension  of  a  pavement.  What  is 
the  distinction?  We  are  unable  to  answer 
these  questions  in  accordance  with  the  appel- 
lant's contention,  and  at  the  same  time  rec- 
oncile the  decision  with  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Re  Morotoood  Avenue,  and  followed  by  us 
in  Verona's  Appeal,  If  that  rule  is  to  be 
modified,  we  do  not  think  it  will  be  done  up- 
on the  ground  that  an  assessment  acfcording 
to  benefits  in  a  grading  and  paving  case  is 
so  different  in  essential  particulars  from  a 
similar  assessment  in  a  street-opening  case 
that  in  the  former  case  a  property  abutting 
on  the  street  can  be  assessed  but  once  for  the 
improvement,  whilst  in  the  latter  case  it 
may  be  assessed  and  reassessed  as  often  as 
the  street  is  extended.  It  seems  to  us  that 
the  rule  is  a  general  one,  and  ordinarily  is 
as  applicable  in  one  case  as  in  the  other. 
Whilst  the  decision  in  the  Melon  Street  Case 
does  suggest  a  possible  distinction,  yet  it 
does  not  distinguish  the  two  classes  of 
cases  in  every  particular.  If  for  this  or  any 
other  reason  the  rule  is  to  be  modified,  and 
exceptions  recognized,  our  duty  to  wait  un- 
til it  is  done  by  the  supreme  court  is  plain. 
An  opposite  course,  even  if  we  were  disposed 
to  adopt  it,  would  simply  lead  to  confusion. 
We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  learned 
judge  of  the  court  below  was  right  in  hold- 
ing that  the  cases  above  cited  were  of  bind- 
ing authority,  and  were  applicable  to  the 
present  case,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
the  proceedings  were  under  the  act  of  1864, 
and  not  the  act  of  1891.  This  conclusion 
renders  it  unnecessary  to  express  any  opin- 
ion upon  the  question  as  to  the  authority  of 
the  jury  to  go  on  with  the  proceedings  after 
the  next  term  succeeding  their  appointment, 
without  a  formal  continuance  of  the  order 
made  durinsr  that  term.     Order  affirmed." 

Messrs.  John  Ii.  Kinaey,  Norria  S. 
Barratt,  and  James  Alcorn,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  legislature  may  in  proceedings  to  open 
a  street  authorize  the  assessment  of  benefits 
against  property  benefited  though  it  does  not 
abut  upon  the  portion  of  the  street  opened. 

In  most,  of  not  all,  of  the  cases  which  de- 
clare the  assessment  of  benefits  invalid,  it 
was  not  because  the  property  was  nonabutr 
ting,  but  because  the  act  of  assembly  did  not 
authorize  such  benefits,  or  the  method  of 
their  assessment  was  illegal,  or  the  improv- 
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ment  was  of  such  a  public  character  that  no 
local  or  special  enhancement  in  value  oo-. 
curred  to  the  property  assessed. 

Uammett  v.  PhilaielplUa,  66  Pa.  146,  3 
Am.  Rep.  616;  Norwood  v.  Baker,  172  U.  S. 
269,  43  7..  ed.  443,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  187. 

The  power  to  assess  benefits  originates  in 
the  power  of  taxation. 

Illinois  0.  R.  Oo.  v.  Decatur,  147  U.  S.  198, 

37  L.  ed.  134,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  293. 

The  act  of  April  1,  1864,  has  always  been 
held  to  authorize  the  assessment  of  benefits 
against  ncmabutting,  as  well  as  abutting, 
property. 

Re  Bedgeley  Avenue,  88  Pa.  609;  Ae  Eo%D' 
ard  Street,  142  Pa.  601,  21  Ati.  974;  Re 
Melon  Street,  182  Pa.  397,  38  L.  R.  A.  273, 

38  Atl.  482;  Re  Berks  Street,  12  W.  N.  CIO; 
Large  v.  Philadelphia,  36  Pa.  231,  note;  Re 
Powelton  Avenue,  1  Legal  Gaz.  Rep.  112;  Re 
Chestnut  Street,  11  Phila.  411;  Re  Berks 
Street,  16  Phila.  381 ;  Re  Walnut  Street,  28 
W.  N.  C.  61;  ^  Eansherry  Street,  7  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  606;  Re  Moyer  Street,  6  Phila.  81; 
Re  Chestnut  Avenue,  3  Phila.  266. 

The  act  permits  the  assessment  of  benefits 
against  nonabutting  property. 

Re  Hancock  Street,  18  Pa.  26;  Re  Chestnut 
Avenue,  68  Pa.  81 ;  Main  Street,  137  Pa.  690, 
20  Atl.  711. 

To  sustain  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
that  the  legislature  has  no  authority  to  make 
an  assessment  of  benefits  against  nonabut- 
ting property  is  for  the  court  to  arbitrarily 
determine  that  nonabutting  property  is  not 
specially  benefited  by  the  improvement. 

Re  Mount  Pleasant  Avenue,  171  Pa.  38,  32 
Atl.  1122,  1124;  Re  Melon  Street,  182  Pa. 
397,  38  L.  R.  A.  276,  38  Atl.  482;  M' Masters 
V.  Com,  3  Watts,  292;  Fenelon's  Petition,  7 
Pa.  nS;  Re  Hancock  Street,  18  Pa.  26;  Com, 
use  of  Pittsburgh  v.  Woods,  44  Pa.  113;  Re 
Fifth  Avenue  Sewer,  4  Brewst  (Pa.)  364; 
Re  Berks  Street,  12  W.N.  C.  10:  Re  Chestnut 
Avenue,  68  Pa.  81 ;  Re  Main  Street,  137  Pa. 
690,  20  Atl.  711. 

In  Kansas  City  v.  Bacon,  147  Mo.  259,  48 
S.  W.  860,  it  was  held  proper  to  assess  bene- 
fits for  the  appropriation  of  land  for  a  publio 
park  against  all  property  benefited  within 
the  benefit  district. 

The  councils  had  the  right  to  determine 
the  depth  to  which  all  abutting  land  should 
be  assessed  for  an  improvement. 

Coates  V.  Norwood,  16  Ohio  C.  C.  196. 

A  special  assessment  may  be  made  on  prop- 
erty benefited  by  the  improvement,  whether 
it  is  abutting  and  contiguous  to  the  improve 
ment  or  not. 

Louisville  ds  V,  R.  Co,  v.  East  St.  Louis, 
134  111.  656,  25  N.  E.  902 :  McCormiok  v.  Om- 
aha, 37  Neb.  829,  56  N.  W.  626. 

A  statute  is  not  unconstitutional  because 
it  authorizes  assessments  upon  property  not 
bordering  on  the  street  to  be  improved,  if  the 
property  is  near  to  and  specially  benefited  by 
the  improvement. 

Ray  V.  Jeffersonville.  90  Ind.  667;  Little 
Rock  V.  Katzenstein,  52  Ark.  107,  12  S.  W. 
198';  Guild  v.  Chicago,  82  111.  472;  Lansing 
V.  TAncoln,  32  Neb.  457,  49  N.  W.  660;  26  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  494. 

Local  assessments  can  be  levied  to  the  ex- 
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tent  of  the  benefit  conferred,  and,  to  that 
extent^  the  legislature  has  authority  to 
authorize  such  an  assessment. 

Bauman  v.  Ro89,  167  U.  8.  589,  42  L.  ed. 
288,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  966;  Beely  v.  Pitts- 
burgh, 82  Pa.  360,  22  Am.  Rep.  760;  Michen- 
er  V.  Philadelphia,  118  Pa.  635,  12  Atl.  174. 

The  dedication  of  a  street  does  not  exempt 
the  property  from  liability  for  benefits  for 
the  opening  of  the  street. 

State,  Moran,  Prosecutor,  v.  Hudson,  34  N. 
J.  L.  25. 

Messrs,  H.  B.  Gill  and  Cliarlee  Knit- 
tel,  for  appellees: 

The  rule  prohibits  the  assessment  of  bene- 
fits on  nonabutting  property. 


Morewood  Avenue,  169  Pa.  20,  28  Atl.  123, 
132;  Re  Park  Avenue  Sewers,  169  Pa.  433,  32 
Atl.  574;  Witman  v.  Reading,  169  Pa.  375, 
32  Atl.  576;  Re  Beeohicood  Avenue  Sewer, 
179  Pa.  490,  36  Atl.  209;  Re  Fifty-fourth 
Street,  165  Pa«  8,  30  Atl.  503;  Veronals  Ap- 
peal, 4  Pa.  Super.  Ct  608. 

Per  Curiam  I 

We  quite  agree  with  the  court  of  quarter 
sessions  and  the  superior  court  in  their  dis- 
position of  this  case.  The  opinion  of  the 
court  is  so  thorough  and  exhaustive,  and  so 
entirely  correct,  that  we  can  add  nothing  to 
it. 

We  affirm  the  order  of  the  court  below  up- 
on the  opinion  of  the  Superior  Court. 


MASSACHUSETTS  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT. 


W.  H.  CARSON 

17. 

SEWERAGE        C03^IM1SSI  ONERS 
BROCKTON. 


OP 


.) 


1«  An  aasesameiit  of  an  annual  ebarse 
for  tbe  nae  of  a  common  ae^rer  under 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  60,  H  1-3.  authorizing  Just 
and  equitable  annual  charges  or  rents  for  the 
use  of  such  sewers  to  be  paid  by  everyone  who 
esters  his  sewer  Into  the  comnM>n  sewer,  Is 
not  on  const!  tut  lonaJ  because  of  the  fact  that 
the  person  assessed  therefor  had  previously 
paid  part  of  the  cost  of  building  the  sewer, 
If  the  assessment  for  Its  use  Is  proportional 
to.  and  not  In  excess  of,  the  benefits  received 
therefrom. 

a.  An  ordinance  fkmiwkg  the  rate  per 
thousand  sallona  to  be  paid  for  discharg- 
ing a  sewer  from  private  premises  Into  a 
common  sewer  Is  not  Invalid  for  failure  to 
provide  for  a  hearing  on  the  question  as  to 
the  rate  to  be  fixed,  although  there  Is  a  mere 
possibility  that  the  rate  fixed  may  In  fact 
exceed  the  benefit  received. 

(January  80,  1900.) 

PETITION  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to 
quash  an  assessment  of  annual  charge 
lor  use  of  a  sewer.     Denied, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  W.  H.  Carson  in  propria  persona. 

Mr,  F.  M.  Bizby,  for  respondents: 

It  has  always  been  recognized  that  cities 
have  the  right  to  charge  for  water  supplied 
bj  them  to  its  takers. 

Parker  v.  Boston,  1  Allen,  361. 

Why  is  it  not  as  legal  to  charge  for  dis- 
posing of  it? 

Holaies,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
tbe  court: 
This  is  a  petition  for  a  \^Tit  of  certiorari 


NoTB. — As  to  effect  of  previous  payment  of 
assessment  on  liability  for  a  new  assessment, 
see  also  Re  Orkney  Street  (Pa.)  ante,  274,  and 
footnote  thereto. 
48Ii.  R.  A. 


for  the  purpose  of  quashing  the  assessment 
of  an  annual  charge  for  the  use  of  a  common 
sewer.  The  assessment  was  authorized  by 
Stat  1802,  chap.  245,  i  1,  and  by  an  ordi- 
nance in  pursuance  of  that  section.  It  is  ob- 
jected that  both  statute  and  ordinance  are 
unconstitutional. 

By  the  statute,  the  city  council  of  any  city 
except  Boston,  or  a  town  with  sewers  laid 
out  under  Pub.  Stat  chap.  60,  §§  1-3,  or 
with  a  system  of  sewerage  under  S  7$  n^J 
establish  jubt  and  equitable  annual  charges 
or  rents  for  the  use  o!  such  sewers,  to  be  paid 
by  everyone  who  enters  his  sewer  into  the 
common  sewer.  Tlie  ordinance  charges  for 
"unmetered"  water  service  $8,  and  for  "me- 
tered'* water  service  30  cents  per  thousand 
gallons  of  sewage  delivered  to  the  sewer,  but 
no  charge  to  be  less  than  $8,  subject  to  cer- 
tain possible  discounts.  It  is  argued  that 
the  statute  is  subject  to  the  objections  which 
prevailed  in  Sears  v.  Boston  Street  Comrs, 
173  Mass.  350,  53  N.  E.  876,  that  the  charge 
is  a  tax  which  properly  should  be  borne  by 
the  public  generally,  and  that  there  are  no 
provisions  for  a  hearinj?. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  petitioner  re- 
ceived special  beneAt  for  which  he  might  be 
charged,  and  that  this  case  is  free  from  the 
elements  which  in  Sears  v.  Boston  Street 
Comrs,  led  to  the  conclusion  that  the  pe- 
titioner was  assessed  without  regard  to  the 
benefits  received  by  him.  No  one  denies  that 
it  was  a  special  benefit  to  the  petitioner  to 
have  a  sewer  built  in  front  of  his  land.  That 
benefit  was  the  probability  that  the  sewer 
would  be  available  for  use  in  the  future.  But 
the  city,  by  building  it  and  receiving  a  part 
of  the  cost  from  the  petitioner,  did  not  im- 
pliedly bind  itself  or  the  general  taxes  that 
the  sewer  should  be  maintained  forever,  and 
that  the  petitioner  should  be  at  liberty  to  use 
it  free  of  further  expense.  If  building  a 
sewer  was  a  special  benefit,  keeping  the 
sewer  in  condition  for  use  by  such  turther  ex- 
penditure as  was  necessary  was  a  further 
special  benefit  to  such  as  used  it. 

The  charge  allowed  by  the  act  is  a  eharga 
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for  using  the  tewer, — a  benefit  distinct  from 
that  originally  conferred  by  building  it.  B7 
the  statute,  the  charge  must  be  a  "just  and 
equitable"  charge.  These  words  have  been 
held  insufficient  to  save  the  constitutionality 
of  a  statute  in  State,  Netc  Brunatoiok  Rubber 
Oo.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Commiaaioners  of  Streets 
nnd  Sewers,  38  N.  J.  L.  190,  20  Am.  Rep.  380, 
and  in  Barnes  v.  Dyer,  66  Vt.  469.  But  the 
facts  of  those  cases  were  too  different  to 
make  them  conclusive.  Here  the  words  are 
applied  solely  to  those  who  actually  use  the 
sewer.  Therefore  the  benefit  to  the  parties 
assessed  is  established.  The  assessment,  in 
order  to  be  equitable,  must  be  proportional 
to  the  benefit,  and  not  in  excess  of  it.  The 
words  in  this  connection  sufficiently  express 
an  intent  to  confine  the  charge  within  con- 
stitutional limits.  They  are  so  construed 
bv  the  ordinance;  for  by  the  ordinance  tiie 
charge  is  in  proportion  to  the  extent  of  the 
use,  which  is  a  reasonable  way  of  estimatinn; 
the  extent  of  the  benefit  received.  See 
Parker  v.  Boston,  1  Allen,  361,  367.  There 
is  no  charge  unless  the  sewer  is  used.  The 
charge  to  the  plaintiff  was  $42.53,  and  there- 
fore, under  the  terms  of  tbe  ordinance  which 
we  have  stated,  must  have  been  determined 
by  meter. 

It  is  said  that  there  is  no  provision  for  a 
hearing.  But,  under  the  ordinance,  the  only 
questions  are  whether  the  petitioner's  sewer 
enters  the  common  sewer,  and  what  amount 
of  sewage  is  shown  by  the  meter  readings  to 
have  been  delivered  to  the  sewer.  If  the 
petitioner  wished  to  be  heard  on  either  of 
these  facts,  no  doubt  he  could  resort  to  the 
oourts.  On  the  rate  per  thousand  gallons 
fixed  by  the  ordinance,  he  was  not  entitled 
to  be  heard.  80  far  as  appears,  if  he  is  dis- 
satisfied with  the  rate,  he  is  not  obliged  to 
use  the  sewer.  But  if  he  were  compelled  by 
law  to  use  it,  and  to  pay,  as  now.  for  the  use 
<Stat.  1800,  chap.  132).  and  recognizing,  *>s 
we  must,  the  nossibility  that,  in  spite  of  the 
meaning  which  we  attribute  to  the  statute, 
the  rate  fixed  by  the  ordinance  might  be  in 
excess  of  the  benefit  received,  still,  in  our 
opinion,  the  act  and  ordinance  would  be  valid 
notwithstanding  that  mere  possibility,  in 
the  absence  of  any  allegation  that  the  rate 
fixed  did  exceed  in  fact  the  benefit  received. 
In  cases  of  this  sort,  the  petitioner  has  no 
right  of  appeal  to  a  jury.  Howe  v.  Cam- 
bridge, 114  Mass.  388.  The  final  decision 
must  be  somewhere,  and  may  as  well  be  left 
to  the  city  council  as  to  anyone.  New  Lon- 
don Northern  R,  Co,  v.  Boston  d  A,  R,  Co, 
102  Mass.  386-388.  If  it  is  left  to  them, 
they  are  not  obliged  to  hear  the  several  par- 
ties who  may  be  affected  before  fixing  a  gen- 
eral rate.  Clearly,  the  rate  might  have  been 
fixed  by  the  legislature  without  a  hearing. 
Parsons  v.  District  of  Columbia,  170  U.  S. 
45,  42  L.  ed.  943,  18  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  521.  And 
whatever  differences  there  may  be  between 
the  legislature  of  the  state  and  inferior,  al- 
though legislative,  bodies,  in  cases  where 
particular  property  is  to  be  valued,  still, 
when  a  uniform  and  self-adjusting  rate  is 
adopted,  under  which  no  question  as  to  pro- 
portion can  arise,  or  any  other  question  ex- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


cept  the  general  one  whether  the  rate  is  high, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  legislature  has 
power  to  authorize  a  city  council  to  deter- 
mine that  question,  as  it  has  done  here. 
United  States  v.  New  Orleans,  98  U.  S.  381, 
25  li.  ed.  225;  Railroad  Commission  Cases, 
116  U.  S.  307,  sub  nom.  Stone  v.  Farmers' 
Loan  d  T,  Co.  29  L.  ed.  636,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
334.  386,  1191;  Spencer  v.  Merchant,  126  U. 
S.  345,  356,  31  L.  ed.  763,  767,  8  Sup.  CtRep. 
921;  Chicago,  M,  d  St,  P,  R.  Co,  v.  Minne- 
sota, 134  U.  S.  418,  459,  33  L.  ed.  970,  982, 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  209,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
462,  702 ;  Reagan  v.  Farmers*  Loan  d  T,  Co, 
154  U.  8.  362,  394,  38  L.  ed.  1014,  1022,  4  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep,  560,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1047. 
See,  further,  Leominster  v.  Conant,  139 
Mass.  384,  2  N.  E.  690. 

If,  under  the  pretense  of  fixing  an  eaui- 
table  rate,  the  ordinance  should  ^io  wnat 
amounted  to  the  taking  or  destruction  of 
property,  very  possibly  that  might  afford  a 
ground  for  judicial  interference,  as  in  other 
cases  where  the  legislature  fixes  rates. 
Smyth  V.  Ames,  109  U.  S.  466,  42  Ll  ed.  819, 
18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  418;  St,  Louis  d  S,  F,  R, 
Co,  V.  Gill,  156  U.  S.  649,  39  L.  ed.  567,  16 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  484;  Chicago,  M,  d  St,  P,  R, 
Co.  V.  Minnesota,  134  U.  S.  418,  33  L.  ed. 
970,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  209, 10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
462,  702.  See  Parker  v.  Boston^  1  Allen, 
361. 

Petition  denied. 


Hannah  A.  FITZPATRICK 

V, 

Annie  B.  WELCH. 


(. 


.) 


1.  Ordlnmry  cmre  la  not  tlte  full  meas- 
ure of  tlie  duty  of  one  who  arranges  a 
roof  and  gutter  in  such  a  way  that  the  first 
will  collect  water  and  the  second  discharge  It 
through  an  aperture  upon  a  neighbor's  land. 

2.  One  who  emuaea  the  full  of  m  -urall 
on  m  nelirlfcbor*a  land  by  allowing  water 
collected  from  a  roof  to  be  discharged  through 
an  aperture  in  a  gutter  upon  the  other's 
land  is  not  relieved  from  liability  for  the  dam- 
age because  of  the  fact  that  the  wall  was  not 
well  constructed. 

(June  80,  1899.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  unlawful  casting  of 
water  upon  plaintiff's  land  which  resulted 
in  a  verdict  in  plaintiff's  favor.    Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinicm. 

Mr,  M.  F.  Farrell  for  defendant 

Mr.  W.  Frederick  Xlm1»mll»  for  plain- 
tiff: 

No  man  has  a  right  so  to  construct  his 
roof  that  it  wiU  discharge  upon  his  neijfh- 
bor's  land  water  which  would  not  naturally 


Note. — ^As  to  liability  for  Injury  by  surface 
water,  see  Tremont  E.  ft  M.  Valley  B.  Co.  v. 
Harlin  (Neb.)  86  L.  B.  A.  417. 
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fall  there,  or  to  cause  the  water  which  col- 
leelB  on  his  roof  in  rain  or  snow  to  be  dis- 
-charged  upon  his  neighbor's  land  either  in  a 
•current,  stream,  or  drops.  A  roof  is  a  non- 
natural  or  artificial  structure  for  the  con- 
yenience  of  its  owner,  and  the  owner  allow? 
the  water  to  collect  thereon  at  his  peril,  and 
if  it  flows  upon  the  land  or  structure  of  his 
neighbor,  the  owner  of  the  roof  is  liable  for 
all  damage. 

Shipley  r.  Fifty  Assoeiatea,  106  Mass.  194 ; 
Washb.  Easem.  390;  Reynolds  v.  Clarke,  2 
Ld.  Raym.  1399;  Martin  v.  fifitnpson,  6  Allen, 
102;  Fletcher  v.  Rylanda,  L.  R.  1  Exch.  265; 
<;tould.  Waters,  2d  ed.  §  293,  p.  561;  Copper 
V.  Dolvin,  08  Iowa,  757,  56  Am.  Rep.  872,  28 
N.  W.  69;  1  Wood,  Nuisances,  |§  96-111 
and  cases  cited. 

The  owner  of  the  roof  is  liable,  although 
the  neighbor's  wall  upon  which  the  water  fell 
was  not  well  built. 

Gould  V.  MoKenna,  86  Pa.  297,  27  Am. 
Rep.  705. 

Holmes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
■court: 

The  plaintiff's  case  was  that  water  flowing 
from  the  roof  of  the  defendant's  stable  into 
a  gutter  along  the  side  of  the  stable  was  dis- 
■e^LTged  upon  the  plaintiff's  land  in  large 
quantities  through  an  aperture  in  the  gutter, 
and  thus  did  the  damage  for  which  suit  is 
t>rought.  If  these  were  the  facts,  a  ruling 
that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  use  only  or- 
•dinary  care  properly  was  refused. 

One  who  arranges  a  roof  and  gutter  in 
each  a  way  that  the  first  will  coll^  water, 
4Uid  ^e  second  manifestly  will  discharge  it 
upon  a  neighbor's  land  unless  prevented,  has 
iiotioe  that  he  thr&itens  harm  to  his  neigh- 


bor of  a  kind  which  the  law,  in  its  adjust- 
ment of  their  conflicting  interests  does  not 
permit  him  knowingly  to  inflict.  Bates  v. 
Westborough,  151  Mass,  174,  181,  7  L.  R.  A. 
166,  23  N.  E.  1070.  The  danger  is  so  mani- 
fest, so  constant,  and  so  great  that  although, 
no  doubt,  a  possibility  of  harm  does  not  al- 
ways require  more  than  the  exercise  of  or- 
dinary care  to  prevent  it  (Quinn  v.  Crim- 
mings,  171  Mass.  255,  42  L.  R.  A.  101,  50  N. 
E.  024),  and  although  in  some  states  only 
ordinary  care  is  required  in  cases  like  this 
( Underwood  v.  Waldron,  33  Mich.  232,  238, 
239 ;  Garland  v.  Towne,  55  N.  H.  55,  20  Am. 
Rep.  164),  the  requirement  here  and  else- 
where is  higher,  and  sometimes  is  stated  as 
absolute,  to  prevent  at  one's  peril  the  harm 
from  coming  to  pass  {Shipley  v.  Fifty  Asso- 
ciates, 106  Mass.  194,  199;  Jutte  v.  Hughes, 
67  N.  Y.  267,  272). 

If  the  defendant  is  liable,  she  is  liable  for 
damage  to  artificial  structures  upon  the 
plaintiff's  land  {Copper  v.  Dolvin,  68  Iowa, 
757,  56  Am.  Rep.  872,  28  N.  W.  69;  Martin 
V.  Simpson,  6  Allen,  102,  105;  and  cases  be- 
low) :  and,  if  the  discharge  of  water  caused 
the  wall  to  fall,  she  is  liable  for  it,  whether 
the  wall  was  well  constructed  or  not.  The 
request  which  was  refused  wouSd  have  ex- 
onerated the  defendant  if  the  wall  was  ill 
constructed,  even  though  the  bad  construc- 
tion did  not  contribute  to  the  damage.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  consider  this  question  more 
nicely,  as  it  appears  that  full  instructions 
were  given,  and  ihe  only  exception  is  to  the 
refusal  of  the  defendant's  request.  Under- 
wood  V.  Waldron,  33  Mich.  232,  236,  237; 
Gould  V.  MoKenna,  86  Pa.  297,  27  Am.  Rep. 
706.. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT.     (In  Banc.) 


€EABOARD  NATIONAL  BANK  of  New 
York,  Assignee  of  Barber  Asphalt  Paving 
Company,  Appt,, 

V, 

Frederick  WOESTEN  et  al.,  Respts, 

(147  Mo.  467.) 

%,  The  eonatr«etlon  of  m  street,  and  Its 
■tmlAtenmnee  for  m  term  of  yemra  at  a 

cost  sufficient  to  preserve  good  work  and  good 
material  from  becoming  imperfect  from  nat- 
ural and  unavoidable  causes,  may  be  Included 
In  a  single  contract  by  a  municipality  having 
complete  control  over  the  construction  and 
repair  of  Its  streets,  where  the  object  Is  to 
obtain  a  better  quality  of  construction,  al- 
though the  charter  provides  for  letting  the 
contract  for  "repairs"  to  the  lowest  bidder, 
which  are  to  be  paid  for  out  of  the  general 
fond,  while  the  cost  of  construction  Is  to  be 
charged  on  adjoining  property. 
S.  TUmt  the  prlee  for  mminteiimiice  of  m 
pAvement    is    helo-vr  nrhmt  -vronld   be 


fair  compeiiBmtioii  for  the  work  Is  not  suf- 
ficient to  avoid,  in  favor  of  the  abutting  own- 
er, a  contract  covering  its  construction  and 
maintenance,  under  a  charter  requiring  the 
city  to  pay  for  maintenance  and  the  abutting 
owner  for  construction,  where  there  Is  noth- 
ing to  show  that  the  contract  price  for  con- 
struction is  not  fair  and  reasonable,  and  the 
contract  Is  in  fact  but  for  a  single  work, — 
that  of  construction  with  a  guaranty  of  en- 
durance. 

8.  The  fraudulent  purpose  of  the  pub- 
lic authorities  in  llxins  the  minimnni 
price  to  be  paid  for  maintaining  at  public 
expense  a  pavement  constructed  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  abutting  owner,  both  of  which 
items  are  included  In  a  single  contract,  so  low 
that  an  unlawful  burden  will  be  cast  on  the 
abutting  owner,  will  not,  after  the  comple- 
tion of  the  pavement,  defeat  the  contractor's 
right  to  recover  on  the  tax  bills,  unless  he 
participates  In  the  fraud. 

4.  An  nndertalcins  to  mmintmin  m  new 
pavement  for  a  series  of  years,  required  as 
a  guaranty  of  the  perfection  of  the  work,  is 


Non. — Ab  to  provision  for  repairs  In  con- 
tract for  street  improvement,  see  note  to  Port- 
land V.  Portland  Bituminous  Paving  ft  Improv. 
€oi  (Or.)  44  lu  B.  A.  627;  also  Bobertson  v. 
48L.R.  A. 


Omaha  (Neb.)  44  L.  B.  A.  534  ;  and  State  ew  rek 
Wilson  V.  Trenton  (N.  J.)  44  L.  B.  A.  640.  See 
also  the  case  of  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v. 
Hezel  (Mo.)  post,  286. 
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not  a  contract  for  repairs  within  the  meaning 
of  a  statute  requiring  contracts  for  repairs 
to  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder. 

(December  24,  1898.) 

(Oanti,  Ch,  J.,  and  Burges;  J.,  disaenl.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  the  City  of  St. 
LouiB  in  favor  of  defendants  in  a  proceeding 
brought  to  enforce  a  street-paving  assess- 
ment.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mcasra.  Boyle,  Priest,  A  Lehmaiui,  for 
apjiellant: 

U'henever,  in  the  judgment  of  its  officers 
having  that  matter  in  charge,  it  is  expedient 
and  wise  to  reconstruct  a  street,  even  if  it 
has  been  constructed  and  reconstructed,  it 
may  again  reconstruct  and  tax  the  expense 
thereof  against  the  property. 

McConnack  v.  Patchin,  53  Mo.  33,  14  Am. 
Rep.  440;  Farrar  v.  8t.  Louis,  80  Mo.  379. 

The  effect  of  the  mode  of  letting  adopted, 
in  addition  to  insuring  careful,  honest,  faith- 
ful, and  efficient  work  in  reconstructing,  is 
to  protect  the  property  owners  from  the  more 
costly  improvement  of  a  reconatruction  in 
the  near  future. 

There  is  no  fraud  charged  against  either 
the  contractor  or  the  board  of  public  im- 
provements. How,  then,  have  the  defendants 
suffered  a  wrong? 

Morse  v.  West  Port,  110  Mo.  509,  19  S.  W. 
831 ;  Gibson  v.  Owens,  115  Mo.  267,  2 i  S.  W. 
1107. 

Messrs.  Htirain  J.  Grower  and  Denis 
DoToy,  for  respondents: 

The  general  provisions  of  8  542,  Revised 
Ordinances  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  direct- 
ing reconstruction  of  streets  and  the  main- 
tenance of  all  streets  so  reconstructed,  to  be 
let  together,  are  absolutely  null  and  void. 

Sti'ckert  v.  Kast  Saginaw,  22  Mich.  104; 
Dallas  v.  Ellison,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  28,  30  S. 
W.  1128;  Cooper  v.  Freeman  Lumber  Co.  61 
Ark.  30,  31  S.  VV.  981.  32  S.  W.  494;  Welty, 
Assessments,  §  519;  Oalbreath  v.  Newton,  30 
Mo.  App.  398:  Coke,  lliird  Inst.  p.  181;  2 
Robinson,  Patents,  §  9;  2  Cooley's  Bl.  Com. 
3d  ed.  p.  159;  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  6561. 

Neither  the  state  nor  any  subdivision 
thereof  can  lawfully  agree  to  pay  public 
money  to  a  monopoly  whose  existence  is  pro- 
hibited by  the  laws  of  the  state. 

People  V.  North  River  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  121 
N.  Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  33,  24  N.  E.  834;  Texas 
Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Adoue,  83  Tex.  660,  15 
L.  R.  A.  598,  19  S.  W.  274,  279;  A^es^er  v. 
Continental  Brewing  Co.  2  Pa.  Dist.  R.  177; 
Vulcan  Powder  Co.  v.  Hercules  Powder  Co. 
96  Cal.  516,  31  Pac.  681;  Warren  v.  Barber 
Asphalt  Paving  Co.  115  Mo.  578,  22  S.  W. 
490;  Re  Manhattan  Sav.  Inst.  82  N.  Y.  142; 
Sterling  v.  Oalt,  117  111.  20,  7  N.  E.  471; 
Kankakee  v.  Potter,  119  111.  324,  10  N.  E. 
212:  Levy  v.  Chicago,  113  111.  650;  Labs  v. 
Cooper,  107  Cal.  656,  40  Pac.  1042. 

Tt  was  unlawful  for  the  board  to  advertise 
and  let  together  in  one  contract  and  to  the 
same  contractor  the  contract  for  reconstruc- 
tion and  maintenance. 
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Brown  v.  Jenks,  98  Cal.  10,  32  Pac  701; 
People  em  rel  Hall  v.  Maher,  66  Hun,  81,  9 
N.  Y.  Supp.  94;  Schenectady  v.  Union  Col- 
lege, 66  Uun,  179,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  147 ;  Gil- 
more  V.  Vtica,  131  N.  Y.  27,  29  N.  E.  841. 

Maof  arlane,  J.,  delivered  the  opini<Mi  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  acUon  to  recover  the  amount  of 
a  special  tax  bill  assessed  against  the  prop- 
erty of  defendants  in  favor  of  the  Barber 
Asphalt  Company,  and  assigned  to  plaintiff. 
The  petition  charges  that  the  assessment 
was  made  pursuant  to  authority  of  ordinance 
No.  16,943,  approved  November  26,  1893, 
which  provides  for  the  reconstruction  of 
Grand  avenue,  upon  which  defendants'  said 
property  abuts.  The  answer  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  cross  bill  in  equity.  It  sets  out  in  de- 
tail the  provisions  of  the  charter  of  the  city 
of  St.  Louis,  the  general  ordinance  proViding 
for  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of 
streets,  and  the  proceedings  under  which  the 
improvement  of  Grand  avenue  was  made.  It 
charges  that  for  various  specified  reasons, 
which  will  be  stated  in  the  opinion,  the  or- 
dinances, contract,  and  tax  bill  are  null  and 
void,  and  prays  that  the  tax  bill  be  set  aside. 
The  reply  is,  in  effect,  a  general  denial  of 
the  new  matter  charged  in  the  answer. 

The  case  was  tried  upon  the  facts,  most  of 
which  were  agreed  upon.  Judgment  was  for 
defendants,  and  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  St. 
Louis  court  of  appeals,  where  it  was  af- 
firmed on  authority  of  the  decision  of  this 
court  in  the  case  of  Verdin  v.  St.  Louis,  131 
Mo.  32,  33  S.  VV.  480,  and  3o  S.  W.  52.  Aft- 
erwards, on  motion  for  a  rehearing,  the  ap- 
peal was  certified  to  this  court,  144  Mo.  407, 
46  S.  VV.  201,  on  account  of  a  supposed  con- 
flict between  that  decision  and  the  later  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  Barber  Asphalt  Paving 
Co.  V.  Ullman,  137  Mo.  543,  38  S.  VV.  458. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  charter 
provisions,  the  ordinances,  and  proceedings 
under  which  the  improvement  of  Grand  ave- 
nue, which  resulted  in  the  tax  bill,  was  made, 
as  the  same  appears  from  the  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts  and  from  the  evidence: 

Section  27,  art.  6,  of  the  charter  provides: 
"The  assembly  shall  have  no  power  directly 
to  contract  for  any  public  work  or  improve- 
ment, or  repairs  thereof,  contemplated  by 
this  charter,  or  to  fix  the  price  or  rate  there- 
for; but  the  board  of  public  improvements 
shall,  in  all  cases,  except  in  case  of  neces- 
sary repairs  requiring  prompt  attention, 
prepare  and  submit  to  the  assembly  esti- 
mates of  costs  of  any  proposed  work,  and, 
under  the  direction  of  the  ordinance,  shall 
advertise  for  bids,  as  provided  for  purchases 
by  the  commissioner  of  supplies,  and  let  out 
said  work  by  contract  to  the  lowest  respon- 
sible bidder  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
council.  Any  other  mode  of  letting  out  work 
shall  be  held  as  illegal  and  void." 

Section  18  of  said  article  6  requires  "the 
repairs  of  all  streets"  to  be  paid  for  out  of  the 
general  revenue  of  the  city,  and  the  paving 
of  all  streets  to  be  "charged  upon  the  adjoin- 
ing property  as  a  special  tax,"  not  exceed- 
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inff  the  amount  of  25  per  eent  of  its  aaeeesed 
vmlue. 

By  S  26«  art.  3,  the  mayor  and  assembly 
are  given  the  most  ample  power  and  control 
over  the  streets  of  the  city,  and  general  au- 
thority to  construct,  pave,  and  keep  them  in 
repair. 

General  ordinance  564  (  the  same  as  542, 
considered  in  the  Verdin  Case)  provides,  in 
detail,  for  letting  contracts  for  street  con- 
struction, and  for  what  the  contract  shall 
require.  Among  other  matters,  it  provides: 
"Whenever  a  street  is  to  be  improved,  either 
on  the  motion  of  the  board  of  public  im- 
provements or  on  petition  of  the  adjoining 
property  owners,  the  board  of  public  im- 
provements may  subnut  to  the  municipal  as- 
sembly a  bill  for  letting  in  one  contract  the 
work  of  constructing  or  reconstructing  such 
street  and  of  maintaining  it  in  good  condition 
for  a  term  of  years ;  and  after  such  bill  has 
become  a  law  the  board  of  public  improve- 
ments shall  advertise  for  proposals  includ- 
ing the  construction  or  reconstruction  and 
maintenance  under  the  same  regulations  as 
are  provided  for  the  improvement  of  streets ; 
but  the  advertisement  shall,  in  addition  to 
what  is  prescribed  for  other  street  improve- 
ments, state  the  terra  during  which  the  street 
is  to  be  maintained  in  good  condition."  It 
requires  further:  "The  contract  shall  pro- 
vide that  the  obligation  of  the  contractor  to 
maintain  the  streets  in  good  condition  shall 
commence  one  year  after  the  completion  and 
acceptance  of  the  work  of  construction  or 
reconstruction,  and  the  contract  price  shall 
be  paid  semiannually  out  of  the  city  treas- 
ury, on  the  certificate  of  the  street  commis- 
sioner that  the  work  has  been  performed  in 
accordance  with  the  contract  and  specifica- 
tions." 

In  canvassing  the  proposals,  the  lowest  bid 
is  required  to  be  ascertained  "by  taking  the 
aggrefjate  amount  of  the  cost  of  construction 
or  reconstruction,  as  the  case  may  be,  and 
the  total  cost  of  maintenance,  for  the  term 
of  years  designated  by  the  ordinance." 

The  board  of  public  improvement  sub- 
mitted to  the  assembly,  and  that  body  passed 
and  the  mayor  approved,  a  special  ordinance 
(No.  16,942)  for  the  improvement  of  Grand 
avenue  between  St.  Louis  avenue  and  Mont- 
gomery street.  Section  1  of  this  ordinance 
directs  the  board  of  public  improvements  to 
cause  Grand  avenue,  from  St.  Louis  avenue 
to  Montgomery  street,  to  be  reconstructed 
with  the  best  quality  of  Trinidad  Lake  as- 
phalt, and  to  contract  for  the  maintenance 
thereof  for  a  period  of  nine  years,  commenc- 
ing one  year  after  the  work  of  reconstruc- 
tion IS  completed  and  accepted.  Sections  2 
and  3  recited  the  specifications,  and  are  un- 
important in  this  contest.  Section  4  pro- 
vides for  a  lien  for  the  cost  of  reconstruction 
against  abutting  property.  Section  5  makes 
an  appropriation  for  the  cost  of  reconstruc- 
tion above  25  per  cent  of  the  assessed  value 
of  the  abutting  property;  while  §  6,  the 
last  of  the  ordinance,  makes  an  appropria- 
tion, in  general  terms,  out  of  a  fund  set 
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apart    for     street    repairs — ^"reconstructed 
streets" — for  the  cost  of  maintenance. 

Pursuant  to  the  mandate  of  this  ordi- 
nance, the  board  of  public  improvements  ad- 
vertised to  let  the  authorized  work  to  bidders 
under  letting  notice  No.  3,844,  "for  recon- 
structing, with  best  quality  of  Trinidad  Lake 
asphalt.  Grand  avenue,  from  St.  Louis  ave- 
nue to  Montgomery  street,  and  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  same.  Deposit  required  Ijv435. 
The  street  to  be  maintained  in  good  condition 
for  a  term  of  nine  years,  beginning  one  year 
after  the  coropIeUon  and  acceptance  of  the 
work.  Bond  for  $5,910  must  be  given  for 
the  maintenance  in  addition  to  the  bond  for 
reconstruction  when  contract  is  executed. 
.  .  .  Plans,  specifications,  and  forms  of 
contract  may  be  seen  at  the  office  of  the  street 
commissioner."  In  response  to  this  adver- 
tisement, there  was  but  one  bidder,  either 
for  the  work  of  reconstruction  or  the  main- 
tenance, who  was  the  Barber  Asphalt  Paving 
Company.     Its  bid  was  as  follows: 

Taking  up  old  roadway $  1,379  00 

New  e''  curbing 1,680  00 

Old  curbing  reset 10  00 

Asphalt  pavement  on  6^^  concrete     11,820  00 
Maintenance  per  annum 1,773  00 

Totol $16,662  00 

Pursuant  to  this  bid,  the  work  was  let 
to  the  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Company,  and 
the  contract  entered  into  under  date  of  Feb- 
ruary 9,  1893.  The  contract  is  very  elab- 
orate in  the  specifications  of  the  required 
work,  following  the  requirements  of  .§  664. 
The  contract  contains  this  agreement  in  re- 
gard to  maintenance:  "The  said  the  Barb- 
er Asphalt  Paving  Company,  party  of  the 
first  part,  expressly  guarantees  to  maintain 
at  grade  and  surface  in  good  order  the  afore- 
said work  of  reconstruction,  for  the  full 
period  of  nine  years,  commencing  one -year 
after  the  said  work  of  reconstruction  is  com- 
pleted and  accepted,  and  binds  himself,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  to  make  all  repairs  which 
may,  from  any  imperfection  in  said  work  or 
materials,  become  necessary  within  that 
time;  and  the  party  of  the  first  part  shall, 
whenever  notified  by  the  street  commissioner 
that  repairs  are  required,  at  once  make  such 
repairs,  at  his  own  expense." 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that,  prior 
to  1883,  the  durability  of  new  pavements 
was  unsatisfactory,  and  the  board  concluded 
that  a  remedy  could  be  secured  by  including 
in  the  contracts  a  requirement  that  the  con- 
tractor should  maintain  his  work  for  a  term 
of  years.  In  order  to  enforce  this  remedy, 
the  assembly,  in  1883,  passed  an  ordinance 
which  is  now  §  564  of  the  general  ordinances 
of  the  city.  Since  the  adoption  of  this  ordi- 
nance, all  contracts  for  construction  and  re- 
construction of  streets  has  contained  a  main- 
tenance clause  similar  to  the  one  found  in 
this  contract,  and  all  contracts  have  been  let 
in  the  manner  required  by  the  ordinance. 
The  evidence  shows  that  there  was  an  un- 
written agreement  or  understanding  among 
the  members  of  uie  board  of  public  improve- 
ments that  no  bid  for  maintenance  should 
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be  accepted  which  was  in  ezoess  of  60  cents 
per  square  per  annum.  This  rule  was  never 
promulgated  by  an  order  of  the  board  or  put 
upon  record  in  any  form,  but  was  an  unwrit- 
ten rule,  which  was  imiformly  enforced. 
There  was  no  direct  evidence  that  the  con- 
tractors were  notified  of  this  rule,  but  as  bids 
tor  maintenance  thereafter  seldom,  if  ever, 
went  beyond  the  amount  so  fixed,  and  so  far 
as  appears  no  bid  for  a  greater  amount  was 
ever  accepted,  it  may  be  inferred  that  con- 
tractors were  advised  thereof.  Mr.  Fladd 
and  Mr.  McMath,  who  had  been  members  of 
the  board,  testified  as  witnesses  in  regard  to 
the  adequacy  of  the  price  fixed  for  the  main- 
tenance of  streets  newly  paved.  Mr.  Mc- 
Math was  of  the  opinion  that  60  cents  per 
Bquare  had  nOt  compensated  contractors  for 
maintenance.  It  appears  that  he  opposed 
the  rule.  Mr.  Fladd  was  of  the  opinion, 
from  his  knowledge  and  experience,  that  the 
price  fixed  for  maintenance  was  generally 
reasonable  and  adequate,  but  in  some  cases 
was  not.  "It  was  about  the  best  we  could 
do." 

The  objections  made  to  the  tax  bills  by  the 
Answer  in  this  case  are  in  most  particulars 
the  same  as  those  stated  in  the  petition  in 
the  Verdin  Case,  For  full  statement,  see 
report  of  that  case.  The  provisions  of  the 
charter,  the  ordinances,  the  advertisement 
for  proposals,  and  the  manner  of  ascertain- 
ing the  lowest  bidder,  as  charged  in  the  pe- 
tition, were,  in  every  material  particular, 
the  same  as  were  shown  by  the  evidence  in 
the  trial  of  this  case.  The  petition  in  that 
case  charged  that  60  cents  per  square  per 
annum  would  not  compensate  the  oonitractor 
for  maintaining  the  work  for  ten  years,  and 
the  bid  for  construction  was  made  propor- 
tionately higher,  in  order  to  secure  fair  com- 
pensation for  the  entire  contract,  by  which 
an  unjust  and  illegal  charge  was  imposed 
upon  the  property.  In  this  case  we  have 
the  evidence  bearing  upon  that  charge.  In 
the  Verdin  Casey  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the 
petition,  the  truth  of  which  the  demurrer 
admitted,  the  contract  was  held  invalid.  By 
their  answer  defendants,  for  the  same  rea- 
Bon,  charge  the  invalidity  of  this  contract. 
The  question  in  this  case  must  be  determix^ed 
from  the  evidence. 

1.  It  appears  very  conclusively  from  the 
ordinances,  the  advertisement  for  bids,  the 
bids  made  by  the  Barber  Asphalt  Paving 
Company,  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  the 
other  evidence,  when  taken  together,  that 
the  obligation  required  of  the  contractor  to 
maintain  the  completed  work  was  intended 
to  secure  an  improvement  that  would  endure 
for  ten  years  without  reconstruction,  and  at 
the  same  time  to  avoid  casting  upon  the 
property  owner  the  burden  of  bearing  the 
■cost  that  might  necessarily  be  incurred  in 
securing  such  durability.  The  obligation 
imposed  upon  the  contractor  to  maintain  his 
work  was  clearly  intended  to  constitute  a 
part  of  the  original  contract  for  the  recon- 
struction of  the  street,  and  was  not  intended 
as  a  contract  for  repairing  streets  which 
were  not  good  enough  for  use  and  were  not 
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bad  enough  for  reoonstructiooi.  This  pur- 
pose appears  very  clearly  from  the  known 
evils  the  ordinances  were  intended  to  rem- 
edy, the  terms  of  the  advertisement  for  pro- 
posals and  the  stipulations  contained  in  tiie 
contract.  Under  the  contract,  the  Asphalt 
Paving  Company  guarantees  the  work  for 
nine  years,  and  binds  himself  to  make  "all 
repairs  which  may,  from  any  imperfection 
of  the  work  or  materials,  become  necessary 
within  that  time." 

The  question,  then,  is  whether  or  not  the 
municipal  authorities  had  the  power  to  re- 
quire the  guaranty  found  in  this  contract, 
and,  if  they  had  such  power,  was  the  manner 
of  exercising  it  violative  of  the  constitution- 
al or  charter  rights  of  the  landowner  whose 
property  is  chargeable  with  the  cost  of  re- 
construction. In  the  Verdin  Case,  upon  the 
facts  stated  in  the  petition,  it  was  held  that 
the  requirement  of  §  642  (which  is  the  same 
as  S  564  of  the  general  ordinances  as  re- 
vised), that  the  contractor  should  maintain 
the  pavement  for  a  term  of  years,  could  not 
be  distinguished  from  a  contract  for  "re- 
pairs," within  the  meaning  of  8  27  of  article 
6  of  the  charter ;  that  a  contract  for  repairs 
is  required  to  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and 
therefore  §  604  of  the  general  ordinances, 
authorizing  a  contract  for  reconstruction  and 
maintenance  to  be  let  together  to  the  lowest 
average  bidder,  was  in  violation  of  said  sec- 
tion of  the  charter,  and  the  contract  was 
null  and  void.  Since  the  decision  in  the  Ver- 
din Case,  this  court  has  held  [Barber  As- 
phalt Paving  Co.  v.  Ullman,  137  Mo.  543,  38 
S.  W.  458)  that  an  agreement  by  a  contrac- 
tor to  maintain,  at  his  own  cost  for  five 
years,  a  pavement  he  had  contracted  to  con- 
struct, was  not  an  agreement  to  make  re- 
pairs on  a  street,  within  the  meaning  of  a 
charter  (Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  1424)  which  re- 
quired that  "the  cost  of  repairing  and  keep- 
ing in  repair  the  paving  and  macadamizing 
of  all  streets  and  avenues  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  general  revenue  of  the  city."  Barber 
Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  UlUnan,  137  Mo.  643, 
38  S.  W.  463. 

The  general  powers  granted  St  Louis  over 
its  streets  are  very  comprehensive.  **The 
mayor  and  assembly  shall  have  power  by  or- 
dinance to  establish,  open,  vacate,  alter, 
widen,  extend,  pave,  or  otherwise  improve 
and  sprinkle  all  streets,  avenues,  sidewalks, 
alleys,  wharves,  and  public  ground  and 
squares,  and  provide  for  the  payment  of  the 
costs  and  expenses  thereof  in  the  manner  in 
this  charter  prescribed;  and  also  to  provide 
for  grading,  lighting,  cleaning,  and  repair- 
ing the  same,  and  to  condemn  private  prop- 
erty for  public  uses,  as  provided  for  in  this 
charter;  to  construct  and  keep, in  repair  all 
bridges,  streets,"  etc.,  "and  to  regulate  the 
use  thereof."  These  brood  grants  imply  the 
power  to  make  all  necessary  contracts  for 
grading  and  paving  its  streets,  and  keeping 
them  in  repair,  unless  such  powers  are  re- 
strained by  special  provisions  of  the  charter 
or  by  constitutional  limitations.  There 
would  seem  to  be  no  doubt  that,  under  these 
general  powers,  the  municipality  would  have 
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-the  flame  right,  in  order  to  secure  good  and 
•durable  work,  to  require  of  the  contractor 
any  guaranties  that  a  private  person  might 
take  in  order  to  secure  tiie  perfection  of  work 
-done  for  him.  Municipal  officers  who,  in 
contracting  for  such  public  work,  should  neg- 
lect to  take  from  a  contractor  some  kind  of 
guaranty  of  the  perfection  of  the  work  and 
materials,  would  be  derelict  in  their  duty, 
and  unfitted  for  the  trust  with  which  they 
had  been  invested.  The  kind  of  guaranty 
should  be  left  to  their  discretion  and  busi- 
ness sense.  We  think  no  wiser  or  more  ade- 
•quate  provision  for  securing  perfection  in  the 
•completed  work  could  be  devised  than  that 
-of  requirini^  the  contractor  to  maintain  it 
for  a  reasonable  time,  at  such  cost  as  would 
•compensate  for  the  repairs  necessary  to  pre- 
serve good  work  and  good  material  from  be- 
•coming  imperfect  from  natural  and  unavoid- 
able causes.  Morse  v.  West  Port,  110  Mo. 
509,  19  S.  W.  831. 

We  are  able  to  discover  nothing  in  §  27  of 
article  6  of  the  charter  which  prohibits  such 
a  guaranty.  The  restraint  placed  upon  the 
assembly  is  that  it  shall  not  directly  con- 
tract for  making  repairs  of  streets.  It  re- 
•quires  that  "proposed  work"  (whidi  includes 
repairs)  shall  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder. 
It  also  requires  estimates  of  the  cost  of  such 
work  to  be  submitted  to  the  assembly  by  the 
t>oard  of  public  improvements.  It  is  mani- 
fest that  the  repairs  contemplated  in  this 
Action  are  such  as  are  needed  at  the  time  the 
ordinance  authorizing  the  work  is  passed. 
It  ia  "proposed  work,"  and  estimates  there- 
of must  be  made.  The  charter  does  not  pro- 
hibit a  contract  for  the  work  necessary  to 
preserve  in  good  condition  the  improved 
street,  or,  in  other  words,  a  guaranty  of  the 
«ffici«ncy  of  the  completed  work.  The  gen- 
eral powers  conferred  by  the  charter  give 
ample  authority  to  require  of  contractors 
auch  guaranties,  and  no  jprohibition  is  found, 
or  necessarily  implied,  m  S  27  of  article  6. 
The  validity  of  the  ordinances  should  be  pre- 
aiuned,  and  the  ordinances  upheld,  unless  a 
repugnance  to  the  charter  dearly  appears. 

2.  But  it  is  said,  in  the  next  place,  that 
the  contract  is  void  for  the  reason  that  the 
methods  provided  by  ordinance,  and  followed 
in  the  advertisements  for  bids  and  in  the 
•contract,  impose  upon  the  property  owner 
burdens  which  are  unauthorized  by  the 
-charter;  that,  under  the  charter,  the  prop- 
•erty  adjacent  to  the  street  is  only  chargeable 
witii  the  cost  of  the  constructed  pavement, 
and  the  cost  of  repairs  are  payable  out  of 
the  general  revenue  of  the  mty;  and  letting 
a  contract  for  paving  the  street,  and  one  for 
maintaining  it,  under  one  bid,  gives  the  con- 
tractor and  the  city  the  opportunity,  by  col- 
lusion, to  impose  upon  the  property  a  part 
•of  the  cost  of  maintenance.  It  is  argued 
that  this  result  was  reached  in  this  case,  for, 
•counsel  say^  it  is  shown  that  the  porioe  for 
maintenance  was  required  to  be  taken  at  a 
Tate  below  what  would  be  fair  compensation 
-for  that  work,  and  the  price  for  reconstruc- 
tion was  therefore  made  proportionately 
liigher,  in  order  to  secure  fair  compensation 
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for  the  entire  work.  Admitting,  for  argu- 
ment, that  60  ceivts  per  square  was  not  ade- 
quate compensation  for  maintaining  the 
street,  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to  prove 
that  the  contract  price  for  reconstruction 
was  not  fair  and  reasonable.  No  complaint 
is  made  to  the  quality  of  the  work  or  to  the 
reasonableness  of  the  contract  price  there- 
for. The  landowner,  except  as  a  citizen  and 
general  taxpayer,  is  not  interested  in  the  cost 
of  maintaining  the  work.  No  issue  in  this 
case  involves  his  rights  as  a  general  tax- 
payer. The  issue  is  really  one  of  fraud  and 
collusion,  and  the  burden  rests  upon  defend- 
ant to  prove  that,  by  letting  the  work  of  con- 
struction and  of  maintenance  to  the  lowest 
average  bidder,  an  unauthorized  charge  was 
imposed  upon  his  property. 

It  may  be  said  here  that  municipal  officers, 
under  the  charter  of  St.  Louis,  are  selected 
presumably  on  a<!COunt  of  their  fitness  and 
integrity.  They  have  no  private  ends  to  sub- 
serve. We  should  therefore  presume  that 
their  intentions  are  honest,  and  that,  in  the 
performance  of  their  public  duties,  they  deal 
fairly  and  justly  with  the  citizen  and  prop- 
erty owner.  It  should  be  kept  in  mind,  al- 
so, that  in  matters  of  control  over  streets, 
and  of  keeping  them  in  condition  for  public 
use,  the  authorities  act  in  a  business  ca- 
pacity, and  much  latitude  of  discretion 
should  be  allowed  them  in  matters  of  detail. 
The  charter  powers  in  these  particulars  are 
general,  and  very  broad,  and  matters  of  de- 
tail are  necessarily  left  almost  entirely  to 
the  discretion  of  those  intrusted  with  the 
duty.  Oihson  v.  Owens,  116  Mo.  267,  21  S. 
W.  1107.  The  ordinances  under  which 
Grand  avenue  was  improved  require  the  con- 
tractor to  maintain  his  work  for  nine  years, 
commencing  one  year  after  its  completion. 
No  one  can  doubt  the  wisdom  of  this  require- 
ment, looking  at  it  from  a  business  stand* 
point.  The  evidence  shows  that  previous 
work  of  this  kind  had  been  wanting  in  dura- 
bility. The  most  careful  inspection  of  the 
consBtniction  of  a  pavement,  as  it  progresses, 
will  not  detect  all  imperfections  in  the  mate- 
rials and  in  the  manner  of  construction. 
This  the  board  of  public  improvement  had 
learned  from  experience.  They  believed  that 
a  street,  paved  in  a  proper  manner  with  as- 
phaltum,  would  not  require  reconstruction 
for  ten  years,  if  properly  cared  for  and  pre- 
served. They  recognized  the  fact  that  its 
preservation  from  the  effects  of  use  and  nat- 
ural decay  would  require  constant  attention 
and  the  expenditure  of  money  and  labor.  In 
these  circumstances,  the  ordinances  were 
passed  and  the  contract  in  question  was 
made. 

The  ordinance  requires  the  contractor  to 
maintain  his  work  for  ten  years.  But  the 
property  is,  imder  the  charter,  only  charge- 
able with  the  work  of  reconstruction.  Pro- 
vision was  therefore  made  for  separating  the 
cost  of  construction  and  the  cost  of  mainte- 
nance, and  requiring  separate  bids  or  esti- 
mates for  each  work,  llie  contract  was  foi 
but  a  single  work ;  that  is,  of  reconstruction, 
with  a  guaranty  that  the  pavement  woul(* 


881 


MiflflouRi  SuPRBMB  Court. 


Dsa, 


endure  the  ordinary  uses  for  ten  years.  The 
lowest  bidder  is  the  person  who  offers  to  con- 
struct the  pavement  and  maintain  it  in  good 
condition  for  the  requisite  period.  The  or- 
dinance provides  for  ascertaining  the  lowest 
bid  for  the  entire  contract  of  construction 
and  maintenance  as  follows:  ''In  canvass- 
ing the  proposals,  the  lowest  bid  shall  be  as- 
certained by  taking  the  aggregate  of  the  cost 
of  construction,  or  reconstruction,  as  the 
case  may  be,  and  the  total  cost  of  mainte- 
nance, for  the  term  of  years  designated  by  the 
ordinance."  No  objection  can  be  seen  to  this 
method;  indeed,  in  no  other  way  could  the 
lowest  bid  be  justly  asoertained. 

In  canvassing  the  bids,  the  board  has  be- 
fore it  the  estimates  of  construction  and 
maintenance  made  by  the  engineer,  together 
with  the  separate  bids  for  construction  and 
maintenance.  If  the  bid  for  either  work  is 
too  high,  or  if  the  aggregate  bid  is  too  high, 
the  board  has  power  to  reject  it.  Assuming, 
as  we  must,  that  the  board  acts  fairly  be- 
tween the  city  and  the  property  owner,  we 
are  unable  to  see  how  the  latter  can  be  in- 
jured, unless  the  accepted  bid  makes  the 
cost  of  reconstruction  more  than  it  ought  to 
be.  This  result  may  follow  the  letting  of  a 
contract  in  any  method  imaginable,  as  long 
as  contractors  work  in  their  own  interest, 
and  not  wholly  for  the  public  good.  The 
discretion  must  therefore  be  left  vrith  the 
municipal  authorities,  to  whom  the  duty  has 
been  intrusted  by  the  people. 

3.  But  it  is  said  that  the  board  of  public 
improvements  fixed  the  cost  of  maintenance 
at  50  cents  per  square,  which  was  inade- 
quate, to  preserve  the  pavement  for  ten 
years,  and  would  accept  no  higher  bid  on  that 
work;  thus  compelling  the  contractor  to  in- 
crease his  bid  for  reconstruction  in  order  to 
make  the  entire  contract  profitable.  In  an- 
swer to  this,  it  may  be  said,  as  has  already 
been  said,  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
contract  price  for  reconstruction  is  more 
than  it  should  have  been  for  the  character 
of  work  required.  Again,  if  the  mode 
adopted  for  letting  such  contract  is  not  in 
violation  of  the  charter,  then  the  contractor 
should  not  suffer  on  account  of  the  fraudu- 
lent purpose  of  the  board  unless  he  partici- 
pated in  the  fraud.  Objections  come  too  late 
after  the  improvement  has  been  completed. 
Warren  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  116 
Mo.  680,  22  S.  W.  490. 

But  we  do  not  think  the  evidence  bears 
out  the  charge  against  the  board.  The  board 
had  the  right,  in  its  discretion,  to  reject  a 
bid  in  which,  in  its  judgment,  the  charge  for 
maintenance  was  excessive.  If  the  board, 
with  its  experience  and  information,  and 
with  the  estimates  before  it,  was  unwilling 
to  accept  a  bid  in  which  the  charge  for  main- 
tenance was  over  60  cents  per  square  per 
annum,  we  can  see  no  reason  why  contractors 
should  not  have  been  advised  that  bids  in 
excess  of  that  charge  would  not  be  consid- 
ered. The  only  limitation  on  the  discretion 
of  the  city  authorities  in  contracting  for 
such  public  works  is  that  contracts  shall  be 
let  to  the  lowest  bidder.  The  rule  adopted 
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by  the  board  does  not  prevent  contractors 
from  proposing  to  maintain  their  work  for 
less  than  60  cents  per  square.  Two  wit- 
nesses, who  were  members  of  the  board  when 
the  rule  was  adopted,  testified  on  the  trial. 
Mr.  McMath  testified:  "As  near  as  I  can 
recollect,  the  first  thing  I  ever  heard  con- 
cerning this  matter  was  in  discussions  of  the 
board  concerning  the  price  at  which  main- 
tenance had  been  let  in  the  first  contracts, 
and  the  opinion  was  expressed  that  $1  a 
square  was  too  much ;  and,  as  near  as  I  can 
recollect.  Gen.  Turner  expressed  the  opinion 
that  about  60  cents  a  square  was  about  suffi- 
cient compensation  for  the  keeping  of  all 
the  pavements  in  repair;  and  that  opinion 
of  his  seemed  to  be — was  concurred  in  by  the 
other  members  of  the  board.  There  never 
was  any  action  taken  whatsoever,  so  far  as 
I  have  ever  learned.  I  have  examined  the 
records.  Probably  a  year  ago  I  had  occasion 
to.  There  is  no  record  whatever  of  any  for- 
mal action  ever  taken  by  the  board  in  regard 
to  that  matter."  This  witness  testified  that» 
in  his  opinion,  the  sum  of  60  cents  has  not 
compensated  the  contractor  for  the  mainte- 
nance. Mr.  Fladd  testified  that  the  members 
of  the  board  concluded  that  they  would  not 
award  a  contract  at  more  than  60  cents.  He 
regarded  that  a  reasonable  price  for  main- 
tenance. A  majority  of  the  board  was  evi- 
dently of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the 
board  did  not  act  in  good  faith,  for  the  best 
interests  of  all  concerned,  nor  does  the  evi- 
dence tend  to  prove  that  an  unjust  burden 
was  put  upon  the  property  of  plaintiff  by  the 
proceedings  followed  in  awarding  the  con- 
tract. In  the  Ullman  Case,  137  Mo.  643,  38 
S.  W.  463,  a  contract  was  sustained  which 
imposed  the  entire  cost  of  maintenance  for 
five  years  upon  the  adjacent  property.  In 
this  case  the  cost  of  maintaining  the  pave- 
ment is  paid  by  the  city.  The  evidence,  in 
our  opinion,  does  not  establish  the  complaint 
that  the  cost  of  reconstruction  was  rendered 
unjust  on  account  of  proceeding  as  directed 
by  the  ordinance  and  the  rule  followed  by  the 
board  of  public  improvements. 

Some  other  questions  are  discussed  bear- 
ing upon  the  legality  of  the  bid  for  main- 
tenance. If  the  contract  for  reconstruction 
was  fairly  let  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and  the 
work  was  done  in  a  proper  manner,  accord- 
ing to  contract,  defendant  can  have  nothing 
of  which  to  complain,  as  his  property  is  not 
chargeable  with  the  maintenance.  Indeed, 
the  maintenance  clause  of  the  contract  is 
beneficial  to  the  property  owner  if,  as  the 
board  thought  would  be  the  case,  a  neces- 
sity of  reconstruction  would  thereby  be  pre- 
vented for  a  longer  period.  Morse  v.  West 
Port,  110  Mo.  609,  19  S.  W.  831.  We  dis- 
tinguish this  from  the  Verdin  Case  in  the 
fact  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  word 
"maintenance,"  as  used  in  the  ordinance  and 
contract,  has  not  the  same  application  as  the 
word  **repairs,"  used  in  the  charter.  The 
obligation  to  "maintain,"  required  by  the  or- 
dinance, is  imposed  as  a  mere  guaranty  of 
the  perfection  of  the  work  when  completed^ 
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and  the  duty  to  preserve  from  d^cay  and  or- 
dinary use.  The  work  of  "repairs/*  required 
k^  the  charter  to  he  let  to  the  lowest  bidder, 
is  a  restoration  of  a  street  already  defective 
from  use  and  decay.  We  distinguish  the 
«ase8  further,  in  the  fact  that  it  does  not  ap- 
pear from  the  evidence  in  this  oase  that  the 
bid  for  construction  was  higher,  on  account 
of  the  maximum  bid  fixed  by  the  board  for 
maintenance,  than  it  would  have  been  for 
perfect  work,  without  the  guaranty.  This 
ease  is  also  distinguishable  from  the  Vll- 
man  Ccue,  in  that  the  landowner  is  not 
chargeable  with  the  cost  of  maintenance. 
The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  ought  to 
be  reversed^  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Per  Curiam  t 

The  foregoing  opinion,  prepared  by  our 
late  associate,  Judge  Maefarlane,  is 
adopted  as  the  opinion  of  the  court.  Sher- 
woody  Robinson,  Brace,  and  Williams, 
JJ.,  concurring  therein.  Gantt,  Ch.  J.,  and 
Burgess,  J.,  dissenting.  Marshall,  J.,  not 
aitting. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  ia 
therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  trial  court  to  proceed 
in  accordance  with  the  views  expressed  in 
the  opinion. 


BARBER  ASPHALT  PAVING  COMPANY, 
Appt,, 

V. 

Morris  BEZEL  et  al.,  Respta. 
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t.  Tlie  construction  of  a  street  and  Its 
maintenance  for  a  term  of  years  at  a 

cost  sufficient  to  preserve  good  work  and  good 
material  from  becoming  imperfect  from  na- 
tural and  unavoidable  causes,  may  be  in- 
dnded  In  a  single  contract  by  a  municipality 
having  complete  control  over  the  construc- 
tion and  repair  of  Its  streets  where  the  ob- 
ject is  to  obtain  a  better  quality  of  construc- 
tion, although  the  charter  provides  for  letting 
the  contract  for  "repairs"  to  the  lowest  bid- 
der, which  are  to  be  paid  for  out  of  the  gen- 
eral fund,  while  the  cost  of  construction  Is 
to  be  charged  on  adjoining  property. 

&  Tbat  the  price  for  maintenance  of 
a  pa-rement  is  lielow  Trhat  -vronld  be 
fair  compensation  for  the  work  Is  not 
sufficient  to  avoid.  In  favor  of  the  abutting 
owner,  a  contract  covering  Its  construction 
and  maintenance,  under  a  charter  requiring 
the  city  to  pay  for  maintenance  and  the  abut- 
ting owner  for  construction,  where  there  Is 
nothing  to  show  that  the  contract  price  for 
construction  was  not  fair  and  reasonable,  and 
the  contract  Is  in  fact  but  for  a  single  work, 
— ^that  of  construction  with  a  guaranty  of  en- 
durance. 

3.  The  frandnlent  purpose  of  the  pub- 
lic anthorities  in  llxinir  the  mininkum 
price  to  be  paid  for  maintaining  at  public 
expense  a  pavement  constructed  at  the  ex- 


Nora. — In  connection  with  this  case,  which 
may  be  taken  as  establishing  the  doctrine  in 
Missouri,  see  the  preceding  case  of  Seaboard 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Woesten  (Mo.)  ante,  279. 
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pense  of  the  abutting  owner,  both  of  which 
Items  are  included  in  a  single  contract,  so 
low  that  an  unlawful  burden  will  be  cast  on 
the  abutting  owner,  will  not,  after  the  com- 
pletion of  the  pavement,  defeat  the  contract- 
or's right  to  recover  on  the  tax  bills,  unless 
he  participates  in  the  fraud. 
4.  An  nndertakinir  to  maintain  a  ncTr 
pavement  for  a  series  of  years,  required  as 
a  guaranty  of  the  perfection  of  the  work,  is 
not  a  contract  for  repairs  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  statute  requiring  contracts  for  re- 
pairs to  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder. 

{Qantt,  Oh.  J,,  and  Burgeaa,  J,,  diaaent.) 

(March  13,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  ()ourt  for  the  City  of  8t 
Louis  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  a  street  paviiig  assess- 
ment.    Reveraed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meaars.  W.  C.  Soarrltt  and  Adlel  Sl&or- 
wood,  for  appellant: 

The  property  owner,  having  stood  by  in 
silence  while  Uie  work  was  being  done,  can- 
not now  object ;  in  short,  he  is  estopped. 

Lafayette  v.  Fowler,  34  Ind.  146;  State, 
M alone,  Proaecutor,  v.  Jersey  City  Water 
Comra,  30  N.  J.  L.  247;  State,  Hampson, 
Proaecutor,  v.  Pateraon,  36  N.  J.  L.  162; 
New  Haven  v.  Fair  Haven  d  W,  R,  Co,  38 
Conn.  432, 9  Am.  Rep.  399 ;  Daniela  v.  Teamey, 
102  U.  S.  416,  26  L.  ed.  187;  Ferguson  v. 
Landram,  6  Bush,  230,  96  Am.  Dec.  350; 
Neto  York  v.  Sonneborn,  113  N.  Y.  423,  21  N. 
E.  121 ;  Hohokcn  v.  Harriaon,  30  N.  J.  L.  73 ; 
Warren  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  115  Mo. 
580,  22  S.  W.  490;  St,  Louia  v.  Ran  Ken,  96 
Mo.  497 ;  St.Louiav,  Ewcelaior  Brewing  Co. 96 
Mo.  677 ;  Com,  uae  of  Pittaburgh  v.  Wooda,  44 
Pa.  1 1 4 ;  Wray  v.  Pittaburgh,  46  Pa.  369 ;  John- 
aon  V.  Duer,  115  Mo.  378,  21  S.  W.  800;  Her- 
man, Estoppel  &,  Kes  Judicata,  S  1221 ;  Palm- 
er V.  Stumph,  29  Ind.  329;  Hellenkamp  v. 
Lafayette,  30  Ind.  192;  Bigelow,  Estoppel, 
585,  586,  665;  Oibaon  v.  Owena,  115  Mo.  258, 

21  S.  W.  1107  ;  People  ex  rel,  Curtia  v.  Utica, 
65  Barb.  21 ;  Jackson  v.  Smith,  120  Ind.  520, 

22  N.  E.  432;  Ritchie  v.  South  Topeka,  38 
Kan.  374,  16  Pac.  332;  Darst  v.  Griffin,  31 
Neb.  673,  48  N.  W.  819;  Seaboard  Nat,  Bank 
V.  Woesten,  147  Mo.  483,  ante,  279,  48  S.  W. 
939;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  64,  707. 

The  maintenance  ordinance,  S  564,  Kev. 
Ord.,  is  a  valid  enactment;  and  so,  also,  ia 
ordinance  No.  17,151,  under  which  the  work 
was  done. 

Seaboard  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woesten,  147  Mo. 
407,  ante,  279,  48  S.  W.  939;  Morae  v.  West 
Port,  no  Mo.  509,  19  S.  W.  831;  St.  Louis 
v.  Schoenbush,  95  Mo.  622;  State,  Trenton 
Horse  R.  Co.,  Prosecutor,  v.  Trenton,  53  N.  J. 
L.  132,  11  L.  R.  A.  410,  20  Atl.  1076;  Elliott, 
Roads  &  Streets,  335;  1  Kent,  Com.  464; 
Bishop,  Statutory  Crimes,  127;  Johnson's 
Case,  1  Me.  230;  Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  i 
341 ;  Grover  v.  Huckins,  26  Mich.  476 ;  DulU 
am  V.  Willaon,  53  Mich.  393,  19  N.  W.  112, 
51  Am.  Rep.  128;  Atchiaon  Street  R.  Co,  v. 
Miaaouri  P,  R,  Co.  31  Kan.  660,  3  Pac.  284; 
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Uannihal  v.  Winchell,  54  Mo.  172;  Ettes  v. 
Owen,  90  Mo.  113,  2  S.  W.  133;  MoCormack 
y.  Patchin,  53  Mo.  33,  14  Am.  Rep.  440; 
Schenectady  v.  Union  College,  66  Hun,  179, 
21  N.  y.  Siipp.  147;  Uollyman  v.  Eannihal  d 
St.  J.  R.  Co.  58  Mo.  480;  Hturtevant  v.  Al- 
ton, 3  McLean,  393,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,580; 
Miller  V.  Milwaukee,  14  Wis.  642;  Jfa*- 
thiessen  d  W.  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  v.  «/cr- 
aey  City,  2G  N.  J.  Eq.  247;  State,  Tain- 
tor,  Prosecutrix,  v.  Mornstovm,  33  N.  J. 
L.  57;  Aity.  Gc7i.  v.  Boston,  142  Mass. 
200,  7  N.  E.  722;  A'a^Ze  v.  Augusta, 
6  Ga.  646;  Re  Burke,  62  N.  Y.  229;  Re 
Burmeiater,  76  N.  Y.  181 ;  Morley  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 22  Mo.  App.  640;  Gurnee  v.  Chicago,  40 
III.  165;  Howsmon  v.  Trenton  Water  Co.  119 
Mo.  313,  23  L.  R.  A.  146,  24  S.  W.  784;  Gib- 
son V.  Owens,  116  Mo.  270,  21  S.  W.  1107; 
Schenleyy.  Com.  use  of  Allegheny,  36  Pa.  60; 
Farrar  v.  St.  Louis,  80  Mo.  393;  Schenectady 
V.  Union  College,  66  Hun,  179,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
147. 

A  public-improvement  ordinance  Lb  an  ex- 
ercise of  the  taxing  power,  and  the  authority 
granted  by  it  is  not  subject  to  the  control 
of  the  courts. 

McCormack  v.  Pat  chin,  53  Mo.  33,  14  Am. 
Rep.  440;  Keating  v.  Kansas,  84  Mo.  415; 
Ruggles  v.  Collier,  43  Mo.  353;  Giboney  v. 
Cape  Girardeau,  58  Mo.  141 ;  Welty,  Assess- 
ments, §S  308,  309. 

The  courts  assume  that  where  discretion 
is  vested  in  a  municipal  body  exercising  func- 
tions of  a  legislative  character,  good  reasons 
exist  for  the  adoption  of  the  ordinance. 

New  York  d  H.  R.  Co.  v.  New  York,  1 
Hilt.  588. 

Being  a  reasonable  ordinance  in  all  of  its 
provisions,  no  allegations  of  fact  can  affect 
the  prima  facie  case  thus  made. 

Warren  v.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  115 
Mo.  572,  22  S.  W.  490;  State  ex  rel.  Wood  v. 
Schweickardt,  109  Mo.  496,  19  S.  W.  47. 

The  word  "repairing"  seems  not  to  carry 
the  idea  of  new  creations,  but  restoring  what 
had  been  prostrated. 

M'Clenachan  v.  Curtoin,  3  Yeates,  374; 
Ardesco  Oil  Co.  v.  Ricliardson,  63  Pa,  162; 
Re  Fulton  Street,  29  How.  Pr.  429. 

The  assembly  mey  provide  for  doing  *'all 
that  is  necessary,  usual,  or  fit"  for  keeping 
streets  in  repair  by  this  maintenance  ordi- 
nance. 

Farrar  v.  St.  Louis,  80  Mo.  393 ;  Rosetta. 
Gravel  Co.  v.  Payne  (La.  Ct.  App.) ;  People 
ew  rel.  Hall  v.  Maher,  56  Hun,  81,  9  N.  Y. 
Supp.  94;  Schenectady  v.  Union  College,  66 
Hun,  179,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  147. 

The  word  "maintain"  does  not  mean  to 
provide  or  construct,  but  means  to  keep  up, 
to  keep  from  change,  to  preserve. 

Moon  V.  Burden,  2  Exch.  21. 

A  maintenance  clause  is  nothing  more 
than  a  guaranty  of  good  materials  and  work- 
manship. 

Kansas  City  T.  Hanson,  60  Kan.  833,  58 
Pac.  474;  Robertson  v.  Omaha,  56  Neb.  718, 
44  L.  R.  A.  534,  76  N.  W.  442;  Allen  v. 
Davenport,  107  Iowa,  90,  77  N.  W.  632;  Wil- 
eon  y.  Trenton,  61  N.  J.  L.  699,  44  L.  R.  A. 
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640,  40  Atl.  676;  Cole  v.  People  ew  rel^ 
Bamewolt,  161  111.  16,  43  N.  E.  607 ;  Oeburtk 
V.  Lyons,  104  Iowa,  160,  73  N.  W.  660;  Rich 
V.  Chicago,  152  111.  18,  38  N.  E.  255;  Barber 
Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Ullman,  137  Mo.  543,. 
38  S.  W.  458;  Seahoard  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woe- 
sten,  147  Mo.  483,  a/nte,  279,  48  S.  W.  939. 

This  tax  bill  presents  a  prima  facie  cause^ 
of  action  in  the  same  way  as  is  done  by  a 
promissory  note,  and  it  is  only  necessary  for 
the  holder  of  the  tax  bill  to  prove  the  signa- 
tures of  the  city  officials,  and  rest,  and  that 
was  all  that  was  done  in  this  case. 

American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Smith,  73  Mo.  368. 

Messrs.  Hiram  J.  GroTer  and  Benl*- 
DoToy,  for  respondents: 

The  charter  does  not  use  the  word  "main- 
tenance." It  always  uses  the  word  "re- 
pairs." Authority  to  contract  for  mainte- 
nance can  be  found,  if  at  all,  only  under  the 
provisions  which  authorize  contracts  for  re- 
pairs. 

Maintenance  for  nine  years  means  repairs 
for  nine  years. 

Verdin  v.  St.  Louis,  131  Mo.  87,  33  S.  W. 
480,  36  S.  W.  52. 

There  is  no  necessary  connection  or  de- 
pendence between  construction  and  mainte- 
nance. 

Verdin  v.  St.  Louis,  131  Mo.  86,  33  S.  W. 
480,  36  S.  W.  52. 

Special  taxa4,ion  for  local  improvementa 
on  public  streets  must  be  based  upon,  and  be 
limited  by,  the  amount  of  the  special  benefits 
resulting  to  the  abutting  property,  over  and 
above  the  benefit  which  the  public  derives 
from  the  same  improvements. 

Asberry  v.  Roanoke,  91  Va.  562,  42  L.  R. 
A.  636,  22  S.  E.  360 ;  Detroit  v.  Judge  of  Re- 
corder's Ct.  112  Mich.  588,  42  L.  R.  A.  638, 
71  N.  W.  149;  Weed  v.  Boston,  172  Mass. 
28,  51  N.  E.  204,  42  L.  R.  A.  642;  Violett  v. 
Alexandria,  92  Va.  661.  31  L.  R.  A.  382,  2a. 
S.  E.  909 ;  Hammett  v.  Philadelphia,  66  Pa. 
146,  3  Am.  Rep.  615;  State,  Agens,  Prosecu- 
tor, V.  Newark,  37  N.  J.  L.  416,  18  Am,  Rep. 
729;  Norwood  v.  Baker,  172  U.  S.  269,  43  L. 
ed.  443,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  187 ;  Hutoheson  v. 
StorHe,  92  Tex.  686,  46  L.  R.  A.  289,  61  S. 
W.  848 ;  Fay  v.  Springfield,  94  Fed.  Rep.  409 ; 
2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  pp.  932,  936. 

The  right  of  a  municipal  government  to- 
open,  construct^  or  reconstruct  or  repair  i^ 
public  street  is  based  upon  public  necessity, 
and  primarily  the  public  should  pay  for  it. 

Guest  V.  Brooklyn,  69  N.  Y.  606. 

Legislative  enactments,  charters,  or  ordi- 
nances cannot  pre-determine  the  fact  in  ad- 
vance, by  an  unimpeachable  fiat»  that  the- 
abutter  is,  and  shall  be  at  all  future  time, 
specially  benefited  to  the  extent  of  the  cost 
of  the  work  which  may  at  any  time  in  the- 
future  be  done  in  front  of  his  property. 

Norwood  V.  Baker,  172  U.  S.  269,  43  L.  ed. 
443,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  187;  Hutoheson  v. 
Storrie,  92  Tex.  686,  46  L.  R.  A.  289,  61  S. 
W.  848;  Detroit  v.  Judge  of  Recorder'e  Ot. 
112  Mich.  688,  42  L.  R.  A.  638,  71  N.  W.  149. 

There  is  no  duty  or  burden  upon  the  abut- 
ter to  show  that  he  is  not  boiefited  to  tht- 
'  extent  of  the  charge. 
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VonoQod  Y.  Baker,  172  U.  S.  269,  43  L.  ed. 
443,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  187;  Hutoheeon  y. 
Btorrie,  92  Tex.  685,  46  L.  R.  A.  289,  51  S. 
W.  848. 

Bra«e,  J.,  deliYered  the  opinion  of  the 
oonrt: 

This  is  an  action  to  recoYer  the  amount  of 
a  special  tax  bill  assessed  by  the  proper  au- 
thorities of  the  dty  of  St.  Louis  against  the 
property  of  defendants  abutting  on  Jeffer- 
son aYenue,  in  faYor  of  the  plaintiff,  for 
work  done  in  reconstructing  and  paYing  said 
aYenue.  Upon  a  trial  in  the  circuit  court 
judgment  was  rendered  for  the  defendants, 
and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court.  Up- 
on a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  for  want 
of  jurisdiction  the  case  was  transferred  to 
the  St.  Louis  court  of  appeals  (138  Mo.  228, 
39  S.  W.  781)  where  the  judgment  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  was  rcYersed,  in  pursuance  of  the 
opinion  of  a  majority  of  that  court  (76  Mo. 
App.  135),  deliYered  on  the  21st  of  June, 
1893.  Biggs,  J.,  sitting  therein  (148  Mo. 
6r5,  43  L.  R.  A.  845,  60  S.  W.  293)  dissent- 
ing, and,  in  his  dissenting  opinion,  deeming 
the  decision  rendered  therein  contrary  to  the 
prcYious  decision  of  this  court  in  Verdin  y. 
St.  lA>ui8,  131  Mo.  26,  33  S.  W.  480,  36  S. 
W.  52.  The  case  was  certified  here  for  final 
determination. 

This  is  one  of  seYeral  suits  pending  on  like 
tax  bills.  The  litigation  in  regard  to  these 
tax  bills  was  commenced  in  'Sie  St.  Louis 
city  circuit  court,  by  the  Verdin  Case,  in 
July,  1893.  That  case  was  a  proceeding  in 
equity  against  the  city  of  St  Louis,  the 
Board  of  Public  ImproYements,  and  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case,  to  restrain  tiie  issu- 
ance and  collection  of  these  tax  bills.  The 
case  went  off  in  the  circuit  court  upon  a  de- 
murrer by  the  city  to  the  bill,  which  was  sus- 
tained by  the  circuit  court,  and  the  plaintiff 
appealed  from  the  judgment  on  the  de- 
murrer, to  this  court,  where  the  judgment  of 
the  circuit  court  was  reYersed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  to  the  circuit  court,  and  upon  the 
dismissal  thereof  in  that  court,  suits  were 
instituted  upon  the  tax  bills.  The  Verdin 
Case  was  decided  at  the  October  term,  1895. 
The  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  was 
deliYered  by  Burgess,  J.,  who  in  the  third 
paragraph  thereof  said: 

"3.  It  is  contended  that  S  542  of  the  re- 
Yised  ordinances  of  the  city  is  repugnant  to 
the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  and  there- 
fore null  and  Yoid  and  of  no  effect,  and  that 
the  action  of  the  city  in  letting  the  contract 
for  reconstruction  and  maintenance,  to- 
gether, is  obnoxious  and  unlawful.  Said 
section  is  as  follows : 

"  'Sec.  542.  WhencYcr  a  street  is  to  be  im- 
proYed,  either  on  the  motion  of  the  board  of 
public  improYements  or  on  petition  of  the 
adjoining  property  owners,  the  board  of  pub- 
lie  improYements  may  submit  to  the  munici- 
pal assembly  a  bill  for  letting  in  one  con- 
tract the  work  of  constructing  or  reconstruct- 
ing such  street,  and  of  maintaining  it  in 
good  condition  for  a  term  of  years;  and  aft- 
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er  such  bill  has  become  a  law  the  board  o£ 
public  improvements  shall  advertise  for  pro- 
posals, including  the  construction  or  recon- 
struction and  maintenance  under  the  same- 
regulations  as  are  provided  for  the  improve- 
ment of  streets;  but  the  advertisement  shall,, 
in  addition  to  what  is  prescribed  for  other 
street  improvements,  state  the  term  during 
which  the  street  is  to  be  maintained  in  good 
condition,  and  the  amount  of  bond  which  the 
contractor  will  be  required  to  furnish  to  se- 
cure the  execution  of  the  contract  for  main- 
tenance, in  addition  to  the  bond  which  under 
existing  regulations  has  to  be  furnished  for 
all  contracts  for  street  improvements.  The 
letting  of  the  work,  the  awarding  of  the  con- 
tract, and  the  approval  of  the  contract  and 
of  the  bonds  shall  be  carried  out  as  now  pro- 
vided for  other  street  improvements.  In 
canvassing  the  proposals,  the  lowest  bid 
shall  be  ascertained  by  taking  the  aggregate 
amount  of  the  cost  of  construction  or  recon- 
struction as  the  case  may  be,  and  the  total 
cost  of  maintenance,  for  the  term  of  years 
designated  by  the  ordinance.  The  special  tax 
bills  against  the  adjoining  property  for  the 
work  of  construction  or  reconstruction  shall* 
be  issued  whenever  the  work  hai  been  com- 
pleted and  accepted.  The  contract  shall  pro- 
vide that  the  obligation  of  the  contractor  to 
maintain  the  streets  in  good  condition  shall 
commence  one  year  after  the  completion  and 
acceptance  of  the  work  of  construction  or  re- 
construction, and  the  contract  price  shall  b& 
paid  semiannuaMy  out  of  the  city  treasury, 
on  the  certificate  of  the  street  commissioner 
that  the  work  has  been  performed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  contract  and  specifica;tions. 
The  bond  to  be  given  to  insure  the  mainte- 
nance of  streets  during  the  term  agreed  upon 
shall  be  $15  for  every  square  (of  one  hundred 
superficial  feet)  of  the  street  embraced  in 
the  contract  The  contract  shall  provide 
that  the  contractor  shall,  whenever  notified 
by  the  street  commissioner  that  any  repairs 
are  required,  at  once  make  such  repairs  at 
his  own  expense,  and  if  they  are  not  made- 
within  proper  time  the  street  commissioner 
shall  have  power  to  cause  such  repairs  to  be 
made,  and  the  cost  thereof  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  fund  provided  for  the  payment  of  con- 
tracts for  street  maintenance,  and  the 
amount  shall  be  deducted  from  any  money 
then  due  under  the  contract,  or  which  may 
thereafter  become  due.  And  it  shall  further 
provide,  that  if  at  any  time  during  the  term 
for  which  the  contract  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  streets  is  in  force  the  pavement  of  such 
street  or  any  part  thereof  has  deteriorated  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  require  in  the  opinion  of 
the  board  of  public  improvements,  recon- 
struction, the  street  commissioner  may,  with 
the  approval  of  the  board  of  public  improve- 
ments and  of  the  mayor,  notify  the  con- 
tractor that  reconstruction  is  necessary,  and 
that  the  contractor  shall,  within  threo 
months  after  receiving  such  notice,  recon- 
struct the  whole  or  such  part  of  the  pave- 
ment with  the  same  kind  of  material  a& 
heretofore  applied,  or  with  some  other  ma- 
terial approved  by  the  board  of  public  im-*- 
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provements.  And  the  contract  shall  also 
provide  that  if  the  contractor  fails  to  recon- 
struct the  street  within  three  months  after 
having  been  notified,  the  board  of  public  im- 
provements may,  with  the  approval  of  the 
mayor,  cancel  the  contract  and  relet  the  work 
of  reconstructing  the  pavement,  and  that  the 
cost  of  such  reconstruction  shall  be  paid  by 
the  city  and  the  amount  collected  by  suit 
from  the  contractor  or  his  sureties,  not  to 
exceed  $15  per  square  of  pavement,  included 
in  the  contract.  And  the  contract  shall  pro- 
vide that  whenever  any  repairs  of  the  street 
«.re  made  necessary  from  the  construction  of 
sewers,  the  laying  of  pipes  or  telegraph  wires 
or  from  any  other  disturbance  of  the  pave- 
ment by  parties  acting  under  permits  issued 
by  the  city,  the  contractor  for  the  mainte- 
nance oi'  the  street  shall,  on  notification  from 
the  street  commissioner,  immediately  make 
all  necessary  repairs  in  conformity  with  the 
specification  for  this  class  of  work.  The 
cost  of  all  such  repairs,  exclusive  of  trench- 
ing and  back-filling,  which  shall  be  done  by 
the  parties  who  hold  the  permits  and  in  a 
manner  as  now  required  by  existing  ordi- 
nances, shall  be  paid  for  at  the  full  contract 
price  for  a  superficial  square  of  new  pave- 
ment out  of  the  fund  set  apart  for.  the  pay- 
ment of  contracts  for  the  maintenance  of 
streets,  and  the  amount  shall  be  certified  by 
the  street  commissioner  to  the  auditor,  who 
shall  reimburse,  by  transfer,  the  aforesaid 
fund  from  the  funds  of  the  proper  depart- 
ment, if  the  repairs  were  made  necessary  by 
the  construction  of  any  public  improvement; 
and  out  of  the  funds  to  be  deposited  by  per- 
sons obtaining  permits  for  opening  streets 
"before  such  permits  are  granted,  if  the  re- 
pairs are  made  necessary  by  work  done  un- 
der such  permits.  And  the  contract  shall 
further  provide  that  the  contractor  for  the 
maintenance  of  such  streets  shall  have  the 
right  to  make  all  repairs  which  become  neces- 
sary by  the  construction  of  any  public  im- 
provement, or  by  the  work  done  by  private 
parties  under  permits  given  by  the  city. 

"It  is  argued  that  the  maintenance  of 
Jefferson  avenue  for  nine  years  amounts  to 
nothing  more  than  'repairs'  on  the  street 
for  nine  years,  within  the  meaning  of  §  27, 
art.  6,  of  the  city  charter;  that  it  involves 
expenditures  for  labor  and  material,  and 
is  public  work,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section;  that  it  is  a  separate  matter  from 
reconstruction,  and  should  have  been  let  to 
<:ontract  separately  and  independently  there- 
of; that  ordinance  17,151,  for  the  mainte- 
nance and  reconstruction  oif  Jefferson  avenue, 
is  null  and  void,  because,  as  an  ordinance  for 
maintenance — ^being  for  the  public  work  for 
the  repair  of  Jefferson  avenue  for  nine  years 
— it  should  specify  the  material  to  be  used  in 
such  repairs,  and  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
maintenance,  as  required  by  S  15,  art.  6,  of 
the  charter. 

"By  said  S  27,  art  6,  it  is  provided  that 
any  public  work,  or  repairs  thereof,  and  to 
fix  the  price  or  rate  therefor,  shall  be  let  out 
by  the  contract  to  the  lowest  responsible 
bidder,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  council, 
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and  any  other  mode  of  letting  out  work  shall 
be  null  and  void.  Does  the  maintenance  of 
Jefferson  avenue  for  nine  years,  within  the 
meaning  of  said  section,  mean,  or  amount  to, 
repairs? 

"It  must  be  conceded  that  such  work 
amounts  to  the  expenditure  of  labor  and 
money,  and  that  it  has  no  direct  connection 
with  the  work  of  reconstruction.  While  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  board  of  public  improve- 
ments, in  all  cases,  except  in  case  of  neces- 
sary repairs  requiring  prompt  attention,  to 
prepare  and  submit  to  the  assembly  estimates 
of  costs  of  any  proposed  work,  and,  under 
the  direction  of  the  ordinance,  advertise  for 
bids,  and  to  let  out  such  work  by  contract  to 
the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  council,  no  such  thing  was 
ever  done  in  this  case.  The  costs  and  ex- 
penses attending  the  maintenance  of  streets 
are  paid  by  the  city  out  of  the  funds  set 
apart  annually  for  street  repairs — recon- 
struction of  streets.  Sec.  6,  Ord.  17,151. 
The  costs  of  repairs  of  all  streets  and  high- 
ways, and  cleaning  the  same,  are  also  paid 
out  of  the  general  fund  of  the  city.  S  18, 
art.  6s  supra. 

"The  word  'maintain'  does  not  mean  to 
provide  or  construct,  but  means  to  keep  up; 
to  keep  from  change;  to  preserve  (Worcest 
Diet.)  ;  to  hold  or  keep  in  any  particular 
state  or  condition ;  to  keep  up  ( Webst.  Diet) . 

"In  Moon  v.  Durden,  2  Exch.  21,  it  was 
said:  'The  verb  to  "maintain"  .  .  . 
signified  to  support  what  has  already  been 
brought  into  existence.'  See  also  Louisville, 
N,  A.  d  G.  R,  Co,  v.  Oodman,  104  Ind.  490,  4 
N.  E.  163. 

" '  "To  repair"  means  to  restore  to  a  sound 
or  good  state  after  decay,  injury,  dilapida- 
tion or  partial  destruction.  (Webster  Diet,)' 
Gulf  City  Street  R,  d  Real  Estate  Co.  v.  Gal- 
veston, 69  Tex.  loo.  cit.,  660,  663,  7  S.  W.  520. 
See  also  Pittsburg  d  B.  Pass.  R,  Co.  v.  Pitts- 
burg, 80  Pa.  loo.  cit.,  76. 

"It  will  thus  be  seen  that  'maintenance' 
and  'repair'  when  applied  to  a  street  practi- 
cally mean  one  and  the  same  thing.  Main- 
tenance, being  a  separate  and  distinct  pub- 
lic work,  must  be  contracted  for  like  any 
other  public  work.  The  material  with  which 
it  is  to  be  done  must  be  specified  by  the 
board,  and  an  estimate  of  the  cost  should  be 
sent  to  the  municipal  assembly,  together  with 
an  ordinance  recommending  such  repairs. 
Nothing  of  that  kind  was  done  in  this  case, 
but  the  bid  for  reconstruction  and  mainte- 
nance were  both  let  together,  at  the  same  time 
and  to  the  same  party,  with  no  estimate  as 
to  the  cost  of  the  latter,  which  could  only  be 
made,  under  the  charter,  after  the  repairs  be- 
came necessary.  There  was  no  legal  obstacle 
in  the  way  to  one  person  becoming  the  con- 
tractor for  both  the  reconstruction  and  main- 
tenance, if  under  the  city  charter  and  ordi- 
nance the  contract  could  be  let  to  the  lowest 
bidder;  but  in  any  event  as  the  costs  of  re- 
construction are  assessed  against  the  prop- 
erty holders,  while  the  costs  of  maintenance 
are  paid  by  the  dty,  the  lettings  must  neces- 
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-•arily  have  been  separate  and  upon  different 
estimates. 

*'The  board  of  public  improvesnenta  of  the 
defendant  city  had,  previouB  to  the  time  of 
letting  the  contract  for  reconstruction  and 
maintenance  to  the  aBrber  Asphalt  Paving 
Oompany,  publicly  announced  as  a  rule  for 
the  conduct  of  said  board  that  no  bid  for  main- 
-tenance  which  should  exceed  60  cents  per 
square  would  be  considered  or  recommended^ 
^hich  was  estimated  to  be  about  cost,  or  less 
-than  cost,  and  by  letting  the  contract  main- 
tenance and  reconstruction  together  the  bid- 
der was  enabled  to  make  a  bid  for  such  main- 
tenance at  about  cost,  and  thereby  protect 
bimself  against  any  possible  loss  on  account 
of  his  contract  for  maintenance  by  bidding  a 
liigher  price  for  reconstruction. 

••Under  §  18,  art.  6,  supra,  the  paving,  curb- 
ing, guttering,  sidewalks,  and  the  materials 
for  the  roadways,  the  repairs  of  alleys  and 
•sidewalks,  are  charged  upon  the  adjoining 
property  as  a  special  tax,  while  the  cost  of 
*their  maintenance  is  paid  by  the  city,  and  there 
is  no  apparent  reason  why  this  work  could 
not  be  done  as  well  by  one  contractor  as  an- 
other. But  by  letting  to  the  defendant,  the 
Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Company,  the  con- 
tract for  reconstruction,  and  at  the  same 
time,  and  as  pfut  of  the  same  contract,  the 
contract  for  the  maintenance  of  Jefferson 
avenue  for  the  period  of  nine  years  at  the 
price  of  $1,062,  the  contractor  was  enabled  to 
•obtain  from  the  properly  holders,  in  advance, 
payment  in  whole  or  in  part  for  the  main- 
tenance which,  under  the  charter,  is  required 
to  be  paid  by  the  city;  and  if,  after  the  work 
-of  reconstruction  is  completed,  the  property 
holders  refuse  to  pay  at  once,  a  special  tax 
bill  is  immediately  issued,  which  is  a  lien 
upon  the  property  for  the  cost  of  the  work 
-of  maintenance,  which  has  not  been  done,  and 
which  the  contractor  may  never  do. 

"People  ex  rel.  Hall  v.  Maker,  56  Hun,  81, 
'9  K.  Y.  Supp.  04,  was  upon  objections  filed 
to  the  letting  of  a  contract  to  the  National 
Vulcanite  Company  for  grading  and  paving 
a  street  in  the  city  of  Albany.  New  York, 
with  Trinidad  sheet  asphalt.  The  contract 
was  objected  to  because  of  the  fact  that  it 
contained  a  provision  which  required  the  con* 
tractor  to  keep  in  repair  the  pavement,  laid 
in  pursuance  of  the  provision  thereof,  for  the 
period  of  seven  years,  from  and  after  the  ac- 
ceptance by  the  city,  without  expense  to  said 
city  or  to  the  abutting  property  owners.  It 
was  held  (we  quote  from  the  syllabi),  *that 
the  necessary  effect  of  this  contract  was  to 
charge  upon  the  property  owners  the  cost  of 
keeping  the  avenue  in  repair  for  seven  years, 
in  violation  of  the  provision  of  the  act  of  the 
legislature  which  charged  such  expense  upon 
the  city  at  large.  That  anything  in  the  con- 
tract which  imposed  upon  the  property  own- 
ers more  than  the  obligation  of  having  the 
pavement  well  constructed  in  the  outset,  was 
unjust  to  them.' 

"In  the  case  in  hand,  by  letting  the  recon- 
struction, and  maintenance  of  the  street  to- 
.^ether,  plaintiffs  were  compelled  to  pay  part 
Hit  the  expense  o<  maintenance,  which  by  law 
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they  were  only  xesponsible,  if  at  all,  for  the 
expense  of  reconstruction. 

"Moreover,  ordinance  number  17,161  pro- 
vides for  the  reconstruction  of  Jefferson 
avenue,  by  taking  up  and  removing  the  old 
pavement  of  the  roadway,  preparing  the 
roadbed,  renewing  and  readjusting  the  curb- 
ing, laying  a  roadway  pavement  of  best  qual- 
ity of  Trinidad  Lake  asphalt  on  a  concrete 
base,  except  between  the  rails  of  the  street 
railway  occupying  the  street,  which  last- 
mentioned  space  was  to  be  paved  with  granite 
blocks,  laid  on  a  bed  of  sand,  the  curbing  to 
be  of  limestone;  while  ordinance  No.  642 
provides  for  the  letting  of  such  work  all  in 
one  contract,  which  is  in  direct  conflict  with 
S  27,  supra,  of  the  charter,  which  provides 
for  IJie  letting  of  such  contracts  to  the  lowest 
bidder,  as  provided  for  purchases  by  the  com- 
missioner of  supplies,  while  by  §  29,  art.  4, 
of  the  charter  it  is  provided  Uiat,  'in  adver- 
tising for  proposals  to  furnish  supplies, 
quantity  and  quality  of  ail  articles  shall  be 
fully  stated,  and  any  bidder  may  bid  for  any 
one  article  named.' 

"The  notice  of  the  letting  of  the  contract 
said  nothing  as  to  the  different  kinds  of 
work  to  be  done,  or  materials  to  be  furnished 
in  reconstruction,  although  estimates  for 
such  work  and  materials  were  properly 
made,  but  simply  gave  notice  that  the  board 
of  public  improvements  would  hold  a  special 
meeting  at  a  time  fixed,  at  its  office  in  the 
city  hail,  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the 
matter  of  reconstructing  with  asphaltum 
Jefferson  avenue  and  oUier  streets.  As  to 
work  and  material,  other  than  asphaltum, 
there  was  no  notice  at  all,  and  even  if  there 
had  been  no  one  could  have  bid  on  any  part 
or  parcel  thereof,  because  of  the  fact  that  the 
ordinance  provides  for  the  reconstruction 
with  Trinidad  Lake  asphalt,  a  monopolized 
article,  in  one  contract,  which  not  only  pre- 
vented competition  in  bidding  as  to  that  part 
of  the  contract,  but  for  any  other  work  or 
materials  also. 

"No  part  of  the  cost  of  maintenance  of  the 
street  could  be  imposed  upon  the  plaintiffs, 
in  the  absence  of  express  authority  under  the 
charter  to  do  so.  We,  therefore,  conclude 
that  S  642  of  the  revised  ordinances  of  the 
defendant  city  is  in  conflict  with,  and  con- 
trary tx>«  the  meaning  and  spirit  of  the  city 
charter,  and  null  and  void. 

"Nor  do  we  think  the  fact  that  the  con- 
tractor is  required  to  give  bond  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  streets  legalizes  the  contract. 
Here  the  contract  for  reconstructing  the 
street  and  the  maintenance  of  it  after  con- 
struction were  entirely  different  matters, 
having  no  immediate  or  necessary  connec- 
tion whatever  with  each  other. 

"Moreover,  ordinance  17,161,  which  pro- 
vides for  the  reconstruction  of  Jefferson 
avenue,  being  for  public  work,  should  have 
specified  the  material  to  be  used  in  such 
maintenance  as  required  by  S  16,  art.  6,  of 
the  charter,  and,  as  it  failed  to  do  so,  is  also 
null  and  void." 

Gantt  and  Macfarlane,  JJ.,  concurred  in  so 
much  o<  that  paragraph  "as  holds  the  ordi- 
19 
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nances  in  question  in  requiring  eombracU 
for  reconstruction  and  maintenance  to  be  let 
in  one  coDitract  as  stated  in  the  petition,  to 
be  in  violation  of  the  charter  of  the  city  and 
void/'  and  in  the  result,  as  did  Barclay,  J., 
who,  in  a  separate  opinion  said: 

"2.  The  scheme  of  procedure  adopted  by 
the  board  of  public  improyements  under  ordi- 
nance 642  (Rev.  Ord.  St  Louis,  1887)  in  re- 
spect of  reconstruction  and  maintenance  of 
the  proposed  street  is  illegal,  because  the 
plain  effect  and  obvious  intent  of  the  scheme 
are  to  put  upon  the  owner  of  the  real  prop- 
erty (properly  chargeable  by  special  tax  with 
the  cost  of  reconstruction)  a  portion  of  the 
expense  of  repairs  of  the  improved  street  for 
a  long  term  of  years.  The  latter  expense 
the  city  is  bound  by  the  charter  to  bear,  and 
cannot  shuffle  oflf  upon  the  adjacent  property 
in  the  mode  attempted  by  the  scheme  referred 
to,  as  described  in  the  petition  in  this  suit. 

"3.  'Maintenance'  is  a  word  whose  mean- 
ing is  greatly  influenced  by  its  context.  As 
used  in  the  ordinance  ( 642 )  before  the  court, 
it  appears  to  me  to  include  the  idea  of  put- 
ting on  the  repairs  needed  to  maintain  the 
street  in  its  completed  condition.  The  city 
cannot  lawfully  cast  upon  the  adjacent  prop- 
erty (under  the  fi^ise  of  reconstruction)  a 
part  of  the  burden  of  repairs,  which  the 
charter  requires  the  city  to  beai*.  By  calling 
that  burden  'maintenance'  the  nature  of  the 
work  is  not  changed,  nor  is  the  liability  of 
the  property  owner  under  the  charter  en- 
larged. 

**4,  The  two  charges  for  reconstruction 
and  maintenance  have  been  so  blended  (by 
the  scheme  of  special,  taxation  adopted  in 
the  case  before  the  court)  that  the  valid 
charge  for  reconstruction  cannot  be  definitely 
ascertained,  and  severed  from  the  invalid 
charge  for  repairs  sought  to  be  thrown  upon 
the  fuljacent  property.  Some  part  of  the  ex- 
pense properly  chargeable  to  the  city  for  re- 
pairs &  embodied  in  the  special  tax  laid  upon 
plaintiff's  property  for  alleged  reconstruc- 
tion of  the  street.  That  is  the  effect  (and 
obviously  the  intended  effect)  of  the  scheme 
originating  in  ordinance  542,  as  worked  out 
by  the  board  of  public  improvements,  accord- 
ing to  the  account  given  of  it  by  the  petition. 
Hence  the  assessment  for  reconstruction  (as 
now  made)  cannot  be  enforced,  containing,  as 
it  does,  an  unascertained  and  uncertain  il- 
legal element." 

From  the  opinion  of  the  majority  and  their 
decision,  Sherwood  and  Robinson,  JJ.,  and 
Brace,  Ch.  J.,  dissented,  their  reasons  for 
such  dissent  hieing  expressed  in  an  exhaus- 
tive opinion  by  Sherwood,  J.,  131  Mo.  103  et 
eeq.  33  S.  W.  480,  36  S.  W.  62. 

Afterwards  at  the  October  term,  1896,  the 
case  of  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co,  v.  Till- 
man,  137  Mo.  543,  38  S.  W.  458,  was  decided, 
the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  and  in  the  one  in 
hand  being  the  same.  That  suit  was  an  ac- 
tion upon  a  special  tax  bill,  issued  in  regular 
form  by  the  authorities  of  the  city  of  St. 
Joseph,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  an 
abutting  property  owner,  for  the  improve- 
ment of  one  of  its  streets  under  a  contract 
48  L.  K.  A. 


nmde  in  pursuance  of  an  ordinance  in  whieh 
the  plaintiff  guaranteed  the  pavement  for 
five  years,  and  agreed  "to  keep  the  same  in 
repair  during  the  period  of  said  guaranty," 
and  although  the  diarter  required  that  "the 
cost  of  repairing  and  keeping  in  repair  the 
paving  and  macadamizing  of  all  streets  and 
avenues  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  general  reve- 
nue of  the  city,"  the  contract  was  susitained 
and  the  tax  bill  upheld.  The  opinion  in 
that  case  was  written  by  Barclay,  J.,  and 
concurred  in  by  Sherwood,  Macfarlane,  and 
Robinson,  JJ.,  and  by  Brace,  Ch.  J. 

In  the  opinion,  the  learned  judge  distin- 
guished the  case  from  the  Verdin  Case,  but 
as  Gantt  and  Burgess,  JJ.,  could  not  "per- 
ceive the  distinction,"  in  principle,  they  dis- 
sented and  expressed  tlieir  views  in  a  dis- 
senting opinion  written  by  Gantt,  J.,  137  Mo.. 
572  et  seq.  38  S.  W.  458. 

In  the  meantime  one  of  the  suits  upon  the 
QL  Louis  tax  bill  having  been  tried,  and 
judgment  thereon  rendered  in  the  circuit 
court  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  the  plain- 
tiff appealed  to  the  St.  Louis  court  of  ap- 
peals, where  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  was  at  first  affirmed  on  the  authority 
of  the  Verdin  Case,  but  afterwards  on  mo- 
tion for  rehearing  was  certified  to  this  court 
on  account  of  a  supposed  conflict  between  the 
decision  in  that  case,  and  the  later  decision 
in  the  XJllman  Case,  In  due  course,  the  case 
came  on  for  hearing  in  this  court,  and  was 
decided  at  the  October  term,  1808.  Seaboard 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Woesten,  147  Mo.  467,  ante, 
270,  48  S.  W.  930.  The  tax  bill  upon  which 
that  suit  was  brought  was  issued  under  an 
ordinance  drawn  in  the  same  language,  an<l 
under  a  contract  let  under  the  same  circum- 
stances and  conditions  as  the  tax  bill  sued 
on  in  this  case;  about  the  only  difference  be- 
tween the  two  cases  being  in  the  names  and 
amounts ;  and  that  the  S^board  tax  bill  was 
for  paving  on  Grand  avenue,  and  the  Hazel 
tax  bill  for  paving  on  Jefferson  avenue.  The 
opinion  in  the  8eabo€trd  Case  was  written  by 
Macfarlane,  J.,  and  after  mature  considera- 
tion was  concurred  in  by  Sherwood,  Robin- 
son, Brace,  and  Williams,  JJ.,  and  dissented 
from  by  Gantt,  Ch.  J.,  and  Burgess,  J.  In 
the  opinion,  the  Verdin  and  Ullman  Case^ 
were  reviewed,  and  the  Seaboard  Case  dis- 
tinguished from  them.  Whatever  may  be 
thought  of  these  distinctions,  the  conclusions 
therein  reached,  and  the  reasoning  upon 
which  it  rests,  meet  with  our  approval.  And 
as  the  case  in  hand  cannot  be  distinguished 
from  that  case,  but  is  on  all  fours  with  it, 
presenting  the  same  facts  for  judgment  that 
passed  into  judgment  under  the  opinion  in 
that  case,  and  as  the  argument  on  the  ques- 
tion has  been  exhausted  in  that  and  the  fore- 
going cases,  we  are  content  to  sustain  the 
contract  and  uphold  the  tax  bdll  herein,  upon 
the  authority  of  that  case;  holding  in  this, 
as  in  that,  case,  that  the  ordinance  and  con- 
tract were  not  in  violation  of  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  city  charter,and  tiiat  the  spe- 
cial tax  bill  sued  on  is  a  leg<il  charge  against 
the  property  of  the  defendant. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  Cir» 
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ctttt  Court  shoiM  he  revereedy  and  the  oauM 
remanded  to  that  court  with  directions  to 
enter  up  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
in  accordance  with  the  views  expressed  in 
this  opinion.     It  is  accordingly  so  ordered. 

RobinaoB,  Slierwoodt  Mftraliall  and 
ValliaiLty  J  J.,  concur;  Gftntt,  Gh.  J.,  and 
Biirs«Bs»  Jm  dissent. 


(Division  2.) 
Jacob  AUNOLD  et  dl.,  Appts., 

17. 

City  of  ST.  LOUIS  et  dl.,  Respts. 
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1.  A  eitr  cannot  be  beld  liable  for  tbe 
drovmlnir  of  cl&lldren  in  a  pond  which 
is  situated  partly  upon  a  street  and  partly 
upon  private  premises,  on  the  ground  that  the 
pond  is  a  nuisance  which  the  city  has  failed 
to  abate,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
accident  happened  upon  that  portion  of  the 
pond  which  is  located  upon  the  street. 

Tbe  drovrnlnir  of  oblldren  In  a  pond 
vrbile  alcalinir  on  tbe  ice  formed  upon  it 
does  not  render  the  owner  of  the  land  liable 
In  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  that  the 
children  were  there  by  permission  or  InviU- 
tion. 

(November  14,  1890.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  the  City  of  St 
Louis  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  drown- 
ing of  plaintiff's  children  which  was  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  defendants*  negli- 
gence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  T.  J.  Rowe,  for  appellants: 

Unguarded  premisen  supplied  with  dan- 
gerous attractions  are  regarded  as  holding 
out  an  implied  invitation  to  children,  which 
will  make  the  owner  of  the  premises  liable 
for  injuries  to  them,  even  though  they  be 
technical  trespassers.  Whether  or  not  the 
dangerous  premises  were  so  attractive  to 
ehildr^i  as  to  suggest  the  probability  of  the 
accident,  and  thus  render  the  owner  liable, 
is  a  question  for  the  jury. 

Pdcin  V.  MoMahon,  154  111.  141,  27  L.  R. 
A.  206.  30  K.  £.  484;  Lepnick  v.  Oaddis,  72 
Miss.  200,  26  L.  R.  A.  686,  16  So.  213. 

The  owner  of  property  abutting  on  a  pub- 
lie  highway  is  bound  to  keep  his  premises  in 
a  condition  reasonably  safe  for  the  public 
who  have  occasion  to  travel  on  the  highway. 

Buesohing  v.  St.  Louis  Oas  Light  Co.  73 
Mo.  220,  39  Am.  Rep.  503 ;  Clark  v.  Famous 
Shoe  d  Clothing  Co.  16  Mo.  App.  464;  Kirk- 
Patrick  v.  Knapp,  28  Mo.  App.  427. 

The  city  is  bound  to  keep  its  streets  in  a 
condition  safe  for  the  public  to  travel  there- 
on. 


Indianapolis  v.  Emmelman,  108  Ind.  530, 
58  Am.  Rep.  65,  9  N.  E.  155. 

Messrs.  B.  Sebnormaober  and  Cbarlea 
Claflin  Allen,  for  respondent  city  of  St. 
Louis: 

Municipal  corporations  are  not  required 
to  keep  all  of  their  streets  in  good  repair, 
but  only  such  as  arc  necessary  for  the  use  of 
the  traveling  public,  and  which  have  been  ac- 
tually opened  for  travel. 

Bassett  v.  St.  Joseph,  53  Mo.  200,  14  Am. 
Rep.  446;  Brennan  v.  St.  Louis,  92  Mo.  482,, 
2  8.  W.  481. 

And  they  are  then  only  "bound  to  keep  tho 
streets  and  highways  in  a  proper  state  of  re- 
pair, free  from  obstructions,  so  that  they 
will  be  reasonably  safe  for  travel." 

Smith  v.  St.  Joseph,  45  Mo.  449. 

Those  not  using  the  streets  for  purposes  of 
travel  cannot  complain  of  their  condition. 
The  liability  of  the  corporation  extends  only 
to  travelers  injured  therein. 

Kiley  v.  Kansas,  87  Mo.  103,  56  Am.  Repc 
443;  Russell  v.  Columbia,  74  Mo.  480,  41  Am. 
Rep.  325;  Bassett  v.  St.  Joseph,  53  Mo.  290, 
14  Am.  Rep.  446;  Smith  v.  St.  Joseph,  45  Mo. 
449. 

A  city  is  not  bound  to  guard  its  streets  or 
bridges  so  as  to  prevent  children  from  play- 
ing thereon  and  exposing  themselves  to  dan- 
ger, and  is  not  liable  for  injuries  which  may 
be  thus  received. 

Schauf  V.  Paduoah,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1796, 
50  S.  W.  42;  Dehanitz  v.  St.  Paul,  73  Minn. 
385,  76  N.  W.  48;  Qavin  v.  Chicago,  97  111. 
66,  37  Am.  Rep.  99. 

The  existence  of  the  pond  was  not  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  accident,  and  there- 
fore the  city  is  not  liable. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  1007;  Butz  v.  Cavor 
navgK  137  Mo.  503,  38  S.  W.  1104. 

If  it  occurred  on  the  Dawson  property  the 
city  was  not  liable,  because  a  municipal  cor- 
poration is  not  liable  for  its  failure  to  aba;ta 
a  nuisance  on  private  property. 

Harman  v.  St.  Louis,  137  Mo.  494,  38  S.  W. 
1102;  Butz  V.  Cavanaugh,  137  Mo.  503,  38  & 
W.  1104;  Moran  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co> 
134  Mo.  641,  33  L.  R.  A.  755,  36  S.  W.  659; 
Witte  V.  Stifel,  126  Mo.  295,  28  S.  W.  89lV 
Ovcrholt  V.  Vieths,  93  Mo.  423,  0  S.  W.  74. 

Mr.  Ii.  Frank  Ottofy,  for  respondent 
Dawson : 

The  owner  of  real  estate  is  not  liable  ia 
damages  to  a  trespasser  who  falls  into  an. 
excavation  thereon,  but  only  to  one  lawfully 
passing  along  the  street  who  is  accidentally 
injured  while  lawfully  using  the  public  high- 
way as  a  traveler. 

Overholt  v.  Vieths,  93  Mo.  422,  6  S.  W.  74;. 
Witte  V.  Stifel,  126  Mo.  295,  28  S.  W.  891; 
Barney  v.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R.  Co.  126  Mo. 
372,  26  L.  R.  A.  847,  28  S.  W.  10G9 ;  Morar^ 
V.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  134  Mo.  641,  33  L. 
R.  A.  755,  36  S.  W.  659 ;  Butz  v.  Cavanaugh^ 
137  Mo.  5Q3,  38  S.  W.  1104;  Heckler  v.  St. 


NoTS. — ^As  to  llahillty  for  dangerous  condl- 
ti<Mi  of  premises  lying  open  beside  a  highway  or 
frequented  path,  see  note  to  Lepnick  v.  Gaddls 
(Miss.)  26  L.  R.  A.  686,  and  the  subsequent 
cases  of  Pekin  v.  McMahon  (111.)  27  L.  B. 
48L.R.  A. 


A.  206;  Moran  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  (Mo.  > 
33  L.  K.  A.  755;  Dobbins  v.  Missouri,  K.  k 
T.  R.  Co.  (Tex.)  38  L.  B.  A.  678;  Stendal  v. 
Boyd  (Minn.)  42  L.  R.  A.  288;  Cooper  v.  Over^ 
ton  (Tenn.)  45  L.  R.  A.  591. 
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Louis,  18  Mo.  App.  277;  Richards  v.  Cannell, 
45  Neb.  4«7,  63  N.  W.  915;  Gilleapie  v.  Mo- 
Gofvan,  100  Pa.  144,  45  Am.  Rep.  365;  Kliw 
V.  Nieman,  68  Wis.  271,  60  Am.  Rep.  854,  32 
N.  W.  223;  Charlebois  v.  Gogebic  d  M,  River 
R,  Co.  01  Mich.  69,  51  N.  W.  812;  Greene  v. 
Linton,  7  Misc.  272,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  891; 
Olark  v.  Manoheater,  62  N.  H.  577 ;  O'Con- 
nor V.  Illinois  C,  if.  C^o.  44  La.  Ami.  339,  10 
8o.  678;  McGuiness  V.  Butler,  159  Mass.  233, 
34  N.  £.  259 ;  Benson  v.  Baltimore  Traction 
Co.  77  Md.  635,  20  L.  R.  A.  714,  26  Atl.  973. 

The  allegation  of  the  petition  that  at  the 
time  of  the  accident  '-the  ice  on  said  pond 
was  so  thin  that  it  was  dangerous  to  go 
tliereon"  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  demurrer. 
This  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  acci- 
dent, and  it  is  held,  regardless  of  other  con- 
siderations, that  children  thirteen  and  four- 
teen years  of  age  are  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  under  such  circumstances. 

liutz  V.  Cavanaugh,  137  Mo.  503,  38  S.  W. 
1104. 

BnrceM,  J.,  delivered  the  ofHnion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  by  plaintiffs,  who  were, 
at  the  time  of  the  injury  complained  of,  hus- 
band and  wife,  and  as  such  prosecute  this 
suit  to  recover  from  defendants,  the  city  of 
St.  Louis  and  Isabella  Dawson,  the  sum  of 
$10,000  damages  for  the  death  of  their  two 
minor  children,  Arthur  James  Arnold  and 
Amanda  Mary  Arnold,  who  were  drowned  in 
the  city  of  St.  Louis  on  the  12th  dav  of  Jan- 
uary, 1897,  while  skating  upon  the  ice  which 
had  formed  upon  a  pond  of  water  which  it  is 
alleged  had  formed  upon  a  porti<Ai  of  Taylor 
avenue,  one  of  the  puWic  streets  of  said  city, 
between  Margaretta  and  Kossuth  avenues, 
and  upon  land  of  the  defendant  Isabella 
Dawson,  abutting  the  west  side  of  said  Tay- 
lor avenue.  The  petition  is  in  two  counts. 
The  first  is  to  recover  $5,000  on  account  of 
the  death  of  the  boy,  and  the  second  is  to  re- 
cover the  same  amount  on  account  of  the 
death  of  the  girl.  This  is  the  only  material 
difference  between  the  tv^o  counts.  They 
both  aver  that  the  children  were  minors  and 
Unmarried ;  that  the  city  of  St.  Louis  is  and 
was  a  municipal  corporation;  that  Taylor 
avenue,  between  Margaretta  and  Kossuth 
avenues,  is  a  public  highway,  and  that  de- 
fendant Isabella  Dawson  at  the  times  men- 
tioned in  the  petition  was  the  owner  of  cer- 
tain real  estate  fronting  on  the  west  side  of 
Taylor  avenue  between  uie  streets  mentioned ; 
that  on  January  12, 1897,  and  for  a  long  time 
prior  thereto,  the  defendants  carelessly,  neg- 
ligently, wroi^ully,  and  unlawfully  suf- 
fered and  permitted  a  large  body  of  water, 
200  feet  long,  100  feet  wide,  and  20  feet 
deep,  to  collect  and  remain  on  the  above  por- 
tion of  Taylor  avenue  and  on  the  real  estate 
of  defendant  Dawson ;  that  said  body  of  wa- 
ter had  collected  and  remained  on  said  street 
and  said  premises  for  more  than  a  year  prior 
to  January  12,  1897,  which  fact  was  well 
known  to  the  defendant  city,  and  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  said  defendant  to  so  guard  said 
body  of  water  that  it  would  not  be  dangerous 
to  the  public.  The  petition  further  alleges 
48  L.  R.  A. 


that  the  water  so  collected  warn  in  the  vicin- 
ity of  the  Ashland  School  (one  of  the  public 
schools  of  the  city  of  St  Louis )«  and  that 
when  frozen  over  it  was  attractive  to  chil- 
dren of  tender  years,  and  to  the  deceased  chil- 
dren of  plaintiffs,  who  were  drawn  there  for 
the  purpose  of  skating  upon  the  ice;  that^ 
upon  the  day  just  named,  ice  had  formed  up- 
on the  pond,  attracting  children  from  said 
school,  and  other  children,  to  skate  thereon ; 
*'and  that  the  ice  on  said  pond  was  so  thin 
that  it  was  dangerous  to  go  thereon."  The 
petition  proceeds  to  allege  that  on  January 
12,1897,  the  children  of  plaintiffs,  attracted 
as  aforesaid,  went  up<Mi  the  pond  to  skate, 
and  the  ice  broke,  and  that  they  were  imme- 
diately drowned.  It  is  also  averred  in  each 
of  said  counts  that  the  fact  that  a  large  num- 
ber of  children  were  in  the  habit  of  skating 
upon  said  ice  was  well  known  to  defendants, 
and  that  the  death  of  the  children  was  caused 
"by  the  carelessness  and  the  negligence  and 
wrongful  action  of  the  defendants  in  wrong- 
fully suffering  and  permitting  said  pond  to 
form  on  said  Taylor  avenue  and  said  real  es- 
tate above  and  heretofore  described  herein, 
and  to  remain  thereon  unguarded,  so  that 
when  it  was  frozen  over  it  would  attract  chil- 
dren to  skate  thereon."  To  this  petition 
each  of  the  'defendants  filed  a  general  de- 
murrer on  the  ground  that  the  same  does  not 
contain  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  which  demurrers  were  sustained  by 
the  court.  Plaintiffs  declining  to  plead  fur- 
ther, final  judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of 
defendants  on  the  demurrers,  and  plaintiffs 
brought  the  case  to  this  court  by  a{>peal. 

The  petition  shows  very  conclusively  that 
the  action  is  not  based  upon  the  ground  that 
Arthur  James  Arnold  and  Amanda  Mary  Ar- 
nold were  travelers  upon  the  street  of  defend- 
ant city,  and  that  by  reason  of  its  unsafe  con- 
dition it  was  dangerous  to  persons  passing 
along  and  upon  it,  in  consequence  of  which 
they  were  drowned,  but  upon  the  ground  that 
the  pond,  when  covered  with  ice,  was  attracts 
ive  to  children;  so  that,  as  deceased  were 
not  using  the  street  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent for  the  purpose  of  travel,  the  rule  of  law 
which  requires  municipalities  to  keep  their 
streets  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  for 
that  purpose  does  not  govern  in  this  case, 
for  the  city  owed  them  no  such  duty. 
Smith  V.  8t,  Joseph,  45  Mo.  449;  Bctssett  v. 
8t,  Joseph,  53  Mo.  290,  14  Am.  Rep.  446; 
Russell  V.  Columbia,  74  Mo.  480,  41  Am.  Rep. 
325;  Kiley  v.  Kansas,  87  Mo.  103,  56  Am. 
Rep.  443 ;  Brennan  v.  8t.  Louis,  92  Mo.  482, 
2  S.  W.  481.  At  Taylor  avenue,  where  the 
accident  occurred^  it  seems  that  the  water 
covered  the  street  to  the  depth  of  20  feet,  and 
that  the  children  went  upon  the  ice  which 
had  accumulated  over  it  on  the  pond,  and 
were  skating  thereon,  in  consequence  of 
which  they  were  drowned;  so  that,  unless 
the  city  was  negligent  in  permitting  the  pond 
to  remain  in  its  unindosed  or  unguarded  con- 
dition, it  cannot  be  held  to  respond  in  dam- 
ages in  consequence  of  the  death  of  the  chil- 
dren. In  the  case  of  Sohauf  v.  Paducah,  20 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1796,  60  S.  W.  42,  there  was  a 
pond  in  the  commons  of  the  city,  some  dis- 
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tanoe  from  any  highway;  and  while  plain- 
tiff's son,  about  seven  years  of  age,  was  cross- 
ing the  commons,  he  caught  a  bird,  and,  see- 
ing some  children  fishing  at  the  pond,  he 
went  over  to  where  they  were.  The  bird  got 
away  from  him  and  fluttered  out  into  the 
water,  and  he  waded  out  after  it,  and  in  do- 
ing so  ventured  too  far,  and  got  over  his 
depth  and  was  drowned.  It  was  ruled  that 
the  city  was  not  liable.  The  court  said: 
"Acciumilations  of  water  are  common  about 
all  cities,  especially  river  towns.  A  large 
part  of  the  farm  houses  of  this  state  have 
ponds  about  them.  The  city  was  under  the 
same  obligation  as  any  other  lot  owner,  and 
no  more.  The  child  did  not  lose  his  life  from 
the  dangerous  proximity  of  the  pond  to  a 
highway,  or  from  any  secret  danger,  such  as 
a  great  depth  of  water  near  the  bank,  but 
from  his  voluntarily  wading  out  in  the  pond 
some  10  feet  after  the  bird.  It  was  not  the 
duty  of  the  city  to  provide  sgainsi  such  a 
contingency  as  this.  In  Oilleapie  v.  McOoto- 
an,  100  Pa.  144,  46  Am.  Rep.  3<55,  a  boy  eight 
years  old,  while  fishing  in  a  well  in  an  old 
brickyard,  fell  in  it  and  was  drowned, — a 
stronger  case  for  the  plaintiff  than  we  have 
here, — ^yet  it  was  held  that  there  could  be  no 
recovery.  The  court  said:  *We  are  unable 
to  see  anything  in  this  case  to  charge  the  de- 
fendants with  negligence  in  not  inclosing 
their  lot  or  gurrding  the  well.  There  was  no 
concealed  trap  or  deadfall,  as  in  Hydraulio 
Works  Co.  V.  Orr,  83  Pa.  332.  The  well  was 
open  and  visible  to  the  eye.  No  one  was  like- 
Iv  to  walk  into  it  by  day,  and  this  accident 
did  not  occur  at  night.  A  boy  playing  upon 
its  edge  might  fall  in,  just  as  he  might  in 
any  pond  or  stream  of  water.  In  this  re- 
spect the  well  was  no  more  dangerous  than 
the  river  front  on  both  sides  of  the  city, 
where  boys  of  all  ages  congregate  in  large 
numbers  for  fishing  and  other  amusements. 
Vacant  brickyards  and  open  lots  exist  on  all 
sides  of  the  city.  There  are  streams  and 
pools  of  water  where  children  may  be 
drowned;  there  are  inequalities  of  surface 
where  they  may  be  injured.  To  compel  the 
owners  of  such  property  either  to  inclose  it 
or  fill  up  their  ponds,  and  leave  the  surface 
BO  that  trespassers  may  not  be  injured, 
would  be  an  oppressive  rule.  The  law  does 
not  require  us  to  enforce  any  such  principle, 
even  where  the  trespassers  are  children.  We 
all  know  that  boys  of  eight  years  of  age  in- 
dulge in  athletic  sports.  They  fish,  shoot, 
swim,  and  climb  trees.  All  of  these  amuse- 
ments are  attended  with  danger,  and  acci- 
dents frequently  occur.  It  is  part  of  a  boy's 
nature  to  trespass,  especially  where  there  is 
tempting  fruit;  yet  I  never  heard  that  it 
was  the  dutv  of  Uie  owner  of  a  fruit  tree  to 
cut  it  down  because  a  boy  trespasser  may  fall 
from  its  branches.  Yet  the  principle  con- 
tended for  by  plaintiff  would  bring  us  to  this 
absurdity,  if  carried  to  its  logical  con- 
clusion. Moreover,  it  would  charge  the 
duty  of  protection  of  children  upon  every 
member  of  the  community  except  their  pa- 
rents.' "  In  Deha/niiz  v.  Bt,  Paul,  73  Minn. 
386,  76  N.  W.  48,  there  was  within  the  city 
of  St.  Paul  a  slough,  which  during  high  wa- 
48L.R.A. 


ter  in  the  Mississippi  river  filled  with  water^ 
and  had  no  outlet.  The  streets  in  this  part 
of  the  city  were  dedicated  to  the  public,  but 
never  by  the  city  opened,  kept,  or  used,  al- 
though the  tract  was  an  open  common.  In 
this  slough  was  an  open  basin,  60  to  75  feet 
across,  which  was  contiguous  to  James 
street.  For  a  long  time  the  city  had  used 
this  hollow  basin  as  a  place  for  dum;ping  gar- 
bage and  manure,  which  during  high  water 
floats  upon  the  water,  and  forms  a  crust,  up- 
on which  grows  vegetation  similar  to  that 
upon  surrounding  land.  The  plaintiff's  in- 
testate, a  girl  ten  years  old,  left  James  street, 
upon  which  she  had  been  traveling,  and, 
either  for  convenience  or  pleasure,  attempted 
to  cross  over  this  crust  on  her  way  to  a 
packing  house,  one  fourtii  of  a  mile  distant, 
when  the  crust  broke,  and  she  fell  into  the 
water  and  was  drowned.  It  was  not  alleged 
in  the  petition  that  the  public  had  ever  trav- 
eled over  this  dumping  ground,  or  used  it 
as  an  open  common.  It  was  held,  on  demur- 
rer to  the  petition,  that  the  city  owed  no 
duty  of  protection  or  warning  in  respect 
to  the  girl  going  upon  this  dumping  ground 
or  crust  as  a  traveler,  and  hence  was  not  li- 
able in  damages  for  her  death. 

The  principle  announced  in  these  cases 
seems  to  be  decisive  of  the  case  in  hand, 
for  although  the  petition  avers  that  Taylor 
avenue,  between  Margaretta  and  Kossuth 
avenues,  is  a  public  highway,  which  implies 
that  it  was  open  to  the  use  of  the  public,  the 
subsequent  allegation  that  it  was  covered 
with  water  20  feet  deep  shows  that  it  was 
impossible  that  it  ooula  have  been  used  for 
such  a  purpose.  The  act  of  the  children  in 
venturing  upon  the  ice  was  entirely  volun- 
tary upon  their  part,  and  is  wholly  unlike 
that  class  of  cases  where  a  person  is  traveling 
with  proper  care  upon  a  sidewalk  in  a  city, 
and  by  reason  of  its  defective  condition,  or 
its  close  proximity  to  some  hole  or  dangerous 
place,  falls  and  is  injured;  for  in  such  case 
the  city  will  be  held  to  respond  in  damages 
for  the  injurv,  upon  the  around  that  as  to 
such  persons  it  is  bound  to  Keep  its  sidewalks 
in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  for  pedestri- 
ans both  by  day  and  by  night,  while,  as  to 
persons  not  using  its  sidewalks  for  the  pur- 
poses for  which  they  are  intended  (for  in- 
stance, skating  upon  ice  formed  thereon  on  a 
pond  20  feet  deep),  it  owes  no  such  duty. 
Plaintiffs,  however,  rely  upon  Lepnick  v. 
Gaddia,  72  Miss.  200,  26  L.  R.  A.  686,  16  So. 
213,  as  supporting  their  contention.  In  that 
case  Gaddis  owned  a  lot  at  the  intersection 
of  two  streets.  A  storehouse  which  stood 
thereon  was  burned  down  some  years  before 
the  accident,  leaving  an  uncovered  cistern 
on  the  vacant  lot.  It  was  alleged  in  the  pe- 
tition that  by  the  invitation  and  by  the  li- 
cense of  the  defendant  the  public,  in  passing 
from  street  to  street,  crossed  over  his  lot  by 
two  commonly  traveled  paths,  which  became 
well  defined,  and  each  of  which  ran  near  by 
the  cistern.  It  was  also  alleged  "that,  dur- 
ing the  winter  of  1803,  appellant,  a  stranger, 
while  carefully  using  the  highway  (the  nicrh^ 
being  dark,  rainy,  and  cloudy,  and  there  Do- 
ing  nothing   to   show  where   the   highway 
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ended  and  the  vacant  lot  beffan),  strayed 
therefrom,  and,  whilst  so  bewildered  and  lost, 
fell  into  said  cistern  and  was  injured."  Held, 
upon  demurrer  to  the  petition,  that  it  stated 
a  good  cause  of  action.  It  will  be  obvious 
that  there  is  a  very  material  difference  be- 
tween the  facts  in  that  case  and  in  the  one 
in  hand,  in  this:  In  that  case  the  injured 
party  did  not  knowingly  and  voluntarily  enter 
a  place  of  danger,  while  in  the  case  in  hand 
they  did.  Indianapolis  v.  Etnmelman,  108 
Ind.  530,  9  N.  E.  155,  is  another  case  relied 
upon  by  plaintiffs.  In  that  case  the  defend- 
ant city,  while  constructing  a  bridge,  made 
an  excavation  in  the  bed  of  a  shallow  stream, 
where  it  was  crossed  by  a  street,  and  con- 
structed a  levee  from  the  bank  to  the  excavsr 
tion,  and,  knowing  that  the  children  of  per- 
sons residing  near  were  accustomed  to  play 
in  the  vicinity,  left  it^  in  the  absence  of  work- 
men, without  safeguards  of  any  kind,  by  rea- 
son of  which  a  child years  of  age,  while 

at  play,  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  its 
parents,  fell  into  the  excavation  and  was 
drowned.  It  was  held  that  the  city  was  li- 
able. But  that  case,  it  will  be  seen,  was  bot- 
tomed upon  the  negligent  act  of  the  city  in 
digging  a  hole  in  the  street,  in  which  water 
accumulated,  and  into  which  plaintiff's  child 
fell  and  was  drowned.  Pekin  v.  MoMahoriy 
164  111.  141,  27  L.  R.  A.  206,  39  N.  E.  484,  is 
another  case  relied  upon  by  plaintiffs.  That 
was  an  action  against  the  city  as  the  owner 
of  land  next  to  one  of  its  streets,  upon  which 
land  there  was  a  deep  hole  or  pit,  in  which 
water  had  accumulated,  and  upon  which 
floated  logs  and  planks,  which  was  alleged  to 
be  a  source  of  attraction  to  children  In  the 
locality,  who  resorted  there  to  play.  Plain- 
tiff's child,  eight  years  of  age,  while  so  en- 
gaged was  drowned;  and  it  was  held  that 
plaintiff  might  recover.  But  that  case  is  not 
in  line   with  the   rulings   of  this  court   in 


Overholt  v.  Vieths,  93  Mo.  424,  6  8.  W.  74; 
Witte  V.  Stifel,  126  Mo.  303,  28  S.  W.  891; 
and  Butz  v.  Cavanaugh,  137  Mo.  503,  38  S. 
W.  1104.  In  the  case  last  <nted  it  was  held 
that  the  owner  of  land  was  not  responsible 
for  injuries  sustained  by  a  boy  twelve  years 
of  age  who  voluntarily  went  into  an  excava- 
tion on  private  property  near  a  street,  and 
burned  his  feet  in  a  smouldering  fire  therein. 

The  petition  does  not  allege  that  the  acci- 
dent happened  in  that  portion  of  the  pond 
which  is  located  in  the  street;  which  was  ab- 
solutely necessary  in  order  to  hold  the  city 
upon  the  ground  that  the  pond  was  a  nui- 
sance; and,  if  the  accident  happened  upon 
that  portion  of  the  pond  located  upon  the 
land  of  Isabella  Dawson,  the  city  cannot  be 
held  liable  for  an  injury  occurring  upon  the 
land  of  another,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
place  where  it  occurs  is  a  nuisance,  and  that 
the  city  had  failed  to  abate  it.  Moron  v. 
Pullman  Palace  Oar  Co.  134  Mo.  641,  33  L. 
R.  A.  756,  36  8.  W.  659;  Harmon  v.  SU 
Louis,  137  Mo.  494,  38  8.  W.  1102. 

As  to  the  defendant  Isabella  Dawson,  if 
the  children  were  drowned  upon  that  part  of 
the  pond  which  is  upon  her  land,  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  petition  which  tends  to  show  that 
they  were  there  by  her  permdssion  or  invita- 
tion, in  the  absence  of  which  it  must  be  in- 
ferred that  they  were  trespassers,  and  their 
representatives  without  remedy  against  her. 
Witte  V.  Stifel,  126  Mo.  303,  28  S.  W.  891; 
Moran  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.  134  Mo. 
641,  33  L.  R.  A.  755,  36  8.  W.  659;  Overholt 
V.  Vieths,  93  Mo.  424,  6  8.  W.  74;  Butz  v. 
Cavanaugh,  137  Mo.  503,  38  8.  W.  1104. 

For  these  considerations,  u?e  affirm  the 
judgment. 

Gantty  P.   J.,   concurs.     Slierwoodt  J., 

absent. 
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•A  contract  br  wblcb  a  person  airreeB 
to  araft  a  bill,  have  It  introduced  In  a  leg- 
islature, explain  it  to,  and  make  arguments 
in  its  favor  before,  committees  of  the  legisla- 
ture, and  do  all  things  needful  and  proper 
to  secure  its  passage,  such  party  to  receive 
no  compensation  unless  the  passage  of  the  bill 
<an  appropriation  act)  is  procured,  If  success- 
ful the  fees  not  fixed,  but  to  be  liberal.  Is 
vicious,  illegal,  and  void,  and.  In  the  event 
of  the  passage  of  the  bill,  there  can  be  no  re- 
covery of  a  fee  In  a  suit  upon  the  contract, 
nor  as  upon  an  implied  contract,  nor  a  quan- 
tum meruit  for  the  services  performed. 

(December  10,  1800.) 

•Headnote  by  Habbison,  Ch.  J. 


ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Scotts 
Bluff  County  to  review  a  j^udgment  in  fa- 
vor of  defendant  in  a  suit  brought  to  recover 
compensation  for  services  rendered  in  pro- 
curing from  the  legislature  an  appropriation 
to  meet  the  expenses  of  a  criminal  trial. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Iff.  B.  Reese,  C.  A.  Bobbins, 
and  F.  I.  Fobs,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  services  rendered  by  the  plaintiff  for 
the  defendant  before  the  legislature  in  secur- 
ing the  passage  of  the  bill  for  the  relief  of 
the  defendant  were  lawful  services. 

Folte  V.  Cogsu^ell,  86  Cal.  642,  25  Pac  60: 
Kansas  P.  R.  Co.  v.  McCoy,  8  Kan.  638  ; 
Stanton  v.  Emhrey,  93  U.  8.  548,  23  L.  ed. 
983. 

If  the  contract  was  legal  it  would  not  be 
made  illegal  by  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  in  carrying  it  out. 


Note. — As  to  validity  of  contract  to  procure  I  Houlton  v.  Nlchol  (Wis.)  38  L.  R.  A.  166,  and 
legislation,  see  note  to  Houlton  v.  Dunn  (Minn.)    Crichfleld  v.  Bermudes  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  (111.) 
80  L.  R.  A.  737 ;  and  the  subsequent  cases  of  >  42  L.  R.  A.  847. 
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Barry  y.  Capen,  151  Mass.  99,  6  L.  R.  A. 
«08,  23  N.  £.  735. 

There  is  no  taint  of  illegality  in  the  con- 
tract set  forth  in  the  petition  in  this  case, 
and  no  evidence  of  the  use  of  improper  or 
unlawful  means  in  its  performance  by  the 
plaintiff.  Illegality  is  not  specialljr  pleaded 
in  the  answer,  and  the  question  of  its  exist- 
ence cannot  arise  under  the  issues  framed 
and  tried. 

Dillon  V.  Darst,  48  Neb.  803,  67  N.  W.  783. 

The  county  board  had  the  power  and  au- 
thority to  employ  the  plaintiff  as  attorney 
or  agent  to  present  the  merits  of  the  county's 
claim  against  the  state  to  the  legislature. 

Smith  V.  Bacramento  City,  13  Cal.  631; 
Eomhlower  v.  Duden,  36  Cal.  670;  Clarke  v. 
Lyon  County,  8  Nev.  181 ;  Ellis  v.  Washoe 
County,  7  Nev.  291 ;  Tatlock  v.  Louise  Coun- 
ty, 46  Iowa,  138;  Memphis  v.  Adam^,  9 
Heisk.  518,  24  Am.  Rep.  331 ;  Browne  y.  Cum- 
ing County,  31  Neb.  362,  47  N.  W.  1060; 
Hamilton  County  Comrs,  v.  Webb,  47  Kan. 
104,  27  Pac.  825. 

The  defendant  is  estopped  to  claim  that 
the  contract  of  employment  was  irregular. 

Orand  Island  Gas  Co.  v.  West,  28  Neb. 
852,  45  N.  W.  242 ;  (hitta  Percha  d  Rubber 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Ogalalla,  40  Neb.  775,  59  N.  W. 
513. 

Where  such  a  contract  has  been  performed 
by  one  party,  and  the  other  has  received  the 
benefits  arising  from  such  performance,  the 
latter  is  estopped  to  plead  that  the  execution 
of  the  contract  was  ultra  vires. 

State  Bd.  of  Agri.  v.  Citizens*  Street  B.  Co, 
47  Ind.  407,  17  Am.  Rep.  702;  Brovm  v.  Mer 
riek  County  Comrs,  18  Neb.  355,  25  N.  W. 
350;  Northampton  County*s  Appeal,  30  Pa. 
305;  Natchee  v.  Mallery,  54  Miss.  499;  Ar- 
genti  v.  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  255;  Clark 
V.  Dayton,  6  Neb.  192;  Hull  v.  Kearney 
County  Comrs,  13  Neb.  639,  14  N.  W.  529; 
Fister  v.  La  Rue,  16  Barb.  323;  Power  v. 
May,  114  Cal.  207,  46  Pac.  6;  Hamilton 
County  Comrs,  v.  Webb,  47  Kan.  104,  27  Pac. 
825 :  Ellsworth  v.  Rossiter,  46  Kan.  237,  26 
Pac  674;  Cincinnati  v.  Cameron,  33  Ohio  St. 
330;  Ward  v.  Forest  Orove,  20  Or.  355; 
Hawk  V.  Marion  County,  48  Iowa,  472 ;  Knee- 
land  V.  Oilman,  24  Wis.  39;  Allegheny  City 
▼.  McClurkan,  14  Pa.  81 ;  Beers  v.  Dalles 
City,  16  Or.  334;  Brown  v.  Atchison,  39  Kan. 
49,  17  Pac.  456. 

Mr.  J.  K.  Broady,  also  for  plaintiff  in 
orror: 

The  plaintiff's  service  was  legal  and  a 
•dear  gain  to  defendant. 

State  eat  rel.  Sayre  v.  Moore,  40  Neb.  854, 
^  L.  R  A.  774,  59  N.  W.  756;  Omaha  d  R. 
Valley  R.  Co,  v.  Brady,  39  Neb.  49,  67  N.  W. 
767;  Foltz  v.  Cogswell,  86  Cal.  542,  26  Pac. 
60. 

The  county  cannot  retain  the  fruit  of  serv- 
ice, and  deny  the  employment. 

4  Thomp.  Corp.  fiS  6258,  5985;  Beach,  Pub. 
€orp.  19  224,  227,  243,  623;  State  em  rel. 
West  V.  Dee  Moines,  96  Iowa,  621,  31  L.  R. 
A.  180,  65  N.  W.  818. 

A  principal  who  ratifies  a  contract  made 
for  him  by  another  must  adopt  all  the  in- 
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strumentalities  employed  by  such  agent  to 
bring  it  to  a  consummation. 

Ball  V.  Hooper,  47  Neb.  Ill,  66  N.  W.  33. 

No  more  efi'ective  ratification  can  be  made 
than  receipt  of  the  fruits  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  service  that  brought  it. 

Thomas  v.  City  Nat.  Banfc,  40  Neb.  606, 

24  L.  R.  A.  203,  68  N.  W.  943;  People's  Bank 
V.  Manufacturers*  Nat.  Bank,  101  U.  S.  181, 

25  I.,  ed.  907. 

Nor  can  defendant  take  advantage  of  its 
own  wrong  to  escape  this  iust  principle  by 
omitting  to  keep  any  records  of  what  it  has 
done. 

Ragoss  v.  Cuming  County,  36  Neb.  376,  54 
N.  W.  683;  Cincinnati  v.  Cf^neron,  33  Ohio 
St.  330;  Hawk  v.  Marion  County,  48  Iowa, 
474;  Kneeland  v.  Cilman,  24  Wis.  39;  Kan- 
sas P.  R.  Co.  V.  McCoy,  8  Kan.  638;  Alle- 
gheny City  V.  McClurkan,  14  Pa.  St.  81 ;  Fis- 
ter V.  La  Rue,  15  Barb.  323;  Northampton 
County's  Appeal,  30  Pa.  306;  Argenti  v.  San 
Francisco,  16  Cal.  255. 

Messrs.  M.  J.  Hvflmaii,  T.  Iff.  Morrow, 
and  Georse  W.  Heist,  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror: 

The  county  commissioners  cannot  transact 
any  business  binding  on  the  county  when  not 
in  legal  session  at  the  place  prescribed  by 
statute. 

Merrick  County  Comrs.  v.  Batty,  10  Neb. 
170,  4  N.  W.  959;  Follmer  v.  Nuckolls  Coun- 
ty Comrs.  6  Neb.  213;  4  Am.&  Eng.EncLaw, 
pp.  375,  376;  Paula  d  F,  River  R,  Co.  v.  An- 
derson County  Comrs.  16  Kan.  302;  Morris 
V.  Merrell,  44  Neb.  423,  62  N.  W.  866. 

Those  contracting  with  county  commis- 
sioners are  charged  with  knowledge  of  the 
limits  of  their  authority. 

Lebeher  v.  Custer  County  Oomrs,  9  Mont. 
316,  23  Pac.  713. 

The  knowledge  of  two  members  of  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  that  plaintiff 
was  expecting  remuneration  for  her  services 
is  not  sufilcient  to  show  that  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  had  knowledge  that 
the  plaintiff  was  working  in  the  interests  of 
the  county  before  the  legislature,  and  was 
expecting  remuneration  for  said  work. 

Stoner  v.  Keith  County,  48  Neb.  279,  67 
N.  W.  311;  FoukcY.  Jackson  County,  84 
Iowa,  610,  52  N.  W.  71. 

The  alleged  contract  upon  which  plaintiff 
seeks  to  recover  as  set  up  in  her  petition  and 
explained  in  the  evidence  introduced  by  her 
in  support  of  her  claim  for  work  performed 
thereunder  is  clearly  void  as  against  public 
policy. 

Clippinger  v.  Hepbaugh,  5  Watts  &  S.'315, 
40  Am.  Dec.  619;  Harris  v.  Roof,  10  Barb. 
489;  Rose  v.  Truaa,  21  Barb.  361;  Marshall 
V.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  16  How.  314,  14  L. 
ed.  963;  Trist  v.  Child,  21  Wall.  441,  sub 
nam.  Burke  v.  Child,  22  L.  ed.  623 ;  Mills  v. 
MUls,  40  N.  Y.  543,  100  Am.  Dec  535. 

Harriaon,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

There  was  filed  in  this  action  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Scotts  Bluff  county  a  petition 
which  was  in  part  as  follows:  "The  plain- 
tiff complains  of  the  defendant,  and  alleges 
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that  on  or  before  the  let  day  of  January, 
1893,  the  plaintiff  was  a  duly-authorized  at- 
torney at  law,  and  admitted  to  practice  in 
the  courts  of  the  state  of  Nebraska,  and  as 
such  attorney  at  law  was  engaged  in  the 
practice  of  her  profession  in  accepting  re- 
tainers, and  prosecuting  and  defending  such 
claims  and  cases  as  came  within  her  employ- 
ment as  such  attorney  at  law.  That  prior 
to  said  date  and  time,  to  wit,  on  or  about 
the  1st  day  of  September,  1889,  a  criminal 
action  was  tried  m  said  county  of  Sootts 
Bluff,  wherein  the  state  of  Nebraska  prose- 
cuted George  S.  Arnold  for  the  crime  of  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree,  and  such  proceedings 
were  had  therein  as  resulted  in  a  conviction 
of  said  A  mold.  That  the  whole  costs  of  said 
prosecution  and  trial  amounted  to  about  the 
sum  of  $7,016.01.  That  at  said  time  the 
said  county  of  Scotts  Bluff  had  but  recently 
been  organised,  and,  being  compelled  to  pay 
said  costs,  the  same  became  a  heavy  burden 
upon  the  people  and  taxpayers  of  said 
county,  and  the  said  county  determined  to 
make  an  attempt  to  obtain  back  the  said  ex- 
penses from  the  state  by  means  of  an  appro- 
priation by  the  legislature,  and  to  do  all 
things  necessary  or  available  to  that  result. 
Accordingly,  thereupon,  about  the  14th  day 
of  January,  1893,  two  of  the  county  commis- 
sioners of  said  Scotts  Bluff  county,  being  a 
majority  of  all  the  county  commissioners 
of  said  Scotts  Bluff  county,  for  and  on  be- 
half of  said  county,  orally  employed  this 
elaintiff  to  prepare  a  suitable  appropriation 
ill,  appropriating:  and  payinor  to  the  said 
county  suffioiont  funds  from  the  treasury  of 
the  state  of  Nebraska  to  reimburse  the  said 
Scotts  Bluff  county  the  money  so  paid  out 
and  expended  by  the  said  county,  and  to  ar- 
gue the  merits  of  said  bill  before  the  proper 
legislative  committees,  and  to  do  all  things 
needful  and  proper  to  procure  the  passasre 
thereof  and  the  monev  sought  and  agreed  to 
pay  plaintiff,  on  condition  of  success,  a  very 
liberal  fee  and  conipenEation  for  said  serv- 
ices; all  of  which  plaintiff  aer^c^  to  do. 
Thereupon,  at  the  instance  and  request  of  a 
majority  of  the  countv  commissioners  of  said 
county  of  Scotts  Bluff,  acting  for  and  on  be- 
half of  said  county,  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  agreement  of  employment,  on  or  about 
the  said  IGth  day  of  January,  1893,  this 
plaintiff  entered  upon  said  employment,  and 
went  to  the  city  of  Lincoln,  the  capital  of 
said  state,  where  and  when  the  legislature  of 
the  state  of  Nebraska  was  in  session,  and, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  said  employment,  pre- 
^red  and  drafted  said  appropriation  bill, 
and  appeared  before  the  proper  committees 
of  the  senate  and  house  of  representatives, 
and  the  various  members  of  said  bodies,  in  pub- 
lic, and,  as  attorney  and  agent  of  said  county, 
presented  to  said  committees  and  members 
the  merits,  legality,  and  justice  of  said  bill, 
and  procured  and  caused  the  said  bill  to  be 
passed,  appropriating  to  said  Scotts  Bluff 
county  for  said  purpose  the  sum  of  $7,495.- 
73,  and  which  bill,  known  as  'House  Roll 
278,'  became  a  law  of  said  state  April  6, 
1893,  and  the  said  sum  of  money  was  duly 
appropriated  to  and  for  the  use  and  benefit 
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of  said  Sootts  Bluff  county.  That  at  all 
times  the  said  Scotts  Bluff  county,  and  the- 
officers  thereof,  had  full  knowledge  and  no- 
tice of  the  services  of  plaintiff,  and  of  her 
claim  to  remuneration  therefor,  and,  m> 
knowing  of  her  said  services  and  claim  under 
the  said  contract,  received  and  accepted  the 
money  so  appropriated  by  said  legislature  to- 
the  said  county.  That  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  of  Scotts  Bluff  county,  witL 
the  full  knowledge  of  the  said  services  of 
plaintiff,  and  that  by  means  thereof  the  said 
appropriation  was  made,  and  of  her  said 
claim  to  remuneration,  in  session  accented 
and  received  said  money  so  appropriatea  by 
the  state  as  aforesaid,  and  all  the  fruits  of 
plaintiff's  services  in  the  premises,  and  there- 
by ratified  the  agreement  of  employment  be- 
tween the  members  of  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  for  and  in  behalf  of  said 
county  and  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
request  of  said  two  members  of  the  board 
to  this  plaintiff  to  perform  said  services.  The 
said  board  of  county  commissioners  in  ses- 
sion a»  a  board  have,  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  services  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  premises, 
and  that  the  receipt  of  said  money  from  the 
state  as  aforesaid  was  the  fruit  of  plaintiff*» 
services  in  the  premises,  without  which  the 
said  money  would  not  have  been  obtained  by 
said  countv,  appropriated  and  distributed  to 
the  use  of  saia  county  all  the  said  money 
received  as  aforesaid  from  the  state.  That 
in  procuring  the  passage  of  said  act  and  the 
appropriation  of  said  money  the  plaintiff  ex- 
pended a  large  amount  of  time,  to  wit,  about 
three  months,  and  a  large  amount  of  money 
in  the  defrayingof  her  expenses,  and  herserv* 
ices  in  connection  therewith  are  of  the  value 
of  $1,500  and  more.  That  plaintiff  complied 
with  all  the  conditions  of  said  contract  of 
employment  on  her  part  to  be  performed,, 
but  defendant  wholly  failed  to  comply  with 
the  conditions  thereof  on  its  part,  and  has- 
paid  plaintiff  nothing  thereon.  That  the 
sum  of  $1,500  is  justly  due  and  owing  to 
plaintiff  from  defendant,  with  interest  there- 
on at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  from 
April  6,  1893." 

In  the  answer  there  were  admissions  of 
the  trial  of  the  criminal  case  alleged  in  the 
petition,  and  that  the  costs  were  as  stated 
in  the  petition;  also  that  a  bill  or  act  for 
the  "relief  of  Scotts  Bluff  countjr"  had  been 
prepared.  It  was  pleaded  that  it  was  done 
by  Hon.  William  Nevill,  and  was  introduced 
by  a  member  of  the  house  of  representatives, 
and,  in  the  due  course  of  legislation,  became 
law,  and  by  it  there  was  appropriated  to  the 
purpose  of  the  act  the  sum  of  $7,495.73, 
which  was  afterwards  received  by  the  county. 
It  was  further  pleaded  in  the  answer  that: 
"Defendant,  further  answering,  alleges  that 
after  the  passage  and  approval  of  the  said 
bill,  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  said  money 
had  been  paid  by  the  state  to  the  defendant,, 
to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  1893,  the 
plaintiff  herein  filed  a  pretended  attorney's 
lien  with  the  auditor  of  public  aooounts  of 
the  state  of  Nebraska,  claiming  the  sum  of 
$1,500  as  attorney's  fees  for  prosecuting  the 
passage  of  said  bill  through  the  legislature. 


1809. 


RiGHABDBON  Y.  COUNTT  OF  S0OTT8  BlUVF. 


d97 


That  the  treasurer  of  the  defendant,  the 
county  of  Scotts  Bluff,  was  thereby  com- 
pelled, in  order  to  obtain  said  money,  to  sue 
out  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Ne- 
braska a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus,  at 
the  cost  of  $369.62,  to  defendant,  directin*^ 
the  auditor  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  money 
over  to  defendant.  That  afterwards,  on  or 
about  the  2CHh  day  of  June,  1894,  plaintiff 
filed  a  claim  against  the  defendant  with  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  the  county 
of  Scotts  Bluff,  which  claim  was  wholly  dis- 
allowed, for  the  reason  that  defendant  was 
not  and  is  not  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  any 
sum  whatever,  from  which  disallowance  this 
appeal  is  taken.  (6)  Defendant,  further 
answering,  denies  that  it  ever,  at  any  time 
or  at  any  place,  in  any  manner,  by  its  board 
of  county  commissioners,  or  any  part  of  said 
board,  in  session  or  out  of  session,  or  by  any 
means  whatever,  acting  for  and  on  behalf  of 
defendant,  employed  plaintiff,  either  orally 
or  in  writing,  or  any  other  way,  to  prepare 
said  appropriation  bill,  and  present  and  ar- 
gue the  same  to  and  before  any  of  the  com- 
mittees of  either  house  of  said  legislature  on 
behalf  of  said  defendant,  or  any  other  pur- 
pose, and  is  not  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  any 
sum  whatever."  The  reply  was  a  denial  of 
the  new  matter  in  the  answer.  A  trial  was 
had  to  the  court,  a  jury  being  waived,  and 
the  defendant  was  given  judgment.  The 
plaintiff  has  prosecuted  error  to  this  court. 

Evidence  was  introduced  for  plaintiff,  but 
none  on  part  of  defendant.  The  theory  of 
the  county  in  the  trial  court,  gathered  from 
the  arguments  in  the  brief  filed,  was,  and  is 
now,  that  there  may  have  been  some  talk  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  individuals  of  the 
county  board  with  reference  to  a  proposed 
application  of  the  county  to  the  state  or  the 
l^slature  for  relief  in  the  matter  of  the 
costs  in  the  criminal  case  which  was  alluded 
to  in  the  pleadings,  but  no  negotiations  or 
agreements  with  the  board;  that  the  plain- 
ts could  not  recover,  for  the  reason  that  the 
contract  asserted  by  plaintiff  was  illegal  and 
void,  and  the  services  rendered  were  in  lobby- 
ing for  the  passage  of  the  bill,  and  no  recov- 
ery could  be  had  for  them.  For  the  plaintiff, 
it  is  argued,  to  the  contrary,  that  the  con- 
tract was  made,  and  valid,  and  enforceable. 
If  not  properly  made  with  the  board,  there 
was,  in  effect,  a  ratification  by  the  board,  and 
there  was  an  acceptance  of  the  services  and 
fruits  and  benefits  thereof,  and  the  county 
must  pay  for  the  work  done  by  plaintiff. 
The  application  to  the  l^slature,  as  is  dis- 
closed by  the  petition,  was  not  predicated 
upon  matter  of  daim  which  had  a  legal  ba- 
sis. It  was  said  in  State  ex  rel,  Sayre  v. 
Moore,  40  Neb.  854,  25  L.  R.  A.  774,  59  N. 
W.  756,  in  regard  to  this  appropriation,  that 
it  was  "in  ti^e  nature  of  a  donation," — ^*'a 
gift,  in  fact."  In  regard  to  the  services  to 
be  performed  by  the  plaintiff,  as  we  have 
seen,  the  petition  stated  she  was  to  do  all 
things  needful  and  proper  to  procure  the  pas- 
sage of  the  bill,  and  her  fee  was  to  be  a  lib- 
eral one,  contingent,  however,  and  dependent 
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upon  her  procuring  the  passage  of  the  bill. 
The  plaintiff  testified  as  follows: 

Q.  You  are  the  plaintiff  in  this  ease? 

A,  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  may  commence  at  the  beginning, 
and  tell  what  took  place  between  you  and  the 
commissioners  witn  reference  to  obtaining 
an  appropriation  from  the  legislature,  and 
tell  what  occurred  between  you  and  the  com- 
missioners. 

A,  In  the  spring  or  first  of  the  year  1893, 
Elmer  Morse,  one  of  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners,— chairman  of  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners of  Scotts  Bluff  county,  I  think  he 
was, — spoke  to  me  about  going  to  Lincoln, 
and  asked  me  if  I  thought  I  could  procure 
the  passage  of  a  reimbursing  bill.  I  told 
him  I  thought  I  could,  but  asked  why  Mr. 
Huffman,  the  county  attorney,  could  not  go. 
He  said  he  thought  Mr.  Huffman — (Defend- 
ant objects  to  wSat  was  said  about  Mr.  Huff- 
man. Overruled.  Exceptions.)  He  said  he 
wished  me  to  go  because,  Mr.  Huffman  said 
he  would  have  no  influence  with  an  independ- 
ent legislature,  while,  if  I  wanted  to  go,  he 
thought  I  could  get  a  bill  through  the  legis- 
lature. We  talked  about  the  matter  of  fee. 
He  desired  that  if  I  went  down  that  my  ex- 
penses should  all  be  paid,  and  said  that» 
while  he  would  hardly  be  willing  to  pay  & 
fixed  amount,  I  could  have  a  very  liberal  per- 
centage if  I  secured  the  passage  of  the  bill. 
There  was  no  amount  agreed  upon.  !%» 
contract  between  him  and  myself  was  that  I 
should  have  a  very  liberal  fee. 

Q.  What  if  you  did  not  obtain  any  appro- 
priation? 

A.  I  was  not  to  receive  anything.  Mr. 
Decker  agreed  to  the  same  thing. 

One  of  the  county  commissioners  testified 
as  follows: 

January,  1893,  I  made  a  verbal  contract 
with  the  plaintiff,  as  an  attorney  and  agent 
of  Scotts  jBluff  county.  Neb.,  to  procure  th& 
passage  of  a  bill  by  the  legislature  of  Nebras- 
ka for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  Scotta 
Bluff  county  for  the  expense  incurred  in  the 
trial  of  one  George  S.  Arnold  for  the  crime 
of  murder.  Said  plaintiff  was  to  preparo 
said  bill,  procure  its  introduction  to  the  leg- 
islature, to  argue  the  merits  of  said  bill  as 
agent  and  attorney  of  said  Scotts  Bluff" 
county.  Neb.,  and  do  whatever  was  necessary 
to  secure  the  passage  of  said  bill. 

Q.  For  what  compensation  was  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case  to  carry  out  this  contract 
on  her  behalf? 

A.  There  was  no  specified  sum  mentioned. 
If  the  bill  passed  for  only  a  part  of  the  origi- 
nal sum  sought,  she  was  not  to  receive  as 
much ;  but,  in  any  event,  she  was  to  receive 
a  very  liberal  fee  in  the  event  of  success, 
which  fee  to  be  proportioned  to  the  amount 
secured.  The  plaintiff  was  to  pay  all  expen- 
ses, the  county  not  to  be  held  liable  for  any 
expense  or  compensation  in  the  event  thai 
no  amount  sought  in  the  bill  was  secured. 
On  account  of  plaintiff  taking  the  case  condi- 
tionally, she  was  to  receive  a  larger  fee,  ii^ 
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caM  she  succeeded  in  securing  the  passage  of 
the  bill  mentioned,  than  she  would  have  re- 
ceived if  Scotts  Bluff  county  had  guaranteed 
her  expenses  or  a  fee  in  any  case. 

A  member  of  the  senate,  at  the  time  the 
appropriation  bill  referred  to  herein  was 
passed,  testified  as  follows: 

Do  you  know  the  amount  of  work  and  la- 
bor that  Mrs.  Richardson  actually  expended 
in  the  matter  of  procuring  a  favorable  report 
from  the  committee  on  claims  in  the  house, 
and  also  the  same  committee  in  the  senate, 
and  in  procuring  the  passage  of  said  bill 
through  both  branches  of  the  legislature? 

A.  I  know  she  was  there  when  the  session 
opened,  and  was  there  continuously,  until  af- 
ter the  bill  was  passed  and  approved  by  the 
governor  and  became  a  law,  as  far  as  was 
necessary  for  the  legislature  and  its  approv- 
al was  concerned,  which  was  very  near  the 
close  of  the  session,  and  that  she  worked  con- 
tinuously for  that  bill.  I  know  that  she 
went  to  every  member  of  the  senate  time  and 
time  again  in  working  for  the  bill,  and  I  also 
know  that  the  sentiment  of  the  senate  was 
against  the  bill  until  turned  the  other  way 
by  her. 

A  party  who  was  a  member  of  the  house 
when  the  bill  passed  stated,  in  testimony  in 
this  case: 

I  myself,  with  other  members,  was  asked 
to  listen  to  her  narrative  of  the  case  and  cir- 
-cumstances  very  early  in  the  session, — I 
think  the  first  week;  and  it  continued  until 
the  passage  of  the  bill,  the  date  of  which  I 
-don't  remember,  but  it  was  very  late  in  the 
session.  She  was  constantly  interviewing 
myself  and  other  members  of  the  house  by 
urging  us  to  look  into  the  meritp  of  the  bill, 
and  in  advancing  her  arguments  to  show  the 
merits  of  the  case. 

Q.  State,  if  vou  remember,  any  of  the  diffi- 
•culties  and  adverse  report  that  had  to  be 
-overcome  to  get  the  bill  through. 

A.  Why,  the  committee  on  claims  reported 
•once — the  first  time  that  they  reported — to 
allow  one  half  of  the  claim.  She  fought  the 
report  after  it  came  back  to  the  house,  and 
got  it  recommitted.  The  committee  were 
not  satisfied.  The  members  of  the  commit- 
tee expressed  themselves  dissatisfied  with  her 
refusal  to  take  one  half  of  the  claim,  and  fi- 
nally reported  it  back  to  be  indefinitely  post- 
poned. She  then  came  upon  the  floor,  and 
mustered  members  enough  to  defeat  it, — the 
report  for  indefinite  postponement, — and 
had  it  ordered  to  the  general  file,  and  later 
she  secured  enough  members  to  call  it  up  out 
•of  its  regular  order,  and  considered  it  In  open 
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house,  and  finally  secured  the  passage  of  the 
bill  for  the  full  amount  asked. 

Q.  Speaking  from  your  experience  as  a 
le^slator,  what  would  you  sav  about  the  ef- 
ficiency of  her  work  and  the  legality  of  her 
means  employed? 

A.  It  was  the  shrewdest  piece  of  work  I 
ever  saw  done  in  the  way  of  legislation,  and 
the  fact  of  her  being  a  woman  created  a  great 
deal  of  oonunent.  She  was  the  most  persis- 
tent worker  I  ever  saw,  and  the  arguments 
she  made,  both  before  the  committee  and  the 
members  individually,  were  such  as  would 
have  done  credit  to  any  attorney  in  the 
state. 

In  regard  to  contracts  of  the  nature  of  the 
one  which  is  herein  asserted  by  plaintiff,  it 
was  stated  in  Wood  v.  MoCann,  6  Dana,  366, 
quoted  in  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  163, 
104,  and  in  an  article  by  Samuel  Maxwell  in 
28  Am.  L.  Rev.  p.  211,  on  the  subject  of  "Ne- 
cessity for  the  Suppression  of  Lobbying," 
that  '*a  lawyer  may  be  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion for  writing  a  petition  or  even  for  mak- 
ing a  public  argument  before  the  legislature 
or  a  committee  thereof;  but  the  law  should 
not  help  him  or  any  other  person  to  a  recom- 
pense for  exercising  any  personal  influence 
in  any  way  in  any  act  of  the  legislature.  It 
is  certainly  important  to  just  and  wise  legis- 
lation, and  therefore  to  the  most  essential  in- 
terests of  the  public,  that  the  legislature  be 
perfectly  free  from  any  extraneous  influence 
which  may  either  corrupt  or  deceive  the 
monil)ers  or  any  of  them."  The  contract  de- 
clared upon,  and  especially  as  shown  by  the 
evidence,  was  both  specific  and  general  in  its 
terms  relative  to  what  was  to  he  done  by  the 
plaintiff,  and,  moreover,  it  provided  for  a 
contingent  fee. — an  indefinite  sum.  but  a  lib- 
eral one.  if  the  act  passed;  nothing,  if  it 
fniled.  The  contract,  if  ever  mnde,  was  vi- 
cious and  illegal,  and  there  could  be  no  re- 
covery under  it,  nor  as  unon  an  imnlied  con- 
tract, nor  upon  a  quantum  mpruit.  Wood 
V.  McCann,  6  Dana.  366 :  Marshall  v.  BftlH- 
more  d  C.  R.  Cn.  16  How.  SI.*?.  14  Ti.  ed.  9.53; 
CoQuillard  v.  Bearsa,  21  Ind.  479.  83  .\m. 
Dpc.  362  ;/7arrt«  v.  Roof,  10  Barb.  489:  Weed 
V.  Rla/ik.  2  MflcArth.  268:  Chivppim  Valley 
rf  R  R.  Co.  V.  Chirago,  fft.  P.  M.  d  O.  R.  Co, 
75  Wis.  224,  6  L.  R.A.  601,  44  N.  W.  17.  It 
was  decided  in  the  cases  just  quoted  that  a 
contract,  the  nature  of  the  one  in  suit,  which 
provided  for  contingent  fee  or  compensation, 
is  illegal  and  void,  because  such  fee  or  com- 
pensation is  a  "direct  and  strong  incentive 
to  the  exertion  of  not  merely  personal,  but 
sinister,  influence  upon  the  legislature." 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  DU* 
ti-ict  Court  mu8t  he  affirmed. 
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Alfred  Lyman  DARROW  et  al,,  Appt8., 

V. 

Lyman  Darrow  CALKINS  et  aU,  ResptB. 
(164  N.  T.  603.) 

t.  Hon  resident  infants  are  not  bonnd 
br  a  Inclement  settling  their  rights  In  real 
estate  belonging  to  a  partnership  of  which 
their  deceased  father  was  a  member,  entered 
before  the  service  of  summons  by  publication 
was  complete,  so  that  there  was  no  Jurisdic- 
tion to  appoint  a  guardian  tid  litem  for  them. 

S.  Partneral&ip  real  estate  retains  its 
ebaraeter  of  realty  in  the  absence  of  any 
express  or  implied  agreement  to  the  contrary 
between  the  partners,  for  the  purpose  of  ad- 
justing the  rights  of  a  surviving  partner  and 
the  heirs  of  a  deceased  one,  except  so  far  as 
is  necessary  to  adjust  the  partnership  obliga- 
tions and  the  accounts  between  the  partners. 

S.  Tbe  intention  to  eonvert  real  estate 
into  personalty  ig  manifested  by  Its  pur- 
chase for  partnership  purposes  with  partner- 
ship funds,  and  its  use  in  the  partnership 
business  indiscriminately  with  chattel  prop- 
erty. 

4.  A  eonveyanee  of  bis  interest  in  tbe 
partnersbip  real  estate  by  one  partner 
to  the  other  in  trust  to  hold  as  partnership 
property,  and  to  return  the  proper  portion  of 
the  proceeds  at  the  winding  up  of  the  partner- 
ship, is  not  in  contravention  of  8  65  of  tbe 
statute  of  uses  and  trusts,  which  contem- 
plated merely  the  creation  of  original  trusta 

8.  A  eonveyanee  of  bis  undivided  balf 
in  tbe  partnersbip  real  estate  by  one 
partner  to  tbe  otber,  to  be  held  as  part- 
nership' property,  with  power  to  manage  and 
■ell,  and  to  pay  over  to  the  grantor,  his  heirs, 
assigns,  or  other  legal  representatives  ''such 
portion  thereof  as  shall,  at  the  closing  of  the 
partnership  business,'*  belong  to  the  grantor, 
discloses  an  intention  to  change  the  Interest 
of  the  grantor  and  his  representatives  from 
one  in  lands  to  one  in  the  surplus  which  shall 
remain  after  a  sale  of  the  property  and  the 
adjustment  of  the  partnership  affairs. 

•6.  Tbe  beirs  of  a  deceased  partner  are 
not  necessary  parties  to  a  proceeding 
to  adjust  the  partnership  affairs,  although 
a  part  of  the  assets  consists  of  real  estate, 
if.  as  between  the  partners  and  their  repre- 
sentatives, it  has  been  converted  into  person- 
alty. 

(December  17,  1807.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  an  order  of  the 
Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
•Court,  Second  Department,  granting  a  new 
trial  upon  exceptions  heard  before  it  in  tbe 
first  instance  after  verdict  in  plaintiffs'  fa- 
vor at  a  Special  Term  for  Kings  County  in 
an  action  brought  to  obtain  partition  of  cer- 
tain lands  which  were  alleged  to  have  been 
part  of  the  partnership  assets  of  a  firm  of 
which  plaintiffs'  ancestor  was  a  member. 
Affirmed. 


Statement  by  Andrews,  Ch.  J. : 

The  action  was  for  partition  of  certain 
lands  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn.  The  plain- 
tiffs, as  children  and  heirs  at  law  of  one  Ed- 
win J.  Darrow,  who  died  intestate  November 
13,  1864,  claimed  title  to  one  undivided  half 
of  such  land,  subject  to  the  dower  right  of 
two  of  the  defendants,  as  set  forth  in  the 
complaint.  The  defendants,  Calkins,  are 
the  widow  and  three  children  of  one  Dan- 
iel O.  Calkinff,  who  died  intestate  July  20, 
1887.  It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  Ed- 
win J.  Darrow,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  "was 
seised  in  fee  simple"  of  the  undivided  one 
half  of  the  premises  sought  to  be  partitioned, 
and  Daniel  O.  Calkins  of  the  other  undivided 
one  half.  It  alleges  that  on  the  25th  day  of 
September,  1861,  the  said  Edwin  J.  Darrow, 
together  with  his  wife,  Lucy  P.  Darrow, 
made  and  executed  **a  certain  deed  in  trust" 
bearing  date  on  that  day,  which  was  recorded 
in  the  county  of  Kin^,  January  19,  1865, 
whereby  the  said  Edwin  J.  Darrow  and  his 
wife  conveyed  all  their  estate  in  the  afore- 
said real  property  to  the  said  Daniel  O.  Cal- 
kins "to  nave  and  to  hold,  to  control  and 
manage,  sell  and  convey  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  said  premises  as  part  of  the  partner- 
ship property  of  the  aforesaid  Calkins  and 
Darrow,  and  to  pay  over  to  the  said  Darrow, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  or  other  legal  repre- 
sentatives, such  portion  thereof  as  shall,  at 
the  closing  of  the  partnership  business  of 
said  Calkins  and  Darrow,  belong  to  or  be  due 
or  coming  to  the  said  Darrow,  his  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors, assigns,  or  other  legal  representa- 
tives." It  alleges,  in  substance,  that  a  co- 
gartnership  had  existed  up  to  the  death  of 
Harrow  in  1864,  between  him  and  Calkins, 
under  the  firm  name  of  Calkins  &  Darrow; 
that  the  trust  upon  which  the  deed  of  Sep- 
tember 26,  1861,  was  made  had  not  been  per- 
formed ;  that  no  accounting  had  been  had  to 
"these  plaintiffs  or  to  any  court  having  ju- 
risdiction in  the  matter;"  that  the  copartner- 
ship had  long  since  ceased  and  terminated; 
that  there  were  no  outstanding  debts  of  the 
firm,  and  that  the  purpose  of  the  said  trust 
had  ceased  to  exist,  and  the  trust,  if  ever 
operative,  had  terminated. 

The  interests  of  the  respective  parties,  as 
claimed  by  the  plaintiffs,  are  set  forth,  in 
substance,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  eadi  en- 
titled to  an  undivided  fourth  part  of  the 
premises,  and  the  children  of  Calkins  to  the 
other  one-half  part,  subject  to  dower  inter- 
ests as  stated. 

The  complaint  further  states  that  a  ''cer- 
tain pretended"  judgment  was  entered  on  the 
Slst  day  of  October,  1867,  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  of  New  York,  in  an  action 
brought  by  Lucy  P.  Darrow  (the  widow  of 


NoTB. — On  the  general  question  when  real  es- 
tate will  be  considered  partnership  property, 
«ee  Robinson  Bank  v.  Miller  (111.)  27  L.  K.  A. 
440,  and  note. 

As  to  rights  of  partners  inter  eeee  in  partner- 
ship real  esUte,  see  Torks  v.  Toser  (Minn.)  28 
L.  R.  A.  86,  and  note. 

As  to  the  position  of  tenants  in  dower  and  by 
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the  curtesy,  and  of  the  heirs  and  personal  rep- 
resentatives of  a  deceased  partner  in  relation  to 
partnership  real  estate,  see  Woodward-Holmea 
Co.  V.  Nudd  (Minn.)  27  L.  R.  A.  840. 

The  position  of  surviving  partners  in  partner- 
ship real  estate  Is  also  discussed  in  Galbraitk 
V.  Tracy  (111.)  28  L.  R.  A.  )29. 
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Edwin  J.  Darrow) ,  as  administratrix  of  his 
estate,  against  Daniel  0.  Calkins  and  others, 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  "what  inter- 
est such  administratrix  had,  if  any,  in  the 
copartnership  effects  of  the  firm  of  Calkins  & 
Darrow,"  by  which  judgment  it  was  decreed 
that  the  plaintiffs  (in  this  action)  had  no 
title  or  interest  in  the  lands  or  real  estate 
described  in  the  complaint  in  that  action, 
which  included  the  premises  sought  to  be 
partitioned  in  this  action;  that  the  present 
plaintiffs  were  infants  and  nonresidents  of 
the  state  when  the  former  action  was 
brought,  and  that  they  were  not  legally 
brought  in  as  parties  to  that  action,  and  were 
not  bound  by  the  appearance  of  the  guardian 
ad  litem  for  them  tnerein,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment as  to  them  was  without  jurisdiction 
and  void.  The  complaint  prayed  judgment 
for  partition  according  to  the  interests  as  set 
forth  in  the  complaint. 

The  defendants.  Calkins,  answered  the 
complaint,  and,  among  other  things,  alleged 
that  Daniel  O.  Calkins,  at  the  time  of  nis 
death,  was  the  sole  owner  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint,  and  that  prior  to 
his  death  he  had  fully  performed  all  the 
terms  and  conditions  contained  in  the  deed  of 
September  25,  1861,  and  that  upon  his  death 
the  lands  descended  to  his  children  and  heirs 
at  law,  subject  to  the  dower  right  of  his  wid- 
ow. The  defendants.  Calkins,  further  set 
up  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  action 
brought  by  the  administratrix  of  Edwin  J. 
Darrow  against  Daniel  0.  Calkins  in  bar  of 
the  present  action,  and  also  the  statute  of 
limitations. 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  put  in  evidence 
deeds  of  four  parcels  of  land,  comprising 
forty-eight  city  lots  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn, 
including  the  premises  sought  to  be  parti- 
tioned in  this  sction,  executed  to  Daniel  O. 
Calkins  and  Edwin  J.  Darrow  in  the  years 
1850, 1852, 1853.  and  1854.  Also  the  deed  of 
September  25,  1861,  from  Darrow  and  his 
wife  to  Calkins,  hereinbefore  referred  to. 
This  deed  purported  to  convey  to  Calkins  for 
the  consideration  expressed  of  $1,  all  the 
rip^ht,  title,  and  interest  of  Daniel  and  his 
wife  in  and  to  the  real  estate  described  there- 
in in  full  and  ample  terms,  as  in  a  deed  of 
bargain  and  sale,  followed  by  the  habendum 
in  the  words  hereinbefore  stated.  The  plain- 
tiffs further  read  from  the  answer  of  Daniel 
O.  Calkins  in  the  suit  brought  against  him  by 
the  administratrix  of  Darrow  (as  admissions 
binding  upon  the  defendants  in  this  action), 
certain  paras^raphs  for  the  purpose,  among 
other  things,  of  showing  that  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  that  action  there  were 
assets  of  the  firm  in  the  hands  of  Calkins 
(other  than  the  real  property  of  the  partner- 
ship) sufficient  to  pay  all  the  debts  of  the 
firm  and  to  adjust  the  accounts  as  between 
the     partners.     The  plaintiffs  then    rested. 

The  defendants  thereupon  offered  in  evi- 
dence the  judgment  roll  in  the  former  ac- 
tion brought  by  the  administratrix  of  Dar- 
row. Its  admission  was  objected  to  by  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  in 
that  action  was  not  binding  upon  them,  for 
tht  reason  that  it  was  rendered  before  the 
48  L.  R.  A. 


court  had  acquired  any  jurisdiction  over 
their  persons.  The  court  sustained  the  ob- 
jection and  excluded  the  judgment,  except 
that  it  was  admitted  for  the  single  purpose 
of  laying  the  foundation  of  a  title  by  adverse 
possession  under  the  statute  of  limitations. 
The  defendants  then  gave  evidence  tending  to- 
es tablish  that  from  the  time  of  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment  of  October  31,  1867,  Daniel 
O.  Calkins  and  his  children  had  been  in  ad- 
verse possession  of  the  lands  in  question,, 
claiming  title  under  the  judgment 

The  following  facts  are  disclosed  by  the 
record  in  the  former  action :  In  general,  the 
action  was  brought  by  the  administratrix  of 
the  deceased  partner  in  the  firm  of  Calkin» 
&  Darrow  against  Calkins,  the  surviving 
partner,  and  certain  persons  to  whom  he  hau 
contracted  to  sell  certain  of  the  lands  con- 
veyed to  him  by  the  deed  of  September  25» 
1801,  for  an  accounting  of  the  affairs  of  the 
partnership,  and  to  have  the  rights  of  the 
respective  partners  in  the  partnership  prop- 
er^ adjudged  and  determined. 

The  complaint  set  out  the  deed  of  Septem- 
ber 2.5,  1861;  averred  that  the  lands  em- 
braced therein  were  held  by  Calkins  as  co- 
partnership property  to  be  by  him  disposed 
of  as  "assets  of  the  nrm:"  that  he  had  made 
certain  pretended  and  collusive  sales;  that 
no  settlement  of  the  partnership  accounts* 
had  ever  been  had ;  that  Calkins  had  neglected 
and  refused  to  account  to  the  plaintiff  as  ad- 
ministratrix of  Darrow,  and  m  fraud  of  the 
partnership  was  applying  the  partnership 
property  to  his  own  use,  etc 

Calkins,  the  surviving  partner,  in  his  ap- 
swer  denied  all  allegations  of  fraud ;  admitted 
in  substance  that  tiie  lands  held  by  him  un- 
der the  deed  of  September  25,  1861,  were  co- 
partnership property;  that  upon  a  settlement 
of  the  copartnership  business  and  the  sale 
of  the  land  and  real  estate  held  under  that 
deed,  a  considerable  sum  of  money  would  be 
found  to  be  due  to  the  estate  of  Darrow ;  that 
he  was  anxious  to  have  a  settlement  of  the 
partnership  business,  and  near  the  close  of 
his  answer  he  alleged  that  he  was  advised 
that  the  interest  of  Darrow  "in  the  proceeds'^ 
of  the  lands  was  an  interest  in  lands  which, 
on  his  death,  descended  to  his  two  infant 
children  (the  present  plaintiffs)  ;  and  (the 
answer  proceeds)  "he  submits  to  the  court 
that  the  children  and  heirs  of  said  Edwin  J. 
Darrow  should  have  been  made  parties  U> 
this  action."  After  the  service  of  the  an- 
swer the  court,  on  the  application  of  the  at- 
torneys for  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  15th  of 
October,  1867,  made  an  order  amending  the 
summons  and  complaint  by  adding  the  names^ 
of  the  present  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  and 
on  the  18th  day  of  October,  1867,  made  an 
order  for  the  service  of  the  amended  sum- 
mons upon  them  by  publication,  it  appear- 
ing that  they  were  infants  and  nonresidents 
of^this  state,  and  resided  at  Hartford,  Con- 
necticut On  the  22d  day  of  October,  1867, 
the  summons  was  personally  served  upontheni' 
at  Hartford.  On  the  24th  day  of  October,  on 
the  petition  of  their  mother,  an  attorney  of 
the  court  was  appointed  their  guardian  ckf 
litem  in  this  action,  who  put  in  an  answer 


2897. 


DaBBOW  Y.   CiXKIHB. 


801 


submitting  their  rights  and  interests  to  the 
protection  of  the  court.  Thereafter,  on  the 
3lBt  of  October,  the  final  decree  was  en- 
tered. Bv  this  decree  it  was,  among  other 
things,  adjudged  that  the  interest  of  Edwin 
J.  Darrow  in  the  lands  and  real  estate  and 
the  proceeds  thereof  was  personal  estate,  and 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff  as  administratrix; 
that   the    infant  defendants     (the  present 

Slaintlffs)  had  no  title  or  interest  therein  as 
eirs  of  Edwin  J.  Darrow;  that  the  assets 
of  the  copartnership  of  Calkins  and  Darrow, 
including  contracts  for  the  sale  of  real  es- 
tate, were  worth  about  $28,000,  and  that  the 
"plaintiff  and  defendant  Daniel  O.  Calkins, 
-on  a  full  accounting  between  them  as  to  said 
•estate,  having  agre^  upon  the  sum  of  $14,000 
«s  the  present  actual  value  of  the  interest  of 
the  estate  of  the  said  hidwin  J.  Darrow  in  the 
said  copartnership  property,"  therefore,  etc. 
The  decree  further  provided  that  the  said 
Calkins  pay  the  plaintiff  as  administratrix 
said  simi  of  $14,000,  and  that  '* thenceforward 
4ill  the  estate,  riehts,  interests,  property,  and 
Assets  of  the  said  firm  shall  belong  to  and  be 
the  property  of  the  said  Daniel  O.  Calkins 
■AB  his  own  proper  goods  and  chattels,  and 
credits,  lands,  and  tenements."  Calkins 
paid  the  $14,000  as  required  by  the  judg- 
ment, and  entered  into  possession  of  all  the 
real  estate  embraced  in  tne  deed  of  September 
^6.  1861,  not  previously  sold. 

The  defense  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
rests  upon  the  following  undisputed  facts: 

(1)  Death  of  Darrow  (the  ancestor)  Novem- 
ber 12,  1864;  (2)  he  left  two  infant  children 

(the  plaintiffs) ;  (3)  adverse  possession  com- 
menced October,  1867;  (4)  the  infant  chil- 
•dren  of  Darrow  were  then  nine  and  eleven 
years  of  age  respectively;  (5)  one  became  of 
age  in  1877  and  one  in  1879;  (6)  this  ac- 
tion was  commenced  in  June,  1804,  twenty- 
seven  years  after  the  commencement  of  ad- 
verse possession  and  fifteen  years  after  the 
youngest  child  became  of  age. 

Mr.  CliArles  N.  MorgAn,  with  Ifr. 
Trederiek  B.  Bailey,  for  appellants: 

In  the  absence  of  an  express  or  implied 
agreement  to  the  contrary,  real  estate  pur- 
chased by  a  copartnership  with  copartner- 
ship funds  is  at  all  times  and  for  all  pur- 
poses real  estate,  having  all  the  legal  quali- 
ties and  incidents  of  real  estate,  and  as  such 
descends  to  the  heirs  at  law  of  a  deceased 
partner  to  the  extent  of  his  interest  or  share 
therein. 

The  purchase  of  real  estate  with  funds 
•of  the  copartnership  for  use  in  its  business, 
and  such  use,  have  been  held  to  imply  an 
agreement  that  it  should  be  personal  as- 
set! for  all  purposes.  Especially  where  it 
forms  but  a  minor  part  of  the  whole  capital, 
or  its  value  depends  largely  upon  its  asso- 
ciation with  and  dependence  upon  the  busi- 


D<iW8on  V.  Parsons,  10  Misc.  428,  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  78 ;  McFarlane  v.  McFarlane,  82  Hun, 
238,  81  K.  T.  Supp.  272;  Perin  v.  MeGihhen, 
6  U.  S.  App.  348,  63  Fed.  Rep.  86,  3  C.  C.  A. 
443;  Buckley  v.  Buckley,  11  Barb.  43. 

But  when  the  purchase  is  a  mere  incident 
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of  the  business,  and  made  with  funds  not 
employed  in  the  business,  the  legal  charac- 
ter and  incidents  of  such  real  estate  are,  in 
the  absence  of  any  express  agreement  to  the 
contrary,  to  be  determined  by  other  and  dif- 
ferent considerations. 

Three  theories  exist  in  respect  of  partner- 
ship real  estate: 

1.  That  all  real  estate  purchased  with 
partnership  funds  is  ipso  facto  converted  in- 
to personalty  for  all  purposes  and  in  respect 
ot  all  persons.  This  is  sometimes  termed 
the  theory  of  "out-and-out"  conversion. 

2.  That  immediately  upon  such  purchase 
it  lb  equitably  converted  into  personalty  and 
continues  to  be  such  until  the  partnership 
affairs  are  finally  wound  up  and  adjusted 
whereupon  there  is  a  reconversion  into  real- 
ty of  the  surplus  remaining  of  such  real  es- 
tate, which  descends  to  the  heir  of  a  deceased 
partner,  and  does  not  go  to  his  personal  rep- 
resentatives. 

3.  That  real  estate  purchased  by  a  part- 
nership remains  real  estate;  that  no  equita- 
ble or  other  conversion  into  personalty  takes 
place  except  when  and  to  the  extent  that  it 
is  necessary  -  in  order  to  discharge  part- 
nership obligations;  that  the  right  ot  the 
several  partners  to  require  that  the  prop- 
erty shall  be  applied  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  partnership  obligations  is  of  the  na- 
ture of  a  lien  or  charge  on  the  real  estate, 
and  that,  subject  to  sudi  lien  or  charge,  8U<^ 
property  is  and  remains  always  real  estate 
and  subject  to  all  the  incidents  and  qualities 
of  real  estate. 

The  third  theory  only  can  be  logically 
sustained  on  principle,  or  consistently  ap- 
plied ;  it  is  sanctioned  by  the  better  authori- 
ties in  this  country. 

There  is  no  equitable  conversion,  and  no 
necessity  for  such  conversion. 

Fairchild  v.  Fairchild,  64  N.  Y.  471 ;  Re 
Ooiiding,  9  Fed.  Rep.  849  j  Campbell  v.  Camp- 
bell  30  N.  J.  Eq.  415;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  1243; 
Wilcox  V.  Wilcox,  13  Allen,  252;  Shearer  v. 
Shearer,  98  Mass.  107. 

The  true  theory  rests  wholly  in  the  legal 
relations  between  the  partners,  making  each 
the  agent  or  trustee  of  the  others  in  respect 
of  the  partnership  affairs  and  business. 

This  right  is  an  equitable  right,  and  the 
power  is  an  equitable  trust  power,  both  hav- 
ing their  origin  in  the  legal  relation  subsist- 
ing between  the  partners  as  such,  and  the 
lawful  exercise  of  such  power  depends  upon 
the  existence  of  partnership  obligations  as  a 
condition  precedent. 

SlMuks  V.  Klein,  104  U.  S.  18,  26  L.  ed. 
636;  Greenwood  v.  Marvin,  111  N.  Y.  423, 
19  N.  E.  228;  Buchan  v.  Sumner,  2  Barb.  Ch. 
165,  47  Am.  Dec  305;  Oreene  v.  Qra,ham,  5 
Ohio,  205. 

Before  equity  will  aid  this  equitable  trust 
power  by  decreeing  conveyance  by  the  heir, 
the  necessity  therefor  must  affirmatively 
appear. 

The  doctrine  of  absolute  "conversion"  and 
"reconversion"  involves,  as  a  necessary  cor- 
ollary, the  doctrine  of  survivorship  in  re- 
spect of  all  the  partnership  property,  both 
real  and  personaL 
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The  doctrine  of  unlimited  suryivorBhip  in 
real  estate  owned  by  partners  finds  no  sup- 
port in  text-books  or  in  any  controlling 
case;  it  is  distinctly  and  uniformly  rejected. 

1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  p.  668;  Smith  v. 
Jackson,  2  Edw.  Ch.  28;  Buohan  v.  Sumner, 
2  Barb.  Gh.  165,  47  Am.  Dec.  305 ;  Buckley 
▼.  Buckley,  11  Barb.  43;  Fairckild  y.  Fair- 
cMld,  64  N.  Y.  471;  Campbell  ▼.  Campbell, 
30  N.  J.  £q.  415;  Oreene  ▼.  Oraham,  5  Ohio, 
264;  Wiloow  y.  Wiloow,  13  Allen,  262;  Shear- 
er y.  Shearer,  98  Mass.  107 ;  Re  Codding,  9 
Fed.  Rep.  849;  Sage  y.  Sherman,  2  N.  Y.  432. 

Darrow  was  seised  in  fee  of  an  undivided 
half  of  the  premises,  and  his  deed  to  Calk- 
ins Sept.  26,  1801,  did  not  convey  the  legal 
title  to  Darrow's  half,  but>  at  most,  gave  a 
power  in  trust  in  respect  thereto. 

Heemtane  v.  RoberUon,  64  N.  Y.  332; 
WHght  v.  Delafield,  23  Barb.  498. 

A  trust  in  Calkins  for  partitioning  the 
land  between  the  partners  or  their  heirs 
would  be  invalid  as  such,  but  good  as  a 
power  in  trust. 

Cooke  v.  Piatt,  98  N.  Y.  36. 

All  the  trusts  could  be  performed  through 
the  medium  of  a  power,  and  a  legal  estate  in 
the  donee  of  the  power  will  not  be  implied. 

yicoU  V.  Walworth,  4  Denio,  385. 

Messrs.  William  B.  Syma  and  Daniel 
Daly,  for  respondents: 

The  deed  of  1861  conveyed  the  whole  es- 
tate of  Edwin  J.  Darrow  to  Daniel  O.  Calk- 
ins, and  Darrow  retained  only  a  right  to 
share  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  said  property. 

Mott  V.  Richtmyer,  67  N.  Y.  49;  4  Kent, 
Com.  468;  3  Washb.  Real  Prop.  372;  Jack- 
son ew  dem.  Bird  v.  Ireland,  3  Wend.  100; 
Kcnney  v.  Wallace,  24  Hun,  478. 

Even  were  the  appellants'  claim  main- 
tained, that  the  conveyance  effected  by  the 
deed  was  in  trust,  they  could  not  maintain 
partition,  for  a  cestui  que  trust  cannot  main- 
tain partition. 

Harris  v.  Larkins,  22  Hun,  488;  McLean 
y.  McLean,  50  N.  Y.  S.  R.  609,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
326. 

Whether  the  deed  of  1861  be  an  absolute 
conveyance,  a  conveyance  in  trust,  or  a  power 
in  trust,  it  certainly  contains  a  power  of 
sale,  and  is  therefore  a  bar  to  partition. 

Morse  v.  Morse,  85  N.  Y.  53;  Davies  v. 
Davie^,  15  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  118,  Aflirmed 
in  92  N.  Y.  633. 

The  judgment  in  the  action  of  Darrow^s 
Administratrix  v.  Calkins  would  be  con- 
clusive upon  the  appellants,  even  if  they  had 
not  been  made  parties  thereto. 

As  copartnershiD  property  it  was  person- 
alty, and  not  until  the  copartnership  credi- 
tors were  paid  and  the  interests  of  the  co- 
partners were  adjusted,  did  it  resume  its 
character  as  real  estate. 

McFarlane  v.  McFarlane,  82  Hun,  238,  31 
N.  Y.  Supp.  272 ;  Fairchild  v.  Fairchild,  64 
N.  Y.  471 ;  Greenwood  v.  Marmn,  111  N.  Y. 
423,  19  N.  E.  228;  Van  Aken  v.  Clark,  82 
Iowa,  263,  48  N.  W.  73;  Allen  y.  Withrow, 
110  U.  S.  119,  28  L.  ed.  90,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
517;  Boyt  v.  Boyt,  69  Iowa,  174,  28  N.  W. 
500;  Walling  v.  Burgess,  122  Ind.  299,  7  L. 
R.  A.  481,  22  N.  E.  419,  23  N.  E.  1076;  Par- 
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sons,  Partn.  14th  ed.  p.  360,  note;  Godfrey 
y.  White,  43  Mich.  171,  5  N.  W.  243;  Holton, 
y.  Ouinn,  66  Fed.  Rep.  450;  Oalbraith  y. 
Gedge,  16  B.  Mon.  631;  Smith  y.  Jackson,  Z 
Edw.  Ch.  28;  Doins  y.  Smith,  82  Ala.  108,  2 
So.  897 ;  Thornton  v.  Dixon,  3  Bro.  Ch.  109. 

Aadrewe,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  ol 
the  court: 

We  are  relieved  on  this  appeal  from  the 
inquiry  which  frequently  arises  between  co- 
partners and  copartnership  and  individual 
credit'>rs,  whether  real  estate  purchased  and 
conveyed  to  the  copartners  during  the  exis- 
tence of  the  firm,  by  a  conveyance  which  in 
form  created  a  tenancy  in  common,  is  to  be 
regarded  as  belonging  to  them  collectively  as. 
partnership  property,  or  as  the  individual 
property  of  each  according  to  the  interests 
disclosed  on  the  face  of  the  deed.  The  find- 
ing of  the  trial  court,  which  is  not  assailed 
by  any  exception,  is  express,  that  the  lands 

Purchased  by  Daniel  O.  Calkins  and  Edwin 
.  Darrow  were  purchased  by  them  as  copart- 
ners out  of  the  funds  of  the  firm  of  Calkins 
&  Darrow,  and  the  deed  executed  by  Darrow 
to  Calkins  on  the  25th  of  September,  186U 
upon  which  both  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defend- 
ants rely  as  determining  the  character  of  the 
ownership,  expressly  declares  in  the  haben- 
dum that  the  lands  were  partnership  prop- 
erty of  Calkins  and  Darrow.  We  are  to  as- 
sume, therefore,  that  the  lands  were  origi- 
nally purchased  out  of  partnership  funds^ 
with  the  intention  on  the  part  of  each  part- 
ner that  they  should  be  held  as  partnership 
property,  subject  to  administration  under 
the  rules  governing  the  rights  and  interests 
of  copartners  in  lands  purchased  by  them  t4> 
be  held  as  the  property  of  the  partnership. 
The  partners  as  between  themselves  made 
the  lands  partnership  property,  and  the 
rights  of  creditors  of  the  firm  or  of  the  in- 
dividual partners  are  not  involved.  The  on- 
ly question  here  is  between  the  plaintiffs  as 
heirs  of  Darrow,  and  the  children  of  Calkins^ 
and  it  turns  mainly  on  the  question  whether 
upon  the  death  of  Darrow  in  1864  an  undi- 
vided half  part  of  the  lands  to  which  he  ac- 
quired the  legal  title  by  the  deeds  running 
jointly  to  himself  and  Calkins,  executed  be- 
tween 1850  and  1854,  descended  to  and  vested 
in  the  plaintiffs  as  his  heirs  at  law.  The 
plaintiffs  at  the  death  of  Darrow  were  in- 
fants, and  although  this  action  was  not  com- 
menced until  thirty  years  after  his  deaths 
nor  until  fifteen  years  after  the  younger  of 
the  plaintiffs  became  of  age,  it  seems,  under 
the  case  of  Howell  v.  Jjeavitt,  95  N.  Y.  617, 
the  plaintiffs,  although  they  have  slumberetT 
upon  their  rights  during  an  adverse  posses- 
sion of  twenty-seven  years,  were  not  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations.  So,  also,  we 
think  it  must  be  held  that  they  were  not 
barred  by  the  adjudication  in  the  decree  of 
October  31,  1867,  in  the  action  brought  by 
the  administratrix  of  Darrow  against  Cal- 
kins for  the  settlement  of  the  partnership 
affairs,  which  declared  that  "they  had  no 
title  or  interest  in  the  said  lands  and  real 
estate  as  heirR  of  the  said  Edwin  J.  Darrow^ 
deceased,  or  otherwise."  The  service  of  the 
summons  on  the  infants  by  publication 
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not  completed  wben  the  judgment  was  en- 
tered, and  until  the  period  of  publication  had 
expired  the  court  could  acquire  no  juriadic- 
tion  to  appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem  or  to 
render  a  judgment  binding  upon  them  as  par- 
ties to  tiie  action.  Brooklyn  Trust  Co.  ▼. 
Bulmer,  49  N.  Y.  84;  Crouter  v.  Crouter,  133 
N.  Y.  65,  30  N.  E.  726. 

The  legal  nature  and  incidents  of  land  pur- 
chased by  a  copartnership  with  copartnership 
funds  is  a  subject  upon  which  g^reat  diversity 
of  opinion  exists  in  different  jurisdictions. 
The  English  rule,  after  many  fluctuations, 
has,  as  we  understand  the  cases,  come  to  be, 
that  lands  so  purchased,  whether  purchased 
for  or  used  for  partnership  purposes  or  not, 
provided  only  that  they  were  intended  by  the 
partners  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  partner- 
ship property,  become  ipso  facto ,  in  the  view 
of  a  court  of  equity,  converted  in^-o  person- 
alty for  all  purposes, — as  well  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  adjustment  of  the  partnership 
debts  and  the  claims  of  the  partners  inter  ae, 
as  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  succes- 
sion as  between  the  personal  representatives 
of  a  deceased  partner  and  the  heir  at  law. 
Darby  v.  Darby,  3  Drew.  496;  Eaae9  ▼.  Ea- 
aex,  20  fieav.  442 ;  Lindley,  Partn.  3d  ed.  681 
et  seq.  This  doctrine  had  its  origin  in  Eng- 
land, and  is  said  to  have  grown  out  of  the 
peculiar  law  of  inheritance  there,  and  to  rem- 
edy the  hardship  of  the  rule  which  excludes 
all  but  the  eldest  child  from  the  inheritance, 
and  of  the  other  rule  which  exempts  real  es- 
tate in  the  hands  of  the  heir  from  all  but  the 
specialty  debts  of  the  ancestor.  Fair  child  v. 
Fairchild,  64  N.  Y.  471;  Shearer  v.  Shearer, 
98  Mass.  114.  Lindley,  in  his  work  on  Part- 
nership, bases  the  rule  on  the  nature  of  the 
interest  of  each  partner  in  the  partnership 
property.  He  says  (p.  687)  [6th  ed.  •343] : 
'^From  the  principle  that  a  share  of  a  part- 
ner is  nothing  more  than  his  proportion  of 
the  partnership  assets  after  they  have  been 
turned  into  money  and  applied  in  liquidation 
of  the  partnership  debts,  it  necessarily  fol- 
lows that  in  equity  a  share  in  a  partnership, 
whether  its  property  consists  of  land  or  not, 
must,  as  between  the  real  and  personal  repre- 
sentatives of  a  deceased  partner,  be  deemed 
to  be  personal,  and  not  real,  estate,  unless, 
indeed,  such  conversion  is  inconsistent  with 
the  agreement  between  the  parties."  The 
concluding  words  of  the  paragraph  quoted 
concede  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  will 
prevent  a  conversion  where  that  intention  is 
manifested.  The  general  doctrine  of  ''out 
and  out"  conversion  adopted  by  the  English 
courts  has  not  been  followed  to  its  full  ex- 
tent in  this  and  many  other  American  states. 
There  is  no  policy  grrowing  out  of  our  laws 
of  inheritance  or  the  exemption  of  lands  from 
liability  for  simple  contract  debts,  which  re- 
quires the  application  of  such  a  doctrine  here. 
The  lands  of  the  ancestor  are  assets  for  the 
payment  of  all  debts,  and  the  persons  who 
take  by  descent  and  under  the  statute  of 
distribution  are  substantially  the  same. 
The  necessity  for  an  absolute  conversion, 
supposed  to  be  found  in  the  nature  of  a  part- 
nership interest,  seems  hardly  sufficient  to 
justify  a  fiction  which  should  deprive  real 
estate  of  a  partnership  of  its  descendible 
48L.  R.  A. 


quality  when  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that 
partnership  real  estate  if  the  necessity  arises 
18  first  subject  to  be  appropriated  in  equity 
to  the  discharge  of  partnership  obligations 
and  the  adjustment  of  the  equities  between 
theparties. 

The  clear  current  of  the  American  deci- 
sions supports  the  rule  that  in  the  absence  of 
any  agreement,  express  or  implied,  between 
the  partners  to  the  contrary,  partnership 
real  estate  retains  its  character  as  realty 
with  all  the  incidents  of  that  species  of  prop- 
erty between  the  partners  themselves,  and  al- 
so between  a  surviving  partner  and  the  real 
and  personal  representatives  of  a  deceased 
partner,  except  that  each  share  is  impressed 
with  a  trust  implied  by  law  in  favor  of  the 
other  partner,  tdat  so  far  as  is  necessary  it 
shall  be  first  applied  to  the  adjustment  of 
partnership  obligations  and  the  payment  of 
any  balance  found  to  be  due  from  the  one 
partner  to  the  other  on  winding  up  the  part- 
nership affairs.  To  the  extent  necessary  for 
these  purposes  the  character  of  the  property 
is  in  equity  deemed  to  be  changed  into  person- 
alty. On  the  death  of  either  partner,  where 
the  title  is  vested  in  both,  the  share  of  the 
land  standing  in  the  name  of  the  deceased 
partner  descends  as  real  estate  to  his  heirs, 
subject  to  the  equity  of  the  surviving  part- 
ner to  have  it  appropriated  to  accomplish 
the  trust  to  which  it  was  primarily  sub- 
jected. The  working  out  of  the  mutual 
rights  which  grew  out  of  the  partnership  re- 
lation does  not  seem  to  require  that  the  char- 
acter of  the  property  should  be  changed  until 
the  occasion  arises  for  a  conversion,  and  then 
only  to  the  extent  required.  The  American 
rule  commends  itself  for  its  simplicity.  It 
makes  the  legal  title  subservient  in  equity 
to  the  original  trust.  It  disturbs  it  no  fur- 
ther than  is  necessary  for  this  purpose.  The 
portion  of  the  land  not  required  for  partner- 
ship equities  retains  its  character  as  realty, 
and  it  leaves  the  laws  of  inheritance  and  de- 
scent to  their  ordinary  operation.  It  would 
be  useless  to  review  in  detail  the  authorities 
which  seem  to  us  to  maintain  what  has  been 
called  the  American  rule.  We  refer  to  a 
very  few  of  them.  Buchan  y.  Sumner,  2 
Barb.  Ch.  167,  47  Am.  Dec.  305;  Collumb  v. 
I{4:ad,  24  N.  Y.  505;  Fairchild  v.  Fairchild, 
64  N.  Y.  471;  Shearer  v.  Shearer,  98  Mass. 
114;  Shanka  v.  Klein,  104  U.  S.  18,  26  L.  ed. 
635. 

If,  as  sometimes  happens,  the  title  to  part- 
nership real  estate  is  m  the  name  of  one  of 
the  partners  only,  on  the  death  of  the  other 
partner  his  equitable  title  descends  to  his 
heirs  or  goes  to  his  devisees,  but  subject  to 
the  primary  claims  growing  out  of  the  part- 
nership relation.  Fairchild  v.  Fairchild,  64 
N.  Y.  471;  Parsons,  Partn.  %  272.  But  the 
general  principles  to  which  we  have  adverted 
are  those  applied  by  courts  of  equity  in  de- 
termining the  character  and  incidents  of 
partnership  real  estate,  in  the  absence  of  any 
agreement,  express  or  implied,  between  the 
partners  on  the  subject.  It  is,  however,  gen- 
erally conceded  that  the  question  whether 
partnership  real  estate  shall  be  deemed  ab- 
solutely converted  into  personalty  for  all 
purposes,  or  only  converted  pro  tanto  for  the 
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purpose  of  partnership  equities,  may  be  oon- 
trolled  by  the  express  or  implied  agreement 
of  the  partners  themselves,  and  that  where 
by  such  agreement  it  appears  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  partners  that  the  lands 
should  be  treated  and  administered  as  per- 
sonalty for  all  purposes,  effect  will  be  given 
thereto.  In  respect  to  real  estate  purchased 
for  partnership  purposes  with  partnership 
funds  and  used  in  the  prosecution  of  the  part- 
nership business,  the  English  rule  of  "out 
and  out''  conversion  may  l^  regarded  as  prop- 
erly applied  on  the  ground  of  intention,  even 
in  jurisdictions  which  have  not  adopted  that 
rule  as  applied  to  partnership  real  estate  ac- 
quired under  different  circumstances,  and 
where  no  specific  intention  appeared.  The 
investment  of  partnership  funds  in  lands  and 
chattels  for  the  purpose  of  a  partnership  busi- 
ness, the  fact  that  the  two  species  of  prop- 
erty are  in  most  cases  of  this  kind  so  com- 
mingled that  they  cannot  be  separated  with- 
out impairing  the  value  of  each,  has  been 
deemed  to  justify  the  inference  that  under 
such  circumstances  the  lands  as  well  as  the 
chattels  were  intended  by  the  partners  to 
constitute  a  part  of  the  partnership  stock, 
and  that  both  together  should  take  tne  char- 
acter of  personalty  for  all  purposes;  and 
Judge  Denio  in  Collumh  v.  Read,  24  N.  Y. 
505,  expressed  the  opinion  that  to  this  extent 
the  English  rule  of  conversion  prevailed 
here,  lliat  paramount  consideration  should 
be  given  to  the  intention  of  the  partners, 
when  ascertained,  is  conceded  by  most  of  the 
cases.  See  Hnane  v.  Carr,  1  Sumn.  183,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  6,802;  f'all  River  Whaling  Co,  v. 
Borden,  10  Cush.  462 ;  Collumh  v.  Read,  24 
N.  Y.  605 ;  Parsons,  Partn.  §  267. 

The  legal  title  to  the  real  estate  which  the 
heirs  of  Edwin  J.  Darrow  asked  to  have  par- 
titioned in  this  action  was  vested  in  Daniel 
0.  Calkins  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Darrow 
In  November,  1864.  The  plaintiffs  on  the 
death  of  their  father  took  no  legal  estate  in 
the  lands.  The  legal  estate  which  prior  to 
the  25th  day  of  September,  1861,  Darrow  held 
in  the  undivided  one  half  of  the  premises 
was  by  the  deed  executed  by  him  on  that  day 
conveyed  to  Calkins.  That  this  was  the  ef- 
fect of  the  deed  we  have  no  doubt.  The  deed 
is  in  terms  full  and  ample  to  convey  in  fee 
the  interest  of  Darrow  to  his  grantee.  It 
was  coupled,  however,  with  the  declaration 
on  the  face  of  the  deed  that  it  was  to  be  held 
by  Calkins  as  partnership  property,  and  the 
deed  contained  a  power  of  management  and 
sale,  and  this  was  followed  by  the  sijsmifl- 
cant  clause,  "and  to  pay  over  to  the  said  Dar- 
row, his  heirs  and  assigns,  or  other  l^al  rep- 
resentatives, such  portion  thereof  as  shall,  at 
the  closing  of  the  partnership  business  of 
said  Calkins  and  Darrow,  belong  to  or  be 
due  or  coming  to  said  Darrow,  his  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors, assigns,  or  other  legal  representa- 
tives." The  suggestion  that  the  deed  at- 
tempted to  create  an  express  trust  in  lands, 
not  within  the  enumerated  trusts  permitted 
by  §  55  of  our  statute  of  uses  and  trusts  ( 1 
Rev.  Stat.  728),  and  was  therefore  void  as  a 
conveyance,  is  not  well  founded.  It  reoog- 
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nized  a  pre-existing  trust  imposed  upon  the 
lands,  implied  by  law  and  arising  out  of  the 
partnership  relation,  and  that  the  trust  was 
to  continue  notwithstandincr  the  conveyance 
of  the  legal  title.  This  was  not,  we  think, 
in  contravention  of  the  statute,  which  con- 
templated the  creation  of  original  trusts, 
and  not  the  abrogation  of  existing  trusts  re- 
sulting from  or  implied  by  operation  of  law; 
nor  did  it  render  inoperative  the  subsequent 
reco^ition  of  such  an  existing  trust  in  con- 
nection with  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title. 
We  think  the  l^al  title  to  the  one-half  part 
of  the  land  passed  by  Darrow's  deed,  subject 
to  the  performance  by  Calkins  of  the  trust 
therein  declared.  The  important  question 
is,  whether  it  operated  to  convert  the  part* 
nersip  lands  into  personalty,  and  to  change 
the  interest  of  Darrow,  or  his  representa- 
tives, from  an  interest  in  the  land  as  realty 
into  an  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  lands, 
after  a  sale  thereof  by  Calkins  under  the 
power  contained  in  the  deed. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  partners,  disclosed  on  the  face  of  the 
deed  and  by  the  surrounding  circumstances, 
to  substitute  in  place  of  Darrow's  prior  in- 
terest in  the  lands,  as  such,  an  interest  in 
him  and  his  representatives  in  any  surplus 
which  should  remain  after  a  sale  by  Calkins 
and  the  adjustment  of  the  partnership  af- 
fairs. It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether 
the  surplus,  when  ascertained,  would  go  to 
the  real  or  personal  representatives  of  Dar- 
row. As  between  Darrow  and  his  represen- 
tatives, and  Calkins  and  his  representatives, 
the  deed  operated  as  a  conversion  of  the  lands 
into  personalty.  The  personal  representa- 
tives of  Darrow  were  entitled  to  enforce,  in 
an  action  for  an  accounting  and  an  adjust- 
ment of  the  partnership  affairs,  the  claims  of 
Darrow's  estate.  This  was  the  purpose  of 
the  action  which  resulted  in  the  decree  of  Oc- 
tober 31,  1867,  and  we  think  that  decree  was 
binding  upon  the  plaintiffs,  not  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  parties,  but  for  the 
reason  that  no  controversy  existing  as  to 
the  original  character  of  the  property  as 
partnership  property,  or  as  to  the  subsequent 
dealing  between  the  partners  in  respect  to 
it,  the  heirs  of  Darrow  were  not  necessary 
parties  to  a  final  adjustment  of  the  partner- 
ship affairs,  including  the  interest  of  the 
Darrow  estate  growing  out  of  his  rela- 
tion to  the  lands  under  Uie  deed  of  September 
25,  1861.  It  was  open  to  the  plaintiffs  on 
an  accounting  by  the  administratrix  of  the 
Darrow  estate  to  cdaim  that  the  $14,000  re- 
ceived by  her  under  the  decree  in  the  action 
for  an  accounting  should  be  regarded  as  real, 
and  not  personal,  assets,  and  tiiat  they  were 
entitled  to  it  in  their  character  as  heirs,  and 
not  as  distributees. 

We  think  the  order  of  the  oourt  hekno  re- 
versing the  judgment  at  Special  Term  was 
correct,  and  it  should,  therefore,  he  affirmed^ 
and  judgment  absolute  entered  for  the  de- 
fendant«  on  the  stipulation,  with  costs. 

Ml  concur. 
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State      eovrta      are      not      -vrflthln      tbe 
pro-viaioA  of  the  Federal   atatvte  for 

raising  revenue  to  meet  war  expenditures, 
that  no  Instrument  not  stamped  as  required 
by  the  proTlsions  of  the  statute  shall  be 
used  In  evidence  In  any  court. 

(Uay  28,  189d.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Washoe  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  for  failure  of  proof 
of  plalntifTs  claim  because  of  the  ruling  out 
of  certain  affidavits  which  did  not  oontain 
the  proper  revenue  stamps.  Reversed, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Mr.  Frank  H.  Noroross,  for  appellant: 

Congress  has  no  authority  to  declare  that 
a  written  instrument,  unices  stamped,  shall 
not  be  received  as  evidence  in  a  state  court. 

Duffy  V.  Hobaon,  40  Cal.  240,  6  Am.  Rep. 
617;  Tlioy/iosson  v.  ^yood,  42  Cal.  417:  (Jor- 
penter  v.  Snelling,  97  Mass.  452;  Oreen  v. 
Holiray,  101  Mass.  243,  3  Am.  Rep.  339; 
Oriffin  v.  Ranney,  35  Conn.  239;  Latham  v. 
Smith,  45  111.  29;  Bunker  v.  (h-een,  48  111. 
243;  United  States  Exp,  Co.  v.  Haines,  48 
111.  248;  Craig  v.  Dimock,  47  111.  308;  Par- 
goud  V.  Richardson,  30  La.  Ann.  1286; 
Holt  V.  Hart  Bd,  of  Liquidators,  33  Ia. 
Ann.  673;  U.  S.  Const  art.  1,  5  8;  U.  S. 
Const.  Amend.  X. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  act  in  question 
which  prohibits  any  person  interested  in  af- 
fixing the  stamp  provided  by  the  law  to  doc- 
uments of  the  character  offered  as  evidence 


NoTB. — EfFeet  of  omission  to  stamp  <jm  instru- 
ment on  vfhich  the  law  requires  a  stamp,  or 
to    cancel  the  stamps  on  such  an  instrument. 

L  Applicability   of  revenue   laws   to  state 
courts. 

a.  Provisions  excluding  unstamped  In- 

struments  from  evidence. 

b.  Provisions     invalidating    unstamped 

instruments. 
e.  Provisions  as  to  recording. 
IL  Intent  as  affecting  consequences  of  omit- 
ting stamp, 

a.  GcHcrally. 

b.  Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as 

to  intent. 
in.  Scope  of  acts,  generally;  effect  of  repeal. 
lY.  Effect  of  omission, 

a.  Generally. 

h.  Upon  use  of  it^strument  as  evidence. 

1.  As  primary  evidence. 

2.  Secondary  and  parol  evidence; 

copies. 
8.  As  collateral  evidence, 
e  Upon  writs,  processes,  and  orders  of 
court. 

d.  In  Confederate  states. 

e.  Miscellaneous. 
V.  Subsequent  stamping. 

a.  What  remedy  available. 

1.  By  party  or  collector, 

2.  Stamping  copies. 

b.  Time. 

e.  Application  to  collector. 

1.  Who  may  apply. 

2.  To  what  dUtrict. 

8.  Power  of  deputy  collector, 
4.  Miscellaneous. 

d.  What  stamps  required. 

e.  Effect. 

VI.  Pleading  and  practice, 

a.  Raising  objection  by  demurrer. 

b.  Necessity    and    sufficiency   of   aver* 

ments  as  tc  omission,- 
c  Who  may  raise  or  waive  objection. 

d.  Time  of  raising  objection, 

e.  Questions     of     fact;     presumptions 

generally, 
t.  Stamp  not  part  of  instrument. 
Til.  PaUure  to  cancel;  defective  cancelation. 
Tin.  Poreign  laws. 

For  effect  on  criminal  prosecution  of  the 
omission  of  a  stamp  from  an  Instrument  requir- 
ing a  stamp,  see  note  to  Thomas  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crlm.  App.)  46  L.  R.  A.  454. 
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I.  Applicability  of  revenue  laws  to  state  courts. 

a.  Provisions  excluding  unstamped  instruments 
from  evidence. 

Blany  of  the  state  courts  held  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  acts  of  1864,  1865.  and  1866,  ex- 
cluding imstamped  Instruments  from  evidence, 
did  not  apply  to  state  courts. 

Some  of  the  cases  denied  the  power  of  Con- 
gress to  prescribe  a  rule  of  evidence  for  the 
state  courts.  Thus,  Bumpass  v.  Taggart,  26 
Ark.  398,  7  Am.  Rep.  623 ;  Duffy  v.  Hobson,  40 
Cal.  240.  6  Am.  Rep.  617;  Bennett  v.  Morris 
rOal.)  37  Pac.  029;  Latham  v.  Smith.  45  111. 
29;  Craig  v.  Dimock,  47  III.  809;  Bunker  v. 
Green.  48  III.  248;  United  States  Exp.  Co.  v. 
Haines.  48  111.  248;  Hanford  v.  Obrecht,  49 
III.  146 ;  Wilson  v.  McKenna,  62  111.  43 ;  Bowen 
V.  Byrne.  66  111.  467;  Wallace  v.  Cravens,  84 
Ind.  534:  Hunter  v.  Cobb.  1  Bush.  289:  Par- 
goud  V.  Richardson,  80  La.  Ann.  1286 :  Holt  v. 
Hart  Bd.  of  Liquidators,  88  La.  Ann.  673; 
Davis  V.  Richardson,  45  Miss.  499,  7  Am.  Rep. 
732 ;  More  v.  Clymer,  12  Mo.  App.  11 ;  Sporrer 
V.  Rlfler,  1  Helsk.  633 ;  Schults  v.  Hemdon.  82 
Tex.  390 :  Jacobs  v.  Spofford.  84  Tex.  153. 

The  following  cases  formally  based  their  de- 
cisions that  the  provision  was  Inapplicable  to 
the  state  courts  upon  the  language  of  the  acts, 
rather  than  upon  the  want  of  power  In  Con- 
gress to  make  them  so  apply:  Trowbridge  v. 
Addoms,  23  Colo.  518.  48  Pac.  535;  Orlffln  v. 
Ranney,  85  Conn.  289;  Rockwell  v.  Hunt.  40 
Conn.  828;  Carpenter  v.  Snelling,  97  Mass. 
458 ;  Lynch  v.  Morse,  97  Mass.  458 :  Qreen  v. 
Holway.  101  Mass.  248,  8  Am.  Rep.  8.^9 :  Moore 
V.  Quirk,  105  Mass.  49,  7  Am.  Rep.  499;  Clem- 
ens V.  Conrad,  19  Mich.  170;  People  eci  rel. 
Barbour  v.  Gates,  48  N.  Y.  40 ;  Hatght  v.  Grist, 
64  N.  C.  739 ;  Stewart  v.  Hopkins,  80  Ohio  St. 
502;  Dalley  v.  Coker,  88  Tex.  816,  7  Am.  Rep. 
279;  Hale  v.  Wilkinson.  21  Gratt.  75;  Telley 
V.  Robinson,  22  Gratt.  888;  Weltner  v.  Rlggs, 
8  W.  Va.  445. 

The  decisions  In  many  o^  these  cases,  how- 
ever, were  largely  Influenced  by  the  doubt 
which  the  courts  entertamed  as  to  the  power 
of  Congress  In  the  premises.  That  was  true  of 
Carpenter  v.  Snelling,  07  Mass.  452,  which  was 
followed  by  many  of  the  other  casea 

In  accordance  with  the  foregoing  decisions, 
under  the  earlier  acts  it  has  been  held  that  the 
provision  of  the  act  of  1898,  excluding  un- 
stamped Instmments  from  evidence,  does   not 
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in  this  case  at  any  time  before  their  admis- 
sion as  evideuoe. 

If  the  view  of  the  law  taken  by  the  lower 
court  was  correct,  and  it  is  necessary  imder 
this  revenue  law  to  obtain  the  consent  of 
the  collector  of  internal  revenue  in  order  to 
have  the  stamps  legally  affixed  where  they 
are  omitted  at  the  time,  then  the  affidavit 
filed  by  the  plaintiff  in  support  of  a  new 
trial  upon  the  j^round  of  accident  and  mis- 
take which  ordinary  prudence  could  not 
have  guarded  against  sho^^s  a  sufficient  case 
to  justify  the  granting  of  a  new  trial  upon 
this  ground. 

Hoppock  V.  Stone,  49  Barb.  624;  Chinn  v. 
Taylor,  64  Tex.  385;  State  v.  Williatna,  27 
Vt.  724;  14  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  743;  Bank  of 
Tennessee  v.  Cotoan,  7  Humph.  70. 

Messrs.  Goodwl^  ft  Dodge,  for  re- 
spondent : 

The  documentary  evidence  offered,  being 


partly  stamped  and  partly  unstamped,  or 
irregularly  stamped,  it  was  properly  reject- 
ed by  the  court. 

War  Revenue  Law  1898,  §  14;  Carpenter 
V.  Johnson,  1  Kev.  331;  Maynard  v.  John-' 
son,  2  Nev.  16;  Wayman  v.  Torreyaon,  4 
Nev.  124;  Bowker  v.  Goodwin,  7  Nev.  135. 

Belknap,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evi- 
dence two  depositions  taken  under  a  com- 
mission issued  to  a  notary  public  of  the  city 
of  San  Francisco,  state  of  California,  with 
his  certificate  thereunto  attached.  One  of 
these  was  objected  to  upon  the  ground  that 
the  stamps  required  by  the  act  of  Congress 
approved  June  13,  1898,  entitled  "An  Act 
to  Provide  Ways  and  Means  to  Meet  War 
Expenditures  and  for  Other  Purposes/' 
were  not  canceled  upon  the  day  the  certifi- 


apply  to  the  state  courts.  Loring  v.  Chase, 
26  Misc.  3tS,  50  N.  Y.  Supp.  312 ;  People  em  rel, 
Consumeff'  Brew.  Co.  v.  Fromme,  85  App. 
Dlv.  459.  5-1  N.  Y.  Supp.  833 ;  Gregory  v.  Hitch- 
cock Pub.  Co.  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  975;  Cassldy  v. 
Bt.  Germain  (R.  I.)  46  Atl.  35. 

It  seems,  therefore,  that  the  majority  of  the 
cases  decided  ujider  the  earlier  acts,  and  all 
those  decided  under  the  act  of  1898.  In  which 
the  question  has  been  expressly  determined, 
hold  that  the  provision  excluding  unstamped 
instruments  from  evidence  is  inapplicable  to 
the  state  courta 

A  number  of  cases,  however,  expressly  held 
that  It  was  applicable  ;  thus : 

Section  163  of  the  act  of  1864  applies  to  the 
state  courts,  and  governs  In  respect  to  the  ad- 
missibility in  evidence  of  unstamped  Instru- 
menta  Muscatine  v.  Sterneman,  30  Iowa, 
526,  6  Am.  Rep.  685. 

Chartlers  &  R.  Turnp.  Co.  v.  McNamara,  72 
Pa.  278,  18  Am.  Rep.  673,  held  that  the  pro- 
vision of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866,  excluding 
anstamped  instruments  from  evidence,  was  ai>- 
pllcable  to  state  courts,  and  was  constitutional 
as  so  applied.  The  court  said  that  the  abstract 
proposition  that  Congress  could  not  pass  laws 
regulating  the  competency  of  evidence  In  the 
trial  of  causes  In  the  several  states  was  true, 
but  was  misapplied,  and  that  the  purpose  of 
Congress  was.  not  to  make  rules  of  evidence, 
but  to  stamp  the  instrument  of  evidence  with 
a  dlsqualidcatlon  preventing  its  use  as  evi- 
den<:e  until  the  delinquent  had  paid  his  tax, 
and  that  the  provision  was  a  proper  exercise 
of  the  power  of  Congress  to  lay  taxes. 

The  court  further  salfl  that  the  power  to 
forfeit  the  subject  of  the  tax  as  a  consequence 
of  evasion  or  nonpayment  was  undeniable,  and 
that  the  argument  which  aflBrmed  that  Con- 
gress could  not.  in  order  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  stamp  duty,  regulate  the  matter  of  the 
admissibility  of  unstamped  paper  evidencing 
the  owner's  right  to  money  or  other  property, 
placed  the  Incident  on  higher  ground  than  the 
principle,  and  made  the  shadow  more  sacred 
than  the  substance.  Thompson,  Ch.  J.,  and 
Agnew.  J.,  dissented  upon  t^e  ground  that  the 
legislation  altered  a  rule  of  evidence  belonging 
to  the  state  tribunals,  and  flharswood,  J.,  also 
dissented  from  the  decision  In  the  case,  on 
what  ground  It  does  not  appear. 

Howe  V.  Carpenter,  63  Barb.  382,  and  Davy 
V.  Morgan.  56  Barb.  218,  held  that  the  applica- 
bility of  the  provision  to  the  state  courts  could 
not  be  questioned  in  view  of  the  fact  that  effect 
had  been  fre^^uently  ^WfT  to  It.  The  two  lat- 
ter casesi  bowevnr,  aav«,  in  effect,  been  over- 
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ruled  by  the  later  New  York  cases  already  cited 
under  this  division. 

Woodson  V.  Randolph,  1  Va.  Cas.  128,  which 
arose  under  the  act  of  July  6,  1897,  held  that 
Congress  could  exclude  unstamped  Instruments 
from  evidence  as  an  incident  of  its  power  to- 
lay  and  collect  taxes. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  that  have  expressly 
held  that  the  provision  was  applicable  to  the 
state  courts,  there  Is  a  large  number  of  cases 
in  which  the  applicability  of  the  provision  has 
been  assumed,  or,  at  least,  not  questioned.  It 
will  be  observed,  however,  that  in  many  of 
these  cases  the  decision  was  In  favor  of  the 
admissibility  of  the  instrument,  so  that  the 
result  was  the  same  as  If  the  provision  haA 
been  held  not  to  be  applicable.  Some  of  them, 
e.  g.,  Plesslnger  v.  Depuy,  25  Ind.  419 ;  Morris 
V.  McMorris,  44  Miss.  441,  7  Am.  Rep.  605; 
Tlmp  V.  Dockham,  29  Wis.  440,  and  Grant  t. 
Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  29  Wis.  126, — 
expressly  refrained  from  considering  the  ques- 
tion. Othera  however,  held  the  instruments 
in  question  inadmissible,  and  therefore  neces- 
sarily Implied  that  the  provision  was  applica- 
ble. 

b.  Provisions    invalidating    unstamped    instru- 
ments. 

Some  of  the  cases  held  that  neither  the  va- 
lidity, nor  the  admissibility,  of  unstamped  In- 
struments, when  the  question  arose  in  the  state 
court,  was  affected  by  the  revenue  acts,  with- 
out apparently  making  any  distinction  between 
the  provisions  rendering  unstamped  Instru- 
ments Invalid  and  those  expressly  excluding 
them  from  evidence.  Thus,  Bowen  ▼.  Byrne. 
55  111.  468:  Duffy  v.  Hobson,  40  Cal.  240.  6 
Am.  Rep.  617;  Thomasson  v.  Wood,  42  Cal. 
416 :  Wallace  ▼.  Cravens,  84  Ind.  534  :  Tjatham 
V.  Smith.  45  111.  29 ;  Craig  v.  Dimock.  47  111. 
308 :  Bunker  ▼.  Green,  48  III.  248 :  Hanford  ▼. 
Obrecht,  49  111.  146 ;  Sporrer  v.  Blfler,  1  Helsk. 
633 :  More  v.  Clymer,  12  Mo.  App.  11 ;  Hunter 
V.  Cobb,  1  Bush,  239. 

It  will  be  observed  that  neither  the  decision 
in  Carpenter  v.  SnelHng.  97  Mass.  452.  nor  the 
principle  upon  which  It  was  rendered,  viz.: 
that  Congress  merely  Intended  to  prescribe  a 
rule  of  evidence  for  the  Federal  courts,  and 
did  not  undertake,  even  If  It  oould  constitu- 
tionally do  so,  to  prescribe  a  rule  of  evidence 
for  the  other  courts, — ^reaches  the  provision 
renderinar  unstamped  Instruments  Invalid  sn<t 
of  no  effect.  The  same  Is  true  of  the  other 
Massachusetts  cases  cited  under  the  preceding^ 
subdiTlalon,  and  also  of  Clemens  v.  Conrad,  1^ 
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eaU  bears  date.  The  other  was  objected  to 
upon  the  ground  that  the  certificate  was 
not  stomped  as  required  by  the  provisions 
of  the  before-mentioued  law.  Each  objec- 
tion was  sustained,  and  the  evidence  exclud- 
ed. We  have  not  been  referred  to  any  ad- 
judication of  the  provisions  concerning 
stamped  instruments  offered  in  evidence  un^ 
der  the  act  of  Congress  cited,  but  substan- 
tially the  same  provisions,  contained  in  the 
internal  revenue  law  of  1862,  have  frequent- 
ly been  the  subject  of  judicial  construction. 
One  of  the  early  cases  under  this  law  was 
Carpenter  v.  Snelling,  97  Mass.  462.  After 
BtaUng  that  the  law  did  not>  in  terms,  ex- 
tend U>  state  courts, — and  the  law  of  1898 
in  this  respect  is  the  same, — ^the  decision 
proceeds:  "llie  language  of  the  enactment 
IS  .only  that  no  instruments  or  documents 
not   duly   stamped   shall   'be  admitted   or 


used  as  evidence  in  any  court'  until  the  re* 
quisite  stamps  shall  be  affixed.  This  provi- 
sion can  have  full  operation  and  effect  if 
construed  as  intended  to  apply  to  those 
courts  only  which  have  been  established  un- 
der the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
and  by  acts  of  Congress,  over  which  the 
Federal  legislature  can  legitimately  exer- 
cise control,  and  to  which  they  can  properly 
pi^escribe  rules  regulating  the  course  of  jus- 
tice and  the  mode  of  administering  justice. 
We  are  not  disposed  to  give  a.broader  inter- 
pretation to  the  statute.  We  entertain 
gnive  doubts  whether  it  is  within  the  con- 
stitutional authority  of  Congress  to  enact 
rules  r^ulatinff  the  competency  of  evidence 
on  the  trial  of  cases  in  the  courts  of  the 
several  states,  which  shall  be  obligatory  up- 
on them.  We  are  not  aware  that  the  exist- 
ence of  such  a  power  has  ever  been  judicial- 


Mich.  170,  and  People  em  rel  Barbour  v.  Gates, 
48  N.  Y.  40.  The  latter  two  cases,  however, 
were  sapplemented  by  later  decisions  In  the  re- 
spective courts  In  which  they  were  rendered. 
Thus,  Sammons  v.  Halloway,  21  Mich.  162, 
held  that  Congress  had  no  power  to  render 
void  a  contract  made  in  one  of  the  states  be- 
tween dtixens  thereof,  and  which  was  per- 
mitted by  the  local  laws ;  and  Moore  v.  Moore, 
47  N.  Y.  467,  7  Am.  Rep.  466.  after  stating 
that  the  decision  In  People  em  rel.  Barboar  v. 
Gates,  48  N.  Y.  40,  eupra,  rested  upon  the 
principle  that  the  Federal  government  conld 
not  prescribe  a  mle  of  evidence  for  the  state 
eonrts.  went  a  step  further,  and  held  that  Con- 
gress could  not  prescribe  a  mle  for  the  transfer 
of  property  within  the  state,  and  accordingly 
held  that  a  deed  was  not  invalid  because  not 
stomped  as  required  by  the  revenue  laws. 

Warren  v.  Paul,  22  Ind.  276;  State  ew  rel. 
Lakey  v.  Garton,  82  Ind.  1,  2  Am.  Rep.  315; 
Dawson  v.  McCarty,  21  Wash.  814,  57  Pac.  816. 
and  Jones  v.  Keep,  19  Wis.  869,— held  that 
Conin'ees  had  no  power  to  tax  legal  proceed- 
ings in  state  courts,  and  that  therefore  the 
omission  of  a  stamp  from  a  writ  and  process  of 
the  state  court  did  not  Invalidate  it. 

Walton  V.  Bryenth,  24  How  Pr.  857,  held 
that  Congrees  might  impose  a  penalty,  but 
conld  not  invalidate  the  proceedings  In  an  ac- 
tion because  of  the  omission  from  the  summons 
of  the  stamp  required  by  the  act  of  1862. 

German  Liederkranz  v.  Scblemann.  25  How. 
Pr.  888.  on  the  contrary,  held  that  Congress 
had  power  to  require  summonses  In  state 
courts  to  be  stamped,  and  that  a  summons  is- 
sued without  such  a  stamp  was  Ineffectual. 

Prather  v.  Zulauf.  38  Ind.  155,  held,  upon 
the  authority  of  Wallace  v.  Cravena  84  Ind. 
534,  and  Smith  v.  Hunter,  88  Ind.  106,  that 
the  want  of  the  required  stamp  did  not  ren- 
der a  note  Invalid. 

People  c«  rel.  Consumers'  Brew.  Co.  v. 
Fromme,  86  App.  Dlv.  459,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  838, 
and  Gregory  v.  Hitchcock  Pub.  Co.  68  N.  Y. 
Snpp.  976,  hold  that  neither  the  provision 
Invalidating  unstamped  instruments,  nor  that 
excluding  them  from  evidence.  In  the  act  of 
1898.  is  applicable  in  the  state  courts;  but, 
as  already  shown,  there  is  express  authority  in 
tbe  earlier  New  York  cases  for  the  decision 
In  respect  to  the  former,  as  well  as  In  respect 
to  the  latter,  provision. 

e.  ProvieUma  ae  io  reeord4nff. 

It  was  also  expressly  held,  under  the  earlier 
acts,  that  for  the  same  reason  that  the  clauses 
excluding  unstamped  instruments  from,  evi- 
48L.R.  A. 


dence  must  be  regarded  as  inapplicable  to  th« 
state  courts,  those  relating  to  the  recording  ol 
unstamped  instruments  must  be  held  to  apply 
only  to  such  instruments  as  are  required  by 
Federal  legislation  to  be  recorded,  and  to  offi- 
cers under  Federal  control.  Moore  v.  Quirk» 
105  Mass.  49,  7  Am.  Rep.  499 ;  Stewart  v.  Hop- 
kins. 80  Ohio  St.  602. 

A  similar  decision  is  made  under  the  act  of 
1898,  by  People  em  rel.  Consumers*  Brew.  Co. 
V.  Fromme.  86  App.  Div.  469,  54  N.  Y.  Supn. 
838. 

II.  Intent  ae  alfeeting  coneequencee  of  emitting 
etamp. 

a.  Oenerally. 

Section  158  oi  the  act  of  June  80,  1864.  pro 
vided  that  **any  person  .  .  .  who  shall 
□Hike,  sign,  or  issue  .  .  .  any  Instrument, 
document,  or  paper  of  any  kind  or  description 
whatsoever,  ....  without  the  same  be- 
ing duly  stamped,  .  .  .  with  intent  to 
evade  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  for  every 
ofTense  forfeit  the  sum  of  $200.  and  such  in- 
strument, document,  or  paper  shall  be  deemed 
invalid  and  of  no  effect.'*  This  provision  was 
left  undisturbed  by  the  act  of  March  8,  1865, 
and  the  only  change  made  by  act  of  July  18. 
1866.  i  9.  was  the  addition  of  the  words  *'not 
being  duly  stamped  according  to  law"  after  th« 
words  "and  such  instrument.     .     .     ." 

The  great  weight  of  authority  held,  though 
not  with  entire  unanimity,  that  the  words 
"with  intent  to  evade  the  provisions  of  this 
act'*  qualified  the  clause  rendering  unstamped 
Instruments  invalid  and  of  no  effect,  as  well  as 
the  clause  prescribing  a  pecuniary  penalty  for 
failure  to  affix  the  stamps,  and  accordingly  es- 
tablished the  doctrine  that  such  an  intent  was 
necessary  to  invalidate  an  instrument  for  want 
of  a  stamp. 

Tbe  following  cases  so  held  in  respect  to  in- 
struments governed  by  the  act  of  1864  or  that 
of  1865:  Whigbam  v.  Pickett,  43  Ala.  140; 
Craig  V.  Dimock,  47  111.  308 :  Dudley  v.  Wells, 
55  Me.  145 :  Tobey  v.  Chipman,  13  Allen,  123 ; 
Govern  v.  LIttlefleld,  13  Allen,  127,  note:  Wil- 
ley  V.  Robinson,  18  Allen.  128.  note:  Lynch 
V.  Morse,  97  Mass.  458;  Morris  v.  McMorris, 
44  Miss.  441,  7  Am.  Rep.  695;  Waterbury  v. 
McMillan.  46  Miss.  685:  Whitehill  v.  Shiekle, 
43  Mo.  537;  Beebe  v.  Hutton.  47  Barb.  187; 
Vorebeck  v.  Roe,  50  Barb.  802;  Howe  v.  Car- 
penter, 68  Barb.  882;  Cagger  v.  Lansing,  67 
Barb.  421:  Quin  v.  Lloyd,  1  Sweeny.  248; 
Baird  v.  Pridmore,  81  How.  Pr.  859;  Davy 
V.   Morgan,   56   Barb.   222;   New  Haven  k  N. 


806 


Nbvada  SaPBBKB  Court. 


Mat. 


ly  sanctioned.  There  are  numerous  and 
weighty  arguments  against  its  existence.  We 
cannot  hold  that  there  was  an  intention  to 
exercise  it,  where,  as  in  the  provision  now 
under  consideration,  the  language  is  fairly 
susceptible  of  a  meaning  which  will  give  it 
full  operation  and  effect  within  the  recog- 
nized scope  of  the  constitutional  authority 
of  Congress."  In  Oreen  v.  Holtoay,  101 
Mass.  243,  3  Am.  Rep.  339,  the  same  court 
said:  "The  decision  in  Carpenter  v.  Snell- 
ing,  97  Mass.  ^52,  that  this  enactment  must 
be  limited  to  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  and  not  be  construed  to  extend  to,  if, 


indeed,  it  could  oonstitutionallv  bind,  the 
state  courts,  was  made  after  full  considera- 
tion, is  in  accordance  with  the  judgments 
rendered,  without  a  doubt  being  raised  up- 
on this  point,  by  the  supreme  courts  of  Ver« 
mont,  Maine,  and  Pennsylvania  in  the  cases 
above  cited,  and  with  the  later  adjudica- 
tions of  the  very  question  in  Oriffin  v.  Ban^ 
ney,  35  Conn.  239;  Craig  v.  Dimock,  47  111. 
308;  Bunker  v.  Qreen,  48  111.  243,  and 
United  States  Exp.  Co,  v.  Haines,  48  IlL 
248,  and  ib  in  harmony  with,  if  it  does  not 
fall  within,  the  principle  of  construction 
upon  which  the  amendments  of  the  Consti- 


Co.  V.  Quintard.  87  How.  Pr.  29;  Harper  v. 
Clark,  17  Ohio  St.  190;  Gaylor  v.  Hunt,  23 
Ohio  St.  255 :  Stewart  v.  Hopkins,  30  Ohio  St. 
602 ;  McGoverh  v.  Hoesback,  53  Pa.  176 ;  Corry 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Rouse.  8  Plttsb.  18 ;  Hitchcock  v. 
Sawyer.  89  Vt.  412;  Weltner  v.  Rlggs,  3  W. 
Va.  445 ;  Rhelnstrom  v.  Cone,  26  Wia  168.  7 
Am.  Rep.  48. 

And  the  following  oases  so  held  In  respect 
to  instruments  governed  by  act  of  1866; 
Camphell  v.  Wilcox,  10  Wall.  421.  19  L.  ed. 
978 ;  Mobile  A  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Bdwards,  46  Ala. 
267 ;  Foster  v.  Holley.  49  Ala.  693 ;  Perryman 
V.  Greenville,  61  Ala.  607 ;  Bibb  v.  Bonds,  57 
Ala.  609 :  Trowbridge  v.  Addoms.  28  Colo.  618. 
48  Pac.  685 ;  Hallock  v.  Jaudln.  84  Cai.  167 : 
Sawyer  v.  Parker,  67  Me.  89 ;  Ogden  v.  Forney, 
88  Iowa,  206;  Morgan  v.  Graham,  86  Iowa, 
218;  Smith  v.  Hunter,  88  Ind.  106;  Mitchell 
V.  Home  Ins.  Co.  82  Iowa,  421 ;  Ricord  v.  Jones, 
33  Iowa.  26 ;  Brown  v.  Thompson,  69  Me.  872 ; 
Emery  v.  Hobson,  68  Me.  88;  Black  v.  Wood- 
row,  80  Md.  194;  Holyoke  Mach.  Co.  v.  Frank- 
lin Paper  Co.  97  Masa  150 ;  Green  v.  Holway, 
101  Mass.  248.  8  Am.  Rep.  889;  Moore  v. 
Quirk,  105  Mass.  40;  Cabbott  v.  Radford.  17 
Minn.  320,  Gil.  296;  Sanborn  v.  Nockln.  20 
Minn.  178.  Gil.  163 ;  Bumap  v.  Losey,  1  Lans. 
Ill ;  Boehne  v.  Murphy,  46  Mo.  67,  2  Am.  Rep. 
486;  Frink  v.  Thompson,  4  Lans.  490;  Baker 
T.  Baker.  6  Lans.  609 ;  Vail  v.  Knapp,  49  Barb. 
299:  Vorebeck  v.  Roe,  60  Barb.  802;  Scher- 
merhom  v.  Burgess,  65  Barb.  422 ;  Vaughan  v. 
O'Brien.  67  Barb.  491 ;  Harris  v.  Trimble,  1 
Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  108:  Atkins  v.  Plympton, 
44  Vt.  21 ;  Grant  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  29  Wis.  125;  Tlmp  v.  Dockham,  29  Wis. 
440;  Smith  v.  Scott.  81  Wis.  437;  Fenelon  v. 
Hogoboon,  31  Wis.  172. 

As  pointed  out  In  the  subsequent  case  of 
"Green  v.  Holway,  101  Masa  248.  8  Am.  Rep. 
889:  Carpenter  v.  Snelling.  97  Mass.  452.  as- 
eumed.  and  necessarily  implied,  that  under  | 
168  the  mere  omission  to  affix  the  stamp  did 
not  render  the  Instrument  wholly  void. 

Trull  V.  Moulton,  12  Allen,  896.  also  held 
that  a  fraudulent  Intent  was  necessary  to  in- 
validate an  unstamped  instrument ;  but  it  does 
not  appear  what  statute  governed  the  case. 

Section  13  of  the  act  of  1898  contains  a 
provision  substantially  like  that  of  I  158  of 
the  act  of  1864  as  amended  by  the  act  of  1866. 
and  It  has  been  held.  In  conformity  with  the  de- 
•clslons  under  the  earlier  acts,  that  an  intent 
to  errade  the  provisions  of  the  act  must  be 
ehown  In  order  to  invalidate  the  instrument. 
Casstdy  v.  St.  Germain   (R.  I.)  46  Atl.  35. 

The  cases  of  Oxford  Iron  Co.  v.  Spradley.  61 
Ala.  171 ;  Mobile  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Edwards.  46 
Ala.  267:  Works  v.  Hershey.  86  Iowa.  840, 
Dels  V.  Stanwood.  61  Me.  61 :  Baker  v.  Baker, 
6  Lans.  609 :  and  Hale  v.  Wilkinson,  21  Gratt. 
76, — applied  the  doctrine  of  the  foregoing  cases 
to  instruments  executed  before  the  act  of  June 
80,  1864.  which  introduced  the  phrase  *'with 
Intent  to  evade  the  provisions  of  this  act/* 
48  L.  R.  A. 


went  into  effect.  They,  however,  purport  to 
follow  decisions  made  with  reference  to  the 
acts  of  1864,  1866,  and  1866,  and  do  not  al- 
lude to  the  change  of  phraseology  introduced 
by  the  act  of  1864,  and  upon  which  the  deci- 
sions relied  on  were  based. 

A  few  cases  held,  contrary  to  the  great 
weight  of  authority,  that  the  phrase  *'wlth  In- 
tent to  evade  the  provisI<ms  of  the  act**  did 
not  qualify  the  words  rendering  unstamped  In- 
struments invalid  and  of  no  effect,  and  that, 
therefore,  even  the  Inadvertent  omission  of 
the  required  stamp  invalidated  the  instmment. 
Thus:  Hugus  v.  Strlckler,  19  Iowa,  418; 
0*Hare  v.  Leonard.  19  Iowa,  616;  Miller  v. 
Bone,  19  Iowa,  671;  Botklns  v.  Spurgeon.  20 
Iowa,  698:  Barney  v.  Ivlns,  22  Iowa.  163; 
Berry  v.  Boyd,  28  Iowa,  410;  Muscatine  v. 
Stememan,  80  Iowa,  626,  6  Am.  Rep.  686; 
Maynard  v.  Johnson,  2  Nev.  16;  Wayman  v. 
Torreyson,  4  Nev.  124;  Miller  v.  Morrow,  8 
Coldw.  687. 

The  Iowa  cases,  however,  were  expressly 
overruled  by  Mitchell  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  32  Iowa. 
421,  which  was  decided  on  the  authority  of 
Campbell  v.  Wilcox,  10  Wall.  421.  19  L.  ed. 
973,  and  was  followed  in  Ricord  ▼.  Jones,  33 
Iowa.  26,  Ogden  v.  Forney,  33  Iowa,  205,  and 
Morgan  v.  Graham,  85  Iowa.  213. 

In  Miller  v.  Larmon.  88  How.  Pr.  417  (a 
county  court  decision).  It  was  held  that  the 
omission  of  a  stamp  from  a  constable's  return 
invalidate  the  return  without  reference  to 
the  Intent.  The  opinion  undertakes  to  distin- 
guish the  case  from  Beebe  v.  Hutton.  47  Barb. 
187.  by  reason  of  the  change  of  phraseology, 
which.  It  says,  was  Introduced  by  the  act  of 
March  24.  1867.  The  reference  to  the  statute 
Is  evidently  a  mistake,  as  the  change  on  which 
the  court  relies  is  that  already  alluded  to  as 
made  by  the  act  of  July  13,  1866. — viz :  the  ad- 
dition of  the  words  "not  being  stamped  ac- 
cording to  law.*' 

The  New  York  cases  heretofore  cited  as 
arising  under  the  act  of  1866  show  that  the 
change  was  not  considered  to  affect  the  doc- 
trine already  established  by  the  cases  arising 
under  the  acts  of  1864  and  1866. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  provision  ren- 
dering unstamped  Instruments  invalid  and  of 
no  effect,  and  that  expressly  excluding  un- 
stamped Instrunients  from  evidence,  were  In- 
corporated In  different  sections  in  the  earlier 
acts,  as  well  as  In  the  act  of  1898.  The  sec- 
tion Incorporating  the  latter  provision  does  not 
contain  the  qualifying  words  "with  Intent 
to  eTsde  the  provisions  of  this  act.**  and  it  is 
not  always  apparent  how  the  obstacle  furnished 
by  it  to  the  admission  of  unstamped  instru- 
ments was  obviated  by  those  courts  which  held 
that  the  Instmment  was  not  invalid  because 
there  was  no  intent  to  evade  the  act. 

Schermerhom  v.  Burgess.  65  Barb.  422,  ex- 
pressed the  opinion,  but  did  not  authoritative- 
ly decide,  that  the  provision  excluding  un- 
stamped   Instruments  from   evidence   only   ap- 
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totion  of  the  United  States  lecuring  funda- 
meirtal  rights  in  the  modes  of  judicial  pro* 
eeisdings  have  been  held  to  apply  to  such 
proceedins^  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  on^y,  and  not  to  those  in  the  courts 
of  the  several  states.  Twitchell  v.  Penn- 
•ylvania,  7  Wall.  321,  19  L.  ed.  223,  and 
cases  cited ;  lAvingatan  v.  Moore,  7  Pet.  482, 
551,  8  L.  ed.  756,  781;  Com.  ▼.  Hiiohingt, 
5  Gray,  482."  Decisions  contrary  to  the 
views  here  stated  were  made  in  the  cases  of 
ilaynard  v.  Johnson,  2  Nev.  25,  and  Way- 
man  V,   Torreyson,  4  Nev.    124,  but  when 


these  cases  were  decided  the  effect  of  con- 
gressional legislation  upon  the  jurisdiction 
and  practice  of  the  state  courts  bad  not  re- 
ceived the  careful  judicial  consideration 
after\7ards  given  it,  and  no  suggestion  was 
then  made  that  the  act  of  Congress  pre« 
scribed  a  rule  of  evidence  for  Federal  courts 
only. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial. 

BoHniileld,  Ch.  J.,  and  BCassey,  J.,  con* 
cur. 


piled  to  Insruments  which  were  Invalid  for 
want  of  a  stamp,  i,  e.  when  the  omission  was 
f^andalent. 

That  constnictlon  of  the  act  may  have  been 
assumed  by  the  following  oaaes,  which  seem  to 
have  considered  the  objection  to  the  admissU 
blUty  oC  an  unstamped  Instrument  effectually 
disposed  of  when  It  was  held  that  the  Instru- 
ment was  not  Invalid.  At  all  events,  they  do 
not  otherwise  dispose  of  the  provision  making 
unstamped  instruments  inadmissible  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  provision  making  them  In- 
valid:  Ferryman  v.  Greenville,  61  Ala.  607; 
Bibb  V.  Bonds,  6T  Ala.  500;  Rlcord  v.  Jones. 
83  Iowa,  26:  Mitchell  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  32 
Iowa.  421;  Black  v.  Woodrow,  89  Md.  194; 
Atkins  V.  Plympton,  44  Vt.  21. 

Beebe  v.  Button.  4T  Barb.  187,  however,  ex- 
pressly held  that  the  instrument  must  be 
stamped  before  being  admitted,  even  if  it  were 
not  Invalid,  and  Whlgham  v.  Pickett,  48  Ala. 
140,  reversed  the  judgment  and  remanded  the 
cause  to  give  plaintiff  an  opportunity  to  have 
the  stamp  affixed  by  the  collector,  although  it 
held  that  the  Instrument  was  not  invalid  for 
want  of  a  stamp. 

In  Craig  v.  Dlmock.  47  III.  808,  the  Instru 
ment  had  been  stamped  by  the  collector,  and 
In  Tobey  v.  Chlpman.  18  Allen,  123,  and  Mor- 
ris V.  McMorrls.  44  Miss.  441.  7  Am.  Rep.  695, 
It  was  stamped  In  the  presence  of  the  court. 

In  Beebe  v.  Hutton.  47  Baib.  187.  plaintiff 
offered  to  stamp  the  Instrument,  and  in  Davy 
V.  Morgan,  56  Barb.  218,  the  Instrument  was 
excluded,  because  the  intent  to  evade  the  act 
was  not  negatived. 

Again,  the  provision  of  the  act  of  June  80. 
1864.  i  163.  excluding  unstamped  Instruments 
from  evidence  by  Its  terms,  only  applied  to  In 
struments  executed  before  the  passage  of  the 
act.  As  already  stated,  that  section  was  not 
disturbed  by  the  act  of  1865,  and  the  provision 
of  the  act  of  1866  with  reference  to  this  mat- 
ter was  held  to  apply  only  to  Instruments  exe- 
cuted after  Its  adoption  (Rhelnstrom  v.  Cone, 
26  Wis.  168,  7  Am.  Rep.  48).  so.  It  would  seem. 
relatively  to  unstamped  Instruments  executed 
after  the  act  of  1R64.  and  before  the  act  of 
1866,  went  into  effect,  that  the  only  obstacle 
to  admissibility  was  the  provision  rendering  un- 
stamped Instruments  Invalid  and  of  no  effect  If 
the  omission  was  with  intent  to  e^ade  the  reve- 
nue acta 

That  view  was  taken  by  Govern  v.  Llttle- 
fleld.  18  Allen.  127.  note,  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  1865,  and  by  Rhelnstrom  v.  Cone, 
26  Wla  168.  7  Am.  Rep.  48.  and  Oaylor  v. 
Hunt,  28  Ohio  St.  255.  after  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1866.  It  may  also  have  been  the  view 
of  Howe  V.  Carpenter.  53  Barb.  882,  and  Mc- 
Oovem  V.  Hoesback,  58  Pa.  176. 

The  following  cases  recognized  the  necessity 
of  disposing  of  the  express  provision  exclud- 
ing unstamped  Instruments  from  evidence  after 
holding  that  an  Intent  to  evade  the  act  was 
necessary  to  Invalidate  the  instrument,  and 
did  m  by  holding  that  it  did  not  apply  to  the 
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state  courts :  Trowbridge  v.  Addoms,  28  Colo. 
518,  48  Pac.  686;  Carpenter  v.  Snelllng,  97 
Mass.  452;  Lynch  v.  Morse,  97  Mass.  458; 
Green  v.  Holway,  101  Masa  248,  8  Am.  Rep. 
339;  Stewart  v.  Hopkins,  80  Ohio  St.  502; 
Quln  V.  Lloyd,  1  Sweeny,  258 ;  and  Bmery  ▼.. 
Hobson,  63  Me.  88. 

The  following  cases  did  not  involve  the  ques^ 
tlon  as  to  admissibility,  but  only  that  of  va- 
lidity :  Hallock  v.  Jaudin,  84  Cal.  167 ;  Smith 
V.  Hunter,  38  Ind.  106;  Sawyer  v.  Parker,  5T 
Me.  39 ;  Brown  v.  Thompson,  59  Me.  872 ;  Bair^S 
V.  Prldmore,  31  How.  Pr.  869;  New  Haven 
&  N.  Co.  V.  Quintard,  87  How.  Pr.  29 ;  Bumap 
V.  Losey,  1  Lans.  Ill;  Vorebeck  v.  Roe,  50 
Barb.  802;  Vail  v.  Knapp.  49  Barb.  299; 
Vaughn  v.  O'Brien.  67  Barb.  491;  Moore  v. 
Quirk,  105  Mass.  49,  7  Am.  Rep.  499 ;  Cabbott 
V.  Radford,  17  Minn.  820,  Gil.  206;  Hale  v. 
Wilkinson,  21  Gratt.  75. 

b.  Presampiion    and    bartfea    of   proof   as    to 
4n4eni. 

The  weight  of  authority  In  those  courts 
which  hold  that  the  Intent  characterising  the 
omission  Is  material  places  the  burden  of  prov- 
ing an  intent  to  evade  the  statute  upon  the 
party  objecting  to  the  admissibility,  or  ques- 
tioning the  validity,  of  the  unstamped  instru- 
ment. Perryman  v.  Greenville,  51  Ala.  607; 
Bibb  V.  Bonda  57  Ala  509 ;  Whlgham  v.  Pick- 
ett, 48  Ala.  140:  Mitchell  v.  Home  Ins.  Co. 
82  Iowa,  421 :  Trowbridge  v.  Addoma  28  Colo.. 
518,  48  Pac  586 ;  Rlcord  v.  Jones,  83  Iowa,  26  ; 
Ogden'  V.  Forney,  88  Iowa,  205 ;  Works  v.  Her- 
shey,  86  Iowa,  840 ;  Hallock  v.  Jaudin,  84  Cal.. 
167 ;  Sawyer  v.  Parker,  57  Me.  89 ;  Brown  v. 
Thompson,  59  Me.  872;  Dela  v.  Stanwood,  6t 
Me.  51 ;  Black  v.  Woodrow,  89  Md.  194 ;  Morri* 
V.  McMorrIa  44  Miss.  441.  7  Am.  Rep.  695: 
Waterbury  v.  McMillan,  46  Miss.  635:  New 
Haven  &  N.  Co.  v.  Quintard,  87  How.  Pr.  29;. 
Cagger  v.  Lansing,  57  Barb.  421 ;  Bumap  v. 
Losey,  1  Lans.  Ill ;  Baker  v.  Baker,  6  Lans^ 
509 :  Quin  v.  Lloyd,  1  Sweeny,  253 ;  Smith  v. 
Scott.  81  Wis.  437;  Cassldy  v.  St.  Germaln 
(R.  I.)  46  Atl.  85;  McGovem  v.  Hoesback.  5» 
Pa.  176 ;  Grant  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co^ 
29  Wis.  125:  Tlmp  v.  Dockham,  29  Wis.  440. 

Howe  V.  Carpenter.  53  Barb.  382.  however^ 
expressly  holds  that  the  burden  was  upon  th» 
party  offering  an  unstamped  instrument  In  evi- 
dence or  asserting  Its  validity,  to  negative  aik 
Intent  to  evade  the  statute,  and  a  similar  de- 
cision was  made  by  Beebe  v.  Hutton.  47  Barb. 
187 :  Davy  v.  Morgan.  56  Barb.  218 ;  and  Balnf 
V.  Prldmore,  81  How.  Pr.  859. 

Bylngton  v.  Oaks,  82  Iowa.  488,  held  thattho 
Intentional  omission  of  a  stamp,  the  parties  de- 
nying the  constitutionality  of  the  law  as  ap- 
plied to  the  Instrument  In  question,  was  the- 
equivalent  of  an  "Intent  to  evade.*' 

III.  Bcope  of  acts,  gonsrOtly;  effoot  of  repeal. 

It  was  unnecessary,  under  the  act  of  1863, 
to  alDx  a  stamp  to  a  promissory  note  executed 
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In  a  foreign  coontry  and  payable  generally. 
Blont  T.  Batet,  40  Ala.  470. 

A  note  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  law 
requiring  notes  to  be  stamped  Is  Inadmissible 
until  stamped,  but  is  not  void,  under  act  of 
June  30,  1864,  |  16.3,  requiring  such  notes  to 
be  stamped  before  they  can  be  used  as  evidence 
In  any  court,  and  authorizing  parties  to  affix 
the  requisite  stamps  in  the  presence  of  the 
court.     McLeern  ▼.  Skelton,  18  La.  Ann.  514. 

The  repeal  by  U.  S.  Stat,  at  L.  1871-72,  p. 
256,  S  36,  of  all  taxes  Imposed  by  stamps  un- 
der and  by  virtue  of  schedule  B  of  I  170  of  the 
act  of  June  30.  1864,  and  the  acts  amendatory 
thereof,  except  the  tax  on  banks  checks,  drafts, 
or  orders,  did  not  operate  on  contracts  pre- 
Tlously  entered  into.  Foster  y.  Holley,  49  Ala. 
503. 

The  repeal  of  the  stamp  acts  removed  the 
prohibition  against  recording  unstamped  deeds 
executed  while  they  were  In  force.  Hoffecker 
T.  New  Castle  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  5  Houst. 
(Del.)   101. 

Leavitt  y.  Leavltt,  4  Me.  161,  and  Bdeck  y. 
Banner,  2  Johns.  428,  held  that  the  repeal  by 
the  act  of  1802  of  the  act  of  July  6,  1797,  did 
not  obviate  the  objection  under  that  act  to  the 
admission  In  eyidence  of  an  unstamped  Instru- 
ment executed  while  It  was  In  force,  unless  the 
holder  complied  with  a  proviso  of  the  repealing 
act  by  paying  the  proper  stamp  duty,  and  the 
prescribed  penalty,  and  haying  the  collector 
make  an  Indorsement  to  that  eflPect. 

Bhelnstrom  y.  Cone,  26  Wis.  163,  7  Am.  Bep. 
48,  held  that  the  proylslon  of  act  of  July  18, 
1866,  that  no  deed,  instrument,  document, 
writing,  or  paper  required  by  law  to  be 
stamped,  which  has  been  signed  or  issued  with 
a  deficient  stamp,  or  any  copy  thereof,  shall  be 
recorded  or  admitted  or  used  as  evidence  in 
any  court  nntU  a  legal  stamp  or  stamps  de> 
noting  the  amount  of  tax  has  been  affixed  there- 
to as  prescribed  by  law,  applied  only  to  in- 
struments executed  or  issued  after  that  act 
took  effect 

An  unstamped  written  contract,  executed 
after  the  act  of  July  1,  1862,  went  Into  effect. 
Is  not  evidence  of  an  existing  contract  between 
the  parties,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
the  amendatory  acts  that  such  instrument  shall 
not  be  deemed  invalid  and  of  no  effect  for  want 
of  such  stamp.  In  riew  of  the  express  provision 
of  those  acts  that  such  an  Instrument  cannot 
be  admitted  or  used  in  evidence  until  a  legal 
ctamp  shall  have  been  affixed.  McMasters  v. 
Pennsylvania  B.  Co.  3  Pitteft).  1. 

Gibson  y.  Hibbard,  18  Mich.  214,  held  that 
the  provision  of  the  act  of  1864  for  stamping 
Instruments  previously  executed  and  thereby 
▼alldatlng  them  was  not  unconstitutional  as 
depriving  one  of  property  without  due  process 
of  law. 

Hoppock  y.  Stone,  49  Barb.  524,  Is  to  the 
•ame  effect. 

The  effect  of  the  various  acts  to  limit  the 
time  for  supplying  the  omission  of  the  stamp 
Is  discussed  under  subdivision  V.  b. 

IV.  Bifeci  of  omiBBion, 

a.  Oenerallif. 

The  chief  justice,  who  wrote  the  opinion  In 
Patterson  t.  Glle,  1  Colo.  200.  expressed  his 
opinion  that,  notwithstanding  the  provision  of 
the  revenue  act  which  purported  to  render  in- 
struments invalid  and  of  no  effect  if  the  stamp 
was  omitted  with  Intent  to  evade  the  provisions 
of  the  act,  such  an  Instrument  could  not  be  re- 
garded as  yold  for  want  of  a  stamp,  what- 
ever the  Intent  might  have  been.  Inasmuch  as, 
under  another  proylslon  of  the  act,  every  in- 
strument not  originally  stamped  might  be  per- 
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fectly  stamped  and  inyested  with  all  Its  legal 
attributes.  He  said  that  an  invalid  instrument 
could  not  be  validated  by  the  simple  act  of 
a  government  officer  affixing  a  stamp,  and  that, 
if  an  instrument  be  absolutely  Invalid  and  of 
no  effect,  it  must  remain  so  until  It  receives 
life  at  the  hands  of  its  author.  He  admitted 
that  the  legal  status  of  an  unstamped  instru- 
ment was  not  easily  defined,  but  said,  so  long 
as  the  law  admitted  It  to  be  stamped  It  could 
not  be  regarded  as  a  nullity. 

Pant  V.  Miller,  17  Gratt.  47,  held  that  the 
omission  of  a  stamp  merely  rendered  the  in- 
strument Inadmissible,  and  did  not  Inyalidate 
it  under  a  statute  of  Maryland,  which  pro- 
vided that  no  instmmeot  required  to  be 
stamped  should  be  pleaded  or  giyen  In  evidence 
in  any  court  of  the  state,  or  admitted  In  any 
such  court  to  be  available  at  law  or  in  equity, 
or  should  be  valid  or  available  for  any  purpose 
whatsoever  unless  the  same  was  stamped  or 
marked  as  required  by  the  act,  and  gave  a 
remedy  for  curing  the  omission,  after  which 
the  Instrument  was  to  be  *'as  valid  and  avail- 
able as  If  the  same  had  been  or  were  stamped 
or  marked  as  by  this  act  required.**  As  shown 
by  the  opinion  In  that  case,  similar  decisions 
had  been  made  under  the  Ehigllsh  statutes, 
which  were  substantially  the  same  as  the  Mary- 
land statute.  In  Bex  y.  Bishop.  1  Strange,  624  ; 
Hawkeswood*s  Case,  2  East,  P.  C.  955 :  Scott  y. 
Jonea  4  Taunt.  865;  Rets.  v.  Watts.  24  Eng. 
L.  &  Eq.  673 ;  Delay  v.  Alcock,  29  Bug.  L.  k 
Bq.  83. 

Satterthwaite  v.  Doughty,  44  N.  C.  (Buiibee. 
L.)  314,  59  Am.  Dec.  654,  on  the  contrary. held 
that  the  Maryland  statute  passed  upon  in 
Pant  v.  Miller.  17  Gratt.  47,  supra,  rendered 
the  Instrument  Told,  and  not  simply  Inadmissi- 
ble In  evidence. 

Carothers  y.  Covington  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  27 
8.  W.  1040,  held  that  an  Instrument  otherwise 
legally  executed  would  not  be  declared  yold 
because  not  written  on  stamped  paper,  unless 
there  was  some  provision  of  the  law  that  so 
declared. 

Scott  V.  Jones,  4  Taunt.  865,  held  that  trover 
might  be  maintained  for  an  unstamped  Instru- 
ment, since  it  might  upon  payment  of  a  penalty 
and  stamp  duty  be  rendered  available. 

b.  Upon  use  of  instrument  as  evidence, 

1.  As  primary  evidence. 

So  far  as  this  question  depends  upon  the 
applicability  of  the  stamp  laws  to  the  state 
courts,  it  has  been  treated  under  subdivision 
I.  a:  and  so  far  as  it  depends  upon  the  Intent 
characterising  the  omission,  it  Is  treated  under 
subdivisions  II.  a.  and  b. 

A  mere  memorandum  which  does  not,  per  se, 
have  the  binding  effect  of  an  agreement  Is  ad- 
missible though  not  stamped,  under  the  Eng- 
lish statute.  King  v.  St.  Martin,  2  Ad.  &  El. 
210. 

A  written  Instrument,  though  coming  from 
the  possession  of  the  opposite  party,  cannot 
be  given  In  evidence  unless  It  Is  legally 
stamped.  Doe  es  dem.  St.  John  t.  Hore,  2 
Esp.  724. 

The  act  of  July  6,  1897,  provided  that  no 
Instrument  required  to  be  stamped  should  be 
admitted  In  evidence  In  any  court  until 
stamped.  That  provision  was  enforced,  and 
unstamped  Instruments  excluded,  by  Leavltt  v. 
Leavitt,  4  Me.  161 ;  Bdeck  v.  Banner,  2  Johns. 
423:  and  Woodson  v.  Bandolph,  1  Va.  Cas. 
128. 

Under  the  later  acts  of  1862,  1864,  1865,  and 
1866,  the  provisions  rendering  unstamped  In- 
struments invalid  or  Inadmissible  In  evidenes 
have  frequently  been  enforced,  and  unstamped 
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4]iatniinento  exclnded,  acoordinc  to  the  terms 
<t  tbe  acto. 

2.  Beoondary  and  parol  evidence;  copies. 

The  cases  applicable  to  the  stamping  of 
•copies  will  be  found  under  V.  a,  2,  infra. 

The  general  rule  that  or^l  eyldence  cannot 
■be  substituted  for  any  written  contract  ap- 
plies, where  the  written  contract  Is  Inadmls- 
-sible  In  evidence  because  not  stamped.  Mobile 
-&  G.  R.  Co.  Y.  Edwards,  46  Ala.  267;  McMas- 
ters  T.  PennsylTanla'R.  Co.  3  Plttsb.  1. 

l*arol  evidence  of  aji  unstamped  agreement 
-for  the  letting  of  a  tenement  at  a  certain  rent, 
which  has  been  lost,  Is  Inadmissible  to  prove 
the  value  of  the  tenement  for  purposes  of  the 
•poor  laws.  King  v.  Castle  Morton,  3  Bam.  & 
Aid.  588. 

Where  an  agreement  Is  executed  In  dupli- 
cate, one  draft  being  stamped  and  the  other 
•not,  the  latter  is  admissible  as  secondary  evi- 
dence of  the  stamped  draft.  Waller  v.  Hors- 
fall.  1  Campb.  501. 

When  two  parts  of  too.  Instrument  are  pre- 
pared, but  only  one  is  stamped,  the  party  hav- 
ing the  custody  of  the  unstamped  part  may 
•give  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the 
agreement  If  the  other  party  refuse  on  notice 
to  produce  the  stamped  part.  Gamons  v. 
-Swift,   1  Taunt.  607. 

In  Munn  v.  Godbold.  3  Blng.  202,  11  J.  B. 
Moore,  49,  2  Car.  ft  P.  207,  the  plaintiff  had 
lost  his  part  of  an  agreement  under  seal  after 
It  had  been  duly  stamped;  the  defendant  upon 
notice  produced  his  part  unstami>ed,  and  the 
plaintiff  the  draft  of  the  agreement.  It  was 
held  that  the  defendant's  part  unstamped 
might  be  received  In  evidence. 

The  burden  of  proving  that  a  lost  instru- 
ment, a  copy  of  which  Is  offered  In  evidence, 
was  unstamped.  Is  upon  the  party  objecting  to 
the  admission  of  the  copy,  In  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  on  the  point;  but  the  presump- 
tion of  stamping  is  at  an  end,  and  the  burden 
Is  shifted,  when  it  appears  that  at  a  particular 
time  the  original  was  unstamped. 

When  an  agreement  requiring  a  stamp  is 
lost,  and  was  without  a  stamp  when  last  seen, 
it  will  be  taken  that  it  never  was  stamped,  and 
secondary  evidence  of  It  cannot  be  received. 
Arbon  v.  Fussell,  0  Jur.  N.  S.  758,  11  Week. 
Hep.  26. 

Crowther  v,  Solomons,  6  C.  B.  768.  18  L.  J. 
<?.  P.  N.  8.  02,  held  that  the  presumption  that 
a  document  was  regularly  stamped,  arising 
from  defendant's  refusal  after  notice  to  pro- 
-duce  the  original  at  the  trial,  is  overcome 
where  the  plaintiff,  after  producing  an  un- 
stamped copy,  admitted  on  cross-examination 
that  the  original  was  not  stamped  at  the  time 
it  was  executed  and  acted  upon,  and  that  the 
copy  was  properly  rejected,  it  further  ap- 
-pearing  that  the  plaintiff's  attorney  had  had 
inspection  of  the  original  shortly  before  the 
action. 

In  an  action  founded  on  a  document  In 
which  both  parties  have  an  Interest,  and  which 
Is  in  the  possession  of  one,  but  is  said  by  him 
to  have  been  lost,  a  judge  cannot  order  that 
If  such  party  does  not  produce  the  document 
to  be  stamped  a  copy  duly  stamped  shall  be 
read  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  and  that  the  orig- 
inal shall  not  then  be  produced  on  the  other 
^Ide,  nor  objection  be  taken  to  the  want  of  a 
stamp  on  the  original.  Rankin  v.  Hamilton,  16 
-O.  B.  187,  14  Jur.  030. 

Pooley  T.  Goodwin,  4  Ad.  ft  Bl.  04,  6  Nev.  ft 
M.  466,  held  that  upon  the  production  of  sec- 
ondary evidence  of  a  lost  order  it  would  be 
presamed  that  the  original  was  duly  stamped, 
where  such  secondary  evidence  was  fuiaisned 
-by  a  pni^r  admitted  by  the  adverse  party's  at- 
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tomey  to  be  a  true  copy  of  an  affidavit  sworn 
to  by  such  adverse  party. 

In  Rose  v.  Clarke,  1  Younge  &  C.  Ch.  Cas. 
634,  the  court  refused  to  admit  secondary  evi- 
dence of  a  declaration  of  trust,  chore  being 
strong  circumstantial  evidence  that  the  orig- 
inal Instrument  was  not  stamped. 

3.  As   collateral    evidence. 

There  have  been  but  few  American  decisions 
upon  the  question  as  to  the  admissibility  of 
unstamped  instruments  for  collateral  purposes. 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  fact  that 
aji  instrument  is  not  stamped  as  required  by 
act  of  Congress  does  not  render  it  InadmisKible 
when  It  is  not  the  foundation  of  the  action  but 
is  offered  simply  as  a  written  admission  of  the 
facts  therein  contained.  Rels  v.  Hellman.  25 
Ohio  St.  180. 

A  note,  though  not  admissible  in  evidence 
per  se  because  not  stamped,  is  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  explaining  the  testimony  of  a 
witness  in  reference  to  the  date  of  a  settle- 
ment between  the  parties  and  the  amount  found 
due,  where  suit  is  brought  upon  the  original 
consideration.     Israel  v.  Redding.  40  111.  362. 

The  English  courts  have  frequently  passed 
upon  The  question,  but'  it  Is  difficult  to  derive 
from  the  cases  any  general  principle  by  refer- 
ence to  which  the  apparently  conflicting  de- 
cisions may  be  reconciled. 

The  statute  under  which  most  of  the  English 
cases  were  decided  went  somewhat  further 
than  the  American  cases  in  describing  the  effect 
of  the  omission  of  the  stamp  upon  the  use  of 
the  instrument  as  evidence.  It  provided,  in 
effect,  that  unstamped  Instruments  which  wer<s 
required  to  be  stamped  should  not  be  pleaded 
or  given  in  evidence  in  any  court,  or  admitted 
In  any  court  to  be  good,  useful,  or  available 
in  law  or  equity. 

The  act  of  1801  provided,  in  effect,  that  un- 
stamped Instruments  which  are  required  to  be 
stamped  shall  not,  except  in  criminal  proceed- 
ings, be  given  in  evidence,  or  be  available  for 
any  purpose. 

Matbeson  v.  Ross,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  286,  held  that 
a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  receipt,  and  as  such 
requiring  a  stamp,  but  also  purporting  to  be  an 
agreed  statement  of  accounts,  which  does  not 
require  a  stamp,  may  be  given  In  evidence  to 
show  the  agreed  state  of  accounts,  although 
not  stamped. 

The  opinion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  In  that 
esse,  without  attempting  to  reconcile  all  the 
previous  decisions,  drew  from  them  a  general 
principle  in  respect  to  receipts  (which  by  an- 
alogy seem  to  be  applicable  to  other  classes 
of  instruments)  according  to  which  an  un- 
stamped paper  purporting  to  be  a  receipt  is 
inadmissible,  not  only  when  the  purpose  and 
end  are  to  prove  a  simple  discharge  from  an 
existing  debt,  but  also  when  the  fact  of  pay- 
ment is  sought  to  be  established,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  a  discharge  as  between 
delator  and  creditor,  but  for  another  and  col- 
lateral purpose ;  and  Is  only  admissible  when 
the  purpose  relates  to  a  matter,  other  than 
payment  and  discharge,  which  Is  also  apparent 
from  the  paper,  and  in  respect  to  which  no 
stamp  is  necessary. 

The  opinion  admits  that  It  would  be  difficult 
to  reconcile  many  of  the  previous  cases,  and 
makes  no  attempt  to  do  so.  How  far  they  sup- 
port the  principle  laid  down  may  be  Judged 
from  the  following  citations. 

An  unstamped  receipt  may  be  used  by  a  wit- 
ness who  saw  it  given,  to  refresh  his  recollec- 
tion as  to  the  fact  of  the  payment  of  the 
money.  Rambert  v.  Cohen,  4  Esp.  213 ;  Catt 
V.  Howard,  3  Starkie,  3 ;  Maugham  v.  Hub> 
bard,  18  Bam.  ft  C.  14.  2  Mann,  ft  R.  5. 
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An  onatainped  acknowledgment  In  writing 
of  the  receipt  of  goods  and  cash  is  not  ajdmis- 
slble  In  evidence  per  ae,  but  it  is  competent  for 
the  plaintiff  to  proTe  that  npon  caJilng  oyer 
each  article  therein  named  to  the  defendant  he 
had  received  the  same,  and  the  plaintiff  may 
refi-esh  hia  memory  by  referring  to  the  accoont. 
Jacob  ▼.  Lindsay,  1  Bast,  460. 

A  receipt  oo  the  bade  of  a  note,  which  for 
want  of  a  stamp  is  inadmissible,  may  be  shown 
as  the  basis  of  a  presumption  that  there  was 
a  principal  sum  In  proportion  due.  Mauley  v. 
Peel,  6  Esp.   120. 

Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  held  in  Bvans 
▼.  Prothero,  2  Macn.  ft  G.  819,  20  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
8.  448.  15  Jur.  113,  that  a  receipt  for  the  pur- 
chase price  of  property,  not  admissible  as  such 
because  not  stamped,  was  iM>t  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  proving  an  agreement  for  pur^ 
chase  of  property. 

The  lumt  case  came  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, Lord  St.  Leonards,  1  De  G.  M.  ft  G.  672. 
and  he  held,  contrary  to  the  decision  of  Lord 
Chancellor  Cottenham,  that  the  receipt  was 
admissible  as  evidence  of  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase. 

An  unstamped  letter  cannot  be  read  as  evl- 
ience  of  a  contract,  but  that  part  of  it  which 
relates  to  a  collateral  matter  may  be  read. 
Forsyth  v.  Jervls,  1  Starkle,  437. 

Upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact  raising 
the  question  as  to  the  delivery  up  of  a  guar- 
anty, the  surrender  of  which  was  the  consid- 
eration for  the  agreement  declared  upon,  the 
guaranty  may  be  Introduced  in  evidence,  al- 
though unstamped.  Haigh  ▼.  Brooks,  10  Ad. 
ft  EI.  409,  4  Perry  ft  D.  288. 

An  unstamped  bill  of  exchange  may  be  in- 
troduced in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  it  was  unstamped,  and 
thus  negativing  payment  of  a  debt  by  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  bill  to  him,  where  he  has  given  In 
evidence  In  chief  a  document  purporting  that 
the  defendant  admitted  the  debt,  but  that  it 
had  been  paid  by  a  bill  of  exchange.  Smart  v. 
Nokes,  6  Mann,  ft  G.  911,  7  Scott,  N.  B.  786, 
13  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8.  79,  8  Jur.  44. 

Jardlne  v.  Payne.  1  Bam.  ft  Ad.  663,  held 
that  plaintiff,  who  sought  to  recover  upon  an 
account  stated  consisting  of  a  letter  admitting 
that  the  amount  of  a  bill  of  exchange  was  due 
to  the  legal  holder  thereof,  but  not  mentlon- 
lUK  the  plaintiff,  could  not,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  he  was  such  holder.  Introduce  an 
unstamped  bill   of  exchange   Indorsed   to  him. 

In  O'Keefe  v.  Roche,  2  Pox  ft  S.  129,  It  was 
held  that  unstamped  bills  of  exchange  drawn 
by  the  plaintiff  on  third  persons  and  given  to 
the  defendants,  are  inadmissible  In  support  of 
a  count  for  money  had  and  received.  This  de- 
cision was  upon  the  ground  that  the  bills  were 
esswitlally  necessary  proof  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, since  there  was  not  other  legal  evidence 
thereof.  The  court  says  that  If  It  had  been  In 
plaintiff's  power  to  prove  by  a  witness  of  his 
own  knowledge  that  a  sum  of  money  of  the 
plaintiff's  In  the  hands  of  the  drawees  In  the 
draft  had  been  paid  by  them  to  the  defendants 
It  wK>uld  have  been  allowable  for  him  to  look 
at  the  bills  In  order  to  refresh  his  memory  as 
to  the  precise  amount. 

An  unsigned  and  unstamped  draft  of  an 
agreement  between  a  Joint-stock  company  and 
one  of  its  directors  with  reference  to  the  occu- 
pation of  the  latter'B  house  by  the  company  Is 
Inadmissible  in  an  action  of  debt  for  use  and 
ocrupatiotn  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
occupation  was  to  be  by  the  other  directors  ex- 
clusively of  himself,  thereby  removing  the  ob- 
stacle to  recovery  upon  an  Implied '  contract. 
Chadwick  v.  Clarke.  1  C.  B.  700. 

It  Is  not  competent,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
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lag  that  plaintiff  held  property  under  a  certain 
rent,  for  a  specified  time  to  introduce  un- 
stamped papers  tending  to  show  that  plaintUC 
in  years,  prior  to  that  In  question,  paid  that 
rate  of  rent.  Hawkins  v.  Warre,  3  Bam.  ft  C. 
690. 

King  ▼.  Pendleton,  16  East,  449,  held  that 
although  unstamped  articles  of  agreement  to 
work  could  not  be  received  as  evidence  for  the 
puriiose  of  proving  the  agreement  between  th^ 
parties,  yet  that  the  court  could  \o€k  at  It  for 
the  pvri>ose  of  establishing  when  It  ceased  to 
operate  In  order  to  guide  them  In  receiving 
parol  evidence  as  to  services  rendered  after 
the  expiration  of  the  period  covered  by  the 
agreement  from  which  It  might  presume  a 
yearly  contract. 

In  Vincent  v.  Cole,  3  Carr.  ft  P.  481,  Moody 
ft  M.  257,  a  building  contractor  sought  to  re- 
cover for  extra  work.  The  court  held  that  It 
could  not  look  at  the  unstamped  contract  to 
ascertain  whether  the  work  for  which  plaintiff 
sought  to  recover  was  Included  In  It,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  properly  nonsuited. 

An  unstamped  note  is  admissible  for  the  pox^ 
pose  of  proving  the  fact  of  bribery,  in  an  ac- 
tion of  debt  under  the  statute  against  brlbeiT 
at  elections.     Dover  v.  Maestaer,  6  Esp.  92. 

Although  an  unstamped  promissory  note 
cannot  be  received  In  evidence  as  a  security  or 
to  prove  a  loan  of  money.  It  may  be  looked 
at  by  the  Jury  as  a  contemporary  writing  to 
prove  or  disprove  the  fraud  Imputed  to  the 
plaintiff,  where  the  d<tfendant  claims  that  he 
bad  been  made  drunk  by  the  plaintiff,  and  In- 
duced to  write  a  note  without  receiving  any 
money,  and  asserts  that  the  note  bears  evidence- 
that  It  was  written  by  an  intoxicated  person. 
Gregory  v.  Eraser,  3  Campb.  454. 

An  unstamped  bill  of  sale  of  goods  which 
has  been  canceled  is  Inadmissible  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  a  second  bill  of  sale  was 
made  In  good  faith.  If  It  had  tended  to  show 
fraud  In  the  subsequent  bill  It  might  have 
been  admitted  at  the  Instance  of  the  party  at- 
tacking the  second  bill,  since  a  party  may  pro- 
duce an  unstamped  instrument  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defeating  It.  Williams  v.  Gerry,  lO 
Mees.  ft  W.  296,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  201,  11  L.  J. 
Bxch.  N.  S.  389. 

Assumpsit  will  not  He  for  necessaries  fur- 
nlshed  to  the  defendant's  apprentice,  where 
the  Indenture  of  apprenticeship  has  not  been 
lef;ally  stamped,  since  It  Is  void  until  stamped. 
Aldrldgc  V.  Rwen,  3  Bsp.  188. 

In  Reynolds  v.  Hall,  1  Post,  ft  F.  18.  an  ac- 
tion by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  it  was  doubted 
whether  an  unstamped  deed  of  assignment  was 
admissible  In  evidence  for  plaintiff,  as  proving 
the  act  of  bankraptcy;  and,  the  point  being 
doubtful,  a  copy  was  ultimately  admitted  by 
consent. 

Ad  unstamped  agreement  may  be  Introduced 
to  show  changes  In  a  prior  airreement.  and  pre- 
vent recovery  thereon.  Reed  v.  Deere.  7  Bam. 
ft  C.  261,  2  Car.  ft  P.  C24. 

It  Is  error  to  permit  tbe  Jury  to  regard  an 
nuRtamped  bill  of  exchange,  and  draw  from  It 
a  conclusion  that  a  previous  bill  had  been 
canceled  by  It.  Sweeting  v.  Halse.  9  Bam.  ft 
C.  S65.  4  Mann,  ft  R.  545.  The  court  says  that 
In  Reed  v.  Deere,  7  Bam.  ft  C.  261,  2  Car.  ft  P. 
624.  the  court  looked  at  the  second  Instrument 
to  see  whether  It  had  the  effect  of  varying  the 
flrst.  The  distinction  is  evidently  that  In  th«s 
former  case  the  effectiveness  of  the  unstamped 
Instrument,  per  se.  Is  not  material,  while  In  the 
latter  case  It  Is. 

The  failure  of  a  party  who  receives  a  foreign 
bill  In  England  to  see  that  the  adhesive  stamp- 
Is  canceled  pursuant  to  stamp  act  17  ft  18  Vict, 
chap.  83,  I  5,  prevents  him  from  maintaining 
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an  action  against  the  panon  ftom  whom  he  1 
parchaaed  the  bill  to  reoover  back  the  price.  It 
appeariJig  that  the  drawer'a  name  had  been 
forged.  The  statute  proTides  that  no  person 
who  shall  take  or  receive  from  any  other  per- 
son such  bill  upon  which  the  stamp  Is  not  can- 
celed, as  required  by  the  act,  shall  be  entitled 
to  recorer  thereon,  or  to  make  the  same  avail- 
able for  any  purpose  whatever.  Pooley  v. 
Brown,  11  C.  B.  N.  8.  666,  81  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8. 
134,  8  Jur.  N.  8.  938,  6  L.  T.  N.  8.  760,  10 
Week.  Reo.  846. 

An  unstamped  agreement  for  letting  a  tene- 
ment at  a  certain  rent  ii  inadmissible  to  prove 
the  value  of  the  tenement  In  an  action  involv- 
ing the  tenant's  settlement  for  the  purpose  of 
the  poor  laws. 

But  King  T.  St  Martin,  2  Ad.  &  Bl.  210,  held 
that  an  unstamped  entry  containing  the  terms 
of  renting  signed  by  the  pauper's  wife,  who  had 
no  authority  to  bind  him,  might  be  used  to  re- 
fresh the  recollection  of  a  witness  called  to 
prove  the  pauper's  settlement 

e.  Upon  wriU,  prooesaet,  and  orden  of  eouri, 

Blake  v.  Hall,  19  La.  Ann.  40,  held  that  an 
appointment  of  an  administrator  was  a  nullity, 
where  neither  the  bond,  appraisement,  nor  let- 
ters of  administration  hsd  stamps  upon  them 
as  required  by  the  revenue  act.  This  decision 
seems  to  rest  on  the  provision  that  it  shall  not 
he  lawful  to  record  sny  Instrument,  document, 
or  paper  required  by  law  to  be  stamped,  unless 
a  stamp  or  stamps  of  the  proper  amount  shall 
have  been  affixed,  and  the  record  of  any  such 
instrument  upon  which  the  proper  stamp  or 
stamps  shall  not  have  been  affixed  shall  be  ut- 
terly void  and  shall  not  be  used  in  evidence. 

Werblskle  v.  McManus,  81  Tex.  116,  Is  to 
the  same  efTect 

German  Llederkrana  v.  Schlemann*  26  How. 
Pr.  388,  held  that  the  omission  of  the  stamp 
required  by  act  of  July  1,  1862,  rendered  a 
summons  invalid. 

An  original  summons  will  be  dismissed 
where  the  copy  of  the  summons  served  was 
without  any  indication  of  a  United  States  reve- 
nue stamp.  WatSMi  v.  Morton,  26  How.  Pr. 
888. 

Cole  V.  Bell,  48  Barb.  194,  reversed  a  Judg- 
ment for-plalntiir  because  the  summons  issued 
by  a  Justice  of  the  peace,  by  which  the  action 
was  commenced,  was  not  stamped  as  required 
by  the  act  of  1864. 

Reddick  v.  White,  46  La.  Ann.  1198,  16  So. 
487,  held,  under  a  state  stamp  act  that  the 
record  on  appeal  must  be  stamped,  and  that 
the  necessity  of  stamping  could  not  be  avoided 
by  filing  the  record  on  appeal  in  forma  pai^ 
peris, 

Mussellman  v.  Mauk,  18  Iowa,  289,  held  that 
the  superior  court  should  have  dismissed  an 
appeal  from  the  Judge  of  probate  because  the 
instruments  and  papers  by  which  the  cause 
was  transferred  to  that  court  were  not  stamped 
as  required  by  the  act  of  1864. 

So  far  as  the  question  involved  in  this  sub- 
division depends  upon  the  applicability  of  the 
revenue  laws  to  the  state  courts,  It  is  treated 
mder  subdivision  I.  b,  supra. 

d.  In  Confederate  states. 

An  Instrument  executed  in  Alabama  in  the 
year  1864  was  not  Invalid  because  of  the  omis- 
sion of  the  stamp  required  by  the  United  States 
revenue  laws,  since  no  provision  had  been  made 
for  the  enforcement  of  those  laws  In  the  Con- 
federate states.  McElvaln  v.  Mudd,  44  Ala. 
48,  4  Am.  Rep.  106.  The  court  in  that  case 
held  that  the  Instrument  would  have  been  ad- 
missible, even  if  no  stamp  had  afterwards  been 
48  L.  K.  A. 


placed  upon  it  pursuant  to  I  9  of  tha  act  of 
1866,  providing  that  In  all  cases  where  a  party 
has  not  affixed  the  stamp*  required  by  law  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  him  or  any  person  having 
an  interest  in  the  instrument  to  affix  tbe  prop- 
er stamp  thereto  prior  to  January  1,  1867. 

Susong  V.  Williams,  1  Helsk,  626 ;  Lewis  v. 
Heame,  84  Tex.  882;  Van  Alystyne  v.  Sorley, 
32  Tex.  518,  and  Dal  ley  v.  Croker,  38  Tex.  816, 
7  Am.  Rep.  270,  are  to  the  same  effect.  They 
hold  that  the  court  will  take  Judicial  notice  of 
the  existence  of  the  conditions  referred  to  dur^ 
Ing  the  war  of  the  Rebellion. 

Blunt  V.  Bates,  40  Ala.  470,  held  that  an  at- 
torney to  whom  a  note  was  delivered  for  collec- 
tion hitd  such  an  Interest  therein  as  to  author- 
ise him  to  affix  the  stamps  within  the  foregoing 
provision. 

e.  MisoeUaneous. 

If  a  written  contract  Is  invalid  for  want  of 
a  stamp,  and  for  that  reason  not  evidence  of  a 
contract,  the  plaintiff  can  recover  upon  the 
consideration  of  the  note  or  promise  for  goods 
sold  or  delivered,  or  otherwise.  Waterbury  v. 
McMillan,  46  Miss.  636. 

The  payee  of  a  promissory  note  having  no 
revenue  stamp  affixed  thereto.  If  for  that  rea- 
son Invalid,  may  recover  of  the  maker  In  an 
action  of  general  assumpsit  upon  the  original 
consideration  for  which  the  note  was  given. 
Wilson  V.  Carey,  40  Vt.  179. 

If  an  agreement  cannot  be  read  in  evidence 
for  w«nt  of  a  stamp,  the  plalntlflF  cannot  re- 
cover the  value  of  the  work  and  labor  to 
which  It  relates,  although  the  defendant  may 
have  had  the  benefit  of  It  Hughes  v.  Budd.  8 
Dowl.  P.  C.  478. 

In  Stephens  v.  PInney,  8  Taunt.  827,  2  J.  B. 
Moore,  349,  the  plaintiff  In  an  action  on  th^ 
common  counts  for  work  and  labor  had  es- 
tablished his  case  without  Its  appearing  that 
there  was  an  agreement  in  writing  regulating 
the  price  end  terms  of  the  work.  It  was  held 
that  the  defendant  could  not  defeat  the  action 
by  proving  the  existence  of  an  unstamped 
written  agreement  with  reference  to  the  work. 
The  opinion  says  that  If  it  had  appeared  aa 
part  of  tbe  plaintiff  s  case  that  there  was  an 
agreement  In  writing  with  reference  to  the 
work  he  must  have  produced  It,  and  when  pro- 
duced It  could  not  have  been  received  in  evi- 
dence because  unstamped,  and  he  must  then 
have  been  nonsuited. 

Plaintiff  in  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods 
supplied  under  a  written  contract,  which  re- 
fers for  the  term  of  payment  therein  said  to 
have  been  made  between  the  defendant  and  a 
third  person,  cannot  recover  where  it  appears 
by  his  own  evidence  that  the  arrangement  was 
Itself  in  writing,  and  cannot  be  produced  in 
proof  for  want  of  a  stamp.  Alcock  v.  Delay, 
4  El.  &  Bl.  660. 

Lambert  v.  Whftlock,  29  Ind.  26,  held 
that  It  was  not  defense  to  a  suit  for  the  pur- 
chase price  of  lend  that  the  grantor  had 
caused  the  consideration  to  be  stated  In  the 
deed  at  a  less  sum  than  tbe  true  amount  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  government. 
This  decision  rests  upon  the  ground  that  the 
deed  Is  not  invalid  for  all  purposes,  notwith- 
standing the  provision  of  the  9th  section  of 
the  act  of  1866,  that  an  unstamped  deed  shall 
be  invalid  and  of  no  effect,  since  the  grantee 
may  sell  and  convey  a  full  and  perfect  title, 
under  the  provision  that  the  title  of  a  pur- 
chaser of  land  by  deed  duly  stamped  shall  not 
be  defeated  or  affected  by  the  want  of  a  proper 
stamp  on  any  deed  conveying  the  land  by  any 
person  from,  through,  or  under  whom  his  gran- 
tor claims    or  holds  title. 

The  want  of  a  stamp  on  a  note  does  Bot  pot 
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the  indorsee  upon  Inquiry.     Burson  ▼.  Hunt- 
isston,  21  Mich.  415,  4  Am.  Rep.  497. 

The  internal  revenue  act  in  force  January 
4,  1871,  merely  made  the  inadvertent  omiesion 
of  a  stamp  a  dJsqual Ideation  which  prevented 
the  use  of  the  instrument  as  evidence  until  the 
delinquent  had  paid  hJs  tax,  and  did  not,  in 
the  case  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  rebut 
the  presumption  that  an  Indorsee  paid  value 
for  it.     Long  v.  Spencer.  78  Pa.  303. 

Jones  V.  Pease,  21  Wis.  645.  held  that  the 
oukisslon,  without  Intent  to  evade  the  revenue 
acts,  or  stamps  from  deeds  exchanged  between 
parties  to  a  parol  agreement  for  the  exchange 
of  lands  did  not  render  them  insufficient  to  take 
the  agreement  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds  as 
to  a  part  of  the  land  not  covered  by  the  deeds, 
in  view  of  the  remedies  provided  for  curing  the 
omission. 

v.  Subsequent  etamping, 

a.  What  remedy  available. 

1.  By  party  or  collector. 

The  act  of  March  3,  1863,  i  16,  provided,  In 
effect,  that  no  Instrument  signed  or  issued  be- 
fore the  1st  day  of  June.  1863,  without  being 
duly  stamped,  should,  for  that  cause,  be 
deemed  Invalid  and  of  no  effect ;  provided  that 
no  Instrument,  required  to  be  stamped,  signed, 
or  Issued  without  being  stamped,  should  be  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  until  stamped,  and  that  the 
person  desiring  to  use  any  such  Instrument 
might  stamp  the  same  in  the  presence  of  the 
court. 

It  was  held  that  under  this  statute  a  note 
Issued  prior  to  June  1,  1863.  without  being 
stamped,  might  be  stamped  by  the  holder  at  any 
time,  either  before  suit  brought  or  afterwards ; 
and  that  the  proylslon  as  to  appearing  in  the 
presence  of  the  court  was  made  out  of  abund- 
ant caution  to  guard  against  suspense.  In- 
convenience, or  hardship.  Day  v.  Baker,  86 
Mo.  125. 

Cooke  T.  England,  27  Md.  14,  02  Am.  Dec. 
618,  held  that  the  mere  authority  to  stamp  in 
the  presence  of  the  court,  under  the  acts  prior 
to  the  act  of  1805,  did  not  exclude  stamping 
at  other  places.  In  that  case  the  stamping 
was  done  by  the  collector  pursuant  to  the  act 
of  18G5,  passed  pending  the  action. 

Wright  V.  McFadden,  25  Ind.  488,  held  that 
a  party  had  a  right  to  affix  a  stamp  to  an  affi- 
davit witbout  leave  of  court,  upon  an  objec- 
tion made  while  act  of  June  30,  1864.  was  In 
force  in  view  of  i  168.  providing  that  no  In- 
strument or  paper  made  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  act  without  being  duly  stamped  sball 
for  that  cause,  if  the  stamp  shall  be  subse- 
quently affixed,  be  deemed  invalid  and  of  no 
effect. 

Section  16  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1864,  pro- 
vided for  stamping,  in  the  presence  of  the  court. 
Instruments  not  originally  stamped,  which  had 
been  signed  or  Issued  before  the  act.  The  act 
of  March  3.  1865.  by  an  amendment  to  |  158 
of  the  act  of  1864  (the  section  which  provided 
that  unstamped  instruments  should  be  Inyalid 
and  of  no  effect),  provided  for  the  affixing  of 
the  omitted  stamp  by  the  collector. 

It  was  held  by  Dorrla  v.  Grace,  24  Ark.  326, 
that  the  act  of  1865  did  not,  in  the  case  of  an 
h'sdvertent  omission,  *  exclude  the  remedy 
given  by  the  act  of  1864,  but  merely  gave  an 
additional   remedy. 

Tobey  v.  Cbipman,  13  Allen,  128,  also  held 
that  the  remedy  given  by  the  later  act  did  not 
exclude  that  given  by  the  earlier  In  case  of  an 
Inadvertent  omission.  These  decisions  seem 
to  rest  upon  the  ground  that  the  new  remedy 
was  given  by  an  act  which  purported  to  amend 
I  158  of  the  act  of  1864,  and  did  not  purport 
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to  amend  or  repeal  |  163  of  that  act,  whldi 
provided  for  affixing  the  stamp  In  the  presenos 
of  the  court.  They  seem  to  imply  that  ths 
remedy  provided  by  the  act  of  1865  was  exclu- 
sive of  the  remedy  under  the  act  of  1864,  when 
the  omission  was  with  intent  to  evade  the 
act.  Garland  v.  Lane,  46  N.  H.  245,  however, 
held  that  the  remedy  given  by  the  act  of  1865 
only  applied  to  instruments  made  under  the 
act  of  1864,  and  therefore  did  not  affect  the 
remedy  given  by  that'  act,  which,  by  Its  terms, 
only  applied  to  instruments  made  or  Issued 
before  its  passage. 

Patterson  v.  Eames,  54  Me.  203,  and  Carpen- 
ter V.  Johnson,  1  Nev.  831,  held  that  instru- 
ments executed  before  the  act  of  1864  might 
be  stamped  in  the  presence  of  the  court.  These 
decisions  rest  upon  a  provision  of  i  163  of  the 
act  of  1864,  and  make  no  reference  to  the  act 
of  1865,  which  apparently  was  not  In  force  at 
the  time  of  the  trial. 

An  instrument  made  In  1863.  from  which 
the  stamp  was  originally  omitted,  can  only  be 
stamped  since  the  1st  day  of  January.  1867, 
by  the  revenue  collector  of  the  proper  district. 
Mobile  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Edwards,  46  Ala.  267. 

Waterbury  v.  McMillan,  46  Miss.  635.  held, 
with  reference  to  a  contract  executed  while  the 
act  of  1865  was  in  force,  that  in  the  absence 
of  fraud  In  omitting  the  stamp  originally  It 
might  be  stamped  at  the  trial,  and  introduced 
in  evidence. 

Beebe  v.  Button,  47  Barb.  187,  expressed  an 
opinion  to  the  same  effect,  although  it  did  not 
authoritatively  so  hold. 

It  is  not  apparent,  however,  with  reference 
to  instruments  which,  like  those  involved  In 
the  latter  two  cases,  were  executed  after  the 
act  of  1864,  and  b^ore  the  act  of  1866,  went 
Into  effect,  that  any  stamping  at  all  was  re- 
quired by  the  stamp  acts  in  order  to  render 
them  admissible  in  evidence,  unless  the  orig- 
inal omission  was  fraudulent,  and  the  Instru- 
ment therefore  Invalid.  As  already  observed, 
the  provision  of  i  163  of  the  act  of  1864.  ex- 
cluding unstamped  Instruments  from  evidence, 
only  applied  to  instruments  previously  exe- 
cuted, and  the  act  of  1865  did  not  contain  any 
provision  excluding  unstamped  instruments 
from  evidence.  This  view  of  the  statute  has 
the  support  of  Govern  v.  LittieAeld,  13  Allen, 
127,  note;  and  Rhelnstrom  v.  Cone,  26  Wis. 
163,  7  Am.  Rep.  48. 

It  may  be  that  the  court  considered  that  in- 
asmuch as  the  stamp  duty  had  not  been  paid  it 
should  require  the  stamps  to  be  affixed  inde- 
pendently of  any  such  requirement  in  the  stamp 
acts.  Whigham  v.  Pickett.  43  Ala.  140.  how- 
ever, apparently  considered  that  It  was  neces- 
sary to  stamp  such  Instruments,  although  the 
omission  was  not  fraudulent :  and  it  held  con- 
trary to  Waterbury  v.  McMillan.  46  Miss.  635. 
eupra,  and  Beebe  v.  Hutton.  47  Barb.  187, 
fiupra,  that  the  remedy  provided  by  the  act  of 
1865  was  exclusive  as  to  instruments  executed 
after  the  act  of  1864  went  into  effect. 

Davy  V.  Morgan,  56  Barb.  218,  expressed  a 
similar  opinion  with  reference  to  such  instru- 
ments, although  the  omission  was  not  fraudu- 
lent, but  did  not  decide  the  question. 

Boly  V.  Lake.  54  Mo.  202,  held  that  the  stamp 
might  be  affixed  in  court;  but  it  does  not  ap- 
pear when  the  contract  in  question  was  exe- 
cuted, nor  whether  the  original  omission  was 
fraudulent.  - 

The  act  of  July  13.  1866,  amended  i  168  of 
the  act  of  July  30,  1864,  by  striking  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause,  and  substituting  a 
provision  to  the  effect  that  "thereafter"  no  In- 
strument required  by  law  to  be  stamped,  which 
has  been  signed  or  issued  without  being 
stamped,  shall  be  recorded  or  admitted  or  used 
In  evidence  until  a    stamp    sball    have    beea 
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affixed  thereto  "aa  prescribed  bj  law.**  The  act 
alao  proTlded  for  affixing  stamps  before  the 
collector,  and  for  the  remission  of  the  penalty 
b7  him  when  tho  omission  was  Inadyerte&t. 

Corrie  y.  Blllla,  23  La.  Ann.  260,  held  that 
the  remedy  proTldied  was  exclusl?e  as  to  Instni- 
meots  to  which  It  applied,  and  such  instru- 
ments  ooald  not  be  stamped  in  the  presence  of 
the  court.  It  does  not  appear  whether  the 
-original  omission  was  fraudulent  or  not. 

Bemard*s  Succession,  24  La.  Ann.  402,  Is  to 
the  same  effect. 

But  In  Chaff e  y.  Ludellng,  27  La.  Ann.  607, 
the  court  said,  in  reply  to  an  objection  that 
the  document  sued  on  (which  was  dated  after 
the  act  of  1866  went  Into  effect)  should  not 
'have  been  recelyed  In  erldence  because  not 
properly  stamped  when  Issued,  that  It  was 
-stamped  when  offered  In  evidence,  and  that  that 
was  sufficient.  It  does  not  appear  whether  the 
stamping  referred  to  was  before  the  collector 
or  not. 

Foster  y.  Holley.  49  Ala.  593,  held  that  the 
remedy  by  stamping  before  the  collector  under 
the  act  of  1866  did  not  preclude  stamping  In 
the  presence  of  the  court  If  the  Instrument 
was  not  yold  because  of  the  original  omission. 

The  proylslon  of  the  act  of  June  23,  18T4, 
for  stamping  before  the  court  or  clerk,  was  not 
■excluslye  of  the  remedy  by  stamping  before  the 
•collector.     Cresson  y.  Phillips,  6  W.  N.  C.  448. 

The  power  of  the  court  to  allow  an  amend- 
ment of  a  defective  bond  or  other  security  can- 
not be  exorcised  to  aid  an  appellant  who  has 
omitted  the  stamp  required  by  the  act  of  Con- 
-gress  from  his  appeal  papers.  Hugus  y.  Strlck- 
ler,  19  Iowa,  413;  Botklns  y.  Spurgeon,  20 
Iowa,  698. 

0*Hare  y.  Leonard,  19  Iowa,  616,  held  that 
the  court  could  not,  by  virtue  of  Its  power  to 
permit  amendments  on  appeal,  permit  a  notice 
'Of  appeal  to  be  stamped  after  the  appeal  was 
otherwise  perfected. 

Coppemoll  v.  Ketcham,  66  Barb.  Ill,  how- 
ever, held  that  the  requirement  of  the  act  of 
1865  that  the  stamp  should  be  affixed  by  the 
collector  did  not  deprive  the  state  court  of 
power,  under  the  local  code,  to  permit  the 
stamp  to  be  affixed  to  a  notice  of  appeal. 

SUte  v.  Way,  15  Iowa.  596.  held  that  the 
defendant's  objection  to  the  transcript  on  ap- 
peal, on  the  ground  that  no  stamp  was  affixed 
to  the  clerk's  certificate  as  required  by  the  rev- 
enue law.  was  obviated  by  the  attorney  gen- 
eral's affixing  a  stamp. 

Stolte  y.  Hemdon,  32  Tex.  302,  held  that 
the  court  would  take  judicial  notice  that  the 
office  of  rerenue  collector  was  not  In  practical 
operation  In  Texas  In  1865,  and  that  therefore 
an  Instrument  executed  In  Texas  during  that 
year  might  be  stamped  by  any  party  to  It 
prior  to  January  1,  1867,  pursuant  to  the  act 
of  1866. 

2.  Stamping  oopie$, 

A  substantial  copy,  or  such  a  draft  of  the 
Tnstrument  as  will  Identify  the  subject  of  the 
tax,  can  be  used  to  enable  a  party  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  remedial  benefit  of  the  act  of  1874, 
providing  for  stamping  Instruments,  or,  If  the 
originals  have  been  lost,  copies  thereof,  before 
the  judge  or  clerk  of  a  court  of  record.  Miller 
y.  Wentworth.  82  Pa.  280. 

Where  one  part  of  the  document  has  been 
lost  the  court  will  compel  the  party  holding 
the  other  part,  or  his  attorney.  If  he  holds  It. 
to  produce  It  at  the  stamp  office  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  It  stamped,  though  It  Is  not 
^eld  on  any  trust  for  the  narty  applying.  Neal 
T.  Swind.  2  Cromp.  ft  J.  878,  2  Tyrw.  464. 

In  Bousfleld  v.  Godfrey.  6  Blng.  418,  2 
Moore  &  P.  771,  the  defendant  had  surrepti- 
tiously obtained  possession  of  an  unstamped 
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agreement  executed  by  plaintiff  and  himself, 
thereby  preventing  plaintiff  from  affixing  a 
stamp,  as  he  had  Intended,  within  the  twenty- 
one  days  after  execution  allowed  by  the  sut- 
ute.  The  court  ordered  defendant  to  turn  over 
a  copy  of  the  agreement  to  plaintiff,  and  then 
ordered  that  if  plaintiflF  should,  upon  the  trial 
of  the  cause,  produce  the  copy  of  the  agreement 
duly  stamped,  the  defendant  should  not  be  per> 
mltted  at  the  trial  to  produce  the  original. 

The  court  will  compel  the  production  by  a 
defendant  of  too.  unstamped  agreement  In  his 
custody  to  which  the  plalntlfiTa  claim  to  be  the 
parties  In  Interest,  although  they  are  not  par- 
ties to  the  Instrument,  In  order  that  they  may 
get  it  stamped.  Bateman  y.  Phillips,  4  Taunt. 
157. 

In  Travis  v.  Collins,  2  Cromp.  A  J.  625,  2 
Tyrw.  726,  the  court  refused  to  compel  a  tenant 
to  produce  his  part  of  tne  renting  agreement 
which  was  executed  in  duplicate,  to  be  stamped 
at  the  Instance  of  a  purchaser  of  the  premises 
who  had  not  applied  to  the  vendor,  or  made 
proper  effort  to  find  him. 

b.  Time, 

A  party  who  appealed  to  the  district  court 
without  affixing  a  revenue  stamp  to  any  of  the 
papers  or  transcripts  constituting  the  appeal 
was  permitted,  after  the  adverse  party  had 
moved  to  strike  the  cause  from  the  flies,  to 
amend  and  have  the  stamps  affixed  by  a  deputy 
collector.  Deskln  v.  Graham.  19  Iowa,  553. 

A  stamp  may  be  supplied,  even  after  ver- 
dict.    Janvrin  v.  Fogg,  49  N.  H.  346. 

A  stamp  may  be  affixed  to  a  notice  of  appeal 
after  motion  to  dismiss.  EIllllp  v.  Empire  Mill 
Co,  2  Nev.  84. 

Holyoke  Machine  Co.  v.  Franklin  Paper  Co. 
97  Mass.  150,  held  that  the  stamping  of  an 
agreement  for  submission  to  arbitration  after 
the  award  was  sufficient. 

Browne  v.  Steck,  2  Colo.  70,  held  that  the 
amendment  of  the  act  of  1866  so  as  to  require 
an  Instrument  to  be  presented  to  the  collector 
for  stamping,  and  remission  of  penalty  within 
twelve  months  from  August  1,  1871,  instead  of 
twelve  months  from  August  1,  1866,  as  origin- 
ally provided,  was  Intended  to  cover  the  period 
between  those  dates,  and  that  therefore  the 
collector  had  authority  to  remit  the  penalty  on 
a  note  presented  to  him  In  February,  1871. 

Gay  V.  Comstock,  2  W.  N.  C.  532,  held  that 
the  stamping  of  a  draft  on  January  1,  1873. 
by  the  collector,  was  authorized,  and  rendered 
It  admissible  In  evidence,  notwithstanding  an 
objection  based  on  the  act  of  June  6.  1872,  pro- 
viding that  up  to  October  1,  1872.  the  holders 
of  any  instrument  of  wrltmg  not  duly  stamped 
might,  upon  application  to  the  collector  of  In- 
ternal revenue,  have  the  same  stamped  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  law  then  In  force.  The 
court  held  that  as  the  Instrument  was  a  draft 
It  was  not  within  the  repealing  act. 

Cresson  v.  Phillips,  6  W.  N.  C.  448.  held.  In 
effect,  that  the  act  of  June  23.  1874.  providing 
for  stamping  before  the  court  or  clerk,  did  not 
repeal  I  2432.  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat,  or  prevent  the 
stamping  of  an  Instrument  before  the  collect- 
or after  the  expiration  of  the  period  accorded 
by  the  act  of  1874,  and  the  amendatory  act  of 
February  25.  1876.  vig..  January  1,  1877. 

Whigbam  y.  Pickett,  43  Ala,  140,  after  hold- 
ing that  the  court  below  erred  In  permitting 
plaintiff  to  affix  a  stamp  In  the  presence  of  the 
court,  reversed  the  judgment,  and  remanded 
the  cause  to  give  plaintiff  an  opportunity  to 
have  the  stamps  affixed  by  the  collector. 

Burton  v.  Klrkby,  7  Taunt.  174.  2  Marsh. 
480,  held  that  the  objection  that  the  warrant 
of  attorney  on  which  a  judgment  was  entered 
was  not  sufficiently  stamped,  was  cured  by  pro* 
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curing  it  to  be  properly  stamped  after  a  rule 
nial  to  set  the  Judgment  aside. 

c.  Application  to  oollectot, 

1.  Who  may  apply. 

Myers  t.  8mltb,  48  Barb.  614,  held  that  un- 
der the  act  of  1865  the  party  who  issued  the 
paper  was  the  one  to  appear  before  the  col- 
lector and  procure  tho  stamping,  and  that  the 
other  party  could  not  cure  the  omission  by  ap- 
pearing before  the  collector  and  procuring  the 
stamp  to  be  affixed. 

Schermerhom  v.  Burgess,  56  Barb.  422,  how- 
erer,  dissented  from  that  view,  and  held  that 
the  application  could  be  made,  not  only  by  the 
person  executing  the  instrument,  but  by  any 
person  having  an  interest  therein. 

2.  ro  ichai  district. 

When  the  application  to  the  collector  is  not 
by  the  maker  of  the  instrument,  but  by  another 
party  haying  an  Interest  therein  as  payee  or 
holder,  the  application  should  be  made  in  the 
district  in  which  the  party  making  it  resides, 
although  the  maker  may  reside  In  another  dis- 
trict.    Schermerhom  ▼.  Burgess,  65  Barb.  422. 

8.  Potper  of  deputy  collector. 

Deskin  v.  Graham,  19  Iowa,  668,  held  that 
the  deputy  collector  had  power  to  stamp  un- 
stamped instruments  executed  without  any  in- 
tent to  defraud  the  United  States  of  the  stamp 
duty,  under  the  provision  of  the  revenue  act 
in  force  In  1866,  to  the  effect  that  in  case  of 
sickness  or  temporary  disability  of  a  collector 
the  duties  might  devolve  upon  one  of  the  depu- 
ties: and  further  held  that  In  the  absence  of 
affirmative  evidence  to  the  contrary  the  dis- 
ability of  the  collector  would  be  presumed. 

Brown  v.  Crandal,  23  Iowa,  112,  McAfferty 
y.  Hale,  24  Iowa,  856,  and  Muscatine  y.  Sterne- 
man.  30  Iowa.  526,  6  Am.  Rep.  685,  however, 
held  that  a  deputy  collector,  by  virtue  of  his 
ordinary  duties  as  such,  ha<3  no  power  to  remit 
penalties,  and  to  stamp  or  to  authorize  the 
stamping  of  instruments  when  they  were  left 
unstamped  from  Inadvertence  or  mistake,  ex- 
cept when,  from  inability  or  sickness  of  the 
collector,  he  acted  by  special  authority  in  his 
place :  and  further,  that  such  special  authority 
could  not  be  presumed,  and  the  deputy's  act 
must  be  held  a  nullity,  unless  it  was  authenti- 
cated by  the  collector's  secJ,  or  there  was  evi- 
dence aliunde  to  show  the  sickness  or  disabil- 
ity of  the  collector. 

4.  Miscellaneom. 

The  omission  of  a  stamp  in  good  faith,  the 
parties  believing  none  Is  required.  Is  an  Inad- 
vertence within  the  act  of  Conirress.  f  158, 
compilation  of  1867.  providing  thnt  If  it  ap- 
pears to  the  collector  that  the  omission  of  the 
stamp  was  by  Inadvertence  he  may  affix  the 
proper  stamp  and  remit  the  penalty.  Green 
Mountain  Central  Inst.  y.  Britain.  44  Vt.  13. 

The  collector's  certificate  that  there  Is  satis- 
factory evidence  that  the  omlaslon  was  Inad- 
vertent Is  conohifl've.  IToppock  y.  Stone.  4fl 
Barb.  .■S24  :  Torry  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rouse,  3  Plttsb. 
18. 

When  the  proper  revenue  officer  stamps  an 
InKfrnment,  and  certifies  thereto,  he  will  be 
prejmmed  to  have  affixed  the  amount  of  atamps 
renulred  by  law.  Frazpr  y.  Rohlnson.  42  M'as. 
121 :  nr*»en  Mountain  Cent.  Institute  v.  Brit- 
ain. 44  Vt.  13. 

The  court  will  take  Judicial  notice  of  the  r<»- 
celpt  or  acknowledgment  Indorsed  on  a  deed 
bv  the  collector  or  deputy  collector  of  Internal 
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revenne.    Lerch  y.  Snyder,  112  Pa.  161,  4  AtL 
886. 

An  instrument  will  be  received  In  evidenoft 
when  the  collector's  receipt  for  the  price  of 
the  stamps  and  the  penalty  is  produced,  al- 
though he  did  not  actually  affix  and  cancel  th» 
stamp  as  he  should  have  done.    Ihid. 

d.  What  stamps  required. 

It  has  been  held  In  England  that  It  is  suffi- 
cient if  the  stamps  required  by  the  act  in  force- 
at  the  time  of  the  subsequent  stamping  are 
affixed,  although  the  duty  is  less  than  at  th» 
time  the  instrument  was  executed.  Deakin  v. 
Penniall,  2  Exch.  820;  Buckworth  v.  Simpson,. 
1  Cromp.  M.  ft  R.  833 ;  Doe  em  dem.  Dyke  v. 
Whittlngham,  4  Taunt.  20. 

Clarke  v.  Roche,  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  147,  L. 
R.  8  Q.  B.  Dlv.  170,  37  L.  T.  N.  8.  633,  26  Week. 
Rep.  112,  however,  holds  that  before  a  deed 
can  be  admitted  In  evidence.  It  must  be  proved 
that  it  is  duly  stamped,  not  only  at  the  time  of 
Its  production,  but  also  In  accordance  with  the- 
law  In  force  when  it  was  first  executed. 

e.  Effect. 

An  Instrument  when  stamped  as  prescribed 
by  the  act  of  1864  In  the  presence  of  the  court 
Is  yalld  from  its  date.  Dorrls  v.  Grace,  24 
Ark.  326:  Gibson  ▼.  Hlbbard.  13  Mich.  214; 
Corry  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rouse,  3  Plttsb.  18. 

The  subsequent  stamping,  pursuant  to  stat- 
ute, of  an  agreement  for  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion, renders  It  valid  as  If  It  had  been  stamped 
when  made.  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  and  vali- 
dates an  award  made  under  the  agreement  In 
the  meantime.  Holyoke  Mach.  Co.  t.  Frankltii 
Paper  Co.  97  Mass.  150. 

A  deed  which  has  been  stamped  by  the  col- 
lector pursuant  to  act  of  1R65  must,  as  between 
the  parties,  be  treated  as  If  It  had  been  stamped 
at  the  time  of  Its  execution.  Tripp  v.  Bishop, 
P6  Pa.  424. 

The  stamping  of  an  Instrument  by  a  collect- 
or of  the  proper  district,  under  the  authority 
glyen  him  by  the  act  of  March  3.  1865.  within 
twelve  months  from  the  time  the  same  was  exe- 
cuted, removes  ob;Iectlon  to  Its  admission  In  eyl- 
deuce  based  on  the  original  failure  to  stamp. 
Knox  V.  Huldekoper,  21   Wis.  .'528. 

Stamping  by  the  collector  under  the  act  of 
1866  gives  a  note  all  the  validity  and  compe- 
tency as  an  Instrument  of  evidence  that  It  could 
have  If  It  had  been  properly  stamped  as  soon 
as  It  was  made.  Hence  the  note  Is  admissi- 
ble, althouirh  stamped  after  the  date  of  the- 
writ.     Aldrlch  v.  Hagan.  50  N.  H.  60. 

The  stamping  of  an  Instrument  by  the  col- 
lector pursuant  to  the  Internal  revenue  act  re- 
lieves the  court  from  the  necessity  of  consider- 
ing the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  Instru- 
ment because  of  the  omission  of  the  stamp  at 
the  time  of  Its  execution.  Logan  v.  Dlls.  4  W. 
Va    S&7. 

The  snbseouent  stamnlne  of  the  probate  of  a 
will  under  the  English  statute  r*»late8  back, 
so  as  to  support  a  commission  of  bankruptcy 
sued  out  bv  the  executor  upo-n  n  d<>ht  due  him 
as  such.     Pne*»r8  v.  .Tames.  2  Marsh.  425. 

Doud  y.  Wriifht.  22  Iowa.  336.  held  that  the 
omission  to  affix  a  stamp  to  the  appeal  bond 
at  the  time  of  the  taking  of  an  apnea!  from  a 
.lustlcp's  court  was  not  a  sufficient  cause  for 
the  d'sm'sanl  of  the  appeal,  where,  before  trial, 
the  pronor  atamn  was  affixed  with  permission 
and  undpr  the  ordnr  of  the  revenue  collector. 

SubaeouentlT  affixini?  a  atamp  to  the  nrobate 
of  a  will  makes  the  executor's  title  perfect  by 
relation  as  of  the  time  of  tho  testator's  death. 
Rorrers  v.  James.  7  Taunt.  147,  2  Marsh.  425. 

The  subsequent  stamping  of  a  note  pursuant 
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t9  tba  aet  of  1866»  fn  aa  amoont  aafflclent  to 
Talldato  both  It  and  the  mc^gage  securing  It 
operated  to  validate  the  record  of  the  mortgage 
as  soon  as  the  fact  was  noted  od  the  margin  of 
the  record.  Stewart  v.  Hopkins,  80  Ohio  St. 
C02. 

Section  0  of  chapter  184  of  the  act  of  1866, 
which  provided  for  stamping  before  the  col- 
lector, and  enacted  that  when  so  stamped  the 
Instrument  should  be  deemed  yalid  to  all  In- 
tents and  purposes  as  if  stamped  when  made 
or  Issued,  and  provided  for  making  a  new  rec- 
ord when  the  instrument  had  been  originally 
recorded,  contained  proyiso  to  the  elfect  that 
no  right  acquired  in  good  faith  before  the 
stamping  of  the  instrument  or  copy  thereof  and 
the  recording  thereof,  as  proyided  in  the  sec- 
tion, If  such  record  be  required  by  law,  should 
be  affected  by  the  statute. 

Vail  y.  Knapp,  49  Barb.  299.  upheld  the 
validity  of  a  diattel  mortgage,  stamped  before 
the  collector  pursuant  to  the  act  of  1866,  as 
against  an  attachment  ley  led  after  the  execu- 
tion and  filing  of  the  mortgage  but  before  the 
atamplng.  The  decision  rests  upon  the  ground 
that  the  mortgage  was  not  inyalid  for  want  of 
the  stamps,  since  the  omission  was  Inadvertent, 
and  that  the  proviso  contemplates  only  instru- 
ments which  are  required  to  be  recorded,  and 
that  chattel  mortgages  were  required  to  be 
filed,  but  not  to  be  recorded. 

Hoppock  y.  Stone.  49  Barb.  624,  held  that 
the  stamplni;  of  a  chattel  mortgage  pursuant 
to  the  act  of  1866  validated  the  same  against 
an  assignee  for  creditors  claiming  under  an  as- 
signment executed  in  the  interval  between  the 
execution  and  stamping  of  the  mortgage,  the 
^nlginal  omission  not  having  been  with  intent 
to  evade  the  revenue  laws.  The  opinion  said 
that  the  maker  of  the  mortgage,  upon  whom 
the  duty  of  providing  the  stamp  properly  rested, 
oould  have  no  moral  right  to  deny  the  force 
of  bis  obligation  by  reason  of  the  penal  effect 
•of  the  revenue  laws,  when  the  mortgagee  inad- 
Tertently  received  the  mortgage  unstamped 
without  any  intent  to  evade  the  act ;  and  that 
the  assignee  had  parted  with  no  consideration, 
and  stood  in  no  better  position  than  his  as- 
signor. It  was  not  admitted,  however,  that 
a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  would 
liave  been  in  any  better  position. 

Sawyer  v.  Parker,  57  Me.  39,  held  that  the 
chattel  mortgage  insufficiently  stamped  and  re- 
•Gorded  was  valid  as  against  an  attaching  cred- 
itor who  seised  the  goods  before  the  mortgage 
was  restamped  by  the  collector  and  the  record 
•corrected,  there  being  no  evidence  that  the 
•omission  to  properly  stamp  the  mortgage  was 
the  result  of  an  intent  to  evade  the  statute. 
The  opinion  said  the  mortgage  was  valid  with- 
-out  the  stamps,  and  that  the  laat  clause  of  the 
act  of  1866,  to  the  effect  that  no  right  acquired 
in  good  faith  before  the  stamping  of  such  in- 
strument or  copy  thereof  and  the  recording 
thereof  as  therein  provided,  if  record  be  re- 
quired by  law,  should  in  any  manner  be  af- 
fected by  such  stamping  as  aforesaid,  related 
to  the  stamping  of  the  instrument  by  the  col- 
lector, and  did  not  render  an  unstamped  Instru- 
ment invalid  when  there  was  no  attempt  to 
•evade  the  act  of  Congress. 

McBrlde  v.  Doty,  23  Iowa,  122,  held  that 
under  |  162  of  the  Internal  revenue  act  the 
record  of  a  chattel  mortgage  insufllciently 
stamped  was  not  constructive  notice  to  third 
parties,  and  that  stamping  before  the  coHector 
pursuant  to  the  act  of  1866  did  not  cure  the 
defect  so  as  to  interfere  with  intervening 
tights,  although  the  omission  was  inadvertent. 

Wilson  v.  Renter,  29  Iowa,  176,  however, 
lield  that  stamping  before  the  collector  ren- 
d<>rpd  a  mortgage  valid  as  against  intervening 
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purchasers  having  actual  notice  of  the  mort- 
gage, where  the  mortgage  was  not  Invalid  be- 
cause of  the  omission  of  the  stamp,  distinguish- 
ing McBride  v.  Doty,  23  Iowa,  122,  on  the 
ground  that  the  parties  claiming  adversely  to 
the  niortgage  in  that  case  had  no  actual  knowl- 
edge of  its  existence.  ' 

Miller  v.  Morrow,  8  Coldw.  587,  held  that 
the  stamping  of  a  deed  before  the  collector, 
and  the  registering  thereof  pursuant  to  the 
act  of  1866,  did  not  validate  the  deed  as 
against  an  Intervening  attachment  in  view  of 
f  152  of  the  act  of  1864,  makiij^  It  unlawful 
to  record  any  instrument  not  properly  stamped, 
and  of  the  proviso  of  the  act  of  1866  already 
recited. 

In  Hetsell  v.  Gregory,  7  Phlla.  148,  a  judg- 
ment had  been  entered  upon  a  Judgment  note 
which  was  Insufficiently  stamped,  and  execu- 
tion had  been  issued  thereon.  The  Judgment 
and  execution  were  afterwards  set  aside  by  the 
court,  and  the  Judgment  debtor  then  confessed 
Judgment  to  another  creditor  and  caused  an 
execution  to  issue  thereon  without  the  latter's 
knowledge.  The  first  Judgment  creditor  then 
procured  the  collector  to  stamp  the  note  and 
then  another  Judgment  was  entered  and  an- 
other exception  Issued.  The  court  then  re- 
scinded the  order  setting  aside  the  first  Judg- 
ment, and  the  sheriff  returned  that  he  had 
sold  the  property  under  the  three  executions. 
The  court  held  that  the  first  Judgment  creditor 
was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  under 
his  first  execution.  This  decision  was  based 
upon  the  language  of  the  act  of  July  18,  1866, 
providing  that  after  the  instrument  is  stamped 
by  the  collector  it  shall  be  deemed  and  held 
to  be  as  valid  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if 
stamped  when  made  or  Issued.  The  court  said 
that  there  were  no  Intervendng  rights  which  re- 
quired to  l>e  protected,  since  the  entry  of  the 
second  Judgment  and  Issue  of  the  execution 
thereon  were  the  acts  of  the  Judgment  debtor 
who  was  at  fault  in  falling  to  affix  the  stamp 
to  the  note  in  the  first  instance. 

VI.  Pleading  and  praotiee. 

a.  Raising  ohfeotion  hy  demurrer. 

It  was  generally  held,  under  the  acts  of  1864, 
1865,  and  1866.  that  the  objection  founded  on 
the  failure  to  stamp  could  not  be  taken  by  de- 
murrer. Campbell  v.  WUcox,  10  Wall.  421,  19 
L.  ed.  973 ;  Miller  v.  Henderson,  24  Ark.  344 ; 
Hallock  V.  Jaudln,  34  Cal.  167;  Trull  v.  Moul- 
ton,  12  Allen,  396;  Cabbott  v.  Radford,  17 
Minn.  320,  Gil.  296;  Jones  v.  Davis,  22  Wis. 
421. 

That  doctrine  naturally  followed  from  the 
doctrine  already  alluded  to,  that  an  intent  to 
evade  the  revenue  laws  was  necessary  to  in- 
validate an  instrument  for  want  of  a  stamp. 

Campbell  v.  Wilcox,  10  Wall.  421,  19  L.  ed. 
973,  rests  Its  decision  on  that  ground,  al- 
though it  also  holds  that  the  averment  that 
defendant  made  and  delivered  the  note  would 
Imply  that  it  was  stamped,  if  that  were  nec- 
essary to  Its  validity. 

The  decision  in  Jones  v.  Davis,  22  Wis.  421, 
rests  upon  the  latter  ground. 

Berry  v.  Boyd,  28  Iowa,  410,  held  that  an 
answer  in  replevin  was  demurrable  because  it 
showed  that  the  chattel  mortgage  upon  which 
defendant  relied  was  not  stamped.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  however,  that  at  the  time  of  this 
decision  the  Iowa  courts  held,  contrary  to  the 
weight  of  authority,  that  a  fraudulent  Intent 
was  not  necessary  to  invalidate  the  instru- 
ment. 

Dornenhower  v.  Stevens,  44  W.  N.  C.  264, 
holds.  In  effect,  that  a  statement  setting  out  at 
length  notes  executed  since  the  revenue  act  of 
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1898  went  Into  effect,  but  Bot  eliowliig  that 
they  had  been  stamped  according  to  law,  Is  de- 
murrable. There  is  no  written  opinion,  bat  the 
argument  of  defendant's  counsel  seems  to  have 
been  that  the  notes  as  set  out  In  the  statepoent 
did  not  appear  to  be  stamped,  and  therefore 
could  not  haTe  been  received  in  evidence. 

Armendiaz  T;  Sema,  40  Tex.  201,  holds  that 
the  objection  that  the  omission  of  a  stamp  from 
an  Instrument  executed  and  issued  in  another 
country  rendered  it  invalid  under  the  laws  of 
that  country  ^annot  be  taken  by  demurrer  to  a 
petition  which  either  does  not  aver  the  foreign 
laws,  or  avers  them  to  be  such  as  not  to  render 
the  instrument  invalid. 

b.  Necessity  and  euffMenoy  of  avermentt  at  to 
omission. 

The  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  an  in- 
strument because  not  stamped  is  not  one  which 
it  is  necessary  to  show  in  pleading.  Field  v. 
Woods,  7  Ad.  &  El.  114,  2  Nev.  &  P.  117,  6 
Dowl.  P.  C.  23,  8  Car.  &  P.  52. 

Whltehill  V.  Shickle,  43  Mo.  537.  held  that 
the  objection  that  the  instrument  used  was  not 
stamped  must  be  based  on  the  pleadings,  and 
cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time  upon  an 
objection  to  the  evidence. 

Campbell  v.  Wilcox,  10  Wall.  421,  19  L.  ed. 
073,  supra,  however,  said,  arguendo,  that  the 
objection  could  be  set  up  by  special  plea,  or 
urged  on  the  trial :  and  it  seems  to  have  been 
the  general  practice  to  raise  the  question  by 
an  objection  to  the  instrument  when  olfered 
In  evidence. 

The  defense  that  a  bill  of  exchange  was  writ- 
ten on  paper  improperly  stamped  with  an  old 
die  is  admissible  under  the  plea  of  nonaccept- 
anoe.  Dawson  v.  Macdonald,  2  Mees.  &  W.  26, 
2  Gale,  216. 

c  Who  may  raise  or  icaive  ohfeotion. 

A  party  who  prevents  a  deed  from  being 
stamped  ought  not  to  be  heard  to  object  to  its 
admission  in  evidence.  Alexander  v.  Leith,  89 
Ga.  180. 

The  maker  of  the  note  inadequately  stamped 
cannot  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong  or  de- 
fault by  objecting  to  its  being  received  In  evi- 
dence.    Jacquin  v.  Warren,  40  III.  459. 

A  party  who  gives  an  obligation  without  be- 
ing stamped,  when  the  law  requires  stamps  to 
be  placed  thereon,  is  a  wrongdoer,  and  can 
draw  no  protection  from  his  omission.  Chalfe 
v.  Ludellng.  27  La,  Ann.  807. 

Neither  the  principal  nor  the  sureties  in  a 
voluntary  bond  can  allege  his  neglect  to  affix 
the  stamp  in  avoidance  thereof.  McQovem  v. 
Hoesback,  53  Pa.  176. 

The  maker  of  a  note  Is  not  entitled  to  the 
reversal  of  a  Judgment  thereon  because  of  his 
failure  to  stamp  the  note  as  required  by  law. 
Mogelln  V,  Westhoflf,  33  Tex.  788.  It  does  not 
appear  whether  the  objection  was  made  for  the 
first  time  on  appeal  or  not. 

The  court  cannot  sanction  an  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties  that  an  objection  for  want  of 
a  proper  stamp  shall  be  waived,  and  If  the  ob- 
jection comes  to  the  knowledge  of  the  court 
DO  decree  will  be  made  until  the  Instrument, 
duly  stamped.  Is  produced  to  the  registrar. 
Cowen  V.  Thomas,  3  Myl.  ft  K.  353. 

d.  Time  of  raising  objection. 

The  objection  to  an  unstamped  Instrument 
must  be  made  when  it  is  oflTered.  and  otherwise 
win  not  be  considered.  Mortee  v.  Edwards, 
20  La.  Ann.  236;  Robinson  v.  Vernon,  7  C. 
B.  N.  S.  231 :  Field  v.  Woods,  7  Ad.  ft  El.  114. 

The  objection  that  the  Instrument  Is  not 
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■tamped  must  be  raised  when  It  Is  offered,  and 
cannot  be  urged  for  the  first  time  by  a  request 
for  an  Instruction  to  the  Jury  to  disregard  tha 
instrument.    Thomson  v.  Wilson,  26  Iowa,  121. 

It  Is  too  late  to  object  for  the  first  time- 
to  the  admission  of  an  unstamped  instrument 
when  the  report  of  a  referee  comes  up  for  con- 
firmation.    Jones's  Appeal,  62  Pa.  324. 

An  objection  that  an  instrument  is  not 
stamped  as  required  by  the  revenue  laws  can- 
not be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 
Andrews  v.  Poe,  30  Md.  486 ;  Hawkins  v.  Wll- 
Pon.  1  W.  Va.  117. 

The  objection  to  the  admission  of  an  Instru- 
ment because  not  sufllclently  stamped  must  be- 
decided  by  the  Judge  at  nisi  prius,  and  can- 
not properly  be  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the- 
appellate  court.  Siordet  ▼.  Kuczynskl,  17  C. 
B.  251,  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8.  2. 

The  omission  of  a  stamp  from  a  notice  of 
appeal  cannot  be  urged  on  the  argument  of  the- 
appeal,  but  can  only  arise  on  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal.     Cole  v.  Bell,  48  Barb.  104. 

The  objection  that  a  summons  issued  from  a 
Justice's  court  Is  invalid  because  of  the  omis- 
sion of  a  revenue  stamp  should  be  made  before 
the  Justice  on  the  return  day,  and  it  is  too  late 
to  raise  the  objection  for  the  first  time  on  ap- 
peal, since  the  plaintiff  has  lost  his  opportun- 
ity to  supply  the  stamp,  and  to  negative  the 
attempt  to  evade  the  statute.  Baird  ▼.  Prid- 
more,  31  HoW.  Pr.  350. 

Miller  V.  Larmon.  38  How.  Pr.  417,  held  that 
the  objection  that  the  return  of  a  constable  to 
the  service  of  a  summons  was  not  stamped  aa 
required  by  the  act  of  March  24,  1867.  might 
be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal  from  m 
Judgment  for  plalntllf  entered  without  the  de- 
fendant's appearance.  The  court  d1stlniciil8he» 
the  case  from  BaIrd  v.  Prldmore,  31  How.  Pr. 
359.  upon  the  ground  that  in  that  case  the  sum- 
mons served  upon  the  defendant  was  un- 
stamped. 

Where  Judgment  has  been  suffered  by  de- 
fault on  a  note,  and  a  writ  of  Inquiry  Is  exe- 
cuted. It  cannot  be  objected  on  the  execution  of 
the  writ  that  the  note  has  no  stamp,  or  an  Im- 
proper stamp.  Watson  v.  Glover,  12  L.  J.  C. 
P.  N.  S.  184,  7  Jur.  68. 

e.  Questions  of  fact;  presumptions  generally,. 

The  question  as  to  presumption  with  refer- 
ence to  intent  Is  treated  under  subdivision  II. 
h. 

An  Instrument  bearing  the  proper  stamps, 
when  Introduced  In  evidence,  will  be  presumed 
to  have  been  stamped  by  the  proper  party  and* 
at  the  proper  time.  Iowa  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Per- 
kins. 28  Iowa.  281 :  Union  Agrl.  ft  Stock  Asso. 
V.  Nelll,  31  Iowa,  96. 

In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  the 
court,  when  a  certified  copy  of  a  mortgage  Is 
offered  In  evidence,  will  presume  that  the  re- 
corder did  his  duty,  and  required  the  necessary 
stamps  to  be  legally  affixed  before  registering 
the  mortgage.     Grand  v.  Cox,  24  La.  Ann.  462. 

The  objection  by  defendant  that  the  stamp 
appearing  on  the  bond  when  introduced  In  evi- 
dence was  placed  thereon  without  his  knowl- 
edge, consent,  or  authority  Is  properly  over- 
ruled where  defendant  merely  offered  to  show 
that  the  bond  was  not  stamped  at  the  time  of 
Its  execution.  The  court,  without  proof  to  the 
contrary,  will  presume  that  the  stamp  was 
properly  and  learally  placed  on  the  bond.  Myers 
V.  McGraw,  5  W.  Va.  30. 

The  burden  of  showing  that  a  deed  others 
wise  regular  has  not  been  duly  stamped  lies  on 
the  party  impeaching  it.  and  If  the  deed  pnr> 
ports  to  have  been  signed  and  delivered,  "be- 
ing first  duly  stamped.*'  but  the  stamp  Is  oblit- 
erated, and  It  only  appears  by  marks  on  tha- 
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deed  that  Mme  itamp  was  once  impreMed,  tbe 
jQd^e  may  decide  whether  or  not  the  fact  of 
Btamplng  U  lofflclently  proved,  and  If  aatisfled 
t't  It  recelye  the  inatrument  in  evidence.  Doe 
e»  dem.  Fryer  y.  Coombs.  3  Q.  B.  927. 

The  court  should  admit  a  deed  not  bearing 
a  stamp  when  offered,  and  submit  to  the  Jury 
the  question  of  fact  under  the  evidence  wheth- 
er the  deed  was  originally  stamped  or  not  as 
required  by  law.  Alexander  y.  Lelth,  39  Qa. 
180. 

Piatt  y.  Broach,  36  How.  Pr.  188,  held  that 
the  question  when  and  by  whom  the  stamp  ap- 
pearing on  a  note  when  introduced  in  evidence 
was  affixed,  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury,  it  appearing  that  the  note  was  not 
stamped  at  the  time  It  was  executed  and  left 
the  maker's  hands. 

f.  Stamp  not  part  of  imtrumcnt. 

The  revenue  stamp  is  not  part  of  the  Instru- 
ment, and  the  fact  that  what  appears  to  be  a 
copy  of  the  instrument  in  the  paper  book  or  set- 
tled case  as  appeared  does  not  show  that  the 
'nstrument  was  stamped,  is  immaterial.  Hal- 
lock  V.  Jaudin,  84  Cal.  167;  Trull  v.  Moulton, 
12  Allen,  396;  Cabbott  v.  Badford,  17  Minn. 
320.  Gil.  296:  Owsley  v.  Greenwood,  18  Minn. 
429,  Gil.  886;  Klefer  v.  Rogers,  19  Minn.  82, 
Gil.  14. 

VII.  Failure  to  cancel;  defective  canoelatiifn. 

It  was  held,  under  the  acts  passed  between 
1862  and  1866,  inclusive,  that  the  failure  to 
conform  to  the  prescribed  mode  did  not  render 
the  Instrument  Inadmissible.  Foster  v.  Holley, 
49  Ala.  593 ;  D'Armond  v.  Dubose,  22  La.  Ann. 
131,  2  Am.  Rep.  718. 

At  least  If  it  was  not  fraudulent.  Desmond 
V.  Norris,  10  Allen,  250:  Union  Agrt.  &  Stock 
Asso.  V.  Nelll,  31  Iowa,  95. 

In  Andress  v.  Thomas,  6  W.  N.  C.  414,  how- 
ever, the  court  of  common  pleas  rendered  a 
Judgment  for  defendant  non  ohatante  veredicto 
upon  the  reserved  point  whether  a  note  offered 
In  evidence  by  plaintiff  was  admissible  when 
the  revenue  stamp  was  canceled  merely  by  the 
Impress  of  a  rubber  stamp  with  the  date  July 
6,  1869,  without  any  initial  or  other  device. 

It  was  also  held  that  the  entire  failure  to 
cancel  did  not  Invalidate  the  Instrument.  Pat- 
terson V.  Glle,  1  Colo.  200:  Adams  v.  Dale.  20 
Ind.  278 :  Good  wine  v.  Wands,  25  Ind.  101 ; 
Union  Agrl.  &  Stock  Asso.  v.  Nelll,  31  Iowa, 
95:  Corry  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rouse,  8  PIttsb.  18; 
Chaplin  V.  Horton,  86  Vt.  684. 

Schultz  V.  Hemdon,  32  Tex.  890,  held  that 
If  there  be  a  legal  stamp  upon  the  Instrument, 
whether  canceled  or  not,  It  Is  sufficient  to  en- 
title a  party  to  use  It  In  evidence  In  the  state 
courts  whatever  might  be  Its  condition  under 
like  circumstances  in  the  Federal  courts. 

Jacobs  V.  Cunningham,  32  Tex.  774,  also  held 
that  the  failure  to  cancel  a  stamp  did  not  ren- 
der the  Instrument  Inadmissible. 

The  revenue  stamp  Is  sufficiently  canceled 
when  It  is  so  defaced  that  It  can  never  be 
legally  used  again.  Taylor  v.  Duncan,  83  Tex. 
440. 

The  provision  of  act  of  1866,  chap.  184,  {  9, 
that  where  an  Instrument  was  executed  at  a 
time  when  and  place  where  no  collection  dis- 
trict was  established,  a  stamp  may  be  affixed 
to  it  by  any  party  having  an  Interest  therein 
at  any  time  prior  to  the  first  of  January,  1867, 
does  not  make  the  cancelation  of  the  stamp 
necessary.     Blunt  v.  Bates,  40  Ala.  470. 

Rees  V.  Jackson,  64  Pa.  487.  8  Am.  Rep. 
608,  held  that  It  was  a  question  for  the  Jury 
whether  the  maker  of  a  note  had  canceled  three 
of  the  seven  stamps  on  the  note,  all  of  which 
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bore  his  Initials,  It  having  been  proved  that 
the  initials  on  the  other  four  were  made  by 
him. 

VIII.  Foreign  laws. 

In  ccmsidering  the  question  as  to  the  enforce- 
ability of  the  provisions  of  foreign  statutes 
with  reference  to  unstamped  instruments,  It 
would  seem  that  a  distinction  should  be  ob- 
served between  those  provisions  which  merely 
affect  the  remedy  by  excluding  unstamped  In- 
struments from  evidence,  and  those  which  ren- 
der unstamped  instruments  invalid.  This  dis- 
tinction Is  made  by  Alderson,  B.,  in  Brlstow  v. 
Sequevllle,  5  Exch.  275,  3  Car.  &  K.  64,  19  L. 
J.  Exch.  N.  S.  289,  14  Jur.  674,  which  held  that 
an  unstamx>ed  receipt  dated  In  a  foreign  coun- 
try was  admissible  notwithstanding  that  under 
the  laws  of  that  country  it  would  be  Inadmis- 
sible until  stamped  upon  payment  of  a  penalty. 
He  said:  "It  Is  very  different  whether  the 
law  makes  a  stamp  necessary  to  the  validity 
of  an  instrument,  or  to  its  admissibility  In  evi- 
dence. ...  If  by  the  law  of  a  foreign 
country  a  document  is  only  Inadmissible  for 
want  of  a  stamp  It  is  a  valid  contract  and  re- 
ceivable In  evidence  In  another  country.'* 

And  In  Clegg  v.  Levy,  3  Campb.  166,  and 
Alves  V.  Hodgson,  2  Esp.  528,  7  T.  R.  241,  it 
was  expressly  held  that  if  a  stamp  Is  necessary 
under  a  foreign  law  to  render  an  Instrument 
valid  It  cannot  be  received  without  being 
stamped. 

In  James  v.  Catherwood,  8  Dowl.  ft  R.  190» 
the  chief  Justice  said:  "It  would  be  produc- 
tive of  prodigious  Inconvenience,  If  in  every 
case  In  which  an  instrument  was  executed  In  a 
foreign  country  we  were  to  receive  In  evidence 
what  the  law  of  that  country  was,  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  the  instrument  was  or  was 
not  valid."  As  pointed  out  In  Fant  v.  Miller, 
17  Gratt.  47,  however,  it  did  not  appear  In  that 
case,  and  was  not  alleged,  that  the  Instru- 
ment was  void  under  the  law  of  the  foreign 
country  for  want  of  a  stamp.  And  Pollock,  C. 
B.,  in  Brlstow  v.  De  Sequevllle,  6  Exch.  275, 
3  Car.  &  K.  64,  19  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  289.  14 
Jnr.  674,  said  with  reference  to  the  statement 
of  Alderson,  B..  before  alluded  to,  that  the  case 
of  James  v.  Catherwood,  8  Dowl.  ft  R.  190, 
was  an  authority  In  point.  The  distinction  la 
also  clearly  made  In  Fant  v.  Miller,  17  Gratt. 
47,  supra,  which  holds  that  an  Instrument  ex- 
ecuted In  another  state,  and  not  stamped  as. 
required  by  the  laws  of  that  state,  was  never- 
theless admissible  because  that  law  did  not 
make  the  instrument  invalid,  but  merely  Inad- 
missible. 

Satterthwalte  v.  Doughty,  44  N.  C.  (Busbee- 
L.)  314,  59  Am.  Dec.  554,  made  the  same  dis- 
tinction between  provisions  rendering  an  un- 
stamped Instrument  Invalid  and  those  render- 
ing It  Inadmissible,  but  came  to  a  different 
conclusion  than  the  preceding  case,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  effect  of  the  statute  of  the  sister 
state,  and  therefore  excluded  the  Instrument  In 
question. 

Kohn  V.  The  Renalsance,  5  La.  Ann.  25,  and 
Ludlow  V.  Van  Rensselaer,  1  Johns.  04,  hold. 
In  effect,  that  the  courts  will  not  take  notice 
of,  or  enforce,  the  revenue  laws  of  a  foreign 
country.  It  Is  not  clear  In  either  of  these- 
cases  what  the  effect  of  the  omission  of  a  stamp 
Is  under  the  foreign  laws,  but  they  do  not  seem 
to  recognize  any  distinction,  and  the  language 
Is  broad  enough  to  cover  cases  Involving  pro- 
visions Invalidating  unstamped  instruments. 
And  the  doctrine  of  Ludlow  v.  Van  Rensselaer. 
1  Johns.  94,  was  applied  In  Skinner  v.  Tinker. 
84  Barb.  838,  upon  the  assumption  that  the> 
Instrument  was  void,  under  the  foreign  law^ 
for  want  of  a  stamp. 
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Tbe  coart  In  Arnendlu  y.  Sema,  40  Tex. 
291,  Bald  that  it  was  sometimes  held  that  the 
courts  of  one  country  do  not  ordinarily  consider 
themselves  bound  to  decide  upon  the  effect  of 
the  revenue  laws  of  another,  upon  the  validity 


of  contracts  made  there  and  songht  to  be  en- 
forced by  parties  within  Its  Jurisdiction,  but 
said  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  whether 
that  doctrine  applied  to  the  present  case. 

G.  H.  P. 
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J.  J.  HUGGINS  ei  oZ.,  AppU,, 

V. 

William  F.  DALEY. 
(09  Fed.  Rep.  606.) 

1.  The  borlnff  of  a  well  witlilii  ninety 
days  In  a  condition  precedent  to  the 

continuance  of  an  oil  and  gas  lease  which,  in 
consideration  of  |1,  grants  all  the  oil  and 
gas  in  certain  land,  with  the  privilege  of 
operating  therefor  for  the  term  of  five  years, 
and  as  much  longer  as  oil  or  gas  is  found  in 
paying  quantities,  not  exceeding  thirty-flve 
years  from  date,  with  a  royalty  of  one  sev- 
enth part  or  share  of  the  oil  produced  and 
saved,  but  with  a  proviso  that  a  well  shall 
be  completed  within  ninety  days.  In  default 
ot  which  the  lessee  shall  pay  a  forfeiture  of 
$50.  since  the  only  substantial  consideration 
consists  of  the  prospective  royalties. 

a.  No  Judicial  proceeding  Is  necessary 
to  avoid  an  oil  and  vas  lease  for  fail- 
ure to  comply  with  a  condition  precedent  by 
boring  a  well,  where  the  lease  merely  gives 
the  right  to  the  oil  and  gas,  with  the  privi- 
lege of  operating  therefor  on  the  land,  since 
the  landlord  has  never  been  out  of  posses- 
sion, and  cannot  re-enter  upon  himself. 

8.  It  is  matter  of  common  knowledge, 
of  whlcli  the  courts  will  take  notice, 
that  oil  and  gas  lie  far  below  the  surface  of 
the  ground  and  may  flow  unrestrained  If  the 
owner  of  adjoining  land  bores  a  well  down 
to  the  strata  which  holds  them,  so  that  they 
may  be  taken  from  the  land  without  any  com- 
pensation. 

(February  6,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  SUtes 
for  the  District  of  West  Virgrlnia  in  favor  of 
complainant  in  a  proceeding  to  restrain  de- 
fendants from  operating  under  an  oil  lease 
and  to  cancel  the  lease  as  a  cloud  on  com- 
plainant's title.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Before  Simonton,  Circuit  Judge^  and  Paul 
and  Brawley,  District  Judges. 

Messrs.  W.  W.  Van  Winkle  and  B.  M. 
Ambler,  for  appellants: 

The  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  West 
Virginia  as  to  construction  and  effect  of  oil 
leases  will  be  followed  by  the  Federal  courts. 

Foster  v.  Elk  Fork  Oil  &  Oas  Co.  61  U. 
S.  App.  576,  90  Fed.  Rep.  178,  32  C.  C.  A. 
560. 

The  discovery  and  production  of  oil  is  a 
•condition  precedent  to  the  continuance  or  the 
vesting  of  a  demise  for  oil  purposes. 


Note. — As  to  forfeiture  of  oil  and  gas  lease, 
see  Bvans  v.  Consumers'  Oas  Trust  Co.   (Ind.) 
SI  L.  &.  A.  673,  and  note;  and  Steelsmlth  v. 
Oartian  (W.  Va.)  44  L.  R.  A.  107. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


If  at  any  time  the  lessee  has  the  option  to 
operate  or  suspend,  to  hold  on  or  to  drill, 
the  lease  becomes  binding  no  longer  on  the 
lessor,  because  of  want  of  mutuality. 

Steelsmith  v.  Oartian,  45  W.  Va.  27,  44 
L.  R.  A.  107,  20  S.  E.  978. 

Whenever  the  lessor  has  the  right  to  avoid 
an  oil  lease,  he  may  get  rid  of  it  without  ju- 
dicial proceeding,  but  by  an  unequivocal  elec- 
tion to  treat  it  as  void,  as  by  the  giving  of  a 
new  lease. 

The  lessee  under  the  new  lease  so  given  is 
entitled  to  operate  and  develop  the  property 
without  molestation. 

Guffy  V.  Hukill,  34  W.  Va.  49,  8  L.  R.  A. 
759,  11  S.  E.  754. 

Oil  law  favors  the  faithful  driller,  and 
will  not  assist  the  fraud  of  resurrecting  the 
claim  of  an  adventurer  who  lies  by  to  appro- 
priate the  enterprise  of  another. 

Johnston  v.  Standard  Min.  Co.  148  U.  S. 
360,  37  L.  ed.  480,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  585; 
Tunn-Lick  Oil  Co.  v.  Marhury,  91  U.  S.  687, 
23  L.  ed.  328. 

Daley  alleges  a  legal  title  to  leasehold, 
and  charges  that  we  are  in  possession.  That 
is  not  a  case' for  equity. 

Frost  V.  Spiiley,  121  U.  S.  552,  30  L.  ed. 
1010,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1129;  3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur. 
§  1396. 

The  United  States  courts  do  not  entertain 
a  bill  in  equity  to  remove  a  cloud  where  the 
plaintiff  is  out  of  possession. 

Whitehead  v.  Shattuck,  138  U.  S.  146,  34 
L.  ed.  873,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  276;  Read  v. 
Dingess,  8  U.  S.  App.  526,  60  Fed.  Rep.  21,  8 
C.  C.  A.  389 ;  Rich  v.  Braxton,  158  U.  S.  376, 
39  L.  ed.  1022,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1006;  Hard- 
ing V.  Quice,  42  U.  S.  App.  411,  80  Fed.  Rep. 
162.  25  C.  C.  A.  352. 

Even  where  a  West  Virginia  statute  con- 
fers such  jurisdiction  in  chancery,  or  where 
local  administration  would  permit  such  prac- 
tice, the  Federal  courts  cannot  entertain 
equity  jurisdiction  unless  it  attaches  under 
the  system  of  Federal  jurisprudence. 

First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Prager,  63  U.  S.  App. 
703,  91  Fed.  Rep.  689,  34  C.  C.  A.  51 ;  HolUns 
V.  Brierfield  Coal  d  I.  Co.  150  U.  S.  371,  37 
I.,  ed.  113,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  127;  Scott  v. 
Neely,  140  IT.  S.  106,  35  L.  ed.  358,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  712. 

This  court  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  oil 
business,  and  of  the  methods  of  oil  produc- 
tion in  West  Virginia. 

Brown  v.  Spilmwn,  155  U.  S.  665,  39  L. 
ed.  304,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  245. 

When  a  lease  is  made  for  oil,  the  landlord 
to  get  a  share  of  what  is  produced,  there  is 
an  implied  covenant  for  diligent  search  and 
operation. 
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Kleppner  v.  Lemon,  176  Pa.  502,  35  Atl. 
109;  Barringer  &  A.  Mines  &  Mining,  pp. 
30,  31,  74,  75,  111;  Ouffy  v.  Hukill,  34  W. 
Va.  49,  8  L.  R.  a.  759,  11  S.  E.  754,  26  Am. 
6t  Rep.  901,  note. 

Perhaps  in  no  other  business  is  prompt 
performance  so  essential  to  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  or  delay  by  one  party  so  likely  to 
prove  injurious  to  the  other. 

Jdunroe  v.  Armstrong,  96  Pa.  307. 

A  lease  for  the  purpose  of  operating  for 
oil  or  gas  for  a  period  of  five  years,  and  so 
much  longer  as  oil  or  gas  is  found,  on  no 
other  consideration  than  prospective  oil  roy- 
alty and  gas  rental,  vests  no  title  in  the  les- 
see except  the  mere  right  of  exploration ;  but 
the  title  thereto,  both  as  to  the  period  of 
five  years  and  tiie  time  thereafter,  remains 
inchoate,  and  oontingent  on  the  finding  of 
oil  and  gas  in  paying  quantities. 

Steelsmith  v.  Oartlan,  46  W.  V.  27,  44  L. 
R.  A.  107,  29  S.  E.  978;  Conrad  v.  Morehead, 
89  N.  C.  31;  Hawkins  v.  Pepper,  117  K.  U. 
407,  23  S.  E.  434;  6  Lawson,  Rights,  Rem.  & 
Pr.  4499;  Indianapolis,  P.  d  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hood,  60  Ind.  680;  Petroleum  Co,  v.  Coal, 
Coke  d  Mfg.  Co.  89  Tenn.  381,  18  S.  W.  65. 

The  entire  consideration  of  the  lease  is  to 
secure  the  oil  to  be  produced,  and  a  nonper- 
formance of  that  purpose  destroys  the  entire 
consideration. 

Neu>  Orleans  v.  Texas  d  P.  R,  Co.  171  U. 
S.  312,  43  L.  ed.  178,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  875; 
Roberts  v.  Betiman,  45  W.  Va.  143,  30  S.  E. 
95;  Fanners*  Loan  d  T.  Co.  v.  Galeshurg, 
133  U.  S.  156,  33  L.  ed.  673,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
316. 

Where  one  party  disregards,  the  other 
may  rescind. 

Davison  v.  Von  Lingen,  113  U.  S.  40,  28 
L.  ed.  885,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  346;  Shaeffer  v. 
Blair,  149  U.  S.  248,  37  L.  ed.  721,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  856;  VorHngton  v.  Wright,  115  U. 
S.  188,  29  L.  ed.  366,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  12. 

If  Hoderes  and  Daley  had  the  option  to 
operate  after  ninety  days  they  ought  not  to 
have  held  back  until  the  property  had  in- 
creased in  value,  by  reason  of  developments 
they  did  not  elect  to  make,  when  the  whole 
situation  had  changed;  and  this  is  especial- 
ly true  of  oil  properties. 

Johnston  v.  Standard  Min,  Co,  148  U.  8. 
360.  37  L.  ed.  480,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  585;  De- 
Sollar  V.  Hanscomc,  158  U.  S.  216,  39  L.  ed. 
956,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  816;  McCahe  v.  Mat- 
ihctcs,  155  U.  S.  550,  39  L.  ed.  256,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  190. 

Mr.  V.  B.  Areher,  for  appellee: 

The  unlawful  extraction  of  petroleum  oil 
or  gas  from  land,  they  being  part  of  the 
land,  is  an  act  of  irreparable  injury.  Equity 
will  enjoin  it. 

Crawford  v.  Ritohey,  43  W.  Va.  252,  27  8. 
E.  220;  Steelsmith  v.  Gartlan,  45  W.  Va.  27, 
44  L.  R.  A.  107,  29  S.  E.  978 ;  Bettman  v. 
Hameas,  42  W.  Va.  433,  36  L.  R.  A.  566,  26 
8.  E.  271. 

The  actual  production  of  the  money  is  not 
required  where  the  party  is  ready  and  will- 
ing to  pay  it,  but  is  prevented  by  the  cred- 
itor's declaring  that  he  will  not  receive  it, 
48  L.  R.  A.  21 


or  by  his  making  any  declaration  equivalent 
to  a  refusal  to  accept  it  if  tendered. 

25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  904. 

Where  in  a  lease  clauses  of  forfeiture  are 
specified,  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  there 
are  any  grounds  of  forfeiture  not  declared  to 
be  such. 

McKnight  v.  Kreutz,  51  Pa.  232;  Harris 
V.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  57  Ohio  St.  118,  48  N.  E.  502. 

The  condition  in  this  lease  should  stand 
upon  the  same  basis  as  the  usual  rental 
clause  in  the  ordinay  oil  lease,  where  a 
rental  clause  is  inserted,  but  where  no  ex- 
press condition  of  forfeiture  for  nonpayment 
of  such  rental  has  been  provided.  In  all 
these  cases  the  courts  hold  the  lessee  bound 
to  pay  the  rental. 

Aderhold  v.  Oil  Well  Supply  Co.  158  Pa. 
401,  28  Atl.  22;  McMillan  v.  Philadelphia 
Co.  169  Pa.  142,  28  Atl.  220. 

By  reason  of  the  expressed  forfeiture  of 
$50  for  failure  to  drill  a  well  within  the 
time,  the  lease  must  be  construed  as  though 
no  forfeiture  clause  whatever  were  inserted. 

Ouffy  V.  Hukill,  34  W.  Va.  49,  8  L.  R.  A. 
759,  11  8.  E.  764;  Schaupp  v.  Hukill,  34  W. 
Va.  375,  12  S.  E.  501;  Thomas  v.  Hukill,  34 
W.  Va.  385,  12  S.  E.  622;  Hukill  v.  Myers, 
36  W.  Va.  639,  16  S.  E.  151;  Hukill  v.  Guf- 
fey,  37  W.  Va.  425,  16  S.  E.  544;  Bettma/n  v. 
Harness,  42  W.  Va.  433,  36  L.  R.  A.  666,  26 
S.  E.  271 ;  Crawford  v.  Ritchey,  43  W.  Va. 
252,  27  S.  E.  220;  Steelsmith  v.  Oartlan,  46 
W.  Va.  27,  44  L.  R.  A.  107,  29  S.  E.  978; 
Bamhari  v.  Lockwood,  152  Pa.  82,  25  Atl. 
237;  Venture  Oil  Co.  v.  Fretts,  152  Pa.  461, 
26  Atl.  732;  McNish  v.  Stone,  152  Pa.  457, 
note;  Hooks  v.  Forst,  106  Pa.  238,  30  Atl. 
846;  Bartley  v.  Phillips,  165  Pa.  325,  30 
Atl.  842;  Bartley  v.  Phillips,  179  Pa.  176, 
36  Atl.  217;  Thompson  v.  Christie,  138  Pa. 
230,  11  L.  R.  A.  236,  20  Atl.  934;  Foster  v. 
mk  Fork  Oil  d  Gas  Co.  61  U.  S.  App.  576,  90 
Fed.  Rep.  178,  32  C.  C.  A.  500. 

When  lessee  Hodges  obtained  the  lease  of 
March  12,  1897,  he  acquired  the  exclusive 
right  to  search  for  oil  on  the  tract  of  60 
acres  of  land. 

Harris  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  67  Ohio  St.  118,  48 
N.  E.  502. 

The  lease  did  not  stipulate  for  the  opera- 
tion of  the  well,  and  the  court  cannot  make 
a  better  contract  for  tlie  plaintiff  than  he 
made  for  himself. 

Stahl  V.  VanVleck,  53  Ohio  St.  136,  41  N. 
E.  35;  Petroleum  Oil  Co.  v.  Coal,  Coke  d 
Mfg.  Co.  89  Tenn.  381,  18  S.  W.  65;  Cahoon 
V.  Bayaud,  123  N.  Y.  298,  25  N.  E.  376; 
Eaton  V.  Allegany  Gas  Co.  122  N.  Y.  416,  25 
N.  E.  981. 

Brawley,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  district  of  West 
Virginia.  The  appellee  filed  a  bill  in  equity 
alleging  that  one  A.  P.  Hodges  had  obtained 
from  F.  P.  Marshall  a  lease  for  oil  and  gas 
upon  a  certain  tract  of  60  acres  of  land  situ- 
ated in  Ritchie  county,  West  Virginia,  which 
had  been  assigned  to  him,  and  that  subse- 
quetly  said  Marshall  had  leased  the  identical 
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premises  to  J.  J.  and  J.  B.  Huggins ;  and  the 
prayer  of  the  bill  was  that  the  said  Mug- 
ginses and  their  associates  should  be  re- 
strained in  prosecuting  the  work  for  develop- 
ing said  leasehold  for  oil,  and  that  a  receiver 
be  appointed  1.0  take  possession  of  said  lease- 
hold premises  and  operate  the  same,  and 
that  a  decree  should  be  entered  canceling 
said  lease  as  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the 
appellee. 

Marshall  was  an  illiterate  farmer^  the 
owner  in  fee  of  the  tract  of  land  described; 
and  on  March  12,  1897,  he  entered  into  an 
agreement,  under  seal,  of  which  the  sub- 
stantial pa*rts  are  as  follows :  In  considera- 
tion of  one  dollar  paid  by  Hodges,  the  lessee, 
the  lessor  "does  hereby  grant,  demise,  and 
let  unto  the  said  lessee  all  the  oil  and  gas  in 
and  under  the  following  described  tract  of 
land,  and  also  said  tract  of  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  operating  thereon  for  oil  and  gas, 
with  the  right  to  use  water  therefrom,  and 
all  rights  and  privileges  necessary  or  con- 
venient for  conducting  said  operations  and 
the  transportation  of  oil  and  gas,  and  waiv- 
ing all  rights  to  claim  or  hold  any  of  the 
property  or  improvements  placed  or  erected 
in  and  upon  said  land  by  the  lessee  as  fix- 
tures or  as  part  of  the  realty." 

Then  follows  the  description  of  the  land. 
The  habendum  clause  is  as  follows:  "To 
have  the  same  unto  and  for  the  use  of  the 
lessee,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, for  the  term  of  five  years  from  the 
date  thereof,  and  as  much  longer  as  oil  or 
gas  is  found  in  paying  quantities  thereon, 
not  exceeding  the  term  of  thirty-five  years 
from  the  date  thereof;  yielding  and  paying 
to  the  lessor  the  one-seventh  part  or  share 
of  all  the  oil  produced  and  saved  on  the 
premises." 

Then  follows  a  further  description  of  the 
method  of  delivering  the  oil  into  tanlcs,  and 
a  reservation  of  gas  for  the  personal  use  of 
the  lessor,  and  a  proviso  which  is  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms:  "Provided,  however,  that  a 
well  shall  be  commenced  upon  the  above-de- 
scribed premises  within  thirty,  and  com- 
pleted within  ninety,  da^s  from  the  date 
hereof;  and,  in  case  of  failure  to  commence 
and  complete  said  well  as  aforesaid,  the 
lessee  shall  pay  to  the  lessor  a  forfeiture  of 
$50." 

This  lease  was  not  recorded  until  April  8, 
1898.  At  the  same  time  was  recorded  an  as- 
signment of  a  half  interest  in  said  lease  by 
Hodges  to  Daley,  dated  April  2,  1897,  and 
acknowledged  on  April  4,  1898,  and  the  as- 
signment of  the  remaining  half  interest, 
tated  April  2,  1898,  and  acknowledged  April 
I,  1898.  The  lease  from  Marshall  to  J.  J. 
And  J.  B.  Huggins  was  executed  November 
6,  1897,  and  recorded  January  31,  1898. 

Much  testimony  was  taken  tending  to 
■how  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
lease  Marshall  was  under  the  impression 
that  the  lease  was  only  for  ninety  days,  and 
that  he  believed  that  the  words  "five  years" 
had  been  stricken  from  the  printed  form  of 
the  lease, and  "ninety  days"  written  therein; 
and  in  the  copy  of  the  lease  which  was  given 
to  him  by  Hodges  the  words  "five  years" 
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were  stricken  out,  and  "ninety  days"  sub- 
stituted, but  it  appears  that  the  substitution 
was  not  in  the  handwriting  of  Hodges.  The 
proviso  was  in  the  handwriting  of  Hodges; 
the  remainder  of  the  lease  being  printed, 
with  the  exception  of  some  interlineations. 
There  was  also  testimony  to  the  efiect  that 
Daley  was  a  partner  of  Hodges,  and  that 
Hodges  had  taken  the  lease  for  the  benefit  of 
the  Cairo  Oil  Company,  and  impeaching  the 
bona  fides  of  the  assingment  to  Daley.  The 
conclusions  reached  by  us  do  not  require  the 
determination  of  these  questions,  if,  indeed, 
they  are  properly  before  us.  It  is  undis- 
puted that  nothing  was  done  by  Hodges  to- 
wards boring  the  well.  It  is  clear  from  the 
testimony  that  he  had  no  intention  at  any 
time  to  bore  the  well  within  the  ninety  days 
stipulated,  and  that  he  had  not  the  means 
to  do  so  if  he  had  any  such  intention.  In 
November  following  the  execution  of  the 
lease  to  Hodges,  the  appellants  leased  from 
one  Moore  the  land  adjoining  Marshall's  for 
the  purpose  of  operating  for  oil,  and  began 
to  bore  a  well  within  100  feet  of  Marshall's 
line,  and  about  the  same  time  they  leased 
the  land  of  Marshall  for  the  purpose  of 
operating  for  oil.  At  the  time  they  took 
this  lease  they  had  knowledge  that  Hodges 
had  some  claim  upon  the  land,  and  Marshall 
exhibited  to  them  what  purported  to  be  a 
copy  of  the  Hodges  lease.  In  this  copy,  as 
above  stated,  the  words  "five  years"  had  been 
stricken  out,  and  "ninety  days"  substituted ; 
and  after  submitting  the  copy  to  a  lawyer, 
and  being  informed  that  the  lease  had  no 
further  validity,  they  commenced  operations 
upon  the  Marshall  land,  and  expended  about 
$3,600  in  the  boring  of  a  well.  About  the 
time  they  struck  pay  sand,  and  after  the  well 
upon  the  Moore  land  was  fiowing  oil,  on 
April  15,  1898,  Daley  filed  his  bill  for  in- 
junction. Tlieir  lease  had  been  recorded 
January  31,  and  some  time  between  that 
day  and  the  filing  of  the  bill,  but  after  they 
had  commenced  operations,  Daley  came  upon 
the  land,  and  informed  them  that  he  had 
some  claim  thereto;  but  the  Hodges  lease 
and  assignment  to  Daley  was  not  recorded 
until  April  8,  ten  days  before  the  filing  of 
the  bill. 

The  question  for  decision  is  whether  the 
proviso  in  the  Hodges  lease  constituted  a 
condition  precedent,  and  whether  the  failure 
of  Hodges  to  do  anything  towards  the  bor- 
ing of  the  well  did  not  prevent  the  vesting 
of  any  rights  under  that  lease.  By  the 
terms  of  that  instrument  the  lessor  granted 
to  the  lessee  all  the  oil  and  gas  in  and  under 
the  land  described,  "and  also  the  said  tract 
of  land  for  the  purpose  of  operating  thereon 
for  oil  and  gas."  By  a  course  of  decisions 
it  is  well  settled  in  West  Virginia  that  a 
lease  of  this  character  is  not  a  grant  of 
property  in  the  oil  or  in  the  land,  but  merely 
a  grant  of  possession  for  the  purpose  of 
searching  for  and  procuring  oil.  The  title 
is  inchoate,  and  for  the  purpose  of  explora- 
tion only  until  the  oil  is  found.  If  it  is  not 
found,  no  estate  vests  in  the  lessee;  and, 
where  the  sole  compensation  to  the  landlord 
is  a  share  of  what  is  produced,  there  is  al- 
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ways  an  implied  covenant  for  diligent  search 
and  operation.  There  is,  perhaps,  no  other 
buainesB  in  which  prompt  performance  is  so 
essential  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  or  de- 
lays so  likely  to  prove  injurious, — no  other 
class  of  contracts  in  which  time  is  so  much 
of  the  essence.  There  is  no  other  branch  of 
mining  where  greater  damage  is  done  by  de- 
lay. Coal  and  precious  metals  lie  either  in 
horizontal  viens  or  in  pockets.  They  re- 
main where  they  are  until  removed.  Oil  and 
gas  are  the  most  uncertain,  fluctuating,  vola- 
tile, and  fugitive  of  all  mining  properties. 
They  lie  far  below  the  surface,  beyond  the 
control  of  human  will,  and  beyond  the  reach 
of  any  legal  process,  whence  they  may  flow 
unrestrained  if  the  owner  of  adjoining  land 
bores  a  well  down  to  the  strata  which  holds 
them ;  and  there  is  no  law  which  can  provide 
adequate,  or  indeed  any,  compensation  for 
such  results.  This  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge,  and  "courts  will  generally  take 
notice  of  whatever  ought  to  be  generally 
known  within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdic- 
tion." Greenl.  £v.  §  6.  It  furnished  the 
ground  upon  which  the  plaintiff  in  this  case 
asks  the  court,  through  a  receiver,  to  bore 
the  well  which  the  lessee  was  required  to 
bore  within  ninety  days  from  the  date  of 
execution  of  the  instrument  under  which  he 
claims.  The  only  consideration  which  moved 
the  lessor  to  grant  the  lease  was  the  pro- 
spective royalties  from  oil  and  gas,  which 
could  come  only  if  the  lessee  complied  with 
the  terms  of  this  proviso  that  required  the 
boring  of  a  well ;  for,  while  the  sum  of  $1  is 
technically  a  valuable,  it  is  only  a  nominal, 
consideration.  If  the  contention  of  the 
plaintiff  is  correct,  the  lessee,  Hodges,  or  his 
assigns,  could  have  waited  the  full  term  of 
five  years  without  expending  $1  or  moving 
a  hand  for  the  development  of  the  leased 
property,  meantime  tying  the  hands  of  the 
owner  of  the  land,  forbidding  him  to  make 
arrangement  with  any  other  persons  for  the 
explorations  which  the  lessee  undertook  to 
make,  and  perhaps  suffering  irreparable  in- 
jury from  the  drainage  of  his  oil  and  gas. 
This  is  the  contract  which  a  court  of  equity 
is  asked  to  enforce.  It  is  a  short  view  of  the 
range  of  equitable  principles.  There  are  no 
precise  technical  words  which  distinguish 
conditions  precedent  or  subsequent.  Whether 
they  are  one  or  the  other  is  a  matter  of  con- 
struction, to  be  solved  by  ascertaining  the 
intention  of  the  party  creating  the  estate. 
They  are  not  determined  merely  by  the 
structure  of  the  instrument,  or  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  covenants.  Where  mutual 
covenants  go  to  the  whole  consideration  on 
both  sides,  they  are  mutual  conditions, — 
the  one  precedent  to  the  other.  4  Kent, 
Com.  144.  Where  the  imdertaking  on  one 
side  is,  in  terms,  a  condition  to  the  stipula- 
tion on  the  other  (that  is,  where  the  con- 
tract provides  for  the  performance  of  some 
act  or  the  happening  of  some  event,  and  the 
obligations  of  the  contract  are  made  to  de- 
pend on  such  performance  or  happening), 
the  conditions  are  conditions  precedent. 
The  reason  and  the  sense  of  the  contemplated 
transaction  as  it  must  have  been  understood 
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by  the  parties,  and  is  to  be  collected  from 
the  whole  contract,  determines  whether  this 
is  so  or  not,  or  it  may  be  determined  from 
the  nature  of  the  acts  to  be  done,  and  the  or- 
der in  which  they  must  necessarily  precede 
and  follow  each  other  in  the  progress  of  per- 
formance. But  when  the  act  of  one  is  not 
necessary  to  the  act  of  the  other,  though  it 
would  be  convenient,  useful,  or  beneflcial, 
yet,  as  the  want  of  it  does  not  prevent  per- 
formance, and  the  loss  and  inconvenience  can 
be  compensated  in  damages,  performance  of 
the  one  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  per- 
formance by  the  other.  The  nonperformance 
on  one  side  must  go  to  the  entire  substance 
of  the  contract  and  to  the  whole  considera- 
tion, so  that  it  may  safely  be  inferred  as  the 
intent  and  just  construction  of  the  contract 
that,  if  the  act  to  be  performed  on  the  one 
side  is  not  done^  there  is  no  consideration 
for  the  stipulation  on  the  other  side.  Uew 
Orleans  v.  Tewaa  d  P.  R,  Co,  171  U.  S.  334, 
43  L.  ed.  186,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  875.  "When 
one  act  is  to  be  done  by  one  party  before 
another  act,  which  is  the  consideration  of  it, 
is  to'  be  done  by  the  other,  the  covenants 
are  dependent,  and  the  otlier  is  not  bound 
to  perform  until  the  first  act  has  been  done, 
because  the  first  act  is  a  condition  preced- 
ent to  performance  of  the  other;  and,  in 
all  cases  where  covenants  are  dependent, 
they  are  in  the  nature  of  conditions  preced- 
ent, and  must  be  performed  in  the  order  of 
time  in  which  performance  is  provided  for  in 
the  covenant;  and,  in  determining  whether 
covenants  are  dependent  or  independent,  the 
intention  of  the  parties  and  the  good  sense 
of  the  case  will  be  regarded,  rather  than  the 
technical  sense  of  the  words  used."  Wood, 
Land.  &  T.  fi  312. 

In  construing  this  agreement  in  the  light 
of  all  the  facts  surrounding  contracts  of  this 
nature,  and  of  the  considerations  moving  the 
grantor  in  its  execution,  we  have  no  difli- 
culty  in  determining  that  the  boring  of  a 
well  by  the  grantee  was  the  whole  considera- 
tion of  the  lease,  that  nonperformance  went 
to  the  entire  substance  of  the  contract,  that 
the  word  "provided"  is  an  apt  word  of  con- 
dition, that  the  grantee  did  not,  and  at  the 
time  he  procured  the  lease  did  not  intend  to, 
comply  with  the  condition  which  was  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  vesting  of  any  title 
in  the  leased  lands.  In  cases  of  conditiona 
precedent,  the  consideration  is  the  perform- 
ance of  the  thing  stipulated  to  be  done,  not 
the  promise. 

But  it  is  contended  by  the  appellee  that  the 
clause  providing  a  forfeit  of  $50  for  failure 
to  bore  the  well  within  ninety  days  provides 
full  compensation  for  failure  to  perform  the 
condition.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  $50  waa 
not  paid  or  legally  tendered;  but,  inasmuch 
as  the  grantor  had  declared  a  purpose  not 
to  receive  the  forfeit  money,  it  will  be 
treated  as  if  it  had  been  tendered.  The 
question  whether  a  sum  of  money  stipulated 
to  be  paid  is  a  penalty  or  liquidated  damages 
is  sometimes  difficult  of  determination,  there 
being  no  criterion  of  universal  application. 
It  depends  upon  a  construction  of  the  whole 
instrument,  the  intention  of  the  parties,  the 
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nature  of  the  act  to  be  performed,  and  the 
consequences  which  would  naturally  flow 
from  its  nonperformance.  In  many  of  the 
cases  where  oil  leases  have  come  before  the 
courts,  the  doing  of  a  certain  thin^,  or  the 
payment  of  rental  in  lieu  thereof,  is  stipu- 
lated in  the  contract  in  a  way  that  justifies 
the  conclusion  that  the  parties  have  provided 
exact  and  just  compensation  by  way  of 
liquidated  damages  for  failure  of  perform- 
ance in  contracts,  where  parties  stipulate  in 
the  alternative,  and  are  free  to  choose.  But 
where  consequences  likely  to  follow  nonper- 
formance are  not  measureable  by  any  exact 
pecuniary  standard,  and  the  probable  dam- 
age is  out  of  all  proportion  to  the  amount 
agreed  to  be  paid,  this  sum  should  be  con- 
sidered a  penalty ;  and  such  we  hold  it  to  be 
in  this  case,  wliere  the  sum  of  $50  is  stated 
to  be  a  forfeiture. .  It  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
security  for  the  performance,  and  cannot  be 
held  to  be  liquidated  damages  for  nonper- 
formance. 

In  French  v.  Macaley  2  Dru.  &  W.  274, 
Lord  St.  liconard  thus  states  the  doctrine 
which  we  hold  to  be  applicable  here:  "  "The 
general  rule  of  equity  is  that  if  a  thing  be 
agreed  upon  to  be  done,  though  there  is  a 
penalty  annexed  to  secure  its  performance, 
yet  the  very  thing  itself  must  be  done." 

And  in  Dooley  v.  Watson,  1  Gray,  414, 
Chief  Justice  Shaw  says:  "Courts  of 
equity  have  long  since  overruled  tlie  doc- 
trine that  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  money, 
conditioned  to  be  void  on  the  conveyance  *0f 
land,  is  to  be  treated  as  a  mere  agreement 
to  pay  money.  When  the  penalty  appears 
to  be  intended  merely  as  a  security  for  the 
performance  of  the  agreement,  the  principal 
object  of  the  parties  will  be  carried  out." 

If  a  party  can  show  that  he  has  done 
everything  in  his  power,  but  by  unavoidable 
accident,  by  fraud,  surprise,  or  ignorance 
not  wilful,  has  been  prevented  from  execut- 
ing his  covenant  literally,  the  courts  will 
relieve  him,  especially  where  the  case  admits 
of  compensation  for  his  nonperformance,  or 
the  parties  can  be  put  in  the  same  situation 
as  if  the  condition  had  been  performed;  but 
no  ground  for  equitable  relief  can  be  found 
in  a  case  where  the  party  has  not  only  failed 
to  perform  the  conditions  upon  whicn  alone 
he  obtained  the  execution  of  the  contract, 
but  where  it  is  also  clear  that  he  never  at 
any  time  intended  to  perform,  or  had  the 
means  to  do  so.  "There  is  no  more  intrinsic 
sanctity  in  stipulations  by  contract  than  in 
other  solemn  acts  of  parties,  which  are  con- 
stantly interfered  with  by  courts  of  equity 
upon  the  broad  ground  of  public  policy,  or 
the  pure  principles  of  natural  justice. 
Where  a  penalty  or  forfeiture  is  designed 
merely  as  a  security  to  enforce  the  principal 
obligation,  it  is  as  much  against  conscience 
to  allow  any  party  to  pervert  it  to  a  differ- 
ent and  oppressive  purpose,  as  it  would  be 
to  allow  him  to  substitute  another  for  the 

frincipal    obligation."     Story,    Eq.    Jur.    fi 
316. 

The  principles  announced  by  this  court  in 
Foster  v.  Elk  Fork  Oil  d  Oaa  Go.  61  U.  S. 
App.  576,  32  C.  C.  A.  660,  90  Fed.  Hep.  178, 
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govern  and  sustain  the  oondusion  reached, 
although  the  precise  point  here  determined 
was  not  involved.  In  that  case  the  demise 
was  for  ten  years,  and  there  was  a  covenant 
that  a  well  should  be  completed  within  one 
year,  and  in  case  of  failure  the  lessee  was  to 
pay  10  cents  per  acre  per  annum  after  the 
time  for  completing  the  well  as  specified. 
The  lessee  bored  one  well,  which  proved  to 
be  dry,  and  no  further  effort  was  made.  The 
court  says:  "The  completion  of  the  well 
saves  the  penalty.  It  does  not  amount  to  a 
fulfilment  of  the  covenants.  The  consid- 
eration therefore  for  this  lease  was  the 
prospective  rents  and  royalties  the  lessor 
would  enjoy  if  the  lessee,  by  diligent  search, 
could  find  oil  and  gas  in  paying  quantities. 
If  the  lease  failed  to  bind  the  lessee  to  dili- 
gent search  for  oil  or  gas,  it  was  without 
consideration,  binding  on  neither  party,  and 
voidable  at  the  pleasure  of  either." 

Numerous  cases  were  cited, — among  them, 
those  from  West  Virginia  which  this  court 
held  to  lay  down  rules  of  property  stating 
the  controlling  doctrine  peculiar  to  mining 
leases  in  that  state,  which  the  Federal 
courts  would  recognize  and  follow.  This  case 
fully  establishes  the  doctrine  that  the  con- 
sideration in  leases  of  this  character  "evi- 
dently and  clearly  contemplates  active 
operations  upon  the  demised  premises,'*  and 
when,  after  one  failure,  no  further  effort  is 
made,  mere  inaction  on  the  part  of  the  lessee 
may  well  be  construed  an  abandonment  of 
rights  under  his  leases.  The  case  of  Steel- 
smith  V.  Gartlan,  45  W.  Va.  27,  44  L.  R.  1. 
107,  29  S.  E.  978,  was  cited  to  sustain  these 
conclusions.  That  was  a  lease  to  Knotts 
and  Garber  for  oil  purposes,  providing  cer- 
tain royalties,  with  a  stipulation  that  a  well 
should  be  completed  within  one  year;  and 
the  failure  to  do  so  rendered  the  lease  null 
and  void,  unless  the  lessee  should  pay  25 
cents  per  acre  from  and  after  the  date  stipu- 
lated for  the  completion  of  the  well,  when 
such  payment  should  operate  to  extend  the 
time  for  five  years.  No  well  waa  drilled, 
and  the  lessor,  considering  the  lease  for- 
feited, refused  to  accept  the  rent  therefor. 
His  lessee's  executor,  before  the  expiration 
of  five  years,  executed  a  new  lease  to  Gar t- 
lan,  February  11,  1895,  which  required  him 
to  drill  a  well  within  one  month,  with  stipu- 
lations for  the  payment  of  $50  per  month  for 
any  delay  in  completing  the  well.  The  term 
was  for  five  years,  and  there  was  a  stipula- 
tion that  a  failure  to  comply  with  any  of  its 
stipulations  should  render  it  void.  Gart- 
lan  drilled  a  well,  but,  not  finding  oil  or  gas 
in  paying  quantities,  removed  his  derrick 
and  tools,  and  left  the  premises.  The  land 
was  leased  in  October,  1896,  to  Steelsmith, 
who  forthwith  commenced  operations,  and 
filed  a  bill  to  cancel  the  Gartlan  lease,  and 
Knotts  and  Garber  filed  a  cross  bill.  The 
court  held  that  there  being  no  provision  for 
any  further  operations  after  the  first  well, 
when  completed,  was  nonproductive,  '*the 
contract  is  at  an  end  as  to  both  parties  as 
soon  as  such  first  well  is  abondoned  as  un- 
successful;" quoting  Venture  Oil  Co.  v. 
Fretts,  152  Pa.  451,  26  AU.  732 :     "A  vested 
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iHle  cannot  ordinarily  be  lost  by  abandon- 
menrt  in  a  less  time  than  fixed  by  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  unless  there  is  satisfact- 
ory proof  of  an  intention  to  abandon.  An  oil 
lease  stands  on  quite  different  ground.  The 
title  is  inchoate,  and  for  purposes  of  explora- 
tion only  until  oil  is  found.  If  it  is  not 
found,  no  estate  vests  in  the  lessee,  and  his 
title,  whatever  it  is,  ends  when  the  unsuc- 
cessful search  is  abandoned." 

The  lessee  in  that  case  [Steelamith  v. 
Oartlan]  had  complied  with  the  covenant  to 
bore  a  well,  and  the  court  says:  "He  could 
not  ...  be  compelled  to  put  down  an- 
other well,  and,  he  not  being  bound,  the 
lessor  was  not  bound,  either;  for  the  only 
consideration  left  to  her  was  the  prospec- 
tive oil  royalties  and  gas  rentals,  which  the 
lessee  was  in  position  to  entirely  defeat. 
Contracts  unperformed,  optional  as  to  one 
of  the  parties,  are  optional  as  to  both." 

Again:  "Such  leases  are  construed  most 
strictly  against  the  lessee,  and  favorable  to 
the  lessor.  .  .  .  When  a  lease  provides 
the  mode,  manner^  and  character  of  search 
to  be  made,  implications  in  regard  thereto 
are  excluded  thereby,  as  repugnant.  And  the 
demise,  for  the  purpose  of  operating  for  oil 
and  gas  for  the  period  of  five  years,  is  de- 
pendent on  the  discovery  of  oil  and  gas  in 
the  search  provided  for;  and,  if  such  search 
is  unsuccessful,  the  demise  fails  therewith, 
as  such  discovery  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  continuance  or  vesting  of  the  demise. 
The  lessee's  title,  being  inchoate  and  con- 
tingent, both  as  to  the  five  years  limit  and 
time  thereafter,  on  the  finding  of  oil  and  gas 
in  paying  quantities,  did  not  become  vested 
by  reason  of  his  putting  down  a  nonproduc- 
tive well." 

While  most  of  the  cases  cited  have  gone 
upon  the  groimd  of  abandonment,  the  gov- 
erning principle  in  all  oil  leases  of  the  char- 
acter under  consideration  is  that  the  dis- 
OQvery  and  production  of  oil  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  continuance  or  vesting  of 
any  estate  in  the  demised  premises ;  that  such 
leases  vest  no  present  title  in  the  lessee,  and 
if,  at  any  time,  the  lessee  has  the  option  to 
suspend  operations,  the  lease  is  no  longer 
binding  on  the  lessor  because  of  want  of  mu- 
tuality; and,  where  the  only  consideration 
is  prospective  royalty  to  come  from  explora- 
tion and  development,  failure  to  explore  and 
develop  renders  the  agreement  a  mere  nudum 
pactum,  and  works  a  forfeiture  of  the  lease, 
for  it  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the  contract 
that  work  should  be  done.  And.  the  smaller 
the  tract  of  land,  the  more  imperntive  is  the 
need  for  prompt  and  efficient  drillinsr:  for  oil 
operations  cumber  the  land,  rendering  it  un- 
available for  agricultural  purposes.  The 
landowner  is  entitled  to  his  royalty  as 
promptly  as  it  can  be  had.  The  danger  of 
drainage  from  his  small  holding  is  increased 
by  delay,  and  the  resulting  damage,  not  be- 
ing susceptible  of  pecuniary  measurement,  is 
therefore  not  compensable.  No  such  lease 
should  be  so  construed  as  to  enable  the 
lessee  who  has  paid  no  consideration  to  hold 
It  merely  for  speculative  purposes,  without 
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dokn^  what  he  stipulated  to  do,  and  what 
was  clearly  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
lessor  when  he  entered  into  the  agreement. 
Leaving  out  the  proviso  which  bound  the 
lessee  to  diligent  search  and  development, 
there  is  nothing  in  this  lease  which  bound 
him  to  do  anything  whatever.  The  proof  is 
clear  that  he  never  intended  to  drill  the  well 
wtihin  the  time  stipulated.  This  proviso 
was  written  by  the  lessee  evidently  for  pur- 
poses of  deception.  He  knew  that  the  ob- 
ject of  the  lessor  was  to  secure  diligent 
search  for  oil,  and  he  was  "keeping  the  word 
of  promise  to  the  ear,  and  breaking  it  to  the 
hope;"  skilfully  turning  it  into  a  mere  spec- 
ulative lease,  binding  the  lessor  and  leav- 
ing himself  free.  It  would  be  unconscion- 
able to  hold  the  lessor  bound.  "Law,  as  a 
science,  would  be  unworthy  of  the  name,  if  it 
did  not,  to  some  extent,  provide  the  means  of 
preventing  the  mischiefs  of  improvidence, 
rashness,  blind  confidence,  and  credulity,  on 
one  side,  and  of  skill,  avarioe,  cunning,  and 
a  gross  violation  of  the  principles  of  moral* 
and  conscience,  on  the  other."  Story,  Ea 
Jur.  §  1316. 

In  Twin-Lick  Oil  Co.  v.  Marbury,  91  U.  & 
593,  23  L.  ed.  331,  the  facts  were,  to  some  ex- 
tent,  the  converse  of  those  here;  but  Mr 
Justice  Miller  comments  on  the  fluctuating 
character  and  value  of  this  class  of  property, 
and  asserts  the  injustice  "of  permitting  one 
holding  the  right  to  assert  an  ownership  in 
such  property  to  voluntarily  await  the  event, 
and  then  decide,  when  the  danger  which  is 
over  has  been  at  the  risk  of  another,  to  come 
in  and  share  the  profit,"  and  referring  to  the 
distinction  between  real  estate,  whose  value 
is  fixed,  says:  "The  class  of  property  here 
considered  is  subject  to  the  most  rapid,  fre- 
quent, and  violent  fluctuations  in  value  of 
anything  known  as  property,  and  requires 
promipt  action  in  all  who  hold  an  option 
whether  they  will  share  its  risks  or  stand 
clear  of  them,  [and  that]  no  delay  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  defrauded  party  to 
speculate  upon  the  chances  which  the  future 
may  give  him  of  deciding  profitably  to  him- 
self whether  he  will  abide  by  his  bargain  or 
rescind  it,  is  allowed  in  a  court  of  equity." 

In  a  case  like  this  no  judicial  proceeding 
was  necessary  to  avoid  the  lease.  The  land- 
lord, never  having  been  out  of  possession,, 
cannot  re-enter  upon  himself;  and  it  was 
held  in  Ouify  v.  Hukill,  34  W.  Va.  49,  11  8. 
E.  764,  8  L.  R.  A.  769,  and  in  many  other 
cases,  that  any  unequivocally  expressed  elec- 
tion to  avoidj  as  by  giving  a  new  lease, 
avoids  the  one  preceding. 

In  Rorer  Iron  Co.  v.  Trout,  83  Va.  397,  2 
S.  E.  713,  the  court  says:  "No  lease  of  land 
for  a  rent  for  a  return  to  the  landlord  out 
of  the  land  which  passes  can  be  construed  to 
be  intended  to  enable  the  tenant  merely  to 
hold  the  lease  for  purposes  of  speculation, 
without  doing  and  performing  in  connection 
therewith  what  the  lease  contemplated.  Such 
a  construction  would,  indeed,  make  all  such 
contracts  a  snare  for  the  entrapment  and  in- 
jury of  the  unwary  landlord.     A  man  buy- 
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ing  and  paying  for  land  mav  do  with  it  aa 
he  likes, — ^work  it  or  let  it  lie  idle.  But  a 
tenant  to  whom  land  passes  for  a  specified 
purpose  has  no  such  discretion;  he  must 
perform  what  he  stipulated  to  do." 

A  recent  author  says:  "The  trend  of  the 
decisions  touching  questions  of  forfeiture 
arising  out  of  oil  and  gas  leases  has  been 
almost  uniformly  in  favor  of  the  lessor. 
Generally  it  is  the  lessee  who  is  favored,  and, 
after  a  substantial  compliance  by  him  with 
the  terms  of  the  contract,  equity  will  not 
regard  a  technical  breach.  But  with  min- 
ing leases  it  is  otherwise.  This  is  due  prin- 
cipally to  the  nature  of  the  business  of  min- 
ing, and  more  especially  oil  mining, — to  the 
temptation  offered  a  shrewd  operator  to  pur- 
chase at  a  nominal  price  the  right  to  develop 
lands,  the  owner  of  which  is  ignorant  of 
their  real  value,  and  then  to  hold  them  in- 
definitely, neither  working  them  himself, 
nor  pei-mitting  another  to  do  so."  "But  a 
lessee,  where  the  instrument  presents  a  sem- 
blance of  inequity  or  imfairness,  will  find 
that  he  has  a  thorny  road  to  travel  before  a 
court  of  equity  will  sanction  his  claims." 
Bryan,  Petroleum,  146. 

We  are  of  opinion,  upon  the  whole  case, 
that  the  exploration  for  and  development  of 
oil  and  gas  was  the  sole  consideration  for 
this  lease;  that  the  proviso  requiring  the 
boring  of  a  well  within  ninety  days  was  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  vesting  of  any  in- 
terest in  the  lessee,  and  that  the  forfeiture 
of  $50  was  intended  merely  as  a  penalty  to 
secure  the  drilling  of  the  well,  and,  if  paid, 
would  have  been  merely  compensation  to  the 
landowner  for  the  right  of  the  lessee  to  pos- 
session during  the  ninety  days,  and  such 
payment  would  not  be  so  far  a  compliance 
wiUi  the  conditions  of  the  lease  as  to  vest 
in  the  lessee  a  title  in  the  leased  premises 
for  the  period  of  five  years;  that  after  the 
expiration  of  ninety  days  from  the  date  of 
the  lease,  there  being  no  provision  therein 
for  any  work  to  be  done  by  the  lessee  in  the 
development  of  the  property,  which  was  the 
sole  consideration  therefor,  the  lessor  had 
the  option  to  avoid  it;  that  the  inaction  of 
the  lessee  during  a  period  of  eight  months, 
while  operations  were  being  commenced  on 
adjoining  land,  calculated  to  drain  the  land 
of  the  lessor  and  irreparably  injure  him, 
fully  justified  his  avoidance  of  the  lease;  and 
that  the  lease  to  Huggine  and  his  associates 
was  an  unequivocal  declaration  of  his  inten- 
tion to  avoid  it,  and  terminated  any  in- 
choate right  which  Hodges  could  claim 
thereunder. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed, 
and  the  case  remanded,  with  instructions  to 
restore  the  leased  premises  to  the  appellants, 
and  that  the  receiver  be  directed  to  turn  over 
to  them  any  moneys  in  his  hands  as  the  re- 
sult of  his  operations,  after  deducting  what- 
ever sum  may  have  been  actually  and  neces- 
sarily expended  by  him  in  the  development 
of  the  same,  and  that  the  bill  be  dismissed, 
with  costs. 
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City  of  PONTIAC,  Plff,  in  Err., 

V. 

TALBOT  PAVING  COMPANY. 
(04  Fed.  66,  96  Fed.  679,  36  C.  C.  A.  88.) 

1.  A  ffeneral  verdict  for  plaintiff  Is  not 

conclusive  in  the  appellate  court  opon  the 
question  whether  or  not  the  declaration 
states  a  cause  of  action. 

2.  A  mimlelpal  corporation  la  not 
liable  to  an  action  for  refusal  to  pro- 
ceed to  levy  a  ne^pv  special  asscus- 
nient  to  pay  for  street  Improvements  after 
the  original  one  was  set  aside  for  irregular- 
ity, under  a  contract  by  which  the  contractor 
agreed  to  look  only  to  such  assessments  for 
his  compensation  and  to  take  the  risk  of 
their  invalidity,  in  accordance  with  a  statute 
which  expressly  provides  that  the  claim  shall 
not  become  a  public  charge  In  any  event,  but 
the  duty,  if  It  exists,  must  be  enforced  by 
mandamus. 

Oil  rehearing, 
8.  When  a  municipal  corporation  has 
exercised  the  poorer  conferred  by  III. 
Rev.  Stat.  art.  9,  chap.  24,  |  1,  of  prescribing 
the  method  of  payment  for  local  improve- 
ments, and  the  work  has  been  done,  to  be 
paid  for  by  special  assessment,  the  expense 
cannot  be  made  a  general  charge  against  the 
city. 

(May  19,  1899.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  Division  of  the 
Northern  District  of  Illinois  to  review  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  defendant's 
refusal  to  order  a  new  assessment  for  the 
expense  of  a  street  pavement  under  a  con- 
tract performed  by  plaintiff.     Reversed, 

Before      Woods     and      JenkinSy     Circuit 
Judges,  and  Seaman^  District  Judge. 

Statement  by  Seaman,  District  Judge: 
Judtnnent  is  entered  against  the  city  of 
Pontiac,  plaintiff  in  error  and  defendant  be- 
low, in  an  action  on  the  case,  upon  a  gener- 
al finding  by  the  court  that  the  defendant  is 
guilty,  and  that  plaintiff's  damages  are  as- 
sessed at  the  sum  of  $12,343;  a  trial  by  jury 
being  waived.  The  alleged  cause  of  action, 
as  set  out  in  the  several  counts  of  the  dec- 
laration, is  failure  and  neglect  on  the  part 
of  the  municipal  authorities  to  provide  "for 
a  new  special  tax  assessment"  against  con- 
tiguous property,  to  pay  amounts  earned 
under  a  contract  for  the  paving  and  im- 
provement of  certain  streets  under  the  fol- 
lowing state  of  facts:  On  June  27,  1895, 
an  ordinance  was  adopted  by  the  city  of 
Pontiac  for  the  improvement  of  certain 
streets,  whereby  the  expense  of  street  inter- 
sections w^as  to  be  paid  by  general  taxation, 
and  "the  remainder  of  cost  of  said  improve- 
ment should  be  paid  for  by  special  taxation, 
to  be  assessed,  levied,  and  collected  against 
real  estate   abutting  on   the   lines   of   said 


NoTB. — As  to  agreement  that  assessments 
shall  be  accepted  as  payment  for  public  Im- 
provement, and  that  city  shall  not  be  otherwise 
liable,  see  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Hai^ 
risburg  (C.  C.  A.  Sd  C.)  29  L.  R.  A.  401. 
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fitreets  so  ordered  to  be  improved,"  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  article  9  of 
chapter  24  of  the  statute  of  the  state  of  Il- 
linois entitled  "An  Act  to  Provide  for  the 
Incorporation  of  Cities  and  Villages."  The 
general  act  so  referred  to  declares,  by  S  49  of 
arUcle  9  (1  Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat  (111.)  2d 
€d.  pp.  777  et  8€q,)j  that  "all  persons  tak- 
ing any  contract  with  the  city  or  village, 
and  who  agree  to  be  paid  from  special  as- 
sessments, shall  have  no  claim  or  lien  upon 
the  city  or  village  in  any  event,  except  from 
the  collection  of  the  special  assessment  made 
for  the  work  contracted  for."  Section  64  of 
the  same  article  provides  that  vouchers  is- 
sued for  the  work  shall  be  subject  to  like 
condition,  whether  the  holders  are  the  origi- 
nal contractors  or  their  assigns.  Proceed- 
ings were  taken  under  the  ordinance,  the 
special  tax  assessments  were  made  and  con- 
firmed, and  thereupon  a  contract  was  en- 
tered into  between  Talbot  Paving  Company, 
the  plaintiiT  below,  and  the  city  of  Pontiac, 
whereby  that  company,  as  the  lowest  bidder, 
undertook  to  "furnish  all  labor  and  material 
for  the  construction  of  said  local  improve- 
ment" for  the  aggregate  sum  of  $15,168.90, 
to  be  paid  when  completed  and  accepted, — 
"and  when  the  special  tax  levied  under 
said  ordinance,  or  any  special  tax  which 
shall  thereafter  be  levied  by  said  city,  upon 
the  property  contiguous  to  said  improve- 
ment, should  be  collected,"  and  also  when 
the  general  tax  provided  for  the  cost  of 
street  intersections  was  collected;  and  the 
contract  further  provides,  in  express  terms, 
that  "they  shall  make  no  claims  against  said 
city,  in  any  event,  except  from  the  collec- 
tions" so  referred  to,  and  that  the  contract- 
ors "take  all  risk  of  the  invalidity  of  any 
such  special  tax."  The  woiik  was  performed 
by  the  contractor  and  accepted  by  the  city, 
but  payment  was  not  made,  except  for  the 
cost  of  the  intersections  raised  by  general 
tax.  and  portions  of  the  special  assessments 
which  were  paid  in  by  certain  property  own- 
ers. The  balance  thus  left  unpaid  was  $10,- 
5C7.33,  for  which  "local -improvement  vouch- 
ers" were  issued,  reciting  that  they  were  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  special  assessments  when 
collectpd.  and  that  the  city  was  exempt  from 
other  liability.  The  declaration  states  that 
the  failure  to  collect  the  special  taxes  in  the 
first  instance  arose  out  of  the  prosecution 
by  lotowners  of  an  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state,  which  resulted  in  a  jud?- 
nient  "holding  the  said  ordinance  providinef 
for  said  special  tax  assepsment  invalid, 
thereby  renderinsr  it  impossible,  under  said 
ordinance,  to  collect  said  special  tax  from 
said  property  to  pay  the  balance  due  the 
plaintiff."  Bradford  v.  Pontiac,  165  111. 
61*2.  46  N.  E.  794,  is  cited  in  the  briefs  as 
the  case  so  referred  to.  After  this  decision, 
the  Talbot  Paving  Company,  presented  its 
potition  to  the  city  council  for  the  adoption 
of  a  supplemental  ordinance  "for  the  assess- 
ment of  a  special  tax  upon  the  property  con- 
tiguous to  said  improvement"  to  pay  the 
balance  due,  but  the  city  council  failed  to 
make  provision  to  that  end,  and  the  action 
rests  upon  the  allegation  of  negligence  and 
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wilful  refusal  on  that  behalf.  The  defend- 
ant demurred  to  the  declaration,  stating 
several  grounds,  but  the  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled, and  the  defendant,  being  required  to 
plead  instauter,  filed  its  plea  of  not  guilty, 
and  trial  before  the  court  proceeded  upon 
the  merits. 

Messrs,  F.  W.  Winkler  and  A«  O.  Nor- 
ton, for  plainti£f  in  error: 

The  defendant  in  error  knew  what  the 
contract  contained,  and  was  bound  to  know 
that,  by  the  statute,  the  contracting  powers 
of  the  city  were  limited,  and  that  its  liabili- 
ty under  such  contract  was  limited. 

Fletcher  v.  Oshkosh,  18  Wis.  229 ;  Hall  v. 
Chippewa  Falls,  47  Wis.  267,  2  N.  W.  279; 
Heller  v.  Mihcaukee,  96  Wis.  134,  70  N.  W. 
nil;  Bellevieio  v.  Hohn,  82  Ky.  1;  Central 
Covington  v.  Weighans,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1979, 
44  8.  W.  085. 

A  person  contracting  with  a  city  for  the 
improvement  of  a  street  in  such  city  is 
bound  to  take  notice  of  the  provisions  of  the 
law  regulating  such  improvements,  and 
must  also  ascertain  whether  the  common 
council  has  so  conducted  the  letting  a«  to 
render  the  property  owners  liable  for  the  im- 
provement. 

Johnson  v.  Indianapolis,  16  Ind.  227; 
New  Albany  v.  Sweeney,  13  Ind.  246;  QuiU 
V.  Indianapolis,  124  Ind.  292,  7  L.  R  A.  681, 
23  N.  E.  788;  Montgomery  County  Comrs. 
V.  Fullen,  111  Ind.  410,  12  N.  E.  298;  Porter 
V.  Tipton,  141  Ind.  347,  40  N.  E.  802 ;  Sec 
ond  Nat.  Bank  v.  Lansing,  25  Mich.  207; 
Goodrich  v.  Detroit,  12  Mich.  279;  Baxton 
V.  8t.  Joseph,  60  Mo.  153;  Paret  v.  Bayonne, 
40  N.  J.  L.  333;  Byrne  v.  East  Carroll,  46 
La.  Ann.  392,  12  So.  521. 

The  contractor's  only  remedy  is  by  man- 
damus, and  in  this  state  the  statute  express- 
ly gives  him  that  remedy. 

1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  482 ;  Elliott,  Roads  ft 
Streets,  pp.  436,  437 ;  2  Beach,  Modern  Law 
of  Contracts,  f  1191;  People  ex  rel.  Ready 
V.  Syroi^use,  144  N.  Y.  63,  38  N.  E.  1006; 
People  ex  rel.  McLean  v.  Flogg,  46  N.  Y. 
401;  Frecport  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Freeport,  151 
III.  451,  38  N.  E.  137;  Reock  v.  Newark,  33 
N.  J.  L.  129;  Oreencastle  v.  Allen.  43  Ind. 
347;  Greenfield  v.  State  ex  rel.  Moore,  113 
Ind.  597,  15  N.  E.  241;  Wren  v.  Indianapo- 
lis, 96  Ind.  206;  State  ex  rel.  Hemen  v.  Bal- 
lard,  16  Wash.  418.  47  Pac.  970;  Peterson 
V.  Manistee,  36  ^lich.  8;  Hart  Twp.  v.  Oce- 
ana County,  44  Mich.  417,  6  N.  W.  863; 
Stale  ex  rel.  Hiatt  v.  Keokuk,  9  Iowa,  438; 
Shoolhred  v.  Charleston,  2  Bay,  63. 

An  assessment  levied  under  an  invalid 
ordinance  is  no  better  than  one  levied  with- 
out any  ordinance.  If  an  assessment  was 
le\ied  and  the  improvement  made  when 
tliere  was  no  ordinance,  no  ordinance  oould 
afterward  be  passed  and  a  valid  assessment 
levied  thereunder. 

Carlvle  v.  Clinton  County,  140  III.  512, 
30  N.  E.  782;  East  St.  Louis  v.  Alhrecht, 
150  III.  506,  37  N.  E.  934. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

Cities  have  been  held  not  liable  because  of 
the  failure  or  neglect  of  the  city  council. 
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German-American  8av.  Bank  v.  Spokane, 
17  Wash.  315,  38  L.  R.  A.  259,  49  Pac.  542; 
Greencaeile  v.  Allen,  43  Ind.  347;  Johnson 
V.  Indianapolta,  10  Ind.  227;  Whalen  v.  La- 
Crosse,  16  Wis.  271;  State  ex  rel.  Hiatt  v. 
Keokuk,  0  Iowa,  438;  Iforthxoestem  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Aberdeen,  20  Wash.  102,  54  Pac. 
936. 

iff*.  W.  T.  Whltiac  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror. 

Seaman,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  oourt: 

The  general  finding  by  the  court  clearly 
determines  all  issues  of  fact.  Fourth  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Belleville,  53  U.  S.  App.  628,  83  Fed. 
Rep.  675,  27  C.  C.  A.  674,  and  coses  cited. 
But  it  is  not  conclusive  on  all  the  questions 
involved,  as  contended  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant in  error.  Its  utmost  elTect  is  to 
limit  the  inquiry  on  review  "to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  complaint  and  of  the  rulings, 
if  any  be  preserved,  on  questions  of  law  aris- 
ing during  the  trial."Le7incn  v.  Dickson,  14S 
U.  S.  71,  72,  37  L.  ed.  373,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
481.  In  the  case  of  general  verdict  on  a 
trial  by  jury,  the  finding  establishes  all  the 
material  facts  which  are  alleged  in  the  dec- 
laration. If,  however,  the  declaration  on 
which  either  verdict  or  finding  must  rest 
''fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action,  and  clearly 
shows  that  upon  the  case  as  stated  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover,"  the  error  is  not  cured 
by  verdict^  and  is  not  waived  by  answering 
and  proceeding  to  trial  after  the  demurrer  is 
overruled.  Teal  v.  Walker,  111  U.  8.  242, 
246,  28  L.  ed.  415,  417,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  420. 
In  such  case,  there  is  no  foundation  tor  the 
judgment,  and  that  inquiry  is  clearly  pre- 
sented for  review  on  this  reoord.  Whether 
considered  as  raised  by  the  demurrer,  or  up- 
on the  objections  and  exceptions  covering  all 
the  testimony  to  support  the  declaration,  or 
upon  the  facts  stated  and  found,  is  not  ma- 
terial. 

The  defendant  in  error  entered  upon  the 
performance  of  its  contract  for  the  street  im- 
provement under  the  express  statutory  pro- 
vision that  payment  could  be  made  solely 
out  of  special  assessments  against  property 
abutting  on  the  improvement,  and  that  the 
contractor  should  "have  no  lien  or  claim  up- 
on the  city  ...  in  any  event,  except 
from  the  collection  of  the  special  assess- 
ments made  for  the  work  contracted  for." 
The  ordinance  by  which  the  paving  in  ques- 
tion was  authorized  and  let  expressly  re- 
ferred to  this  statute;  this  condition  of  pay- 
ment was  clearly  stipulated  both  in  the  con- 
tract and  in  the  vouchers,  which  were  final- 
ly issued  and  accepted  for  the  unpaid  instal- 
mpnts  in  controversy;  and  the  contract  fur- 
ther provided  that  the  contractor  "shall  take 
all  risk  of  the  invalidity  of  any  such  special 
tax,  the  said  city  not  to  be  liable  in  any 
event  by  reason  of  the  invalidity  of  said  spe- 
cial tax  assessment,  or  any  of  them,  or  of 
the  proceedings  thereon,  but  only  for  fail- 
ure to  collect  the  same,  the  same  being  col- 
lectible in  law."  Proceedings  were  taken, 
and  the  special  assessments  were  made,  but 
on  appeal  by  lotowners  it  was  held  by  the 
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supreme  oourt  that  the  ordinance  wa«  in- 
valid by  reason  of  provisions  which  commit- 
ted to  the  city  engineer  an  unauthorized  dis- 
cretion relative  to  the  improvement,  and  the 
assessments  were  set  aside.  As  the  neces- 
sary result  of  this  adjudication,  which  in- 
volved the  entire  amount  unpaid  on  the  oon- 
tract,  the  assessments  were  not  collected  and 
the  vouchers  were  not  paid.  The  city  coun- 
cil has  since  refused  to  take  action  for  a 
new  special  assessment  to  charge  the  defi- 
ciency against  the  abutting  property;  and 
it  is  urged,  in  defense  of  such  nonaction, 
that  its  power  is  exhausted,  and  that  no 
such  assessment  can  be  made,  under  the  de- 
cision referred  to.  Whether  the  power  sub- 
sisted in  the  city  council  to  provide  for  a  re- 
assessment notwithstanding  the  defect  in  the 
original  ordinance  appears  to  have  been  the 
main  subject  of  controversy  in  the  trial 
court;  and,  for  the  purposes  of  the  present 
inquiry,  it  is  assumed  that  the  decision  there 
in  favor  of  the  power  is  not  only  in  accord 
with  justice,  but  is  sustained  as  well  by  in- 
terpretations placed  upon  the  statute  by  the 
supreme  court.  On  that  assumption  the 
duty  of  the  city  is  manifest  to  proceed 
promptly  in  the  exercise  of  its  power  to  as- 
sess and  collect  the  unpaid  amounts,  and 
such  duty  can  be  enforced  by  mandamus,  if 
remedies  at  law  are  not  adequate  for  the  ad- 
justment of  all  rights. 

The  statute  which  confers  authority  for 
making  the  improvement  in  question  impera- 
tively requires  that  the  expense,  aside  from 
street  intersectiona,  shall  De  borne  by  the 
abutting  property,  through  special  assess- 
ment, and  shall  not  become  a  public  charge 
"in  any  event."  The  provision  is  of  general 
application  to  cities  and  villages  in  the  state 
of  Illinois,  and  is  in  accord  with  a  rule  of 
public  policy  which  is  common  in  municipal 
charters  and  is  upheld  by  judicial  authori- 
ty. If,  however,  the  contractor  who  per- 
forms work  so  authorized,  has  the  right  to 
recover  the  contract  price  against  the  muni- 
cipality, by  way  of  damages,  in  the  event  of 
neglect  or'  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  public 
officers  to  perform  their  duty  in  enforcing 
the  special  assessments,  the  way  is  clearly 
open  to  evade  and  nullify  the  legislative  pur- 
pose. By  tlieir  conduct, — either  throujgh 
negligence,  ignorance,  or  collusion ,-^the  city 
council  or  officers  may  impose  upon  the  pub- 
lic the  expense  of  the  improvement,  in  des- 
pite of  the  statute  which  declares  it  a  spe- 
cial benefit,  to  be  paid  exclusively  by  abut- 
ting lotowners.  Indeed,  if  this  judgment  is 
sustainable,  it  so  operates  in  the  present 
case,  as  no  provision  appears  for  collecting 
the  amount  of  such  recovery  by  a  supple- 
mental special  assessment  against  the  lot- 
owners.  On  the  other  hand,  a  complete  rem- 
edy is  clearly  open  to  the  contractor,  by  a 
proceeding  in  the  proper  forum,  to  ascertain 
the  power,  and  thereupon  enforce  the  Ininis- 
terial  duty  to  make  the  new  assessment  in 
obedience  to  the  statute  and  violating  none 
of  its  provisions. 

The  contention,  however,  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  in  error,  is  predicated  on  the  duty 
which  is  imposed  by  law  upon  the  munici* 
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pality  to  nuike  provision  for  the  spNecial  as- 
Bessment,  and  on  the  general  doctrine,  held 
in  a  line  of  authorities  and  well  recognized 
in  Illinois,  of  municipal  liability  for  failure 
or  neglect  on  the  part  of  its  ofTicers  to  dis- 
charge the  public  duty.  The  question 
whether  this  doctrine  applies  w  any  case 
"wliere  the  expense  of  making  a  local  im- 
provement is  not  to  be  raised  by  a  general 
tax,  but  solely  upon  the  property  benefited," 
to  the  extent  of  furnishing  the  contractor 
a  right  to  recover  his  compensation  in  an  ac- 
tion against  the  corporation  founded  on  its 
failure  to  make  the  necessary  assessment, 
has  given  rise  to  decisions  which  are  not  in 
accord  in  the  various  jurisdictions.  In  I 
Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  482,  numerous 
cases  are  collated  in  a  note,  and  the  learned 
author  well  remarks  in  the  text:  "The 
ri<;ht  to  a  general  judgment  should,  in  our 
opinion,  be  limited,  in  any  event,  to  cases 
where  the  corporation  can  afterwards  reim- 
burse itself  by  an  assessment;  for  why 
should  all  be  taxed  for  the  failure  of  the 
council  to  do  its  duty  in  a  case  where  the 
contractor  has  a  plain  remedy,  by  manda- 
mus, to  compel  the  council  to  make  the  nec- 
essary assessment,  and  proceed  in  the  collec- 
tion thereof  with  the  requisite  diligence." 
But  examination  of  the  cases  there  noted  as 
favoring  the  general  recovery,  and  as  well 
those  cited  in  the  brief  of  counsel  in  support 
of  this  judgment,  reveals  no  instance  of  such 
allowance  in  the  face  of  a  statute  expressly 
prohibiting  the  payment  or  collection  as  a 
public  charge  in  any  event,  and  the  extreme 
viftw  of  liability  held  in  the  two  leading  cita- 
tions (HeiUy  v.  Albany,  112  N.  Y.  30,  42,  19 
N.  E.  508,  and  Commercial  Nat,  Bank  v. 
Portland,  24  Or.  188,  33  Pac.  532)  would 
merely  disregard  the  contract  stipulations, 
and  not  affect  a  case  so  limited  by  statute. 
In  People  ex  rel.  Ready  v.  Syracuse,  144  N. 
y.  63,  60.  38  N.  E.  1006,  the  New  York  court 
of  appeals  appears  to  disapprove  the  doc- 
trine of  Reilly  v.  Albany,  112  N.  Y.  30,  42, 
10  N.  E.  608,  holding  that  no  action  is  main- 
tainable against  the  city,  even  in  such  case, 
for  the  failure  to  make  an  assessment,  but 
the  "proper  remedy  was  to  compel,  by  man- 
damus, the  officers  of  the  city  having  the 
matter  in  charge  to  proceed  with  their  du- 
ties as  required  by  law." 

However  the  concensus  or  weight  of  au- 
thority shall  ultimately  determine  the  rem- 
edy of  the  contractor  for  local  improve- 
ments, where  the  statute  authorizes  pay- 
ment by  special  assessment,  but  is  merely 
diroctory  in  its  terms  to  that  end,  or  where 
the  c<»l lection  is  limited  by  ordinance  or  con- 
tract to  such  assessments,  and  the  authori- 
ties fail  to  provide  for  or  to  carry  out  the 
assessment,  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that 
no  general  doctrine  of  municipal  liability 
for  mere  nonfeasance  in  the  failure  or  neg- 
lect of  council  or  oflRcers  to  perform  a  duty 
of  the  municipality  can  be  extended  to  over- 
ride per  ae  the  inhibitions  expressed  in  this 
statute,  and  that  the  contractor  must  pro- 
ceed by  mandamus  to  enforce  his  claim. 
The  decisions  in  support  of  this  view  are 
well  considered,  and  apparently  without  con- 
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flict,  and  the  following  are  leading  and  per- 
tinent examples:  Fletcher  v.  Oahkoah,  18 
Wis.  229;  Greencaatle  v.  Allen,  43  Ind.  347; 
Goodrich  v.  Detroit^  12  Mich.  279 ;  Reock  v. 
Netoark,  33  N.  J.  L.  129;  People  ex  rel. 
Ready  v.  Syracuse,  144  N.  Y.  63,  38  N.  E. 
1006.  See  also  Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  436, 
and  note;  Beach,  Modern  Law  of  Contracts, 
§  1191.  In  Fletcher  v.  Oshkosh,  18  Wis. 
229,  Mr.  Justice  Paine,  speaking  for  the 
court  in  reference  to  a  case  which  is  prac- 
tically identical,  says:  "Now,  in  the  face 
of  this  provision,  which  says  that  the  city 
shall  in  no  event  be  liable,  we  are  asked  to 
hold  that  if  the  money  is  not  collected  in  a 
reasonable  time,  in  the  mode  which  is  pro- 
vided, the  city  shall  be  liable.  .  .  .  We 
know  of  no  rule  of  construction,  and  cer- 
tainly the  counsel  cited  no  case,  that  could 
justify  a  court  in  thus  overriding  a  plain 
provision  of  law.  Whoever  contracts  for 
this  kind  of  work,  or  deals  in  these  certifi- 
cates, under  such  a  charter,  takes  the  risk 
of  collecting  his  money  in  the  manner  pro* 
vided,  with  a  right  to  resort  to  the  appro- 
priate remedy  to  compel  the  officers  to  whom 
it  is  intrusted  to  discharge  their  duties,  and 
he  cannot  come  into  a  court  and  ask  to  hold 
the  city  liable,  in  the  teeth  of  a  provision 
which  informed  him  at  the  outset  that  the 
city  should,  in  no  event,  be  liable." 

So  considered,  support  cannot  be  found  for 
the  judgment  under  the  general  authorities, 
and  no  foundation  remains  unless  the  cases 
cited  by  counsel  sustain  the  further  conten- 
tion that  a  rule  of  decision  prevails  in  the 
state  of  Illinois  which  establishes  the  pri- 
mary liability  of  the  municipality  in  such 
contingency  through  the  failure  to  make  the 
special  assessment.  The  decisions  invoked 
in  that  view  are  Clayburgh  v.  Chicago,  25 
III.  535,  79  Am.  Dec.  346,  and  Foster  v. 
Alton,  173  111.  587,  51  N.  E.  76;  but  in  the 
first-mentioned  case  no  statute  was  involved 
which  forbade  liability  in  any  event  on  the 
part  of  the  city,  and  in  neither  case  was  any 
rule  of  liability  adopted  which  can  be 
brought  into  the  present  statute,  by  way  of 
construction,  to  sanction  an  inhibited  re- 
covery. In  Clayburgh  v.  Chicago,  26  III, 
535,  79  Am.  Dec.  346,  the  question  was  of  a 
different  nature,  and  not  within  the  statute. 
An  action  on  the  case  was  sustained  in  fa* 
vor  of  a  lotowner  to  recover  of  the  city  dam* 
ages  arising  out  of  the  taking  of  his  proper- 
ty for  public  use  in  opening  a  street.  The 
law  provided  for  an  assessment  of  benefits 
and  dan»ages  to  that  end,  the  property  was 
appro])viatcd  and  the  damasres  ascprtrtine«l, 
but  there  was  a  refusal  to  enforop  ?oMoction 
of  the  assessment.  The  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute are  not  stated,  but,  clearly,  the  renirdy 
for  compensation  in  such  a  case  is  not  appli- 
cable, in  any  view,  to  a  contractor,  under  tlie 
present  statute.  In  Foster  v.  Alton,  173  III. 
587,  51  N.  E.  76,  however,  the  same  statute 
and  like  conditions  as  in  the  case  at  bar 
were  present,  except  that  suit  was  com- 
menced by  the  .contractor  after  he  had  peti- 
tioned for  a  reassessment,  and  before  an  or- 
dinance could  be  adopted  for  that  purpose; 
the  action  being  based  on  the  ground  that 
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the  city  ''had  ezhaufited  its  power,  and  could 
not  make  a  reassesBment,  as  it  had  agreed 
to  do,  and  that  it  was  therefore  liable  for 
the  balance,  io  be  paid  by  general  taxation 
"Or  out  of  the  general  fund."  The  decision 
of  the  supreme  court  denies  the  right  of  ac- 
tion, and  is  based  solely  upon  the  ground 
that  a  reassessment  could  be  made  for  the 
•collection;  and,  so  far  as  it  furnishes  light, 
the  ruling  is  distinctly  adverse  to  recovery 
here,  and  appears  to  have  been  misappre- 
hended by  counsel.  It  is  cited  in  the  argu- 
ment submitted  on  behalf  of  the  defendant 
in  error  as  stating  in  the  opinion  of  the 
-court:  "This  action  cannot  be  maintained 
except  upon  the  refusal  or  neglect  of  appel- 
lant to  levy  a  reassessment,  which  is  not 
claimed."  This  remark  appears  in  the  re- 
<iital  of  facts  only,  and  as  a  quotation  from 
the  findings  of  the  appellate  court  of  a  rea- 
son for  not  remanding  the  cause.  It  is 
neither  approved  in  the  opinion,  nor  referred 
to  as  influencing  the  decision;  nor  could  the 
-excerpt  have  the  force  of  a  binding  decision, 
if  it  were  approved. 

No  groimd  appearing  to  authorize  the  re- 
•covery  against  the  plaintiff  in  error,  the 
judgment  is  reveraedj  with  direction  to  sus- 
tain the  demurrer  to  the  declaration. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been  filed, 
Beaman,  District  Judge,  on  October  3, 
1899,  handed  down  the  following  response: 

The  argument  for  rehearing  rests  upon  a 
provision  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Illinois, 
not  previously  called  to  attention,  found  in 
\  1,  art.  9,  chap.  24  (1  Starr  k  C.  Anno. 
Btat.  (111.)  2d  ed.  [art.  9,  H  117]  p.  736), 
which  reads  as  follows: 

'That  the  corporate  authorities  of  cities 
«nd  villages  are  hereby  vested  with  power  to 
make  local  improvements  by  special  assess- 
ment or  by  special  taxation,  or  both,  of  con- 
tiguous property,  or  general  taxation,  or 
otherwise,  as  they  shall  by  ordinance  pre- 
scribe." 

In  the  light  of  this  provision,  it  is  clear 
that  authority  is  conferred  upon  the  munici- 
pality, when  a  local  improvement  is  or- 
dered, to  determine,  in  reference  to  its  na- 
ture, whether  the  expense  shall  be  paid  by 
special  assessment,  by  general  taxation,  or 
by  both  methods ;  and  that  the  remark  in  the 
opinion,  as  handed  down,  that  the  statute 
"imperatively  requires  that  the  expense, 
aside  from  street  intersections,  shall  be  borne 
by  the  abutting  property,"  must  be  qualified 
accordingly.  Improvements  which  are  clas- 
48  L,  R.  A. 


sified  as  "  local"  are  of  various  kinds,  many 
of  them  not  proper  subjects  for  special  as- 
sessment ;  ana  by  this  statute  the  city  ooun- 
cil  is  vested  with  the  power  and  the  duty  to 
determine  the  classification  of  the  inxprove- 
ment,  and  establish  by  ordinance  the  appro- 
priate method  of  defraying  the  expense.  As 
stated  in  Morgan  Park  v.  Wisvoall,  155  HI. 
262,  267,  40  N.  E.  611,  612:  "The  improve- 
ment being  in  truth  and  in  fact  a  local  im- 
provement, the  decision  of  the  municipal  au- 
thorities is  final,  when  they  adopt  one  or  an- 
other of  the  modes  prescribed  by  law  for  the 
purpose  of  raising  funds  for  it."  The  pow- 
er is  "devolved  upon  the  city  council  alone, 
and  not  upon  the  courts."  See  also  Light- 
net-  V.  Peoria,  150  lU.  80,  87,  37  N.  E.  69; 
Fagan  v.  Chicago,  84  111.  227. 

The  improvement  in  question  was  of  the 
class  generally  recognized  as  a  charge  upon 
abutting  property,  was  so  determined  by  the 
city  council,  and  the  contract  under  which 
the  work  was  performed  so  provided.  Sec- 
tion 49  of  the  same  article  declares:  "All 
persons  taking  any  contracts  with  the  city 
or  village,  and  who  agree  to  be  paid  from 
special  assessments,  shall  have  no  claim  or 
lien  upon  the  city  or  village  in  any  event, 
except  from  the  collections  of  the  special  as- 
sessments made  for  the  work  contracted 
for."  1  Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat  2d  ed.  [art. 
9,  If  165]  p.  777. 

Section  64  establishes  the  same  rule  for 
claimants  accepting  or  holding  vouchers. 
Id.  p.  784. 

The  expressions  in  the  opinion  have  ref- 
erence to  these  provisions,  which  are  dis- 
tinctly applicable  here,  and  inhibit  recov- 
ery in  this  action.  The  power  so  delegated 
to  the  corporate  authorities  can  be  exercised 
only  for  the  object  and  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed. When  it  is  exercised,  and  the  work 
is  performed,  the  latter  provisions  are  con- 
trolling. If  the  assessment  is  "annulled  by 
the  city  council,"  or  "set  aside  by  any 
court,"  the  common  council  is  empowered  by 
§  46  to  provide  for  a  new  assessment;  and, 
"when  the  original  ordinance  proves  defect- 
ive and  insufficient  to  support  an  assess- 
ment," the  defect  may  be  cured  by  amend- 
ment or  supplemental  ordinance  and  reas- 
sessment. East  8t,  Louis  v.  Alhrechty  150 
111.  506,  512,  37  N.  E.  934.  Such  is  the  ex- 
dusiA'c  course  open  to  this  contractor,  and 
niandamus  is  the  sole  remedy. 

Rehearing  is  denied. 
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t.  A  city  Is  not  liable  for  a  uufsamce 
er«ated  by  tbe  pollution  of  a  streant 

by  Its  employees  and  chain  gang  while  oper- 
ating a  rock  quarry  outside  the  limits  of  the 
city,  which  Its  charter  gives  no  authority  to 
operate,  unless  it  is  Implied  from  certain  pro- 
▼Isions  which  expressly  Include  a  denial  of 
liability  for  the  failure  to  exercise,  or  the  im- 
proper exercise  of,  the  powers  thereby  con- 
ferred. 

^  Implied  antbority  to  operate  a  roclc 
anarry  outside  the  limits  of  a  city  is  not 
conferred  upon  the  city  by  general  provisions 
in  Its  charter  for  the  purchase,  holding,  sale, 
and  conveyance  of  real  and  personal  property 
necessary  for  its  uses  and  purposes. 

a.  A  anestion  as  to  tbe  powers  con- 
ferred by  a  eity  ebarter  may  be  raised 
by  demurrer  in  an  action  against  the  city  for 
an  alleged  nuisance,  since  the  court  will  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  charter. 

(February  8,  1000.) 

ERROR  to  the  Corporation  Court  of  the 
City  of  Lynchburg  to  review  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  defeudant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  alleged  ¥^ongful 
|>ollution  of  a  stream  of  water  flowing 
through  plaintiff's  property.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  S.  Hester,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

BJvery  person  or  corporation,  entering  in- 
to any  business,  is  presumed  to  have  the 
right  to  so  engage. 

5  Thomp.  Corp.  §  6967. 

It  does  not  appear  from  any  part  of  the 
pleading  that  the  act  complained  of  in  the 
declaration  is  ultra  vires,  and,  that  being 
true,  if  the  question  of  ultra  vires  can  pos- 
aibly  be  available  to  the  defendant,  it  must 
be  raised  by  plea,  and  not  by  demurrer. 

5  Thomp.  Corp.  §  5992 ;  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
PI.  &  Ft.  95,  96;  2  Wait,  Act.  &  Def.  p.  333; 
^  Barton,  Law  Pr.  p.  1274. 

The  charter  gives  the  council  power  to 
purchase,  hold,  sell,  and  convey  all  real  and 
personal  property  for  its  uses  and  purposes. 

Chap.  5,  §  7,  subsec.  3 ;  Winchester  v.  Red- 
tnond,  93  Va.  711,  25  S.  E.  1001;  Wallace  v. 
Richmond,  94  Va.  204,  36  L.  R.  A.  554,  26 
«.  E.  586. 

This  city  is  authorized  to  extend  county 
roads  in  Campbell  county  for  2  miles,  and 
the  city  would  have  the  right  to  erect  every 


Note. — As  to  the  liability  of  municipal  cor- 
porations for  pollution  of  streams,  see  also 
Chapman  v.  Rochester  (N.  Y.)  1  L.  R.  A.  296, 
and  note. 

As  to  liability  for  pollution  of  public  well, 
«ee  Danaher  v.  Brooklyn  (N.  Y.)  7  L.  R.  A.  502. 

As  to  liability  of  municipality  for  creation  of 
nuisance  in  general,  see  Bates  ▼.  Westborough 
(Mass.)  7  L.  R.  A.  166,  and  note;  Miles  y. 
Worcester  (Mass.)  13  L.  R.  A.  841;  Terry  v. 
Richmond  (Va.)  38  L.  R.  A.  834. 
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necessadry  establishment  or  house  that  would 
be  necesfitary  for  the  employees  of  said  city  in 
carrying  out  the  power  conferred  under  this 
section. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §§  562,  563. 

A  municipal  corporation  engaging  in  any 
business  of  a  quasi-private  nature  would  be 
liable  to  all  persons  for  its  ultra  vires  torts. 

15  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  1141-1143 ;  27 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  393;  Myer,  Fed. 
Dig.  §5  1501,  1564,  1561;  2  Barton,  Law  Pr. 
p.  1274;  Halt  Lake  City  v.  Hollister,  118  U. 
S.  256,  30  L.  ed.  176,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1055; 
Green's  Brice,  Ultra  Vires,  pp.  331,  332,  364, 
365. 

A  city  cannot  direct  certain  works  to  be 
entered  into  through  its  board  of  council, 
and,  after  it  is  completed,  say,  to  any  per- 
son who  may  be  injured  by  said  works  or 
business,  you  must  look  to  the  agent  who 
performed  such  work,  and  not  the  city. 

Bait  Lake  City  v.  HoUister,  118  U.  S.  256, 
30  L.  ed.  176,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1056;  2  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  9  992;  Rockland  Water  Co.  v. 
Adams,  84  Me.  472,  24  Atl.  840;  Qoddard  v. 
Ilarpstcell,  84  Me.  499,  24  Atl.  958,  30  Am. 
St.  Rep.  409,  note. 

If  the  city  has  the  right  to  procure  ston^ 
to  pave  its  streets,  it  has  the  right  to  oper- 
ate a  quarry  for  that  purpose,  and,  that  be- 
ing so,  it  had  the  right  to  operate  the  quar- 
ry as  described  in  the  declaration,  and  to  do 
all  acts  and  construct  ali  necessary  buildings 
essential  to  its  operation. 

Coldwater  v.  Tucker,  36  Mich.  474,  24  Am. 
Rep.  601;  Winchester  v.  Redmond,  93  Va. 
714,  25  S.  E.  1001;  2  Wait,  Act  &  Def.  p. 
333 ;  Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Olobe  Works, 
101  Mass.  57,  3  Am.  Rep.  322;  Orme  v.  Rich- 
mond, 79  Va.  89 ;  Salt  Lake  City  v.  HoUister, 
118  U.  S.  256,  30  L.  ed.  176,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1055. 

Messrs.  Wilson  A  Manson,  for  defend- 
ant in  error: 

The  city  can  do  no  act  and  incur  no  liabil- 
ity, whether  the  act  complained  of  is  a  tort 
or  a  contract,  unless  the  act  is  within  the 
city's  powers  as  fixed  by  charter  or  by  other 
statutes  applicable  to  it.  The  power  to  do 
the  act  must  be  expressly  granted  or  neces- 
sarily implied;  if  the  power  be  fairly  doubt- 
ful, the  decision  must  be  against  the  exist- 
ence of  the  power,  and  the  activities  of  the 
city  ofQcials,  and  their  power  to  fix  burdens 
on  the  taxpayers,  are,  as  a  rule,  confined  to 
its  own  limits,  and  do  not  extend  to  such 
acts  as  they  may  do  and  improvements  they 
may  see  fit  to  make  in  the  surrounding  coun- 
try. 

Winchester  v.  Redmond,  93  Va.  713,  25  S. 
E.  1001;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed.  §  89; 
Becker  v.  La  Crosse,  99  Wis.  414,  40  L.  R.  A. 
830,  75  N.  W.  84;  Kirkham  v.  Russell,  76 
Va.  961;  Wallace  v.  Richmond,  94  Va.  217, 
36  L.  R.  A.  554,  26  S.  E.  586;  Albany  v.  Cun- 
lift, '2  N.  Y.  165;  Boyland  v.  New  York,  1 
Sandf.  27;  Cavanagh  v.  Boston,  139  Mass. 
426,  52  Am.  Rep.  716,  1  K.  E.  834;  Qoddard 
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V.  Hmpatoell,  84  Me.  499,  24  AU.  958;  Keller 
V.  Corpus  Chi^H,  50  Tex.  614,  32  Am.  Rep. 
G19;  Uoggard  v.  Monroe^  51  La.  Ann.  683,  44 
L.  R.  A.  477,  2o  So.  349. 

The  liability  of  the  city  for  a  wrong  done 
in  improving  the  public  roads  of  Campbell 
county,  even  in  the  absence  of  the  l^isla- 
tive  provision  exempting  them  from  liabili- 
ty, may  be  well  doubted. 

Bates  v.  Rutland,  62  Vt.  178,  9  L.  R.  A. 
363,  20  AU.  278. 

If  the  injuries  complained  of  arose  out  of 
the  improper  exercise  of  the  powers  con 
ferred  by  subsection  39,  the  legislative  enact- 
ment in  express  terms  relieves  the  city  from 
liability. 

Wallace  v.  Richmond,  94  Va.  204,  36  L.  R. 
A.  554;  Jones  v.  Richmond,  18  Gratt.  517,  08 
Am.  Dec.  695 ;  Richmond  v.  Smith,  15  Wall. 
437,  21  L.  ed.  202. 

Buchanan,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  on  the  case  against  the 
city  of  Lynchburg  for  creating  and  continu- 
ing a  nuisance  near  the  premises  of  the  plain- 
tiff, to  the  damage  of  the  health  and  comfort 
of  himself  and  family. 

It  is  averred  in  the  declaration  that  ^c 
defendant,  while  operating  a  rock  quarry 
outside  of  the  limits  of  the  city,  erected  a 
privy  for  the  use  of  its  employees,  including 
its  chain  gang,  over  a  stream  of  water  which 
runs  under  the  front  porch  of  the  dwelling 
house  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  situated  near 
by,  and  just  below  the  quarry,  and  so  pol- 
luted the  stream  as  to  render  his  premises 
unfit  for  habitation,  and  to  cause  serious 
sickness  in  his  family. 

The  defendant  demurred  to  the  declaration 
upon  the  ground  that  the  injury  complained 
of  was  not  caused  by  an  act  done  within  the 
scope  of  the  power  and  authority  of  the  city, 
but  was  the  result  of  an  ultra  vires  act,  for 
which  th«  city  was  not  liable. 

The  trial  court  sustained  the  demurrer 
and  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant.  To 
that  judgment  this  writ  of  error  w««  award- 
ed. 

The  question  presented  for  our  determina- 
tion is  whether  the  nuisance  complained  of 
was  created  or  continued  by  the  agents  or 
employees  of  the  defendant  city  while  en- 
gagediu  a  work  which  was  within  its  corpo- 
rate powers. 

In  order  to  render  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion liable  in  damages  for  the  torts  of  its 
agents  and  employees,  it  is  necessary,  among 
other  things,  that  the  injury  ccinplained  of 
be  caused  by,  or  result  from,  an  act  done  in 
the  exercise  of  some  power  conferred  upon  it 
by  its  charter  or  other  positive*  enactment. 

"If  the  act  complained  of,"  says  Judge 
Dillon,  "ncci>sarily  lies  wholly  outside  of 
tlie  general  or  special  powers  of  the  corpora- 
tion, as  conferred  in  its  charter  or  by  statute, 
the  corporation  can  in  no  event  be  liable  to 
an  action  for  damages,  whether  it  directly 
commanded  the  performance  of  the  act,  or 
whether  it  be  done  by  its  officers  without  its 
express  command.  .  .  .  But,  if  the 
wrongful  aet  be  not  in  this  sense  ultra  vires, 
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it  may  be  the  foundation  of  an  action  of  tort 
against  the  corporation,  either  when  it  waa 
done  by  its  officers  under  its  previous  direct 
authority,  or  has  been  ratified  or  adopted  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  by  it,  or  when  it  was 
done  by  the  oiUcers,  agents,  or  servants  of 
the  corporation  in  the  execution  of  corporate 
powers  or  the  performance  of  corporate 
duties  of  a  ministerial  nature,  and  was  done 
so  negligently  or  unskilfully  as  to  injure 
others,  in  which  case  the  corporation  is  lia- 
ble for  the  cai'elessness  or  want  of  skill  of  its 
oflficers  or  immediate  servants  or  agents  in 
the  course  of  their  authorized  employment, 
without  express  adoption  or  ratifying  act.'* 
2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  968;  Smith  v. 
Rochester,  76  N.  Y.  606;  Cavanagh  v.  Bos- 
ton, 139  Mass.  420,  52  Am.  Rep.  716,  1  N.  E. 
834;  Horn  v.  Baltimore,  30  Md.  218. 

It  is  the  settled  law  of  this  state  that  a 
municipal  corporation  possesses  and  can  ex- 
ercise the  following  powers,  and  none  oth- 
ers; First,  those  granted  in  express  words; 
second,  those  necessarily  or  fairly  implied^ 
or  incident  to  the  powers  expressly  granted ; 
third,  those  essential  to  the  declared  objects 
and  purposes  of  the  corporation, — not  sim- 
ply convenient,  but  indispensaMe.  Win- 
chester  v.  Redmond,  93  Va.  711,  714,  25  S.  E. 
1001 ;  Lynchburg  d  R.  Street  R.  Co,  v.  Dam- 
eron,  95  Va.  545,  548,  28  S.  E.  951 ;  1  Dill. 
Mun.  C:orp.  §  89. 

By  §  7,  chap.  6,  of  the  charter  of  the  citv 
(Acts  Assem.  1895-96,  p.  201),  it  is  provid- 
ed that  the  council  shall,  in  addition  to  the 
general  powers  vested  in  it  by  the  laws  of 
the  state,  have  power  "to  purchase,  hold,  sell, 
an^  convey  all  real  and  personal  property 
ncceK^itry  for  its  uses  and  purposes"  (sub- 
sec.  3)  ;  "to  erect  in  or  near  the  city  suita- 
ble workhouses,  houses  of  correction  or  refor- 
mation and  houses  for  the  reception  and 
maintenance  of  the  poor  and  destitute"  (sub- 
sec.  5) ;  "to  establish  and  regulate  public 
squares  and  parks  in  or  near  the  city,  and 
to  acquire,  by  purchase,  condemnation,  or 
otherwise,  tlie  land  deemed  necessary  for 
such  uses  (subsec.  6)  ;  "to  establish  wa- 
ter works  or  gas  works  within  or  without 
said  city;"  to  acquire  laiiu  for  such  purpos- 
es by  purchase  or  condemnation;  and  to  pro- 
tect* from  injury  or  pollution  by  proper  pen- 
alties said  works  or  anything  connected 
therewith  within  or  without  the  city,  "and 
under  this  authority  to  prevent  the  pollu- 
tion of  the  water  in  the  river  by  prohibiting- 
the  throwing  of  filth  or  offensive  matter 
therein  for  a  distance  of  6  miles  above  the 
limits  of  the  city"  (subsec.  7);  "to  es- 
tablish or  acquire  by  purchase  and  to  oper- 
ate within  or  without  the  corporate  limits 
suitable  works  for  the  generation  of  electrici- 
ty for  illun\inating  or  other  purposes,  and  to 
acquire  lands  for  such  use  by  purchase  or 
condemnation"  (subfioc.  8)  ;  "to  provide  in 
or  near  the  city  lands  to  be  used  as  burial 
places  for  the  dead  and  to  improve  and  care 
for  the  same  and  the  approaches  thereto" 
(siibsec.  17)  :  and,  concurrently  with  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  Campbell  county,  "to 
take  care,  supervision,   and    control  for  m> 
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distance  of  2  miles  from  the  city  limits,  of 
all  public  roads  extending  from  the  city  in- 
to Campbell  county,  and  jointly  with  said 
supei-xisors  to  close,  extend,  widen,  narrow, 
lay  out,  graduate,  pave,  macadamize,  and 
otlierwiae  improve  and  alter  said  roads  for 
such  distance  and  to  keep  the  same  in  good 
Older  and  repair  and  to  condemn  the  neces- 
sary laud  for  the  purpose.  .  .  .  Nothing 
omtained  herein  shall  be  construed  as  com- 
pelling the  exercise  of  the  powers  herein  giv- 
en or  a«  fixing  any  liability  on  the  said  city 
for  the  failure  to  exercise  or  the  improper  ex- 
ercise of  the  said  powers,  except  damages  for 
the  land  condemned,  which  are  to  be  ascer- 
tained and  fixed  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  general  laws  of  the  state."     Subsec.  39. 

Power  is  given  to  city  councils,  under  the 
general  law,  to  provide  in  or  near  the  city 
waterworks,  cemeteries,  hospitals,  and  pest 
houses.     Code,  §§  1038,  1719,  1721. 

None  of  the  provisions  of  the  charter  nor 
of  the  General  Statutes  above  quoted  cx- 
pres.sly  confer  upon  the  city  the  right  to  &k- 
quire  and  operate  a  rock  quarry.  If  sucK 
{x>wer  cun  be  necessarily  or  fairly  implied 
from  the  powers  expressly  granv^d,  it  must 
be  under  subsecs.  3  and  39  of  §  7,  v*hap.  6,  of 
the  charter.  The  power  given  b\  subsec. 
3,  which  authorizes  the  city  to  purchase, 
hold,  sell,  and  convey  all  real  and  personal 
property  necessary  for  its  uses  and  purpos- 
es, mu-pt,  1  apprehend,  be  exercised  within, 
and  not  without,  the  limits  of  the  city;  for 
the  general  rule  is  that  the  power  of  a  muni- 
cipal corporation  is  confined  to  its  own  terri- 
torial limits,  and,  without  some  special  pro- 
vision authorizing  it,  it  cannot  possess  any 
control  or  rights  in  or  over  lands  lying  with- 
out those  limits.  Denton  v.  Jackson,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  320,  336 ;  Riley  v.  Rochester,  9  N. 
Y.  64:  Colducater  v.  Tucker,  36  Mich.  475, 
477.  24  Am.  Rep.  601;  2  Dill.  Mun,  Corp.  § 
565. 

"Municipal  corporations,"  says  Judge  Dil- 
lon in  the  section  cited,  "being  created  chief- 
ly as  governmental  agencies,  and  for  the  at- 
tainment of  local  objects  merely,  the  general 
rule  is  that  they  cannot  purchase  and  hold 
real  estate  beyond  their  territorial  limits  un- 
less the  power  is  conferred  by  the  legislature. 
It  has  been  expressly  decided  that  a  convey- 
ance to  a  municipal  corporation  of  lands  be- 
yond its  boundaries  for  the  purpose  of  a 
street  is  void,  though  the  corporation  has  by 
its  charter  power  *to  purchase,  hold,  and  con- 
vey any  real  property  for  the  public  use  of 
the  corporation.*  Tlie  author,  however,  is 
inclined  to  think  that  there  are  purposes 
for  which  such  corporation  may  without  spe- 
cial grant  purchase  and  hold  extraterritorial 
lands,  as  for  a  pest  house,  cemetery,  and  the 
like  objects  of  a  municipal  character," 

If  it  be  true,  as  the  learned  author  is  in- 
clined to  think,  that  a  municipal  corporation 
without  special  authority  may  purchase  and 
hold  lands  without  its  limits  for  some  pur- 
poses,' it  must  be  because  the  lands  are  in- 
dispenftably  necessary  to  enable  it  to  protect 
the  health  and  well-being  of  its  people. 

It  might  be  convenient  for  a  municipal  cor- 
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poration  to  own  and  operate  a  rock  quariy, 
but  it  is  manifestly  not  indispensable  that  it 
should  do  so,  in  order  that  it  may  accomplish 
the  objects  of  its  creation, 

xVgain,  the  provisions  of  the  charter  con- 
ferring special  power  upon  the  city  to  ac- 
quire lands  without  the  city  for  workhouses, 
houses  of  correction  or  reformation  or  the  re- 
ception of  the  poor,  public  squares  or  parks, 
water  works  and  gas  works,  electric  plants, 
the  burial  of  the  dead,  and  highways  in  the 
county  of  Campbell,  would  seem  to  exclude 
the  idea  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature, in  granting  the  charter,  to  confer  any 
other  extraterritorial  powers  upon  the  city 
than  those  expressly  named. 

If  the  power  to  acquire  and  operate  a  rock 
quarry  can  be  necessarily  or  fairly  implied 
from  the  provisions  of  subsection  39  (§  7, 
chap.  6,  of  the  charter),  which  authorizes 
the  city,  in  connection  with  the  county  of 
Campbell,  to  pave  and  macadamize,  among 
other  things,  the  highways  of  that  county 
for  a  distance  of  2  miles  from  the  city,  it 
w  ould  not  aid  the  plaintiff ;  for  it  is  express- 
ly provided  in  that  section  that  nothing  in  it 
shiUl  be  construed  as  compelling  the  exercise 
of  the  powers  conferred  by  it,  or  as  fixing 
any  liability  on  the  city  for  the  failure  to 
exercise,  or  the  improper  exercise  of  the  pow- 
ers conferred,  except  damages  for  lands  con- 
demned for  public  highways.  The  object  of 
that  provision  was  manifestly  to  protect  the 
city  from  any  other  or  further  liability  than 
the  county  of  Campbell  (its  associate  in  es- 
tablishing and  maintaining  the  roads) 
would  be  under  in  exercising  the  powers  con- 
ferred. And,  as  is  well  settled,  the  county 
being  one  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the 
state,  it  would  not  be  liable  in  damages  to 
the  plaintiff  if  it  or  its  agents  or  employees 
had  caused  the  injury  complained  of.  F'ry 
v.  Albemarle  County,  86  Va.  195,  9  S.  E. 
1004;  Field  v.  Albemarle  County  (Va.)  20 
S.  E.  054;  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §§  23,  963,  note 
1 ;  1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  256. 

The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  the  question  of  whether  or  not  the  work 
in  which  the  city  officials  were  engaged  when 
the  nuisance  complained  of  was  created  was 
within  its  powers  could  not  be  raised  by  de- 
murrer, but  only  by  a  plea,  is  wholly  unten- 
able. The  courts  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
charters  of  municipal  corporations.  1  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  §  83 :  4  Minor,  Inst.  1210,  1211; 
Code,  §  3.328 :  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  4,  note  3.  And, 
if  the  cauFc  of  action  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion is  one  for  which  the  corporation  is  not 
liable,  a  demurrer  is  the  proper  and  usual 
way  to  raise  the  question.  Sayre  v.  Norlh- 
urestem  Tump.  Road,  10  Leigh,  454;  Noble 
V.  Richmond,  31  Gratt.  271,  31  Am.  Rep.  726; 
Orme  v.  Richmond,  79  Va.  86;  Powell  v. 
Wytherille,  95  Va.  73,  27  S.  E.  805 ;  Maia  v. 
Eastern  State  Hospital  Directors,  97  Va. 
507,  34  S.  E.  617. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that 
the  defendant  was  not  liable  in  damages  for 
the  injury  complained  of,  that  the  demurrer 
was  properly  sustained  by  the  trial  court, 
and  that  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 
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1.  A  Jadfcmcnt  !•  not  a  Hen  on  landa 
vrlitch  the  Jadsrinent  debtor  l&as  pre- 
▼loasly  conveyed,  though  with  intent  to 
defraud  creditors,  under  Sand.  &  H.  Dig.  f 
4204,  which  provides  that  Judgments  shall  be 
liens  on  lands  of  the  Judgment  debtors,  and 
S  3040.  providing  for  the  sale  on  execution  of 
lands  of  which  the  Judgment  debtor,  or  any 
person  for  his  use,  is  seised  In  law  or  equity. 

2.  The  superior  dlltsence  of  a  Junior 
Judirment  creditor  in  bringing  a  suit  to  un- 
cover land  which  had  been  conveyed  after  the 
Judgments.  In  fraud  of  creditors,  will  entitle 
him  to  the  proceeds. 

(Battle  and  Riddick,  JJ„  dissent.) 
(January  13,  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the 
Pulaski  Chancery  Court  in  favor  of  de- 
fendant in  a  proceeding  to  determine  which 
creditor  of  George  R.  Brown  had  a  superior 
right  to  certain  lots  belonging  to  him. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Cockrill  ft  Coekrill  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  Dodge,  Johnson,  Carroll,  ft 
Pemberton  and  D.  H.  Cantrell,  for  ap- 
pellee: 

A  lien  is  neither  a  jus  in  re  nor  a  jus  in 
rem.  It  conferred  no  right  of  property,  but 
a  riffht  to  sell  property. 

Whiting  v.  Beehe,  12  Ark.  577 ;  Roberts  v. 
Jacks,  31  Ark.  COO,  25  Am.  Rep.  584. 

The  appellant  by  his  negligent  nonaction 
has  suffered  the  debtor  to  dispose  of  a  large 
amount  of  property  that  should  and  could 
have  been  subjected  to  the  payment  of  his 
debt.  He  has  suffered  liimself  to  be  de- 
frauded. 

We  are  put  to  the  alternative,  either  of 
losing  our  debt,  or  of  collecting  appellee^s 
debt  for  him  in  order  to  clear  the  way  for 
our  lien. 

As  to  the  personal  property  we  have  the 
superior  lien,  because  we  filed  our  bill  and 
made  an  equitable  levy  on  it. 

Senter  v.  Williams,  61  Ark.  189,  32  S.  W. 
490. 

If  it  were  not  for  the  statute  that  makes 
a  judgment  a  lien  on  land  there  is  no  ques- 
tion but  that  our  judgment  would  take  pre- 
cedence, because,  as  said  in  Senter  v.  WiU 
liamSj  our  equity  is  superior. 

If,  then,  measuring  the  equities  them- 
selves, ours  is  a  superior  equity,  why  must 
not  the  statute  yield  to  let  it  in,  as  it  did 
in  the  case  of  the  innocent  purchaser  in  Btia 
V.  Chaytor,  66  Ark.  116,  17  S.  W.  707. 

The  statute  did  not  design  to  deprive  a 


NoTa. — As  to  lien  of  Judgment  on  land  fraud- 
alently  conveyed,  see  Russell  v.  Chicago  Trust  & 
Bav.  Bank  (111.)  17  L.  B.  A.  845. 
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party  of  any  advantage  he  might  obtain  by 
the  exercise  of  superior  diligence. 

Smith  V.  Lind,  29  111.  27. 

Although  the  statutes  of  our  state  pro- 
vide generally  that  the  first  judgment  credit- 
or shall  have  the  prior  lien,  yet  when  the 
junior  creditor  earns  the  right  to  preced- 
ence by  superior  diligence  m  discovering 
equitable  assets,  it  should  be  given  to  him. 

Black,  Judgm.  §  455. 

Wood,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Til  is  suit  is  between  judgment  creditors 
of  George  R.  Brown  to  determine  which  of 
them  has  the  superior  right  to  certain  lots- 
in   Little   Rock.     Appellant   obtained   judg- 
ment against  Brown  May  16,  1893,  and  had 
scire    facias    issued    and    served    to    revive 
same  February  11,  1896,  and  judgment  of 
revivor   was  rendered  May   25,    1896.     Ap- 
pellee obtained   its  first  judgment  against 
Brown  June  7,  1893,  and  the  second  May  10, 
1895.  .  Execution  was  issued  on  these  Octo^ 
ber  29,  1895,  and  same  was  returned  nulla 
bona.     On  the  same  day — October  29,  1895 
— appellee  filed  a  complaint  for  itself  alone 
to  uncover  certain  property,  including  the 
lots  in  controversy,  alleging  that  same  had 
been  conveyed  by  Brown  in  fraud  of  credit- 
ors.    On  December  21,  1896,  appellant  filed 
his  intervention  in  appellee's  suit,  setting 
up  his  judgment  lien,  alleging  that  he  waa 
willing  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  the 
action,  that  Brown  was  insolvent,  and  that 
an  execution  against  him  would  be  of  na 
avail,  and  asking  to  be  allowed  to  share  in 
the  proceeds  of  the  creditors'  bill  filed  by  ap- 
pellee.    Appellee's  answer  to  the  interven- 
tion of  appellant  alleged  a  specific  lien  on 
the   property   by   reason   of   the   complaint 
filed  by  it,  and  asked  that  the  rights  of  ap- 
pellant under  his  judgment  be  subordinated 
to  its  lien.     At  the  time  of  the  filing  of  ap- 
pellant's intervention  appellee  agreed  with 
him  that  the  assistance  of  his  attorney  in 
the  prosecution  of  the  creditors'  suit  would 
be  waived,  and  that  in  the  contest  between 
them  it  would  be  considered  as  though  ap- 
pellant had  rendered  all  the  assistance  that 
the  law  would  require.    Appellant  filed  a 
^vritten  assumption  of  his  share  of  the  costs. 
It  was  understood  that  all  controversy  be- 
tween appellant  and  appellee  as  to  their  re- 
spective rights  in  the  proceeds,  if  any,  of 
the  creditors'  suit  against  Brown  and  oth- 
ers, should  be  postponed  until   that  issue- 
was  settled.    No  execution  was  issued  by  ap- 
pellant until  long  after  the  present  suit  had 
been  brought  and  appellant's   intervention 
had  been  filed.    The  decree  on  the  original 
complaint  and  answer  subjected  the  lots  in^ 
controversy  to  the  payment  of  Brown's  debt 
Of  these    lots    some    were    conveyed  before- 
and  some  after  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ments.    The    appellant   contends    tbat,   a» 
senior  judgment  creditor,  he  is  entitled  Uy 
have  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  judg- 
ment the  entire  proceeds  from  any  sale  thak 
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may  be  had  of  the  lota  which  were  fraudu- 
lently conveyed  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment  of  either  party.  He  grounds  his 
contention  upon  the  following  sections  of 
the  Digest  (Sandels  &  H.)  : 

"4204.  A  judgment  in  the  supreme, 
chancery  or  circuit  court  of  this  state  or  in 
the  district  or  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  wuthin  this  state  shall  be  a  lien  on 
the  real  estate  owned  by  the  defendant  in 
the  county  in  which  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered from  the  date  of  its  rendition." 

'*3049.  The  following  described  property 
shall  be  liable  to  be  seized  and  sold  under 
any  execution  upon  any  judgment,  order,  or 
decree  of  a  court  of  record:  .  .  .  Sixth. 
All  real  estate  whether  patented  or  not 
whereof  the  defendant  or  any  person  for  his 
use,  was  seised  in  law  or  equity  on  the  day 
of  rendition  of  the  judgment,  order,  or  de- 
cree whereon  execution  issued,  or  at  any 
time  thereafter." 

Appellant  also  relies  upon  the  following 
decisions  of  this  court:  Ringgold  v.  Wag- 
goner, 14  Ark.  69;  Apperson  v.  Ford,  23 
Ark.  746-759;  Bennett  v.  Hutson,  33  Ark. 
702 ;  Hershy  v.  Latham,  46  Ark.  642 ;  Worm- 
ser  V.  Merchants'  Nat  Bank,  49  Ark.  117,  4 
S.  W.  198;  Cohn  v.  Hoffman,  60  Ark.  108 
6  S.  W.  611;  8tix  v.  Chaytor,  55  Ark.  116- 
123,  17  S.  W.  707;  MoNeill  v.  Carter,  57 
Ark.  579,  22  S.  W.  94. 

The  statute  gives  a  lien  from  the  day  of 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment  upon  the  real 
estate  owned  by  the  defendant,  or  whereof 
he,  or  any  person  for  his  use,  is  seised  in 
law  or  equity.  Where  a  debtor  has  fraudu- 
lently conveyed  his  real  estate  before  any 
judgment  is  rendered  against  him,  or  has 
procured  same  to  be  fraudulently  conveyed 
to  another,  he  is  not  in  any  sense  the  owner 
of  such  real  estate,  nor  is  he  thereafter 
seised  in  law  or  equity  of  such  real  estate, 
nor  is  the  grantee  seised  for  his  use.  Th^ 
authorities  generally  recognize  the  fact  that 
a  deed  to  land,  although  fraudulently  con 
veyed,  carries  the  title  of  the  grantor.  The 
deed  is  good  inter  paries.  Meuw  v.  An- 
thony, 11  Ark.  411,  52  Am.  Dec.  274;  Mill- 
ington  v.  Hill,  47  Ark.  309,  1  S.  W.  547 ; 
Bell  V.  Wilsori,  62  Ark.  171,  6  L.  R.  A.  370, 
12  S.  W.  328;  Bump,  Fraud.  Conv.  §§  432, 
433;  Wait,  Fraud.  (5onv.  §§  395-399;  8  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1st  ed.  p.  771;  and  au- 
thorities cited  by  these.  The  fraudulent 
grantee  gets  a  title  that  he  can  alienate, 
and  by  so  doing  confer  a  perfect  title  upon 
his  alienee,  if  the  alienee  be  an  innocent 
purchaser  for  value.  This  is  the  doctrine 
of  our  own  court  and  of  nearly  all  the  states. 
Ringgold  v.  Waggoner,  14  Ark.  69;  8tix  v. 
Chaytor,  65  Ark.  116-123,  17  S.  W.  707; 
Wait,  Fraud.  Conv.  §  386;  Bump,  Fraud. 
Conv.  f  492,  and  numerous  authorities  cited. 
Of  course,  this  would  not  be  possible  if  the 
conveyance  of  the  fraudulent  grantor  did 
not  carry  the  title  to  the  fraudulent  gran- 
fee.  It  follows,  then,  logically  and  necesf 
garily,  that  under  this  statute  alone  the 
judgment  creditor  has  no  lien  upon  lands 
fraudulently  conveyed  by  the  debtor  prior 
to  the  rendition  of  his  judgment.  This 
48  L.  R.  A. 


construction  certainly  conforms  to  the  plain 
and  unequivocal  language  of  the  act.  Why 
should  we  so  change  and  extend  it  as  ta 
make  it  apply  to  lands  which  the  defendant, 
at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment, did  not  own,  and  of  which  neither  he 
nor  anyone  for  him,  was  seised  in  law  or 
equity.  To  so  construe  it  would  be  judicial 
legislation,  and  that,  too,  with  unjust  re- 
sults; because,  "when  the  law  gives  prior- 
ity, equity  will  follow  it"  [Senter  v.  Wil- 
liams, 01  Ark.  189,  32  S.  W.  490)  ;  and  in 
passing  upon  the  rights  of  judgment  credit- 
ors to  lands  fraudulently  conveyed  prior  to 
the  rendition  of  the  judgments  the  effeci 
would  be  to  ignore  that  old  and  excellent 
maxim  of  equity,  Vigilantibus  non  dormienr 
tihus  CBquitas  suhvenit,  arid  to  declare  in 
favor  of  those  merely  prior  in  time,  al- 
though ever  so  unequal  m  diligence.  Such 
a  doctrine  would  encourage  fraudulent  judg- 
ments. It  would  impose  oftentimes  upon, 
the  junior  judgment  creditor  the  expensive, 
hut  still  thankless  and  bootless,  task  of  un^ 
covering  assets,  which  by  his  diligence,  he 
had  discovered,  for  the  benefit  of  another,  or 
else  the  disagreeable  experience  of  seeing- 
the  fraudulent  debtor  concealing  and  appro- 
priating to  his  own  use  assets  which  justly 
belonged  to  his  creditors.  But,  while  the- 
language  of  the  statute  itself  is  plainly 
against  a  construction  which  would  lead  to 
such  inequitable  consequences,  appellant,  to 
sustain  his  contention  for  a  lien,  would  have 
ud  construe  §  3472,  Sandels  &  H.  Dig.,  as  in 
pari  materia,  and  to  hold  that  his  judgment 
was  a  lien  on  Brown's  estate,  just  as  though 
the  legal  title  had  been  all  the  time  in 
Brown.  The  section  referred  to  is  as  fol- 
lows: "Every  conveyance  ...  of  any 
estate  or  interest  in  lands  made  or  contrived 
with  the  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud 
creditors  or  other  persons  of  their  lawful  ac- 
tions, damages,  forfeitures,  debts  or  de- 
mands, as  against  creditors  and  purchasers 
prior  and  subsequent  shall  be  void."  If 
the  latter  statute  is  to  be  taken  as  in  pari 
materia  with  the  statute  under  considera- 
tion as  between  judgment  creditors  and  their 
debtors,  still  tiiat  cannot  aid  appellant. 
Ever  since  the  passage  of  13  Eliz.,  aftep 
which  our  statute  as  to  fraudulent  convey- 
ances was  modeled,  the  word  "void,"  as 
therein  used,  has  generally  been  held  to 
mean  "voidable."  Mew,  Eng.  Case  Law 
Dig.  338,  and  authorities  collected;  Pom,. 
Contr.  §  282,  and  authorities  cited;  Bump. 
Fraud.  Conv.  §  461,  and  authorities  cited  la 
note  1.  As  we  have  seen  supra,  such  is  the 
view  of  our  own  court,  and  this  is  undoubt- 
edly correct,  for  every  fraudulent  convey- 
ance carries  the  legal  title,  subject  only  to- 
defeasance  by  creditors  and  purchasers. 
Such  conveyance  is  not  void  per  se,  even  ae 
between  the  debtor  and  creditor;  much  lesa 
between  creditor  and  debtor.  Even  as  be- 
tween debtor  and  creditor,  if  the  creditor 
condones  the  fraud,  and  takes  no  steps  to 
avoid  the  conveyance,  it  stands  forever  as  a 
devestiture  of  the  title  of  the  debtor.  Nor 
will  the  mere  rendition  of  a  judgment  in 
favor   of  the  creditor   against  the   debtor 
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avoid  the  latter'a  fraudulent  conveyance, 
The  judgment  simply  fixes  the  amount  of  the 
debtor's  liability,  for  which  is  subject  the 
property  he  actually  owns,  or  of  which  he 
or  someone  for  him,  is  seised  and  possessed. 
Nor  do  courts  of  law  annul  and  set  asido 
fraudulent  conveyances.  Some  process,  aft- 
er judgment  at  law  is  rendered,  is  necessary 
in  order  to  fix  and  secure  a  lien  upon  prop- 
erty that  has  been  fraudulently  conveyed, 
and  to  uncover  it  for  the  judgment  creditor. 
In  some  jurisdictions  the  creditor  has 
choice  of  three  remedies:  "First,  he  may 
sell  the  debtor's  land  upon  execution  issued 
on  his  judgment,  and  leave  the  purchaser 
to  contest  the  validity  of  the  defendant's 
title  in  an  action  of  ejectment ;  or,  secondly, 
he  may  bring  an  action  in  equity  to  remove 
the  fraudulent  obstruction  to  Uie  enforce- 
ment of  his  lien  by  execution,  and  await 
the  result  of  the  action  before  selling  the 
property;  or,  thirdly,  he  may,  on  the  return 
of  an  execution  unsatisfied,  bring  an  action 
in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  bill  to  have  the 
conveyance  adjudged  fraudulent  and  void 
as  to  his  judgment,  and  the  lands  sold  by  a 
receiver  or  other  officer  of  the  court,  and  the 
proceeds  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment,  as,  in  the  case  of  equitable  inter- 
ests, the  debtor's  assets  are  reached  and  ap- 
plied." So  it  is  said  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Minnesota  in  Jackson  v.  Holbrooke  36 
Minn.  494,  32  N.  W.  852;  also  in  Erickson 
V.  Quinn,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  166.  Those 
states  which  hold,  under  statutes  similar 
to  ours,  that  a  judgment  is  a  lien  upon  prop- 
erty fraudulently  conveyed  prior  to  its  ren- 
dition, may  very  properly  and  consistently 
adopt  the  first  of  the  above-named  reme- 
dies, to  wit,  to  sell  the  debtor's  land  upon 
execution,  and  leave  the  purchaser  to  con- 
test the  validity  of  the  defendant's  title  in 
an  action  of  ejectment.  But  it  is  appar- 
ent that,  if  the  conveyance  is  to  be  treated, 
upon  the  simple  rendition  of  a  judgment, 
as  though  it  had  never  been  made,  and  the 
property,  notwithstanding  such  conveyance, 
IS  still  the  debtor's,  then  it  is  inconsistent 
to  say,  and  idle  and  useless  to  hold,  that  the 
creditor  may  elect  to  adopt  the  above  rem- 
edy, or  go  into  chancery  to  remove  the 
fraudulent  obstruction  to  the  enforcement 
of  his  lien  by  execution,  or  bring  a  credit- 
ors' bill  to  have  the  conveyance  adjudged 
fraudulent  and  void  as  to  his  judgment;  for, 
if  the  property  so  fraudulently  conveyed  is 
nevertheless,  still  owned  and  seised  by  the 
debtor,  then  an  execution  on  the  judgment 
at  law  will  reach  it,  and  there  is  in  fact 
no  fraudulent  obstruction  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  his  lien  by  execution,  and  there  is 
no  necessity  for  a  creditors'  bill  to  have  the 
conveyance  adjudged  fraudulent  and  void  as 
to  his  judgment,  because  there  is  nothing 
that  obstructs  the  enforcement  of  such  judg- 
ment at  law.  The  courts  which  fall  into 
such  glaring  incongruities  in  prescribing 
the  remedies  under  this  statute  are  no  more 
discriminating,  logical,  and  consistent  when 
discussing  the  principles  upon  which  the 
rights  are  founded  giving  rise  to  the  reme- 
dies. All  the  authorities  which  hold  that 
i8  L.  R.  A. 


a  judgment  creditor  has  a  judgment  lien  up- 
on land  which  has  been  fraudulently  con- 
veyed by  the  debtor  prior  to  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment  are  grounded  upon  the 
egregious  fallacy  that  a  fraudulent  convey- 
ance is  not  voidably  merely,  but  absolutely 
void.  Sktttery  v.  Jones,  96  Mo.  216,  8  S. 
W.  554;  Jackson  v.  Eolhrook,  36  Minn.  494, 
32  N.  W.  852;  Freeman,  Executions,  §  136, 
and  authorities  there  cited;  Jacohy*s  Ap- 
peal, 67  Pa.  434;  Bump,  Fraud.  Conv.  f 
530. 

That  a  lien  may  be  fixed  by  the  levy  of 
an  execution  on  lands  which  have  been 
fraudulently  conveyed  by  a  debtor  prior  to 
the  rendition  of  judgment  against  him, 
and  that  such  lien  may  be  made  productive 
by  a  sale  of  the  property  under  the  writ 
without  seeking  the  aid  of  chancery,  as  is 
held  by  some  authorities  [Smith  v.  Osgood, 
46  N.  H.  178;  Burnett  v.  Handley,  8  Ala. 
685;  1  Freeman,  Executions,  §  207),  does 
not  at  all  conflict  with  the  idea  that  there 
is  no  statutory  judgment  lien  on  such  prop- 
erty. We  must  discriminate  properly  be- 
tween the  statutory  judgment  lien  and  the 
lien  acquired  by  virtue  of  an  execution  is- 
sued under  a  general  judgment.  As  in  the 
numerous  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Freeman  in 
note  1  to  §  136  of  his  work  on  Executions. 
Mr.  Herman,  in  his  work  on  Executions,  at 
page  205,  says:  "Where  the  judgment  is  a 
lien  on  lands,  there  can  be  no  independent 
lien  acquired  by  the  issue  of  an  execution. 
But  where  land  is  seized  by  virtue  of  a  judg- 
ment which  is  no  lien,  'the  execution  be- 
comes a  lien."  As  was  said  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Pennsylvania:  "A  lien  is,  indeed, 
a  necessary  and  inseparable  incident  of  seiz- 
ure in  execution,  except  where  the  execution 
is  merely  instrumental  in  enforcing  a  prior 
and  superior  lien  by  judgment.  In  such 
case  it  never  was  supposed  by  the  legisla- 
ture or  the  profession  that  a  judgment  and 
an  execution  on  it  had  each  a  distinct  and 
independent  lien."  Davis  v.  Ehrman,  20 
Pa.  256.  We  maintain  that  there  is  no 
statutory  judgment  lien  on  lands  which 
have  been  fraudulently  conveyed  before  the 
rendition  of  judgment,  the  debtor  no  longer 
owning  or  being  possessed  or  seised  of  such 
property,  either  in  law  or  equity.  W^hether 
liens  may  be  acquired  by  executions  on  judg- 
ments against  such  debtors,  and  in  various 
other  ways,  it  does  not  boot  us  here  to  dis- 
cuss. We  do  not  hesitate,  however,  to  say 
that  the  method  of  attacking  a  fraudulent 
conveyance  of  land  by  levying  an  execution 
on  same,  and  then  proceeding  to  sell  same 
under  the  writ,  leaving  the  purchaser  to 
contest  the  validity  of  the  conveyance  in  an 
action  of  ejectment  against  the  fraudulent 
vendee,  is  not  to  be  encouraged.  It  is  cir- 
cuitous and  cumbersome,  and  at  last,  leaves 
a  cloud  upon  the  record  title,  for  a  court  of 
law  can  never  cancel  and  set  aside  a  fraudu- 
lent conveyance.  As  was  held  by  this  court 
in  Sale  v.  McLean,  29  Ark.  612,  quoting 
from  syllabus:  "Where  a  judgment  credit- 
or seeks  to  subject  land  which  the  debtor 
has  conveyed  fraudulently,  the  proper  prac- 
tice is  to' exhaust  the  process  of  the  court, 
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and  apply  to  a  court  of  equity  for  aid  before 
a  sale.  We  are  not  without  abundant  and 
flxeellent  authority  to  support  the  oongtruo- 
tion  for  which  we  contend.  Section  13  of  1 
k  2  Vict.  chap.  110,  provides,  in  effect,  that 
''a  judgment  against  any  person  shall  oper- 
ate as  a  charge  upon  all  lands  ...  of 
or  to  which  such  person  shall,  at  the  time  of 
entering  up  such  judgment,  or  at  any  time 
afterwards,  be  seised,  possessed,  or  entitled 
for  any  estate  or  interest  whatever  at  law 
or  in  equity,"  etc.  The  statute  under  con- 
sideration was  modeled  after  this.  In  Bea- 
van  V.  Oxford,  6  De  G.  M.  &  O.  492,  at  page 
514,  Lord  Chancellor  Granworth  says: 
'^The  question  which  was  reserved  for  con- 
sideration in  this  case  relates  to  the  priority 
of  three  judgment  creditors  of  the  late  Lord 
Oxford,  .  .  .  and  the  point  is  whether, 
by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  alone 
or  by  virtue  of  it  combined  with  the  stat- 
utes of  the  present  queen  [Victoria],  these 
judgment  creditors  have  or  have  not  a  right 
•gainst  the  parties  claiming  under  a  volun- 
tary settlement  executed  by  Lord  Oxford  in 
the  year  1838."  After  holding  that  a  judg- 
ment creditor  is  not  a  purchaser  under  the 
statute  of  27  Eliz.  concerning  fraudulent 
oonveyances,  and  not  entitled  to  protection 
as  such  asainst  a  prior  voluntary  convey- 
ance, the  lord  chancellor  proceeds  as  fol- 
lows: "Now,  what  did  the  legislature  mean 
to  do  by  that  enactment  7  In  the  first  place 
they  meant  to  make  the  judgment  directly 
operate  as  a  charge;  but  a  charge  on  what? 
I  apprehend  that  there  was  no  principle  in- 
ducing them  to  mean,  and  that  the  words 
do  not  represent  them  as  having  meant,  to 
give  the  judgment  creditor  any  right  except 
against  his  debtor;  that  is,  the  judgment 
was  to  have  the  effect  of  a  charge  on  that 
which  was  the  property  of  the  debtor. 
That,  I  think,  is  manifest  from  the  words 
used.  The  judgment  is  to  operate  on  land 
of  which  the  debtor  is  seised/'  etc.  Other 
concurring  opinions  were  delivered  by  the 
lord  justices.  The  case  is  a  very  inatruc- 
tive  one,  and  is  an  early  and  able  vindica- 
tion of  the  exact  construction  for  which  we 
here  contend.  See  also  Eyre  v.  M'Dotoellf  9 
H.  L.  Cas.  619.  In  Dolphin  v.  Ayhvoa/rd,  L. 
R.  4  H.  L.  486,  it  is  held  that,  <<where  a 
voluntary  settlement  has  been  made,  subse- 
quent judgment  creditors  of  the  settlor  can- 
not acquire  rights  in  derogation  of  it,  which 
the  settlor  himself  would  not  have  posses- 
sed." At  page  500  the  lord  chancellor  said: 
"And  it  is  quite  settled  that  a  judgment 
creditor  can  take  no  interest  whatever,  eith- 
er legal  or  equitable,  beyond  what  he  ac- 
quires from  the  debtor,— such  an  interest 
in  fact,  as  the  debtor  himself  could  give,  and 
no  other."  Mr.  Freeman,  in  the  fourth  edi- 
tion of  his  work  on  Jud^^nente,  which  is  lat- 
er than  the  second  edition  of  his  work  on 
Exenitions.  which  he  cites,  sajrs:  "In  some 
of  the  states  a  judgment  is  a  lien  against 
lands  fraudulently  conveyed  for  all  pur- 
poses, and  cannot  be  displaced  in  favor  of 
any  junior  judgment  or  other  lien,  the  hold- 
er or  which  first  proceeds,  either  at  law  or 
in  equity,  to  seek  satisfaction  out  of  the 
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property  so  conveyed."  "But,"  he  continuee« 
*'we  think  the  better  rule  is  that  one  who 
has  obtained  judgment,  and  has  not,  by  levy 
or  otherwise,  taken  any  further  steps  to  ob- 
tain satisfaction  out  of  property  fraudulent- 
ly transferred,  has  no  lien  thereon.  .  .  . 
OvL  the  contrary,  the  creditor  who  first  pro- 
ceeds in  equity  to  reach  property  fraudu- 
lently transferred  thereby  obtains  a  right  to 
p^ioiity,  to  which  the  claims  of  otlier  judg- 
ment creditors,  whether  prior  or  subse- 
quent must  yield  precedence."  2  Freeman^ 
Judgm.  p.  640,  f  350.  In  Re  Estea,  3  Fed. 
Bep.  134,  Judge  Deady,  after  a  most  sati^ 
factory  review  of  authorities  pro  and  con 
sums  up  the  whole  matter  as  follows:  "Id 
my  own  opinion,  the  lien  of  a  judgmei\t 
which  it  limited  by  law  to  the  property  of 
or  belonging  to  the  jud^ent  debtor  at  the 
time  of  the  docketing  does  not,  nor  cannot 
without  doing  violence  to  this  language,  be 
held  to  extend  to  property  previously  con- 
veyed by  the  debtor  to  another  by  deed  valid 
and  binding  between  the  parties.  A  convey- 
ance  in  fraud  of  creditors,  although  declared 
by  the  statute  to  be  void  as  to  them,  is,  nev- 
ertheless, valid  as  between  the  parties  and 
their  representatives,  and  passes  all  the  es- 
tate of  the  grantor  to  the  grantee;  and  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  from  such  grantee 
takes  such  estate,  even  against  the  creditors 
of  the  fraudulent  grantor,  purged  of  the 
anterior  fraud  that  affected  toe  title.  .  .  . 
Such  a  conveyance  is  not,  as  has  been  some- 
times supposed,  'utterly  void,'  but  is  only 
so  in  a  qualified  sense.  Practically,  it  is 
only  voidable,  and  that  at  the  instance  of 
creditors  proceeding  in  the  mode  prescribed 
by  law,  and  eyen  then  not  as  against  a  bona 
fide  purchaser."  See  Re  Eetea,  6  Sawy.  459, 
3  Fed.  Rep.  134.  Other  authorities  are 
Rappleye  v.  International  Bank,  93  111.  396; 
Boyle  V.  Maroney,  73  Iowa,  70,  35  N.  W. 
146;  Homeland  v.  Know,  59  Iowa,  46,  12  N. 
W.  777;  Bridgman  v.  McKiasick,  15  Iowa, 
260;  Black,  Judgm.  {  455;  Smith  v.  lAnd^ 
29  111.  27. 

The  learned  counsel  for  appellant  says 
that  "appellant  had  a  prior  and  paramount 
lien  over  appellee  on  all  lands  acquired  by 
Brown  before  the  rendition  of  appellee's 
judgments,  although  the  title  was  fraudu- 
lently taken  in  the  name  of  other  persons," 
and  he  contends  that  this  doctrine  "is  es- 
tablished by  numerous  cases  in  this  court, 
beginning  with  Ringgold  v.  Waggoner,  14 
Ark.  69,  and  ending  with  8tu»  v.  Ohaytor, 
55  Ark.  116,  17  S.  W.  707."  With  due  def- 
erence, we  think  counsel  are  mistaken  both 
as  to  what  the  law  is  and  what  we  have  de- 
cided. Brown,  as  we  hare  endeavored  to 
show,  no  longer  had  any  intereBt,  either 
legal  or  equitable,  in  landn,  after  he,  as  the 
owner  in  fee,  had  fraudulently  conveyed 
them.  Nor  did  he  have  any  equity  in  lands 
purchased  by  him,  and  the  lef^al  title  taken 
in  the  name  of  another,  in  order  to  defraud 
creditors.  This  was.  in  effect,  the  same  a« 
though  the  legal  title  had  first  been  taken 
in  the  name  of  the  debtor,  and  thereaftei 
he  had  transferred  same  to  another,  to  de 
fraud  creditors.  Hence  all  we  have  said  ap- 
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plies  to  such  conveyances.  But  those  au- 
thorities which  hold  that  a  judgment  is  a 
lien  on  the  land  which  the  debtor  has  pre- 
viously conveyed  in  fraud  of  creditors,  upon 
the  theory  that  such  conveyance  is  void,  and 
is  to  be  treated  as  though  it  never  had  been 
made,  leaving  the  lesal  title  still  in  the  debt- 
or, are  not  applicable  to  conveyances  where 
the  legal  title  never  has  been  in  the  debtor; 
for,  says  Mr.  Freeman:  "If  the  transfer 
were  treated  as  void,  the  title  would  remain 
in  the  person  of  whom  the  purchase  was 
made;  and  this  would  be  of  no  advantage 
to  the  creditors.  The  transfer  must,  there- 
fore, be  treated  as  valid,  and  as  transmit- 
ting the  legal  title  to  the  person  named  in 
the  deed.  This  legal  title  cannot  be  reached 
by  the  levy  of  an  execution  against  the  debt- 
or, because  he  has  never  owned  it.  The 
creditors  must,  therefore,  resort  to  equity, 
except  in  a  few  states,  where  statutes  have 
been  enacted  to  enable  them  to  reach  it  ot 
law."  1  Freeman,  Executions,  p.  341,  f  136. 
See  also  Smith,  Eq.  Rem.  Cred.  S  167,  note 
31,  and  numerous  cases  cited.  The  only  the- 
ory for  holding,  under  the  statute,  that  a 
judgment  is  a  lien  upon  lands  to  which  the 
debtor  never  held  the  legal  title,  but  which 
were  purchased  by  him,  and  the  title  taken 
in  the  name  of  another,  to  defraud  creditors 
is  that  of  resulting  trusts.  But  this  theory 
is  erroneous,  for  where  a  conveyance  is 
made  to  defraud  creditors  a  resulting  trust 
never  arises  in  favor  of  the  fraudulent 
debtor.  He  has  no  interest  thereafter  that 
can  be  asserted  either  in  law  or  equity. 
Heinz  v.  White,  105  Ala.  670,  17  So.  186; 
Proaeua  v.  Mclniyre,  6  Barb.  426;  Vaoizant 
V.  DavieSy  6  Ohio  St.  62;  Cutler  v.  Tuttle,  19 
N.  J.  Eq.  649 ;  Olidewell  v.  Spaugk,  26  Ind. 
319.  Where  property  is  conveyed  without 
consideration,  with  a  view  of  defrauding  cred- 
itors, no  trust  will  result.  1  Beach,  Trusts 
&  Trustees,  §  126;  i  Beach,  Modern  Eq.  Jur. 
8  217 ;  1  Perry,  Tr.  $  161 ;  Miller  v.  Davis, 
60  Mo.  672;  Baldwin  v.  Campfield,  8  N.  J. 
Eq.  891;  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  14.  As 
to  our  own  decisions,  while  there  are  ex- 
pressions in  some  of  the  cases  which  seem 
to  support  the  contention  of  appellant,  we 
cannot  find  that  the  question  we  have  here, 
involving  the  priorities  of  judgment  credit- 
ors, has  ever  been  passed  upon.  In  Rinfj- 
gold  V.  Waggoner,  14  Ark.  69,  Ringgold  filed 
his  complaint  in  chancery  to  set  aside  cer- 
tain alleged  fraudulent  conveyances  from 
John  W.  Waggoner  to  his  brother,  Edmond 
P.,  and  from  Edmond  P.  to  one  Burr.  The 
complaint  alleged,  in  substance,  that  Rint;- 

Sold  had  sued  John  W.  Waggoner  at  law  for 
ebt;  that  while  this  suit  was  pending,  and 
before  judgment,  John  W.  sold  to  Edmond 
P.  the  land  in  controversy,  and  that  Ed- 
mond P.  in  turn  sold  to  Burr,  and  that  all 
these  conveyances  were  for  the  purpose  oi 
defrauding  Ringgold;  that  Burr  hid  been 
notified,  before  getting  his  deed  fioni  Ed- 
mond P.,  that  he  (Ringgold)  had  obtained 
judgment  against  John  W.  Waggoner,  which 
was  a  lien  upon  the  land  in  question,  by 
reason  of  the  fraudulent  conveyance  from 
John  W.  to  Edmond  P.,  and  that  he  intended 
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to  have  the  land  sold  imder  his  judgment 
as  the  property  of  John  W.;  that  Burr  in 
other  ways  had  notice  that  the  conveyance 
from  John  W.  to  Edmond  P.  was  fraudu- 
lent; that,  notwithstanding  this  notice. 
Burr  had  colluded  with  John  W.  and  Ed- 
mond P.  to  enable  John  W.  to  defraud  his 
creditors ;  that,  the  Judgment  at  law  in  fav- 
or of  Ringgold  remaining  unsatisfied,  he  had 
execution  issued  and  levied  upon  the  land 
as  the  property  of  John  W.  Waggoner,  and 
same  was  sold  under  such  execution,  and 
he  (Ringeold)  became  the  purchaser  there- 
of; and  tnat  one  Hooper,  acting  under  the 
authority  of  Burr,  was  then  in  possession 
The  prayer  was  for  a  cancelation  of  all  the 
conveyances,  and  for  possession,  etc.  Burr 
answered  that  he  was  an  innocent  purchas- 
er. The  court,  discussing  the  character  of 
the  conveyance  from  John  W.  to  Edmond 
P.,  said  it,  "as  against  the  complainant,  was 
void,  and  the  judgment  subsequently  ob- 
tained by  him  became  a  lien  upon  the  land 
as  the  property  and  estate  of  the  fraudulent 
grantor;  and  jbhe  complainant,  by  his  pur- 
chase of  the  land  under  execution,  acquired 
a  valid  title  to  it  as  against  the  parties  to 
the  fraudulent  conveyance."  Continuing, 
Chief  Justice  Watkins  said:  "The  only  ques- 
tion in  the  case  is  whether  the  defendant, 
Burr,  is  entitled  to  be  protected  as  an  inno- 
cent purchaser;"  and  that  was,  indeed,  true, 
for,  the  complaint  being  in  equity  to  set 
aside  fraudulent  conveyances,  it  was  not  at 
all  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case 
that  the  court  should  decide  that  complain- 
ant's judgment  was  a  lien  on  the  land,  nor 
that  he  acquired  a  valid  title,  as  against 
the  parties  to  the  fraudulent  conveyance,  by 
his  purchase  under  execution.  That  was 
all  true,  even  if  the  judgment  was  not  a 
statutory  lien.  The  creditor  had  an  equit- 
able lien.  8tix  v.  Chaytor,  56  Ark.  116,  17 
S.  W.  707,  was  also  a  suit  in  chancery  by  a 
judgment  creditor  to  set  aside  certain  con- 
veyances alleged  to  be  fraudulent.  So  much 
of' the  case  as  is  pertinent  here  relates  to  a 
purchase  of  land  by  Chaytor,  he  paying  the 
purchase  money>  and  having  the  lands  con- 
veyed to  his  wife,  in  order  to  defraud  credit- 
ors. Speaking  of  this  phase  of  the  case, 
Judge  Mansfield,  for  the  court,  said:  "The 
purchase  in  the  name  of  his  wife  can  stand 
on  no  better  footing,  for  the  law  regards  it 
as,  in  effect,  a  conveyance  from  himself. 
.  .  .  But  where  land  is  thus  purchased 
by  a  husband  and  conveyed  to  his  wife  in 
fraud  of  his  creditors,  the  latter  would  not 
be  benefited  by  treating  the  conveyance  to 
her  as  void,  since  the  title  would  then  re- 
main in  the  grantor.  And  equity  will  there- 
fore treat  the  wife  in  such  case  as  a  trus- 
tee for  the  benefit  of  the  husband's  credit- 
ors. .  .  .  Applying  this  doctrine  to  the 
present  case,  an  estate  in  the  lands  pur- 
chased of  Feazel  resulted  to  Chaytor  on  the 
execution  of  the  deed  to  his  wife.  The  es- 
tate which  he  thus  acquired  was  subject 
to  sale  on  execution  under  our  statute,  and 
the  purchaser  would  have  taken,  not  only 
the  beneficial  interest  in  the  lands,  but  also 
the  legal   title.     ...    It  follows. 
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sarily,  we  think,  .  .  .  that  the  lands  in 
controversy,  while  held  by  Mrs.  Chaytox, 
were  subject  to  a  lien  existing  by  virtue  of 
the  plaintifTs  judgment.  .  .  .  Such  a 
lien  could  not,  however,  be  asserted  against 
'bona  fide  purchasers  or  encumbrancers.' " 
Here  again  it  will  be  seen  that  it  was  whol- 
ly unnecessary  to  decide  that  an  estate  in 
the  lands  resulted  to  Ghaytor  on  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  to  his  wife,  and  that  such 
estate  was  subject  to  execution  under  our 
statute,  and  that  the  purchaser  thereunder 
acquired  the  legal  title,  and  that  the  lands 
while  held  by  Mrs.  Ghaytor  were  subject  to 
a  lien  existing  by  virtue  of  plaintiff's  judg- 
ment. These  were  not,  in  fact,  germane  to 
the  issue,  the  only  question  before  the  court 
being.  Was  the  conveyance,  as  between  the 
creditor  and  his  debtor,  fraudulent,  and,  if 
so,  still  were  certain  parties  innocent  pur- 
chasers? If  the  court  meant  by  these  dicta 
to  hold,  where  a  purchase  of  land  is  made  by 
a  debtor,  and  the  conveyance  is  made  to  his 
wife,  at  his  instance,  in  order  to  defraud 
creditors,  that  an  estate  results  to  the  debt- 
or upon  the  execution  of  the  deed  to  his 
wife,  and  that  a  judgment  rendered  at  law 
after  such  conveyance  is  a  statutory  lien 
upon  such  land,  then  we  do  not  hesitate  to 
declare  all  such  dicta  as  unsound,  and  we 
will  not  follow  them.  Where  a  fraudulent 
conveyance  is  set  aside  by  creditors,  and  the 
land  is  thereafter  sold  to  satisfy  their 
claims,  should  there  be  any  residue  after 
paying  their  debts,  such  residue  does  not 
go  to  the  debtor,  but  to  his  fraudulent  ven- 
dee. This  shows  the  debtor  has  no  estate 
in  the  land  upon  such  conveyance.  Bump, 
Fraud.  Gonv.  S  450,  and  authorities  cited. 
We  can  easily  see,  as  Judge  Mansfield  says, 
how  the  wife  or  the  fraudulent  vendee  is 
held  as  a  trustee  for  the  creditors.  But 
how  she  could  be  a  trustee,  so  as  to  vest  any 
estate,  legal  or  equitable,  in  the  debtor,  is 
an  altogether  different  matter.  Probably 
both  of  these  learned  judges  after  all  only 
had  in  view  the  equity  which  creditors  have 
by  proper  proceedings  to  subject  land  which 
has  been  fraudulently  conveyed  to  the  pay- 
ment of  their  debts.  That  creditors  have 
such  an  equity  is  unquestioned,  but  they  do 
not  have  it  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  but  in- 
dependent of  it.  Says  Mr.  Pomeroy:  "In 
carrying  out  the  general  principle  of  trusts 
for  the  purpose  of  working  ultimate  justice 
and  reaching  property  where  the  legal  title 
has  been  parted  with  and  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  legal  process,  a  constructive  trust 
is  said  to  arise  in  favor  of  judgment  credit- 
ors with  respect  to  the  property  of  their  debt- 
ors, which  has  been  transferred  with  the 
intent  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  their 
rights,  or  of  which  the  legal  title  is  vested  in 
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third  persons  with  a  like  fraudulent  intent, 
or  which  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  cannot 
he  taken  by  execution  upon  judgments  in 
legal  actions."  Gontinuing,  in  the  note,  he 
says:  "The  trust  is  in  reality  one  in  name 
alone.  The  creditor's  right  to  reach  the 
debtor's  property  is  in  no  true  sense  an  in- 
terest in  that  property;  it  is,  at  most  only 
an  equitable  lien  on  the  property."  2  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  §  1057.  Of  the  other  cases  cited, — 
McNeill  V.  Carter,  57  Ark.  679,  22  S.  W.  94; 
Cohn  V.  Hoffman,  50  Ark.  108,  6  S.  W.  611, 
and  Wormaer  v.  Merchants*  Nat.  Bank,  49 
Ark.  117,  4  S.  W.  198,— not  only  is  the  ques- 
tion of  priorities  not  involved,  but  in  each 
of  these  there  might  be  said  to  be  some  equi- 
ty remaining  in  the  judgment  debtor,  bring- 
ing the  case  within  the  express  terms  of  the 
statute.  Hershy  v.  Latham,  46  Ark.  542, 
and  Apperson  v.  Ford,  23  Ark.  746,  have  no 
bearing  that  we  can  see,  in  favor  of  appel- 
lant's contention.  After  a  careful  analysis 
and  comparison  of  our  own  cases  and  all  the 
other  authorities  at  our  command,  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that  judgment  creditors  have 
no  lien,  oy  virtue  of  the  statute,  upon  lands 
which  have  been  fraudulently  conveyed 
prior  to  the  rendition  of  their  judgments, 
and  that  at  least  the  proper,  if  not  the  only, 
remedy  for  them  in  such  cases  is  to  go  into 
equity  to  uncover  such  conveyances,  and 
that  the  creditor  who  exercises  superior 
diligence  in  that  regard  by  first  bringing  his 
suit  and  proceeding  to  uncover  such  assets 
is  entitled  to  the  proceeds.  This  seems  to  us 
to  be  eminently  just,  for  intrinsically  one 
creditor's  judgment,  fairly  obtained,  and 
based  on  a  valid  claim,  is  as  meritorious  as 
another's.  There  is  no  merit  in  the  mere 
time  of  rendition,  for  that  depends  often 
only  upon  the  time  of  maturity  of  the  debt. 
Besides,  the  one  first  in  time  is  not  pre- 
vented from  being  first  also  in  diligence. 

The  chancellor  held  that  appellee  was  en- 
titled to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
lands  fraudulently  conveyed  prior  to  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment  of  either  party, 
but  for  different  reasons  than  those  we  an- 
nounce. In  the  view  we  have  taken,  it  be- 
comes unnecessary  to  discuss  the  reasons  of 
the  chancellor.  The  proceeds  of  the  lands 
which  were  fraudulently  conveyed  after  the 
rendition  of  the  judgments  he  also  gave  to 
appellee,  because  of  its  superior  diligence  in 
first  bringing  its  suit  to  uncover  same.  In 
this,  we  think,  he  was  entirely  correct,  for 
the  reason  stated,  and  because  in  other  re- 
spects the  appellee  showed  far  greater  dili- 
gence. 

Finding  no  reversible  error,  the  decree  of 
the  Pulaski  Chancery  Court  is  affirmed. 

Battle  and  Blddiek,  JJ.,  dissent. 
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1.  An  appeal  by  the  OTmers  off  tbe 
property  from  a  decision  establishing  a 
mechanic's  lien  can  be  maintained  without 
joining  other  defendants,  under  Mills's  Anno. 
Stat,  i  1085,  which  provides  that  appeals 
may  be  taken  by  any  person  aggrieved. 

S.  The  allowance  of  aa  attoraer'a  ffee. 
In  addition  to  costs  that  would  otherwise  be 
allowed  by  law,  to  successful  lien  claimants, 
in  pursuance  of  Sess.  Laws  1803,  chap.  117. 
p.  825,  i  18,  which  provides  for  such  allov^- 
aaee  only  to  plaintiffs,  is  in  violation  of  Bill 
of  Ulghts,  I  6.  providing  that  courts  of  jns- 
tloe  shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  that 
right  and  justice  shall  be  administered  with- 
out sale,  denial,  or  delay. 

8.  The  mere  atlenee  off  a  pemoa  ovra- 
luff  a  oae*ffoarth  latereat  la  a  mine 
with  respect  to  his  lack  of  interest  in  a  con- 
tract for  work  and  materials  made  by  lessees 
of  the  mine,  will  not  estop  him  from  denylug 
that  his  Interest  is  subject  to  a  Hen  for  such 
work  and  materials,  although,  as  an  em- 
ployee of  the  lessees,  he  may  have  given  di- 
rections aa  to  the  performance  of  such  con- 
tract, where  the  nature  of  the  Interests  of 

,    all  parties  clearly  appeared  upon  the  records. 

4.  An  eatoppel  to  deay  liability  under 
a  contract  made  by  others  cannot  be  proved 
under  a  pleading  which  merely  avers  the 
execution  of  a  contract. 

(February  5,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Gunnison 
Ck>unty  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  for  materials  and  labor 
furaished  in  working  a  mine  and  to  estab* 
lish  a  lien  Uierefor.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Ooddmrdt  J.: 

This  action  was  originally  brought  in  the 
county  court  of  Gunnison  county  by  the  ap- 

S^lees  against  the  appellants  and  S.  B. 
utcalt,  J.  T.  Clayton,  and  R.  D.  Smith,  to 
recover  against  Outcalt,  Clayton,  and  Smith 
for  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  furnished 
and  labor  performed  in  working  the  Vulcan 
mine,  situate  in  Gunnison  county,  Colora- 
do, and  to  establish  and  enforce  a  Hen  there- 
for against  said  mine.  Judgments  for  the 
several  amounts  claimed  were  recovered  in 
the  county  court  against  Smith,  Outcait, 
and  Clayton,  and  they  were  declared  to  be 
liens  against  an  undivided  one-fourth  inter- 
est in  the  mine.  Davidson  and  Himebau^h. 
who  held  the  title  to  this  interest,  appealed 
from  that  portion  of  the  judR^nent  which 
subjected  said  interest  to  the  liens  of  plain- 
tiffs, to  the  district  court  of  Gunnison  coun- 
ty. Motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  was  de- 
nied, and  a  trial  de  novo  had.     The  material 

NoTB. — As  to  estoppel  by  s'lence  when  there 
Is  no  duty  to  speak,  see  Knoedler  v.  Qlaenzer 
(C    C.  A.  2d  C.)  20  L.  B.  A.  733. 
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facts  disclosed  by  the  evidence  introduced 
are,  in  brief,  as  follows:  On  March  18, 
1895,  the  then  owners  of  the  Vulcan  mine 
leased  the  same,  with  an  option  to  purchaae, 
to  one  Frank  Winters,  until  December  1, 
1895,  which  leaae  was  recorded  in  the  office 
of  the  clerk  and  recorder  of  Gunnison  ooun- 
ty.  On  April  11, 1895,  the  lease  was  extend- 
ed until  April  1,  1896.  On  this  date  Win- 
ters assi^ed  the  same  to  one  Spinney,  and 
later  Spinney  aesigned  a  one-half  interest 
therein  to  R.  D.  Smith.  Subsequently  Out- 
cait acquired  the  other  half,  and  about  the 
middle  of  November,  1895,  he  and  Smith 
commenced  working  the  mine  tJiereunder, 
and  continued  to  wK>rk  until  about  the  let 
of  March,  1896.  Smith  and  Outcait  carried 
on  their  operations  under  the  name  Vulcan 
Mining  Company  or  Vulcan  Mine.  Clayton 
wan  employed  by  them  as  bookkeeper,  in 
which  capacity  he  was  acting  during  the 
times  the  goods  were  furnished  and  labor 
performed  for  which  suit  'vas  brought: 
and  in  this  capacity  he  issued  orders  upon 
which  some  of  the  merchandise  was  fur- 
nished, to  which  he  signed  the  name  of  the 
company,  adding  to  such  signature,  "by  C." 
Also,  at  times  during  this  period  Clayton, 
was  at  the  mine,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
Smith  and  Outcait,  gave  directions  in  re- 
gard to  the  work  and  operations  thereof. 
On  April  6,  1895,  he  acquired  the  fee-simple 
title  to  an  undivided  one-fourth  interest, 
and  during  the  time  the  labor  was  performed 
and  the  materials  furnished  said  interest 
stood  of  record  in  his  name.  He  sold  and 
conveyed  this  interest  to  Himebaugh  and 
Davidson  on  March  2,  1896.  The  court  be- 
low, inter  alia,  found  that  during  the  time 
the  labor  was  performed  and  materials  fur- 
nished "the  record  did  not  disclose  that  de- 
fendants Smith  and  Outcait  had  any  inter- 
est in  said  property;  that  no  agreement  ex- 
isted between  said  defendants  Clayton,  Out- 
cait, and  Smith  for  the  working  and  devel- 
opment of  said  property  for  their  joint  bene- 
fit, and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  said  property 
was  being  operated  for  the  benefit  of  Smith 
and  Outcait  alone;  that  none  of  the  parties 
performing  labor  or  furnishing  materials, 
on  whose  account  it  is  sought  to  enforce  a 
Hen  in  this  action  against  said  property, 
had  actual  notice,  during  the  period  said 
labor  was  being  ].erformed  and  said  mats 
rials  furnished,  for  whose  benefit  or  on 
whose  account  said  mine  was  being  worked 
or  operated," — and  found,  as  a  conclusion  of 
law,  that  Clayton,  by  failing  to  notify  the 
lien  claimants  or  their  assignors  that  he 
was  not  interested  in  tbe  working  and  de- 
velopment of  the  mine,  under  the  circum- 
stances, was  estopped  from  claiming  that 
sucli  persons  have  no  lien  against  his  int for- 
est, and  that,  as  against  his  interost,  a  lien 
attached  for  the  work  performed  and  mate- 
rials furnished,  and,  as  Himebaugh  and  Da* 
vidson  purchased  this  interest  within  the  pe- 
riod in  which  the  parties  claiming  liens 
might  file  their  lien  statement,   they  took 


1800. 


Datiimon  ▼.  Jennings. 


Ml 


such  interest  subject  to  said  liens,  and  en- 
tered a  decree  establiahing  a  lien  on  the  un- 
divided one-fourtli  interest  in  favor  of  the 
lien  claimants,  in  the  respective  amounts 
found  due  them,  together  with  attorney's 
fees  and  costs.  To  reverse  this  decree,  Dar 
▼idaon  and  Himebaugh  bring  the  case  here 
on  appeal. 

M€8sra.  Brown  ft  Noiirse,  Woloott  ft 
Taftle,  and  W.  W.  Field  for  appellants. 

Mr.  Spriss  Sl&aoklefordt  for  appellees: 

There  is  no  rule  which  requires  the 
grounds  of  estoppel  to  be  pleaded  where 
there  has  been  no  opportunity  to  set  up  the 
plea. 

BigeloTT,  Estoppel,  4th  ed.  pp.  668,  689, 
5th  ed.  pp.  698,  699;  Wood  v.  Jackson  ew 
detn.  Genet,  8  Wend.  9,  22  Am.  Dec.  603; 
Henderson  v.  Keuteer,  56  Neb.  460,  76  K. 
W.  881 ;  Isaaos  v.  Clark,  12  Vt.  692,  36  Am. 
Dee.  372;  Donn^ly  v.  San  Francisco  Bridge 
Co.  117  Cal.  417,  49  Pac.  559;  Blood  v.  La 
Serena  Land  d  Water  Co,  113  Cal.  221,  45 
Pac  252;  Ooetsf  v.  Goldbaum  (Cal.)  37  Pac. 
646;  ChurohiU  y.  Baumann,  95  Cal.  541,  80 
Pac.  770. 

Ch>ddard,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt  : 

1.  Appellees  assign  cross  error  upon  the 
overruling  of  their  motion  by  the  district 
eourt  to  dismiss  the  appeal  to  that  court 
from  tiie  county  court.  The  motion  was 
based  upon  the  ground  that  the  apneal  was 
taken  by  Davidson  and  Himebaugh  alone, 
and  from  that  part  of  the  decree  only  that 
established  the  lien;  the  contention  being 
that  an  appeal  from  the  county  to  the  dis- 
trict court  can  be  taken  only  by  the  united 
action  and  concurrence  of  all  the  defendants 
to  the  suit  in  the  county  court  We  do  not 
think  that  this  position  is  tenable.  Section 
1085.  Mills's  Anno.  Stat,  inter  alia,  pro- 
vides: "Appeals  may  be  taken  to  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  same  county,  from  all  final 
judgments  and  decrees  of  the  county  court, 
.  .  .  by  any  person  aggrieved  by  any 
such  final  judgment  or  decree,"  etc  It  will 
be  seen  that  this  statute  provides  that  an 
appeal  may  be  taken  by  any  person  ag- 
grieved. Davidson  and  Himebaugh  were  af- 
fected by  the  judgment  and  decree  only  in 
so  far  as  it  established  a  lien  against  their 
property,  and  were  not  concerned  with,  or 
directly  affected  by,  that  portion  which  ad- 
judged a  personal  liability  against  Smith, 
Outcalt,  and  Clayton.  If  it  should  be  held 
that,  as  a  condition  to  their  riglit  to  have  so 
much  of  the  controversy  as  affected  their 
rights  tried  de  novo  in  the  district  court,  it 
was  essential  that  all  the  defendants  in  the 
county  court  should  join  in  the  appeal,  or 
that,  in  case  of  the  refusal  of  any  to  join, 
it  was  incumbent  upon  Davidson  and  Hime- 
baugh to  appeal  the  entire  case,  thereby  ne- 
cessitating tneir  giving  an  appeal  bond  to  an- 
swer for  the  personal  judgment,  it  is  mani- 
fest that  they  would,  in  the  one  event,  have 
been  deprived  of  their  right  to  an  appeal, 
and,  in  the  other,  they  would  have  reaped 
DO  benefit  from  the  submission  of  their  case 
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to  the  district  court,  even  if  successful  in 
defeating  the  lien.  The  appeal,  as  taken, 
in  no  way  disturbed  the  personal  judgment 
against  Smith,  Outcalt,  and  Clayton,  which 
determined  their  liability;  nor  was  there 
any  occasion  for  the  district  court,  upon  the 
trial  of  the  queeUon  as  to  whether  or  not  a 
lien  existed  against  the  property  of  appel- 
lants, to  consider  the  personal  liability  of 
tl>ose  parties.  The  court  was  therefore  cor- 
rect in  so  deciding,  and  refusing  to  dismiss 
the  appeal. 

2.  Counsel  for  appellants  contend  that  the 
judgment  and  decree  are  erroneous,  in  that 
the  lien  decreed  against  the  property  of  ap- 
pellants includes  in  addition  to  the  principal 
and  interest  of  the  debt»  and  the  usual 
costs,  the  allowance  of  attorney's  fees  to  the 
respective  lien  claimants.  These  allowances 
were  made  in  pursuance  of  f  18,  chap.  117, 
p.  825,  Sess.  Laws  1893,  which  reads  as  fol- 
lows: "In  all  suits  for  the  foreclosure  of 
liens  provided  for  in  this  act  in  which  the 
plaintiff  shall  obtain  a  judgment  and  decree 
of  foreclosure  against  the  property  described 
in  said  lien  there  shall  be  taxed  as  costs,  ia 
addition  to  the  costs  already  provided  for  in 
such  cases,  a  reasonable  sum  as  an  attorney 
fee  to  be  fixed  b^  the  court  at  the  time  of 
rendering  such  judgment  and  decree."  It 
will  be  seen  that  this  section  imposes  a  pen- 
alty upon  the  defendant  for  exercising,  in 
this  class  of  cases,  the  common  right  of  msk- 
ing  a  defense,  which  is  accorded  to  every 
other  litigant  in  the  courts,  by  subjecting 
him  to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney's fees  if  he  is  successful,  without  giving 
him  (the  defendant)  a  reciprocal  right  if  he 
is  victorious.  A\  furnishing  support  for 
this  character  of  legislation,  we  are  referred 
to  the  following  cases,  wherein  statutes  al- 
lowing an  attorney's  fee  to  plaintiff  in  ac- 
tions against  railroad  companies  for  the 
killing  of  stock  have  been  held  to  be  consti- 
tutional: Peoria,  D,  d  E.  R,  Co,  v.  Dug- 
gan,  100  111.  537,  50  Am.  Rep.  619;  Kansas 
P.  B.  Co,  V.  Mowet,  16  Kan.  573;  Perkins 
V.  St,  Louia,  I.  M,  d  8.  B,  Co,  103  Mo.  52, 
11  L.  R.  A.  426,  15  S.  W.  320;  Burlington, 
C.  B.  d  N.  R,  Co.  V.  Dey,  82  Iowa,  312,  12  L. 
R.  A.  436,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  584,  48  N.  W. 
98.  An  examination  of  these  cas^s  disclos- 
es that  the  statutes  there  under  considera- 
tion required  the  railroad  company  to  fence 
its  right  of  way,  and  provided  penalties  for 
the  nonperformance  of  this  statutory  duty, 
— among  them,  an  attorney's  fee, —  but  no 
such  reason  underlies  the  legislation  in 
question.  The  attorney's  fee  allowed  by  the 
foregoing  provisions  ol  our  statute  is  not  in 
the  nature  of  a  penalty  for  the  violation  of 
any  statutory  duty,  but  a  punishment  for 
the  failure  to  pay  the  claim  of  the  lienor,  and 
cannot  be  sustained  upon  the  principle  an- 
nounced in  those  cases.  Its  validity,  there- 
fore, depends  upon  whether  it  violates  any 
provision  of  our  Constitution.  Section  6  of 
our  Bill  of  Rights  enacts:  "The  courts  of  jus- 
tice shall  be  open  to  every  person,  and  a 
speedy  remedy  afforded  for  every  injury  to 
person,  property,  or  character;  and  that 
right  and  justice   should  be  administered 
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without  sale,  denial,  or  delay."  In  DurJcee 
y.  Janesvilie,  28  Wis.  464,  9  Am.  Rep.  500, 
an  act  that  exempted  the  city  of  Janesvilie 
from  the  payment  of  costs  in  any  action 
brought  against  it  to  set  aside  any  assess- 
ment or  tax  deed,  or  to  prevent  the  collection 
of  taxes  in  said  city,  was  held  to  conflict 
with  9  0,  art.l,  of  the  Constitution  of  Wis- 
consin, which  was  substantially  like  the 
for^oinff  section  of  our  bill  of  rights.  Chief 
Justice  Dixon,  in  discussing  the  construc- 
tion and  effect  to  be  ^ven  to  that  provi- 
sion, said:  "It  is  obvious  there  can  be  no 
certain  remedy  in  the  laws,  where  the  l^s- 
lature  may  prescribe  one  rule  for  one  suitor 
or  class  of  suitors  in  the  courts,  and  another 
for  all  others  under  lilce  circumstances,  or 
may  discriminate  between  parties  to  the 
same  suit,  giving  one  moat  unjust  pecuniary 
advantage  over  the  other.  Parties  thus 
discriminated  against  would  not  obtain  jus- 
tice freel)r,  and  without  being  obliged  to 
purchase  it.  To  the  extent  of  such  discrimi- 
nation, they  would  be  obliged  to  buy  justice 
and  pay  for  it,  thus  maldng  it  a  matter  of 
purchase  to  those  who  could  afford  to  pay, 
contrary  to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  this  pro- 
vision. Certainty  of  remedy  implies  uni- 
formity of  remedy  and  equality  of  rights 
and  privileges  in  all  things  respecting  it, 
which  can  only  be  obtained  by  general  laws, 
equally  bindix^  upon  every  member  of  the 
community.  The  language  denotes  that 
there  can  be  but  one  remedy  for  all  similar 
cases,  which  must  operate  upon  all  persons 
or  parties  alike,  and  be  equally  free  and  fav- 
oraJble  to  all."  In  South  d  North  Ala,  B, 
Co,  V.  Morris,  05  Ala.  193^  a  statute  which 
imposed  upon  an  unsuccessful  appellant  a 
reasonable  attorney  fee  incurred  by  reason 
of  taking  an  appeal  from  a  decision  ren- 
dered by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  a  suit 
against  railroad  companies  for  damages  to 
live  stock,  notwithstanding  it  gave  the  same 
right  to  both  parties,  was  held  to  be  in  con- 
flict with  the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  and  S  14  of 
their  Bill  of  Rights,  which  is  identical  with 
f  6  of  ours.  It  is  there  said:  "The  clear 
legal  effect  of  these  provisions  is  to  place  all 
persons,  natural  and  corporate,  as  near  as 
practicable,  upon  a  basis  of  equality  in  the 
enforcement  and  defense  of  their  rights  in 
courts  of  justice  in  this  state,  except  so  far 
as  may  be  otherwise  provided  in  the  Consti- 
tution. This  right,  though  subject  to  leg- 
islative regulation,  cannot  be  impaired  or 
destroyed  under  the  g^uise  or  device  of  being 
regulated.  Justice  cannot  be  sold  or  denied 
by  the  exaction  of  a  pecuniary  consideration 
for  its  enjoyment  from  one,  when  it  is  given 
freely  and  open-handed  to  another,  without 
money  and  without  price.  Nor  can  it  be 
permitted  that  litigants  shall  be  debarred 
from  the  free  exercise  of  this  constitutional 
right,  by  the  imposition  of  arbitrary,  unjust, 
and  odious  discriminations,  perpetrated  un- 
der color  of  establishing  peculiar  rules  for 
a  particular  occupation.  Unequal,  partial, 
and  discriminatory  legislation,  which  secures 
this  right  to  some  favored  class  or  classes, 
and  denies  it  to  others,  who  are  thus  exclud- 
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ed  from  that  equal  protection  designed  to 
be  secured  by  the  general  law  of  the  land, 
is  in  clear  and  manifest  opposition  to  the 
letter  and  spirit  of  the  foregoing  const i tit* 
tional  provisions."  In  Chicago,  ait.  L.  d  N 
0,  R.  Co.  V.  Mo88,  60  Miss.  641,  a  similar 
statute  was  adjudged  unconstitutional,  the 
court  saying:  "The  right  of  appeal  cannot 
be  fettered  and  clogged  with  reference  to  the 
parties  litigant^  or  the  attitude  they  occupy 
as  plaintiff  or  defendant.  All  litigants, 
whether  plaintiff  or  defendant^  should  be  re- 
garded with  equal  favor  by  the  law,  and  be- 
fore the  tribunals  for  administering  it,  and 
should  have  the  same  right  to  appeal  with 
others  similarly  situated.  All  must  have 
the  equal  protection  of  the  law  and  its  in- 
strumentalities. The  same  rule  must  exist 
for  all  in  the  same  circumstances."  In  dfulf, 
C,  d  8,  F.  R,  Co,  V.  Ellis,  165  U.  8.  150,  41 
L.  ed.  666,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255,  an  act  of 
the  legislature  of  Texas  which  provided  that 
any  person  having  a  valid,  bona  fide  claim 
for  personal  services  or  for  damages,  over- 
charges on  ireight,  or  claims  for  stock  killed 
or  injured  by  the  trains  of  any  railway  com- 
pany, that  did  not  exceed  $50,  might  present 
the  same  for  payment  by  filing  it  with  the 
station  agent  of  such  corporation  in  any 
county  where  suit  might  be  instituted,  and 
if,  after  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  after 
such  presentation,  such  claim  had  not  been 
paid  or  satisfied,  he  might  immediately  in- 
stitute suit  thereon  in  the  proper  court,  and, 
if  he  should  obtain  judgment  for  the  full 
amount  of  his  claim,  he  should  be  entitled 
to  recover  the  amount  of  such  claim  and  all 
costs,  and  in  addition  thereto  a  reasonable 
attorney's  fee,  not  to  exceed  $10,  to  be  as 
sessed  or  awarded  by  the  court  or  jury  try- 
ing the  issue,  was  held  to  be  unconstitution- 
al. Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said :  'The  act  singles 
out  a  certain  class  of  debtors  and  punishes 
them,  when  for  like  delinquencies  it  punish- 
es no  others.  They  are  not  treated  as  other 
debtors,  or  equally  with  other  debtors.  They 
cannot  appeal  to  the  courts  as  other  liti- 
gants under  like  conditions,  and  with  like 
protection.  If  litigation  terminates  adverse- 
ly to  them,  they  are  mulcted  in  the  attor- 
ney's fees  of  the  successful  plaintiff;  if  it 
terminates  in  their  favor,  they  recover  no 
attorney's  fees.  It  is  no  sufiicieut  unswer  to 
say  that  they  are  punished  only  when  ad- 
judged to  be  in  the  wrong.  They  do  not  en- 
ter the  courts  upon  equal  terms.  They 
must  pay  attorney's  fees  if  wrong;  they  do 
not  recover  any  if  right;  while  their  adver- 
saries recover  If  right,  and  pay  nothin<^  if 
wrong.  In  the  suits,  therefore,  to  which 
thiy  are  parties,  they  are  discriminated 
agiunst,  and  are  not  treated  as  others.  Thoy 
do  not  stand  equal  before  the  law.  They  do 
not  receive  its  equal  protection.  All  tliin  id 
obvious  from  a  mere  inspection  of  the  stAt- 
ute."  And,  after  a  thorough  and  exhaus- 
tive review  of  all  the  cases  bearing  upon  the 
subject,  he  held  the  act  to  be  unconstitu- 
tional because  it  operated  to  deprive  the 
railway  companies  of  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  and  denied  to  them  the  equal 
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pfotecticm  of  the  law,  Id  that  it  singled  them 
oatk  of  all  citizens  and  uorporations,  and  re- 
quired them  to  pay,  in  certain  cases,  attor- 
ney's fees  to  parties  successfully  suing  them, 
while  it  gave  to  them  no  like  or  oorrespond- 
ing  benefit.  To  the  same  effect  are  JolUffe 
V.  Brown,  14  Wash.  155,  44  Pac  149;  Hoch- 
ing  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Rosser,  53  Ohio  8t. 
12,  29  L.  R.  A.  386,  41  N.  E.  263;  State  v. 
Fire  Creek  Coal  <£•  0.  Co.  33  W.  Va.  188,  6 
L.  R.  A.  359,  10  S.  E.  288,  and  others  that 
might  be  cited. 

In  but  few  of  the  states  are  statutes  al- 
lowing attorney's  fees  in  this  class  of  cases 
to  be  found,  fn  California  such  legislation 
has  been  upheld  by  the  supreme  court,  but 
in  none  of  the  cases  has  Its  constitutionality 
been  presented,  discussed,  or  determined. 
In  the  foHowing  cases  its  constitutionality 
was  directly  chsdlenged  and  passed  upon.  In 
Grand  Rapids  Chair  Co.  v.  RunneU^  77 
Mich.  104,  43  N.  W.  1006,  a  statute  which 
allowed  $5  attorney's  fees  as  part  of  plain- 
tiff's costs  in  a  log-lien  suit  was  held  to  be 
illegal  and  unauthorized,  for  the  reasons 
stated  in  Wilder  v.  Chicago  d  W.  M.  R.  Co. 
70  Mich.  382,  38  N.  W.  289;  Schut  v.  Chicago 
d  W.  if.  R.  Co.  70  Mich,  433,  38  N.  W.  291 ; 
hafferty  v.  Chicago  d  W.  M.  R.  Co.  71  Mich. 
35,  38  N.  W.  660.  In  Wilder  v.  Chicago  d 
IK.  M.  R.  Co.  70  Mich,  382,  38  N.  W.  289, 
the  court,  in  discussing  the  question,  says: 
'This  inequality  and  injustice  cannot  be  sus- 
tained upon  any  principle  known  to  the  law. 
It  is  repugnant  to  our  form  of  government, 
and  out  of  harmony  with  the  genius  of  our 
free  institutions.  The  legislature  cannot 
give  to  one  party  in  litigation  such  privileg- 
es as  will  arm  him  with  special  and  import- 
ant pecuniary  advantages  over  his  antago- 
nist.^' In  Randolph  v.  Builders'  d  Painters' 
Supply  Co.  106  Ala.  501,  17  So.  721,  the  pro- 
vision allowing  attorney's  fees  was  held  to 
be  in  violation  of  §  14  of  their  Bill  of  Rights, 
which,  as  above  stated,  is  identical  with  § 
6  of  ours,  "in  that  it  allows  a  fee  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  for  prosecuting  his  suit 
successfiilly.  whereas  a  like  fee  is  not  al- 
lowed the  defendant's  attorney  in  case  the 
plaintiff  fails  in  his  suit,  and  on  that  ac- 
count it  is  discriminative  and  class  legisla- 
tion." In  Wort^iian  v.  Kleinschmidt,  12 
Mont.  316,  30  Pac.  280,  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act  was  upheld  by  a  divided  court,  the 
majority  opinion  being  delivered  by  Blake, 
Ch.  J.  But  we  think  the  able  dissenting 
opinion  of  De  Witt,  J.,  is  better  supported 
by  reason  and  authority.  In  I  vail  v.  Wil- 
lis, 17  Wash.  646,  50  Pac.  467,  a  logger's 
Hen  act,  which  provided  an  attorney's  fee 
for  the  person  claiming  the  lien,  was  up- 
held ;  the  court  observing  that  such  act  was 
clearly  distinguishable  from  the  statute  un- 
der consideration  in  JolUffe  v.  Brovm^  14 
Wash.  155,  44  Pac  149,  which  provided  for 
an  attorney's  fee  to  plaintiff  in  case  of  re- 
covery against  the  railway  company  for 
killing  stock,  and  which  was  there  declared 
imoonstitutional  because  it  did  not  provide 
for  the  payment  of  a  like  fee  by  plaintiff  in 
Cft9e  he  should  be  unsuccessful,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  attorney's  fee  provided  by  the 
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latter  was  compensation  to  plaintiff  for  ex- 
penditures necessarily  made  bv  him  in  the 
foreclosure  of  his  lien,  and  allowable  upon 
the  same  principle  that  costs  are  allowed. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  designation  of 
such  fee  as  "costs"  obviates  the  objection 
that  it  confers  upon  the  plaintiff  a  right 
that  is  denied  to  defendant,  and  that  it  is 
an  "attempt  to  grant  special  privileges  and 
advantages  to  one  class  of  litigants  at  the 
expense  and  to  the  detriment  of  another." 
Appellees  lay  some  stress  upon  the  fact 
that  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  in  Qulf,  C.  d  8.  F. 
R.  Co.  V.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  150,  41  L.  ed.  666, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  255,  mentions,  in  the  course 
of  his  discussion,  that  statutes  giving  spe- 
cial protection  to  laborers  and  mechanics 
have  been  upheld;  but  the  reasons  he  gives 
for  distinguishing  the  legislation  there  un- 
der consideration  from  such  statutes  apply 
with  equal  force  to  our  act,  to  wit,  that  it 
does  not  aim  to  protect  laborers  and  mechan- 
ics alone,  but  its  benefits  are  conferred  upon 
every  individual,  whether  rich  or  poor,  who 
has  a  claim  of  the  character  described.  It 
extends  the  benefit  to  materialmen,  contract- 
ors, and  others  who  do  not  oome  within  the 
rea.son  that  justifies  such  legislation  for  the 
protection  of  laborers  or  mechanics.  While 
it  is  true  that  statutes  extending  the  right 
to  a  lien  to  these  other  classes  have  been  up- 
held, yet  the  principle  upon  which  they  have 
been  sustained  affords  no  support  for  ex- 
tending to  them  the  benefits  of  the  provision 
under  consideration.  We  are  unable  to  per- 
ceive any  reason  why,  in  an  action  to  enforce 
their  claims  for  merchandise  or  material 
furnished  in  Uie  erection  of  a  house  or  for 
the  development  of  a  mining  claim,  they 
should  be  afforded  any  other  or  greater 
rights  than  are  given  other  merchants  who 
furnish  provisions  or  supplies  to  persons  for 
family  consumption,  or  that  their  debtors 
should  not  have  the  same  right  to  contest 
the  justice  of  their  claims  upon  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  as  are  afforded  to  other 
debtors  by  the  general  law  of  the  land.  It  is 
no  answer  to  say  that  the  debtor  may  avoid 
the  imposition  of  this  additional  cost  by 
paying  his  honest  debts,  because  the  very 
purpose  of  the  litigation  he  invokes  is  to  de- 
termine whether  he  owes  the  debt  or  not. 
And  it  is  immaterial  whether  he  successful- 
ly defeats  the  larger  part  of  the  claim.  He 
may  nevertheless  be  mulcted  in  a  sum  which 
w\U  deprive  him  of  any  benefit  from  the  de- 
fense which  he  has  legitimately  established. 
It  is  also  equally  immaterial  whether  he  in- 
terposes a  vexatious  defense,  or  makes  an 
honest  though  unsuccessful  one,  or  allows 
judgment  to  be  taken  against  him  by  de- 
fault; he  is  subjected  to  the  same  penalty. 
We  think  this  character  of  legislation  is  pro- 
hibited by  §  6  of  our  Bill  of  Rights,  and  that 
both  upon  principle  and  authority  S  18  of 
the  lien  law  is  unconstitutional,  and  that 
the  court  below  erred  in  allowing  the  attor- 
ney's fees  complained  of.  This,  however,  if 
the  only  error,  would  not  necessitate  a  re- 
versal of  the  entire  judgment,  since  the  lien 
and  judgment  are  affected  only  to  the  extent 
of  the  illegal  excess. 
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8.  Th«  principal  and  controlling  question 
presented  by  appellants'  assignments  of  er- 
ror is  whether,  under  the  pleadings  and 
facts  of  this  case,  the  court  below  erred  in 
holding  that  a  lien  attached  against  Clay- 
ton's interest  by  reason  of  his  connection 
with,  and  appiuent  interest  in,  the  opera- 
tions of  the  niine.  A  mechanic's  or  miner's 
lien  is  the  creature  of  the  statute,  and  at- 
taches only  by  virtue  of  work  being  done  or 
materials  furnished  under  a  contract  ex- 
press or  implied,  with  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty upon  which  the  lien  is  claimed ;  and  the 
burden  of  proving  such  contract  rests  upon 
the  party  asserting  it,  and  he  must  ascertain 
for  himself  that  the  party  with  whom  he 
deals  holds  such  a  relation  to  the  work  being 
done,  and  the  property  upon  which  the  same 
is  done,  as  will  entitle  him  to  claim  a  lien 
for  the  work  or  material  which  he  furnish- 
es. Bico  Reduction  d  Min,  Co,  y,  Mua- 
grave,  14  Colo.  79,  23  Pac.  458;  Tritch  v. 
Vorton,  10  Colo.  337,  15  Pac.  680;  Henry  d 
O,  Co.  V.  FUlierdick,  37  Neb.  207,  55  N.  W. 
643;  Broum  v.  Cowan,  110  Pa.  588,  1  Atl. 
520.  In  this  case  there  is  an  entire  absence 
of  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  mine 
was  being  worked  under  any  contract  or  ar- 
rangement by  virtue  of  which  Clayton  was 
in  any  way  made  liable  for  the  labor  per- 
formed or  merchandise  furnished,  or  that 
there  existed  any  contract  which  directly  or 
indirectly  obligated  him  to  pay  for  the  same, 
or  that  the  lien  claimants  or  their  assignors 
performed  the  work  or  delivered  the  mer- 
chandise sued  for,  relying  upon  his  personal 
credit.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  clear- 
ly established  that  the  property  was  being 
operated  by  Smith  and  Outcalt  under  a  lease 
in  which  Clayton  had  no  intenest,  and  the 
labor  was  performed  and  the  merchandise 
furnished  exclusively  for  their  use  and  bene- 
fit. This  lease  and  its  several  assignments 
were  of  record  in  Gunnison  county  prior  to 
and  during  the  time  the  indebtedness  herein 
sued  for  accrued,  and  were  notice  to  all  par- 
ties concerned  that  the  same  had  been  trans- 
ferred, and  then  stood  of  record  in  the  name 
of  Smith  and  Spinney;  and  the  lien  claim- 
ants or  their  assignors,  had  they  taken  the 
precaution  to  inquire,  could  have  readily  as- 
certained that  Spinney's  interest  had  passed 
to  OutcalU  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
actions mentioned  in  the  complaint,  Smith 
and  Outcalt,  in  the  contemplation  of  the  me- 
chanic's lien  statute,  where  the  only  "owners" 
of  the  property  whose  interest  therein  could 
be  subjected  to  lien  for  their  claims.  Under 
these  circumstances,  it  is  clear  that  no  lien 
accrued  a.&fainst  Clayton's  interest  in  the 
mine,  in  their  favor,  by  virtue  of  any  con- 
tract relation  that  they  directly  or  indirect- 
ly held  to  him.  This  was  evidently  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  the  .court  below,  since  it 
predicated  the  liability  of  Clayton,  and  the 
right  to  a  lien  against  bis  interest  in  the 
property,  solely  upon  the  ground  that  he  was 
cognizant  of  the  work  being  done,  and  to 
some  extent  took  part  in  its  direction;  and, 
having  in  some  instances  given  orders  for 
merchandise  in  the  name  of  the  company  un- 
der which  it  was  being  operated,  and  failing 
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to  notify  the  parties  dealing  with  the  com- 
pany of  his  true  relation  thereto,  he  is  now 
estopped  from  claiming  that  such  persons 
have  no  lien  against  his  interest.  We  do 
not  think  that»  under  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  such  condusicm  is  justified.  As 
we  have  seen,  it  was  the  duty  of  these  lien 
claimants  to  ascertain  with  whom  they  were 
dealing,  and  for  whose  use  and  benefit  they 
were  performing  labor  and  furnishing  ma- 
terial. And,  certainly,  in  the  then  condi- 
tion of  the  record,  (Dayton  had  a  right  to 
presume  that  they  had  knowledge  of  the  true 
state  of  the  title,  and  of  the  facts  th&t  they 
could  have  ascertained  by  such  inquiry  aa 
was  suggested  by  the  reoord.  "Where  the  par- 
ty's rights  in  property  sufficiently  appear  of 
record,  mere  silence  upon  his  part  is  no  vio- 
lation of  duty."  7  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
1st  ed.  p.  13,  note,  Silenoe,  and  authoritiea 
there  cited.  But,  aside  from  this,  the  ques- 
tion of  estoppel  was  neither  raised  by  the 
pleadings  nor  supported  by  the  evidence. 
That  the  facts  constituting  an  estoppel  in 
pais  must  be  specially  pleaded  is  well  set- 
tled. De  Voiie  v.  MoOerr,  15  Colo.  407,  24 
Pac.  923;  Qaynor  v,  Clemenia,  16  Colo.  20M, 
26  Pac.  324;  Prewitt  v.  Lambert,  19  Colo. 
7,  34  Pac.  084.  The  complaint  avers  that 
Smith,  Outcalt,  and  Clayton  made  and  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  with  the  partiea 
performing  labor  upon  the  Vulcan  mine, 
and  that  Uie  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise 
were  supplied  to  defendants  to  be  used  for 
the  working,  preservation,  and  development 
of  said  Vulcan  mine ;  thus  predicating  their 
right  to  relief  as  against  Clayton  upon  di- 
rect asrreements  between  him  and  the  pn-son* 
for  whose  labor  and  material  the  liens  are 
claimed.  The  answer  of  these  appellante 
denied  these  allegations,  and  any  and  all  in- 
debtedness on  the  part  of  Clayton.  The  par- 
ties went  to  trial  upon  these  issues.  The 
testimony  wholly  failing  to  show  a  contraot 
of  employment  by  Clayton,  appellees  under- 
took to  show  such  a  participation  in  the 
business  as  would  raise  an  implied  contract 
on  his  part.  Not  only  was  this  testimony 
inadmissible  under  the  issues  formed  by  the 
pleadings,  but  it  was,  we  think,  clearly  in- 
sufficient to  raise  any  implied  assumpsit. 
It,  at  most,  disclosed  acts  on  his  part  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment,  and  wholly 
failed  to  show  that  in  any  instance  the  par- 
ties performed  the  labor  or  furnished  the 
materials  relying  upon  his  liability  as  a 
party  in  interest,  or  upon  his  personal  cred- 
it, or  that  they  were  induced  so  to  do  by  his 
acts  or  apparent  connection  with  the  busi- 
ness. To  entitle  a  party  to  invoke  the  doe- 
trine  of  estoppel,  he  must  actually  have  been 
misled  and  induced  to  act  to  his  prejudice 
by  reason  of  another's  conduct;  he  having 
on  his  part,  exercised  due  diligence  to  ascer- 
tain the  truth.  In  Moore  v.  Bowman,  47 
N.  H.  494,  the  doctrine  is  thus  concisely 
stated:  "To  have  this  effect,  however,  the 
defendant  must  actually  have  been  misled  by 
the  plaintiff's  conduct,  and  induced  thereby 
to  change  his  position.  If  he  is  not  so  mis- 
led, .  .  .  and  with  a  reasonable  use  ol 
means  within  his  reach  he  migH  have  asoer- 
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tained  the  fact,  he  could  not  set  up  an  es* 
toppeL  The  truth  is,  the  party  setting  up 
an  estoppel  is  himself  bound  to  the  exercise 
of  good  faith  and  due  diligence  to  ascertain 
the  truth."  Douglass  y.  Oroig,  13  S.  C. 
871;  2  Herman,  Estoppel,  \  969.  If  it  can 
be  held  that  a  lien  can  be  created  against 
the  interest  of  an  owner  of  property  in  this 
state,  in  the  absence  of  any  contract  on  his 
part,  by  reason  of  his  conduct,  it  is  manifest 
that  the  facts  disclosed  by  this  record  are 
insullicient  to  work  such  a  result  We  are 
therefore  of  the  <^inion  that,  in  the  circum- 


stances of  this  ca«e,  no  lien  was  created 
against  Clayton's  interest  in  the  mine,  and 
the  court  below  erred  in  adjudging  a  lien 
against  such  interest. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  decree  of 
the  court  heUno  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  enter  judgment 
in  favor  of  appellants. 

Gabbert,  J.,  not  participating. 

Kehearing  denied. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  OOURT. 


T.  H.  MoMILLAN,  Plff,  in  Err,, 

V, 

R.  B.  HARRIS  et  aL,  Exrs.,  etc.,  of  Sarah 
M.  Parsons,  Deceased. 


(. 
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.) 


•1.     Ome  wbo  bids  at  a  piiblie  aale,  aot 
be«»aae    of   any   desire   to   pvrebase* 

bat  merely  for  the  purpose,  either  in  his 
own  Interest  or  that  of  another,  to  run  up 
the  price,  is  not  a  **paffer,*'  If,  In  ease  his 
bid  Is  the  last  and  highest,  he  can  be  com- 
pelled by  the  person  conducting  the  sale  to 
take  and  pay  for  the  property ;  and  this  is  so 
though,  under  an  arrangement  with  another 
or  others  to  whom  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
or  a  considerable  portion  thereof,  will  ulti- 
mately go,  he  will  not  be  compelled  to  keep 
and  pay  for  the  property. 
1.  Aceordlnarlr*  it  is  neitbor  eoatrary 
to  laiT  nor  pabllo  policy  for  persons 
who  will  be  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  land 
sold  by  an  executor  under  a  decree  of  court 
to  engage  a  third  person  to  run  the  property 
up  to  a  specified  price,  with  the  understand- 
ing that,  if  it  is  knocked  down  to  him,  they 
will  take  it  off  his  hands. 

(February  28,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Ck>urt  for  Chat- 
ham County  to  review  a  judgment  com- 
pelling the  successful  bidder  at  a  judicial 
sale  to  take  the  property  allotted  to  him. 
Affirmed, 
'  The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Denmark,  Adams,  ft  Free- 
man, for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Under  the  Code  the  court  had  full  power 
to  relieve  Mr.  McMillan,  and  it  was  its 
duty  to  do  so  if  the  sale^  made  under  the 
process  of  its  court,  "was  infected  with 
fraud,  irregularity,  or  error,  to  the  injury 
of  either  party." 

Ga.  Code,  99  4856,  6427;  Johnson  v. 
Dooly,  72  Oa.  297;  Parker  v.  Olenn,  72.  Ga. 
638;  Fears  v.  State,  102  Ga.  284,  29  S.  E. 
463. 

The  fact  that  the  bidding  complained  of 

•Headnotes  by  Cobb,  J. 


Note. — For  effect  of  preventing  or  checking 
bids  upon  the  validity  of  sales  at  auction,  see 
Hemdon  v.  Gibson  (S.  C.)  20  L.  R.  A.  546,  and 
note. 
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was  done  in  good  faith  and  for  a  purpoM 
regarded  by  Mr.  Owens  and  the  gentlemen 
representing  the  other  half  interest  as  law- 
ful and  proper,  in  advancement  of  the  in- 
terests of  their  clients,  cannot  be  material 
or  important. 

Harrison  y.  MoHenry,  9  Ga.  164,  62  Am. 
Dec.  435. 

Mr.  McMillan  had  a  riffht  to  this  properly 
at  the  lowest  real  bid  without  any  inflation 
by  an3rth]ng  like  puffing. 

Pennock's  Appeal,  14  Pa.  446,  53  Am.  Dec, 
561;  Staines  v.  Shore,  16  Pa.  200,  55  Am. 
Dec.  492;  Peck  v.  List,  23  W.  Va.  403,  48 
Am,  Rep.  398;  Springer  v.  Kleinsorge,  83 
Mo.  162. 

An  owner  cannot  employ  a  by-bidder,  "for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  a  sacrifice  of  the 
property,"  or  its  sale  below  a  certain  price. 

Bennett's  Benjamin,  Sales,  6th  ed.  p.  464, 
7th  ed.  p.  447 ;  Veazie  v.  Williams,  3  Story, 
611,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,907;  Story,  Sales,  4th 
ed.  9f  482  ct  seq.;  Tiedeman,  Sales,  9  165; 
Uartvoell  v.  Qumey,  16  R,  I.  78,  13  Atl.  113. 

Puffing  at  a  judicial  sale  vitiates  the  sale 
as  completely  as  if  the  sale  were  not  ju- 
dicial. 

Rorer,  Judicial  Sales,  p.  44,  §  77;  Tiede- 
man, Sales,  %  165. 

Mr.  Owens's  conduct  amounted  to  "puff- 
ing" under  the  definitions. 

Locke  V.  Willingham,  99  Ga.  297,  25  S.  E. 
693;  James  v.  Kelley,  107  Ga.  446,  33  S. 
£.  425;  Coleman  v.  Maclean,  101  Ga.  304, 
28  S.  E.  861;  Bemoell  v.  Christie,  1  Cowp. 
395;  Veazie  v.  Williams,  8  How.  154,  12  L. 
ed.  1027;  Crotoder  v.  Austin,  3  Bing.  368; 
Robinson  v.  Wall,  2  Phill.  Ch.  373;  Wheeler 
v.  Collier,  Moody  &  M.  123 ;  Green  v.  Baver- 
stock,  14  C.  B.  N.  S.  204 ;  Rets  v.  Marsh,  3 
Younge  &  J.  331 ;  Mortimer  v.  Bell,  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  10,  6  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  810;  Peck  v, 
List,  23  W.  Va.  403,  48  Am.  Rep.  398; 
Hinde  v.  Pendleton,  Wythe  (Va.)  146; 
National  Baiik  of  the  Metropolis  v. 
Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  159;  Donaldson  v. 
M*Roy,  1  Browne  (Pa.)  346;  Woods  v.  HaU, 
10  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  Eq.)  411;  Flannery  v. 
Jones,  180  Pa.  338,  36  Atl.  857 ;  Bowman  v. 
McClenahan,  20  App.  Div.  346,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  946;  Miller  v.  Baynard,  2  Houst. 
(DeK)  550,  83  Am.  Dec.  168;  Baham  % 
Bach,  13  La.  287,  88  Am.  Dec.  561;  TowU 
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V.  Leaviit,  23  N.  H.  360,  55  Am.  Dec.  195; 
Bateman,  Auctions,  pp.  131-134,  246;  Bisp- 
ham,  £q.  6th  ed.  §  209;  1  Warvelle,  Vend- 
ors, pp.  254-256;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  9  934. 

Mr,  R.  R.  Biehardfl,  for  defendantfl  In 
error : 

The  law  authorized  Mr.  Owens  to  bid. 

The  parties  to  an  action  may  purchase. 

Freeman  v.  Cooper,  14  Ga.  238;  White  v. 
Crew,  16  Ga.  416;  Kilgo  v.  Castleberry,  38 
Ga.  513,  95  Am.  Dec.. 406;  Humphrey  v. 
McGill,  59  Ga.  649;  Pinkaton  v.  Harrell, 
106  Ga.  102,  31  S.  E.  808;  Rorer,  Judicial 
Sales,  2d  ed.  §§  170,  782;  Pugh  v.  Highley, 
152  Ind.  252,  44  L.  R.  A.  392,  ,53  N.  E.  171; 
2  Sugden,  Vendors,  8th  Am.  ed.  689. 

So  may  a  cotenant  in  partition  sale. 

Freeman,  Cotenancy  &  Partition,  S  165; 
Pewahic  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  145  U.  S.  349 
86  L.  ed.  732,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  887;  Baird 
V.  Baird,  21  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  ft  B.  Eq.)  524,  31 
Am.  Dec.  399. 

So  may  an  heir  at  law  or  a  devisee  at  ad- 
ministrator's or  executor's  sale,  and  that, 
too,  at  his  own  sale,  if  the  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator is  one  of  the  heirs  or  devisees. 

Anderson  v.  Butler,  31  8.  E.  183,  5  L.  R. 
A.  166.  9  S.  E.  797;  Pennock's  Appeal,  14 
Pa.  446,  53  Am.  Dec.  562 ;  Rigg  v.  Schweitz- 
er, 170  Pa.  549,  33  Atl.  116;  James  v.  Kel- 
ley,  107  Ga.  446,  33  S.  £.  425;  Rorer,  Ju- 
dicial Sales.  2d  ed.  $  426. 

The  policy  of  the  law  forbids,  as  condu- 
cive to  fraud  and  inimical  to  fair  dealing 
the  purchase  by  masters,  trustees,  executors, 
administrators,  guardians,  and  all  others, 
at  their  own  sales,  as  also  all  agents,  pub- 
lic or  private,  who  are  concerned  in  selling 
whether  such  purchase  be  direct  or  indirect. 

Rorer,  Judicial  Sales,  §  413. 

In  sales  directed  by  a  court  of  chancery, 
the  whole  business  is  transacted  by  a  public 
officer,  under  the  guidance  and  superintend- 
ence of  the  court  itself. 

Blossom  V.  Milwaukee  <&  C.  R,  Co.  3 
Wall.  207,  18  L.  ed.  46;  Pewabic  Min.  Co. 
y.  Mason,  145  U.  S.  361,  36  L.  ed.  736,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  887 ;  Pinkston  v.  Harrell,  106 
Ga.  102,  31  S.  E.  808. 

Under  our  s^'stem  any  party  may  bid  who 
does  not  come  within  the  reason  and  spirit 
of  the  law  which  prohibits  a  vendor  to  be- 
come the  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale. 

It  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  public  sale  be- 
tween competing  bidders  could  ever  be  sus- 
tained if  one  may  insist  that  he  was  taken 
by  surprise  and  prejudiced  because  he  had 
not  been  informed  of  the  amount  to  which 
bidders  would  run  the  property. 

Barling  v.  Peters,  134  111.  606,  25  N.  E. 
770. 

Two  or  more  parties  interested  in  the  re- 
sult of  a  judicial  sale  may  lawfully  combine 
to  purchase  on  joint  account,  for  the  honest 
purpose  of  preventing  a  sacrifice  of  the 
property,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  lawful 
in  its  nature,  not  designed  to  stifle  com- 
petition or  chill  the  sale. 

White  V.  Crew,  16  Ga.  416;  Buckner  v. 
Chambliss,  30  Ga.  653;  Pennsylvania 
Transp,  Co.'s  Appeal,  101  Pa.  576;  Hopkins 
r.  Ensign,  122  N.  Y.  144,  9  L.  R.  A.  731,  25 
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N.  E.  306;  Thames  v.  Miller,  2  Woods,  564, 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  13,860;  James  v.  Fulcrod,  5 
Tex.  512,  55  Am.  Dec.  744;  Oulick  v.  Webb, 
41  Neb.  706,  60  N.  W.  13;  Jenkins  v.  Hogg, 
2  Treadway,  Const.  821;  Phippen  v.  Stick- 
ney,  3  Met.  387 ;  Kearney  v.  Taylor,  15  How. 
494,  14  L.  ed.  787;  Wicker  v.  Hoppock,  6 
Wall.  94,  18  L.  ed.  752;  Reagan  v.  Bishop, 
25  S,  C.  585. 

It  could  hardly  be  considered  a  fraud  for 
a  competent  bidder  to  bid  what  property 
was  worth,  to  keep  it  from  being  sacrificed 
to  a  bidder  who  was  trying  to  get  it  at  leas 
than  it  was  worth. 

Richards  v.  Holmes,  18  How.  148,  15  L. 
ed.  306;  Smith  v.  Black,  115  U.  S.  308,  29 
li.  ed.  398,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  50;  Pewabic  Min. 
Co,  V.  Mason,  145  U.  S.  349,  36  L.  ed.  732, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  887;  James  v.  Kelley,  107 
Ga.  446,  33  S.  £.  425;  Pennock's  Appeal,  14 
Pa.  446,  53  Am.  Dec.  562 ;  Rigg  v.  Schweitz- 
er, 170  Pa.  549,  33  Atl.  116;  Anderson  v. 
Butler,  31  S.  C.  183,  5  L.  R.  A.  166,  9  S.  E. 
797 ;  3  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  505. 

There  is  a  solid  distinction  to  b«  made 
between  the  bid  of  un  irresponsible  puffer, 
secured,  by  the  powder  that  controls  the  sale, 
from  liability  for  his  bid,  and  the  bid  of 
a  responsible'  party  to  the  record  at  a  ju- 
dicial sale,  with  which  he  can  be  and  should 
be  made  to  comply  for  the  benefit  of  others 
interested  in  the  proceeds  of  sale  as  well  as 
he. 

Allen  v.  Gillette,  127  U.  S.  595,  32  L.  ed. 
274,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1331  :  Smith  v.  Arnold, 
5  Mason,  414,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,004. 

A  sale  by  an  administrator  will  not  be  set 
aside  by  discharging  the  purchaser  because 
one  interested  in  the  estate  employs  a  puf- 
fer, without  the  knowledge  of  the  adminis- 
trator or  auctioneer. 

East  V.  Wood,  62  Ala.  313;  Locke  v.  Wil- 
lingham,  99  Ga.  297,  25  S.  E.  693. 

Messrs,  A.  C.  Wright  and  George  W. 
Owens  also  for  defendants  in  error. 

Cobb,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Sto3'ell  C.  Parsons  and  Elizabeth  Cath- 
arine Maas,  by  her  father,  as  next  friend 
and  guardian,  brought  suit  in  the  superior 
court  of  Chatham  county  against  the  execu- 
tors of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Sarah 
M.  Parsons  and  others,  alleging  in  their  pe- 
tition that  they  were  joint  owners  of  certain 
described  realty  in  the  city  of  Savannah, 
and  praying  that  a  certain  deed  a11c:;cd  to 
be  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  petitioners 
might  be  delivered  up  to  be  canceled,  and 
that  the  executors  take  charge  of  the  realty, 
ami  dispose  of  the  same  for  the  benefit  of  pe- 
titioners. When  the  case  came  on  for  a 
hearing,  a  decree  was  entered,  providing  that 
the  trust  deed  referred  to  be  set  aside  and 
canceled,  and  that  the  executors  "take 
charge  of  and  dispose  of  the  property  set 
out  in  said  petition  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  compromise  as  agreed  on,"  and  to 
this  end  advertise  the  property  in  a  desig- 
nated way  for  sale  at  public  outcry  before 
the  door  of  the  courthouse  of  Chatham 
county  during  the  legal  hours  of  sale  to  the 
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fail^hest  bidder^  and  report  the  lale  to  the 
court  for  confirmation.  The  sale  was  had 
hi  the  manner  prescribed  in  the  decree,  anii 
on  the  day  fixed  in  the  advertisement  the 
property  was  sold  in  several  parcels,  and 
knocked  down  to  different  purchasers.  The 
executors  reported  the  sale  to  the  court, 
when  it  appeared  that  one  of  the  parcels 
bad  been  loiocked  down  to  T.  H.  McMillan, 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  for  the  sum  of  $14,000. 
In  answer  to  the  nile  nisi  calling  upon  him 
to  show  cause  why  the  sale  should  not  be 
confirmed,  McMillan  set  un  that  the  pi  ice 
at  which  the  property  was  Knocked  down  to 
him  was  the  result  of  "puflftng"  or  "by-bid- 
ding" at  the  sale,  done  at  the  instance  of 
parties  owning  an  interest  in  the  property, 
and  in  fraud  of  his  rights  as  purchaser; 
that  the  property  was  run  up  by  the  owners 
thereof  without  his  knowledge  by  bids  that 
were  not  real  or  genuine,  but  made  for  the 
purpose  of  pufiing  the  property,  and  that 
such  conduct  rendered  the  sale  illegal,  and 
released  him  from  his  obligation  to  pay  for 
the  property.  After  hearing  the  evidence, 
the  judge  held  that  sufficient  cause  had  not 
been  shown  to  authorize  him  to  refuse  to 
confirm  the  sale,  and  an  order  was  passed 
confirming  the  sale,  and  directing  McMillan 
to  pay  the  amount  of  his  bid  into  the  hands 
of  the  executors.  To  this  ruling  McMillan 
excepted,  assigning  as  error  that  the  deci- 
sion of  the  judge  was  contrary  to  law  and 
the  evidence,  that  the  evidence  required  a 
finding  that  the  sale  was  puffed,  and  was 
therefore  illegal.  It  appears  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  petitioners  in  the  original 
proceeding.  Miss  Maas  and  Dr.  Parsons, 
were,  unuer  the  will  of  Sarah  M.  Parsons,  en- 
titled  each  to  a  one-half  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty involved  in  the  present  case.  Mr. 
Owens  was  an  attorney  at  law  representing 
Miss  Maas.  Mr.  Seabrook  was  an  attorney 
at  law  representing  Dr.  Parsons.  Mr. 
Owens  was  at  the  sale,  and  made  several  bids 
on  the  property ;  one  of  these  bids  being  im- 
mediately before  the  bid  of  McMillan,  at 
which  the  property  was  knocked  down  to 
him.  Mr.  Owens  was  not  bidding  in  his 
own  interest.  He  was  bidding  for  his  client 
by  authority  given  him  to  bid  such  an 
amount  as,  in  his  discretion,  would  be  nec- 
essary to  prevent  the  property  from  b?injj 
sold  at  a  sacrifice.  It  also  appears  that  Mr. 
Owens  and  Mr.  Seabrook,  representing  their 
respective  clients,  had  agreed  that  the  prop- 
erty should  not  be  sold  for  less  than  $13,000, 
and  that,  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement. 
Mr.  Owens  became  a  bidder  at  the  sale;  and 
it  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  testimony  that, 
if  the  property  had  been  knocked  down  to 
him,  the  purchasers  would  have  been  neither 
himself  nor  Mr.  Seabrook,  but  their  respec- 
tive clients.  It  also  appears  that  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  different  items  of  costs 
and  expenses  connected  with  the  litigation 
were  to  be  paid  by  the  executors;  the 
amount  of  such  items  which  were  due  and 
unpaid  at  the  date  of  the  hearing  of  the  pe- 
tition brought  to  confirm  the  sale  being 
more  than  $250.  The  auctioneer  who  con- 
ducted the  sale  was  one  of  the  executors, 
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and  it  appeared  that  neither  in  his  capacity 
as  auctioneer  nor  as  executor  did  he  have  any 
connection  whatever  with  the  arrangement 
made  between  Mr.  Owens  and  Mr.  Seabrook, 
and  there  was  no  reason  whatever  why  he 
oould  not,  if  the  property  had  been  knocked 
down  to  Mr.  Owens,  have  treated  him  as  the 
purchaser,  and  invoked  the  aid  of  the  court 
to  that  end.  It  appeared  distinctly  from  the 
testimony  that,  if  there  was  any  puffing  or 
by-bidding,  neither  the  auctioneer  nor  the 
executors  had  any  connection  with  the  same, 
and  that  it  was  doxte  wthout  their  oonsent, 
knowledge,  or  autiiority. 

The  controlling  question  to  be  determined 
is  whether  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Owens  in  en- 
tering into  the  arrangement  with  Mr.  Sea- 
brook to  bid  on  the  property  in  behalf  of 
their  respective  clients  so  as  to  prevent  its 
sacrifice,  and  bidding  at  the  sale  for  that 
purpose  without  the  expectation  of  becom- 
ing a  purchaser  himself,  was  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  to  authorize  the  court  to  declare 
that  McMillan  was  misled,  and  that  for  that 
reason  the  sale  was  void,  and  should  be  set 
aside.  To  properly  determine  this  it  is  nec- 
essary to  investigate  the  law  of  sales  at  auc- 
tion, and  determine  who  is  a  puffer  at  an 
auction,  and  what  conduct  would  amount  to 
puffing  so  as  to  invalidate  the  sale.  There 
is  no  decision  of  this  court  bearing  directly 
upon  this  question.  The  presence  at  auction 
sales  of  persons  who  bid  for  the  purpose  of 
inflating  the  value  of  the  property  in  behalf 
of  those  interested  in  the  sale  is  a  matter  at 
the  present  time  of  very  common  occurrence, 
and  has  been  from  the  time  that  auction 
sales  were  first  known.  This  practice  has 
brought  about  many  controversies  which  re- 
sulted in  numerous  cases,  and  the  effect  of 
such  conduct  has  been  discussed  by  many 
judges  and  text  writers.  A  person  of  the 
character  referred  to  is  usually  denomi- 
nated a  "puffer^"  but  he  is  sometimes  re- 
ferred to  as  a  "by-bidder,"  "capper,"  "de- 
coy duck,"  "white  bonnet,"  or  "sham  bid- 
der." The  first  time  that  this  question 
seems  to  have  come  before  the  English 
courts,  so  far  as  the  reported  cases  are  con- 
cerned, was  in  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Night- 
ingale, 4  Bro.  P.  C.  193,  which  was  decided 
in  1726.  It  was  held  by  the  house  of  lords 
in  that  case  that  a  puffer  could  not  recover 
compensation  for  his  services,  since  they 
were  contrary  to  good  faith.  The  next  case 
in  point  of  time  was  Bextoell  y.  Christie,  1 
Cowp.  395,  which  was  decided  by  the  court 
of  King's  bench  in  1776.  This  was  a  deci- 
sion by  Lord  Mansfield,  and,  as  it  was  ren- 
dered prior  to  our  adopting  statute,  it  is 
controlling  authority  in  this  state.  Thorn- 
ton  V.  Lane,  11  6a.  500.  For  this  reason  it 
is  necessary  to  examine  that  case  with  some 
care.  An  action  was  brought  against  an  auc- 
tioneer, for  selling  a  horse  at  the  highest 
price  bid  for  him,  contrary  to  the  owner's 
express  direction  not  to  allow  him  to  go  un- 
der a  larger  sum  named,  and  it  was  held 
that  such  an  action  would  not  lie,  but  that 
it  would  have  been  otherwise  if  the  owner 
had  directed  the  auctioneer  to  put  the  horse 
up  at  a  particular  price,  and  not  lower. 
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The  opinion  of  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  case 
was  an  follows:  'The  matter  in  qiMation 
ia  in  itself  of  small  value,  but  in  reapeot  of 
the  principles  by  which  it  must  be  governed 
it  is  a  question  of  great  importance.  Since 
the  trial  I  have  mooted  the  point  with  many 
who  are  not  lawyers,  upon  Uie  morality  and 
rectitude  of  the  transaction.  The  question 
is  whether  a  bidding  by  the  own«r  of  goods 
at  a  sale  under  these  conditions,  namely, 
'that  the  highest  bidder  shall  be  the  pur- 
chaser, and  if  a  dispute  arise,  to  be  decided 
by  a  nuLJority  of  the  persons  present,'  is  a 
bidding  within  tho  meaning  of  such  condi- 
tions of  sale.  There  is  no  express  undertak- 
ing on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  nor  is  it, 
as  has  been  ingenriously  said,  a  direction 
that  there  should  be  no  bidding  under  £15, 
which  might  be  fair;  but  the  direction  given 
to  the  defendant  is  'not  to  let  the  horse 
go  under  £15,'  which  implies  there  might  be 
a  bidding  under  that  sum.  The  question, 
then,  is  whether  the  owner  can  jn-ivately 
employ  another  person  to  bid  for  him.  The 
basis  of  all  dealings  ought  to  be  good  faith ; 
•0,  more  espedally  in  these  trcmsaotions, 
where  the  public  are  brought  together  upon 
a  confidence  that  the  artides  set  up  to  sale 
will  be  disposed  of  to  the  highest  real  bid- 
der. That  could  never  be  the  case  if  the 
owner  miffht  privately  and  secretly  enhance 
the  price  by  a  person  employed  for  that  pur- 
pose; yet  tricks  and  practices  of  this  kind 
daily  increase,  and  grow  so  frequent  that 
good  men  g^ve  in  to  the  ways  of  the  bad  and 
dishonest  in  their  own  defense.  But  such  a 
practice  was  never  openly  avowed.  An  own- 
er of  ^^ds  set  up  to  sale  at  an  auction  never 
yet  bid  in  the  room  for  himself.     If  such  a 

Eraotice  were  allowed,  no  one  would  bid.  It 
I  a  fraud  upon  the  sale  and  upon  the  public. 
Hie  disallowing  it  is  no  hardship  upon  the 
owner ;  for,  if  he  is  unwilling  his  goods  should 
go  at  an  under-price,  he  may  order  them 
to  be  set  up  at  his  own  price  and  not  lower. 
Such  a  direction  would  be  fair.  Or  he  might 
do  as  waa  done  by  Lord  Ashburnham,  who 
•old  a  large  estate  by  auction.  He  had  it 
inserted  in  the  conditions  of  sale  that  he 
himself  might  bid  once  in  the  course  of  the 
sale,  and  he  bid  at  once  £15,000  or  £20,000. 
Such  a  condition  is  fair,  because  the  public 
are  then  apprised  and  know  upon  what 
terms  they  bid.  In  Holland  it  is  the  prac- 
tice to  bid  downwards.  The  question,  then, 
Is,  Is  such  a  bidding  fair?  If  not,  it  is  no 
a<rgunient  to  say  it  is  a  frequent  custom. 
Gaming,  stockjobbing,  and  swindling  are  fre- 
quent. But  the  law  forbids  them  all.  Sup- 
pose there  was  an  agreement  to  abate  so 
much,  which  is  the  case  where  g^oods  are 
Bold  by  one  person  in  the  trade  to  another, 
they  abate  sometimes  10  to  15  per  cent. 
Such  an  agreement  between  the  owner  and  a 
bidder  at  sale  by  auction  would  be  a  gross 
fraud.  What  is  the  nature  of  a  sale  by  auc- 
tion? It  is  that  the  goods  shall  go  to  the 
highest  real  bidder.  But  there  would  be  an 
end  of  that  if  the  owner  might  privately  bid 
upon  his  own  goods.  There  is  no  contract 
with  the  auctioneer.  He  is  only  an  aeent 
between  the  buyer  and  seller.  He  may  fair- 
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ly  bid  for  a  third  person  who  employs  him, 
but  not  for  the  owner.  In  this  case  there  is 
another  fraud  put  upon  the  public.  For  by 
the  catalogue  the  goods  are  described  to  be 
'the  goods  of  a  gentleman  deceased,  and  sold 
by  order  of  the  executor.'  Upon  Uiis  repre- 
sentetion  many  people  would  attend  to  bid 
on  a  supposition  that  the  goods  were  neces- 
sarily to  be  sold  at  all  evente,  whether  val- 
uable or  not  valuable;  whereas  they  might 
have  their  suspicions  if  they  were  the  prop- 
erty of  persons  living.  Horses,  or  any  other 
species  of  property,  belonging  to  persons 
that  are  dead,  are  not  so  likely  to  be  faulty 
as  those  which  are  parted  with  by  persons  in 
their  lifetime.  We  all  remember  Uie  sale  of 
a  gentleman's  wines,  where  vast  quantities 
had  been  sent  in  belonging  to  other  persons, 
and  all  sold  at  a  very  high  price,  under  an 
idea  they  were  his.  The  coneequence  was, 
most  of  the  buyers  were  token  in.  There- 
fore, upon  full  consideration,  I  am  of  opin- 
ion that  a  bidding  by  the  owner  in  the  man- 
ner contended  for,  and  agreeable  to  the  di- 
rections given  in  this  case,  would  have  been 
a  fraud  upon  the  sale;  and,  consequently, 
that  this  action  against  the  defendant  as 
auctioneer  cannot  be  mainUined." 

In  Howard  v.  Castle,  C  T.  R.  642,  the  de- 
cision of  Lord  Mansfield  in  Bextcell  v.  Chris- 
He  was  followed  by  Lord  Ken  yon.  In 
Wheeler  ▼.  Collier,  Moody  &  M.  123,  a  sale 
at  which  there  were  two  puffers  was  held  to 
be  void,  and  Lord  Tenterden  steted  that  the 
inclination  of  his  mind  was  that  the  employ- 
meuit  of  only  one  puffer  would  avoid  a  sale. 
In  Crowder  v.  Austin,  3  Bing.  368,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  vendor  of  a  horse  stationed 
his  servant  to  join  in  the  bidding  at  a  public 
auction,  and  the  servant  bid  up  to  £23  after 
a  bona  fide  bidder  had  bid  £12.  It  was  held 
that  the  sale  could  not  be  enforced  against 
a  subsequent  bidder.  In  Qreen  v.  Baver- 
stock,  14  C.  B.  N.  S.  204,  it  was  held  that 
upon  a  sale  of  goods  by  auction,  where  the 
highest  bidder  is  to  be  the  purchaser,  the 
secret  employment  of  a  puffer  <m  behalf  of 
the  vendor  is  a  fraudulent  act  and  vitiates 
the  sale.  In  that  case  Byles,  J.,  said: 
"Tlie  sale  is  vitiated  by  the  fraud,  and  void, 
unless  the  vendee,  ^^-ith  knowledge  of  the 
fact,  has  acted  upon  it  so  as  to  deprive  him- 
self of  the  right  to  complain.  This  has  been 
the  law  of  England,  and,  indeed,  of  the 
whole  of  Europe,  for  a  very  long  time  indeed. 
It  was  a  law  of  universal  application  even 
before  the  Christian  era."  The  decisions  of 
the  common-law  courts  of  England  have 
been  almost  without  exception  in  line  with 
the  decision  of  Lord  Mansfield  in  Bexwell  v. 
Christie,  The  principle  at  the  foundation  of 
this  decision  was.  that  for  one  to  offer  his 
property  at  public  outery  to  the  highest 
bidder,  and  then  secretly  arrange  with  an- 
other to  bid  on  the  property  in  his  behalf, 
with  the  distinct  understending  that  he  was 
not  to  incur  any  liability  on  his  bid, — was  a 
fraud  upon  the  right  of  those  who  attended 
the  sale  in  good  faith  expecting  to  come  in- 
to competition  with  others  like  themselves 
who  really  desired  to  purchase  the  property 
on  the  best  terms  possible.    Hie  reason  for 


1800. 


HcMiLLAH  v.  Harris. 


849 


the  rule  was  the  palpable  fraud  upon  bona 
fide  bidders.  Strange  as  it  may  seem,  the 
English  court  of  chancery  did  not  follow  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  in  a  number  of  decisions  this  rule 
was  criticised,  and  the  fraud  incident  to  puf- 
fing at  auctions  was  not  only  tolerated,  but 
approved  of,  by  that  court.  In  Conolly  y. 
Fara€m8,  which  will  be  found  veported  in  a 
noet  in  3  Yes.  Jr.  625, — a  decision  rendered 
in  1797, — ^Lord  Chancellor  Loughborough 
found  great  fault  with  the  conclusion 
reached  by  J^rd  Mansfield,  and  also  with 
the  reasoning  which  led  him  to  that  oondu- 
■ion.  Acoordinff  to  the  rule  in  that 
case,  unlimited  puflSng  was  allowable. 
While  the  decision  last  referred  to  was  not 
followed  by  the  court  of  chancery  in  all  of 
its  bearings,  that  court  held  on  different  oc- 
casions that  the  mere  fact  that  one  puffer 
was  employed  to  prevent  a  eacrifice  of  the 
property  would  not  be  such  a  fraud  as  would 
vitiate  the  sale  when  it  was  otherwise  free 
from  infirmity.  In  Mortimer  v.- Bell  [L.  R. 
1  Ch.  10]  5  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  310,  it  was 
held  by  Lord  Chancellor  Cran worth  that  the 
rule  said  to  exist  in  equity,  allowing  one 
puffer  to  be  employed,  without  notice,  to 
prevent  a  sale  at  an  undervalue,  is  abetract- 
nr  less  sound  than  the  rule  at  law,  which 
declares  such  employment  to  be  fraudulent; 
and  rests  only  on  the  authority  of  decisions 
in  lower  branches  of  the  court.  See  also, 
in  this  connection,  Flint  v.  Wooding  9  Hare, 
618;  Robinson  v.  Wall,  2  Phill.  Ch.  372; 
Smith  V.  Clarke,  12  Ves.  Jr.  477.  The  con- 
flict between  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  com- 
mon law  and  the  chancery  courts  of  England 
was  finally  settled  by  an  act  of  Parliament 
which  provided  that,  "whenever  a  sale  by 
auction  of  land  would  be  invalid  at  law  by 
reason  of  the  employment  of  a  puffer,  the 
same  shall  be  deemed  invalid  in  equity  as 
well  as  at  law." 

In  the  case  of  Peek  v.  List,  23  W.  Va.  338, 
48  Am.  Rep.  398,  which  is  one  of  the  leading 
American  cases  on  the  subject,  the  English 
decisions  above  referred  to,  as  well  as  many 
others  by  the  English  common  law  and 
chancery  courts,  are  collected  and  com- 
mented on  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justioe 
Green.  We  have  referred  to  such  of  those 
decisions  as  we  deem  necessary  to  the  pres- 
ent discussion.  The  decision  of  Lord  Mans- 
field must  be  treated  as  binding  authority 
in  this  state,  as  there  are  none  of  our  own 
decisions  in  conflict  with  the  rule  he  there 
lays  down.  Attention  was  called  in  the  ar- 
gument to  the  fact  that  the  record  in  the 
case  of  Locke  v.  Willingham,  99  Ga.  297,  25 
S.  E.  693,  disclosed  that  certain  charges  of 
the  trial  judge  bearing  upon  the  subject  un- 
der consideration  in  the  present  case  were 
under  review,  and  that  the  effect  of  the  rul- 
ing in  that  case,  which  was  merely  a  head- 
note,  that  no  error  of  law  was  committed, 
was  to  approve  of  the  charges  made  by  the 
trial  judge.  We  have  examined  the  record 
in  that  case,  and  we  find  that  the  charges  of 
the  judge  under  review  were  not  only  not  in 
confiict  with  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  but  seem  to  have  been  in  accord 
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therewith.  The  following  deolsionB  and  au- 
thorities will  show  the  riuings  of  some  of  the 
American  courts  on  this  subject:  2  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  i  934,  pp.  1336,  1337 ;  3  Am.  ft  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ea.  pp.  304,  305;  Benjamin, 
Sales,  7th  ed.  fi  470  et  seq.;  I  War^elle, 
Vendors,  p.  254;  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  293; 
Bispham,  £q.  §  209;  Tiedeman,  Sales,  $  163; 
Rorer,  Judicial  Sales,  p.  44;  Bateman,  Auc- 
tions, p.  131;  1  Wait,  Act.  ft  Def.  p.  482; 
Story,  Sales,  S  482;  Veasfie  v.  Williams,  8 
How.  134,  12  L.  ed.  1018;  Flannery  v.  Jones, 
180  Pa.  338,  36  Atl.  856;  Bouman  v.  Ifo- 
Clenakan,  20  App.  Div.  346,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
945;  Pcnnook's  Appeal,  14  Pa.  446,  53  Am. 
Dec.  561 ;  Hartwell  v.  Qumey,  16  R.  I.  78. 
13  R.  I.  113;  Reynolds  v.  Deohaums,  24  Tex. 
174,  76  Am.  Dec.  101;  Davis  v.  Pettoay,  8 
Head,  667,  75  Am.  Dec.  789 ;  Miller  v.  Bay- 
nard,  2  Houst.  (Del.)  569,  83  Am.  Dee.  168; 
Jenkins  v.  Hogg,  2  Tread  way.  Const.  821; 
East  V.  Wood,  62  Ala.  313;  Woods  v.  HaU, 
16  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  Eq.)  411;  National  Bank 
of  the  Metropolis  v.  Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  1 59 ; 
Einde  v.  Pendleton,  Wythe  (Va.)  [146] 
354;  Curtis  v.  Aspinwall,  114  Mass.  187,  19 
Am.  Rep.  332;  Springer  v.  Kleinsorge,  83 
Mo.  162;  Totole  v.  Leavitt,  23  N.  H.  360,  65 
Am.  Dec.  195 :  Staines  v.  Shore,  16  Pa.  200, 
55  Am.  Dec.  492. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities  above 
cited,  as  well  as  of  many  others  which  might 
be  cited,  will  show  tiiat  the  conclusions 
reached  by  the  American  courts  on  this  ques- 
tion are  far  from  being  uniform.  Some 
have  followed  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord 
Mansfield,  others  the  rule  announced  by  Lord 
Loughborough;  and  still  others  are  not  in 
exact  accord  with  either,  but  are  modifica- 
tions of  one  or  the  other.  It  is  not  possible 
to  reconcile  the  American  decisione  on  this 
subject,  and  it  would  not  be  profitable  to 
undertake  to  do  this,  even  if  it  were  poesible. 
We  may  lay  it  down  as  a  rule  without  ex- 
ception that  the  employment  of  a  puffer  at 
an  auction  sale  is  such  a  fraud  as  will  viti- 
ate the  sale.  Such  being  the  rule,  the  ques- 
tion now  to  be  determined  is.  Who  is  a  puf- 
fer? Mr.  Justice  Green,  in  Peek  v.  List, 
cited  above,  thus  defines  a  puffer:  ''A  puf- 
fer, in  the  strictest  mining  of  the  word,  is 
a  person  who,  without  having  any  intention 
to  purchase,  is  employed  by  the  vendor  at  an 
auction  to  raise  the  price  by  fictitious  bids, 
thereby  increasing  competition  among  the 
bidders,  while  he  himself  Is  secured  from 
risk  by  a  secret  understanding  with  the  ven- 
dor that  he  shall  not  be  bound  by  his  bids.'' 
This  definition  will  be  found  to  have  been 
approved  by  several  of  the  text  writers  and 
many  of  the  judges  in  the  authorities  and 
decisions  above  cited.  It  is  directly  in  line 
with  the  ruling  made  by  Lord  Mansfield  in 
Bexwell  v.  Christie.  In  order  to  constitute 
one  who  bids  at  a  sale  a  puffer,  it  is  not  only 
necessary  that  he  shall  be  employed  by  the 
owner  of  the  property  which  is  being  sold, 
or  by  some  person  having  an  interest  therein, 
but  it  must  appear  that  the  person  employ- 
ing the  puffer  was  so  interested  in  the  auc- 
tion or  act  of  selling  that  there  could  be 
made   with   him   a   binding   agreement   1^ 
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which  the  person  bidding  incurs  not  the 
slightest  risk  of  being  called  on  to  comply 
with  the  terms  of  any  bid  tha/t  he  may  make. 
If  he  be  employed  by  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  owner  has  complete  control  of 
the  auction  and  the  auctioneer,  as  was  the 
case  in  Bexwell  v.  Christie,  then  no  one 
would  question  that  he  was  a  puffer,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  law,  and  his  employ- 
ment would  amount  to  a  fraud  upon  the  real 
bidder.  If  he  be  employed  by  a  person  inter- 
ested in  the  property,  although  not  the  sole 
owner,  and  such  person  has  complete  control 
over  the  auction,  so  that  he  could  entirely 
relieve  him  from  all  responsibility  for  the 
bid  he  would  make,  then  a  person  employed 
under  such  circumstances  would  be  a  puffer, 
iiithin  the  principle  of  the  ruling  made  in 
Bextoell  v.  Chi-iatie,  The  rule  is  thus  started 
by  Mr.  Justice  Green  in  Peck  v.  List,  before 
referred  to :  "But  it  is  obviously  unimport- 
ant whe^er  the  by-bidder  is  employed  by 
the  owner  of  the  land  or  by  some  one  else 
having  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  auction 
about  to  be  made,  and  who  stands  in  such 
a  relation  to  it  that  he  can  make  good  his 
assurance  to  the  by-bidder  that  he  shall  not 
be  held  responsible  for  his  bid  if  it  happen 
to  be  the  highest  bid  made.  The  real  es- 
sence of  the  fraud  is  not  that  the  owner  is 
bidding  for  the  property,  but  it  consists  in 
the  fact  that  a  by-bidder  pretending  to  be 
a  bona  fide  bidder  deceives  honest  bidders, 
raises  the  price  of  the  property  by  fictitious 
bids  increasing  competition,  while  he  him- 
self has  good  reason  to  believe  and  does  be- 
lieve that  he  is  secure  from  any  risk  of  being 
held  personally  liable  for  his  bids.  It  is 
immaterial  from  whom  he  derives  this  as- 
surance of  immunity,  provided  the  party 
giving  the  assurance  expressly  or  impliedly 
has  the  power,  either  legallv  or  practically, 
to  make  good  the  assurance."  "It  makes  no 
difference  that  such  puffer  or  by-bidder  was 
employed  to  prevent  a  sacrifice  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  was  directed  to  bid  it  up,  to  a  fixed 
price  only;  nor  does  it  make  any  difference 
that  the  property  only  sold  at  a  reasonable 
price."  In  many  of  the  cases  it  ie  said  that 
a  person  employed  by  the  owner  to  secretly 
bia  upon  the  property  would  be  a  puffer;  in 
still  others  it  is  said  that  a  person  so  em- 
ployed by  the  vendor  would  be  a  puffer;  in 
still  others  it  is  stated  that  a  person  so  em- 
ployed by  the  seller  would  be  a  puffer;  and 
in  still  others  it  is  declared  that  a  person 
employed  by  those  who  are  pecuniarily  in- 
terested in  the  property  would  be  a  puffer. 
In  dealing  with  this  subject  the  terms 
"owner,"  "vendor,"  "seller,"  and  "person 
pecuniarily  interested  in  the  property  or  its 
proceeds"  are  to  be  given  tne  same  meaning, 
and  they  all  refer  to  one  who,  without  re- 
gard to  what  may  be  his  peculiar  interest  in 
the  property,  must  have  absolute  control  of 
the  auction  sale,  and  is  at  liberty  of  his  own 
volition  to  discharge  any  bidder  from  liabil- 
ity on  account  of  his  bid.  If  the  person  con- 
ducting the  sale  can,  notwithstanding  the 
agreemexMt  of  one  who  has  a  larger  interest 
in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  hold  the  bidder 
responsible  far  the  amount  of  his  bid,  then 
48  L.R.  A. 


a  person  employed  by  the  person  bavins 
sucn  larger  interest  in  the  proceeds  would 
not  be  a  puffer  within  -the  meaning  of  the 
law.  Bidding  by  such  a  person  would  not  be 
fraudulent,  and  therefore  the  sale  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  employment  of  such  a  per- 
son. An  auctioneer  is  the  agent  of  the  per- 
son who  directs  him  to  make  the  sale.  The 
sale  ie,  therefore,  controdled  by  one  who  di- 
rects the  auctioneer.  When  an  auction  sale 
is  declared  by  the  auctioneer  to  be  without 
reserve,  this  is,  in  effect,  a  sta/tement  that 
the  person  who  directs  the  auctioneer  to 
make  the  sale,  no  matter  what  his  interest 
in  the  property  may  be,  has  empowered  the 
auctioneer  to  sell  the  property  to  the  high- 
eat  bidder,  and  that  the  person  directing  the 
auctioneer   will    not  himself  bid   upon   the 


property,  or  employ  others  to  do  so  in  his  be- 
half. Where  the  auctioneer  puts  up  prop- 
erty without  any  statement  as   to  the  con- 


ditions of  sale,  the  bidders  have  a  right  to 
presume  that  the  sale  is  to  be  without  re- 
serve. The.  owner,  vendor,  seller,  or  person 
interested  in  the  sale,  whatever  we  may  call 
him,  that  is,  the  person  who  has  directed 
tlie  auctioneer  to  sell  the  property,  and  who 
will  be  compelled  to  make  good  to  the  bidder 
the  acceptance  of  a  bid  by  the  auctioneer,  is 
not  allowed  to  secretly  bid  at  the  sale.  He 
may  bid«  however,  if  public  notice  be  given 
of  the  fact,  so  that  other  bidders  may  know 
that  they  are  ooming  into  competition  with 
the  person  who  has  control  of  the  sale.  The 
mere  fact  that  a  person  is  pecuniarily  inter- 
ested in  property  which  is  being  soild  at  auc- 
tion docs  not  preclude  him  from  becoming  a 
bidder,  and  this  is  true  of  judicial  sales  as 
well  as  private  sales.  No  matter  what  in- 
terest a  person  may  have  in  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  or  in  the  property  which  is  going 
to  be  sold  at  public  outcry,  either  at  private 
auction  or  Judicial  sale,  his  right  to  become 
a  bidder  at  the  sa.le  is  well  recognized  by 
numerous  decisions  of  this  court,  as  well  as 
of  other  courts  in  this  country,  provided  the 
sale  is  not  under  his  control.  See,  in  this 
connecti<m,  Freeman  v.  Cooper,  14  Ga.  238; 
White  V.  Crew,  16  Ga.  416;  Buckner  ▼. 
Chamhliss,  30  Ga.  652 ;  Kilgo  v.  Castleherry, 
38  Ga.  512,  05  Am.  Dec.  406;  Kearney  ▼. 
Taylor,  16  How.  494,  14  L.  ed.  787 ;  Richards 
v.  Holmes,  18  How.  143,  15  L.  ed.  304; 
Petoahic  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  145  U.  S.  349, 
30  L.  ed.  732,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  887 ;  Blossom 
V.  Milwaukee  dt  C.  R.  Co.  3  Wall.  196,  18  L. 
ed.  43;  Smith  v.  Black,  115  U.  S.  308,  29  L. 
ed.  308,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  50;  Allen  v.  OilUtte, 
127  U.  S.  589,  32  L.  ed.  271,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
1331 ;  Baird  v.  Baird,  21  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  &  B. 
Eq.)  524.  31  Am.  Dec.  399;  Gulick  v.  Wehh, 
41  Neb.  706,  60  N.  W.  13;  Phippen  v.  Stick- 
ney,  3  Met.  384;  Pennsylvania  Transp.  Co's 
Appeal,  101  Pa.  576;  Thames  v.  Miller,  2 
Woods,  564,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,860;  Twin-Lick 
Oil  Qo.  V.  Marbury,  91  U.  S.  687,  23  L.  ed. 
328.  Such  being  the  right  of  one  who  is  in- 
terested in  the  property  sold  or  in  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale,  who  is  himself  not  conduct- 
ing the  sale,  and  who  has  not  such  control 
over  the  sale  as  that  he  can  make  a  binding 
agreement  with  a  bidder  that  he  will  not 
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b€  held  responsible  for  his  bid,  it  cannot  be 
a  fraud  for  such  person  to  employ  one  to  bid 
at  a  sale  in  his  behalf,  even  though  the  fact 
that  the  bidder  is  bidding  in  behalf  of  one 
interested  in  the  property  is  not  disclosed 
to  the  other  bidders.  The  law  charges  every- 
one who  attends  an  auction  sale,  no  matter 
what  its  character,  whether  resulting  from 
a  private  agreement  or  from  a  judgment  of 
a  court,  thai  anyone  interested  in  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  or  in  the  property,  and  who 
has  no  absolute  control  over  the  sale,  may 
become  a  competitor  with  any  other  person 
at  the  sale«  and  bid  for  the  property,  and 
such  a  person  is  under  no  oDligatdon  to  dis- 
close to  others  his  intention  to  bid;  and 
therefore  the  employment  by  such  a  person 
of  another  to  bid  in  his  behalf,  without  dis- 
closing that  he  is  representing  the  person  so 
interested,  could  not,  in  any  sense,  be  a  fraud 
upon  other  bidders.  It  is  true  that  the  law 
prohibits  certain  persons  from  acting  as 
agents  of  such  a  person.  A  sheriff  cannot 
become  a  bidder  at  his  own  sale  as  agent  for 
.  another  {Hwrison  v.  McHenry,  9  Qa.  164, 
52  Am.  Dec.  435;  Coleman  v.  Maclean,  101 
Ga.  303,  28  Ga.  801) ;  though  it  has  been 
held  that  a  sheriff  acting  as  auctioneer  at  an 
administrator's  sale  may  make  one  bid  for 
a  person  interested  in  the  property  to  be 
sold,  if  he  dlsdoses  the  fact  that  he  is  bid- 
ding for  another,  and  if  his  authority  is 
limited  to  making  one  bid,  and  he  have  no 
discretion  to  do  otherwise  {James  v.  Kelley, 
107  Ga.  446,  33  8.  £.  425.) 

The  matter  may  thus  be  summed  up:  If 
a  person  who  has  such  control  of  an  auction 
sale  that  he,  of  his  own  volition,  can  release 
a  bidder  from  all  responsibility  for  his  bid, 
employs  another,  upon  an  understanding  of 
that  character,  to  bid  at  the  sale,  without 
disclosing  for  whom  he  is  bidding,  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  the  property  from  sell- 
ing at  a  sacrifice,  or  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing the  same  bring  more  than  its  actual 
value,  the  bidding  by  one  or  more  persons 
under  such  employment  is  such  a  fraud  upon 
the  real  bidders  that  the  sale  will  be  declared 
void  at  their  instance.  The  only  lawful 
way  in  which  such  a  person  can  prevent  a 
saorifloe  of  the  property  sold  is  to  fix  a 
minimum  price,  of  which  public  notice  shall 
be  given,  or  make  public  the  fact  that  he, 
either  by  himself  or  by  others,  will  be  a  bid- 
der at  the  sale.  On  the  other  hand,  the  mere 
fact  that  the  person  is  interested  in  the  prop- 
erty to  be  Bolds  or  in  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale,  will  not  preclude  him  from  either  bid- 
ding himself  or  from  procuring  another  to 
bid.  either  openly  or  secretly,  in  his  behalf, 
without  regard  to  what  the  agreement  may 
be  with  such  bidder,  if  the  one  employing 
such  bidder  has  not  himself  such  control  of 
the  sale  that  he  could  absolutely  release  the 
bidder  from  all  responsibility  growing  out 
of  his  having  participated  in  the  sale  in  that 
capacity.  Applying  the  principles  above 
announced  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case, 
Mr.  Owens  was  in  no  sense  a  puffer,  and  the 
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sale  was  not^  for  any  reason  set  up  by  ths 
plaintiff  in  error,  invalid. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


STATE  of  Georgia,  Plff,  in  Err,, 

V. 

CENTRAL  OF  GEORGIA  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY ei  al. 


(. 


.Ga.. 


.) 


*1.  The  eompetltlon,  tlie  defeating  or 
leasenlnff  of  whlcli  par.  4,  |  2,  art.  4, 
of  the  Constitution  (Civ.  Code,  |  5800),  so 
far  as  applicable  to  raliroad  companies,  was 
designed  to  prevent,  was  competition  between 
lines  of  railroad,  viewed  with  reference  to 
their  general  business  in  and  through  the 
territory  traversed  by  them,  and  not  compe- 
tition which  might  incidentally  exist  at  mere 
points  or  particular  places.  A  combination 
of  railroad  lines,  whatever  the  form  adopted 
for  bringing  It  about,  Is  not  violative  of  this 
paragraph  of  the  Constitution,  even  thoogh 
It  might  lessen  or  defeat  comi>etition  at  some 
point  or  points,  if ,  as  a  general  result  of  the 
combination,  the  public  at  large,  as  distin- 
guished from  the  people  of  special  or  particu- 
lar communities,  was  in  consequence  bene- 
fited. 

2.  "Wlietlier  or  not  the  eombliiatloii  of 
any  tywo  fflven  llnea  of  railroad 
M'onld  be  contrary  to  this  pnraorrapb 
of  the  Constitution  is  a  question  which  can- 
not be  settled  under  any  rule  of  universal  ap- 
plication, but  one  which  must  be  determined 
in  each  case  upon  its  own  peculiar  facta  and 
circumstances. 

3.  Tbe  vreaent  record  dlacloaea  t^mt 
tbere  waa  ample  evidence  to  uphold 
an  adjudication  that  the  consolidation  of 
the  two  lines  of  railroad  Involved  did  not  de- 
feat, and  was  not  Intended  to  defeat,  competi- 
tion, in  the  sense  in  which  that  word  Is  used 
in  the  above-mentioned  paragraph  of  the 
Constitution,  and  also  that  such  consolida- 
tion neither  encouraged  nor  tended  to  en- 
courage monopoly. 

(January  81,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Putnam 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  defendants  in  a  proceeding  to  set  aside  a 
contract  looking  toward  the  consolidation  of 
certain  railroad  companies.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  J.  H.  Terrell,  Attorney  General, 
J.  S.  Turner,  8.  T.  Winfflleld,  and  W. 
H.  Bvrwell,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

The  right  to  forfeit  charters  carries  with 
it  the  right  to  enjoin  ultra  vires  acts,  or  to 
set  the  same  aside. 

2  Coolc,  Oorp.  f  635;  Louisville  d  N,  R, 
Co,  V.  Com,  97  Ky.  676,  31  S.  W.  476;  Louis- 
ville d  N,  R,  Co,  V.  Kentucky,  161  U.  S. 

•Headnotes  by  Lnwis,  J. 


Note. — F'or  restrictions   on   consolidation  of 

parallel   or  competing  railroads,   see   State  e» 

rel,  Nolan  v.  Montana  R.  Co.  (Mont.)  45  L.  B. 
A.  271,  and  note. 
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«77,  40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct.  R^.  714;  3 
Tom.  Eq.  Jur.  {  1003;  Atty,  Oen.  v.  Chicago 
d  N.  W,  R.  Co.  36  Wia.  524;  10  Enc  PL  A 
Pr.  897. 

Section  5800  of  the  Code,  1  4,  i  2,  art  4, 
of  the  Constitution  makes  the  common  law, 
80  far  as  relates  to  the  purchase  of  one  cor- 
poration by  another  corporation,  a  part  of 
the  Constitution. 

See  Small's  Debates  of  the  Convention  of 
1877.  As  to  what  is  the  common  law,  see 
Central  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  683. 

The  purchase  of  the  Eatonton  branch  by 
the  Middle  Georgia  ft  Atlantic  was  contrary 
to  law,  null,  and  void.  While  under  the 
charter  the  Eatonton  branch  might  bu^  or 
sell,  no  such  authority  belonged  to  Middle 
Georgia  &  Atlantic. 

Vast  Line  dt  R.  River  R.  Co.  v.  Rushing^ 

09  Tex.  313,  6  S.  W.  834;  ThofnoB  v.  West 
Jersey  R.  Co.  101  U.  S.  71,  25  L.  ed.  960. 

The  Middle  Georgia  ft  Atlantic  Railway 
Company  could  not  legally  buy  stock  in  an- 
other road. 

Central  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  683; 
Hazlehurst  v.  Swvannah,  Q.  d  N.  A.  R.  Co. 
43  Ga.  13. 

The  general  assembly  could  not  confer 
upon  the  Middle  Georgia  ft  Atlantic  Rail- 
way Company  authority  to  buy  stock. 

Ga.  Code,  SS  6800,  6780;  Hamilton  v.  Sav^ 
annah,  F.  d  W.  R,  Co.  49  Fed.  Rep.  424; 
Langdon  v.  Branch,  37  Fed.  Rep.  449,  2  L. 
R.  A.  120;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga. 
583;  Ellington  v.  Beaver  Dam  Lumher  Co. 
93  Ga.  53,  19  S.  E.  21. 

The  two  roads  were  competing  roads,  and 
for  that  reason  the  sale  was  void. 

The  right  to  construct,  or  aid  in  the  con- 
struction of,  branch  roctds  does  not  carry 
with  it  the  right  to  purchase  roads  already 
constructed. 

Campbell  v.  Marietta  d  C.  R.  Co.  23  Ohio 
St  168;  Gulf,  C.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris, 
67  Tex.  692,  4  S.  W.  156. 

These  roads  are  competing  lines. 

Central  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  583; 
Langdon  v.  Branch,  37  Fed.  Rep.  448,  2  L. 
R.  A.  120;  Hamilton  v.  Savannah,  F.  d  W. 
R.  Co.  49  Fed.  Rep.  424;  Clarke  v.  Central 
R.  d  Bkq.  Co.  50  Fed.  Rep.  338,  15  L.  R.  A. 
683;  Oulf,  C.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  72  Tex. 
404,  1  L.  R.  A.  849,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  335, 

10  S.  W.  81 ;  State  ew  rel.  Leese  v.  Atchison 
d  N.  R.  Co.  24  Neb.  143,  38  N.  W.  43;  East 
Line  d  R.  River  R.  Co.  v.  State,  76  Tex.  434, 
12  8.  W.  690;  Teaas  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Southern 
P.  R.  Co.  41  La.  Ann.  970,  6  So.  888;  State 
V.  Vanderbilt,  37  Ohio  St  590;  Louisville 
d  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Com.  97  Ky.  676,  31  S.  W. 
476;  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Kentucky, 
Ifil  U.  S.  677,  40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
714;  Central  Transp.  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Pal- 
ace Car  Co.  1.39  IT.  S.  24,  35  L.  ed.  55,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  478 ;  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co. 
101  U.  S.  71,  25  L.  ed.  950;  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  V.  Com.  (Pa.)  4  Cent  Rep.  495,  7  Atl. 
368;  Eafit  St.  Louis  Connecting  R.  Co.  v. 
Jar^^ift,  02  Fed.  Rep.  735.  34  C.  C.  A.  639. 

The  fact  that  rates  have  not  been  changed 
does  not  aHTect  the  question. 

Pearsall  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  161  U. 
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S.  648,  40  Ij.  ed.  839,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  705; 
State  em  reL  Watson  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  49 
Ohio  St  137,  15  L.  R.  A.  159,  30  K.  E.  279; 
Richardson  v.  BuM,  77  Mich.  632,  6  L.  R. 
A.  466,  43  N.  W.  1102;  Stockton  v.  Central 
R.  Co.  50  N.  J.  Eq.  62,  17  L.  R.  A.  102,  24 
Atl.  964. 

Equity  may  interfere  by  injunction,  and 
may  apjMint  a  receiver. 

Columbian  Athletic  Cltib  v.  State  em  rel. 
MoMahan,  143  Ind.  98,  28  L.  R.  A.  727,  40 
N.  E.  914;  Stockton  v.  Central  R.  Co.  50  N. 
J.  Eq.  52,  17  L.  R.  A.  102,  24  AU.  964. 

Messrs.  Lawtoa  St  CwimlTighmw, 
Tbon&aa  G.  Lawson,  J.  R.  Tiamar,  and 
H.  A*  Jeakins  for  defendants  in  error. 

Xiewia,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  suit  waa  brought  in  Putnam  superior 
court,  by  and  in  the  name  of  the  state  of 
Georgia,  against  the  Central  of  Georgia 
Railway  Company,  the  Middle  Georgia  ft  At- 
lantic Railway  Conapany,  and  the  Eatonton 
Branch  Railroad.  It  was  founded  u^n  an 
executive  order  which  was  issued  m  the. 
early  part  of  the  year  1899  upon  a  petition 
filed  by  certain  citizens  of  Putnam  county 
witli  the  governor;  the  main  purpose  of  the 
petition  being  to  procure  an  executive  order 
directing  the  attorney  general  to  institute 
suit  in  the  name  of  the  state  to  set  aaide  a 
certain  contract  of  sale,  under  which  the  two 
last-named  roads  were  purchased  by  the 
Central  of  Georgia  Railway  Company  on  the 
31st  of  December,  1896,  upon  the  ground 
that  this  contract  of  sale  was  in  violation 
of  article  4,  §  2,  par.  4,  of  the  Constitution 
of  this  state.  In  the  petition  it  was  sub- 
stantially alleged  that  these  two  companies 
(the  Middle  Georgia  and  the  Central)  were 
competing  lines,  and  the  effect  of  this  pur- 
chase by  the  Central  was  to  destroy  compe- 
tition, and  to  create  a  monopoly  in  the  busi- 
ness formerly  enjoyed  by  both  corporations. 
It  was  especially  charged  that  there  was 
great  competition  between  the  two  compa- 
nies at  Milledgeville  and  at  Machen ;  and 
several  points  were  designated  in  the  peti- 
tion, along  the  Middle  Georgia  ft  Atlantic 
Railway,  where  it  was  allesred  that  the  re- 
sult of  the  contract  of  purchase  by  the  Cen- 
tral was  to  defeat  competition  at  such  pla^ 
ces,  and  created  in  most  of  them  a  monopo- 
ly in  the  Central.  The  Central,  through  its 
counsel,  filed  an  answer  to  the  petition,  spe- 
cifically denying  its  allegation  that  the  pur- 
chase of  the  Middle  Georgia  was  designed, 
or  had  any  tendency  whatever,  to  defeat  or 
lessen  competition  or  to  produce  monopoly, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution :  al- 
leging that  the  two  roads  were  never  rivals 
or  competitors,  in  the  sense  contemplated  by 
the  Constitution,  and  that  the  effect  of  the 
contract  of  purchase  was  really  of  vast  bene- 
fit to  the  public  interests,  the  same  having 
resulted  in  the  reduction  of  psssensrer  and 
freiarht  rates,  in  the  better  equipment  of  the 
rofld.  and  in  superior  accommodations  to  its 
patrons  snd  the  public  generally.  This  case 
came  on  to  be  heard  before  his  honor.  Juds:e 
Hart,  at  chambers,  on  S^>iember  11,  1899, 
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«ipon  the  prayer  of  the  peiiticMi  that  the 
holding  and  opeiation  of  the  Baton  ton 
Branch  and  the  Middle  Georgia  bj  the  Cen- 
tral directly  or  indirectly  be  enjoined,  and 
that  until  tiie  final  hearing  of  the  case  a  re- 
etr&ining  order  be  granted,  prohibiting  the 
further  operation  of  these  two  railroads  by 
the  Central,  and  that  a  reoelver  be  appointed 
to  take  charge  of  the  two  roads  and  all  the 
<x>rporate  property  belonging  to  them,  and 
to  hold,  operate,  and  manage  the  same  under 
the  direction  of  the  court,  in  order  that  com- 
petition may  be  preserved,  and  the  public  in- 
terests protected  until  tiie  two  roads  are 
operatea  by  their  respective  corporations  as 
separate  properties.  On  the  18th  of  Sep- 
tember, sGfter  hearing  argument  of  counsel, 
the  judge  below,  having  held  up  his  decision 
until  that  date,  passed  an  order  refusing  the 
injunction  and  receiver  as  prayed  for,  to 
which  plaintiff  in  error  excepted,  and  as- 
eigns  the  same  as  error  in  its  bill  of  excep- 
tions. 

In  1880  what  was  known  as  the  Eaton  ton 
A  Machen  Railroad  Company  was  incorpo- 
rated by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  with  au- 
thority to  build  and  operate  a  line  of  rail- 
way from  Eaton  ton  to  Machen,  and  to  ex- 
tend the  same  in  either  direction  to  Savan- 
nah and  Atlanta.  See  Acts  1889,  p.  227. 
At  the  same  session  of  the  legislature  (see 
page  281)  the  name  of  the  corporation  was 
changed  to  the  Middle  Georgia  ft  Atlantic 
Railway  Company.  During  the  year  1890 
this  line  had  been  completed  between  the 
town?  of  Eatonton  and  Machen,  and  had 
been  graded  north  of  Machen  nearly  to  Cov- 
ington. In  1893  the  road  had  been  complet- 
ed to  Covington,  and  was  being  operated 
from  Eatonton  to  that  point  In  1893  there 
were  in  Eatonton  two  separate  and  inde- 
pendent lines  of  railway,  namely,  the  Mid- 
dle Georgia  and  the  Central;  the  latter, 
through  its  receiver,  operating  the  Eatonton 
Branch  under  a  lease  made  many  years  pre- 
vious. It  appears  from  the  record  that  the 
line  from  Eatonton  to  Milledgeville,  known 
as  the  Eatonton  Branch  Railroad,  was  com- 
pleted about  the  year  1862,  and  this  branch 
has  never  been  under  any  separate  or  inde- 
pendent operation;  but  upon  its  completion 
the  Central  Railroad  ft  Banking  Company 
of  Georgia  leased  the  same,  and  it  went  into 
the  hands  of  the  receiver  of  the  Central,  by 
whom  it  was  operated  until  October,  1893, 
when,  under  an  order  of  the  United  States 
circuit  court,  this  branch  railroad  was  al- 
lowed to  withdraw,  and  did  withdraw,  its 
line  from  the  control  of  the  receiver,  upon 
tlie  showing  made  to  the  court  by  the  receiv- 
er that  this  branch  was  not  earning  its  oper- 
ating expenses  and  annual  rental.  Upon 
assuming  control  of  its  road,  the  Eatonton 
Branch  Railroad  immediately  entered  into 
contract  with  the  Middle  Georgia  ft  Atlan- 
tic, by  which  the  latter  corporation  was  to 
operate  its  line  temporarily;  the  net  pro- 
ceeds to  be  divided  between  the  two  corpo- 
rations on  a  mileage  basis.  The  Middle 
Oeorgia  ft  Atlantic  then  began  to  run  its 
trains  from  Milledgeville  to  Covington.  On 
the  Ist  day  of  June,  1896,  the  Middle  Geor- 
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gia  ft  Atlantic  purchased  by  deed  of  convey- 
ance the  railroad  and  corporate  franchises 
of  the  Eatonton  Branch,  and  then  became 
the  owner  of  the  line  from  Milledgeville  to 
Covington,  until  it  sold  out  its  road  and 
franchisee  to  the  Central  of  Georgia  on  De- 
cember 31,  1896.  The  affairs  of  the  Central 
Railroad  ft  Banking  Company  became  liqui- 
dated under  the  receivership,  and  a  reorgan- 
ization perfected,  by  which  all  the  property 
and  franchises  of  that  corporation  passed 
into  the  custody  and  control  of  the  new  cor- 
poration, the  Central  of  Georgia  Railway 
Company.  It  owned,  and  operated  a  line  of 
railway  from  the  city  of  Atlanta  to  the  city 
of  Savannah,  via  ^lacon,  and  from  Gordon, 
in  Wilkinson  county,  to  Milledgeville,  in  the 
county  of  Baldwin,  besides  other  lines. 

1,  2.  The  suit  in  this  case,  and  the  relief 
therein  sought,  is  based  upon  the  following 
provision  in  the  state  Constitution,  embod- 
ied in  §  5800  of  the  Civil  Code:  "The  gen- 
eral assembly  of  this  state  shall  have  no 
power  to  authorize  any  corporation  to  buy 
shares  or  stock  in  any  other  corporation  in 
this  state  or  elsewhere,  or  to  make  any  con- 
tract, or  agreement  whatever,  with  any  such 
corporation,  which  may  have  the  effect,  or 
be  intended  to  have  the  effect,  to  defeat  or 
lessen  competition  in  their  respective  busi- 
nesses, or  to  encourage  monopoly;  and  all 
such  contracts  and  agreements  shall  be  ille- 
gal and  void."  The  case  neceesarily  involves 
the  vital  question  as  to  what  is  a  proper 
construction  to  be  placed  upon  this  langua^ 
in  the  Constitution.  Did  the  convention,  m 
framing  that  instrument,  intend  to  enact 
any  new  law  or  declare  any  new  principle  in 
connection  with  contracts  touching  the  de- 
feat or  lessening  of  competition,  or  the  pro- 
duction or  encouragement  of  monopoly?  If 
so,  what  is  that  new  principle?  Can  it  be 
gathered  from  the  words  employed  as  to 
what  sort  of  competition  or  monopoly  ia 
meant?  We  are  left  absolutely  in  the  dark, 
so  far  as  provisions  in  the  Constitution  are 
concerned,  as  no  language  whatever  is  used 
therein  to  throw  any  light  on,  or  give  ex- 
planation touching,  the  matter.  We  are 
not,  however,  in  absolute  darkness  as  to  the 
general  principles  of  law  that  have  been  in 
existence  from  time  almost  immemorial 
touching  contracts  of  this  nature;  that  is, 
principles  relating  to  the  protection  of  the 
people  against  contracts  preventing  compe- 
tition or  creating  monopolies.  The  common 
law  has  always  abhorrcKl  a  monopoly,  and 
has  encouraged  competition  in  all  legitimate 
businesses  of  the  people,  whether  followed 
by  individuals  or  corporations.  The  pur- 
pose of  such  law  is  patent.  One  great  ob- 
ject it  has  in  view  is  to  prevent  such  com- 
bination in  trade,  traffic,  or  other  business  aa 
to  concentrate  it  under  one  management, 
and  so  place  it  under  such  control  of  one  per- 
son, company,  or  corporation,  as  to  enable 
them  unreasonably  to  oppress  their  patrons 
by  exacting  payment  of  extortionate  and  ex- 
orbitant prices.  Such  contracts  are  usually 
designated  as  those  in  restraint  of  trade,  and 
are  referred  to  in  §  3068  of  the  Civil  Code  as 
"contracts  in  general  in  restraint  of  trade. 
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But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  law  ever  in- 
tended to  defeat  all  combinations  that  might 
be  made  in  the  business  affairs  of  life,  or  to  de- 
clare null  and  void  all  contracts  that  might 
in  some  particulars  have  a  tendency  to  les- 
sen competition  or  to  restrain  trade.  It  re- 
quires no  argument  to  show  that  su£h  a  rig- 
id construction,  instead  of  being  demanded 
by  public  policy,  would  in  many  instances 
worlc  with  great  injury  to  the  public,  and  se- 
riously affect  the  prosperity  of  a  country. 
Competition  may  be  so  unreasonable  as  not 
only  to  result  in  disaster  to  the  competitors, 
but  also  in  injury  to  the  public  For  in- 
stance, three  competitors  may  be  engaged  in 
the  same  line  of  business,  in  the  fair  con- 
duct of  which  the  public  in  a  given  communi- 
ty or  section  of  the  country  is  vitally  inter- 
ested. Public  patronage  may  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  them  all.  Each  one  is  en- 
gaged in  an  earnest  contest  for  the  mas- 
tery of  the  situation.  One  may  be  more 
powerful  than  the  others,  and,  on  account 
of  financial  ability,  may  reduce  charges  for 
accommodations,  conveniences,  or  necessities 
furnished  the  public  lower  than  the  actual 
expense  of  operating  the  business,  and  in 
this  way  succeed  in  an  extermination  of  the 
other  two  competitors;  and  this  for  the  di- 
rect purpose  of  securing  a  monopoly,  and 
raising  prices  to  an  exorbitant  and  oppres- 
sive amount.  Now,  suppose  the  two  weaker 
institutions  should  make  such  an  arrange- 
ment or  combination  as  to  place  the  business 
of  both  under  one  management,  and  under 
the  control  of  such  an  owner  as  would  have 
the  ability  to  compete  with  the  remaining 
enemy  in  the  field;  would  any  court  of  law 
or  equity  declare  such  a  contract  void, 
though  made  for  the  purpose  of  destroying 
competition  between  the  parties  thereto? 
Numerous  other  illustrations  might  be  giv- 
en of  unreasonable  competition  that  might 
prove  injurious  to  the  public  interests.  By 
virtue  of  §  2176  of  the  Civil  Code,  such  un- 
reasonable competition,  in  the  case  of  rail- 
roads, is  provided  against  by  requiring  a 
new  road  constructed  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  to  be  at  least  10  miles  from  the 
one  already  constructed.  When  an  effort, 
therefore,  is  made  by  a  state  to  set  aside  con- 
tracts of  til  is  character  on  account  of  public 
policy,  the  vital  test  is  whether  or  not  such 
a  contract  is  injurious  to  the  public  inter- 
ests. In  the  text-books  and  decisions  touch- 
ing the  common  law  on  this  subject  we  can 
find  no  well-settled  definition  of  "restraint 
of  trade,"  and  it  would  perhaps  be  impractic- 
able to  give  any  certain  definition  of  the 
term  which  would  be  of  universal  applica- 
tion to  every  case  that  might  arise  involving 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  such  con- 
tracts. The  difliculty  grows  out  of  the  fact 
of  failure  in  the  law-making  power,  to  speci- 
fy what  acts  and  agreements  shall  consti- 
tute restraint  of  trade,  monopoly,  trusts, 
etc.  Spelling,  in  his  work  on  Trusts  and 
Monopolies,  enters  into  a  discussion  on  this 
subject,  and  on  page  224  he  uses  the  follow- 
ing language:  "The  fatality  of  any  legisla- 
tion which  does  not  circumstantially  define 
what  shall  constitute  restraint  of  trade,  but 
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leaves  it  to  the  courts  to  determine  the  quet> 
tion  by  reference  to  the  common  law,  is  tliis : 
There  is  no  settled  or  accepted  legal  defini- 
tion of  restraint  of  trade  at  common  law. 
The  rule  of  public  policy  which  must  be  vio- 
lated by  an  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade- 
is  a  variable  and  indefinable  quantity.  ^^Sr 
an  English  judge  once  said:  *It  is  an  un 
bridled  horse,  which,  when  you  have  once 
mounted  it,  you  know  not  whither  it  will  go. 
or  where  it  will  land  you.'  The  Federal 
judges  especially  have  assumed  such  liberal 
discretion  in  the  interpretation  of  the  rule 
as  to  indicate  that  there  is  in  fact  no  rule, 
but  that  each  decision  should  turn  upon  the 
exigencies,  environment,  and  circumstances 
of  the  parties  and  the  subject-matter.  In 
other  words,  there  is  no  pole  star  to  guide 
the  judicial  mind,  but  each  judge  evokes 
from  his  own  breast  a  proper  decree  upon 
the  facts  as  presented  in  each  case."  See 
also  the  subject  discussed  in  Clark  on  Con- 
tracts, p.  446. 

In  the  case  of  Leslie  v.  LoriUard  (decided 
by  the  New  York  court  of  appeals  Oct.  10, 
1888)  110  N.  Y.  619,  1  L.  R.  A.  456,  18  N. 
E.  363,  Gray,  J.,  in  discussing  this  question, 
on  pa^e  633,  110  N.  Y.,  461,  1  L.  R.  A.,  and 
page  366,  18  N.  E.,  says:  "When,  there- 
fore, the  provisions  of  acrreements  in 
restraint  of  competition  tend  beyond  meas- 
ures for  self-protection,  and  threaten 
the  public  good  in  a  distinctly  appre- 
ciable manner,  they  should  not  be  sus- 
tained. The  apprehension  of  danger  to  the 
public  interests,  however,  should  rest  on  evi- 
dent grounds;  and  courts  should  refrain 
from  the  exercise  of  their  equitable  powers- 
in  interfering  with  and  restraining  the  eon- 
duct  of  the  affairs  of  individuals  or  of  cor- 
porations, unless  their  conduct,  in  some  tan- 
gible form,  threatens  the  welfare  of  the  pub- 
lic." The  decision  in  that  case  was  to  the 
effect  that  a  certain  agreement  of  a  steam- 
ship corporation  to  buy  out  a  competing 
line,  which  line,  for  a  consideration,  a^eed 
to  discontinue  running  vessels  between  cer- 
tain ports,  was  not  void  as  in  restraint  of 
trade.  The  reason  for  that  ruling  was  evi- 
dently based  upon  the  idea  that  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  that  particular  case  did 
not  show  tliat  the  public  interests  were  in- 
juriously affected.  In  the  case  of  ^e«- 
ier  V.  Contifienial  Brewing  Co,  24  L.  R. 
A.  247,  it  was  held:  "The  true  test  of 
the  illegality  of  a  combination  to  restrict 
business  is  its  effect  upon  the  public  inter- 
ests." 161  Pa.  473,  29  Atl.  102.  In  Spell- 
ing on  Trusts  &  Monopolies,  p.  168,  it  is  de- 
clared: "But,  since  the  public  interest  is 
the  controlling  consideration  in  this  class  of 
eases,  the  rule  against  restrictive  contracts 
by  public  servants  does  not  extend  beyond  or 
in  conflict  with  public  welfare.  Therefore  a 
court  will  not  declare  a  contract  between 
common  carriers  illegal  merely  because  it 
gives  monopoly,  where  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  public  is  injured,  or  that  either  par- 
ty to  the  agreement  has  exercised  any  func- 
tion exclusive  of  public  rights."  And  agaii» 
on  p.  75,  §  52,  he  says  that  "courts  are  not 
governed  by  any  hard  and  fast  rule  in  deter- 
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mining  whether  a  particular  oontraet  is  in 
restraint  of  trade,  and  amenable  to  the  rule 
of  public  policy  rendering  such  oontractn  in- 
valid; the  test  being  whether  the  restriction 
ifl  reasonable  and  necessary  to  the  party's 
protection,  the  public  interest  being  con- 
stantly kept  in  view."  On  page  70  the  au- 
thor advances  the  idea  that  it  is  not  strange 
that  decisions  upon  apparently  similar  facts 
are  variable,  and  that  it  is  almost  impossi- 
ble to  deduce  general  abstract  rules  from 
them ;  that  the  courts  have  an  almost  unlim- 
ited range  of  discretion  in  deciding  upon  the 
facts  of  each  case  as  presented,  wether  the 
restriction  be  reasonable  and  necessary,  or 
inimical  to  the  public  interest,  because  cal- 
culated to  stifle  competition  and  lead  to  ex- 
tortion and  oppression.  In  Fowle  v.  Park, 
131  U.  S.  97,  33  L.  ed.  67,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
058,  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  in  discussing  the 
question  as  to  when  the  restraint  of  trade  or 
ttie  lessening  of  competition  becomes  inval- 
id, in  his  opinion,  says:  "Public  welfare 
19  first  considered,  and  if  it  be  not  involved, 
and  the  restraint  upon  one  party  is  not 
greater  than  protection  to  the  other  requires, 
the  contract  may  be  sustained.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether,  under  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  and  the  nature  of  the 
particular  contract  involved  in  it,  the  con- 
tract is  or  is  not  unreasonable."  See  also 
Be  Greene,  52  Fed.  Rep.  118,  where  the  rea- 
sonableness of  such  a  contract  is  made  to 
depend  on  whether  it  is  more  injurious  to  the 
public  than  is  required  to  afford  a  fair  pro- 
tection to  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is  se- 
cured. The  court  recognizes  there  that  no 
precise  boundary  can  be  laid  down  as  to  when 
and  under  what  circumstances  the  restraint 
would  be  reasonable,  and  when  it  would  be  ex- 
cessive. See  also  j&iZcrmon  V.  Chicago  Junc- 
tion R.  d  Union  Stockyards  Co.  49  N.  J.  Eq. 
217, 23  Atl.287-300.  The  saraedoctiinetouch- 
inj2^  the  effect  such  contracts  have  upon  the 
public  has  been  more  than  once  recognized 
by  this  court.  It  will  be  noted  that  the 
words  cited  above  from  S  3668  of  the  Civil 
Code  refer  to  contracts  in  general  restraint 
of  trade.  It  does  not  undertake  to  declare 
contracts  in  partial  restraint  of  trade  void. 
In  Holmes  v.  Martin,  10  Ga.  503,  it  was  de- 
cided: "A  contract  in  general  restraint  of 
trade  is  void;  but  if  in  partial  restraint  of 
trade,  only,  it  may  be  supported,  provided 
the  restraint  be  reasonable,  and  the  contract 
founded  on  a  consideration."  Lumpkin,  J., 
in  delivering  the  opinion  in  that  case,  on 
page  506,  says:  I'he  reason  assigned  for 
this  difference  is,  that  all  general  restraints 
tend  to  promote  monopolies,  and  to  discour- 
age industry  and  enterprise  and  just  compe- 
tition, whereas  the  same  reason  does  not  ap- 
ply to  special  restraints.  On  the  contrary, 
it  may  even  be  beneficial  to  the  public  that 
a  particular  place  should  not  be  overstocked 
with  persons  engaged  in  the  same  business." 
In  the  case  of  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co,  v. 
America^i  U.  Teleg,  Co,  65  Ga.  160,  38  Am. 
Rep.  781,  a  contract  between  a  railroad  and 
telegraph  company,  vesting  in  the  latter  the 
exclusive  right  to  use  or  occupy  the  right  of 
way  of  the  former  for  the  erection  and  oper- 
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ation  of  its  telegraph  business,  was  held  to 
be  void.  It  will  be  seen  that,  although  that 
decision  was  made  since  the  Constitution  of 
1877,  it  was  not  based  upon  the  provision  in 
that  Constitution  against  such  contracts, 
but  upon  the  common  law,  it  being  ruled 
that  they  were  in  general  restraint  of  trade, 
tending  to  create  monopolies,  and  were  thus 
against  public  policy.  This  question  was 
discussed  in  the  case  of  Rakestraw  v.  Lan- 
ier, 104  Ga.  188,  30  S.  E.  735,  by  Justice 
Little.  The  contract  in  that  case  involved 
a  restraint  upon  one  of  the  parties  from  fol- 
lovi-ing  his  occupation  at  a  given  place.  Jus- 
tice Little,  in  his  opinion,  on  page  194,  104 
Ga.,  and  page  738,  30  S.  E.,  says:  "It  is, 
however,  satisfactorily  established  that,  as  a 
matter  of  law«  such  a  contract  is  to  be  up- 
held, if  the  restraint  imposed  is  not  unrea- 
sonable, is  founded  on  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, and  is  reasonably  necessary  to  protect 
the  interest  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is 
imposed,  and  does  not  unduly  prejudice  the 
interestfl  of  the  public"  Further,  on  page 
105,  104  Ga.,  and  page  738,  30  S.  £.,  he 
says:  "In  determining,  however,  whetlier 
such  a  contract  is  reasonable,  the  court  will 
consider  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  trade 
or  business,  the  situation  of  the  parties,  and 
all  the  other  circumstances."  Autliorities 
could  be  multiplied,  sustaining  the  position 
that  at  common  law  the  test  as  to  whether 
agreements  relating  to  a  restraint  of  trade, 
or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  to  lessening  com- 
petition and  encouraging  monopoly,  is 
whether  or  not  the  public  interests  have 
been  injuriously  affected.  But  we  think  the 
above  citations  are  quite  sufiicient  to  estab- 
lish the  doctrine. 

The  above  doctrines  of  the  common  law 
have  been  repeatedly  applied  by  the  courts 
of  this  country  to  transactions  between  rail- 
road companies.  The  first  time  the  question 
was  before  this  court  as  to  whether  one 
railroad  could  purchase  the  controlling  in- 
terest in  a  competing  line,  and  thus  destroy 
tlie  competition  that  formerly  existed  be- 
tween  them  when  they  were  operated  as  in- 
dependent lines,  was  in  the  case  of  Central 
R,  Co,  V.  Collins,  40  Ga.  682.  The  Central 
Railroad  k  Banking  Company,  chartered  to 
build  a  railroad  from  Savannah  to  Macon, 
tind  the  Southwestern  Railroad  Company, 
which  was  chartered  to  build  a  railroad  from 
Macon  to  the  Chattahoochee  river,  were 
About  to  purchase  from  the  city  of  Savan- 
nah 12.383  shares  of  stock  in  the  Atlantic  & 
Gulf  Railroad  Company,  which  was  char- 
tered to  build  a  road  from  Savannah  to  Bain- 
bridge.  It  was  alleged  that  the  purpose  of 
these  two  companies  was  to  use  the  stock 
thus  purchased  to  affect  the  management  of 
the  Atlantic  &  Gulf  Railroad.  An  action 
was  brought  to  enjoin  the  purchase  of  this 
stock,  and  payment  therefor,  and  that  the 
two  railroad  companies  be  forever  prohibited 
from  voting  the  stock,  and  from  controlling 
the  Atlantic  k  Gulf  road,  to  the  detriment 
of  the  interests  of  complainants  and  the  peo- 
ple of  Georgia.  There  seems  to  have  been 
no  doubt  in  the  case  that  these  two  roads 
were  competing  lines,  each  terminating  at 
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the  seaboard,  and  penetrating  at  their  ex- 
tremities and  by  their  connections  the  dis- 
tant southwest,  competing  for  the  traffic  and 
travel  in  that  region  of  the  country.  On 
page  583  (Syl.,  point  6)  it  was  decided:  ''It 
IS  a  part  of  the  public  policy  of  the  state,  as 
indicated  by  the  charter  oif  several  railroads 
from  the  seaboard  to  the  interior,  to  secure 
a  reasonable  competition  between  said  roads 
for  public  patronage,  and  it  is  contrary  to 
that  policy  for  one  of  said  roe^s  to  attempt 
to  secure  a  controlling  interest  in  another; 
and  any  contract  made  with  that  view  will 
be  set  aside  by  a  court  of  equity,  as  illegal, 
beyond  the  objects  of  the  charter,  and  con- 
trary to  the  public  policy  of  the  state."  The 
decision  was  evidently  based  upon  the  com- 
mon-law doctrine  that  contracts  or  agree- 
ments producing  monopoly  or  lessening  or 
defeating  competition  were  void.  It  wiD  be 
noted  that  that  decision  was  rendered  prior 
to  the  Constitution  of  1877.  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  Robert  Toombs  was  of  counsel 
for  the  complainants  in  th&t  case,  and,  as 
such  counsel,  contended  for  the  doctrine  of 
the  common  law  as  therein  enunciated.  As 
a  member  of  the  constitutional  convention 
of  1877,  he  is  reputed  to  have  drawn  up  this 
section  of  the  (>>nstitution  now  under  con- 
sideration. In  construing  this  section  of 
the  Constitution  with  reference  to  defeating 
or  lessening  competition  and  encouraging 
monopoly,  the  question  naturally  arises  as  to 
what  was  the  nature  of  the  competition  and 
monopoly,  the  question  naturally  arises  as  to 
self  uses  no  explanatory  language,  and  there 
is  really  nothing  in  the  language  employed 
to  give  these  words  any  different  meaning 
than  what  was  almost  universally  recognized 
by  judiciaries  and  legislatures  for  ages.  In 
construing  a  Constitution,  a  safe  rule  is  to 
give  its  words  such  significance  as  they  have 
at  common  law,  especially  if  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  instrument  to  indicate  an  inten- 
tion by  its  framer  that  the  language  in  ques- 
tion should  have  a  different  construction. 
We  think,  therefore,  that  the  purpose  of  the 
Constitution  was  to  declare  no  new  princi- 
ple. What  is  therein  declared  with  refer- 
ence to  corporations  is  equally  applicable  to 
individuals.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  provi- 
sion is  addressed  to  the  general  assembly  of 
the  state,  and  declares  that  body  shall  haye 
"no  power  to  authorize  any  corporation  in 
this  state  or  elsewhere,"  etc  There  was  a 
reason  for  applying  the  principle  to  corpora- 
tions and  not  individuals;  for  the  legisla- 
ture could  not  authorize  an  individual  to  do 
an  act  against  public  policy,  whereas  the 
powers  which  corporations  exercise  are  gov- 
erned by  the  stipulations  in  their  charters, 
and  franchises  conferred  upon  them  by  the 
law-making  power.  At  common  law  a  cor- 
poration could  not  make  such  contracts  as 
contemplated  by  the  Constitution,  without 
special  grant  of  power.  The  object  of  the 
Constitution  was  to  restrict  the  legislature 
in  this  particular,  and  our  judgment  is  that 
in  this  provision  of  our  Constitution  it  was 
simply  declaratory  of  the  common-law  prin- 
ciple recognized  in  the  Collins  Case;  the 
purpose  being  to  make  that  principle,  so  far 
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as  corporations  were  concerned,  the  organic 
law  of  the  state,  and  thus  put  it  beyond  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  grant  any  rights 
or  privileges  to  corporations  inconsistent 
with  its  terms.  Another  proper  rule  to  bo 
observed  and  duly  considered  in  the  interpre- 
tation of  a  Constitution  is  to  determine  what 
construction  the  legislative  department  of  a 
state  thereafter  placed  upon  such  provi- 
sions, in  enacting  laws  in  relation  thereto. 
The  legislature  of  the  state  has,  in  several 
railroad  acts  passed  since  the  adoption  of 
the  Constitution,  authorized  the  purchase, 
sale,  lease,  or  consolidation  of  connecting 
railroads,  but  has  added  provisos  that  such 
contracts  shall  not  be  made  with  competing 
lines.  8ee  Acts  1880-81,  p.  165,  §  15,  where 
the  proviso  to  this  purchasing  power  is 
added,  that  "no  railroad  shall  purchase  a 
competing  line  of  railroad,  or  enter  into  any 
contract  with  a  competing  line  of  railroad 
calculated  to  defeat  or  lessen  competition 
in  this  state."  See  also  Acts  1892,  p.  49,  § 
13,  where  similar  power  is  given,  with  a  like 
proviso,  which  prevents  the  railroads  from 
making  such  contracts  with  a  competing 
line  of  railroad,  calculated  to  defeat  or  lea- 
sen  competition.  These  provisions  of  law 
are  emlK>died  in  §i  2173  and  2179  of  the 
Civil  C'Ode.  In  6  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d 
ed.  p.  031,  it  is  held:  "A  oonstitutional  pro- 
vision is  to  be  construed  with  reference  to 
the  principles  of  the  common  law,'*  and  the 
common  law  will  be  upheld  in  the  absence  of 
an  apparent  contrary  intention.  It  is  also 
stated  that  "a  contemporaneous  legislative 
exposition  of  a  constitutional  provision  is 
entitled  to  great  deference."  See  numerous 
authorities  cited  in  the  text. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  policy  of  this 
state  is  the  same  that  exists  in  some  other 
states  of  this  Union  where  there  are  consti- 
tutional and  statutory  provisions  prohibit- 
ing the  consolidation  of  competing  lines.  In 
the  case  of  Cwtnherland  Valley  R,  Co.  v. 
Getty shurg  d  H.  R,  Co.  (decided  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Pennsylvania  in  1896)  177 
Pa.  519,  35  Atl.  052,  it  was  decided,  in  effect, 
that  railroad  companies  whose  roads  ap- 
proach their  point  of  connection  almost  at 
right  angles  are  not  competing  lines.  This 
question  as  to  what  constitutes  competing 
lines  of  railway,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
law,  was  discussed  in  the  case  of  State  em 
rel.  Nolan  v.  Montana  R.  Co.  21  Mont  221, 
45  L.  R.  A.  271,  53  Pac.  623,  where  it  was 
ruled  that  two  roads  were  competing  lines 
when  their  relation  to  one  another  was  such 
as  to  enable  them  to  cut  rates  to  principal 
or  terminal  points.  Hunt,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  on  page  234,  21 
Mont.,  pase  279,  45  L.  R.  A.,  and  pa^e  627, 
53  Pac,  declares:  "The  true  rule  is  that 
whether  two  railroads  are  parallel  or  com- 
peting is  a  question  of  fact, — of  physical 
fact  .  .  .  Exact  parallelism,  however, 
is  not  what  is  included  in  the  meaning  of  the 
words  of  the  Constitution  forbidding  consol- 
idation of  parallel  railroads.  A  reasonable 
construction  must  obtain.  .  .  .  Wf 
should  say  that  by  parallel  railroads  are 
meant  railroads  running  in  one  general  di« 
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rection,  traversing  the  same  section  of  the 
country,  and  niuning  within  a  few  miles  of 
one  another  throughout  their  respective 
routes.  They  may  or  may  not  be  competing. 
That  depends  upon. their  termini  and  their 
commands  of  traflic."  Again,  on  page  236, 
21  Mont,  page  280,  45  L.  R.  A.,  and  page  628, 
53  Pac,  he  says:  "Whether  lines  of  road 
are  competitive  or  not  depends  upon  the  busi- 
ness of  the  companies,  the  conduct  of  the 
roads  by  their  authorities,  their  channels  of 
trafBc,  and  generally — ^nearly  always — upon 
whether  the  roads  eictend  for  transportation 
from  and  to  the  same  points  along  their 
routes."  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  in 
this  case  to  indicate  that  the  Central  and 
Middle  Georgia  roads  are  ootnpeting  lines, 
in  the  light  of  above  authorities.  The  Cen- 
tral purchased  a  branch  road  from  Gordon 
to  Milledgeville.  There  it  connects  with  the 
Middle  Georgia.  For  nearly  fifty  vears  has 
the  Eatonton  Branch  been  chartered,  and  yet 
at  no  time  has  it  been  operated  as  an  inde- 
pendent road.  On  the  oontrary,  it  was  leased 
and  operated  by  the  Central  as  a  continua- 
tion of  this  branch  line  from  Gk>rdon  to  Mill- 
edgeville, and  on  to  Eatonton.  In  the  Col- 
lins Case,  40  Gku  633,  the  relation  of  this 
Eatonton  Branch  to  the  Central  was  consid- 
ered and  discussed  by  this  court.  It  was 
there  held  that  the  Southwestern,  Waynes- 
boro, and  Eatonton  roads  were  feeders  to  the 
Central;  their  interests  were  in  harmony; 
and  both  the  public  and  the  stockholders  of 
each  road  were  interested  in  their  acting  in 
concert.  If,  then,  it  was  treated  not  as  a 
competitor  at  that  time,. we  cannot  see  upon 
what  theory  or  method  of  reasoning  it  can  be 
contended  that  a  further  extension  of  this 
branch,  not  in  the  direction  of  the  Central's 
line,  nor  within  its  territory,  but  to  a  point 
within  the  territory  of  a  competing  line, 
namely,  the  Georgia  Railroad,  would  make 
the  line  a  competitor  of  the  Central.  It  was 
also  decided  in  the  CoUina  Case  that  a  line 
termed  then  the  Waynesboro  Line,  which 
connected  with  the  Central  at  Millen,  and 
ran  to  Augusta,  was  not  a  competing  line  of 
the  Central,  but  a  feeder,  yet  it  was  doubt- 
less true  that  when  the  Central  purchased 
that  line  it  necessarily  lessened  competition 
at  Millen.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  in- 
creased competition  at  Augusta  after  its 
absorption  by  the  Central,  by  giving  another 
direct  line  from  that  point  to  the  seaboard. 
There  is  nothing,  however,  in  this  case,  from 
the  location  of  these  two  roads,  the  Central 
and  Middle  Georgia,  and  tha  direction  which 
each  ran  from  their  connecting  point  at  Mill- 
edgeville, being  almost  at  right  angles,  to 
indicate*  that  Uiey  were  competing  lines,  in 
any  l^al  sense  of  that  word. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  Milledgeville 
was  a  competitive  point  for  these  roads  and 
the  Georgia  road,  and  the  purchase  by  the 
Central  of  the  Middle  Georgia  had  the  effect 
of  lessening  this  competition.  But  it  by  no 
means  follows  that,  because  the  number  of 
competitors  in  a  given  business  is  dimin- 
ished, competition  is  thereby  lessened,  to  the 
injury  of  the  public  The  facts  in  the  rec- 
ord really  show  that  prior  to  this  contract 
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of  purchase  the  Georgia  Railroad  and  the 
Middle  Georgia  acted  in  concert  and  har- ' 
mony,  by  some  sort  of  arrangement  or  un-' 
derstanding  they  had  with  reference  to  the' 
transportation  of  through  freight,  and  that 
the  competition  then  was  really  between' 
these  two  roads,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
Central,  on  the  other.  It  would  seem,  there- 
fore, that  the  effect  of  the  purchase  was  sim- 
ply to  transfer  the  competition  to  the  Mid- 
dle Georgia  and  Central,  on  the  one  part, 
and  the  Georgia  Railroad,  on  the  other.  It 
is  further  contended  that  at  Machen  the 
Middle  Georgia  crossed  the  Central, — ^that 
road  having  purchased  and  operating  the 
road  from  Macon  to  Athens,  which  passes 
through  Machen, — and  the  effect  of  the  pur- 
chase was  to  diminish  competition  at  Ma- 
chen.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  over- 
whelming testimony  in  the  record  to  show  a 
very  marked  increase  of  competition  created 
by  this  consolidation  of  the  two  roads  in 
question  in  Covington,  and  that  this  compe- 
tition was  increased  at  the  various  stations- 
along  the  line  of  the  road  between  Machen 
and  Covington;  and  the  testimony  seems 
conclusive  that  the  general  interests  of  the 
public  along  the  line  of  this  branch  road 
from  Milledgeville  to  Covington  were  bene^ 
flted  by  its  consolidation  with  the  Central. 
Besides,  it  seems  that  the  sale  of  its  road 
by  the  Middle  Georgia  was  an  absolute  neces- 
sity. It  was  then  in  a  run-down  condition. 
Its  roadbed  was  in  such  a  fix  as  to  render 
transportation  over  the  same  absolutely  dan- 
gerous to  life  and  property.  Citizens  inter- 
ested in  its  traffic,  it  seems,  petitioned  the 
railroad  commissioners  to  have  the  road  put 
in  good  order,  and  proceedings  in  court  were 
actually  instituted  for  this  purpose.  It  ap- 
pears that  over  a  quarter  of  a  million  of  dol- 
lars were  lost  by  the  owners  of  this  road, 
and  its  president  swore  on  this  trial  thai 
they  could  not  run  it  safely  to  life  and  prop- 
erty, owing  to  its  physiciaJ  condition,  and 
that  the  sale  of  it  to  somebody  became  abso- 
lutely necessary.  It  appears  that  an  effort 
was  made  to  sell  it  to  the  Georgia  Railroad, 
which  declined  to  become  the  purchaser. 
Then  the  Central  was  approached,  became 
the  purchaser,  and  at  once  commenced  the 
operation  of  the  road.  Its  condition  was 
thereafter  greatly  improved,  to  the  general 
satisfaction  of  its  patrons  throughout  the 
entire  length  of  the  line.  We  quote  the  fol- 
lowing from  the  learned  opinion  of  Judgtf 
Hart,  embodied  in  his  decision  in  this  case: 
"They  [meaning  the  Middle  Georgia]  were 
then  charging  lour  cents  per  mile  as  their 
passenger  tariff,  and  the  maximum  freight 
charges  the  railroad  commission  would  al- 
low. Immediately  after  the  purchase  by  th< 
Central,  passenger  tariff  was  reduced  to 
three  cents  per  mile,  and  the  freight  tariff, 
where  changed,  was  reduced  from  2  to  50 
per  cent.  The  roadbed  was  put  in  good  and 
safe  condition.  Its  equipment  is  full  and 
complete,  and  the  service  is  generally  satis- 
factory to  its  patrons.  No  one  complains 
that  the  road  is  not  now  giving  a  better,* 
safer,  and  cheaper  service  than  when  the 
!Middle  Georgia  was  opei-ated  as  an  independ* 
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ent  line.  Scores  of  affidavits  were  read  on 
tlie  hearing,  and,  with  remarkable  unanimi- 
ty, affiants  asked  that  there  might  be  no 
breaking  up  of  the  present  system  by  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver.  The  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  purchase  has  been  benefi- 
cial to  every  business,  every  shipper,  every 
person  living  on  its  line,  except  perhaps  to 
the  merchants  of  Shady  Dale,  who  had  their 
freights  delivered  to  them  free  of  charge 
from  the  depot  of  the  Central,  or  individu- 
als at  Milledgeville  who  had  free  passes  giv- 
en them  as  an  inducement  to  route  their 
freight  over  a  particular  line.  It  was  com- 
petition, no  doubt,  at  these  two  points  which 
induced  these  concessions;  but  the  people 
as  a  whole  have  been  benefited  both  in  con- 
venience and  safety  in  travel,  as  well  as  in 
saving  of  freight  and  passenger  tariff.  It 
is  susceptible  of  proof  that  in  reduced  freight 
charges  the  people  of  Eatonton  and  Putnam 
county  save  annually  over  $20,000.  A  lumber 
dealer  in  Covington  swears  that  he  saves  an- 
nually $1,800  on  the  single  item  of  lumber 
handled  by  his  firm."  We  have  read  this 
voluminous  record  of  evidence  entirely 
through,  and  can  say,  from  the  facts  devel- 
oped on  the  trial,  that  the  above  conclusion 
of  Judge  Hart  touching  the  beneficial  ef- 
fects of  this  purchase  by  the  Central  to  the 
public  at  large  along  the  line  of  this  branch 
road  was  fully  authorized. 

In  determining  whether  this  contract  de- 
feated or  lessened  competition  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution,  we  must  look 
at  its  effects  in  the  light  of  all  the  facts  and 
•circumstances  of  the  case  along  the  entire 
line  of  the  road  in  question.  The  evidence 
in  this  case  tends  to  establish  the  fact  that 
the  traffic  at  Machen  and  Shady  Dale,  where 
it  is  claimed  competition  was  lessened,  does 
not  exceed  2.6  per  cent  of  the  traffic  on  the 
whole  line;  and  yet  the  people  of  that  com- 
munity reap  the  same  advantage  in  the  re- 
•duction  of  freight  and  passenger  tariff  as 
tho  people  along  the  road  from  one  end  of 
the  line  to  the  other.  It  is  the  policy  of 
this  state,  both  in  its  Constitution  and  its 
statutes,  to  prevent  a  railroad  from  purchas- 
ing a  competing  or  rival  line  whenever  the 
•effect  of  such  a  purchase  would  be  to  defeat 
or  lessen  competition;  but,  in  considering 
whether  or  not  a  transaction  has  had  this 
effect,  we  must  look  at  the  results  in  their 
•entirety,  and  the  effect  upon  the  general 
public  interested  in  the  traffic  of  the  road 
along  its  line.  If  that  general  effect  be  to 
increase  competition  to  a  far  greater  extent 
than  it  has  been  diminished  at  particular 
points,  it  cannot,  with  reason,  be  said  that 
•competition  has  been  defeated  or  lessened. 
In  point  of  fact,  it  has  actually  been  in- 
creased. But  it  is  insisted  in  this  case  that 
if  competition  be  lessened  anywhere, — it  mat- 
ters not  what  may  be  the  general  effects  up- 
on the  public,  and  it  matters  not  whether 
any  loss  has  accrued  to  anyone  from  an  in- 
crease of  charges  for  transportation  of 
freight  or  passengers, — ^the  Constitution  has 
been  violated,  and  the  contract  is  therefore 
void.  It  is  true  that  the  doing  of  an  illegal 
act  cannot  be  justified  upon  the  plea  that 
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no  harm  has  resulted,  but  it  is  perfectly  le- 
gitimate to  look  at  the  purposes  for  which 
a  law  is  enacted,  in  determining  its  true  in- 
tent and  meaning.  The  object  of  the  law 
against  defeating  or  lessening  competition 
was  to  prevent  it  being  placed  in  the  power 
of  one,  whether  individual  or  corporation, 
to  so  control  rates  of  trade  and  traffic  as  to 
increase  them  to  an  unreasonable  amounts 
If  a  transaction,  therefore,  instead  of  having 
such  a  result,  has  an  opposite  effect,  it  fur- 
nishes, to  say  the  least  of  it»  a  strong  argu- 
ment that  the  law  has  not  been  violated; 
and  the  argument  becomes  more  overwhelm- 
ing when  tliere  is  nothing  in  the  environment 
and  business  of  the  parties  to  place  them  in 
the  position  of  rivals  or  real  competitors. 
As  Judge  Hart  has  correctly  said  in  his 
opinion:  "It  is  the  declared  policy  of  this 
state  to  prohibit  railroads  from  purchasing 
competitive  or  rival  lines,  but  it  is  also  its 
declared  policy  to  encourage  the  great  trunk 
lines  to  buy,  build,  and  operate  branch  or 
feeding  lines.  Both  policies  are  equally 
wise.  The  former  is  to  prohibit  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade.  The  latter  is  to  build 
up  our  great,  undeveloped  interior.  Rail- 
roads should  be  prohibited  from  doing  the 
first,  and  should  be  encouraged  to  do  the 
last"  There  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution 
indicating  any  hostility  whatever  to  the  ex- 
tension of  lines  of  railway  by  the  construc- 
tion or  purchase  of  branch  roads  or  the  pur- 
chase of  connecting  lines.  On  the  contrary, 
under  S  5799  of  the  Civil  Code,  it  is  provided 
that,  in  the  event  the  charter  of  any  corpo- 
ration was  altered  or  amended,  such  corpo- 
ration should  hold  its  charter  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Constitution.  The  object 
of  that  was  to  subject  such  corporations  to 
the  taxing  power  of  the  state,  although  ex- 
empted therefrom  under  their  original  char- 
ters. But  so  jealous  was  the  convention  in 
protecting  the  rights  of  the  railroads  to 
construct,  operate,  or  control  branch  roads, 
that  it  was  provided  that  section  should  not 
extend  to  any  amendment  for  the  purpose  of 
allowing  any  existing  road  to  take  stock  in. 
or  aid  in  the  building  of,  any  branch  road. 
It  would  seem  manifest,  therefore,  tliat  the 
following  provision  in  the  Constitution  with 
reference  to  preventing  the  general  assem- 
bly from  giving  power  to  any  corporation 
to  make  a  contract  to  defeat  or  lessen  com- 
petition, or  to  buy  shares  of  stock  in  any 
other  corporation,  had  no  reference  whatever 
to  the  purchase,  ownership,  and  control  of 
branch  roads;  and  they  therefore  could  not 
have  been  regarded  as  competing  lines  to  the 
main  roads  with  which  they  might  make 
connection.  As  the  result  of  this  policy, 
great  trunk  lines  have  been  extended  in  this 
country  half  across  the  continent.  Doubt- 
less, in  the  purchase  of  connecting  lines  and 
branch  lailroads,  competition  was  lessened 
at  given  points.  But  the  general  effect  of 
these  consolidations  and  connections  has  real- 
ly been  to  increase  competition ;  has  add- 
ed greatly  to  the  public  convenience,  and  fur- 
nished greater  and  more  commodious  facili- 
ties for  traveling;  has  operated  to  reduce  the 
cost  of  transportation;  has  brought  remote 
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|Nirt8  of  the  country  in  close  proximity,  as 
it  were,  to  each  other ;  has  developed  resour- 
ces that  would  otherwise  have  remained 
dormant,  by  opening  up  the  markets  of  the 
world  to  the  products  of  the  land;  and  has 
generally  contributed  to  work  to  the  welfare 
and  prosperity  of  the  people.  Even  if  we 
are  incorrect  in  our  position  that  the  provi- 
sion in  the  Constitution  witli  reference  to 
•defeating  competition  or  encouraging  monop- 
oly is  only  an  embodiment  of  the  common 
law  upon  the  subject,  and  if  it  contains  a 
new  principle  unknown  to  the  common  law, 
then  the  clause  in  question  is  evidently  not 
«elf -acting,  for  no  light  is  thrown  upon  the 
new  meaning  intended  to  be  given  the  words 
used.  It  would  follow,  therefore,  that  ap- 
propriate l^islation  would  be  necessary  to 
-carry  into  effect  such  a  new  principle,  wbat- 
■ever  it  might  be.  Under  the  provisions  of 
§  5803  of  Uie  Civil  Code,  it  is  provided  that 
the  general  assembly  shall  enforce  the  provi- 
sions of  this  article  by  appropriate  legisla- 
tion. In  this  case,  then,  the  courts  would 
l>e  constrained  to  decide  that  the  appropriate 
legislation  contemplated  is  embodied  in  the 
general  railroad  acts,  to  which  we  have 
4ibove  referred,  where  the  purchase,  sale, 
lease,  or  consolidation  of  connecting  rail- 
roads is  allowed,  providing  the  contracts 
were  not  made  between  competing  lines.  So 
at  last  the  judiciary  would  be  driven  to  the 
necessity,  whenever  the  contest  was  made,  in 
determining  whether  or  not  such  contracts 


were  legal,  of  deciding  the  question  as  to 
whether  they  were  between  competing  lines, 
and  not  simply  lines  that  had  competing 
points  where  competition  was  lessened  to  a 
degree  insignificant  when  compared  to  its  in- 
crease at  various  other  points,  and  the  bene- 
fits to  the  public  generally  along  the  line  of 
transportation.  When  the  state  appeals  to 
the  courts  in  such  matters,  she  occupies  the 
position  of  a  representative  of  the  public, 
whose  rights  if  they  have  been  infringed  up- 
on by  a  violation  of  the  Constitution  or  the 
laws,  will  be  zealously  protected  by  the 
courts.  For  the  same  reasons  courts  should 
deny  her  prayer,  if  it  appeared  on  trial  that 
granting  the  relief  sought  would  be  produc- 
tive of  greater  injury  to  the  public  than  the 
wrongs  of  which  complaint  is  made. 

3.  There  was  ample  evidence  in  this  case 
to  authorize  the  conclusion  of  the  judge  be- 
low that  the  consolidation  of  the  two  lines 
of  railroad  involved  did  not  defeat,  and  was 
not  intended  to  defeat  or  lessen,  competition, 
or  to  encourage  monopoly,  in  the  sense  in 
which  those  words  were  used  in  the  Constitu- 
tion; that  these  roads  were  not  competing 
lines;  and  that  the  public  interests  were  in 
no  wise  injured  by  their  consolidation.  The 
judgment  of  the  court,  therefore,  refusing 
an  injunction  and  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver, is  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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FIDELITY  ft  CASUALTY  COMPANY  of 
New  York,  Appt,, 

V, 

Hannah  M.  SITTIG. 

(181  III.  111.) 

t«  Tlie  burden  of  proof  that  de«.tli  b^ 
accident  "wwLm  ^vrltbln  an  exception  in 

an  accident  insurance  policy  is  upon  the  in- 
surer after  proof  of  accidental  death. 

S.  The  attempt  of  a  tra-rellnff  sales- 
man to  ffet  npon  a  train  which  is  al- 
ready in  motion  Is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  a 
voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger, 
within  the  meaning  of  an  exception  in  an 
insurance  policy. 

S.  A  volnntary  expoanre  to  unneces- 
sary danarer  within  the  meaning  of  an  In- 
surance policy  does  not  mean  simply  a  vol- 
nntary  performance  of  the  act  which  results 
in  injury,  but  also  that  It  is  performed  with 
a  consciousness  of  the  danger,  or  that  the 
•danger  is  so  apparent  that  a  man  of  ordin- 
ary intelligence  would,  under  the  circum- 
stances, necessarily  know  it. 

(October  13,  1800.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judefment 
of  the  Appellate  Court,  First  District, 

NOTB. — For  voluntary  exposure  to  unneces- 
sary danger  within  the  meaning  of  Insurance 
|K>)lcy,  see  Fidelity  ft  C.  Co.  t.  Chambers  (Va.) 
40  L.  R.  A.  482.  and  note. 
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affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court 
for  Cook  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  al- 
leged to  be  due  on  an  accident  insurance 
policy.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  A.  Post  and  John  B. 
Brady,  for  appellant: 

When  the  verdict  of  a  jury  is  against  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  this  court  and  the 
supreme  court,  when  it  has  passed  upon  the 
facts,  have  again  and  again  set  aside  ver- 
dicts. 

Bishop  v.  Busse,  69  III.  403 ;  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Chamheis,  71  111.  619  j  Booth  v.  Hines, 
54  III.  363;  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Shannon, 
43  111.  338;  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Willard, 
31  111.  App.  436;  Chicago  v.  Lavelle,  83  III. 
482 ;  Chicago,  R.  I,  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Herring, 
57  111.  59. 

If  a  proof  of  a  fact  is  so  preponderating 
that  a  verdict  against  it  would  be  set  aside 
by  the  court  as  contrary  to  the  evidence, 
then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  direct  the 
verdict. 

Tefft  V.  Ashhaugh,  13  111.  602;  Abend  v. 
Terre  Haute  d  I.  R.  Co.  Ill  111.  202,  53  Am. 
Kep.  616;  Doane  v.  Lockwood,  115  111.  490. 
4  N.  K.  600;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Bnckes,  133 
111.  256,  24  N.  E.  563;  Ward  v.  Chicago,  16 
111.  App.  98. 

The  test  now  most  frequently  employed  in 
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cxerciBing  the  right  to  direct  a  verdict  is 
whether  a  different  verdict  would  not  be  set 
aside  as  contrary  to  the  evidence.  If  such 
is  the  case,  a  verdict  should  be  directed. 

Phillipa  V.  Diokeraon,  85  111.  11,  28  Am. 
Hep.  607;  Simmons  v.  Chicago  d  T,  R,  Co. 
110  III.  340;  Lake  SJiore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v. 
O'Conner,  115  111.  264,  3  N.  E.  601;  Barte- 
loit  v.  International  Ba/nk,  119  111.  259,  9  N. 
E.  898;  People  v.  People's  Ins.  Exchange, 
120  HI.  466,  2  L.  R.  A.  340,  18  N.  E.  774; 
Chicago  d  N.  W,  li,  Co.  v.  Snyder,  128  III. 
655,  21  N.  E.  620 ',Dechert  v.  Indiana,  B.  d 
W.  R,  Co.  17  111.  App.  74;  Wood  v.  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  23  111.  App.  370;  Knight  v.  Gault- 
ney,  23  III.  App.  376;  Miller  v.  Ohio  d  M.  R. 
Co.  24  III.  App.  326;  Hosmer  v.  Teller,  27 
III.  App.  488 ;  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Adler, 
28  111.  App.  102,  Aff'd  in  129  III.  336,  21  N. 
E.  S4Qy  Rodefh  v.  Chicago  d  O.  T.  R.  Co.  30 
III.  App.  364;  Edvcards  v.  Hushing,  31  III. 
App.  223;  Spannagle  v.  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co. 
81  111.  App.  460;  Huschle  v.  Morris,  31  111. 
App.  546;  Duggan  v.  Peoria,  D.  d  E.  R.  Co. 
42  111.  App.  536. 

When  the  policy  distinctly  stated  that  the 
appellant  company  did  not  insure  nor  intend 
to  cover  a  "voluntary  exposure  to  unneces- 
sary danger,"  the  appellant  did  not  intend 
to  cover  and  pay  for  injuries  that  deceased 
Blight  receive  while  rushing  into  the  face  of 
danger  and  attempting  to  mount  an  express 
train,  a  train  that  was  built  especially  to 
get  up  quick  speed  and  to  make  rapid  stops. 

Smith  V.  Preferred  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  104 
Mich.  634,  62  N.  W.  990;  Williams  v.  United 
States  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  133  N.  Y.  366,  31  N. 
E.  222. 

If  the  danger  was  obvious,  the  exposure 
thereto  voluntary  anC  uxmecessary,  and  the 
death  of  the  assured  ec^ued  in  consequence, 
the  case  may  fairly  be  held  to  be  within  the 
exemption  in  the  policy. 

Tut  tic  V.  Travellers'  Ins.  Co.  134  Mass. 
175,  45  Am.  Rep.  316;  Morel  v.  Mississippi 
Valley  L.  Ins.  Co.  4  Bush,  535;  Sawtelle  v. 
Railway  Pass.  Assur.  Co.  15  Blatchf.  216, 
Fed.  Oas.  No.  12,392;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Jones,  80  Ga.  541,  7  S.  E.  83 ;  Bean  v.  Em- 
ployers^ Liability  Assur,  Corp.  60  Mo.  App. 
459. 

Messrs.  Thornton  St  Chanoellor,  for 
appellee : 

"Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  dan- 
ger" has  been  defined  by  our  courts  to  be  a 
willing  or  wilful  assumption  of  the  risk, 
knowing  the  risk;  it  means, — a  wilful,  con- 
scious assumption  of  the  risk  of  danger; 
f.  6.,  it  was  done  voluntarily,  with  full 
.knowledge  of  the  danger  through  which  the 
deceased  lost  his  life. 

Accident  insurance  is  issued  and  accepted 
for  the  purpose  of  indemnity  against  acci- 
dent and  death  caused  by  accidental  means, 
and  the  language  of  such  policy  should  be 
construed  with  that  purpose  in  view. 

Healey  v.  Mutual  Acci.  Asso.  133  111.  556, 
9  L.  R.  A.  371,  25  N.  E.  52;  Rockford  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Nelsmi,  65  III.  420;  Cleveland,  C.  C. 
d  St.  L.  It.  Co.  V.  Monks,  62  111.  App.  627 ; 
Terre  Haute  d  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Eggmann,  68  111.  I 
App.  21 ;  Lake  Erie  d  W.  R.  Co.  y.  Morain,  > 
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140  m.  117,  29  N.  E.  869;  Elgin,  J.  d  B.  R, 
Co.  V.  Raymond,  148  III.  241,  35  N.  E.  729. 

Two  theories  were  advanced  in  this  case. 
One  by  the  plaintiff  that  Herman  Sit  tig  met 
his  death  by  coming  in  contact  with  the  tick- 
et office,  and  the  other  by  the  defense  that  he 
attempted  to  set  upon  a  moving  train  of 
cars,  and,  in  nis  attempt  lost  his  footing 
and  fell  under  the  train,  and  was  thereby 
killed. 

There  was  evidence  in  the  case  on  both  of 
these  theories,  and  it  was  for  the  jury  to 
say,  from  all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  which 
of  these  theories  was  the  correct  one. 

Matson  v.  Taylor,  36  111.  App.  649;  Mc- 
Mahon  v.  Sankey,  36  III.  App.  41;  Brandt 
V.  MoEntee,  53  111.  App.  467;  Cta/rretson  v. 
Becker,  52  111.  App.  256;  Selover  v.  Osgood, 
52  111.  App.  260;  MohUe  d  0.  R.  Co.  v» 
Harmes,  62  111.  App.  649;  Wallace  v.  Buek- 
ingham,  34  111.  App.  38;  Bcharf  v.  People, 
34  111.  App.  400. 

Carter,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellate  court  has  affirmed  a  judg- 
ment recovered  by  appellee  in  the  superior 
court  of  Oook  county  against  appellant  oi» 
a  policy  of  accident  insurance.  The  insured, 
Herman  C.  Sittig,  was  accidentally  killed 
while  attempting  to  board  a  suburban  train 
of  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company. 
The  appellate  court,  in  stating  the  case, 
said:  "The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  he 
reached  the  neighborhood  of  the  steps  of  the 
station  platform  just  after  the  train  had 
started ;  that  he  threw  his  valise  on  the  plat- 
form of  the  car,  seized  the  railing,  ana  at- 
tempted to  climb  on,  but  either  lost  his  hold 
and  fell  after  being  carried  some  distance,, 
or  else  was  knocked  off  and  killed  by  coming 
in  contact  with  a  small  building  used  as  a 
ticket  office,  which  stood  very  near  the  track, 
and  distant  about  140  or  160  feet  from  the 
station  platform."  Hie  evidence  shows  that 
this  is  a  fair  statement  of  the  accident.  The 
insured  was  a  traveling  salesman,  and  so- 
described  in  the  policy,  which  stated  that 
'^this  insurance  covers  injuries  received  in 
travel  by  regular  passenger  or  mail  trains."' 
The  policy  also  contained  this  clause:  This  in- 
surance does  not  cover  .  .  .  volun* 
tary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger; 
and  the  contention  of  the  appellant  ia 
that  the  insured  met  his  death  by  ex- 
posing himself  voluntarily  to  unneces- 
sary danger,  and  that  for  that  reason 
the  judgment  cannot  be  sustained.  So  far 
as  the  assignment  of  error  embraces  the 
question  of  fact  involved  in  the  decision  of 
the  appellate  court,  such  decision  is,, 
by  virtue  of  the  statute,  final,  and  we  shall 
not,  therefore,  follow  appellant's  counsel  in 
their  argument  upon  the  facts.  But  at  the 
close  of  the  evidence'  the  defendant  asked 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  and  took  an  excep- 
tion to  .tlie  court's  refusal  to  give  the  instruc- 
tion, and  thus  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the 
evidence  to  sustain  the  judgment  is  pre- 
sented to  us  for  decision. 
There  was  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain 
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the  oonduBion  that  alter  the  insured  bad  se- 
cured a  secure  footing  upon  the  steps  of  the 
car,  and  was  holding  to  the  hand  rail,  and 
about  to  draw  himsdf  u^on  the  platform  of 
tbe  car,  he  was  struck  with  such  force  upon 
the  side  and  back  of  his  head  by  the  ticket- 
ollice  building,  as  the  train  passed  it,  as  to 
break  his  neck  and  knock  him  under  the 
train.  He  was  a  traveling  salesman,  but 
what  was  the  particular  emergency  or  neces- 
sity for  his  effort  to  board  this  particular 
train  after  it  had  started  does  not  appear 
from  the  evidence.  Kor  does  it  appear  that 
he  knew  of  the  ticket-office  building,  or  its 
close  proximity  to  the  track  or  to  the  moving 
cars.  The  trainmen  testified  that  the  train, 
after  starting,  had  moved  from  100  to  125 
feet,  and  was  going  at  a  speed  of  from  8  to 
10  miles  an  hour,  when  the  insured  attempt- 
ed to  get  aboard,  but  other  witnesses  testi- 
fied to  a  less  degree  of  speed.  There  was  tes- 
timony, also,  that  someone  called  to  the  in- 
sured, as  he  was  about  to  make  the  attempt 
to  board  tbe  train,  not  to  do  so,  but  whetn- 
er  or  not  this  warning  was  heard  by  the  in- 
sured does  not  appear.  The  death  by 
accident  Insured  against  by  the  policy  hav- 
ing been  proved,  it  devolved  on  the  defendant 
to  prove  a  violation  by  the  insured  of  the 
condition,  or,  rather,  that  by  his  act  he 
brought  himself  within  the  exception  in  the 
policy  relied  on  to  avoid  payment.  This  ex- 
ception, as  applicable  to  this  case,  was,  in 
substance,  that,  although  accidental,  death 
caused  by  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger  was  not  insured  against  To  relieve 
the  company  from  liability,  it  was  necessary 
to  establish  two  facts:  First,  that  the  ex- 
posure to  danger  was  voluntary  on  his  part; 
and,  second,  that  it  was  unnecessary. 

The  term  "voluntary  exposure"  does  not 
mean  simply  that  the  act  of  attempting  to 
get  aboard  of  tlie  moving  train  was  volun- 
tary, or  was  consciously  and  intentionally 
performed,  but  also  that  the  insured  was 
conscious  of  the  danger  to  which  he  was  then 
exposing  himself,  and  voluntarily  assumed 
it,  or  that  the  danger  v/as  so  apparent  that 
a  man  of  ordinary  intelligenoe  would,  under 
tbe  circumstances,  necessarily  have  known 
it.  One  may  voluntarily  do  an  act  exposing 
himself  to  gi*eat  danger,  which  danger  he 
does  not  apprehend  and  which  is  not  obvious. 
In  such  a  case  it  could  not  be  said  that  he 
voluntarily  exposed  himself  to  danger.  If 
he  docs  not  know  of  the  danger,  how  can  it 
be  said  that  he  voluntarily  assumes  it  or  ex- 
poses himnelf  to  it?  Mere  failure  to  observe 
ordinary  care  would  not,  as  in  an  action  for 
negligence,  defeat  a  recovery  on  the  contract. 
This  view  of  the  law  ift  not  controverted  by 
appellant.  Indeed,  the  trial  court,  at  ap- 
pellant's request,  instructed  the  jury  that 
the  words  "voluntary  exposure,"  as  used  in 
the  policy,  implied  conscious,  intentional  ex- 
posure,— something  which  he  was  willing  to 
tiike  the  risk  of;  that  it  meant  a  willing  or 
wilful  atisumption  of  the  risk  knowing  the 
risk, — a  wilful,  conscious  assumption  of  the 
risk  of  danger.  As  before  said,  there  was  no 
evidence  whatever  that  he  knew  of  the  prox- 
imity of  the  ticket-office  building;  or  haa  any 
48  L.  B.  A. 


reason  to  believe  that  he  waa  exposing  him- 
self  to  the  danger  of  coming  in  contact  with 
any  such  object  before  he  could  get  within 
.the  car.  His  experience,  strength,  and  ac- 
tivity may  have  been  such,  so  far  as  the  evi- 
dence shows,  that  there  was  less  danger  to 
him  in  mounting  a  car  going  at  the  speed 
mentioned  by  the  witnesses  tJian  there  would 
be  to  many  persons  in  mounting  a  car  at  th» 
moment  of  starting,  and  it  would  be  an  un- 
reasonable rule  to  adopt  to  hold,  as  a  legal 
proposition,  that  a  traveler  who  steps  upon 
the  platform  or  steps  of  a  moving  car  of  a 
railway  train  voluntarily  exposes  himself  to 
unnecessary  danger,  though  it  may  be  con- 
ceded he  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  so  doing. 
There  are  doubtless  few  trainmen  whose  duty 
it  is  to  alight  at  station  platforms  who  do 
not  board  the  train  after  it  has  started.  In 
doing  so  it  certainly  could  not  be  said,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  {.hat  they  thus  incur  obvioua 
danger.  At  what  rate  of  speed,  then,  must 
the  train  be  moving  before  it  can  be  said 
tliat  an  attempt  to  get  aboard  would  be  ob- 
viously dangerous?  All  reasonable  minda 
would  agree  that  it  would  be  obviously  dan- 
gerous to  attempt  to  climb  upon  a  passing 
railway  train  going  at  full  speed,  or  at  a 
high  rate  of  speed,  and  in  a  proper 
case,  doubtless,  tne  jury  would  be  so  in- 
structed ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  it  would 
be  proper  to  so  instruct  the  jury  in  a  case 
where  the  train  had  not,  after  starting,  pro- 
ceeded beyond  100  or  125  feet,  and  had  ac- 
quired only  such  speed  as  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case.  The  question  in  such  a 
case  is  one  of  fact,  and  not  of  law,  and  in 
the  case  at  bar  the  question  of  fact  haa 
been  conclusively  settled  against  the  appel- 
lant. It  would  be  to  usurp  the  province  of 
the  jury  and  of  the  courts  below,  and  to  do 
what  by  statute  we  are  forbidden  to  do, 
should  we  reverse  this  judgment  on  this  con- 
tention of  appellant. 

Many  cases  have  been  cited,  but  in  most 
of  them  tlie  provisions  of  the  policy  were 
different,  or  the  facts  found  were  materially 
different,  from  those  in  the  case  at  bar. 
Thus,  in  Tuttle  v.  Travellers'  Ins,  Co,  134 
Mass.  175,  45  Am.  Rep.  316,  in  addition  to 
a  provision  similar  to  the  one  here  under 
consideration,  the  policy  required  the  in- 
sured to  use  all  due  diligence  for  his  person- 
al safety  and  protection.  But  we  need  not 
review  the  cases  which  were  decided  upon 
questions  of  fact  or  upon  dissimilar  provi- 
sions of  the  insurance  contract.  Here  we 
are  asked  to  declare,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
against  the  conclusive  finding  of  facts  to  th»' 
contrary,  that  the  insured  voluntarily  ex- 
posed himself  to  unnecessary  danger;  this, 
too,  notwithstanding  there  is  no  evidence, 
direct  or  circumstantial,  to  which  we  have 
been  referred,  whether  such  exposure  was 
necessary  or  not.  For  one  to  leap  into  a 
turbulent  stream,  rush  into  a  burning  build- 
ing, or  do  any  other  hazardous  thing  to  save 
human  life,  would  be  a  voluntary  exposure 
to  danger  but  not  to  unnecessary  danger.  So, 
too,  many  emergencies  in  the  lives  of  men 
occur  where  the  most  urgent  necessity  re- 
quires   their  ^  presence   at   some    particular 
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place  at  some  particular  time,  and  where  to 
miss  a  train  would  involve  serious  conse- 
quences. In  such  a  case  a  voluntary  ex- 
uosure  to  danger  might  not  be  unnecessary. 
The  presence  of  a  physician  or  surgeon  at 
some  critical  period  in  the  illness  or  injury 
of  a  human  being  might  be  necessary  to  save 
life,  and  it  might  l^  necessary  for  him  to 
expose  himself  to  danger  to  reach  his  pa- 
tient, or  in  some  other  respect  to  perform 
his  professional  duty.  The  necessity  im- 
plied in  the  provision  of  the  policy  does  not 
mean  only  that  which  is  unavoidable  or  in- 
evitable, but  also  any  object  or  purpose 
which  men  of  moral  responsibility  and  pru- 


dence would  regard  as  of  such  serious  impor- 
tance in  the  performance  of  duty  as  to  de- 
mand or  justify  the  incurring  of  risk  or 
danger  to  accomplish  it.  WheUier  the  jury, 
and  finally  the  appellate  oourt,  decided  the 
question  of  fact  correctly,  we  cannot  inquire, 
but  it  is  clear  that  the  trial  court  did  not 
err  in  refusing  to  give  to  the  JU17  the  in- 
struction to  find  for  the  defendant. 

It  ib  also  urged  that  the  trial  oourt  erred 
in  refusing  certain  other  instructions,  but 
we  are  of  the  opinion  no  error  was  com- 
mitted in  that  regard. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirm^. 


INDIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Eliza  GIBSON,  Appt., 

V. 

Harold  0.  MEGREW  et  al,  Assignees  of 
Masonic  Mutual  Benefit  Society. 
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A  member  of  a  rnvtual  benefit  society 
cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  an  assess- 
menc,  where  his  coutract  does  not  provide 
that  he  shall  pay  assessments  or  make  any 
provision  as  to  nonpayment,  except  that  his 
•certlflcate  shall  be  forfeited  therefor. 

(March  6,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Clarion  <S)unty  in 
favor  of  defeudants  in  a  proceeding  brought 
to  compel  the  levying  of  an  assessment  to 
pay  a  claim  under  a  certificate  in  the 
Masonic  Mutual  Benefit  Society.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Carson  A  Moore,  for  appellant: 

The  liability  of  a  member  of  the  Masonic 
Mutual  Benefit  Society  of  Indiana  is  to  pay 
the  amounts  named  in  his  certificate  of 
membership  on  levy  of  proper  assessments 
therefor,  and  such  payment  is  not  volun- 
tary with  the  member. 

The  demurrer  admits  the  incorporation  as 
alleged. 

There  is  absolutely  nothing  in  the  plan, 
purpose,  or  contract  of  the  society,  now  an 
insolvent,  to  differentiate  it  from  any  other 
mutual  insurance  company. 

The  character  of  an  association  is  to  be 
determined  from  its  essential  structure,  and 
not  from  the  use  of  disjointed  words. 

Bankers*  d  M.  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  v.  Bta/pp, 
11  Tex.  617,  14  S.  W.  168;  McCorkle  v. 
Texas  Benev.  Asso.  71  Tex.  152,  8  S.  W.  516. 

The  contracts  made  by  "beneficial"  socie- 
ties are  given  the  same  effect  as  ordinary  in- 
surance contracts. 

Holland  v.  Taylor,  111  Ind.  121,  12  N.  E. 
116;  Presbyterian  Mut.  Assur.  Fund  v. 
Allen,  106  Ind.  593,  7  N.  E.  317. 


NoTB. — As  to  liability  of  member  of  benefit 
society  to  action   for  assessments,   see  Ellerbe 
▼.   Darney   (Mo.)   28  L.   R.  A.  435,  and  note; 
and  Lehman  v.  Clark  (111.)  43  L.  R.  A.  649. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


If,  in  point  of  fact,  the  society  is  an  in- 
surance company,  pure  and  simple,  its  char- 
ter must  be  the  appropriate  body  of  insur- 
ance law. 

There  has  never  been  any  question  in  this 
state  relative  to  the  liability  of  a  member  of 
a  fire  insurance  company  organized  under 
the  act  of  1852  to  payinent  of  an  assessment 
properly  levied. 

Hoicard  v.  Whitman,  29  Ind.  557 ;  Boland 
V.  Whitman,  33  Ind.  64 ;  Embiee  v.  Shideler, 
36  Ind.  423;  Clark  ▼.  Manufacturers'  Mut, 
F.  Ins.  Co.  130  Ind.  332,  30  N.  E.  212. 

The  entire  plan  of  the  society  was  based 
upon  the  idea  of  the  payment  by  surviving 
members  of  post-mortem  assessments  to  meet 
losses. 

The  common-law  obligation  of  a  member 
of  a  mutual  insurance  society,  independent 
of  the  form  of  his  obligation  or  the  precise 
character  of  the  expressed  promise,  is  to 
respond  to  an  assessment  for  losses. 

The  solvency  of  the  assessment  company 
depends  upon  the  legal  right  of  such  com- 
pany to  collect  assessments  from  its  mem- 
bers. 

In  the  case  of  the  old  line  company,  the 
point  of  view  whence  the  law  looks  at  the 
contract  of  insurance  is  that  of  the  policy 
holder,  it  bringing  into  being  the  necessary 
conditions  to  secure  a  performanoe  of  the 
contract.  A  like  attitude  in  the  case  of  the 
assessment  company  will  require  a  holding 
that  assessments  properly  levied  are  enforce- 
able legal  demands. 

The  legal  liability  of  the  member  to  re- 
spond to  assessments  appears  from  a  con- 
sideration of  the  trilateral  relationship  ob- 
taining in  the  assesspient  company.  Each 
member  is  not  only  an  assured,  but  is  an 
insurer  of  the  other  members.  He  also  has 
relation  to  the  corporation  as  an  entity,  and 
is  bound  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  of  its 
existence. 

Lion  Mut.  Marine  Ins,  Asso.  y.  Tucker^ 
L.  R.  12  Q.  B.  Div.  187;  Re  Albion  Assur, 
Boo.  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Div.  239 ;  Carlton  v.  South- 
em  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  72  Ga.  371 ;  Dettra  v. 
Simon,  5  Pa.  Dist  R.  342;  Dettra  v.  Kest- 
ner.  147  Pa.  666,  23  Atl.  889. 

Where  a  person  becomes  a  member  of  aa 
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aBsessment  insurance  company,  his  obliga- 
tion as  an  insurer  is  to  contribute  to  the 
extent  necessary  for  the  payment  of  the 
leases  accruing  to  the  other  members,  unless 
the  statute  under  which  tbe  incorporation 
is  hadj  or  the  mutual  agreements  of  the 
members,  restricts  or  limits  such  liability. 

RundUs  V.  Kennan,  79  Wis.  492,  48  N.  W. 
^16;  Macklem  y.  Bacon,  67  Mich.  334,  24  N. 
W.  91. 

The  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the 
sodety,  the  application  for  membership 
thereiD,  and  the  certificate  of  membership 
issued  by  the  society,  together,  oonatitute  an 
express  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  mem- 
ber to  pay  assessments. 

Ellerbe  Y.  Barney,  119  Mo.  632,  23  L.  R. 
A.  435,  25  S.  W.  384;  McDonald  v.  Ross- 
Lewifi,  29  Hun,  87;  Pulton  v.  Btevens,  99 
Wis.  307,  74  N..  W.  803. 

W^hen  an  assessment  insurance  society 
goes  into  voluurtary  insolvency  it  is  the 
function  of  the  court  having  jurisdiction  of 
tbe  trust  to  cause  an  assessment  upon  the 
members  to  be  levied 'sufBoieut  to  meet  losses, 
and,  for  this  purpose,  the  court  succeeds  to 
the  powers  of  the  directors. 

Vanaita  v.  New  Jersey  Mut,  L,  Ina,  Co, 
31  N.  J.  Eq.  15;  Com.  v.  Massachusetts  Mut. 
P.  Ins.  Co.  112  Mass.  116;  Dettra  v.  Kest- 
ner,  147  Pa.  566,  23  Atl.  889;  Capital  City 
Mui.  P.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boggs,  5  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
394 ;  McDonald  v.  Ross-Lewin,  29  Hun,  87 ; 
Wood  V,  Standard  Mut.  Live  Stock  Ins.  Co. 
154  Pa.  157,  26  Atl.  103;  Howard  v.  Whit- 
man,  29  Ind.  557. 

Where  a  corporation  makes  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors,  under  a  volun- 
tary assignment  law,  the  assets  of  the  cor- 
poration are  in  custodia  legis,  the  same  as  if 
a  receiver  were  the  officer. 

Letpis  V.  aienn,  «>4  Va.  947,  6  S.  E.  866; 
Olenn  v.  Williams,  60  Md.  935;  5  Thomp. 
€orp.  fiS  6469,  6470;  3  Thomp.  Corp.  §8 
^537,  3550,  3551,  3553;  Boeppler  ▼.  Menoum, 
17  Mo.  App.  447. 

Messrs.  diambera,  Plokena,  A  Moorea, 
for  appellees: 

This  contract  contains  no  express  promise 
to  pay  assessments.  Such  payment  is 
Toluntary. 

Nonpayment  terminates  membership. 

Rood  V.  Railtoay  Pass,  d  Preighi  Conduc- 
tors' Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  31  Fed.  Rep.  64;  Leh- 
man V.  Clark,  174  HI.  288,  43  L.  R.  A.  648, 
51  N.  E.  222. 

Liability  is  only  against  one  who  con- 
tinues to  assert  his  membership. 

After  insolvency  proceedings  it  is  too  late 
to  assess. 

Re  Protection  L.  Ins.  Co.  9  Biss.  188,  20 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,444. 

J'ordan,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Appellant,  Eliza  Gibson,  petitioned  the 
Marion  circuit  court  in  behalf  of  herself  and 
others,  to  order  appellees,  as  the  assignees 
or  trustees  of  the  Masonic  Mutual  Benefit 
Society,  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  to  levy  and 
■collect  assessments  from  all  persona  who 
bad  been  members  thereof  within  the  past 
^8  I^  R.  A. 


six  years.  The  demand  of  the  petitioner 
was  that  such  an  assessment,  under  the  or- 
der of  the  court  wherein  such  trust  was 
pending,  be  made  by  the  appellees  as  would 
create  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  all  death  losses 
remaining  unpaid,  together  with  accrued  in- 
terest thereon,  and  all  costs  of  collecting 
such  assessments,  etc.  A  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained to  the  petition,  and  judgment  was 
rendered  against  appellant  for  costs.  The 
only  error  assigned  is  predicated  upon  this 
ruling  and  judgment. 

The  petition  discloses  substantially  the 
following  facts:  Appellant  is  the  benefi- 
ciary under  a  certificate  or  policy  of  insur- 
anoe  numbered  12,009,  in  class  4,  issued  by 
the  said  Masonic  Mutual  Benefit  Society  on 
the  life  of  her  husband,  James  H.  Gibson, 
bearing  date  of  July  15,  1887,  whereby  the 
said  society  agreed,  in  consideration  of  the 
representations  made  in  the  application  for 
raem<bership,  and  the  sum  of  $6  in  hand 
paid,  and  the  further  sum  of  $1.80,  to  be 
paid  to  the  secretary  of  the  society  by  James 
H.  Gibson,  upon  due  notice  to  him  of  the 
death  of  a  member,  to  pay  to  appellant,  upon 
the  death  of  her  said  husband,  after  satis- 
factory evidence  of  his  death  had  been  fur- 
nished, the  sum  of  70  oents  for  every  mem- 
ber of  the  first  class,  75  cents  for  every  mem- 
ber of  the  second  class,  95  cents  for  every 
member  of  the  third  class,  and  the  sum  of 
$1.60  for  every  member  of  the  fourth  class 
belonging  to  the  society  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  said  James  H.  Gibson;  provided 
that  the  aggregate  amount  of  benefits  payable 
under  such  policy  or  certificate  should  not 
exceed  the  sum  of  $2,500.  It  is  alleged  that 
said  James  H.  Gibson,  while  a  member  of 
said  company,  performed  all  and  singular 
the  agreemeirts  and  promises  made  by  him 
in  his  application  for  insurance,  and  has 
complied  with  all  of  the  terms  and  conditions 
contained  in  his  said  certificate,  and  has 
complied  with  all  the  provisions  of  the 
society's  constitution  and  by-laws.  It  fur- 
ther appears  that  said  Gibson,  while  a  mem- 
ber of  the  society,  and  in  good  standing 
therein,  died,  on  June  24,  1897,  previous  to 
the  assignment  of  the  society,  as  hereinafter 
mentioned.  Upon  his  death  it  is  averred 
that  appellant  became  entitled,  upon  the 
conditions  contained  in  said  certificate  of 
insurance,  to  receive  the  benefits  therein 
named  to  the  full  amount  of  $2,.500;  which 
claim  was,  on  the  —  day  of  September, 
1S97,  approved  by  said  society's  board  of  di- 
rectors, and  a  partial  payment  to  the  amount 
of  $100  was  made  to  appellant,  leaving  the 
remainder  of  her  said  claim  still  due  and  un- 
paid. On  January  — ,  1898,  the  society,  be- 
ing insolvent,  made  an  assignment,  under 
the  assi^ment  laws  of  this  state,  to  ap- 
pellees, for  the  benefit  of  all  its  creditors. 
It  further  appears  that  the  Masonic  Mutual 
Benefit  Society  of  Indiana  was  organized 
at  the  city  of  Indianapolis,  Marion  county, 
Indiana,  on  August  5,  1869,  and  the  articles 
of  association  under  which  it  was  organized 
were  recorded  in  the  recorder's  office  of  Mar- 
ion county,  Indiana.  The  object  of  the  as- 
sociation, as  declared  in  these  articles,  was 
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to  give  financial  aid  and  benefit  to  the 
widows,  orphans,  asd  dependents  of  deceased 
members.  The  names  and  residences  of  the 
incorporating  members,  together  with  a  de- 
scription of  the  seal,  are  all  given  or  stated 
in  said  articles.  In  addition  to  the  articles 
of  association,  the  constitution  and  by-laws, 
etc.,  adopted  by  the  society,  are  also  set  out, 
and  made  a  part  of  the  petition.  This  ap- 
peal may  be  said  to  present  two  questions: 
Firat  Is  there«  under  the  terms  and  provi- 
sions entering  into  the  contract  or  policy 
of  insurance  issued  by  the  society  to  a  mem- 
ber, such  an  absolute  undertaking  upon  his 
part  to  pay  the  stipulated  assessments  or 
premiums  as  will  render  him  personally  lia- 
ble to  the  company  for  such  payment,  and 
which  the  latter  can  enforce  by  an  action? 
Second.  In  the  event  tha/t  such  liability  ex- 
ists, did  the  right  to  make  an  assessment 
and  enforce  it«  as  demanded  by  appellant, 
pass  to  appellees  in  and  by  virtue  of  the  as- 
sigmnent  made  by  said  society? 

The  obligation  imposed  upon  a  holder  of  a 
certificate  of  insurance  in  this  society  must 
be  determined  by  an  interpretation  of  its 
own  terms  and  provisions,  regard  being  had, 
however,  to  the  law  under  which  the  society 
was  created,  and  to  the  terms  and  provisions 
of  its  constitution  and  by-laws  which  may 
have  any  bearing  thereon.  The  petition  re- 
fers the  incorporation  of  the  society  in  ques- 
tion to  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state 
approved  December  20,  1866,  which  act  au- 
thorizes the  organization  of  mutual  life 
insurance  companies.  This  statute  appears 
to  be  supplemental  to  one  approved  June  17, 
1852,  which  provided  for  the  organization 
of  mutual  fire  insurance  companies.  The 
supplemental  act  authorized  the  creation  of 
mutual  life  and  accident  companies  under 
the  same  conditions  and  subject  to  the  same 
duties  and  liabilities,  so  far  as  applicable, 
as  were  provided  by  the  fire  insurance  stat- 
ute, to  which  it  was  supplemental.  Vide, 
Bums's  Rev.  Stat  1894,  §9  4876-4895, 
ind.;  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §§  3745-3763;  Hom- 
er's Rev.  Stat.  SS  3745-3763.  Appellant's 
counsel  insist  that  this  society  was  in- 
corporated under  the  authority  of  $  4895, 
supra.  The  terms  and  provisions  of  its 
articles  of  association,  and  the  method 
employed  for  its  incorporation,  and  the  pro- 
visions of  its  constitution  and  by-laws  clear- 
ly demonstrate,  we  think,  that  counsel,  in 
their  insistence,  are  mistaken.  That  its  or- 
ganization was  not,  neither  was  it  intended 
to  be,  founded  upon  these  statutes,  we  think 
is  evident.  The  very  terms  and  provisions 
of  its  articles  of  association,  and  the  record- 
ing thereof,  respond  to  the  requirements  of 
the  statute  concerning  voluntary  associa- 
tions ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt,  we  think, 
but  what  it  was  intended  to  be  organized  in 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  that  stat- 
ute. Davis's  Revision  1876,  p.  923;  Bums's 
Rev.  Stat.  1894,  $  4583.  Section  4583  of  this 
statute  authorizes  the  adoption  of  rules  and 
regulations  by  associations  organized  there- 
under for  the  government  of  their  officers 
and  members,  but,  aside  from  this,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  statute  to  enlighten  us  in  the 
48  L.  K  A. 


decision  of  the  question  involved  in  this  ap- 
peal. 

Each  applicant  for  membership  was  re- 
quired to  subscribe  to  a  written  application, 
wherein,  among  other  things,  ho  agreed  to 
abide  by  the  constitution  awl  by-laws  of  the 
association  and  any  amendmoits  thereafter 
made,  and  further  agreed  therein  to  accept 
and  abide  by  whatever  rules,  regulations, 
and  modifications  which  might  be  adopted 
or  made  by  the  board  of  directors  regulating 
or  governing  assessments  or  the  payment 
of  mortuary  claims  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  constitution  and  by-laws 
ot  the  society.  It  was  further  agreed  and 
stipulated  in  the  application  that  anycertifl- 
cate  issued  thereon  should  be  upon  the  fol- 
lowing express  conditions  and  agreements: 
''First.  That  this  contract  shall  be  void  if 
the  party  to  whom  it  is  issued  shall  die  in 
consequence  of  a  duel.  .  ,  .  Second.  If 
the  insured  shall  die  by  his  own  hand  or  act. 
.  .  .  Third.  No  agent  of  the  society  is 
authorized  to  make,  alter,  or  dischar^  con- 
tracts or  waive  forfeitures.  Fourth.  By  his 
acceptance  of  the  certificate  to  be  issued 
hereon,  said  member  expressly  consents  that 
any  and  all  physicians  shall  testify  fully  as 
witnesses  touching  any  matter  confided  to 
them.  .  .  .  Whenever  a  certificate  held 
by  a  member  who  has  paid  all  assessments 
in  full  shall  become  a  claim  by  death,  after 
having  been  in  force  three  full  years,  the 
society  shall  not  contest  its  payment  on  ac- 
coimt  of  the  incorrectness  of  any  statement 
in  the  application.  .  .  .  Fifth.  Should 
the  board  of  directors  reject  any  claim,  no 
suit  thereunder  shall  be  sustained  in  any 
court  unless  the  same  be  commenced  within 
one  year  after  such  rejection.  .  .  .  Sixth. 
The  said  member,  by  his  acceptance  of  said 
certificate,  agrees  that,  in  case  of  his  death, 
any  unpaid  balance  due  from  him  to  the  re- 
serve fund,  or  from  the  assessments  or  other- 
wise, as  provided  by  the  constitution  of  the 
society,  shall  be  deducted  from  any  payment 
made  thereunder;  but  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  be  held  to  constitute  a  waiver  of 
the  forfeiture  for  nonpayment  of  assess- 
ments, as  provided  in  said  constitution  or 
by-laws."  The  certificate  or  policy  of  in- 
surance issued  by  the  society  to  an  applicant 
upon  the  acceptance  of  his  application  in 
part  is  as  follows:  'This  certificate  of 
membership  witnesseth  that  the  Masonic 
Mutual  Benefit  Society  of  Indiana,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  representations  made  to  it 
in  the  application  for  ntembership,  which, 
by  reference,  is  made  a  part  hereof,  and  the 
sum  of  six  dollars  to  it  in  hand  paid,  and 

the  further  sum  of dollars  to  be   paid 

to  the  secretary  of  the  society  by  the  said 

,  upon  due  notice  to  him  of  the  death 

of  a  member  of  the  society,  as  provided  in 
the  by-laws  of  the  society,  such  pasrroent  to 
be  made  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  the 
month  in  which  such  notice  is  issued  or  sent 
to  him,  the  society  does  promise  and  agree 
with  the  said (insured),  his  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors,  administrators,   and   assigns,  well 

and  truly  to  pay  to beneficiary,  or,  in 

case  of  the  previous  death  of  the  person  .or 
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persons  to  whom  this  oertifica;te  is  mad«  pay- 
able, within  ninety  days  after  satisfactory 

eyidenoe    of    the    death   of    the   said   

(insured)  has  been  presented  to  and  ap- 
proved by  the  board  of  directors  of  said  so- 
eiety,  the  sum  of  seventy  cents  for  every 
member  of  the  first  class,  the  sum  of  seventy- 
five  cents  for  every  member  of  the  second 
class,  the  simi  of  ninety-five  cents  for  every 
member  of  the  third  class,  and  the  sum  of 
one  dollar  and  sixty  cents  for  every  member 
of  the  fourth  class  belonging  to  the  society 
at  the  time  oi  the  death  of  the  said ( in- 
sured ) ;  provided,  the  aggregate  amount  of 
benefits  payable  under  this  certificate  shall 
not  exceed  the  sum  of  $2,500.  This  certifi- 
cate is  issued  and  conU'act  made  upon  the 
following  express  conditions  and  agree- 
ments: First.    If   the   said (insured) 

shall  be  expelled  from  any  ^fasonic  lodge  or 
other  Masonic  body,  such  expulsion  shall 
work  expulsion  from  this  society;  or  in  case 
he  shall,  without  the  consent  of  the  presi- 
dent and  secretary  of  the  society  previouisly 
obtained  in  writing,  engage  In  any  military 
or  naval  service  whatever  in  time  of  war  or 
rebellion,  or  in  case  he  shall  die  by  his  own 
hand,  or  by  the  hands  of  Justice,  or  In  viola- 
tion of  the  laws  of  any  country  where  he 
may  reside,  or  by  or  from  the  effects  of  in- 
temperate habits,  or  from  delirium  tremens 
induced  by  intemperate  habits,  then,  or  in 
either  case,  this  certificate  shall  be  null  and 
void.  Second.  No  agent  of  this  society 
shall  have  power  to  waive  or  alter  anv  con- 
ditions or  terms  expressed  in  this  certificate 
of  membership,  or  to  give  any  receipt  for 
money  that  shall  bind  tiie  society,  except  as 
herein  provided.    Third.  By  his  acceptance 

of  this  certificate,  the  said  (insured) 

expressly  consents  that  any  and  all  physi- 
cians shall  testify  fully  as  witnesses  touch- 
ing any  matter  confided  to  them  by  him  at 
any  time  material  to  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties under  this  certificate,  and  that  upon  the 
discovery  of  any  untruth  or  deception  in  his 
application  for  membership  by  him  made  the 
society  may  cancel  and  annul  this  certificate. 
In  witness  whereof/'  etc 

Section  1  of  article  6  of  the  constitution 
adopted  by  the  society  divided  the  members 
thereof  into  seven  classes,  according  to  age. 
Sections  2  and  3  of  the  same  article  provide 
as  follows:  "Sec.  2.  When  an  assessment 
has  been  made  by  the  board  of  directors,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  secretary  to  send,  or 
cause  to  be  sent,  by  mail,  to  the  last  known 
postoffice  address  of  each  member,  a  notice 
containing  the  amount  and  date  of  payment 
of  such  assessment;  and  the  notice  so  sent 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  lawful 
and  sufBcient  demand  for  the  payment  of 
such  assessment.  The  secretary  may  au- 
thorize the  local  agent  in  the  dtv  or  town 
where  the  member  resides  to  act  for  him  in 
serving  such  notice,  either  personally  or  by 
mail,  which  notice  so  sent  or  served  by  such 
local  agent  shall  be  deemed  and  tfdcen  to  be 
a  lawful  and  sufficient  notice  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  assessment  so  called  for  and  re- 
quired." "Sec.  3.  A  member  failing  to  piay 
his  assessment  by  the  last  day  of  the  month 
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in  which  such  notice  is  sent  shall  forfeit  his 
certificate  of  membership,  and  all  benefits 
thereunder;  but  a  member,  after  so  forfeit- 
ing his  membership  for  nonnayment  of  as- 
sessments, may  be  reinstated  by  the  board 
of  directors  within  thirty  days  after  such 
forfeiture  by  paying  all  arrearages,  and  fur- 
nishing a  certificate  of  good  health  from  a 
medical  examiner  of  the  association,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  medical  director." 
Section  1  of  article  8  provides:  ''Upon  the 
death  of  a  member  of  the  society  each  mem- 
ber shall  be  assessed,  and  shall  pay  to  the 
secretary  of  the  society  a  sum  according  to 
the  class  of  which  he  is  a  member  and  the 
amount  of  the  certificate  held  by  him,  as 
follows."  Here  follows  a  schedule  of  assess- 
ments to  be  made  upon  different  amounts  of 
insurance  and  ages  of  the  insured,  the 
amounts  ranging  from  $500  to  $2,500,  and 
the  ages  from  twenty-one  years  to  seventy- 
five  years.  This  section  contains  the  follow- 
ing proviso:  "Provided,  that  the  board  of 
directors  shall  determine  the  number  of 
assessments  to  be  collected  during  any  one 
month;  and  provided,  furtner,  that  upon 
the  death  of  a  member  his  certincate  shall 
be  charged  with,  and  there  shall  be  deducted 
therefrom,  an  amount  equal  to  one  assess- 
ment for  each  death  occurring  in  the  society 
prior  to  the  death  of  such  member  on  which 
payment  has  been  made  by  such  member." 
Section  13  of  the  by-laws  reads  as  follows: 
"Sec.  13.  When  an  assessment  has  been 
made  by  the  board  of  directors,  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  secretary  to  send  or  cause  to 
be  sent,  by  mail,  to  the  postoflioe  address  of 
each  member,  a  notice  containing  the 
amount  and  date  of  payment  of  such  assess- 
ment. The  notice  so  sent  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  a  lawful  and  sufficient  de- 
mand for  the  payment  of  each  assessment. 
The  secretary  may  authorize  the  local  agent 
in  a  city  or  town  where  the  member  resides, 
or  any  special  agent  of  the  society,  to  act 
for  him  in  serving  notices  of  assessments, 
either  personally  or  by  mail,  which  notice  so 
sent  or  served  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to 
be  a  lawful  and  sufficient  notice  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  assessment  so  called  for  and  re- 
quired. Any  member  failing  to  pay  his  as- 
sessment by  the  last  day  of  the  month  in 
which  such  notice  is  issued  shall  forfeit  his 
certificate  of  membership,  and  all  benefits 
thereunder;  but  a  member,  after  so  forfeit- 
ing his  membership  for  nonpayment  of  as- 
sessments, may  be  reinstatcKi  by  the  board 
of  directors  within  thirty  days  after  such 
forfeiture  by  paying  all  arrearages  and  fur- 
nishing a  certificate  of  good  health  from  a 
medic^  examiner  of  the  association,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  medical  director." 
The  certificate  of  insurance  issued  by  the  so- 
ciety to  a  member  recites  that  it  is  in  con- 
sideration of  the  representations  made  in 
the  application  for  membership  and  the  sum 
of  $6  cash  in  hand  paid,  and  the  further  sum 

of dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  secretary 

of  the  society  by  the  assured  upon  due  notice 
to  him  of  the  death  of  a  member,  as  provided 
in  the  by-laws  of  the  society,  such  payment 
to  be  made  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  the 
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month  in  which  the  notice  is  issued  or  sent. 
The  certificate  does  not,  by  its  own  terms, 
declare  what  will  be  the  result  of  the  non- 
payment by  the  insured  in  the  event  he  fails 
to  pay  all  subsequent  assessments  to  be  made 
upon  the  death  of  a  member.  It  was  stipu- 
lated, however,  in  the  application,  which  by 
reference  is  made  a  part  of  the  certificate  of 
inKuranoe,  that  the  latter  should  be  issued 
upon  certain  enumerated  conditions,  among 
vhioh  it  was  provided  that,  in  case  of  the 
applicant's  death,  any  unpaid  balance  due 
from  him  to  the  reserve  fund  or  from  assess- 
ments or  otherwise,  as  provided  by  the  con- 
stitution of  the  society,  should  be  deducted 
from  any  payment  made  thereunder.  It  was 
declared,  however,  that  nothing  therein  con- 
tained should  be  held  to  constitute  a  waiver 
of  the  forfeiture  for  nonpayment  of  assess- 
ments, as  provided  in  the  constitution  or  by- 
lows. 

The  law  is  well  settled  that  when  a  person 
enters  into  an  association  he  must  acquaint 
himself  with  its  constitution  and  by-laws,  as 
these  are  considered  important  factors  in 
testing  his  rights,  duties,  and  Jiabilities. 
Supreme  Lodge  K.  of  P.  v.  Knight,  117  lud. 
489,  3  L.  R.  A.  409,  20  N.  E.  479;  Supreme 
Council,  0.  of  C.  F.  v.  Forsinger,  125  Iml. 
52,  9  L.  R.  A.  501,  25  N.  E.  129;  3  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  108.  In  the  applica- 
tion for  membership  in  the  case  in  question 
the  applicant  expressly  agrees  to  abide  by 
the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  society 
as  they  then  exist  or  as  they  may  be  changed 
by  subsequent  amendments.  Consequently, 
there  can  be  no  question  but  what  the  con- 
st ituli«m  and  by-laws  enter  into  and  form 
elements  of  the  contract  of  insurance  issuwi 
by  the  society  to  a  member,  and  therefore  the 
contract  of  insurance  is  to  be  considered 
along  with  the  society's  constitution  and 
by-laws,  so  far  as  the  latter  are  pertinent  to 
the  question  involved.  The  object  in  con- 
struing a  ^vritten  contract  is  to  ascertain, 
as  far  as  possible,  the  intent  of  the  contract- 
ing parties.  So,  in  this  case,  the  principal 
question  involved  must  be  solved  by  an  in- 
terpretation, under  the  settled  rules  of  the 
law,  of  the  intent  of  the  contract  as  it  ex- 
isted between  the  society  and  the  insured 
members  in  respect  to  the  liability  of  the 
latter  for  the  payment  of  mortuary  assess- 
ments. Section  2  of  article  6  of  the  con- 
stitution, as  we  have  seen,  provides  for  noti- 
fying a  member  of  a  death  assessment  when 
made.  Section  3  provides  in  terms,  in  ef- 
fect, that  the  failure  to  pay  the  assessment 
within  the  time  therein  stated  shall  result 
in  the  forfeiture  of  the  defaulting  mem- 
ber's certificate,  and  of  all  benefits  thereun- 
der, except  the  right  of  reinstatement  is  re- 
served, subject  to  the  conditions  provided. 
Section  13  of  the  by-laws  combines  the  pro- 
visions efhbraced  in  the  above-mentioned 
sections  of  the  constitution.  These  provi- 
sions of  the  constitution  and  by-laws,  as  pre- 
viously stated,  must  be  considered  as  ele- 
ments which  enter  into  and  form  a  part  of 
the  contract  of  insurance.  They  are  virtu- 
ally all  of  the  provisions  of  the  constitution 
and  by-laws  which  can  be  said  to  have  any 
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bearinff  upon  what  the  society  and  it* 
insured  members,  under  the  contract,  con- 
templated in  regard  to  the  enforcement  of 
the  payment  of  subsequent  assessments  which 
were  to  be  levied  upon  the  death  of  a  mem- 
ber. We  discover  nothing,  either  in  the  ap- 
plication, certificate  issued  thereon,  or  the 
constitution  or  by-laws,  which  can  be  con- 
strued or  interpreted  as  an  absolute  promlss 
upon  the  part  of  the  assured  to  pay  these 
assessments,  or  which  can  be  said  to  create 
the  relation  of  creditor  and  debtor  between 
a  member  and  the  society  in  respect  to  such 
assessments.  The  parties  to  the  contract 
of  insurance  were  apparently  content  to  pro- 
vide only  in  regard  to  future  assessments 
that,  after  notice  thereof,  the  failure  to  pay 
any  such  assessment  within  the  stipulated 
time  should  ipso  fctoto  terminate  the  con- 
tract of  insurance,  and  result  as  a  forfeiture 
of  all  righto,  money  paid,  and  benefits  there- 
under, except  the  reserved  right  te  rein- 
statement. That  this  should  be  the  inevitar 
ble  result  of  a  nonpayment  of  an  assessment 
was  no  doubt  deemed  to  be  the  most  efficient 
means  of  coercing  or  inducing  the  payment 
upon  the  part  of  the  members  of  the  assess- 
mento  levied.  That  this  result  must  follow 
the  nonpayment  of  assessmento,  under  the 
plain  provisions  of  the  constitution  and  by- 
laws, is  certainly  not  a  debatable  proposi- 
tion. The  question  of  forfeiture,  under  the 
circumstances,  was  not  a  matter  merely 
within  the  option  of  the  society,  but  neces- 
sarily followed  from  the  force  and  eflfect  of 
the  constitution  and  by-laws.  These  were 
as  binding  and  controlling  upon  the  officers 
of  the  association  as  they  were  upon  ite 
members. 

We  have  seen  that  the  act  ooncem>ing  vol- 
untary associations  under  which  the  society 
in  question  was  organized  is  silent  in  re- 
gard to  the  payment  of  assessmento  or  with- 
drawal of  members  of  such  association,  and 
hence  this  statute  can  cast  no  light  upon  the 
interpretation  of  the  contract,  as  it  appar- 
ently has  left  the  wholer  matter  to  be  con- 
trolled by  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of 
the  association.  It  cannot,  in  reason,  be  as- 
serted that  there  is  anything  in  tne  pro- 
visions of  the  society's  constitution  or  by- 
laws, or  the  application  or  certifica4;e  in 
question,  which  can  be  construed  into  an 
agreement  upon  the  part  of  the  assured  that, 
after  the  forfeiture  of  all  of  his  righto  and 
benefito  has  token  place,  he  would  continue 
as  a  member  of  the  society  for  the  payment 
alone  of  assessmento,  and  that  the  latter 
might  be  enforced  against  him  by  suit  after 
all  of  his  righto  and  benefito  under  the  con- 
tract had  ^n  terminated  and  destroyed. 
The  assessmento  provided  for  were  made  to 
pay  the  losses  occasioned  by  the  death  of  a 
member,  and,  when  collected  through  the 
agency  of  the  society,  the  money  did  not  be- 
long to  it,  but  went  into  a  fund  to  pay  the 
beneficiaries  of  the  deceased  member  or  mem- 
bers. While  it  is  true  that  the  society  in 
controversy  was  a  mutual  benefit  society,  the 
object  of  which  was  to  give  financial  aid  and 
benefit  to  the  widows,  orphans,  and  depend- 
ento  of  a  deceased  member,  still   that  fact 
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does  not  render  it  any  the  less  a  life  insur- 
ance association,  operating  under  the  assess- 
ment plan  it  adopted.  Courts  have,  as  a 
general  rule,  treated  such  societies  as  life  in- 
surance companies,  applying  to  them  and  the 
policies  which  they  issue  the  principles  per- 
tinent to  the  contracts  of  life  insurance.  2 
May,  Ins.  3d  ed.  S  550a,  The  contract  of  an 
ordinary  life  insurance  company  under  its 
contract  of  insurance  wherein  the  assured 
is  required  to  pay,  at  the  time  stated,  the 
premium  as  provided,  and  wherein  it  is  also 
provided  that  a  forfeiture  of  the  contract 
shall  result  in  the  event  of  the  nonpayment 
'  of  such  premium,  is  considered,  in  a  legal 
sense,  to  be  a  unilateral  contract.  The 
premium  or  assessment  to  be  paid,  in  order 
to  continue  the  risk,  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, is  held  not  to  constitute  an  indebtedness 
against  the  insured  in  favor  of  the  company. 
The  payment  of  such  premium  or  assessment 
is  considered  as  a  condition  precedent,  upon 
the  performance  of  which  the  company,  un- 
der its  contract,  continues  to  carry  the  risk 
as  originally  assumed.  As  a  general  rule, 
under  such  contracts,  in  the  absence  of  any- 
thing to  the  contrary,  the  insured  has  the 
right  to  elect  whether  he  will  continue  to  pay 
his  premiums  or  assessments  as  they  become 
due,  or  forfeit  the  contract.  He  must  make 
his  election  after  notice  of  the  assessment 
within  the  time  fixed  for  the  payment,  or 
suffer  the  loss  of  membership,  and  thereby 
terminate  his  rights  and  the  liability  of  the 
company  or  society  under  the  contract  of  in- 
surance, save  and  except,  as  heretofore 
stated,  the  right  of  reinstatement,  when  the 
same  is  expressly  reserved,  as  in  the  case  at 
bar,  or  except  any  other  right  which  may 
have  been  expressly  reserved  from  the  ef- 
fect of  the  forfeiture.  2  May,  Ins.  3d  ed. 
9  341a;  Rood  v.  Railuoay  Pass,  d  Freight 
Conductors'  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  31  Fed.  Rep. 
62;  Worthington  v.  Charter  Oak  L.  Ins.  Co. 
41  Ck>nn.  372,  19  Am.  Rep.  495;  Goodwin  v. 
Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  73  N.  Y. 
480. 

As  a  general  proposition,  this  same  doc- 
trine applies  to  mutual  benefit  societies.  The 
main  feature  of  the  plan  adopted  by  such 
insurance  societies  is  that  death  losses  are 
to  be  paid  by  voluntaiy  contributions  upon 
the  part  of  its  surviving  members.  Ac- 
cordingly, the  society,  on  the  death  of  a 
member  in  good  standing,  levies  an  assess- 
ment upon  the  surviving  members  in  good 
standing.  Such  assessment,  which  is  in 
the  nature  of  the  premium  exacted  in  ordi- 
nary life  companies,  when  paid  by  the  mem- 
ber within  the  time  provided,  server  to  con- 
tinue his  policy  in  full  force  and  effect  until 
it  may  be  forfeited  by  the  nonpayment  of 
some  subsequent  assessment.  That  the  levy 
of  such  assessments,  as  a  general  rule,  do 
not  serve  to  make  the  insured  member  a 
debtor  to  the  society,  so  as  to  authorize  the 
latter  to  enforce  the  payment  thereof  by 
suit,  is  well  settled  by  the  authorities. 
Lehman  v.  Clark,  174  111.  279,  43  L.  R.  A. 
648,  61  N.  E.  222;  Clark  v.  Sohromyer  (Ind. 
App.)  65  N.  E.  786;  Re  Protection  L.  Ins. 
Co.  9  BUs.  188,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,444;  2  Ba- 
48L.R.  A. 


con,  Ben.  Soc  S  367 ;  Niblack,  Mut  Ben.  Soc 
9  276;  State  ea  rel.  Atiy.  Gen.  v.  Mer- 
chants'  Exch.  Mut.  Bencv.  Soc.  72  Mo.  146; 
Com.  V.  Wetherhee,  105  Mass.  149;  Rood  v. 
Railway  Pass,  d  Freight  Conductors'  Mut, 
Ben.  Asso.  31  Fed.  Rep.  62.  The  rule  ap- 
plicable to  the  question  is  well  and  aptly 
stated  by  Bacon  in  his  work  on  Benefit  So- 
cieties, supra.  In  9  357  the  author  says: 
"In  a  contract  of  life  insurance  there  is  gen- 
erally no  absolute  undertaking  of  the  in- 
sured to  pay  the  premiums  or  assessments, 
and  consequently  no  personal  liability  there- 
for. The  payment  of  the  premiums  or  as- 
sessments is  only  a  condition  precedent  of 
the  liability  of  the  company.  The  insured 
does  not  promise  to  pay  the  premiums,  and 
the  company  only  promises  to  pay  if  it  has 
received  the  agreed  consideration.  Therefore 
the  insured  may  pay  or  not,  as  he  pleases. 
He  has  the  perfect  right  to  do  either,  and 
need  give  no  excuse  for  his  choice.  If  he  does 
not  pay,  the  contract  is  ended.  It  follows, 
therefore,  that  the  premium  or  assessment  is 
only  a  debt  when  there  is  an  absolute  prom- 
ise to  pay  embodied  in  the  contract."  Wheth- 
er or  not  such  absolute  promise  to  pay  is  em- 
bodied in  the  contract  is  a  question  of  con- 
struction. We  have  examined  Ellerbe  v. 
Barney,  119  Mo.  632,  23  L.  R.  A.  435,  25  S. 
W.  384;  New  Era  Life  Asso.  v.  Rossiter, 
132  Pa.  314,  19  Atl.  140;  Dettra  v.  Kestner, 
147  Pa.  666,  23  Atl.  889;  Rundle  v.  Kennan, 
79  Wis.  492,  48  N.  W.  516;  Fulton  v, 
Stevens,  99  Wis.  307,  74  N.  W.  803 ;  McDon- 
ald V.  Ross-Lewin,  29  Hun,  87;  and  other 
cases, — which  it  is  claimed  support  appel- 
lant's contention;  but  these,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  Ellerbe  v.  Barney,  are,  under  the. 
facts,  distinguishable  from  the  case  at  bar, 
and  do  not  sustain  appellant's  view.  The 
distinguishing  feature,  in  the  main,  in  the 
above  cases,  is  that  the  contracts  therein  in- 
volved contain  a  promise  upon  the  part  of 
the  assured  to  pay  the  assessments.  No 
such  element  can  be  said  to  enter  into  the 
contract  under  consideration.  It  is  true 
that  the  holding  in  Ellerbe  v.  Ba/mey,  119 
Mo.  632,  23  L.  R.  A.  435,  25  S.  W.  384.  fair- 
ly supports  the  insistence  of  appellant.  The 
action  in  that  case  was  instituted  by  the  re- 
ceiver of  the  Masonic  Mutual  Benefit  So- 
ciety of  Missouri,  which  association  had 
been  operated  as  a  life  insurance  company 
under  the  assessment  plan.  The  contro- 
versy was  as  to  whether  the  insurance  pol- 
icies issued  by  it  to  its  members  contained 
a  promise  on  tiie  part  of  the  latter  to  pay  the 
assessments.  ITie  majority  of  the  court 
held  that  the  policy  or  contract  of  insurance 
issued  by  the  society  must  be  so  construed, 
and  that  the  assessments  were  collectible 
by  suit.  Chief  Justice  Black  and  Justices 
Brace  and  Burgess  dissented.  The  dissent- 
ing opinion,  prepared  by  the  chief  justice, 
is,  in  our  judgment,  more  convincing  in  its 
reasoning,  and  is  better  fortified  by  author- 
ities, than  is  the  majority  opinion.  Tt  may 
perhaps  be  said  that  an  irreconcilable  con- 
flict exists  between  the  holding  in  Lehmun 
V.  Clark,  174  111.  279,  43  L.  R.  A.  648,  51  N. 
E.  222,  and  Ellerbe  v,  Barney,  119  Mo.  632» 
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23  L.  R.  A.  435,  25  S.  W.  384.  The  court  in 
the  latter  case^  however,  seems,  in  our  opin- 
ion, to  have  made  the  mistake  of  considering 
that  the  death  assesments  levied  by  the  so- 
<!iety  were  in  the  nature  or  character  of  so- 
<siety  dues,  and  therefore  a  member  could 
not  escape  the  payment  thereof  by  terminatr 
ing  his  membership.  That  the  assessments, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  contract  in  this 
case,  cannot  be  so  viewed  or  considered,  is  a 
proposition  too  plain  to  be  controverted.  In 
Lehman  ▼.  Clark,  174  111.  279,  43  L.  R.  A. 
648,  51  N.  E.  222,  the  receiver  of  the  Ma- 
sonic Benevolent  Association  of  Central  II 11- 
Qois  sued  to  recover  of  its  members  as- 
sessments in  order  to  pay  death  losses 
which  had  accrued  while  the  association  was 
a  going  concern.  The  society  in  that  case, 
and  also  the  facts  and  questions  involved, 
may  be  said  to  be  substantially  identical 
witii  the  particular  association  and  ques- 
tions involved  in  this  appeal.  It  was  neld 
in  a  well-considered  opinion  in  that  case 
that  an  insurance  contract  in  a  benevolent 
association,  wherein  a  provision  is  made  for 
A  forfeiture  of  all  payments  and  benefits  by 
reason  of  the  nonpayment  of  assessments 
within  the  time  stated  therein,  is  unilateral 
in  its  obligation,  and  that  the  right  or  rem- 
edy of  the  association  upon  the  default  of 
a  member  in  paying  his  assessments  is  to 
declare  a  forfeiture,  and  that  its  right  to 
«ue  and  recover  the  assessment  could  not*  be 
maintained  by  it  nor  by  its  receiver.  This 
decision  was  followed  by  our  own  appellate 
court  in  Clark  v.  Schromyer  (Ind.  App.)  55 
K.  £.  785.  To  reiterate  what  we  have  pre- 
viously stated,  it  is  evident,  we  think,  that 


when  the  policy  or  contract  of  insurance  in- 
volved in  this  case  is  considered  along  with 
the  society's  articles  of  association,  its  con- 
stitution and  by-laws,  and  the  application 
for  membership,  there  is  nothing  which  can, 
in  reason,  be  interpreted  as  an  a^^reement  or 
obligation  upon  the  part  of  its  insured 
members  to  pay  the  mortuary  assessments, 
such  as  would  thereby  constitute  them  debtr 
ors  of  the  society,  and  hence  authorize  it  to 
enforce  the  payment  of  the  assessments  by 
suit.  If  the  contracts  involved  herein  could 
be  said  to  be  doubtful  in  respect  to  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  question  presented  there- 
unaer,  and  thereby  oe  open  to  thie  applica- 
tion of  the  doctrine  of  practical  construc- 
tion, it  is  possible  that  the  acts  of  the  so- 
ciety's governing  officers  in  the  administra- 
tion of  its  affairs  for  a  period  of  almost 
thirty  years  might  disclose  that  it^  through 
its  officers,  had  placed  a  construction  upon 
the  question  in  issue  in  this  case  wholly 
incompatible  with  the  construction  or  in- 
terpretation for  which  appellant  now  con- 
tends. As  the  society,  under  the  contracts 
in  dispute,  was  not  authorized  to  sue,  and 
thereby  recover  of  its  members  unpaid  as- 
sessments, certainly  it  cannot  be  claimed 
that  the  appellees,  who  are  but  its  assignees, 
are  invested  with  any  greater  rights  than 
it  was  in  respect  to  enforcing  by  suit  the 

fayment  of  the  assessments  in  controversy, 
t  follows,  therefore,  and  we  so  conclude, 
that  appellant,  under  her  petition,   is  not 
entitled   to   any   relief,   and  the  demurrer 
thereto  was  properly  sustained. 
The  judgment  ie  afflrmed. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT      (Division  1). 


William  H.  SMITH,  Respt., 

V, 

€T.  LOUIS  A  SAN  FRANCISCO  RAILWAY 
COMPANY  et  al,,  Appta. 

(151  Mo.  891.) 

1.  An  action  airalnat  reeelvers  of  a 
railroad  eompanr  appointed  by  a  Federal 
court,  for  injuries  caused  by  the  company's 


negllffenoe  before  their  appotntment,  cannot 
be  maintained  In  a  state  court  without  per- 
Inlsslon  of  the  court  which  appointed  them. 

8.  A  railroad  eonpanjr  Is  not  bovnd  to 
use  tbe  same  deirroo  of  eare  in  employ- 
ing  a  wiper  or  fire  puller  to  work  In  a  round- 
house that  is  necessary  in  employing  an  engi- 
reer  or  hostler. 

8.  A  railroad  company  la  not  liable  to 
an  employee  for  in|vrlea  caused  by  the 
incompetence   of   a   coemployee,    because    of 


Note. — Tlte  duty  of  a  master  with  respect  to 
the  employment  of  hU  eervants. 

I.  General  principles, 

a.  Nature   and   extent   of   the   master's 

duty  stated. 

b.  Duty  considered  as  creating  an  ewoep- 

tion  to  the  doctrine  of  common  em- 
ployment, 
e.   Standard  of  care  ohUgatory  upon  the 
master  in  regard  to  the  selection  of 
his  servants. 

d.  What     constitutes     an     incompetent 

servant. 

e.  Plaintiff's   recovery    dependent    wpon 

proof    of   master's    actual    or    con- 
structive  knowledge  of  ooservanfs 
unfitness. 
t.   Duty  to  inquire  into  the  fitness  of  a 
servant  at  the  time  he  is  hired, 
48L.R.  A. 


I.— continued. 

g.  Duty  of  the  master  to  keep  hi$nself 
informed  as  to  the  fitness  of  a 
servant  already  in  his  employment. 
II.  Frobative  value  of  vaHous  facts  as  tend- 
ing to  show  culpability  on  the  mas- 
ter's part, 

a.  Inoompetenee  of  servant, 

b.  Race  and  color  of  delimquent  •eroont. 

c.  Appearance  and  manner  of  the  eerv- 

ant  while  testifying, 

d.  Language  of  delinquent  servant  Him- 

self  indicating  recklessness  of  ehar- 
acter, 

e.  Minority. 

L   Previous  egperienoe  of  the  servam. 
g.  Acts  of  negligence  prior  to  the  aoc^ 

dent, 
b.  Act  of  negUgenoe  which  caused   tha 

accident. 


m9. 


Smith  y.  fSv.  Louib  &  Sah  Frahgibco  K.  Co. 


ses 


Its  negligence  In  employing  him,  if  hU  In- 
competence  was  not  with  respect  to  acts  for 
the  performance  of  which  he  w«s  employed. 
4i  Tbe  bead  hostler  In  a  ronndbovse, 
who  has  no  power  to  hire  or  discharge  any- 
one, ts  the  fellow  senrant  of  a  fireman  on  an 
en^ne^  so  that  his  knowledge  of  the  Incom- 
petence of  a  wiper,  and  that  he  attempts  to 
more  engines  without  authority,  will  not 
charge  the  railroad  compiuiy  with  liability 
for  injury  to  the  flrenuin  through  the  wip- 
er's negligently  moTing  an  engine. 

(July  12,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Newton  C^imty 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
Tcoorer  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  cause  by  defendant's  n^- 
ligenoe.    Reversed, 


Statement  by  ICarsliall*  J.: 

Damages  for  personal  injuries.  Hie  pe- 
tition alleges  that  the  defendant  company  is, 
and  at  the  times  therein  stated  was,  a  rail- 
road  company;  that  on  the  23d  of  December, 
1893;  the  defendants,  Reinhart,  McCoolc,  and 
Wilson,  were  appointed  receivers  of  said  rail- 
road company  by  the  United  States  circuit 
court  for  the  district  of  Kansas ;  that  at  the 
city  of  Monett  ''the  company  had  a  round- 
house, turntable,  switch  yards,  and  ooal 
chutes,  where  engines  are  deaned,  repaired, 
watered,  coaled,  and  made  ready  to  be  used 
by  defendant's  agents,  servants,  and  employ- 
ees; that  plaintiff  was,  on  the  20th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1893,  and  prior  thereto,  an  employee  and 
in  tlie  service  of  the  defendant  railway  com- 
pany as  locomotive  fireman  on  a  passenger 
engine  numbered  56,  on  said  railroad,  run- 
ning between  Monett,   Missouri,  and  Neo- 


n.— continued. 

1.    Temporary  unflfneee  at  the  Hme  of 

the  accident. 
].  DereHctione    of    duty    8uh»equent    to 

the  Injury  in  euit, 
k.  Dieclaimer   of   fltneea    &y    delinquent 

servant  himeelf. 
L   apeoifle   atatemente    ae    to    unfltneea 

made  by  coemployeee  of  delinquent 

aervant, 
m.  Reputation  of  delinquent  aervant. 

1.  AdmiaaibiUty,  generally. 

2.  Reputation   not  evidence  of   oo- 

tual  unfltneea, 
8.  Nicknamea    aa    evidence   againat 
the  maater. 
n.  Length   of   the  period   during  tohioh 

the  unfltneea  haa  continued, 
o.  A  promise  by  the  maater  to  diaoharge 
the  delinquent  aervant. 
III.  Duty  to   employ  an  adequate  number  of 
aervanta. 

a.  Generally. 

b.  Whether   the   maater   haa   performed 

hia  duty. 

I.  Oeneral  principlea. 

a.  yature   and   emtent   of    the   maater'a    duty 
atated, 

Tbe  obligations  of  a  master  to  see  that  the 
serrants  hired  by  him  possess  the  qualifica- 
tions, mental,  moral,  and  physical,  which  will 
enable  them  to  perform  their  duties  without  ex- 
posing themselves  and  their  coemployees  to 
greater  dangers  than  the  work  necessarily  en- 
tails, are.  In  their  broad  features  similar  to  the 
obligations  which  are  Incumbent  upon  him  with 
regard  to  the  other  agencies  of  his  business. 
It  Is  manifest,  however,  that  In  their  specific 
application  to  human  beings,  the  general  prin- 
ciples which  define  the  nature  and  extent  of 
those  obligations  must  assume  a  shape  some- 
what different  from  that  which  they  bear  In 
their  relation  to  the  lower  animals,  or  to  in- 
organic Instmmentalltles.  It  Is  In  fact  ap- 
parent that  the  duty  of  a  master  to  use  care 
In  hiring  servants  Is  very  closely  associated 
with.  If  not  a  special  form  of,  his  duty  to  adopt 
a  safe  system  In  the  conduct  of  his  business; 
that  is  to  say,  the  duty  of  seeing  that  the  un- 
reason ing  agencies  employed  by  him  perform 
their  functions  properly  while  they  are  In  their 
normal  condition.  This  conception  emerges 
in  statements  like  that  which  we  find  in  a  re- 
cent case,  that  '*the  law  will  not  allow  an  em- 
ployer, whose  dnty  it  Is  to  provide  reasonably 
safs  appliances,  to  escape  liability  by  employ- 


48Ii.IL  A. 


24 


Ing  incompetent  or  unsuitable  persons  to  dis- 
charge it.'*  Donnelly  v.  Booth  Bros,  ft  n.  I. 
Granite  Co.  (1807)  90  Me.  110,  37  Atl.  874. 

The  essential  distinctions  suggested  by  these 
considerations  render  it  proper  to  treat  the 
cases  dealing  with  the  duty  of  hiring  servants 
AS  a  distinct  division  of  the  general  subject 
separate  from  the  discussion  of  the  duty  to  fur- 
nish a  safe  place  of  work  and  safe  appliances. 

The  rule  established  by  the  cases  to  be  re- 
viewed in  this  chapter  may  be  stated  in  formal 
terms  as  follows : 

The  hiring  or  retention  of  a  servant  whose 
unfitness  for  his  dutlea  whether  It  arise  from 
his  want  of  skill,  his  physical  and  mental  quali- 
ties, or  his  bad  habits.  Is  known,  actually  or 
constructively,  to  the  master.  Is  culpable  negli- 
gence for  which  the  master  must  respond  In 
damages  to  any  other  servants  who  may  suflTer 
Injury  through  that  unfitness. 

That  the  master  is  not  absolved  by  the  mere 
fact  that  the  servant  hired  was  helpful  and 
prudent,  where,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  he  was 
unable  to  perform  his  duties  properly  owing  to 
his  Ignorance  and  want  of  skill,  and  the  Injury 
resulted  from  that  Incompetency,  was  long  ago 
settled  In  Wright  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (1858) 
28  Barb.  80,  and  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
since  disputed. 

The  plalntlflT  is  rightly  nonsuited  where  there 
Is  no  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  em- 
ployees, whose  retention  Is  alleged  to  be  culpa- 
ble, had  ever  shown  any  lack  of  skill  or  effi- 
ciency in  the  performance  of  their  duties  before 
the  accident  occurred  In  which  the  plaintiff 
WAS  hurt.  Curran  v.  Merchants'  Mfg.  Co. 
(1881)   130  Mass.  374,  30  Am.  Rep.  457. 

That  the  master  Is  not  liable  for  Injuries 
caused  by  the  negligent  act  of  an  Incompetent 
servant,  where  that  act  was  not  one  of  those 
which  he  was  authorised  to  do.  see  Southern 
Cotton-Oil  Co.  V.  Devond  (1804;  Tex.  Civ. 
App.)  25  8.  W.  43. 

The  essential  ground  upon  which  the  rule  Is 
based  Is  **that  the  master  Impliedly  contracts 
that  he  will  use  due  care  in  engaging  the  serv- 
ices of  those  who  are  reasonably  fit  and  com- 
petent for  the  performance  of  their  respective 
duties  In  the  common  service.'*  Snow  v.  Hous- 
Atonic  R.  Co.  (1864)  8  Allen,  441,  85  Am.  Dec 
720. 

b.  Duty  oonaidered  aa  creating  an  emception  to 
the  doctrine  of  common  employment. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  above  rule 
was  originally  introduced  into  Anglo-American 
law,  and  is  still  frequently  referred  to  by  the 
courts,  as  an  exception  to  the  doctrine  which 
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desha,  Kansas;  that  on  the  said  20th  day  of 
Octotier,  ]893,  said  engine  No.  56  was  taken 
but  of  defendant's  roundhousie  by  its  em- 
ployees at  the  usual  time,  preparatory  to  go- 
ing out  on  its  run,  and  placed  on  the  ooal- 
chute  track  in  tJie  smtch  yard,  at  the  usual 
and  customary  place  for  putting  an  engine 
that  is  shortly  to  go  out  on  its  run,  and  that 
shortly  thereafter  plaintiff  took  charge  of 
said  engine,  as  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  while 
it  was  standing  on  said  track  as  aforesaid, 
and  immediately  began  performing  the  du- 
ties required  of  him  as  such  fireman  in  and 
about  getting  said  engine  ready  to  take  out 
passenger  train  numbered  1,  going  west,  and 
that  while  plaintiff,  in  the  discharge  of  his 
said  dntios,  was  examining  the  ash  pan  on 
said  engine,  to  see  if  it  had  been  properly 
clpaned,  and  was  stooping  over  in  front  of 
the  main  drive  wheel  of  said  engine  in  the 


usual  and  customary  and  most  convenient 
position  for  making  such  examinations,  qnm 
Grant  Sheldon,  who  was  in  the  employ  and 
service  of  said  defendant  railway  company 
as  an  engine  hostler,  and  who  was  an  igno- 
rant, incompetent,  reckless,  and  unskilful 
servant,  all  of  which  the  said  defendant  rail- 
way company  well  knew,  or  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  and  diligence  might  have 
known,  got  upon  said  engine,  with  the 
knowledge  and  permission  of  defendant,  and, 
in  the  discharge  of  the  usual  and  customary 
work  and  duty  of  an  engine  hostler,  reck- 
lessly, carelessly,  and  negligently,  and  with- 
out ringing  the  bell,  sounding  the  whistle, 
or  giving  any  other  warning,  quickly  and 
suddenly  started  said  engine  forward,  and 
ran  the  same  against  the  plaintiff,  thereby 
throwing  him  down  with  his  left  hand  upon 
the  trade  rail  in  front  of  one  of  the  drive 


declares  a  master  to  be  exempt  from  responsi- 
bility for  tnjiirles  caused  to  one  senrant  by  the 
neffltKenoe  of  another. 

From  this  point  of  view,  it  may  be  enunci- 
ated thus: 

** While  a  railroad  company  Is  not  responsi- 
ble to  one  emplcyee  for  an  Injury  resulting  from 
the  mere  neffPgrence  or  IncompeteDce  of  a  co- 
employee  in  the  same  general  employment.  It 
Is  liable  In  such  case  where  the  company  has 
been  frullty  of  negligence  In  the  employment  of, 
or.  after  notice,  continuing  In  employment,  the 
negllfrent  or  Inoompetent  employee,  thereby 
conducing  to  the  Injury.'*  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
Collam   (1881)  73  Ind.  261,  88  Am.  Rep.  134. 

"Though  we  have  said,"  remarked  Alderson, 
B.,  in  a  leading  Englisb  case,  "that  a  master 
Is  not  In  general  responsible  to  one  servant  for 
an  Injury  occasioned  to  him  by  the  negligence 
of  a  fellow  servant  while  they  are  acting  In  one 
common  service,  yet  this  muat  be  taken  with 
the  qualification  that  the  master  shall  have 
taken  due  care  not  to  expose  his  servant  to 
unreasonable  risks.  The  servant,  when  he  en- 
gages to  run  the  risks  of  his  service.  Including 
those  arising  from  the  negligence  of  fellow 
servants,  has  a  right  to  understand  that  the 
master  has  taken  reasonable  care  to  protect 
him  from  such  risks  by  associating  him  only 
with  persons  of  ordinary  skill  and  care;  and 
the  object  of  the  plea  In  this  case  Is  to  show 
that  the  defendants  had  discharged  this  duty, 
the  omission  to  discharge  which  might  have 
made  them  responsible  to  the  deoeased.  The 
plea  therefore  appears  to  us  not  to  be  open  to 
the  objection  Insisted  on."  Hutchinson  v.  York, 
N.  ft  B.  R.  Co.  (1850)  6  Exch.  341,  10  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  8.  206,  14  Jur.  837. 

It  would  be  a  work  of  supererogation  to  at- 
tempt to  cite  all  the  cases  In  which  this  con- 
ception emerges.  The  following  will  suffice  out 
of  many  hundreds  that  might  be  mentioned : 
Morgan  v.  Vale  of  Neath  R.  Co.  (1864)  6  Best 
ft  S.  710,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  140.  35  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
23.  13  L.  T.  N.  8.  664,  14  Week.  Rep.  144; 
WIggett  V.  Fox  (1856)  11  Exch.  832,  2  Jur.  N. 
8.  055.  25  L,  J.  Exch.  N.  8.  188;  Tarrant  v. 
Webb  (1856)  18  C.  B.  707,  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8. 
261:  Bartonshill  Coal  Co.  v.  Reld  (1858)  3 
Macq.  H.  L.  Cas.  266,  4  Jur.  N.  8.  767 ;  8earle 
V.  Lindsay  (1861)  11  C.  B.  N.  8.  420,  31  L.  J. 
C.  P.  N.  8.  106,  8  Jur.  N.  8.  746,  5  L.  T.  N.  8. 
427.  10  Week.  Rep.  80;  Hall  v.  Johnson. 
8  Hurlst.  ft  C.  580,  34  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  8.  222, 
11  Jur.  N.  8.  180,  11  L.  T.  N.  8.  770,  13  Week. 
Rep.  411 :  Wilson  v.  Merry  (1868)  L.  R.  1  H. 
L.  8e.  App.  Cas.  826,  10  L.  T.  N.  8.  80 ;  Walker 
T.  Boiling  (1858)  22  Ala.  204  ;  Alabama  ft  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Waller  (1872)  48  Ala.  450;  Tyson  v. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


South  ft  North  Ala.  R.  Co.  (1878)  61  ADib 
554.  82  Am.  Rep.  8:  Mobile  ft  O.  R.  (M.  t. 
Thomas  (1868)  42  Ala.  672;  Hogan  v.  Central 
P.  R.  Co.  (1874)  40  Cal.  120;  Stephens  v.  Doe 
(1887)  73  Cal.  26,  14  Pac  378;  Congrave  T. 
Southern  P.  R.  Co.  (1801)  88  Cal.  860,  26  Pac. 
175 :  Keith  v.  Walker  Iron  ft  Coal  Co.  (1888) 
81  Oa.  40.  7  8.  E.  166 ;  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Swett  (1867)  45  111.  107,  02  Am.  Dee.  206; 
CThlcago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor  (1873)  6» 
III.  461,  18  Am.  Rep.  626 ;  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co. 
V.  Sullivan  (1872)  63  111.  203:  CoUioibus.  C.  ft 
I.  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Troescfa  (1878)  68  111.  545.  18 
Am.  Rep.  678 :  Toledo,  W.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  DQr> 
kin  (1875)  76  III.  805 :  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Rush  (1877)  84  111.  570 :  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co. 
V.  t^eefe  (1868)  47  111.  108;  United  States  Roll- 
ing Stock  Co.  V.  Wilder  (1886)  116  111.  100,  6 
N.  E.  02 ;  Thayer  v.  St.  Louis,  A.  ft  T.  H.  R.  Co. 
(1864)  22  Ind.  26,  85  Am.  Dec.  400;  Chicago 
ft  Q.  E.  R.  Co.  V.  Harney  (1867)  28  Ind.  28» 
02  Am.  Dec.  282 :  Ohio  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Collam 
(1881)  73  Ind.  261.  88  Am.  Rep.  134;  Lake 
Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Stupak  (1886)  108 
Ind.  1,  8  N.  E.  630 ;  Hubgh  v.  New  Orleans  ft 
C.  R.  Co.  (1851)  6  La.  Ann.  406,  54  Am.  Dec 
565;  Satterly  v.  Morgan  (1883)  36  La.  Ann. 
1166;  Poirler  v.  Carroll  (1883)  85  La.  Ann. 
600;  Beaulleu  v.  Portland  Co.  (1860)  48  Ma 
201 ;  Donnelly  v.  Booth  Bros,  ft  H.  I.  Granite 
Co.  (1807)  00  Me.  110,  87  Atl.  874 ;  Cayser  v. 
Taylor  (1857)  10  Gray,  274,  60  Am.  Dec.  317; 
Farwell  v.  Boston  ft  W.  R.  Corp.  (1842)  4 
Met.  40,  38  Am.  Dec.  880:  (^irran  v.  Mer- 
chants* Mfg.  Co.  (1881)  130  Mass.  374,  80 
Am.  Rep.  457 ;  New  Orleans.  J.  ft  G.  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Hughes  (1873)  40  Miss.  268;  Howd  v.  Miss- 
issippi C.  R.  Co.  (1874)  60  Miss.  178  (102)  ; 
McDermott  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  (1860)  30  Mo.  116; 
Harper  v.  Indianapolis  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1871) 
47  Mo.  667,  4  Am.  Rep.  858;  Nash  v.  Nashoa 
Iron  ft  Steel  Co.  (1882)  62  N.  H.  406;  Pitts- 
burg, B't.  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Devlnney  (1867> 
17  Ohio  St.  107;  Weger  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  (1867)  66  Pa.  460;  Walton  v.  Bryn  Mawr 
Hotel  Co.  (1804)  160  Pa.  8,  28  Atl.  488;  Boat- 
wrlght  V.  Northeastern  R.  Co.  (1886)  25  8.  C. 
128;  Nashville  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Elliott  (1860) 
1  Coldw.  611,  78  Am.  Dec.  606 ;  Knoxvllle  Iron 
Co.  V.  Dobson  (1881)  7  Lea,  367;  Dallas  t. 
Gulf,  C.  ft  8.  F.  R.  Co.  (1884)  61  Tex.  196; 
Balrd  V.  Dunn  (1805)  33  N.  B.  166;  Bossout 
V.  Rome,  W.  ft  O.  R.  Co.  (1800)  82  N.  T.  8.  R. 
884,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  602:  Pennsylvania  COb  v. 
Roney  (1883)  80  Ind.  453,  46  Am.  Rep.  17S. 

Any  charge  Is  erroneous  which  does  not  dis- 
tinguish clearly  between  the  liability  of  tlM 
defendant  by  reason  of  negligence  In  famishing 
proper  apparatus  or  In  the  employment  oi  com- 
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wheels  of  said  engine,  the  said  whed  passing 
•▼er  said  band,  mashing  and  mangling  his 
hand,  causing  plaintiff  great  pain  and  suf- 
fering, and  causing  him  to  lose  a  great  deal 
of  time,  and  rendering  it  necessary  to  have 
his  hand  amputated  above  the-  wrist  joint,  to 
his  damage  in  the  sum  of  $26,000;  that  the 
defendant  railway  company  negligently  and 
carelessly  employed  and  retained  in  their  em- 
ploy, and  required  and  permitted  to  work 
about  and  handle  the  engine  aforesaid,  as 
hostler,  the  said  Grant  Sheldon,  well  know- 
ing, or  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  care 
might  have  known,  that  he  was  ignorant, 
reckless,  unskilful,  and  incompetent  to  per- 
form the  duties  of  such  hostler,  and  to  han- 
dle said  engine,  and  that  by  reason  of  the 
earelessness  and  negligence  of  the  said  de- 
fendant railway  company  in  employing  and 
retaining  in  their  employ  and  permitting  to 


handle  said  engine  the  said  Grant  Sheldon, 
and  by  reason  of  the  ignorance,  recklessness, 
unskilfulness,  and  incompetency  of  the  said 
Grant  Sheldon,  the  plaintiff  was  recklessly 
run  upon  by  said  engine,  and  thrown  down 
and  injured  and  damaged  as  aforesaid."  The 
second  count  of  the  petition  is  the  same  as 
the  first,  except  that,  after  alleging  the  char- 
acter of  the  company,  and  that  it  had  the 
roundhouse,  turntable,  etc.,  at  Monett,  it  is 
further  averred,  "And  that  defendants,  J.- 
W.  Reinhart,  John  J.  McCook,  and  Joseph 
C.  Wilson,  are  the  duly  appointed  and  quali- 
fied receivers  of  said  railroad  as  aforesaid, 
in  possession  thereof,  and  operating  same  as 
aforesaid,"  and  except,  further,  that  it  is 
charged  that  the  engine  was  in  a  defective 
and  dangerous  condition.  The  answer  of  the 
company  admitted  the  appointment  of  the 
receivers,  denied  the  allegations  of  the  peti- 


petent  coserTants,  and  his  nonliability  for  a 
want  of  proper  care  on  the  part  of  the  fellow 
servant  at  the  time  of  the  acccldent.  Houston 
ft  T.  C.  R.  Co.  T.  Willie  (1880)  58  Tex.  818. 

One  necessary  corollary  from  this  mle  Is 
that  a  complaint  which  on  its  face  shows  that 
the  injury  in  salt  was  caused  by  the  act  of  a 
fellow  servant  Is  Insofflclent,  unless  It  avers 
negligence  In  respect  to  the  selection  or  reten- 
tion of  that  servant.  Indiana.  B.  ft  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Dalley  (1886)  110  Ind.  75,  10  N.  B.  631; 
Lawler  v.  Androscoggin  R.  Co.  (1873)  62  Me. 
46.^  16  Am.  Rep.  492;  Collier  v.  Stelnhart 
(1875)  51  Cal.  119;  Boyce  v.  FItspatrick 
(1881)  80  Ind.  527;  Bogard  v.  Louisville.  E.  ft 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1884)  100  Ind.  491 ;  Lake  Shore 
ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Stupak  (1886)  108  Ind.  1.  8 
N.  E.  630 :  Albro  v.  Agawam  Canal  Co.  (18.50) 
6  Cnsh.  75;  Dow  v.  Kansas  P.  R.  Co.  (1871) 
8  Kan.  642 ;  Pllklnton  v.  Gnlf,  C.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
(1888)  70  Tex.  226,  7  g.  W.  805;  KIndel  v. 
Hall  (1806)  8  O>lo.  App.  63.  44  Pac.  781 ;  Mc- 
Dermott  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  (1860)  80  Mo.  115 ; 
Sooth  west  Improv.  Co.  v.  Andrew  (1889)  86 
Ya.  270,  9  S.  B.  1015,  and  the  oases  cited  above 
In  this  section. 

After  a  trial  on  the  merits.  It  Is  too  late  for 
the  defendant  to  object  that  the  question 
whether  it  had  placed  a  competent  man  In 
charge  of  the  work  was  not  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings. Such  a  case  comes  onder  the  rale  that, 
where  pleadings  would  have  been  amendable  of 
coarse  In  the  court  below,  the  amendment  will 
be  considered  as  having  been  made.  Tralnor 
V.  Philadelphia  ft  R.  R.  Co.  (1800)  187  Pa.  149, 
20  Atl.  632. 

In  Sommersell  v.  Fish  (1875)  117  Mass.  812. 
an  action  for  personal  Injuries  caused  by  the 
fail  of  a  derrick,  which  was  being  raised  under 
the  direction  of  the  defendant's  foreman,  the 
declaraUon  alleged  that  the  defendant  negli- 
gently raised  the  derrick;  and  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  stated  in  his  opening  that  he  made  no 
question  of  the  foreman's  competency.  No  evi- 
dence was  put  into  the  case  tending  to  show 
that  the  foreman  was  Incompetent,  except  such 
Inferences  as  might  be  drawn  from  the  manner 
tn  which  he  directed  the  raising  of  the  derrick ; 
and  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  want  of  care 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  In  employing  the 
foreman.  Held,  that  plalntHTs  counsel  was 
rightly  prevented  from  arguing  at  the  trial  that 
ttt  foreman  was  Incompetent,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant  knew  his  Incompetency,  or  with  due 
care  might  have  known  It,  and  that  the  Injury 
in  solt  resulted  from  that  Incompetency. 

In  Kersey  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  ft  C.  B.  R. 
Co.  (1888)  70  Mo.  862,  It  was  held  that  the  in- 
48  L.  R.  A« 


competence  of  aifother  empfoyee  Is  Immatprlal 
If  his  Incompetence  or  negligence  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  Injary. 

A  petition  alleging  that  the  employment  of  a 
fellow  servant  was  careless  and  negligent,  and 
(hat  in  consequence  thereof  an  lncomp(»tent 
servant  was  taken  Into  the  company's  service, 
who  caused  the  Injury  by  his  Incompetency.  Is 
a  sufBclent  allegation  of  the  negligence  of  em- 
ployment. Galveston  Rope  ft  Twine  Co.  v. 
Rurkett  (1898)  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  308.  21  S.  W. 
958. 

A  complaint  Is  suiRdent,  charging  death  of 
the  baggage  master  through  the  act  of  the  con* 
ductor,  alleging  that  he  was  not  a  careful,  skil- 
ful, and  attentive  conductor  for  a  passenger 
train,  which  was  known  to  defendant,  and  that 
the  death  of  plaintiff's  Intestate  was  caused  by 
such  conductor's  negligence.  Kerlln  v.  Ch'cago, 
P.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1802)  50  Fed.  Rep.  185. 

Another  necessary  corollary  from  the  mle 
above  stated  Is  that  It  Is  error  to  take  the  case 
from  the  Jury  where  there  Is  evidence  that 
there  was  negligence  In  the  selection  or  reten- 
tion of  the  coservant.  whose  act  caused  the  in- 
Jury.  Brickner  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (1870) 
2  Lans.  506. 

A  statement  of  plalntlflTs  counsel.  In  an  ac- 
tion by  an  employee,  showing  that  the  Injuries 
complained  of  were  occasioned  by  a  coemployee, 
la  not  sufllclent  to  show  that  there  Is  no  cause 
of  action.  It  must  also  appear  by  the  affirma^ 
tlve  testimony  of  the  employer  that  the  latter 
was  a  competent  person  for  the  position  he 
occupied,  or  that  necessary  appliances  were 
furnished  by  the  employer.  Haley  v.  Western 
Transit  Co.   (1890)  76  Wis.  844.  45  N.  W.  16. 

Another  corollary  to  the  above  rule  Is  that 
the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  an  unqualified 
Instruction  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  If 
he  was  Injured  by  his  own  carelessness  or  that 
of  his  fellow  servants.  International  ft  O.  N. 
R.  Co.  V.  Cook  (1897)  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  886. 
41  S.  W.  665. 

In  many  of  these  cases.  In  which  the  exist- 
ence of  the  duty  Is  In  a  sense  a  factor.  It  Is  of 
no  practical  Importance,  as  the  Investigation 
centers  Itself  upon  the  single  question  whether 
the  delinquent  servant  was  or  was  not  one  of 
those  for  whose  negligence  the  master  must  an- 
swer. Cases  of  this  class  will  not  be  particu- 
larly considered  here. 

c.  Standard  of  care  ohliffatory  upon  the  nuuUr 
in  regard  to  the  eelection  of  hie  servants. 

As  In  the  case  of  the  other  agencies  of  the 
master's  business,  the  question  whether  he  has 
performed  his  duty  with  respect  to  the  employ- 
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tion,  and  pleaded  contributory  n^ligenoe  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  The  receivers 
adopted  the  answer  of  the  company,  and  then 
pleaded  that  no  permission  to  sue  them  had 
been  applied  for  or  granted  by  the  United 
States  circuit  court  for  the  eastern  district 
of  Missouri,  or  any  court  haying  jurisdic- 
tion of  their  receivership. 

The  facts  developed  on  the  trial  were,  sub- 
stantially, that  about  6:40  p.  ic.  on  the  20th 
of  October,  1893,  the  plaintiff,  while  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  company  as  a  locomotive  fireman, 
went  to  his  engine,  which  was  standing  on 
what  is  called  Uie  ''coal-chute  track,"  at  Mo- 
nett,  Missouri,  to  prepare  to  go  out  on  his 
run.  He  lit  the  lamps  on  the  engine,  and, 
finding  that  the  engine  did  not  have  enough 
coal,  he  left  the  engine,  and  went  to  the 
roundhouse,  which  was  40  or  50  feet  distant, 
and  asked  for  more  coal.    Then  he  returned 


to  the  engine,  opened  the  valve  that  lets  oil 
into  the  lubricator,  opened  the  cylinder 
cocks,  and  then  stooped  down  within  4  or  5 
feet  of  the  cylinder  cocks,  with  his  hands  on 
his  knees,  and  with  his  head  and  shoulders 
under  the  main  rod,  which  connects  the  drive 
wheels  of  the  engine,  and  whidi  communi- 
cates the  power  to  tiie  wheels,  to  examine 
the  ash  pan  under  the  engine.  While  he  was 
in  the  position  described,  the  engine  started 
forward.  No  bell  was  wrung  or  idiistle 
sounded.  The  main  rod  struck  him  on  the 
head,  and  he  lost  his  balance,  and,  to  save 
himself  from  falling,  he  threw  out  his  left 
hand  upon  the  trade  rail,  and  one  of  the 
drive  wheels  ran  over  it,  injuring  it  so  that 
amputation  became  necessary.  After  his 
hand  was  run  over,  he  raised  up,  and,  aa  the 
gangway  of  the  engine  passed  him,  he  saw  a 
man  getting  off  of  the  engine  on  the  oppo- 


ment  of  servants  Is  sometime^  considered  with 
reference  to  the  general  standard  furnished  by 
the  supposed  conduct  of  a  man  of  average  pru- 
dence and  Intelligence  under  the  circumstances, 
and  sometimes  with  reference  to  the  actual 
Quallflcatlons  of  the  servant  hired. 

The  former  standpoint  Is  apparent  In  the 
doctrine  that  an  employer  Is  In  no  case  held 
to  an  undertaking  to  select  absolutely  compe- 
tent and  careful  servants.  The  rule  requires 
of  him  no  more  than  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care  In  either  case, — such  care  only  as  men  of 
reasonable  and  ordinary  prudence  exercise; 
and  that  when  he  has  done  this  he  cannot 
be  held  responsible  for  Injuries  which  result 
from  the  Incompetency  of  the  servants  so  se- 
lected. Holland  v.  Tennessee  Coal,  I.  it  R.  Co. 
(1800)  91  Ala.  444.  12  L.  R.  A.  232.  8  So.  624. 

"The  extent  of  the  undertaking  Is  that  the 
company  will  exercise  reasonable  care  In  the 
selection  of  an  employee,  and.  If  bis  Incompe- 
tency Is  discovered.  It  will  dismiss  him  from  Its 
service."  Columbus,  C.  &  I.  Cent.  R.  Co.  v. 
Troesch  (1878)  68  III.  545,  18  Am.  Rep.  678. 

The  phrase  "reasonable  care"  also  occurs  In 
Wright  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (1858)  28  Barb. 
80;  Chicago  &  Q.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Harney  (1867) 
28  Ind.  28,  82  Am.  Dec.  282;  Rogers  v.  Lud- 
low Mfg.  Co.  (1887)  144  Mass.  198,  69  Am. 
Rep.  68,  11  N.  E.  77. 

"The  duty  of  a  railway  corporation  Is  to 
exercise  due,  that  Is  ordinary,  care.  In  the  se- 
lection and  employment  of  its  servants  and 
agents,  having  respect  to  their  particular  du- 
ties and  responsibilities,  and  the  consequences 
that  may  result  from  their  want  of  competence, 
skill,  or  care  in  the  performance  of  their  du- 
ties." Baulec  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  (1874) 
69  N.  Y.  856,  17  Am.  Rep.  325. 

The  following  phrases  are  quoted  as  being 
synonymous  with   "reasonable  care:" 

"Reasonable  care,  prudence,  and  discretion." 
Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Nuckols  (1895)  91  Va. 
193,  21  S.  E.  842. 

"Ordinary  care."  Llndvall  v.  Woods  (1891) 
44  Fed.  Rep.  855 ;  Sw  parte  Johnson  (1883)  19 
B.  C.  492. 

In'  Wabash  R.  Co.  v.  McDanlels  (1882)  107 
U.  B.  454,  27  L.  ed.  605.  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  932. 
the  court  said  that  "ordinary  care  In  [regard 
to]  the  selection  and  retention  of  servants  and 
agents  Implies  that  degree  of  diligence  and  pre- 
caution which  the  exigencies  of  the  particular 
service  reasonably  require,"  and  approved  a 
charge  containing  the  words  "proper  and  great 
care,"  and  declined  to  accept  the  suggestion  of 
defendant's  counsel  that  "ordinary  care  In  the 
employment  and  retention  o/  railroad  em- 
ployees means  only  that  degree  of  diligence 
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which  Is  customary,  or  Is  sanctioned  by  the 
general  practice  or  usage  which  obtains  among 
those  Intrusted  with  the  management  and  con- 
trol of  railroad  property  and  railroad  em- 
ployees." 

In  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Collam  (1881)  78 
Ind.  261,  88  Am.  Rep.  184.  the  two  adjectives, 
"reasonable"  and  "ordinary,"  are  coupled  to- 
gether. 

In  Alabama  ft  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Waller   (1872) 

48  Ala.  459,  it  was  said  the  master  is  bound  to 
use  "due  or  reasonable"  care  and  diligence 
the  exercise  of  "ordinary"  care  and  diligence 
not  being  sufficient  to  absolve  him  from  liabil- 
ity. But  the  ruling  suggests  a  distinction 
which  does  not  seem  to  be  warranted  by  the 
authorities. 

In  Slser  v.  Syracuse,  B.  ft  N.  Y.  R.  Co. 
(1872)  7  Lans.  67,  the  expression  was  used,  but 
this  was  outer,  and  Is  in  any  case  too  strong, 
as  the  above  authorities  show. 

The  latter  is  observable  in  the  statements 
that  the  master  is  bound  to  provide  servants 
that  are  "fit  and  competent."  Ardesco  Oil  CO. 
V.  Gilson  (1869)  63  Pa.  146. 

"Efficient."  Norfolk  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ampey 
(1896)  93  Va.  108.  25  S.  B.  226  (not  error  to 
substitute  this  word  for  "competent"  In  an  in- 
struction). 

"Of  competent  skill  and  prudence."  Wonder 
V.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  (1870)  32  Md.  411,  8 
Am.  Rep.  148. 

But  not  "absolutely  competent  and  careful 
servants."  Holland  v.  Tennessee  Coal.  I.  ft  B. 
Co.  (1800)  91  Ala.  444.  12  L.  R.  A.  282,  8  Bo. 
624. 

A  blending  of  the  two  produces  the  more 
complete  formula  that  a  master  is  bound  to 
exercise  reasonable  or  ordinary  care  in  the  se- 
lection and  retention  of  sufficient  and  compe- 
tent servants.  Matthews  v.  Bull  (1897 ;  Cal.) 
47  Pac.  773.  Compare  Rogers  v.  Ludlow  Mfg. 
Co.  (1887)  144  Masa  198,  69  Am.  Rep.  68.  11 
N.  E.  77;  Tonnesen  v.  Ross  (1890)  68  Hun* 
416,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  160;  Thompson  v.  Rom 
(1890)  58  Hun,  608,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  161  (sama 
facts)  ;  Laning  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.   (1872) 

49  N.  Y.  621,  10  Am.  Rep.  417 ;  Brown  v.  Tha 
D.  S.  Cage  (1872)  1  Woods,  401,  Fed.  Caa  No. 
2,002. 

In  Instructing  a  jury  this  extended  stata- 
ment  should,  it  seems,  always  be  used ;  for  oth- 
erwise the  jury  miglit  be  led  to  suppose  that 
tbe  master  was  an  insurer  of  the  servant's  oona- 
petency.  Lewis  v.  Emery  (1896)  108  Mich. 
641,  66  N.  W.  669  (condemning  the  charge  that 
"the  law  Imposes  upon  every  man  that  runs  a 
sawmill  the  duty  to  employ  reasonably  skilfal 
employees")  ;    Gulf,    C.    ft    B.    F.    R.    Oo.     V. 
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site  Bide,  and  called  to  him  for  assistance, 
but  the  man  paid  no  attention  to  him.  He 
says  that  he  knew  the  man's  face,  having 
seen  him  around  the  roundhouse,  but  did  not 
then  know  his  name;  that  the  man  was 
Grant  Sheldon.  The  track  on  which  the  en- 
gine was  standing  had  a  slight  grade 
towards  the  west,  and  the  engine  was  a  me- 
dium quidc  starter;  that  is,  if  "everything 
was  tight,"  with  the  lubricator  turned,  and 
the  cylinder  cocks  open,  the  engine  would 
start  without  any  steam  being  turned  on, 
when  on  a  grade  of  this  character.  The 
plaintiff  testified  that,  if  the  steam  is  turned 
on.  it  would  necessarily  escape  from  the  cyl- 
inder cocks,  and  that  no  steam  escaped  from 
this  engine.  Grant  Sheldon  was  employed 
as  a  wiper  or  fire  puller  in  the  roundhouse, 
and  prior  to  the  accident  Jiad  never  been  em- 
ployed as  a  hostler.    The  employees  at  the 


roundhouse  rank — ^First,  foreman,  who  in 
this  case  was  J.  R.  Randall;  second,  head 
hostler,  who  was  Peter  Stringer;  third,  sec- 
ond hostler;  fourth,  third  hostler;  and  fifths 
wipers  or  fire  pullers,  whose  duties  are  to 
perform  manual  labor  cleaning  engines,  and 
who  are  expressly  prohibited  by  the  rules  of 
the  company  from  moving  an  engine,  either 
in  or  outside  of  the  roimdhouse,  except  in  the 
immediate  presence  of  a  hostler.  Sheldon, 
although  not  a  hostler,  had,  before  the  acci- 
dent, moved  an  engine  in  the  yard,  without 
the  presence  of  a  hostler.  As  to  Sheldon's 
competency,  the  testimony  is  as  follows: 
Charles  Andrews  said  he  had  heard  com- 

Elaints  among  the  boys  about  the  way  he 
andled  engines,  and  that  the  boys  were 
afraid  to  haul  fire  under  him;  that  he  had 
complained  to  Stringer  about  him,  but  could 
not  say  whether  it  was  before  the  accident 


Schwabbe  (1892)  1  Tex.  C\r.  App.  573,  21  S. 
W.  706.  disapproving  the  statement  that  a  rail- 
way company  Is  bound  to  "furnish  competent 
and  qualified  men  to  handle  its  engines  and 
tralna" 

d.  What  con»Uiuie$  oh  ineompetent  servant. 

Incompetency  connotes  the  converse  of  relia- 
bility In  all  that  is  essential  to  make  up  a  rea- 
sonably safe  person,  considering  the  nature  of 
the  work  and  the  general  safety  of  those  who 
are  required  to  associate  with  sach  person  In 
the  general  employment.  Maltland  v.  Gilbert 
Paper  Co.  (1897)  9t  Wis.  476,  72  N.  W.  1124. 
remarking  that  a  person  may  be  competent  to 
do  the  particular  acts  required  of  a  fireman,  y*t 
be  so  careless  In  respect  to  obeying  the  rules 
that  prohibit  him  from  interfering  with  appli- 
ances not  connected  with  his  work  as  to  render 
him  an  exceedingly  dangerons  and  Incompetent 
person  to  be  associated  with. 

The  servant  should  be  discharged  for  the 
same  measure  of  negligence  which  would  have 
onfltted  him  for  the  original  employment. 
Harper  v.  Indianapolis  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (I860) 
44  Mo.  488,  holding  erroneons  an  instruction 
that,  if  the  servant  employed  by  the  defendant 
was  competent  at  the  time  of  the  original  em- 
ployment, then  defendant  would  not  be  liable 
for  his  negligent  acts,  unless  his  subsequent 
negligence  was  known  to  his  employer,  and 
was  also  gross  in  its  character. 

The  fact  that  a  steamboat  eugineer  is  li- 
censed is  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  competency, 
but  does  not  justify  his  retention  after  his  mas- 
ter becomes  aware  that  by  his  habitual  care- 
lessness and  recklessness  he  is  endangering  the 
lives  of  the  other  employees  on  board.  Walker 
V.  Boiling  (1858)  22  Ala.  294.  , 

Whether  a  servant  is  competent  is  primarily 
a  question  for  the  jury.  Devine  v.  Tarry  town 
4  I.  Union  Gaslight  Co.  (1880)  22  Hun,  26. 

The  most  obvious  kind  of  unfitness  is  that 
which  arises  from  the  absolute  Incapacity  to 
perform  the  duties  required,  whether  it  be  that 
his  physical  powers  are  reduced  by  some  bod- 
ily defect  below  the  standard  usually  found  in 
persons  of  his  sge. 

The  incapacity  of  a  yardmaster  charged 
with  the  dnty  of  having  cars  needing  repairs 
nm  in  upon  repair  tracks  to  discharge  such 
duty  in  person,  may  be  inferred  from  the  fact 
that  he  had  only  one  arm.  Louisville  ft  N.  R. 
Co.  T.  Davis  (1890)  91  Ala.  487.  8  So.  552. 

The  fact  that  a  person  is  nearsighted  does 
not  necessarily  render  him  incompetent  to  be 
engineer  of  a  locomotive,  if  he  can  see  with 
glasses,  and  uses  them.  Texas  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Harrington  (1884)  62  Tex.  697. 


It  is  not  negligence  to  employ,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  testing  a  boiler  for  broken  stay  bolts, 
an  inspector  who  is  partly  deaf  In  one  ear,  but 
whose  hearing  Is  good  enough  to  determine 
whether  a  bolt  struck  with  a  hammer  is  sound 
or  broken.  CThlaago  ft  A.  R.  Co.  t.  Du  Boia 
(1895)  65  111.  App.  142. 

Another  obvious  kind  of  unfitness  Is  that  the 
employee  is  too  old.  Harvey  v.  New  York  C. 
ft  II.  R.  R.  Co.  (1882)  88  N.  Y.  481,  where  the 
court  remarked  upon  the  fact  of  a  switchmtm's 
being  only  fifty-six  years  old  as  one  which  was 
favorable  to  the  master. 

Where  the  incompetency  relied  upon  it  the 
old  age  and  defective  vision  of  an  engineer,  and 
hid  Ignorance  of  the  road,  it  is  error  to  admit 
evidence  going  to  show  that,  after  the  accident 
complained  of  hsd  occurred,  he  ran  his  train  a 
distance  of  several  miles  without  a  brakeman, 
and  ditched  his  engine.  Such  evidence  may 
show  negligence  after  the  accident,  but  Is  not 
proof  of  the  alleged  defects.  Ransier  v.  Minne- 
apolis ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1883)  80  Minn.  215.  14 
N.  W.  883. 

An  employee  who  is  too  young  to  be  In- 
trusted with  the  work  may  be  for  that  reasoh 
unfit. 

See  infra,  II.,  e. 

There  may  also  be  unfitness  In  the  fact  that 
the  employee  has  not  received  a  sufiiclent  gen- 
eral education.  Mobile  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Thomas 
(1868)  42  Ala.  672  (switchman  incompetent 
who  cannot  read  the  timetable  of  the  train)  ; 
Taylor  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (1873)  46  CaJ. 
323  (same  points. 

Or  has  not  had  adequate  training  and  experi- 
ence in  the  work  to  be  done.     See  infra,  II.,  f. 

Or  has  contracted  vicious  habits  which 
diminish  his  physical  and  mental  efficiency  and 
render  him  less  trustworthy,  the  most  common 
kind  of  incompetency  under  this  head  being 
that  caused'  by  Intemperance.  Michigan  C.  R. 
Co.  T.  Gilbert  (1881)  46  Mich.  176,  9  N.  W. 
243 ;  Campbell  ft  Z.  Co.  v.  Roedlger  (1894)  78 
Md.  601.  28  Atl.  901:  Gllman  v.  Eastern  R. 
Corp.  (1806)  10  Allen,  233,  87  Am.  Dec.  685; 
Brlckner  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  (1870)  2 
Lans.  516 ;  Huntingdon  ft  B.  T.  R.  ft  Coal  Co. 
V.  Decker  (1877)  84  Pa.  419;  Kean  v.  Detroit 
Copper  ft  nrass  Rolling  Mills  (1887)  66  Mich. 
277,  38  N.  W.  395 ;  Nellon  v.  Kansas  City,  St. 
J.  ft  C.  B.  R.  Co.  (1885)  85  Mo.  599 :  Maxwell 
V.  Hannibal  ft  St.  J.  R.  Co.  (1884)  85  Mo.  95; 
Williams  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  (1891)  109  Mo. 
475,  18  S.  W.  1098 ;  Laning  v.  New  York  C.  R. 
Co.  (1872)  49  N.  Y.  521,  10  Am.  Rep.  417. 

Intemperate  habits  may  be  proved  under  an 
allegation  of  injuries  caused  by  the  unskilful 
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to  the  plaintiff.  David  LofUn  ieBlitled  that 
lie  had  heard  the  fire  pullers  complain,  in 
the  preaenoe  of  Stringer,  that  Sheldon  wae 
not  competent  to  handle  an  engine,  but  could 
not  say  that  this  was  before  the  accident, 
ifames  FT.  Coyle  testified  that  one  night  Shel- 
don backed  an  engine  into  another  engine, 
and  broke  the  brake  beam  out  of  it,  and 
knocked  the  fellow  over  that  was  underneath 
it;  that  this  occurred  a  week  or  two  before 
the  accident  to  the  plaintiff;  that  he  oom- 

Elained  to  Stringer  about  Sheldon,  because 
e  would  stop  an  engine,  and  then  the  en- 
ffine  would  start  up  and  roll  away;  that  he 
heard  Charlie  Stringer  complain  to  Peter 
Stringer  about  Sheldon,  and  Peter  told  him 
to  block  the  engine  good  before  he  went  un- 
der it,  and  told  Coyle  to  do  likewise ;  that  he 
could  not  say  exactly  whether  this  was  be- 
fore or  after  the  plaintiff  got  hurt.    The 


plaintiff's  counsel  asked  the  witnesi  Charlea 
Andrews  the  following  question: 

*'Q.  What  was  Mr.  Stringer's  habits 
there  in  regard  to  being  temperate  or  intem- 
perate when  at  work?" 

The  defendant  objected,  the  court  over- 
ruled the  objection,  and  the  defendant  duly 
excepted.    The  wiUiess  answered: 

'^A,  I  have  seen  him  drinking — what  I 
would  call  somewhat  intoxicated." 

Again,  the  witness  David  Lofton  was 
asked: 

"Q.  You  may  tell  how  Mr.  Stringer  was 
regarded  there  as  to  being  a  safe  and  compe- 
tent man  to  handle  an  engine  prior  to  tha 
time  of  this  injury." 

The  defendant  again  objected,  the  court 
overruled  the  objection,  the  defendant  saved 
its   exception,   and   the   witness   answered: 


act  of  a  coservant.     Lyons  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  (1886)  89  Hun,  885. 

Or  under  a  general  allegation  of  negligence. 
HnntlnRdon  ft  B.  T.  R.  ft  Coal  Co.  v.  Decker 
(1877)  84  Pa.  419 :  Hobson  v.  New  Mexico  ft 

A.  R.  Co.  (1886 :  Arls.)  11  Pac.  546. 

The  question  whether  the  delinquent  serv- 
ant was  bright  and  Intelligent  Is  too  general  to 
be  admissible  In  relation  to  the  issue  of  his 
unfitness  to  act  as  helper  of  a  car  repairer. 
The  witnesses  should  be  Interrogated  with  a 
view  to  showing  what  his  duties  were,  and  what 
was  his  capacity,  as  Inferred  by  the  witnesses 
from  seeing  him  perform  the  same  kind  of  du- 
ties. Latremoullle  v.  Bennington  ft  R.  R.  Co. 
(1891)  63  Vt.  386.  22  Atl.  656. 

But  it  Is  also  laid  down  that  "Incompetency 
exists,  not  alone  In  physical  or  mental  attrlb- 
ntea  but  in  the  disposition  with  which  a  serv- 
ant performs  his  duties;  .  .  .  and  that, 
although  he  may  be  physically  and  mentally 
able  to  do  all  that  Is  required  of  him,  his  dis- 
position toward  his  work,  and  toward  the  gen- 
eral safety  of  the  work  of  his  employer,  and  to 
his  fellow  servanta  makes  him  an  Incompetent 
man/*  as  where  he  habitually  neglects  his  du- 
ties. Copplns  V.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
(1890)  122  N.  T.  557.  25  N.  B.  915,  Affirming 
(1888)  48  Hun,  292:  Cameron  y.  New  York 
C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1895%  145  N.  Y.  400.  40  N. 

B.  1;    Smith   v.    B.    W.    Backus   Lumber   Co. 
(1896)  64  Minn.  447,  67  N.  W.  858. 

See  also  infra,  II.,  g. 

It  has  been  held  that  negligence  of  a  railroad 
company  In  retaining  a  brakeman  In  its  employ 
is  not  to  be  Inferred  where  the  only  evidence 
on  the  point  Is  that  he  was  slow  and  lasy.  and 
that  the  company  knew  thla  but  the  same  wit- 
ness testifies  that  he  was  always  careful  about 
his  work  (Corson  v.  Maine  C.  R.  0>.  (1884)  76 
Me.  244)  ;  but  thisrulingseemscontrary  to  prin- 
ciple and  authority,  if  It  is  meant  to  be  taken 
as  expressive  of  a  general  principle.  There 
are  many  kinds  of  work  In  which  the  safety  of 
other  servants  would  be  constantly  Imperiled 
by  a  want  of  alertness  and  activity. 

The  question  whether  the  delinquent  serv- 
ant was  competent  for  the  duties  he  was  per- 
forming when  the  accident  occurred  must  be  de- 
termined with  reference  to  that  time,  and  not 
to  the  time  when  he  first  assumed  the  duties. 
Harvey  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1882) 
88  N.  Y.  481,  denying  the  unfitness  of  the  S'  rv- 
ant  to  act  as  switchman  where  for  three 
months  previous  to  the  Injury  he  had  had  ex- 
clusive control  of  the  switches  for  twelve  hours 
every  day,  and,  so  far  as  the  evidence  dlsclosea 
he  had  performed  this  duty  to  the  satisfaction 
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of  the  company,  and  without  fault  or  neglect 
on  his  part. 

Evidence  that  the  delinquent  servant  was  not 
competent  to  take  charge  of  an  engine  five 
years  before  the  accident  la  irrelevant.  Bast 
Tennessee.  V.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  McKeney  (1886; 
Tenn.)  1  S.  W.  500. 

A  verdict  for  the  plalntlflT  should  be  set  aside 
where  the  only  evidence  that  the  delinquent 
servant  was  addicted  to  Intemperate  habits  re- 
ferred to  a  period  four  years  previous  to  the 
accident.  Zumwalt  v.  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co. 
(1889)  85  Mo.  App.  661. 

But  evidence  tending  to  show  the  servant's 
accustomed  disobedience  to  orders  and  habitual 
drunkenness,  and  his  reputation  for  unfitness, 
is  competent,  though  It  relates  to  a  time  two 
years  before  the  accident.  Hnntlngdon  ft  B.  T. 
Mountain  R.  ft  Coal  Co.  v.  Decker  (1876)  82 
Pa.  119. 

e.  Plaintiff's  recovery  dependent  upon  proof 
of  maeter'e  actual  or  conatruotive  knowledge 
of  ooeervant'a  unfltneee. 

As  was  Indicated  In  the  general  statement  of 
principle  in  the  first  section  of  the  present 
chapter,  the  liability  of  the  master  for  Inju- 
ries caused  by  the  unfitness  of  a  servant  la 
limited  by  a  doctrine  analogous  to  that  which 
prevails  with  respect  to  other  agencies,  the  doc- 
trine: namely,  that  actionable  negligence  la 
predicated  only  of  cases  In  which  the  master 
either  hired  the  delinquent  servant  with  a 
knowledge  of  his  unfitness  or  retained  him  In 
the  service  after  notice  of  such  unfitness.  The 
language  used  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  Is  that  the  plaintiff  must  show, 
not  only  the  Incompetency,  but  that  "the  de- 
fendant failed  to  exercise  proper  care  and  dili- 
gence to  ascertain  his  qualifications  and  com- 
petency prior  to  his  appointment,  or  failed  to 
remove  him  after  his  incompetency  had  come  to 
the  notice  of  some  agent  or  officer  of  defendant 
having  the  power  to  remove  the  servant.  Wa* 
baFh  R.  Co.  v.  McDaniels  (1882)  107  U.  B.  454 
27  L.  ed.  605.  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  932. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances  a  master  is  al- 
lowed a  reasonable  time  to  discharge  the  serv- 
ant after  his  Inefficiency  has  become  known. 
Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Stupak  (1889) 
123  Ind.  210,  23  N.  E.  246  (finding  that  de- 
fendant knew  of  servant^s  careless  habits  the 
day  before  the  accident  does  not  warrant  en- 
try of  Judgment  that  master's  retention  of  him 
was  negligent). 

This  ruling  was  made  the  basis  of  a  later 
decision,  that  a  special  verdict.  Including  a 
finding  that  the  master  knew  of  the  servahf  s 
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'There  wa9  a  good  deal  of  complaint  against 
tim." 

The  testimony  shows  that  Randall,  the 
foremau,  alone  had  power  to  employ  and  dis- 
charge men,  and  that  the  head  hostler  had 
no  such  power,  and  that,  in  case  anything 
went  wrong.  Stringer  had  no  power  to  act, 
but  had  to  send  for  Randall,  who  was  alone 
authorized  to  act  for  the  company  at  the 
roundhouse.  Grant  Sheldon  testified  that 
prior  to  the  accident  he  was  a  wiper,  and 
that  he  never  had  moved  an  en^^ne,  as  he 
knew  the  rules  of  the  company  forbade  his 
doing  so;  that  when  the  plaintiff  called  for 
ooal  he  was  15  or  20  feet  outside  of  the 
roundhouse,  and  shortly  afterwards  be  saw 
the  engine  start  west  towards  the  coal  chute ; 
that  he  supposed  there  was  a  hostler  on  the 
engine,  and  he  ran  to  help  get  the  coal,  and 
when  he  stepped  on  the  step  he  saw  there 


was  nobody  in  the  cab;  that  he  heard  some- 
body halloo,  and  he  got  upon  the  engine, 
and  stopped  it;  that  he  did  not  start  the  en- 
gine, and  was  not  on  it  when  plaintiff  was 
hurt.  Peter  Stringer,  the  head  hostler,  tes- 
tified that  Sheldon  was  a  wiper  or  fire  puller, 
and  that  the  rules  of  the  company  positively 
prohibited  a  wiper  or  fire  puller  to  move  an 
engine  under  any  circumstances,  and  that  he 
never  heard  of  Sheldon  moving  an  engine 
until  after  plaintiff  was  injured,  and  that  he 
(Stringer)  had  no  power  to  employ  or  dis- 
charge men,  but  was  simply  the  head  hos- 
tler at  night,  and  eot  his  orders  from  Ran- 
dall. J.  F.  Randall  testified  that  he  was 
the  foreman,  and  alone  had  power  to  employ 
and  discharge  men;  that  Sheldon  was  em- 
ployed as  a  wiper,  and  was  prohibited  by  the 
rules  of  the  company  to  move  an  engine  un- 
der any  circumstances.    At  the  close  of  the 


mifltneBs  before  the  accident,  but  not  statlog 
how  looir  before  the  accident  that  knowledge 
was  acquired,  does  not  warrant  the  entry  of  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  LoulBTllle,  N.  A. 
4  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Breedlove  (1894)  10  Ind.  App. 
eST.  88  N.  B.  357. 

On  the  one  hand,  therefore,  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  will  always  be  upheld  where  there  Is 
adequate  proof  that  the  master  knew  of  the 
delinquent  servant's  Incompetency  before  the 
time  when  the  accident  happened.  Walker  v. 
Boiling  (1853)  22  Ala.  294 :  Illinois  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Jewell  (1867)  46  III.  99,  92  Am.  Dec.  240; 
Chicago  ft  O.  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Harney  (1867)  28 
Ind.  28,  92  Am.  Dec.  282 ;  Nordyke  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Van  Bant  (1884)  99  Ind.  188;  Cincinnati,  H. 
4  I.  R.  Co.  T.  Madden  (1892)  184  Ind.  462,  34 
N.  B.  227:  Kansas  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Salmon  (187G) 
14  Kan.  612;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Young  (1878) 
19  Kan.  488;  Polrler  v.  Carroll  (1883)  35  La. 
Ann.  699  (under  Louisiana  Code,  art.  2320, 
providing  that  a  master  Is  liable  for  damages 
by  servants  which  he  might  prevent)  :  Norfolk 
*  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Hoover  (1894)  79  Md.  263,  25  L. 
R.  A.  710,  29  Atl.  994;  Michigan  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Gilbert  (1881)  46  Mich.  176.  9  N.  W.  243 ; 
New  Orleans,  J.  ft  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hughes 
(1873)  49  Miss.  268:  Huffman  v.  Chicago,  R.  I. 
ft  P.  R.  Co.  (1883)  78  Mo.  60:  Houston  ft  T. 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Myers  (1881)  66  Tex.  110;  Kerlln 
T.  Chicago,  P.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1802)  60  Fed. 
Rep.  186 ;  Ross  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
(1881)  2  McCrary,  235,  8  Fed.  Rep.  644;  Gal- 
veston, H.  ft  8.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Davis  (1893)  4 
Tex.  av.  App.  468,  23  S.  W.  301. 

See  also  the  cases  with  reference  to  Incom- 
petency arising  from  Intemperate  and  other  bad 
habits.  In  the  preceding  section,  and  those  re- 
viewed In  the  following  sections,  which  all  as- 
some  the  existence  of  the  rule  stated  In  the 
text. 

Since  evidence  that  the  master  knew  of  the 
serTant*s  unfitness  is  always  competent,  error 
cannot  be  predicated  of  the  fact  that  the  court 
admitted  It  at  a  certain  stage  on  the  trial,  sim- 
ply because  It  proves  to  be  Irrelevant  as  to  the 
Issue  Anally  taken.  Altee  v.  South  Carolina  R. 
Co.   (1884)  21  S.  C.  660. 

The  same  rule  holds  under  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  | 
1971,  providing  that  an  employer  must  In  all 
cases  indemnify  an  employee  for  losses  caused 
by  the  former's  want  of  ordinary  care,  al- 
though under  |  1970  he  Is  not  liable  unless  he 
neglected  to  use  ordinary  care  In  the  "selec- 
tion** of  the  negligent  employee.  Gler  v.  Los 
Angeles  Conaol.  Blectrlc  R.  Co.  (1895)  108  Cal. 
129,  41  Pac.  22. 

A  case  which  seems  to  be  wholly  opposed  to 
the  general  current  of  authority  is  Texas  ft  N. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


O.  R.  Co.  V.  Tatman  (1896)  10  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
434,  31  S.  W.  333,  where  it  was  held,  for  rea- 
sons which  are  not  explained  In  the  opinion, 
that  the  mere  fact  that  a  railroad  company 
knows  that  its  servants  are  negligent  and  care- 
less will  not  render  It  liable  to  one  for  In- 
juries Inflicted  on  another  by  such  negligence. 
I'bis  ruling  Is  certainly  wrong  unless  the  court 
intended  to  make  a  distinction  between  habit- 
ual and  Isolated  acts  of  negligence.  See  infra, 
II..  g. 

On  the  other  hand.  In  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence that  he  possessed  such  knowledge,  the 
master  Is,  as  a  matter  of  law,  deemed  to  be 
free  from  culpability.  Reiser  v.  Pennsylvania 
Co.  (1802)  152  Pa.  38.  25  Atl.  175;  Mulhem 
V  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  (1804)  161  Pa.  270. 
28  Atl.  1087  (a  case  under  the  mining  law)  ; 
Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Kelly  nSVl,  24  U.  S. 
App.  103,  63  Fed.  Rep.  407.  11  C.  C.  A.  260; 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mllliken,  8  Kan.  647:  Gal- 
veston. H.  ft  S.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Faber  (1886)  63 
Tex.  344  (1889)  77  Tex.  16,^,  8  S.  W.  64 :  Con- 
rad V.  Gray  (1896)  109  Ala.  130.  19  So.  398; 
St.  Louis  Press  Brick  Co.  v.  Kenyon  (1893)  67 
III.  App.  640. 

A  special  verdict  which  does  not  find,  as 
facts,  that  the  delinquent  servant  was  incom- 
petent, and  that  the  master  knew  of  his  In- 
competency, will  not  support  a  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff.  Bvansvllle  ft  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  To- 
hlll  (1896)   143  Ind.  49.  41  N.  B.  709. 

In  this  Instance,  as  In  the  case  of  the  other 
Instrumentalities  of  the  business,  the  knowl- 
edge or  ignorance  contemplated  by  the  law 
connotes  the  situations  In  which  the  master 
could  or  could  not,  by  the  exercise  of  due  care, 
have  ascertained  the  servant's  unfitness.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Doyle  (1877)  18  Kan. 
68;  (Cameron  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
(1894)  77  Hun,  519.  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  808:  East 
Tennessee,  V.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Gurley  (18«»3)  12 
Lea,  46;  Blake  v.  Mfllne  C.  R.  Co.  (1879)  70 
Me.  60.  35  Am.  Kep.  207. 

An  allegation  that  the  master  knew  of  the 
delinquent  servant's  incompetency  is  sustnln«Hl 
by  proof  that  it  ought  to  have  been  known. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Doyle  (1877)  18 
Kan.  58. 

A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  fl^t 
aside  where  one  of  the  plaintiff's  cnsprvnn  > 
gave  evidence  that  the  delinquent  servant  hud 
been  Intoxicated  In  the  master's  prra«»nfe.  whilp 
engaged  in  his  duties,  and  another  that  he  hnd 
been  so  drunk  on  one  occasion  as  to  be  com 
pelled  to  leave  his  work  and  go  home,  and  rh»* 
superintendent  testified  that  he  hnd  seen  tlie 
servant  drunk  several  times,  and  did  not  eiate 
that  these  were  not   times  when   the   servant 
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plaintifr*8  case,  and  again  at  the  d:oie  of 
the  whole  case,  the  defendants  separately  de- 
murred to  the  evidence.  The  court  over* 
ruled  the  demurrer,  and  defendants  CKoepted. 
Defendant  asked,  and  the  court  refused 
to  give,  the  following  instructions:  "(3) 
The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  notice  to 
or  knowledge  by  a  fellow  servant  of  plain- 
tiff of  the  incompetency  of  Grant  Sheldon 
is  not  notice  to  the  defendant  railway  com- 
pany ;  and  notice  to  the  head  hostler  or  crew 
foreman  of  the  defendant  of  the  incompe- 
tency of  Sheldon  was  not  of  itself  notice  to 
said  defendant^  unless  said  head  hostler  or 
crew  foreman  had  power  to  employ  or  die- 
char^  said  Sheldon.  (4)  The  court  instructs 
the  jurv  that  plaintiff  and  Grant  Sheldon, 
under  uie  evidence  in  this  case,  were,  at  the 
time  of  the  injury,  fellow  servants  with  each 
other,  and  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  any 


n^ligent  act  of  said  Grant  Sheldon,  and  that 
the  only  ground  on  which  plaintiff  can  recov- 
er is  that  the  defendant  rajlway  company  was 
negligent  in  employing  said  Sheldon,  or  was 
negligent  in  retaining  him  in  its  emplov, 
after  notice  to  it  that  he  was  habitually 
careless  and  incompetent  to  perform  the  du- 
ties he  was  ouployed  or  directed  to  perform, 
or  after  it  might  have  learned  of  such  al- 
legd  incompetency  or  carelessness  by  the  use 
of  reasonable  care."  At  the  instance  of  the 
plaintiff  the  court  gave  the  following  in- 
struction: ''The  court  instructs  the  jury 
that  any  foreman  for  the  master,  though  not 
the  head  foreman,  is  vice  principal  as  to  a 
servant,  if  he  has  the  control  of  the  work  in 
which  the  servant  is  engaged,  and  is  the  per- 
son inti-usted  by  the  master  with  authority 
to  direct  the  servant  how,  when,  and  where 
to  work.    You  are  therefore  instructed  that 


was  at  his  work.  McPhee  v.  Scully  (1895) 
168  Mass.  216,  88  N.  B.  1007. 

In  Chapman  v.  Brie  R.  Co.  (1874)  55  N.  T. 
679,  evidence  that  a  negligent  servant  had  beea 
In  the  habit  of  drinking  dally  many  times,  and 
had  become  somewhat  dissipated,  and  that  he 
was  intoxicated  on  the  night  of  the  accident, 
was  held  sufficient,  in  connection  with  testi- 
mony that  the  master's  representatives  had 
been  accustomed  to  daily  intercourse  with  him 
and  had  seen  him  in  drinking  placea  and  on 
some  occasions  when  he  drank,  and  that  one 
of  them  had  reprimanded  him  for  drinking,  to 
justify  a  verdict  against  the  master,  though  the 
evidence  was  somewhat  in  conflict. 

Evidence  that  a  servant  was  intoxicated  as 
often  as  two  or  three  times  a  week  for  a  period 
of  nearly  two  years  before  the  accident,  dar- 
ing which  he  had  been  working  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  latter's  superintendent  was 
at  the  place  of  work  every  other  day,  was  held 
to  make  a  question  for  the  jury  as  to  the  mas- 
ter's knowledge,  or  means  of  knowledge,  of  the 
servant's  habits.  Tonnesen  v.  Boss  (1890)  68 
Hun,  416,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  150. 

A  verdict  finding  negligence  of  the  employer 
In  failing  to  learn  of  an  engineer's  habit  of  In- 
toxication was  sustained  in  Hilts  v.  Chicago  & 
O.  T.  B.  Co.  (1885)  55  Mich.  437,  21  N.  W. 
878,  where  there  was  a  special  finding  that  he 
had  been  intoxicated,  or  under  the  influence  of 
liquor,  three  times  when  running  his  engine. 

See  also  the  cases  cited  under  the  following 
sections,  I.  f,  and  g. 

But  It  Is  obvious  that  the  responsibilities 
which  arise  out  of  the  employment  of  a  ra- 
tional living  creature  as  an  Industrial  agency 
must  In  some  respects  be  essentially  different 
from  those  which  attend  the  use  of  an  Inor- 
ganic Instrumentality,  or  of  an  animal  which, 
for  juridical  purposes.  Is  regarded  as  a  mere 
chattel  devoid  of  reasoning  capacity.  This 
difference  Is  reflected  In  the  nature  of  the  mas- 
ter's obligations  with  regard  to  ascertaining  the 
qualifications  of  his  servants,  both  at  the  time 
they  are  hired  and  while  they  are  at  work. 

f.  Dutif  to  inquire  into  the  fitness  of  a  servant 
at  the  time  he  is  hired. 

Although  an  employer  Is  to  a  great  extent 
entitled  to  act  upon  the  assumption  that  in- 
strumentalities purchased  from  persons  whose 
business  It  Is  to  manufacture  them  are  in  a 
sound  condition  when  they  are  first  put-  In 
use,  he  clearly  would  not  be  justified  In 
acting  upon  the  assumption  that  a  servant  who 
seeks  a  position  is  qualified  for  It.  It  is  there- 
fore well  established  that,  where  the  service  in 
48L.il  A. 


which  the  servant  Is  employed  Is  such  as  to 
endanger  the  lives  and  persons  of  coemployees, 
the  master,  upon  engaging  such  servant.  Is  re- 
quired to  make  reasonable  Investigation  Into 
his  character,  skill,  and  habits  of  life.  West- 
ern Stone  Co.  v.  Whalen  (1894)  151  111.  472, 
38  N.  E.  241:  8.  p.  Mann  v.  Delaware  &  H. 
Canal  Co.  (1883)  91  N.  Y.  495;  Norfolk  A  W. 
B.  Co.  V.  Nuckols  (1895)  91  Va.  193,  21  8.  B. 
842 :  Chicago  ft  G.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Harney  (1867) 
28  Ind.  28,  92  Am.  Dec.  282 ;  Alabama  &  F.  B. 
Co.  V.  Waller  (1872)  48  Ala.  459. 

Bxcept  where  the  work  is  of  a  simple  kind, 
which  anyone  of  fair  Intelligence  and  requisite 
physical  ability  is  competent  to  perform. 
Timm  V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (1893)  98  Mich. 
226.  57  N.  W.  116  (loading  ties  on  a  handcar). 

Whether  the  master  at  the  time  of  enga^irlns 
the  servant,  or  afterwards,  ought  to  have  In* 
quired  whether  he  was  experienced  or  not,  or 
should  have  taken  notice,  under  ail  the.  facts, 
of  the  probability  that  he  was  not,  nothing  be- 
ing said  on  the  subject  by  either  party, — Is  a 
question  for  the  jury.  May  v.  Smith  (1898)  92 
Ga.  95,  18  S.  E.  860. 

This  Investigation  need  not  necessarily  as- 
sume the  form  of  questioning  an  applicant  for 
work  as  to  his  competency.  An  omission  to  do 
this  is  negligence  only  when  there  Is  no  bet- 
ter source  of  Information  at  hand,  and  cannot 
be  Imputed  as  culpable  where  Information  Is 
sought  from  the  applicant's  former  employer. 
Gler  V.  Los  Angeles  Consol.  Blectric  B.  Co. 
(1895)  108  Cal.  129,  41  Pac.  22. 

It  Is  competent  to  show  what  the  servant's 
previous  record  with  other  employers  has  been« 
as  it  Is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  such  facU 
might  not  have  been  known  to  the  master.  If 
he  had  made  proper  Inquiry.  Baltimore  &  O. 
R.  Co.  V.  Camp  (1895)  81  U.  S.  App.  218,  «6 
Fed.  Rep.  952,  13  C.  C.  A.  238. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  employer's  duty  Is 
fully  discharged  if  **he  makes  careful  Inquiry 
into  the  habits  and  competency  of  the  men  em- 
ployed, and  upon  such  Inquiry  believes,  and  has 
reason  to  believe,  them  sober  and  competent 
and  careful.  Moss  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  (1872) 
40  Mo.  167,  8  Am.  Rep.  126.  See  Indiana  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Millican  (1882)  87  Ind.  87:  Baltimore 
ft  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Henthorne  (1896)  48  U.  S.  App. 
113,  78  Fed.  Rep.  634,  19  C.  C.  A.  628 ;  Fines 
V.  Slllery  (1898)  73  Hun,  549,  26  N.  y.  Supp. 
181. 

It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  master  to  ascertain 
the  qualifications  of  a  servant  "as  a  fact,*' 
for  the  imposition  of  such  an  obligation  would 
be  tantamount  to  a  requirement  that  his  quali- 
fications should  be  warranted.  Illinois  C.  B. 
Co.  V.  Morrissey  (1891)  45  111.  App.  127. 
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II  you  believe,  from  the  evidenxK,  that,  prior 
to  the  injury  of  plaintiff,  Peter  Stringer  had 
control  and  direction  of  the  men  engaged  in 
perforroinff  the  woric  in  and  about  the  round- 
house in  Monett,  Missouri,  and  was  intrusted 
hy  the  defendant  with  authority  to  direct  the 
said  persons  so  working  for  said  defendant 
when  and  where  to  work,  then  the  knowl- 
edge of  Peter  Stringer  would  be  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  defendant." 

There  was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$2,637  against  all  the  defendants  personally, 
and  after  due  steps  the  defendants  appealed 
to  the  St  Louis  court  of  appeals,  which 
court  transferred  the  case  to  tnis  court.  The 
trial  took  place  at  the  December  term,  1895, 
and  afterwards,  at  the  May  term,  1896,  on 
motion  of  the  plaintiff,  and  notice  to  defend- 
ants, the  court  amended  the  judgment  nwic 
pro  iuno  so  as  to  provide  that  the  judgment 


should  be  entered  against  the  defendant  com- 
pany, and  that  such  judgment  be  certified  to 
the  defendant  receivers,  "to  be  satisfied  out 
of  any  fund  that  may  be  liable  to  same." 

Mr.  L.  F.  Parker,  for  appellants: 

The  presumption  is  that  the  railway  com- 
pany exercised  due  care  in  Sheldon's  selec- 
tion and  employmoit,  and  that  it  had  no 
knowledge  of  his  incompetency  or  lack  of 
skill. 

1  Bailey,  Master  A  Servant,  I  1418;  Blake 
V.  Maine  O.  R.  Oo.  70  Me.  60,  36  Am.  Rep. 
297 ;  Rohlin  v.  Kans<i8  Oiiy,  St.  J,  d  0.  B,  K, 
Co.  119  Mo.  476,  24  S.  W.  1011. 

The  evidence  is  not  Sufficient  to  show  that 
Sheldon  was  either  incompetent  or  unskilful. 

Dysart  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  flf.  d  M.  R.  Oo. 
14.5  Mo.  88,  46  S.  W.  751. 

Carelessness  and  inattention  on  the  part 


An  employer  Is  also  bound  to  Institute  af- 
firmative Inquiries  in  order  to  ascertain  the 
qualifications  of  a  servant  whom  he  promotes 
to  a  position  for  which  special  qualiflcations 
are  demanded,  unless  the  servant  has  glTea 
proof  cft  his  capacity  in  some  similar  position. 
Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Guyton  (1888) 
116  Ind.  450.  17  N.  B.  101.  There  the  court. 
In  commenting  upon  the  evidence  which  was 
held  to  justify  the  jury  In  finding  the  defend- 
ant liable  for  the  negligence  of  a  conductor 
whom  it  had  promoted  without  the  usual  exam- 
ination, said:  "It  should  be  remembered  that 
Stlce  [the  conductor  1  had  served  the  company 
as  brakeman  until  quite  recently  before  the 
unfortunate  accident,  and  while  his  service  as 
brakeman  is  not  to  be  disregarded  in  determin- 
ing his  competency  to  act  In  the  more  respon- 
sible position  of  conductor,  it  does  not  follow, 
without  more,  that  because  he  was  an  efficient 
and  competent  brakeman,  and  fit  for  promotion, 
he  was  also  competent  to  take  charge  of  and 
run  a  wild  train." 

It  ahonld  be  noted  that,  where  the  injury  in 
suit  is  one  resulting,  not  from  the  unfitness  of 
a  fellow  servant,  but  for  the  unskilfulness  of 
the  plaintiff  himself,  the  obligations  of  the 
master  as  to  inquiry  are  determined  upon  an- 
other footing. 

Some  of  the  cases  involving  this  feature  have 
been  made  to  turn  upon  the  principle  (which 
is  not  here  discussed  at  length)  that,  if  a  per- 
son of  apparently  full  age  and  complete  under- 
standing undertakes  certain  duties,  he  is  pre- 
sumed to  appreciate  and  accept  the  risks  in- 
cident to  those  duties.  This  principle  is  the 
basis  of  the  doctrine  that  an  employer  who 
is  hiring  a  man  twenty  years  of  age  is  not 
bound  to  examine  him  as  to  his  experience  and 
capacity  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether  he 
needs  Instruction  as  to  the  dangers  of  the 
work.  O'Neal  v.  Chicago  &  I.  Coal  R.  Co. 
(1892)  182  Ind.  110,  81  N.  B.  669 ;  Pittsburgh, 
C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Adams  (1886)  105.  Ind. 
161.  6  N.  B.  187. 

Another  theory  is  that,  by  applying  for  work, 
a  servant  holds  himself  out  as  possessing  com- 
petent knowledge  and  skill,  and  that,  if  these 
qoallfications  are  lacking,  any  injury  which 
results  from  his  unfitness  Is  to  be  attributed 
to  his  own  fault.  Huber  v.  Jackson  &  S.  Co. 
(1895)  1  Marv.  (Del.)  874,  41  AU.  92. 

But  these  principles  cease  to  be  applicable 
where  a  servant  hired  for  one  kind  of  work  Is 
directed  to  perform  some  other  requiring  spe- 
cial skill. 

Thus,  the  act  of  a  foreman  in  directing  a 
eommon  laborer  employed  to  break  stone  and 
drill  holes,  to  draw  a  charge  from  a  blast,  with- 
48L.R.A. 


out  ascertaining  what  his  knowledge  or  expe- 
rience Is,  constitutes  negligence  as  matter  of 
law.  Vitto  V.  Farley  (1895)  16  Misc.  158.  80 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1105. 

On  the  duty  to  instruct  senrants,  see  also 
note  to  James  v.  Rapides  Lumber  Co.  (1898; 
La.)  44  L.  R.  A.  38. 

g.  Duty  of  the  master  to  keep  himtelf  informed 
as  to  the  fitness  of  a  servant  already  4n  his 
employment. 

The  consequences  of  the  essential  difference 
between  the  situations  in  which  the  master  is 
utilising  the  work  of  human  beings  and  of 
other  appliances  are  still  more .  conspicuous 
when  we  come  to  consider  his  duties  with  re- 
gard to  keeping  himself  informed  as  to  the 
fitness  of  servants  after  their  employment. 
That  he  Is  bound  to  do  this,  so  far  as  it  can  be 
accompllahed  by  proper  supervision  and  super- 
intendence, is  well  settled.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R. 
Co.  V.  Henthome  (1896)  48  U.  8.  App.  113,  78 
Fed.  Rep.  634,  19  C.  C.  A.  628 ;  Norfolk  ft  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Nuckols  (1895)  91  Va.  193.  21  8.  B. 
342;  Ohio  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Collarn  (1881)  78 
Ind.  261,  38  Am.  Rep.  134 ;  Wabash  R.  Co.  v. 
McDanlels  (1883)  107  U.  S.  454,  27  L.  ed.  605, 
2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  032 :  Holliind  v.  Tennessee  Coal, 
I.  &  R.  Co.  (1890)  91  Ala.  444,  12  L.  R.  A.  282, 
8  So.  524 ;  and  the  cases  cited  under  the  fol* 
lowing  sections. 

A  plea  that  the  company  had  exercised  or- 
dinary care  and  diligence  to  secure  a  skilful 
engineer  who  was  reputed  to  he  careful  and 
skilful,  and  supposed  to  be  such  at  the  time  of 
the  collision,  is  not  good,  as  "supposed"  means 
no  more  than  "believed."  Alabama  ft  F.  B.  Co. 
V.  Waller  (1872)  48  Ala.  459. 

But  the  rule  of  conduct  based  upon  the 
physical  law  that  Inorganic  appliances  are  eon 
stantly  tending  to  deteriorate  with  use  finds 
no  analogy  In  cases  where  it  is  a  question 
whether  the  master  should  have  known  of  a 
servant's  unfitness. 

On  the  contrary,  when  suitable  and  compe- 
tent persons  have  been  employed,  good  char- 
acter and  proper  qualifications  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  continue,  and  the  master  may  rely 
on  that  presumption  until  notice  of  a  change. 
Blake  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (1879)  70  Me.  60, 
86  Am.  Rep.  207 ;  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Dolan 
(1875)  82  Mich.  510;  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Gilbert  (1881)  46  Mich.  176,  9  N.  W.  248 ;  Lake 
Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Stupak  (1889)  123 
Ind.  210.  23  N.  B.  246. 

In  Chapman  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  (1874)  65  N.  T. 
579,  the  defendant  complained  of  the  following 
charge :     *'But  if,  after  a  competent  and  irroper 
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of  anotber  eerrant  is  one  of  the  assumed 
risks  of  tlie  senrioe. 

Core  V.  Ohio  River  R,  Co,  88  W.  Va.  466, 
18  8.  E.  596. 

No  causal  connection  was  shown  between 
the  allegation  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  railway  company  and  the  injury. 

Harvey  v.  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co,  88 
K.  Y.  481;  1  Bailey  Personal  Injuries,  | 
1446. 

Notice  of  the  incompetency  of  a  fellow 
servant  must  be  had  by  one  who  has  authori- 
ty in  the  premises  to  bind  the  master. 

Reiser  v.  Pennsylva/nia  Co,  162  Pa.  39,  26 
Atl.  176;  Wabatth  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Brow, 
31  U.  8.  App.  192,  66  Fed.  Rep.  941,  13  G.  C. 
A.  222;  Ohio  d  U,  R.  Co.  v.  Oollom,  73  Ind. 
261,  38  Am.  Hep.  134. 

A  receiver  cannot  be  sued,  as  such,  in  any 
other  tribunal  than  the  one  by  which  he  is 


appointed,  without  first  securing  penni«> 
sion  of  that  court. 

Beach,  Receivers,  2d  ed.  pp.  697,  698; 
Barton  v.  Barbour,  104  U.  8.  126,  26  L.  ed. 
672;  Turner  v.  Hannibal  d  8t.  J,  R,  Co.  74 
Mo.  602;  Heath  v.  Mieeouri,  K.  d  T.  R.  Co. 
83  Mo.  617;  Fullerton  v.  Fordyce,  121  Mo. 
1,  26  8.  W.  687. 

An  exception  to  this  rule,  as  to  suits 
against  receivers  appointed  by  courts  of  the 
United  States,  is  made  by  act  of  Congress 
March  3,  1887,  24  Stat  at  L.  p.  664,  as  to  a 
cause  of  action  "in  respect  of  any  act  or 
tranMction"  of  the  receivers;  but  as  to  all 
other  actions  the  rule  remains  the  same. 

The  injury  to  plaintiff  occurred  before  the 
receivers  were  appointed,  and  created  no 
cause  of  action  against  them. 

Decker  v.  Qard/ner,  124  N.  T.  334,  11  L. 
R.  A.  480,  26  N.  E.  814;  PHngU  v.  Wool- 


person  Is  employed  tw  such  a  duty,  bla  habits 
become  such  that  It  is  unsafe  to  trust  bim  any 
longer  In  that  capsclty,  the  company  are 
bound  to  use.  tbroufrb  their  proper  offleera  such 
reasonable  care  and  diligence  In  ascertaining 
what  the  man  la  after  be  is  employed,  as  they 
would  be  In  his  original  employoient."  The 
court  of  appeals  upheld  the  objection,  saying: 
"Good  character  and  proper  qualifications,  once 
possessed,  may  be  presumed  to  continue,  and  I 
see  no  reason  why  a  principal  may  not  rely 
upon  that  presumption  as  to  these  personal 
qualities  until  he  has  notice  of  a  change,  or 
knowledge  of  such  facta  as  would  be  deemed 
equivalent  to  notice,  or  at  least  such  as  would 
put  a  reasonable  man  upon  Inquiry.  The 
charge  permitted  the  Jury,  without  restriction 
or  limit,  to  determine  what  particular  supervi- 
sion or  watchfulness  was  necessary  to  exonerate 
the  defendant  from  the  charge  of  negligence. 
They  might  require  periodical  Investigations, 
or  an  efficient  detective  system.  They  were  at 
liberty  to  adopt  any  rule,  and  might  adopt  one 
which  would  practically  make  the  defendant 
a  guarantor  of  the  correctness  of  every  act  of 
Its  employees.  We  have  been  referred  to  no 
authority  for  such  a  doctrine,  and  It  would  be 
manifestly  unjust  to  adopt  It."  The  court  held 
that  reasons  for  Inspection  of  machinery  or 
Implements  are  not  applicable  to  the  case  of 
an  employee,  and  said :  "If  competent  when 
employed,  additional  experience  would  natu- 
rally render  him  more  so.  and  while  his  habits 
m<ght  change  for  the  worse,  there  Is  no  such 
depravity  in  human  nature  as  In  law  requires 
special  vigilance  on  the  part  of  the  employer  to 
prevent  It." 

Rven  after  a  notification  that  the  servant 
has  become  unfit  for  his  duties,  the  master  Is 
not  ordinarily  bound  to  discharge  such  servant 
without  an  Investigation  Into  such  charge,  un- 
less such  notice  Is  accompanied  by  such  evi- 
dence as  leaves  no  doubt  of  the  truth  of  such 
charge.  A  rule  that  would  require  the  master 
to  discbarge  a  servant,  careful  and  competent 
when  employed,  without  Investigation,  upon  a 
charge  of  carelessness.  Is  deemed  to  be  a  harsh 
one.  and  would  often  result  In  great  Injustice 
to  employees.  I^ke  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Stupak  (1889)  123  Ind.  210.  23  N.  B.  246.  In 
that  case  the  material  charge  against  the  de- 
fendant was  that,  with  notice  of  the  negligence 
and  carelrssness  of  an  engineer,  It  carelessly 
and  negligently  retained  him  In  Its  service. 
The  court  said:  "The  jury  found  that  the 
appellant  bad  knowledge  of  the  careless  habits 
of  Pool  before  the  day  on  which  the  Injury 
occurred,  but  this  does  not  authorise  us  to  say, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


as  a  matter  of  law,  that  It  negligently  retained 
htm  in  Its  service  sfter  such  knowledge." 

All  that  the  master  Is  required  to  do  when 
his  attention  Is  directed  to  circumstances  In- 
dicating a  diminution  In  the  servants  efllcleney 
Is  to  make  careful  and  frequent  Investigation 
as  to  the  fact.  If  he  retains  him  In  his  service. 
Whether  he  performs  this  duty  Is  a  questloii 
for  the  jury  to  pass  upon.  Michigan  C.  R.  Oo. 
V.  Gilbert  (1881)  46  Mich.  176,  9  N.  W.  243. 

II.  Prohative  value  of  varUnut  faeU  ae  ienS- 
ing  to  ahow  culpability  on  the  maeter's  part. 

a.  Incompetence  of  eervani. 

The  principle  that  the  gravamen  of  the  ac- 
tion Is  negligence,  that  la  the  employment  of 
an  unfit  servant  with  knowledge,  actual  or  con- 
structive, of  his  unfitness  (see  supra,  I.  e)  In- 
volves the  corollary  that  a  complaint  Is  de- 
murrable which  merely  alleges  that  It  was  the 
master's  duty  to  employ  careful  and  skilful 
servanta  and  that  he  failed  to  select  those  that 
were  competent.  A  want  of  care  and  diligence 
In  the  selection  should  also  be  chanrt^d.  Moss 
V.  Pacific  R.  Co.  (1872)  49  Mo.  167,  8  Am. 
Rep.  126. 

That  the  gravamen  of  the  action  is  negli- 
gence In  the  selection  of  the  servant,  see  also 
Stevens  v.  San  Francisco  &  N.  P.  R.  Co. 
(1893)   100  Cal.  664,  86  Pac.  166. 

As  a  general  rule  the  master's  knowledge 
must  be  proved  by  Independent  evidence,  and 
cannot  be  Inferred  from  the  mere  fact  of  the 
servant's  unfitness,  supposing  that  to  be  proved 
or  admitted.  Roblln  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J. 
A  C.  B.  R.  Co.  (1898)  119  Mo.  476,  24  8.  W. 
1011  (Incompetency  said  to  be  not  even  prima 
facie  proof  of  negligence  In  employing  the  serv- 
ant) :  Thomas  v.  Herrall  (1890)  18  Or.  646, 
23  Pac.  497. 

An  Instruction  Is  erroneous  by  which  the 
master's  liability  for  the  negligence  of  a  co- 
servant  Is  made  to  hinge  upon  his  competency 
alone.  The  essential  question  Is  whether  the 
master  used  ordinary  care  to  procure  a  compe- 
tent person.  Tarrant  v.  Webb  (1866)  18  C. 
B.  797.  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  261. 

It  Is  error  to  charge  a  jury  that  If  a  servant 
did  not  possess  some  Indispensable  qualifica- 
tion for  his  duties,  this  of  Itself  showed  the 
master  to  have  been  negligent,  for  It  may  be 
that  all  reasonable  precautions  were  taken  to 
ascertain  his  competency  for  the  place,  and 
that  the  master  was  nevertheless  deceived. 
Taylor  v.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  (1873)  46  Cal.  828. 

The  only  authority  which  distinctly  coun- 
tenances the  doctrine  that  proof  of  the  ssrv* 
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worth,  90  N.  Y.  502 ;  Arnold  v.  Suffolk  Bank, 
27  Barb.  424 ;  Re  DewteroiUe  Mfg.  d  Boom 
Co.  4  Fed.  Rep.  873;  Hilea  t.  Case,  9  Bias. 
549,  14  Fed.  Rep.  141 ;  Central  Trust  Co,  v. 
East  Tennessee,  V,  d  G.  R,  Co.  30  Fed.  Rep. 
895;  Easton  v.  Houston  d  T.  0.  R.  Co.  38 
Fed.  Rep.  12;  Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co.  r. 
Green  Bay,  W.  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  45  Fed.  Rep. 
664 ;  Finance  Co.  of  Pennsylvania  v.  Charles- 
ton, C.  d  C.  R.  Co.  46  Fed.  Rep.  508. 

Messrs.  W.  Cloud  and  J.  T.  Bnrseaa, 
lor  rcflpondent: 

Where  the  master  gives  to  a  person  power 
to  superintend,  control,  and  direct  the  men 
engaged  in  the  work,  such  person  is,  as  to 
the  men  under  him,  a  vice  principal,  and  a 
foreman  who  has  charge  of  a  gang  of  men, 
with  power  to  direct  their  movements,  is 
snch  vice  principal.  In  this  case  Peter 
Stringer  was  night  foreman  of  defendant's 


roundhouse  and  yard,  and  in  control  of  same; 
and  notice  to  him  of  the  incompetency  and 
recklessness  of  said  Sheldon  to  handle  en- 
gines was  notice  to  defendant  company. 

Dayharsh  v.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R.  Co.  103 
Mo.  570,  16  S.  W.  654;  Schroeder  v.  Chicago 
d  A.  R.  Co.  108  Mo.  322,  18  L.  R.  A.  827,  18 
S.  W.  1094;  Bradley  v.  Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  138  Mo.  293,  39  S.  W.  763;  Loe  v. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  57  Mo.  App.  350. 

Sheldon  was  incompetent  to  handle  en- 
gines, and  defendant  knew  of  the  same,  or  by 
the  use  of  ordinary  care  could  have  known 
it ;  and  yet,  after  knowing  that  fact»  still  it 
permitted  him  to  so  handle  engines  under 
protest  from  the  company's  employees. 

Williams  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  109  Mo. 
475,  18  S.  W.  1098;  Francis  v.  Kansas  City, 
St.  J.  d  C.  B.  R.  Co.  127  Mo.  658,  28  S.  W. 
842. 


ant's  onfltness  renders  It  necessary  to  submit 
to  the  jury  the  question  whether  the  master 
wss  neglltfent  Is  Skerrltt  ▼  Scallan  (1877)  1 
Ir.  Rep.  11.  C.  L.  389  (unskilful  construction  of 
scaffold),  where  the  Jury  had  specially  found, 
among  facts,  that  the  delinquent  coservant  was 
Incompetent,  but  that  the  defendant  wai  not 
aware  of  It,  and  the  trial  judge  directed  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant.  A  new  trial  was 
awarded  on  the  ground  that  the  question 
whether  the  master  had  used  due  care  In  the 
selection  of  the  servant  had  not  been  submitted 
to  the  Jury.  Dowse.  B.,  did  not  express  a  de- 
cided opinion  as  to  whether  the  onut  of  proving 
negligence  still  lay  on  the  servant  after  the  In- 
competence of  the  delinquent  servant  was 
shown.  Palles,  C.  R.,  held  that  the  onus  of  dls- 
proTtBg  negltgenoe  was  transferred  by  such  evi- 
dence to  the  master,  adopting  the  theory  of 
Dessy.  B..  In  Murphy  v.  Pollock  (1863)  15  Ir.  C. 
U  Rep.  224.  that,  asthemode  and  circumstances 
of  the  employment  were  matters  peculiarly 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  master,  evidence 
diowtng  that  the  delinquent  fellow  servant  had 
started  an  engine  after  the  plalntllTs  decedent, 
who  was  killed  by  Its  exploding,  had  suggested 
that  there  was  something  wrong  with  It,  was 
spsflictent  to  be  submitted  to  the  Jury  on  the 
question  of  his  Incompetency.  Fitzgerald  and 
Hughes,  B.  B.,  Intimated  an  opinion  to  the 
eontrary,  but  held  that,  at  all  events,  it  was 
not  evidence  of  negligence  In  selecting  the  serv' 
ant. 

In  Minnesota  It  has  been  held  that  proof 
that  the  servant  was  Incompetent  at  the  time 
of  his  employment  casts  upon  the  master  the 
burden  of  d'sproving  negligence.  Crandall  v. 
Mcllrath  (1877)  24  Minn.  127. 

This  rule,  however,  is  subject  to  a  qualifica- 
tion analogous  to  that  which,  in  the  case  of 
Injuries  caused  by  Inanimate  agencies.  Is  created 
by  the  doctrine  of  res  ipsa  loquitur. 

An  Instruction  which  declarea  without  quall- 
flcatlon.  that  negligence  In  hiring  a  servant 
cannot  be  Inferred  merely  from  the  fact  of 
his  Incompetency.  Is  erroneous,  as  there  may 
be  a  degree  of  Incompetency  whtcb.  of  Itself. 
■fght  Justly  be  regarded  by  the  Jury  as  Impart- 
ing notice.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Gnrley  (1888)  12  Lea,  46.  Compare  II.  g. 
imfra.  as  to  acts  prior  to  accident. 

Another  qua! ideation  also  arises  In  practice 
from  the  fact  that  "the  testimony  by  which  the 
laeompetency  of  a  servant  Is  established  may 
be  such  as  to  warrant  the  Inference  that  the 
■aster  had  notice  of  his  Incompetency,  or  that 
ht  omitted  to  make  such  Inquiries  as  common 
prudence  would  have  dictated."  Murphy  v.  St. 
Louis  ft  I.  M.  R.  Co.  (1879)  71  Mo.  202. 
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In  one  esse  It  was  said  that.  In  the  absence 
of  evidence  as  to  the  exercise  of  any  care  In 
his  selection,  proof  that  a  servant  who  had 
been  In  the  service  but  two  or  three  weeks  was 
Incompetent  when  employed  need  not  be  sup- 
plemented by  proof  of  the  company's  knowledge 
of  his  incompetency,  the  presumption  thai  the 
employer  had  done  his  duty  being  overcome  by 
proof  that  the  servant  was  Incompetent:  and 
the  general  rule  was  laid  down  as  follows: 
Where  one  competent  at  the  time  of  his  em- 
ployment becomes  Incompetent,  or  Indulges  In 
a  habit  which  renders  him  Incompetent  during 
Its  Indulgence,  notice  of  the  Incompetency  or 
of  the  habit  must  be  brought  home  to  the  com- 
pany, or  the  incompetency  or  habit  must  be  so 
notorious  as  to  charge  the  company  with  knowl- 
edge :  but  when  the  Incompetency  does  not  arise 
after  the  employment,  but  existed  at  the  time, 
nroof  of  notice  Is  not  necessary.  T^ee  v.  Michi- 
gan C.  R.  Co.  (1891)  87  Mich.  574,  49  N.  W. 
909. 


b.  Race  and  color  of  delinquent  servant. 

Notice  of  a  servant's  want  of  competency  for 
the  duties  of  a  brakeman  cannot  be  Imputed  to 
an  employer  from  the  fact  that  he  Is  a  negro. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Christman  (1RP6)  66  Tex. 
3«9.  The  court  said :  "The  competency  or 
incompetency  of  no  one  to  perform  a  given 
duty.  In  the  absence  of  some  law  so  declaring, 
can  be  made  to  depend  on  color  or  race :  but 
in  each  case  this  must  depend  upon  Intelli- 
gence to  know,  and  ability  and  d'sposltlon  to 
perform,  the  duties  pertaining  to  any  given 
position.  Proof  of  facts  which  show  the  non- 
existence  of  such  Intelligence,  ability,  or  dis- 
position must  be  made  by  the  party  who  assorts 
its  nonexistence.  The  law  does  not  presume  It 
because  the  person  whose  qualltlps  may  be  the 
subject  of  Investigation  may  be  of  one  or  an- 
other race  or  color :  nor  Is  a  Jury  at  liberty  to 
infer  It  from  such  fact.  If.  however,  this  were 
not  true,  and  the  rule  were  that  a  Jury  might 
Infer  that  a  person  was  an  unsnftable  person 
for  brakeman  from  the  fact  that  he  was  a 
negro,  then  such  Inference  would  have  to  be 
based  on  the  fact  that  all  no^ropB  are  wanting 
in  Intelligence,  ability,  or  d'sponltlon  to  per- 
form faithfully  and  safely  the  dnt'ps  of  brake- 
man.  If  this  were  true,  the  appellpe  would 
stand  charged  with  knowl<»dgp  of  their  unfit- 
ness, and.  knowing  that  the  brakemen  on  his 
train  were  negroes,  would  be  held  to  have  vol- 
untarily assumed  such  risks  as  result  from  such 
Incompetency.  The  Invocation  of  such  a  nils 
would  be  suicidal  to  the  appellee's  case." 
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Evidence  of  the  general  reputation  of  an 
«Qployee  showing  unfitness  for  the  duties 
assigned  the  employees,  and  specific  acts  of 
negligence  or  of  incompetency  on  the  part  of 
such  employee,  with  evidence  of  knowledge 
thereof  on  part  of  the  master,  is  competent 
to  go  to  the  jury. 

Gruhe  v.  Missouri  P.  R,  Co.  98  Mo.  330, 
4  L.  K.  A.  770,  11  S.  W.  736. 

Allowing  a  person,  not  having  the  quali- 
fications, tx)  handle  an  engine,  renders  the 
company  responsible  for  Uie  negligence  of 
the  foreman  in  allowing  such  person  to  han- 
dle tlie  engine,  from  which  an  injury  results. 

Harper  v.  Indiaiiapolis  d  Si,  L.  R,  Co,  47 
Mo.  567. 

Marshall,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

1.    This  proceeding  against  the  receivers 


appointed  by  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Missouri 
is  without  any  permission  or  authority  from 
that  court,  and  henoe  cannot  be  maintained. 
The  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  or  accrue 
while  the  receivers  were  in  charge  of  and 
conducting  the  business,  and  therefore  the 
plaintiff  does  not  come  within  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  March  3,  1887  (24  U.  8. 
Stat,  at  L.  p.  654).  The  accident  com- 
plained of  occurred  on  the  20th  of  October, 
1803,  and  the  receivers  were  not  appointed 
until  December  23,  1893.  Receivers  are  of- 
ficers of  court  to  hold  and  manage  property 
which  is  in  the  registry  of  the  court,  and 
persons  having  any  claim  to  property  so  sit- 
uated must  submit  their  claims  to  the  court 
that  has  obtained  jurisdiction  over  the  res, 
and  the  court  will  not  permit  its  officers  to 
be  sued  in  any  other  tribunal  without  itii 


e.  Appearance    and    manner    of    the    servant 
whUe  testifying. 

That  the  appearance  and  manner  of  the 
servant  while  testifying  do  not  constitute  clr- 
cnmatancca  from  which,  apart  from  other  evi- 
dence, a  Jury  ought  to  be  allowed  to  Infer  that 
he  was  unfit  for  hla  duties.  Is  a  rule  no  less 
comformable  to  principle  than  to  authority. 

In  Corson  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (1884)  76  Me. 
244,  the  court  held  that  If  the  jury  undertook 
to  decide  that  a  person  was  unfit  to  be  em- 
ployed as  a  brakeman  on  account  of  what  they 
saw,  or  supposed  they  saw  or  could  read.  In 
his  face  and  manner  while  testifying  before 
them  as  a  witness,  they  fell  Into  a  very  grave 
error,  and  said:  "As  well  might  a  jury  find 
a  man  guilty  of  murder  because  In  their  opin- 
ion they  could  see  guilt  In  his  face.  The  law 
does  not  recognlEe  physiognomy  aa  an  art  or 
science  sufficiently  reliable  to  found  a  verdict 
upon, — not  even  against  a  railroad  corpora- 
tion." In  Keith  v.  New  Haven  ft  N.  Co.  (1885) 
140  Mass.  175,  8  N.  E.  28,  the  court  declined  to 
rule  that  the  appearance  and  conduct  of  a  car 
inspector  In  the  presence  of  a  jury,  when  con- 
'  sidered  together  with  other  testimony  tending 
to  show  his  unfitness,  might  not  be  legally  suf- 
ficient to  satisfy  them  that  he  was  an  Incompe- 
tent person.  In  Peaslee  v.  Fltcbbnrgh  R.  Co. 
(1800)  152  Masa.  165.  25  N.  B.  71,  it  was  ar- 
gued that  the  Jury  had  a  right  to  determine 
from  the  appearance  of  a  witness  that  he  was 
so  manifestly  Incompetent  that  the  defendant 
was  negligent  In  employing  him  as  engineer. 
The  court  said  there  was  nothing  In  the  ex- 
ceptions to  show  that  there  was  anything  In 
hia  appearance  that  would  justify  such  an  In- 
ference, and  that  It  could  not  be  presumed  that 
there  was.  Keith  v.  New  Haven  &  N.  Co. 
(1885)  140  Mass.  175,  8  N.  B.  28,  was  dis- 
tinguished on  the  ground  that  there  was  other 
evidence  of  incompetency  In  that  case,  while  In 
the  case  at  bar  the  only  evidence  of  Incompe- 
tency was  the  single  act  of  negligence. 

But  It  would  seem  that,  even  In  cases  where 
there  Is  corroborative  evidence,  the  risk  that 
Injustice  may  result  from  such  a  doctrine  In 
Its  practical  operation  Is  very  considerable. 

Men  who,  as  employees,  may  be  perfectly  ef- 
ficient, often  appear  to  great  disadvantage  as 
witnesses,  when  under  the  Influence  of  the  nerv- 
ous embarrassment  which  Is  apt  to  be  produced 
In  a  greater  or  less  degree  by  the  unfamiliar 
surroundings  of  a  courtroom.  At  the  very 
most.  It  is  submitted,  a  jury  should  not  be  al- 
lowed to  draw  any  conclusions  from  their  view 
of  a  witness,  except  In  the  most  extreme  cases 
of  glaring  mental  and  physical  defects  which 
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any  reasonable  person  would  concede  to  be  In- 
compatible ?rith  efficiency.  But  even  In  these 
cases.  It  would,  upon  general  principles,  be 
necessary  to  show  by  independent  testimony 
that  the  defects  existed  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident. It  Is  difficult,  therefore,  to  see  why.  If 
that  testimony  must  ultimately  be  relied  upon, 
the  jury  should  be  permitted  at  all  to  con- 
sider the  demeanor  and  appearance  of  the  de- 
linquent servant  on  the  witness  stand.  The 
obvious  perils  of  the  doctrine  applied  by  the 
Msssachosetts  court  do  not  seem  to  be  counter- 
balanced by  the  consideration  that  the  circum- 
stances which  It  introduces  Into  the  case  pos- 
sess some  probative  force. 

d.  Language  of  delinquent  servant  hiniself,  fa- 
dicating  recklessness  of  character. 

In  a  suit  sgalnst  a  railroad  company  by  a 
brakeman,  to  recover  damages  for  Injuries  re- 
ceived while  coupling  cars,  evidence  that  the 
engineer,  shortly  before,  had  declared  to  the> 
plaintiff  that  he  "would  as  soon  run  over  him 
as  not,"  Is  admissible  as  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  company  selected  an  unsuit- 
able man  for  engineer,  but  the  jury  shoal d  bo 
charged  that.  If  the  malice  of  the  engineer 
toward  the  plaintiff  was  the  cause  of  the  In- 
jury, there  could  be  no  recovery.  Houston  9t 
T.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Willie  (1880)  58  Tex.  318,  8T 
Am.  Rep.  756. 

e.     MinoHty. 

The  fact  that  the  delinquent  servant  was  a 
minor  Is  an  Important,  though  not  decisive, 
element  In  the  Inquiry.  Its  evidential  weight 
depends  upon  the  character  of  the  work  to  be* 
done,  the  servant's  previous  experience,  Mn& 
his  actual  age. 

Incompetency  for  the  duties  of  telegraph  op- 
erator cannot  be  Inferred  from  the  mere  fact 
that  the  servant  was  seventeen  years  old,  when* 
It  Is  also  In  evidence  that  he  has  discharged 
his  duties  efficiently  for  a  year,  and  that 
young  men  are  generally  better  operators  than 
old  ones.  Sutherland  v.  Troy  ft  B.  R.  Co. 
(1891)   125  N.  T.  787,  26  N.  B.  609. 

The  mere  fact  of  employing  a  boy  twelve- 
years  old  for  the  purpose  of  running  an  ele- 
vator Is  not  evidence  from  which  a  want  at 
care  In  selecting  a  servant  can  be  Inferred. 
Smlllle  V.  St.  Bernard  Dollar  Store  <1891)  4r 
Mo.  App.  402  (dissenting,  Thompson,  J.). 

A  statute  empowering  mine  owners  to  employ 
boys  of  a  certain  age  does  not  create  a  presnmp- 
tlon  that  any  boy  of  that  age  Is  fit  for  hia- 
dutles,  but  It  Is  still  permissible  for  the  Jury  to- 
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toneeDt.  This  is  not  only  a  law  of  comity 
Among  courts,  but  is  a  jurisdictional  neces- 
sity^ for  it  is  manifest  that  two  courts  could 
not,  acting  separately,  successfully  mana^ 
the  property,  or  harmoniously  distribute  it. 
Beach,  lleceivers,  Alderson's  ed.  §§  229-240; 
Kerr,  Receivers,  2d  ed.  pp.  106  et  aeq.  The 
petition  does  not  aver  l^at  the  consent  or 
permissicn  of  the  United  States  circuit  court 
to  sue  its  receivers  was  asked  or  obtained 
before  tiiis  action  was  b^pm,  and  there  is  a 
total  lack  of  any  evidence  of  such  steps  hav- 
ing been  taken.  The  action  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  maintained,  and  the  judgment 
against  the  receivers,  or,  as  amended,  that 
the  judgment  against  the  company  be  certi* 
fled  to  tho  receivers,  is  reversed. 

2.  The  case  made  against  the  defendant 
company  by  the  pleadings  is  that  it  employed 
Grant  Sheldon  as  a  hosUer  at  its  roundhouse 


at  Monett,  knowing  that  he  was  unskilful, 
and  incompetent  to  handle  an  engine,  or  that 
it  might  have  ascertained  that  fact  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff, a  locomotive  fireman  in  the  defendants^ 
employ,  was  injured,  while  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duty,  by  the  carelessness  of  said  ShS- 
don  in  starting  the  engine  to  which 
plaintiff  was  attached  as  such  fireman,  with- 
out ringing  the  bell  or  sounding  the  whistle. 
This  is  the  substance  of  the  fir^t  count.  The 
second  count  is  the  same,  except  that  it  con- 
tains an  averment  that  the  engine  was  in  a 
defective  or  dangerous  condition;  but,  as 
there  is  no  evidence  to  support  that  aver- 
ment, and  no  instructions  were  asked  by  the 
plaintiff  predicating  a  right  to  recover  upon 
the  defective  or  dangerous  condition  of  the 
machinery,  the  plaintiff  must  be  regarded  as 
having    abandoned    that    count.    We    will 


consider  the  boy's  sixe,  age,  previous  experience, 
■trenirth,  and  Intelligence,  and  the  fact  that  he 
was  kept  at  his  post  thirteen  hours  a  day. 
Carlson  v.  WllkesoD  Coal  A  Coke  Co.  (1898)  19 
Wash.  478,  53  Pac.  725. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  servant  Is  under 
fourteen  years  of  age  will  not  justify  the  In- 
ference that  he  Is  Incompetent,  where  the  duties 
to  be  performed  are  of  a  slmplo  character,  such 
as  repeating  to  the  engineer  of  the  hoisting  ma- 
chinery above  a  quarry  the  signals  received 
from  the  men  in  the  quarry.  Rickert  v.  Steph- 
ens (1890)  133  Pa.  638,  19  Atl.  410  (evidence 
that  such  work  was  done  by  boys). 

f.  Previou9  experience  of  the  eervani. 

Whether  the  master  is  chargeable  with  neg- 
ligence on  the  ground  that  he  should  have  seen 
that  the  serrant's  previous  experience  was  not 
•nch  as  to  qualify  him  for  the  duties  to  which 
he  was  assigned  is  a  question  the  answer  to 
which  is  obtained  by  considering  two  variable 
factors,  vis.,  the  character  of  the  duties,  and 
the  extent  of  the  servant's  experience  in  the 
same  or  similar  duties.  It  is  manifest  that  a 
question  dependent  upon  factors  which  may 
assume  such  indnitely  diverse  forms  as  these 
Is  pre-eminently  one  for  the  jury. 

What  time  or  training  Is  requisite  to  make 
one  a  competent  engineer  Is  a  question  of  fact 
solely.  Hence  it  is  error  to  instruct  a  Jury 
that  **proof  of  the  employment  of  one  who  had 
always  l>een  a  manual  laborer  or  a  mule  driver 
to  run  a  steam  engine  raises  a  presumption  of 
negligence  of  the  master,  without  showing  that 
he  had  actual  notice  of  the  servant's  anteced- 
ents."    Joch  V.  Dankwardt  (1877)  86  III.  381. 

This  instractlon,  which  follows  the  rule  for- 
mulated in  Shearman  &  Redfleld  on  Negligence, 
f  193,  waa  however,  approved  by  the  court, 
orx^wendo,  in  Harper  v.  Indianapolis  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  (1871)  47  Mo.  667,  4  Am.  Rep.  353. 

The  commentator,  therefore,  can  do  little 
more  than  indicate  the  bcoad  category  under 
which  the  cases  fall,  and  state  the  effect  of  the 
rulings  under  each  head. 

In  some  cases  the  propriety  of  requiring  that 
the  servant  shall  have  had  some  practical  ex- 
I»erlenoe,  or  been  in  a  position  in  which  he  had 
an  opportunity  of  observing  others  do  the  work, 
la  too  manifest  to  be  a  matter  of  doubt. 

If  the  employment  demands  special  knowl- 
edge or  experience,  only  men  of  special  knowl- 
edge and  experience  should  be  employed.  Hol- 
land V.  Tennessee  Coal,  I.  &  R.  Co.  (1890)  91 
Ala.  444,  12  L.  R.  A.  232,  8  So.  624. 

It  is  negligence  to  intrust  the  handling  of  a 
dangerous  material,  like  dynamite,  to  inexpe- 
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rienced  workmen.  Stewart  v.  New  York,  O.  & 
W.  R.  Co.  (1889)  54  Hun,  638,  8  N.  Y.  Supp. 
19  (verdict  for  plaintiff  warranted  by  evidence 
that  the  foreman  in  charge  for  the  day  was- 
a  stone  mason  with  au  imperfect  knowledge  of 
the  properties  of  dynamite). 

The  master  may  properly  be  found  negligent 
where  common  laborers,  engaged  In  stowing 
stone  posts  in  a  schooner,  were  charged  with  thie 
duty  of  securing  the  platform,  and  allowed  to 
select  the  gear,  without  instractlon,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  that  they  possessed  the  requisite 
skill,  Intelligence,  or  care.  Donnelly  v.  Booth 
Bros.  &  H.  I.  Granite  Co.  (18C7)  90  Me.  110, 
37  Atl.  874. 

On  the  other  hand,  negligence  on  the  master's 
part  Is  not  established  where  the  only  testi- 
mony as  to  incompetency  Is  that  of  the  delin- 
quent servant  himself,  who  admitted  on  cross- 
examination  that  he  had  never  done  any  wir- 
ing of  holes  loaded  with  dynamite,  and  had  not 
had  charge  of  deep  drilling  and  dynamite  blast-  - 
ing  with  electricity,  but  also  testified  that  he 
knew  how  It  ought  to  be  done.  O'Neil  v. 
O'Leary  (1895)  164  Mass.  387.  41  N.  B.  662. 

The  Incompetency  of  a  servant  may  arise 
from  the  fact  that  he  has  not  worked  at  the. 
employment  for  several  years,  as  well  as  from 
unfamlllarlty  with  it.  Curran  v.  A.  H.  Stange 
Co.  (1898)  98  Wis.  598,  74  N.  W.  377. 

But  if  the  work  may  be  well  done  by  the  un- 
skilled and  inexperienced,  it  cannot  be  said 
that  the  master  Is  lacking  In  the  measure  of 
care  he  owes  to  other  employees,  if  he  employs 
unskilled  and  inexperienced  men  upon  it.  Hol- 
land V.  Tennessee  Coal,  I.  ft  R.  Co.  (1890)  91 
Ala.  444,  12  L.  R.  A.  232,  8  So.  524. 

It  is  not  negligence  to  other  employees  to 
employ  a  man  twenty-two  years  of  age,  physic- 
ally and  mentally  qualified  for  the  business, 
to  assume  the  active  duties  of  brakeman. 
merely  because  he  has  not  yet  had  experience. 
Gorman  v.  Minneapolis  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1889) 
78  Iowa,  509,  43  N.  W.  303. 

Complaint  by  a  yard  switchman,  charging  In- 
competency of  the  fireman  through  failure  to 
understand  signals,  and  alleging  his  Inexperi- 
ence, is  sufficient  as  to  the  allegation  of  his 
Incompetency.  Galveston,  H.  ft  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Eckols  (1894)  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  429,  26  S.  W. 
1117. 

A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  has  been  set  aside 
where  the  evidence  showed  that  such  fellow 
servant  was  an  Intelligent  man,  that  the  duties 
of  a  signalman  and  a  switchman  which  he  was 
discharging  when  the  accident  occurred  were  so 
simple  that,  according  to  the  testimony  of  one 
witness,  they  could  be  learned  in  one  or  two 
days,  or,  according  to  the  testimony  of  anotber 
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therefore  treat  the  case  aa  resting  upon  the 
first  count  only.  The  evidence  wholly  failed 
to  support  the  allegation  that  Sheldon  was 
employed  by  defendant  as  a  hostler.  On  the 
contrary,  all  the  evidence  shows  that  he  was 
employed  as  a  wiper  or  fire  puller,  and  that 
the  rules  of  the  company  positively  pro- 
hibited a  wiper  or  fire  puller  to  move  an  en- 
gine under  any  circumstances,  except  in  the 
immediate  presence  and  under  the  direction 
of  a  hosUer  who  was  on  the  engine.  The 
plaintifT  produced  some  evidence  tiiat  on  at 
least  one  occasion  before  this  accident  Shel- 
don did  move  an  engine,  and  backed  it  into 
another  engine;  but  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  company,  or  any  of  Sheldon's  superior 
officers,  knew  of  this  fact,  and,  on  the  con- 
trary, the  head  hostler  and  the  foreman  both 
testify  that  they  never  knew  of  Sheldon  mov- 
ing an  engine  at  any  time  before  the  acci- 


dent. The  plaintilT's  witnesses  Andr«w% 
Loftin,  and  Coyle  testify  to  hearing  or  maJE« 
ing  complaints  against  Sheldon,  and  that  th* 
fire  pullers  were  afraid  to  go  under  the  cor 
gine  when  he  was  moving  it,  but  none  of 
them  would  swear  that  this  occurred  prior 
to  the  accident  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  when  it 
is  remembered  that  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured on  the  20th  of  October,  1893,  and  that 
the  trial  at  which  this  testimony  was  intro- 
duced took  place  on  the  3d  of  January,  1896, 
the  inability  of  the  witnesses  to  locate  these 
"taJks"  among  "the  boys,"  as  to  whether  they 
were  before  the  accident  or  afterwards,  is 
easily  understood.  The  witness  Coyle  also 
testified  to  hearing  complaints  made  to 
Stringer,  the  head  hostler,  about  Sheldon, 
but  he  was  unable  to  state  whether  this  was 
before  or  after  the  accident;  he  finallv  say- 
ing:    "I  do  not  know  for  certain.    It  was 


witness,  in  two  or  three  weeks;  and  that,  pre- 
Tlons  to  the  accldeDt  he  had  been  employed 
for  three  weeks  In  the  yard  and  one  week  In 
the  duties  of  switchman  and  signalman.  Dever- 
ill  V.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  (1866)  26  U.  C.  Q. 
B.  517. 

Betwe^i  these  two  extreme  predicaments 
lie  those  in  which  some  experience  Is  admitted 
to  be  necessary,  and  the  qnestion  presented  Is 
whether  that  which  the  servant  has  had  Is  suf- 
Ocient  to  qualify  him  for  his  duties.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  will  indicate  the  views  taken  by 
the  courts  as  to  a  variety  of  circumstances. 

In  Bunnell  v.  St.  Paul.  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1882) 
29  Minn.  306,  13  N.  W.  129,  there  was  held  to 
be  sufflcient  evidence  to  sustain  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  where  the  testimony  showed  that 
the  man  hired  as  a  foreman  of  carpenters 
had  been  in  the  defendant's  employ  only  about 
four  months  before  the  accident  caused  by  his 
negligence:  that  for  three  years  before  that 
time  he  had  been  in  the  insurance  business; 
that  he  had  never  learned  the  carpenter's 
trade,  and  had,  In  all,  never  worked  more  than 
twelve  weeks  as  a  carpenter. 

In  Gibson  v.  Northern  G.  R.  Co.  (1880)  22 
Hun,  289,  a  car  Inspector,  who  failed  to  discover 
and  note  a  defect,  was'  thirty-four  or  thirty- 
five  years  old,  and  had  worked  for  three  or  four 
months  in  a  railroad  yard  in  Ireland,  putting 
brasses  into  freight  cars,  but,  with  this  ex- 
ception, had  been  employed  as  a  common  lat>or- 
er,  and  was  not  a  mechanic,  and  was  without 
knowledge  of  machinery  up  to  the  time  of  en- 
tering the  service  of  the  defendant.  He  worked 
In  the  defendant's  carpenter  shop,  repairing 
cars,  putting  In  brasses,  bolting,  and  putting  in 
boxes,  and  assisting  In  the  shop,  from  one  to 
two  years,  and  was  then  made  car  Inspector. 
His  evidence  showed  clearly  that  he  under- 
stood the  details  of  his  business,  and  appeared 
to  have  been  given  intelligently.  It  was  held 
that  negligence  in  employing  him  as  a  car  In- 
spector was  not  shown. 

Incompetency  to  act  as  flagman  for  an  ap- 
proaching train  at  night-time  may  be  properly 
found  where  the  servant  had  had  scarcely  any 
experience  aa  brakeman  or  flagman,  had  not 
been  instructed  as  to  the  rule  requiring  the  use 
of  torpedoes,  and  had  never  flagged  a  train  ex- 
cept once  before,  on  which  occasion  he  had 
been  found  fault  with  by  defendant's  conductor, 
and  discharged  for  disobedience.  Mann  v.  Dela- 
ware &  H.  Canal  Co.  (1883)  91  N.  Y.  495. 

Whether  a  railway  company  is  liable  for  an 
Injury  caused  by  the  nnsk II  fulness  of  a  yard 
conductor  in  turning  a  switch  Is  for  the  Jury, 
where  the  tracks  are  so  complicated  that  with- 
out experience  In  the  operation  of  the  switches, 
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mistakes  would  be  likely  to  be  made,  and  the 
delinquent  servant's  duties  as  yard  conductor 
only  occasionally  required  him  to  turn  the 
switches,  and  before  his  appointment  to  that 
position  he  had  been  engaged  In  coupling  cars. 
O'Loughlln  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
(1895)  87  Hun,  538,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  297. 

The  fact  that  a  man  is  competent  for  the 
general  duties  of  a  locomotive  engineer  will  not 
excuse  a  railway  company  for  an  accident 
caused  by  his  lack  of  knowledge  and  experlenee 
as  to  the  road  at  the  place  where  the  accident 
occurred.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Patton  (1894; 
Tex.  Civ.  App.)  26  S.  W.  339.  Aflirmed  In 
(1894;  Tex.)  26  S.  W.  978,  where,  however, 
this  point  was  not  discussed. 

In  Wright  V.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  (1858)  28 
Barb.  80,  the  court  expressed  Its  dissatisfaction 
with  a  verdict  finding  that  a  man  was  not  com- 
petent to  act  as  engineer  of  a  night  train  on 
the  line  between  Rochester  and  Niagara,  where 
the  evidence  was  that  he  had  served  as  an  en- 
gineer some  four  years,  and  had  been  In  the 
employ  of  the  defendant  nineteen  months,  hot 
not  on  the  section  of  the  road  in  question ;  that 
he  had.  however,  as  engineer,  run  over  the  road 
a  dozen  times  In  the  nineteen  months,  and 
had  ridden  on  the  cars  at  other  times ;  and  that 
he  had  run  up  to  the  bridge  with  a  freight 
train,  the  night  before;  and  several  witnesses 
of  the  defendant,  engineers,  also  state  facts 
tending  strongly  to  show  that  such  an  acquaint- 
ance with  a  road  was  amply  sufficient.  The 
court  of  appeals  held  that  the  man  was  ce^ 
talnly  competent.     (1862)  25  N.  Y.  562. 

The  competency  of  a  fireman  to  act  as  en- 
gineer on  a  run  between  stations  Is  for  the 
Jury  where  the  evidence  Is  that  he  had  been 
In  the  employment  of  the  defendant  several 
years,  part  of  the  time  as  a  fireman,  and  at 
two  different  periods  of  about  six  months  each 
had  served  as  an  extra  engineer  In  charge  o( 
freight  trains,  but  never  as  a  regular  engineer ; 
that  he  had  been  over  the  section  of  the  road 
on  which  the  accident  occurred  about  twenty- 
four  times  in  all,  in  his  service  as  an  engineer, 
the  last  time  about  a  month  before  the  acci- 
dent ;  that  he  had  never  Inspected  the  switches 
or  side  tracks  at  the  point  where  the  accident 
occurred,  so  as  to  learn  their  exact  location,  and 
knew  nothing  on  that  subject  except  what  he 
had  noticed  when  he  passed  over  them,  and  had 
been  told  by  others;  that  he  had  had  no  ex- 
perience in  running  an  engine  disabled  as  was 
the  one  which  caused  the  injury,  and  had  never 
observed  the  effect  of  such  disability  upon  ths 
holding  power  of  an  engine  or  the  ability  of 
those  in  charge  of  It  to  stop  It;  and  that  hs 
had  been  examined  when  promoted  to  the  posi- 
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on  or  about  that  time,  to  the  beet  of  my 
knowledge— about.  It  might  have  been 
prior  to  that»  and  it  might  have  been  after- 
wards, but  it  was  about  that  time."  When 
the  eividence  is  analyzed,  therefore,  it 
amounts  to  this:  That  Sheldon  was  not  em- 
ployed as  a  hostler,  as  charged  in  the  peti- 
tion, but  was  employed  as  wiper  or  fire 
puller,  and  was  prohibited  by  the  rules  of  the 
company  from  moving  an  engine,  except 
when  a  hostler  was  on  the  engine  directing 
him;  that  neither  the  head  hostler  nor  the 
foreman  had  ever  heard  of  Sheldon  moving 
an  engine  before  the  accident;  that  Sheldon 
did  move  an  engine  once  before  the  acci- 
dent,  but  neither  the  head  hostler  nor  the 
foreman  ever  heard  of  it;  that  the  fire  pull- 
ers and  wipers  complained  about  Sheldon, 
and  at  least  one  of  them  spoke  to  the  head 
hostler  about  Sheldon,  but  it  does  not  appear 


that  this  was  before  the  accident;  that  Pe- 
ter Stringer  was  the  head  hostler,  and  di- 
rected the  men  around  the  roundhouse  as  to 
what  work  they  should  do,  but  that  he  had 
no  power  to  employ  or  discharge  anyone, 
and,  if  anything  unusual  occurred,  he  had  to 
report  to,  and  act  under  the  orders  of,  Ran- 
dall, who  was  the  foreman  and  master  me- 
chanic, and  whose  office  was  within  a  few 
feet  of  the  roundhouse,  and  who  alone  had 
power  to  employ  or  discharge  the  men. 

The  case  was  put  to  the  jury  by  the  court 
upon  instructions  which  authorized  a  recov- 
ery by  the  plaintiff  if  the  defendants  em- 
ployed Sheldon,  and  permitted  him  to  move 
ensrines  around  the  roundhouse  or  yards  at 
Monett,  and  if  Sheldon  was  unskilful  or  in- 
competent, and  the  defendant  knew  it,  or  by 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care  could  have 
ascertained  it,  or  kept  him  in  its  employ  aft- 


tloQ  of  engineer,  but  not  upon  that  subject 
O'Laughiln  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  E.  H.  Co. 
(1887  >  9  N.  Y.  S.  R.  884. 

The  negligence  of  the  railway  companj  is 
for  the  jury  where  the  evidence  Is  that  the  ac- 
cident occurred  on  the  Orst  occasion  when  he 
had  charge  of  a  train  In  the  night-time ;  that, 
prior  to  the  accident,  he  had  had  little  or  no 
experience  as  engineer,  except  such  as  he  de- 
rived from  making  a  few  short  trips  by  day- 
light:  that  he  had  also  acted  for  a  short  time 
as  fireman  on  day  trips,  and  that  the  accident, 
a  collision,  might  have  been  prevented  If  he 
had  not  neglected  his  duty  to  light  the  head- 
light.    Newell  V.  Ryan  (1886)  40  Hon,  286. 

A  railroad  engineer  la  presumably  a  compe- 
tent person  to  Inspect  an  engine  to  see  If  It  Is 
in  such  repair  as  to  prevent  the  escape  of  fire. 
Menominee  River  Sash  ft  Door  Co.  v  Mllwaakee 
ft  N.  R.  Co.  (1896)  91  Wis.  447,  66  N.  W.  176. 

The  principle  governing  the  liability  of  a 
railway  company  for  Injuries  caused  by  the  In- 
competency of  a  fireman  who  haa  been  tempo- 
rarily permitted  to  handle  an  engine  for  switch- 
ing, and  similar  work,  has  been  formulated  aa 
follows : 

"Railroad  companies  are  not  required  to  em- 
ploy skilled  engineers  as  firemen :  and,  If  it 
is  the  prevailing  custom  of  engineers  to  leave 
the  firemen  in  charge  of  their  engines  when 
switching  or  similar  work  is  to  be  done,  then 
It  Is  to  IM  presumed  that  brakemen,  when  they 
engage  or  continue  In  their  employment,  do  so 
with  the  knowledge  of  the  custom,  assuming  the 
additional  hasard  that  the  custom  Involves. 
and  can  be  entitled  to  compensation  from  the 
company  for  injury  caused  by  a  fireman's  In- 
competent management  of  an  engine  only  when 
his  fitness  was  below  what  ought  to  be  re- 
qnired  of  firemen."  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kelly  (1894)  24  U.  8.  App.  103.  68  Fed.  Rep. 
407,  11  C.  C  A.  260.  A  requested  Instruction 
,  In  this  case,  "that  firemen  after  a  certain  pe- 
'  rlod  of  service  as  firemen  are  promoted  to  en- 
gineers." was  held  objectionable  because  it 
assumes  that  such  promotions  of  firemen  to 
engineers  were  of  uniform  or  at  least  custom- 
ary occurrence  "after  a  certain  period  of  serv- 
ice as  firemen,"  without  regard  to  the  capacity, 
habits,  and  temper  of  the  particular  Indlvid- 
uala  The  court  says:  **There  was  no  proof 
of  such  custom ;  none  such,  of  course,  has  ever 
prevailed." 

One  who  has  served  as  a  fireman  for  a  long 
time,  and  on  several  occasions  has  run  an  en- 
gine In  a  switchyard,  is  not  to  be  deemed  in- 
competent to  act  as  engineer  on  a  train  In  such 
yard  because  he  is  not  regularly  engaged  as  an 
engineer.  Ohio  ft  M.  R  Co.  v.  Dunn  (1894) 
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138  Ind.  18,  86  N.  E.  702,  Rehearing  Denied  in 
(1894)  188  Ind.  28,  87  N.  B.  646. 

Permitting  a  fireman  who  has  been  employed 
as  a  brakeman  for  six  months  and  as  a  fire- 
man for  twenty  months,  and  who  has  handled 
an  engine  more  or  less,  to  operate  a  switch  en- 
gine in  coupling  cars,  is  not  negligence  which 
?rill  render  the  company  liable  for  Injuries  to 
a  switchman  by  starting  the  engine  too  sud- 
denly. Thompson  v.  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R. 
Co.  (1890)  84  Mich.  281,  47  N.  W.  684. 

In  Norfolk  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Thomas  (1893)  90 
Va.  205,  17  S.  B.  884,  a  railroad  company  was 
beld  liable  where  the  engineer  In  charge  al- 
lowed a  fiylng  switch  to  be  made  by  an  inex- 
perienced fireman,  who  had  only  been  in  serv- 
ice three  or  four  weeks  and  never  on  a  railroad 
before,  and  the  conductor  (a  vice  principal  aa 
to  such  matters  In  Virginia)  knew  he  was 
running  the  engine. 

Unfitness  for  the  duty  of  handling  a  switch- 
engine  Is  not  proved  where  the  servant  had  had 
two  yeara*  experience  as  fireman,  and  during 
that  time  had  frequently  been  intrusted  with 
switching.  East  Tennessee,  V.  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
McKeney  (1886 ;  Tenn.)  1  S.  W.  500. 

It  la  not  negligence  to  promote  a  fireman  to 
the  poet  of  engineer  after  he  has  been  one  year 
in  the  service,  where  the  evidence  Is  that  two 
years'  experience  as  fireman  with  the  opportun- 
ities thus  obtained,  for  learning  an  engineer's 
duties.  Is  generally  considered  sufficient  to 
qualify  tbe  fireman  for  those  duties,  and  the 
representative  of  the  railway  company  had 
good  reason  to  suppose,  from  the  familiarity 
with  his  work  shown  by  the  fireman  in  ques- 
tion, that  be  had  had  considerable  previous  ex- 
perience under  other  employers.  Texas  ft  N. 
O.  R.  Co.  V.  Berry  (1887)  67  Tex.  238,  5  8.  W. 
817. 

Incompetency  to  act  as  engineer  is  not  es- 
tablished where  the  servant  has  been  fireman 
for  four  years,  during  which  time  he  has  fre- 
quently taken  charge  of  the  engine  while  the 
regular  engineer  was  sick :  and  it  also  appeara 
that  from  three  to  five  years'  service  aa  fireman 
la  all  that  is  customarily  required  of  a  fireman 
before  he  is  promoted.  K obi  in  v.  Kansas  City. 
St.  J.  ft  C.  B.  B.  Co.  (1&D3)  119  Mo.  483,  24 
3.  W.  1011. 

In  Chicago  ft  B.  I.  R  Co.  v.  Beatty  (1895) 
13  Ind.  App.  604,  40  N.  B.  753,  42  N.  B.  284, 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  sustained  where 
the  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  the  delln« 
quent  servant,  an  engine  wiper,  had  some  ex- 
perience as  a  brakeman,  and  had,  in  other 
places,  as  well  as  in  the  defendant's  yard,  acted 
as  hostler  in  running  engines  on  switches  to 
i^d  from  roundbousea  but  had  never  had  any 
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er  it  knew  or  might  have  known  of  his  in- 
competency, and  li  Sheldon's  incompetency 
or  unskilfulnesa  cauaed  the  injury  to  the 
nlaiutiff»  and  that,  if  Peter  Stringer,  the 
head  hostler,  had  authority  to  direct  the 
men  in  their  work  around  the  roundhouse, 
he  was  a  Vice  principal,  and  his  knowledge 
was  the  knowledge  of  the  company.  The  in- 
structions did  not  fit  the  issues,  in  that  they 
did  not  require  the  jury  to  find  that  Sheldon 
was  employed  as  a  hostler.  They  simply  re- 
quired the  jury  to  find  that  Sheldon  was  em- 
ployed by  the  defendant,  without  specifying 
m  what  capacity,  and  then  to  find  that  the 
defendant  permitted  Sheldon  to  run  engines 
around  the  roundhouse  and  yards;  and,  in 
order  to  carry  knowledge  of  Sheldon's  acts 
to  the  company,  so  as  to  draw  the  inference 
of  a  permission  from  the  company,  the  fact 
that  Stringer  had  the  right  to  direct  the 


men  around  the  roundhouse  as  to  iHtai  work 
they  should  do  was  declared  by  the  court  to 
make  Stringer  a  vice  principidy  so  that  his 
knowledge  was  the  knowleoge  of  the  com- 
pany; but  neither  this  instruction,  nor  any 
other  instruction  given  to  the  jury,  required 
them  to  find  that  even  Stringer  knew  that 
Sheldon  had  ever  run  an  en^ne  before  the 
accident,  or  that  Stringer  had  ever  permit- 
ted Sheldon  to  do  so.  And  the  jury,  if  so 
required,  could  not  have  so  found,  for,  as 
above  pointed  out,  the  evidence  diows  onlv 
one  occasion  prior  to  the  accident  when  Shel- 
don ever  moved  an  engine,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  whatever  that  even  Stringer  ever 
heard  of  it,  but»  on  the  contrary,  Stringer 
testified  positively  that  he  never  had  heard 
of  it,  ana  never  had  given  him  permission  to 
do  so,  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  rules 
absolutely  prohibited  him   from   doing  so. 


other  experience  as  a  fireman  or  as  an  en^neer ; 
and  the  appellee  Introduced  testimony  tending 
to  prove  that,  in  order  to  qualify  a  man  to 
handle  engines  in  talcing  them  to  and  from  a 
roondhoose,  he  should  have  good  judgment,  and 
also  two  years'  experience  as  a  fireman,  under 
the  direction  and  supervision  of  a  competent 
engineer. 

Evidence  which  merely  goes  to  show  that  a 
servant  has  been  employed  In  an  inferior  ca- 
pacity will  not  justify  the  Inference  that  the 
master  was  negligent  In  employing  him  In  a 
much  higher  capacity  in  the  same  line  oC  busi- 
ness. Edwards  v.  London  ft  B.  B.  Co.  (1865) 
4  Fost.  &  F.  581;  s.  p.  Haskin  v.  New  York 
C.  ft  H.  B.  B.  Co.  (1873)  65  Barb.  129,  holding 
that  the  promotion  of  a  car^coupler  to  the 
place  of  conductor  in  a  yard  is  not  of  itself 
evidence  of  negligence,  where  his  experience  {n 
the  inferior  positions  has  been  such  as  to  qual- 
ify him  for  the  higher. 

g.  AeU  of  negUgenoe  prior  to  the  aooident 

(This  and  the  following  section  should  be 
compared  with  those  dealing  with  the  parallel 
case  of  the  prior  satisfactory  and  unsatisfac- 
tory operation  of  inanimate  agencies.) 

That  neither  evidence  of  one,  nor  of  several, 
acts  of  negligence  committed  by  a  servant  be- 
fore that  which  caused  the  injury  in  suit  Is 
competent  to  show  that  the  latter  act  was  neg- 
ligent, is  perfectly  plain  upon  general  principles, 
and  is  not  disputed.  Hatt  v.  Nay  (1887)  144 
Mass.  186,  10  N.  B.  807 ;  Connors  v.  Morton 
(1894)  160  Mass.  338,  85  N.  B.  860;  Baltimore 
Elevator  Co.  v.  Neal  (1886)  65  Md.  438,  5  Atl. 
838. 

It  has  also  been  laid  down  broadly  in  several 
cases  that  a  single  prior  act  of  negligence  is  in- 
competent as  evidence  to  prove  the  unfitness  of 
the  servant.  Gallagher  v.  Piper  (1864)  16  C.  B. 
N.  S.  669.  13  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  329 ;  Chapman  v. 
Brie  B.  Co.  (1874)  56  N.  Y.  679;  Holland  v. 
Southern  P.  Co.  (1898)  100  Cal.  240,  34  Pac. 
666;  Ohio  ft  M.  B.  Co.  v.  Dunn  (1894)  138  Ind. 
18,  86  N.  B.  702,  37  N.  E.  546 ;  Dallas  City  B. 
Co.  V.  Beeman  (1889)  74  Tex.  291,  11  S.  W. 
1102;  Houston  ft  T.  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Myers  (1881) 
55  Tex.  110  (rule  assumed  arguendo)  ;  Mc- 
Keever  v.  Homestake  Mln.  Co.  (1898)  10  S.  D. 
599,  74  N.  W.  1053  (verdict  rightly  directed 
for  defendant  where  the  servant  had  made  only 
one  mistake  during  twelve  years). 

That  notice  of  the  prior  act  must  In  some 
way  be  brought  home  to  the  master  before  It 
can  become  a  factor  bearing  upon  the  qupstion 
of  his  negligence  follows  from  the  general  priu- 
clples  stated  supra,  1.  e.  See  Mulhem  v  T^ 
4S  L.  R.  A. 


high  Valley  Coal  Co.  (1894)  161  Pa.  270,  28 
Atl.  1087. 

The  receipt  of  Information  that  the  servant 
has  been  guilty  of  such  an  act  is  said  merely 
to  impose  on  the  master  the  obligation  of  using 
ordinary  care  in  Investigating  the  cause  of  the 
accident  and  the  competency  of  the  servant,  and 
acting  with  reference  to  his  retention  or  dis- 
charge as  reasonable  prudence  would  dictate 
in  view  of  the  facts  ascertained.  If  these  facts 
prove  to  be  such  that  a  careful  man  would  have 
considered  himself  justified  in  retaining  the 
servant,  no  fault  can  be  imputed  to  the  mas- 
ter. Baulec  v.  New  York  ft  H.  B.  Co.  (1872) 
62  Barb.  623.  Aflirmed  in  (1874)  59  N.Y.  356, 17 
Am.  Bep.  326.  In  the  opinion  delivered  In  the 
lower  court  it  was  denied  that  "intelligent  men 
of  good  habits  who  are  engineers  or  brakemen 
or  switchmen  on  railroads  must  inevitably  be 
discharged  ...  for  the  first  error  or  aet 
of  negligence." 

Though  undoubtedly  notice  of  the  servant's 
lapse,  if  it  Is  at  all  serious,  will  impose  npon 
the  master  and  his  representatives  the  obliga- 
tion of  exercising  increased  vigilance  In  observ- 
ing the  servant's  conduct  afterward.  Chapman 
V.  Brie  B.  Co.  (1874)  65  N.  Y.  579. 

This  doctrine,  however,  holds  good  to  Its  full 
extent  only  in  cases  where  the  act  of  negligence 
was  casual  or  accidental.  Baulec  v.  New  York 
ft  H.  B.  Co.  (1874)  59  N.  Y.  856.  17  Am.  B^. 
325,  where  the  plaintiff  was  held  to  have  been 
rightly  nonsuited.  The  court  said :  "An  In- 
dividual who  by  years  of  faithful  service  has 
shown  himself  trustworthy,  vigilant,  and  com- 
petent Is  not  disqualified  for  further  employ- 
ment, and  proved  either  Incompetent  or  care- 
less, and  not  trustworthy,  by  a  single  mistake 
or  act  of  forgetfulness  and  omlkslon  to  exercise 
the  highest  degree  of  caution  and  presence  of 
mind.  The  fact  would  only  show,  what  mast 
be  true  of  every  human  being,  that  the  indi- 
vidual was  capable  of  an  act  of  negligence, 
forgetfulness,  or  error  of  judgment.  This  must 
be  the  case  as  to  all  employees  of  corporations 
until  a  race  of  servants  can  be  found  free  from 
the  defects  and  infirmities  of  humanity.  A 
single  act  may,  under  some  circumstances,  show 
an  individual  to  be  an  improper  and  unfit  per- 
son for  a  position  of  trust,  or  any  particular 
service,  as  when  such  act  is  intentional  and 
done  wantonly,  regardless  of  consequences,  or 
maliciously.  So  the  manner  In  whkh  a  spe- 
cific act  is  performed  may  conclusively  show  the 
utter  Incompetency  of  the  actor,  and  his  in- 
ability to  perform  a  particular  service.  But  a 
single  act  of  casual  neglect  does  not,  per  se, 
teud  to  prove  the  party  to  be  careless  and  im- 
prudent, and  unfitted  for  a  position  requiring 
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The  case  presented  therefore  does  not  show 
that  the  company  employed  Sheldon  as  a 
hostler,  or  that  it  ever  permitted  him  to  rim 
An  engine,  or  ever  heard  of  his  doing  bo,  be- 
fore the  accident,  and  that  the  rules  prohib- 
ited his  moving  an  engine.  Sheldon  was 
•employed  as  a  wiper  or  fire  puller,  and  there 
is  no  pretense  that  he  was  incompetent  to 
<lo  that  work.  There  was,  therefore,  no  evi- 
•dence  upon  which  to  predicate  the  instruc- 
tions given  for  the  plaintiff.  The  third  in- 
struction given  for  the  plaintiff  lacked  the 
essential  element,  of  requiring  the  jury  to 
find  that  Stringer  knew  of  Sheldon's  incom- 
petency to  move  an  engine,  and  that  String- 
•er  permitted  him  to  do  so;  and  the  jury 
could  not  so  find  because  there  was  no  evi- 
dence whatever  adduced  upon  which  the  jury 
-could  have  so  found,  but  the  evidence  was  all 
to  the  eoutraiy.     The  instructions  were  fur- 


tlier  erroneous  in  that,  while  not  beins  ooa- 
sistent  with  the  issues  as  to  Sheldon^  em- 
ployment as  a  hostler,  and  not  specifying  in 
what  capacity  Sheldon  was  employed,  and 
assuming  that  there  was  evidence  that  de- 
fendant permitted  him  to  move  engines,  and 
while  declaring  that,  because  Stringer  di- 
rected the  work  of  the  men  around  the 
roundhouse,  he  was  a  vice  principal,  and 
without  requiring  the  juiy  to  find  that 
Stringer  had  any  knowledge  that  Sheldon 
ran  engines,  or  that  he  was  incompetent,  it 
was  declared  that  Stringer's  knowledge  was 
the  knowledge  of  the  company. 

It  might  be  sufficient  now  to  say  that,  if 
all  the  knowledge  that  Stringer  is  shown  by 
this  record  to  Cave  had  is  assumed  to  have 
been  possessed  by  the  company,  it  would  not 
make  out  a  case  against  the  defendant,  for 
it  would  amount  only  to  this :     That  Sheldon 


care  and  prudence.  Character  Is  formed  and 
qualities  exhibited  by  a  series  of  acts,  and  not 
i>7  a  single  act.  An  engineer  might  from  Inat- 
tention omit  to  sound  the  whistle  or  ring  the 
-bell  at  a  road  crossing,  but  such  fact  would 
not  tend  to  prove  him  a  careless  and  negligent 
servant  of  the  company.  The  company  Is  ODiy 
charged  with  the  duty  of  employing  those  who 
have  acquired  a  good  character  In  respect  to 
the  qualifications  called  for  by  the  particular 
service,  and  no  one  would  say  that  a  good 
character  acquired  by  long  service  was  de- 
-stroyed  or  seriously  Impaired  by  a  single  Invol- 
nntary  and  unintentional  fault.  In  Walker  v. 
Boiling  (1S53)  22  Ala.  294,  Phelan,  J.,  declares 
that  the  master  will  be  responsible  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  a  general  manager  In  employing  or 
retaining   Incompetent   subordlnatea 

The  Incompetency  of  a  fireman  for  the  duties 
<if  an  engineer  cannot  be  predicated  on  the 
ground  that  he  failed,  while  the  train  was  run- 
ning between  stations,  to  notice  a  signal  to 
stop,  given  from  the  rear  of  the  train.  Core  v. 
Ohio  River  R.  Co.  (189S)  38  W.  Va.  4R6,  18 
8.  E.  606. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  yard  master  had  sent 
an  engine  upon  the  track  when  a  coming  train 
was  overdue  does  not  conclusively  show  that 
-the  company  was  negligent  In  keeping  him  in 
Its  service,  since  he  might  have  had  Informa- 
tion showing  that  the  train  would  not  arrive 
for  some  time.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Gilbert 
<1881)  46  Mich.  176,  9  N.  W.  243. 

It  must  necessarily  be  subject  to  a  qualifi- 
cation similar  to  the  one  noted  above  In  dis- 
cussing the  evidential  weight  of  the  servant's 
incompetency,  since  even  a  single  careless  act 
may  sometimes  be  of  such  a  nature  as,  not  only 
to  Indicate  that  the  servant  Is  unfit  for  his 
duties,  but  that  the  master  will  be  culpably  neg- 
ligent If  he  does  not  discharge  him  Immedi- 
ately after  the  delinquency  comes  to  his  knowl- 
edge. See  BvansTllIe  ft  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Guy- 
ton  (1888)  116  In<l.  460,  17  N.  B.  101,  putting 
the  ease  of  carelessness  so  extreme  as  to  allow 
two  trains  to  meet  while  running  In  opposite 
directions  on  the  same  track. 

In  anotlier  case  It  was  said  that,  although 
a  single  act  of  a  locomotive  engineer  in  run- 
ning a  train  12  miles  In  forty  minutes,  while  the 
schedule  time  Is  one  hour,  and  a  portion  of  such 
distance  at  40  or  46  miles  an  hour,  In  daylight 
and  without  accident  or  Injury  to  anyone, 
did  not  necessarily  show  him  to  be  unfit  or 
reckless  of  the  lives  of  employees  at  work  upon 
the  track,  yet  this  Inference  might  perhaps  have 
4>een  justifiable  if  it  had  been  shown  that  the 
want  of  accident  on  such  run  was  due  more 
■to  chance  or  good  fortune  than  the  management 
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of  the  engine  and  the  actual  condition  of  the 
road,  and  that  men  working  upon  the  track 
could  not  have  been  easily  seen  or  had  time  to 
escape  after  being  warned  of  the  approach  of 
the   train.     Holland   v.   Southern    P.    B.    Co. 

(1893)  100  Cal.  240.  84  Pac.  666. 
Especially  Is  It  legitimate  to  draw  the  Infer- 
ence of  unfitness  where  the  dereliction  of  duty 
was  one  which   the  physical  qualities   of  the 
servant  rendered  extremely  probable. 

The  negligence  of  a  railway  company  Is  for 
the  jury,  where  It  has  retained  in  Its  employ  as 
a  night  operator  a  boy  eighteen  years  of  age, 
who  a  few  months  before  the  accident  had  gone 
to  sleep  while  on  duty.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co. 
V.  Camp  (1896)  81  U.  S.  App.  213,  66  Fed. 
Rep.  952,  13  C.  C.  A.  233. 

Nor  Is  there  any  difficulty  In  holding  that, 
when  proof  of  the  commission  of  a  negligent 
act  Is  accompanied  by  proof  that  the  delinquent 
servant  had  a  reputation  for  recklessness 
(see  ifi/ra,  II.  m.),  and  this  reputation  was 
known  to  the  master,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  Is 
warranted.     Mexican  Nat.   R.  Co.   v.  Muasette 

(1894)  86  Tex.  708,  24  L.  R.  A.  642,  26  S.  W. 
1075. 

In  regard  to  the  question  whether  the  plain- 
tiff Is  entitled  to  Introduce  evidence  that  the 
delinquent  servant  had  been  guilty  of  several 
acts  of  negligence  prior  to  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident In  suit,  the  courts  are  not  unanimous. 
The  doctrine  which  seems  to  be  the  most 
logical,  and  which  is  sustained  by  a  considerable 
array  of  authoritlea  Is  that  such  evidence  Is 
competent  to  establish  the  unfitness  of  the  de- 
linquent servant.  Gler  v.  Los  Angeles  Consol. 
Rlectrlc  R.  Co.  (1896)  108  Cal.  129,  41  Pac. 
22,  and  other  cases  cited  below,  which  clearly 
assume  the  correctness  of  this  rule. 

Of  course  the  prior  acts  put  In  evidence 
must  be  such  as  fairly  to  Import  negligence  in 
the  doer,  before  the  further  question  whether 
they  indicate  unfitness  can  be  considered. 
Thus,  evidence  that  a  locomotive  fireman  who 
had  caused  an  accident  while  running  a  loco- 
motive had  on  another  occasion  run  an  engine 
faster  than  In  the  judgment  of  another  engineer 
was  proper,  and  at  still  another  time,  while 
running  a  locomotive,  had  struck  a  car  In  coup- 
ling to  it  with  force  which  the  witness  con- 
sidered excessive, — Is  Insufficient  to  raise  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  as  to  the  competency  of  such  fire- 
man. Marrlnan  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  (1897)  18  App.  DIv.  489,  48  N.  T.  Supp. 
606. 

Such  evidence  is  also  admissible  to  establish 

the  negligence  of  the  master,  on  the  ground  that 

he  retained  the  servant  in  his  employ  after  he 

or    his    representative    had    obtained     actual 
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i  employed  as  a  wiper  or  Are  poller ;  th&t 
ht  was  prohibited  by  the  rules  from  moving 
an  engine;  that  he  never  had  moved  an  en- 
gine before  the  injury  to  plaintiff;  and  that 
he  was  not  ordered  or  given  permission  to 
do  BO  on  that  occasion,  or  given  permission 
to  do  so  at  any  other  time  prior  to  the  acci- 
dent. This  is  what  the  evidence  shows  was 
the  knowledge  of  Stringer.  It  wholly  fails 
to  show  any  knowledge  on  Stringer's  part 
which  would  impose  a  liability  on  the  de- 
fendant. In  Dysart  v.  Kanaaa  City,  Ft»  S, 
d  M,  R.  Co.  145  Mo.,  Zoo.  cit.  88;  46  S.  W. 
762,  Williams,  J.,  said:  'Tlaintiff  and  the 
engineer  were  fellow  servants.  •  •  •  It 
was  essential  to  plaintiff's  case  ...  to 
show,  not  only  the  incompetency  of  the  en- 
gineer, but  also,  that  defendant  failed  to  ex- 
ercise reasonable  care  in  employing  and  re- 
taining him  in  its  service.    Rohlin  v.  Kan" 


903  City,  St,  J.  d  C,  B.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  470, 
24  S.  W.  1011.  'There  is  no  dispute  as  to 
this  proposition  of  law;  namely,  that  the 
master  must  use  ordinary  care  in  employing 
and  retaining  competent  and  suitable  serv- 
ants. This  is  a  personal  duty  devolved  up- 
on the  master,  and  he  is  liable  for  a  failure 
to  perform  this  duty,  resulting  in  an  injury 
to  a  fellow  servant'  Williams  v.  Miasoui'i 
P.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  482,  18  S.  W.  1098.  It  is 
equally  well  established  that  the  burden  is 
on  the  plaintiff  seeking  to  recover  for  in- 
juries caused  by  the  negUgence  of  a  fellow 
servant  to  show  want  of  proper  care  on  the 
part  of  the  nmster  in  employing  or  retain- 
ing the  latter.  Rohlin  v.  Kansas  City,  8t, 
J.  d  C.  B.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  476,  24  S.  W.  1011. 
If  there  was  a  failure  to  make  this  proofs 
then,  without  reference  to  any  other  ques- 
tions in  the  case,  the  instruction,  which  re- 


knowledge  of  the  apeciflc  acts  of  negligence. 
Copping  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1890) 
122  N.  Y.  557,  25  N.  B.  915  (servant  absent 
from  his  post  several  times  a  month)  ;  Button 
V.  New  York,  L.  E.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  (1892)  50  N. 
Y.  S.  R.  514,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  812 ;  Wood  v.  New 
York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1898)  32  App.  Div. 
606;  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Ruby 
(1871)  88  Ind.  204.  10  Am.  Rep.  Ill ;  Gulf,  C. 
ft  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Pierce  (1894)  87  Tex.  144,  27 
8.  W.  60  (brakeman  had  frequently  gone  to 
sleep  while  at  a  switch,  and  failed  to  throw  It)  ; 
Houston  ft  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Patton  (1888;  Tex.) 
9  S.  W.  175  (careless  handling  of  engine  In 
making  coupling)  ;  Wabash  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Brow 
(1895)  31  U.  8.  App.  192,  65  Fed.  Rep.  941, 
18  C.  C.  A.  222. 

In  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Ruby 
(1871)  88  Ind.  294,  10  Am.  Rep.  Ill,  the  court 
said:  **We  think  that  It  Is  well  settled,  not 
only  by  the  authorities,  but  In  reason  and  on 
principle,  that  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  officers  of  a  railroad  company  had  not  exer- 
cised due  care,  prudence,  and  caution  In  the 
employment,  or  in  retaining  In  service  of  care- 
ful, prudent,  and  skilful  persons  to  manage  and 
operate  such  road,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
charging  such  corporation  with  notice  of  the 
Incompetency  of  its  employees.  It  may  be  shown 
that  such  employees  bad  been  guilty  of  specific 
acts  of  carelessness,  unskllfulness,  and  Incom- 
petency, aDd  that  sach  acta  were  known  to  such 
officers  prior  to  the  employment  of  such 
agenta  or  that  such  employees  bad  been  re- 
tained in  such  service  after  notice  of  such 
acts." 

Such  evidence  Is  also  admissible  to  establish 
the  master's  negligence  on  the  ground  that  those 
acts  were  so  frequent  that  he  would  have 
learned  of  their  commission  if  he  had  exercised 
proper  vigilance  in  supervising  the  conduct  of 
his  servants.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Gilbert 
(1881)  46  Mich.  176,  9  N.  W.  243. 

A  verdict  for  plaintiff  on  this  ground  was 
held  proper  in  Whlttaker  v.  Delaware  &  H. 
Canal  Co.  (1891)  126  N.  Y.  544,  27  N.  B.  1042, 
Affirming  (1890)  84  N.  Y.  8.  R.  822,  11  N.  Y. 
supp.  914  (habitual  violation  of  rules)  ;  Wall 
V.  Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  (1889)  54  Hun, 
454,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  709  (engine  negligently 
handled  In  yard  on  numerous  occasions)  ;  Daly 
V.  Sang  (1895)  91  Wla  886,  64  N.  W.  997  (acts 
of  negligence  extending  over  two  weeks). 

"The  law  will  not  go  so  far  as  to  hold  a 
railroad  corporation  to  such  an  extreme  of  cir- 
cumspection as  to  compel  It  to  note,  at  Its  peril, 
every  lapse  of  Its  employees,  where  no  notice 
thereof  is  directly  communicated,  and  where  the 
circumstances  are  not  such  as  to  afford  a  rea- 
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sonable  Inference  of  the  derelict  conduct  of  the 
employee  having  become  known  to  the  employ- 
er prior  to  the  act  which  gives  origin  to  the 
action  for  damages."  Huffman  v.  Chicago,  R. 
I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  (1883)  78  Mo.  50  (where  an  engi- 
neer had  several  times  run  his  engine  at  ex- 
cessive speed,  but  In  remote  rural  districts). 

For  different  reasons  other  courts  have  de- 
clined to  adopt  this  doctrine  In  Its  entirety. 
The  cases  are  reviewed  In  the  following  cases : 

In  Pennsylvania  It  has  been  beld  that  charac- 
ter for  care  must  be  proved  by  evidence  of  gen- 
eral reputation,  and  not  of  special  acts.  Fras- 
ler  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (1860)  88  Pa.  104. 
80  Am.  Dec.  467.  The  court  referred  to 
Grcenl.  Bv.  {{  461-469,  for  the  general  princi- 
ple, and  said :  '^(^aracter  grows  out  of  spe- 
cial acts,  but  Is  not  proved  by  them.  Indeed, 
special  acts  do  very  often  Indicate  frailties  or 
vices  that  are  altogether  contrary  to  the  char- 
acter actually  established.  And  sometimes  the 
very  frailties  that  may  be  proved  against  a  man 
may  have  been  regarded  by  him  In  so  serious 
a  light  as  to  have  produced  great  Improvement 
of  character.  Besides  this,  ordinary  care  Im- 
plies occasional  acts  of  carelessness,  for  all 
men  are  fallible  In  this  respect,  and  the  law 
demands  only  the  ordinary." 

This  decision,  however,  has  been  strongly 
condemned  by  other  courta  (Baulec  v.  New 
York  ft  H.  R.  Cto.  (1874)  59  N.  Y.  356.  17  Am. 
Rep.  825;  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ruby  (1871)  38  Ind.  294,  10  Am.  Rep.  lll.> 
The  reasoning  upon  which  It  Is  based  will  clear- 
ly not  bear  analysis.  The  real  question  to  be 
decided  la  not  whether  the  commission  of  sev- 
eral negligent  acts  Is  Incouslstent  with  the  hy- 
pothesis of  fitness  for  the  duties  of  a  position,, 
but  whether  that  commission  may  not  some- 
times be  consistent  with  the  hypothesis  of  un- 
fitness. 

In  Massachusetts  It  Is  laid  down  categorkal- 
ly  that  the  character  or  reputation  of  a  serv- 
ant as  a  careful  or  careless  man,  either  gener- 
ally or  In  any  department  of  buslnesa  cannot 
be  shown  by  Introducing  evidence  of  particular 
acts,  and  by  trying  the  question  whether  those  . 
acts  were  severally  careless  or  done  with  due 
care.  To  do  this.  It  Is  said,  would  Introduce 
a  multiplicity  of  Issues  of  which  the  parties 
ordinarily  could  not  have  previous  notice,  and 
which  it  would  be  impracticable  properly  to  try. 
Hatt  V.  Nay  (1887)  144  Mass.  186,  10  N.  B. 
807;  Connors  v.  Morton  (1894)  160  Mass.  333. 
35  N.  E.  860. 

The  Importance  of  the  consideration  here 
emphasised  seems  to  us  unduly  exaggerated. 
No  such  difficulties  of  procedure  seem  to  have- 
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suited  in  a  nonsuit,  was  entirely  proper.'' 
The  case  then  before  the  oourt  was  much 
stronger  for  the  plaintiff  than  the  case  at 
bar,  for  there  the  employee  complained  of  as 
incompetent  was  employed  as  an  engineer, 
and  it  was  shown  that  on  a  prior  occasion 
he  badced  the  engine  when  the  signal  was  to 
go  ahead,  and  it  was  further  shown  that  his 
reputation  was  bad  among  the  employees  of 
the  road  with  respect  to  care  and  caution; 
but  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  company 
ever  heard  of  these  matters,  nor  that  it  was 
guilty  of  want  of  ordinary  care  in  employing 
or  retaining  him.  So  the  judgment  was  af- 
firmed. The  law  imposes  a  duty  upon  the 
master  to  exercise  ordinary  care  in  employ- 
ing competent  and  suitable  persons  to  trans- 
act tlie  master's  business  committed  to  their 
care;  and  the  degree  of  care  required  of  the 
master  varies  with  the  nature  of  the  duties 


to  be  performed  by  the  servant.  The  master 
is  required  to  exercise  greater  care  in  the 
employment  of  a  railroe^  engineer  than  in 
the  employment  of  a  brakeman  or  track 
hand.  Wood,  Mast.  &  S.  2d  ed.  §  418 ;  Bail- 
ey, Master's  Liability,  p.  64.  So  the  master 
must  exercise  ordinary  care  in  retaining 
servants  in  his  employ,  and,  if  he  retains  a 
servant  who  has  proved  himself  incompetent 
to  the  knowledge  of  the  master,  the  master 
will  be  liable.  But  this  is  the  extent  of  the 
master's  duty  to  a  fellow  servant.  All  other 
risks  the  servant  assumes  when  he  entera 
the  master's  employment.  Wood,  Mast.  4b 
S.  2d  ed.  §  416.  If  the  servant's  reputation 
is  so  cenerally  known  to  be  bad  that  it  could 
have  oeen  easily  ascertained  upon  inquiry, 
the  master  is  liable,  for  he  is  negligent  in 
not  making  the  inquiry.  Wood,  Mast.  &  S. 
2d  ed.  §  421;  Bailey,  Master's  Liability,  p« 


been  experienced  by  the  courts  who  have  ad- 
mitted this  sort  of  evidence. 

In  Baltimore  Elevator  Co.  v.  Neal  (1886)  65 
Md.  438,  5  Atl.  338,  and  Baltimore  v.  War 
(1893)  77  Md.  593.  27  Atl.  85,  it  was  admitted 
that  erideDce  of  prior  acta  of  carelessness  or 
unakllfnlness  is  admissible  upon  the  question 
oi  negligence  in  retaining  the  servant,  when  a 
proffer  of  evidence  that  they  were  known  to  the 
master  is  also  made.  Yet  in  both  cases  the  lan- 
guage of  the  court,  if  taken  strictly,  goes  to 
the  extent  of  denying  that  evidence  of  any 
number  of  previous  acts  of  negligence  can  be 
sufficient  to  prove  Incompetency.  On  page  599 
<^  the  last-cited  case  it  is  said :  "If  you  say 
the  cage  fell  the  day  before  the  accident,  be- 
cause Bums  was  then  negligent,  you  do  not 
thereby  prove  him  incompetent,  because  negli- 
gence may  be  predicable  of  competency."  The 
logic  here  seems  to  be  decidedly  faulty.  How 
can  a  Jury  be  justlfled  in  finding  that  there  was 
negligence  In  retaining  a  servant  because  the 
master  knew  of  his  prior  derelictions  of  duty 
and  at  the  same  time  not  be  at  liberty  to  infer 
Incompetency  from  those  derelictions? 

In  Kindel  v.  Hall  (1896)  8  Colo.  App.  68. 
44  Pac.  781,  it  was  held  that  a  jury  should  not 
be  told  that  If  they  find  the  delinquent  fellow 
servant  was  frequently,  and  for  an  Improper 
length  of  time,  absent  (rom  his  post,  and  the 
practice  was  known,  they  might  consider  the 
fact  as  bearing  on  the  question  of  his  skill  and 
competency. 

But  perhaps  it  is  not  intended  to  deny  the 
admissibility  of  such  evidence  altogether. 
Logically  it  certainly  bears  on  the  question 
of  the  servant's  habitual  carelessness,  and  this 
is  one  form  of  unfitness. 

The  Missouri  court  of  appeals  has  laid  it 
down  that  simple  acts  of  negligence  do  not  tend 
to  establish  general  incompetency.  Cook  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  (1880)  8  Mo.  App.  573, 
Appx. ;  but  the  opinion  is  not  reported  at 
length,  and  It  Is  impossible  to  say  what  the 
grounds  of  the  judgment  were. 

h.  Act  of  negligence  tchioh  caused  the  accident. 

According  to  some  decisions  evidence  which 
merely  shows  that  the  delinquent  servant  was 
negligent  In  respect  to  the  particular  act  which 
caused  the  injury  will  not  warrant  either  a 
finding  that  the  servant  was  incompetent  (Cur- 
ran  V.  Merchants'  Mfg.  Co.  (1881)  130  Mass. 
374,  89  Am.  Rep.  467 ;  Salem  Stone  &  Lime  Co. 
V.  Chastaln  (1894)  9  Ind.  App.  453,  36  N.  B. 
910;  Llndvall  v.  Woods  (1891)  44  Fed.  Rep. 
865;  Texas  ft  N.  O.  B.  Co.  v.  Berry  (1887)  67 
Tex.  288,  5  8.  W.  817;  Baltimore  v.  War 
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(1893)  77  Md.  593,  27  Atl.  85;  Peaslee  v. 
Fltchburg  R.  Co.  (1890)  152  Mass.  155,  25  N. 
E.  71 ;  Spring  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Patting  (1898) 
58  U.  S.  App.  575,  86  Fed.  Rep.  433,  30  C.  C.  A. 
168:  Hathaway  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (1894)  92 
Iowa,  337,  60  N.  W.  651 ;  Buckley  v.  Gould  & 
C.  Silver  Min.  Co.  (1882)  8  Sawy.  394,  14  Fed. 
Rep.  833)  or  that  the  master  retained  him  with 
knowledge  of  bis  Incompetency.  Conrad  v. 
Gray  (1895)   109  Ala.  180,  19  So.  898. 

So  far  as  this  doctrine  depends  on  considera- 
tions analogous  to  those  relied  on  in  the  cases 
which  deny  the  justifiability  of  Inferring  Incom- 
petence from  one  act  of  negligence  committed 
before  the  accident  in  suit,  it  must  seemingly 
be  subject  to  the  same  qualification  as  the  gren- 
eral  rule  laid  down  in  those  cases,  vie.;  that 
the  delinquency  which  caused  the  accident  may 
be  of  such  a  flagrant  character  as  to  warrant 
the  conclusion  that  only  an  unfit  servant  could 
have  committed  it. 

In  Sullivan  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co. 
(1892)  62  Conn.  209,  25  Atl.  711,  the  court, 
taking  the  ground  that  negligence,  as  regards 
the  retention  of  the  servant,  was  not  **neces- 
sarily  shown'*  by  such  evidence,  refused  to  set 
aside  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground 
that  the  delinquent  servant  was  negligent  In 
respect  to  the  particular  incident  which  led  to 
the  Injury. 

Nor,  we  think,  do  the  considerations  appro- 
priate only  in  cases  where  the  evidential  weight 
of  the  negligence  which  caused  the  injury  Is  in 
question  furnish  sufficiently  strong  grounds  for 
refusing  to  admit  the  propriety  of  this  qualifi- 
cation. 

"If,"  it  was  said  In  Lee  v.  Detroit  Bridge  9t 
Iron  Works  (1876)  62  Mo.  565,  "a  single  act 
of  negligence  is  to  be  regarded  as  tending  by- 
itself  to  show  incompetency,  and  furnish  any- 
ground  for  conjecture  that  such  incompetency 
is  known  to  the  company  or  its  agents,  then  it 
must  follow  that  all  cases  of  damage  by  neglU 
gence  of  a  fellow  servant  may  be  allowed  to  be 
traced  to  the  negligent  appointment  of  incom- 
petent subordinates." 

But  plainly  this  would  not  necessarily  be  the 
consequence  of  admitting  in  appropriate  cases 
the  competency  of  the  evidence  condemned. 
The  questions  whether  a  negligent  act  was 
merely  a  temporary  lapse  by  a  capable  servant^ 
or  indicates  an  essential  unfitness,  are  entire- 
ly distinct,  and  it  seems  impossible,  from  a 
purely  logical  standpoint,  to  maintain  that 
such  evidence,  so  far  as  It  bears  upon  the  lat- 
ter question,  should  be  rejected  simply  because 
the  other  one  is  also  suggested  by  It.  It  may 
be  readily  conceded  that  the  practical  result  of 
leaving  juries  untrammelled  as  regards  the  con- 
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48.  Applying  these  principles  to  this  case, 
it  appears  that,  as  defendant  employed  Shel- 
don as  a  wiper  or  fire  puller,  it  was  not 
bound  to  exercise  the  same  degree  of  care 
that  it  would  if  he  had  been  employed  as  an 
engineer  or  hostler,  and  that  no  negligence 
IS  shown  in  employing  him  as  a  wiper,  for 
there  is  no  complaint  as  to  his  competency 
in  that  employment,  nor  was  the  injury  to 
the  plaintiff  caused  in  any  manner  by  any 
unskilfulness  in  discharging  his  duty  as  a 
wiper.  The  plaintiff's  case  must  rest,  then, 
upon  the  alleged  knowledge  of  Stringer. 
Aside  from  the  defects  in  the  third  instruct 
tion  above  noted,  and  the  total  absence  of 
any  proof  that  Stringer  knew  of  or  consent- 
ed to  Sheldon's  moving  an  engine,  the  in- 
struction is  erroneous  for  the  further  reason 
that  Stringer  and  the  plaintiff  were  fellow 
servants,  as  were  Sheldon  and  the  plaintiff 


fellow  servants.  Stringer  had  no  power  to 
hire  or  discharge  anyone.  Randall  was  the 
foreman  and  master  mechanic  in  charge  d 
the  defendant's  roundhouse  and  all  that  was 
done  there,  and  he  alone  had  power  to  hire 
or  discharge  servants.  He  was  the  vice 
principal  of  the  company.  And  it  is  not 
even  pretended  that  he  knew  of  or  permit- 
ted Sheldon  to  run  an  engine,  or  ever  heard 
anything  about  his  competency  or  incompe- 
tency to  do  so.  He  hired  Sheldon  as  a  wip- 
er, and  no  negligenoe  is  imputable  to  the  de- 
fendant  from  tnat  employment.  In  WU- 
liama  v.  Missouri  P,  R.  Co.  100  Mo.  475,  18 
S.  W.  1098,  it  was  held  that  the  knowledge 
of  the  foreman  of  the  roundhouse  (here,  Ran- 
dall) was  the  knowledge  of  the  company,  be- 
cause "it  was  his  duty  to  look  after  the  en- 
gines and  men,  and  make  reporte  to  his  su- 
perior."   Bailey,  Master's  Liability,   p.    65, 


stnictioD  of  this  kind  of  testimony  would  in- 
evitably be  a  serious  inroad  apon  the  doctrine 
of  common  employment^  But  this  Is  hardly  an 
adequate  reason  for  excluding  it  altogether. 

The  power  of  the  court  to  direct  the  delibera- 
tions of  the  jury  by  differentiating  clearly  the 
two  Issues  to  which  the  evidence  Is  applicable, 
and  to  make  peremptory  rulings  upon  its  effect 
In  extreme  cases,  is  a  sufficient  guaranty 
against  its  being  used  to  sap  the  foundations 
of  the  doctrine  in  question. 

It  has  also  been  said  that  to  allow  a  jury  to 
Infer  negligence  or  unskilfulness  on  the  delin- 
quent servant's  part  from  the  simple  fact  of 
the  happening  of  the  accident  In  suit  would 
conflict  with  the  principle  that  It  Is  Incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff  to  establish  by  affirmative  proof 
that  his  injury  was  caused  by  the  negligent  and 
unskilful  act  of  the  fellow  servant  Baltimore 
Elevator  Co.  v.  Neal  (1886)  66  Md.  488,  6  Atl. 
888. 

"The  occurrence  itself,"  said  the  same  conrt 
tn  another  case,  "raises  no  presumption  of  neg- 
ligence and  justifies  no  inference  of  incompe- 
tency.** Baltimore  v.  War  (1893)  77  *Md.  593. 
-27  Atl.  85. 

Clearly,  however,  no  logical  reason  can  be 
suggested  why  the  principle  of  res  ipsa  loquitur 
should  not  be  as  applicable  under  appropriate 
"Circumstances  to  cases  where  the  injury  arises 
from  the  negligence  of  a  servant,  as  it  Is  to 
cases  where  the  injury  is  due  to  the  defective 
•quality  of  some  inanimate  agency  of  the  mas- 
ter's business.  The  rule  as  to  the  burden  of 
proof,  therefore,  is  not  necessarily  Infringed  by 
admitting  the  competency  of  the  evidence  ob- 
jected to.  Whether  it  is  sufficient,  unsup- 
ported, to  establish  incompetency,  depends  up- 
«n  the  character  of  the  servant's  act. 

f.  Temporary  unfitness  at  the  time  of  the  aoei- 
dent. 

The  fact  that  the  servant  was  intoxicated  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  is  competent  evidence 
•on  the  question  whether  the  master  was  in 
fault  in  employing  him.  Probst  v.  Delamater 
(1885)  100  N.  Y.  266,  3  N.  B.  184 ;  Huntington 
B.  Co.  V.  Decker  (1877)  84  Pa.  419. 

Under  a  general  allegation  of  negligence,  evi- 
dence that  the  servant  was  drunk  when  the 
accident  occurred  is  admissible  as  part  of  the 
res  gest<B.  Hobson  v.  New  Mexico  &  A.  B.  Co. 
<1886;  Arls.)  11  Pac.  545. 

].  Derelietions  of  duty  subsequent  to  the  injury 
in  suit. 

Subsequent  derelictions  of  the  servant  have 
been  held  not  to  be  competent  evidence  of  faolt 
48  L.  R.  A. 


on  the  master's  part  In  having  had  the  delin- 
quent servant  in  his  employment.  Conch  v. 
Watson  Coal  Co.  (1877)  46  Iowa.  17 ;  Craig  v. 
Chicago  ft  A.  R.  (M.  (1893)  64  Mo.  App.  523 
(demurrer  to  evidence  sustained,  where  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  servant  had  been 
reckless,  till  after  the  accident). 

That  this  Is  true  without  qualification  of  acts 
which  do  not  tend  to  show  unfitness  of  the 
kind  complained  of  Is,  of  course.  Indisputable. 
Ransier  v.  Minneapolis  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  32  MinxL 
331,  20  N.  W.  332. 

But  If  It  indicates  a  want  of  fitness  at  the 
time  when  the  act  was  committed,  it  is  diflS- 
cult  to  see  why  it  should  not  be  at  least  com- 
petent when  the  act  was  sufficiently  close  in 
point  of  time  to  the  accident  in  suit  to  render 
it  not  unressonable  to  infer  that  the  servant's 
capacity  for  his  duties  was  the  same  at  the 
later  as  at  the  earlier  date. 

k.  Disclaimer  of  fitness  by  delinqueni  servasH 
himself. 

Under  ordinary  circumstances,  it  would 
seem,  the  self-depreciatory  statements  of  the 
delinquent  servant  himself  are  to  be  wholly 
disregarded  where  his  previous  experience  and 
conduct  are  such  as  to  justify  the  master  in 
supposing  that  he  is  competent  to  do  the  work 
assigned  to  him. 

Where  boys  of  the  age  and  slxe  are  common- 
ly considered  competent  to  do  the  work  in 
which  the  servant  whose  act  caused  the  injury 
in  suit  was  engaged,  and  for  six  months  he 
had  done  the  work  to  the  satisfaction  of  all  his 
colaborers,  the  mere  fact  that,  on  the  occasion 
in  question,  he  had  told  the  master's  vice  prin- 
cipal that  he  did  not  feel  strong  enough  to  do 
the  work  will  not  render  the  master  liable  for 
the  act  of  the  vice  principal  in  setting  him  to 
work  notwithstanding  this  statement.  Jung- 
nitsch  V.  Michigan  Malleable  Iron  Co.  (1895) 
105  Mich.  270.  63  N.  W.  296. 

In  Wright  V.  New  York  C.  B.  Co.  (1858)  28 
Barb.  80,  the  supreme  court  remarked  that  ttao 
statement  of  an  engineer  to  his  superior  officer, 
that  he  did  not  feel  competent  to  take  a  train 
over  a  partlciilar  piece  of  road  at  night,  was 
"very  slight  evidence"  to  prove  incompetency 
for  that  duty ;  but  did  not  express  any  definite 
opinion  as  to  the  precise  evidential  weight  of 
the  fact.  The  court  of  appeals  (25  N.  T.  5C2) 
held  that  the  engineer  was  certainly  compe- 
tent, a  ruling  which  necessarily  implies  that 
the  evidence  in  question  was  Inadequate  to 
justify  the  inference  of  negligence  on  the 
ter's  part. 
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lays  down  the  rule  th&t  knowledge  most  be 
shown  to  have  been  possessed  by  the  master, 
or  "by  one  who  has  authority  in  the  premis- 
es, or  whose  duty  it  is  to  convev  it  to  one  hav- 
ing such  authority.  Knowledge  by  one  not 
sustaining  such  relation  is  not  sufficient;" 
and,  quoting  from  Ohio  d  M,  R.  Co,  v.  Col- 
lam,  73  Ind.  261,  38  Am.  Rep.  134,  he  says: 
''Notice  to  the  master  mechanic,  whose  duty 
is  to  employ  or  discharge  the  incompetent 
servant,  will  be  notice  to  the  master." 
Stringer  occupied  no  such  relation  to  the 
defendant  company  as  would  charge  it  with 
his  knowledge.  He  was  in  no  sense  a  vice 
principal.  He  was  the  head  hostler,  and  as 
txkch  was  not  of  as  much  rank  or  dignity  as 
an  engineer.  The  plaintiff  was  a  fireman, 
and  he  and  the  engineer  were  fellow  serv- 
ants. So  he  and  Stringer  were  fellow  serv- 
ants, and  Stringer's  knowledge  was  no  more 


the  knowledge  of  the  company  than  that  of 
any  other  servant.  We  are  not  disposed  to 
extend  the  doctrine  of  vice  principal  any 
further  than  was  done  in  the  Williams  Case, 
supra.  It  follows  that  the  third  instruction 
given  for  the  plaintiff  was  erroneous,  and 
that  the  converse  of  that  instruction  embod- 
ied in  instruction  3  asked  by  defendant 
should  have  been  given.  Instruction  4, 
asked  by  defendant^  should  have  been  given  in 
any  aspect  of  the  case.  H  asserted  perfect- 
ly correct  principles  of  law,  and  bore  upon 
the  vital  points  at  issue,  which  were  not  cov- 
ered by  any  other  instruction  given. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  must  he  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  a  new  trial  in  conformity  here- 
with. 

It  is  so  ordered. 


1.  Spedfto  atatementa  as  to  unfltneaa  made  by 
ooempleyees  of  delinquent  aervant. 

The  following  cases  discuss  the  evidential 
weight  of  remarks  made  by  indlvldaal  coserv- 
ants  as  to  the  incapacity  of  the  dellnqaent 
servant: 

Recovery  cannot  be  had  where  the  only  evi- 
dence going  to  show  the  master's  knowledge  Is 
the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  told  the 
master's  representative  that  the  delinquent 
servant  was  incompetent,  and  there  la  no  evi- 
dence that  he  was  actnally  Incompetent,  and 
the  master's  representative  denies  that  such 
statements  were  made.  Snodgrass  v.  Carnegie 
Steel  Co.   (1896)   178  Pa.  228,  83  Atl.  1104. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiff  testifies  that 
he  thought  the  servants  by  whose  negligence 
he  was  injured  were  not  *'fair  hands,'*  and  told 
the  employer  that  he  had  better  get  rid  of  them, 
will  not  constitute  evidence  sufficient  to  carry 
the  case  to  the  jury.  Sanders  v.  Btlwan  Phos- 
phate Co.  (1883)  19  S.  C.  610. 

Evidence  that  the  yardmaster  of  one  railroad 
company,  who  was  short  a  man,  employed  a 
switchman  on  the  statement  of  a  yardmaster 
of  another  company  that  he  "had  one  that  he 
was  done  with  that  he  could  have,"  about  an 
hour  before  an  accident  to  a  fellow  servant.  Is 
Insufficient  to  show  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  company  In  hiring  him.  Ohio  ft  M.  R.  Co. 
V.  minn  (1894)  188  Ind.  18,  86  N.  B.  702,  Re- 
hearing Denied  In  (1894)  188  Ind.  28,  87  N. 
B.   546. 

A  strong  expression  of  opinion  as  to  the  nn- 
titness  of  the  delinquent  servant,  uttered  by  a 
mere  fellow  servant  on  the  day  following  the 
accident.  Is  not  competent  evidence  on  that 
point,  as  an  admission  binding  the  defendant. 
Catlln  V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (1887)  66  Mich. 
858,  86  N.  W.  516. 

m.  Reputation  of  delinquent  servant, 

1.  AdmisaiMUty,  generally. 

The  doctrine  which  declares  the  notoriety 
of  a  certain  fact  In  the  community  where  the 
parties  live  to  be  competent  evidence  of  a  de- 
fendant's knowledge  of  the  fact  operates  both  to 
the  advantage  and  disadvantage  of  a  master  in 
the  type  of  case  now  under  review. 

On  the  one  hand,  testimony  that  the  delin- 
quent servant  had  a  general  reputation  for  com- 
petency at  the  time  and  place  of  employment 
Is  admissible  as  tending  to  disprove  that  the 
master  was  negligent  In  employing  him.  Illi- 
nois C.  B.  Co.  V.  Morrissey  (1891)  45  IH.  App. 
127. 
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It  should  be  noted,  however,  that,  as  a  mas- 
ter is  absolutely  liable  for  the  negligence  of  a 
vice  principal  evidence  on  the  defendant's  be- 
half, that  he  had  the  reputation  of  being  a 
careful  workman,  Is  Incompetent,  where  the 
ground  of  the  action  Is  the  delinquency  of  such 
an  agent.  Malcolm  v.  Fuller  (1890)  162  Mass. 
160,  25  N.  E.  83. 

On  the  other  hand,  evidence  that  such  serv- 
ant was  generally  reported  to  be  unfit  for  the 
work  which  he  was  hired  to  do  Is  competent  to 
show  that  the  master,  if  he  had  exercised  ordi- 
nary care,  would  have  discovered  that  unfit- 
ness. 

In  Monahan  v.  Worcester  (1890)  150  Mass. 
439,  23  N.  E.  228,  the  court  said:  "The  mas- 
ter is  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  in  select- 
ing his  servants,  and  if  a  person  Is  incompetent 
for  the  work  he  Is  employed  to  do,  the  fact  that 
he  Is  generally  reputed  In  the  community  to 
want  those  qualities  which  are  necessary  for 
the  proper  performance  of  the  work  certainly 
has  some  tendency  to  show  that  the  master 
would  have  found  out  that  the  servant  was  in- 
competent. If  proper  means  had  been  taken  to 
ascertain    the   qualifications   of   the   servant." 

In  Davis  v.  Detroit  ft  M.  R.  Co.  (1870)  20 
Mich.  105,  4  Am.  Rep.  864,  the  court  said: 
"If  the  defendants  continue  a  man  In  their  em- 
ploy who  Is  so  notoriously  unfit  as  to  have  es* 
tabllshed  a  general  reputation  to  that  effect. 
It  Is  unreasonable,  the  plaintiff  argues,  to  sup- 
pose the  officers  of  the  defendants  ignorant  of 
that  fact,  unless  we  excuse  their  want  of  Infor- 
mation on  the  ground  of  neglect  of  duty  on 
their  part  to  their  employees  and  the  public, 
so  gross  as  to  make  It  proper  and  just  to  hold 
them  responsible  to  the  same  extent  as  If  they 
were  fully  Informed  of  all  the  facts.  And  If 
they  fail  to  Inquire  Into  the  cause  of  aec'- 
dents,  where  manifestly  this  Is  an  Important 
part  of  their  duty,  and  a  high  obligation  rests 
upon  them  to  accomplish  It  thoroughly  and 
faithfully,  they  cannot  afterwards  Justly  plead 
their  Ignorance  to  excuse  their  principal  from 
responsibility  for  other  accidents  resulting 
from  the  same  cause." 

For  other  cases  on  this  point,  see  also,  Hatt 
V.  Nay  (1887)  144  Mass.  186,  10  N.  B.  807; 
Oilman  v.  Eastern  R.  Corp.  (1865)  10  Allen, 
238,  87  Am.  Dec.  635  (1866)  18  Allen,  483,  90 
Am.  Dec.  210  (Intemperance)  ;  Western  Stone 
Co.  V.  Whalen  (1894)  151  111.  472,  88  N.  B. 
241  (approving  the  statement  of  principles  in 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  |  228)  ;  Norfolk  ft  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Hoover  (1894)  79  Md.  263,  25  L.  R.  A. 
710,  29  Atl.  994 ;  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Sulli- 
van (1872)  63  III.  293  (Intemperance)  ;  St 
Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Hackett  (1894)  58 
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Ark.  S81,  24  S.  W.  881;  Lake  Shor«  &  M.  8. 
R.  Co.  T.  Stupak  (1889)  128  Ind.  210,  23  N.  E. 
246;  Grube  v.  lilasotiri  P.  R.  Co.  (1889)  98 
Mo.  830,  4  L.  R.  A.  776,  11  8.  W.  786 ;  Mexican 
Nat.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Massetto  (1894)  86  Tex.  708, 
24  L.  R.  A.  642;  Snodgraas  ▼.  Carnegie  8teel 
Co.  (1806)  173  Pa.  228,  83  Atl.  1104  ;  Tezaa  ft 
P.  R.  Co.  y.  Jobnson  (1896)  89  Tex.  519,  85  8. 
W.  1042. 

In  one  case  we  find  thia  remark:  "Reputa- 
tion is  not  competent  evidence  to  charge  a 
master  with  negligence  In  the  employment  of 
a  senrant.  Because,  first.  It  may  be  false,  and, 
secondly,  he  may  never  have  heard  It."  Has- 
kln  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1873)  65 
Barb.  129. 

But  this  statement  Is  altogether  too  sweeping, 
as  the  foregoing  authorities  very  clearly  indi- 
cate. 

In  Stevens  v.  San  Francisco  ft  N.  P.  R.  Co. 
(1893)  100  Cal.  654,  86  Pac.  165,  the  court  ap- 
proved of  the  refusal  of  the  trial  Judge  to  per- 
mit the  piaintifT  to  prove  the  general  reputa- 
tion of  the  delinquent  servant  for  intemper- 
ance among  bis  coemployeea,  the  reason  as- 
signed being  that  the  offer  was  general,  and 
that,  if  offered  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  the 
master  with  notice,  It  should  have  been  so 
specified. 

In  Cook  T.  Parham  (1863)  24  Ala.  21,  the 
court  held  that  the  answer  of  a  vritness,  that 
the  delinquent  servant  "had  no  reputation,  for 
the  reason  that  he  had  no  experience,  and  be 
regarded  him  as  wholly  Incompetent,**  for  his 
duties,  was  held  to  have  been  properly  ad- 
mitted. The  statement  In  the  first  clause  was 
plainly  competent,  and,  no  specific  objection 
having  been  made  to  the  second  clause,  the 
court  was  not  bound  to  separate  It  from  the 
other. 

But  the  cases  In  which  evidence  of  a  serv- 
ant's reputation  for  unfitness  is  admissible  are 
those,  of  course.  In  which  the  injury  in  suit 
was  due  to  the  particular  kind  of  unfitness  for 
which  the  servant  was  notorious.  Hawk  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (1887;  Pa.)  9  Cent.  Rep. 
786,  11  AU.  459  (recklessness)  ;  Norfolk  ft  W. 
B.  Co.  ▼.  Hoover  (1894)  79  Md.  253.  25  L.  R.  A. 
710,  29  Atl.  994  (li^temperance).  In  this  case 
an  Instruction  was  held  erroneous  which  told 
the  Jury  that  unless  the  culpable  servant  was 
drunk  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  and  his  neg- 
ligence by  reason  of  such  drunkenness  produced 
or  contributed  to  the  accident,  evidence  of  gen- 
eral reputation  as  to  his  incompetency  was  not 
relevant  and  could  not  be  considered,  "unless 
such  reputation  was  brought  home  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant  before  the  acci- 
dent." The  court  said  that  the  condition  thus 
appended  was  inaccurate,  because,  on  the  one 
hand,  if  the  culpable  servant  did  not  cause  the 
accident,  the  master's  knowledge  of  his  reputa- 
tion had  nothing  to  do  with  the  case ;  while,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  the  culpable  servant  did,  by 
his  intemperance,  cause  the  accident,  it  was 
Immaterial  whether  the  master  had  actual 
knowledge  of  his  bad  reputation.  Inasmuch  as 
be  was  negligent  in  not  knowing  It. 

See  also  the  cases  cited  above  as  to  reputa- 
tion for  competency. 

Evidence  of  the  servant's  reputed  unfitness 
Is  also  admissible  to  show  that  the  unfitness 
Is  one  In  regard  to  which  a  general  reputation 
may  grow  up. 

In  Monahan  v.  Worcester  (1890)  150  Mass. 
439,  23  N.  E.  228,  the  court  refused  to  say  that 
It  might  not  be  a  matter  of  common  repute  In  a 
community  that  a  man  Is  physically  weak,  and 
tt  partially  blind  and  deaf. 

But  the  servant's  general  character  Is,  of 
course,  only  one  among  many  kinds  of  proba- 
tive facts,  and  not  the  only  kind  from  which 
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the  master's  notice  o<  the  servant's  Incompe- 
tency may  be  Inferred.  As  was  pointed  oat  In 
Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Ruby  (1871) 
38  Ind.  294.  10  Am.  Rep.  Ill,  the  servant's 
general  character  might  be,  not  only  good,  but 
very  good,  while  the  defendant  had  actual 
knowledge  that  he  was.  In  point  of  fact,  care- 
less, negligent,  reckless,  unskilful,  and  Incom- 
petent ;  or  his  general  reputation  might  be  that 
of  a  sober  man,  when.  In  point  of  fact,  the  de- 
fendant knew  that  he  was  In  the  habit  of  get- 
ting drunk,  and  that  when  drunk  he  was  des- 
perate and  reckless. 

In  Zumwalt  v.  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.  (1889) 
86  Mo.  App.  661,  it  was  said  that  notoriety  aa 
to  the  bad  habits  of  a  servant  was  the  only  evi- 
dence which  could  supply  the  place  of  evidence 
of  actual  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  mas- 
ter's representatives.  But  this  Is  dearly  an 
inaccurate  way  of  stating  the  rule,  as  there  are 
other  sources  of  constructive  knowledge. 

It  has  been  held  that  negligence  cannot  be 
imputed  to  the  master  for  not  knowing  the  rep- 
utation acquired  by  a  servant  ten  or  fifteen 
years  before  the  accident  In  suit,  at  a  time 
when  he  was  still  attending  school,  and  had 
not  yet  entered  the  master's  employment.  Baird 
V.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1897)  16  App. 
Div.  490,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  926. 

But  the  doctrine  formulated  above,  aa  to 
the  duty  of  the  master  to  Inquire  Into  the 
qualifications  of  the  servant  when  he  Is  hired, 
Indicate  that  this  Immunity  must  terminate  at 
some  point  of  time  anterior  to  the  hiring.  Up- 
on what  principle  that  point  should  be  fixed 
Is  a  question  which  has  apparently  not  been 
discussed.  Of  course  the  reputation  of  the  de- 
linquent servant  for  unfitness  at  any  time  dur- 
ing his  employment,  prior  to  the  accident  In 
suit.  Is  admissible  in  evidence.  Mexican  Nat. 
R.  Cto.  V.  Musette  (1893)  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  169, 
24  8.  W.  520  (testimony  as  to  such  r^utation 
not  objectionable  for  the  reason  that  it  la  not 
distinctly  confined  to  a  period  Just  preceding 
the  accident). 

Whether  It  will  be  allowed  any  probative 
force  depends  upon  whether,  taking  into  consid- 
eration the  ordinary  method  of  conducting  the 
business,  It  can  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have 
reached  the  master. 

Thus,  there  can  be  no  Inference  of  negli- 
gence in  regard  to  the  employment  of  a  serv- 
ant wherjp  there  Is  no  evidence  that  he  had  not 
a  good  reputation  at  the  time  of  his  hiring,  or 
at  any  other  time  than  during  two  days  during 
which  he  had  been  engaged  in  making  a  single 
trip  on  a  certain  train.  Van  Dusen  v.  Lake 
Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (1887)  12  N.  Y.  8.  R.  351. 

What  is  a  general  reputation  depends  upon 
the  nature  of  the  unfitness  imputed.  Where 
It  is  sought  to  charge  the  master  by  this  men-'s 
with  a  knowledge  of  the  servant's  bad  hablis 
or  deficient  mental  and  physical  qualifications 
for  his  duties,  it  would  seem  that  the  doctrine 
Is  satisfied  by  nothing  short  of  a  reputation 
which  pervades  a  considerable  section  of  the 
community  in  which  he  lives.  Gilman  v.  East- 
em  R.  Corp.  (1865)  10  Allen,  283,  87  Am.  Dec. 
635  (Intemperance)  ;  Monahan  v.  Worcester 
(1890)  150  Mass.  439,  23  N.  E.  228  (physical 
weakness)  ;  and  cases  last  cited  above. 

In  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hacketc 
(1894)  58  Ark.  381,  24  8.  W.  881,  the  fact  that 
the  servant's  repuUtion  was  a  matter  of  com- 
mon knowledge  In  the  county  was  held  sufll- 
clent. 

"The  reputation  of  a  foreman  amongst  a  few 
workmen  employed  under  him  is  not  a  general 
reputation.  It  is  merely  the  opinion  of  a  small 
number  of  men,  of  which  there  is  no  sufliclent 
reason  to  suppose  the  master  may  be  cognisant, 
or  which  he  may  be  bound  to  heed."     Driscol) 
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▼.  FaU  BlYer  (1806)  163  IfasB.  105,  80  N.  B. 
1003. 

In  Dayls  v.  Detroit  ft  M.  R.  Co.  (1870)  20 
Mich.  106,  40  Am.  Rep.  364,  the  court,  in  dla- 
cussing  th«  eridence,  said :  "It  is  plain,  bow- 
eirer,  that  Harris  is  not  shown  to  have  a  gener- 
al reputation  for  carelessness  or  unfitness  of 
any  description.  No  one  ventures  to  express 
an  opinion  to  that  effect.  The  evidence  only 
tends  to  show  that  when  an  accident  occurred 
remarks  were  made  that  he  was  careless,  or 
that  he  went  too  fast.  They  were  such  re- 
marks, we  suppose,  as  are  almost  certain  to 
l>e  made  In  any  case,  when  an  unfortunate 
accident  occurs,  while  the  consequences  are  ex- 
citing the  bystanders,  and  before  inquiry  and 
calm  consideration  have  determined  whether 
there  Is  any  basis  for  them  In  Justice  or  not. 
Sudi  remarks  are  of  very  trifling  importance, 
and  if  they  would  tend  to  convict  a  man  of 
negligence,  few  engineers  of  much  experience, 
we  apprehend,  would  escape  condemnation. 
And  of  how  little  importance  they  were  in  the 
present  case,  and  how  little  likely  to  express 
settled  opinions,  may  be  inferred  from  the  fact 
that  no  one  of  the  persons  supposed  to  have 
made  these  remarks  is  placed  upon  the  stand  to 
testify  to  facts  which  would  Justify  them.  We 
think,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  of  reputa- 
tion should  be  dismissed  from  further  consid- 
eration." 

But  where  a  man  Is  engaged  in  an  occupation 
which  brings  him  into  contact  with  only  one 
class  of  the  community,  the  material  point  is 
his  reputation  among  that  class,  and  inquiries 
as  to  it  must  be  confined  to  that  class.  Galves- 
ton, H.  ft  8.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Davis  (1803)  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  468,  23  8.  W.  301,  holding  that  a 
41uestion  worded :  **Do  you  know  what  Thom- 
as Henry's  general  reputation  was^  and  how 
he  was  generally  regarded  as  to  care  and  com- 
petency, while  running  his  engine?" — was  too 
general,  where  the  delinquent  servant  was  a 
railway  engineer. 

In  one  case  the  master's  knowledge  of  intem- 
perate habits  was  held  to  have  been  properly 
Inferred,  where  they  had  been  "notorious  among 
his  fellow  employees,  and  long  continued" 
(Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Sullivan  (1872)  63  III. 
203)  ;  and  In  another,  where  several  coem- 
ployees  testified  that  he  was  a  very  reckless 
man.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Jewell  (1867)  46 
III.  00,  02  Am.  Dec.  240. 

2.  Reputation  not  evidence  of  actual  unfltne8$. 

In  some  cases  it  has  been  contended  that 
the  servant's  reputation  for  Incompetency  is 
evidence  that  he  is  actually  Incompetent,  and 
not  simply  a  circumstance  which  puts  the 
master  upon  Inquiry  as  to  whether  he  Is  or  Is 
not  competent.  But  this  contention  has  been 
rejected.  Cosgrove  v.  Pitman  (1894)  103  Cal. 
268,  37  Pac.  232  (where  negligence  was  held  to 
be  negatived  by  proof  that  the  servant  was 
not  really  intemperate,  though  he  had  that  rep- 
utation) ;  Lee  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (1801) 
87  Mich.  674,  40  N.  W.  900*  (reputation  of  In- 
competency as  yardmaster  not  sufficient  when 
based  only  on  the  fact  that  he  had  had  no  ex- 
perience as  switchman). 

So,  also,  in  Gier  v.  Los  Angeles  Consol.  Elec- 
tric R.  Co.  (18J)5)  108  Cal.  120,  41  Pac.  22, 
the  court  said  that  it  is  the  character  of  the 
employee  which  Is  the  object  of  ultimate  deter- 
mination, not  his  reputation,  and  that  as  evl- 
<dence  of  reputation  becomes  necessary  only 
where  there  is  an  inability  to  furnish  direct 
proof  of  the  employer's  knowledge,  so  It  Is 
proper  only  after  the  establishment  of  the 
fact  that  the  employee  is  in  truth  an  unfit  per- 
«oa ;  and  proceeded  thus :  "Reputation  is  not  I 
proof  of  that  fact.  A  man's  reputation  may  be 
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at  variance  with  his  character  or  in  accord 
with  it.  He  may  be  reputed  recrkless,  and  in 
fact  be  careful.  An  employer  Is  not  bound  to 
discharge  an  employee  merely  because  of  his 
ill  repute :  but  he  is  culpable  if  he  retains  in  his 
employ  a  sei-vunt  with  a  bad  reputation  well 
founded." 

To  the  same  effect,  see  Galveston,  H.  ft  S.  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  Davis  (1893)  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  468,  28 
8.  W.  301 ;  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Henthorne 
(1896)  43  U.  S.  App.  113,  73  Fed.  Rep.  634,  10 
C.  C.  A.  623  (intemperance),  and  subsec.  8, 
infra. 

Still  less  Is  reputation  competent  evidence 
to  establish  that  the  particular  form  of  in- 
capacity which  It  ascribes  to  him  existed  at  the 
time  of  the  injury,  and  contributed  to  produce 
It.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Colvin  (1888) 
118  Pa.  230,  12  Atl.  337  (reputation  for  care- 
lessness not  evidence  of  inefllcient  performance 
of  duty  at  the  time  of  the  accident)  ;  Balti- 
more ft  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Henthorne  (1896)  43  U. 
8.  App.  113,  73  Fed.  Rep.  634,  10  C.  C.  A.  623 
(reputation  for  drunkenness  not  evidence  that 
servant  was  drunk  when  the  accident  oc- 
curred). 

3.  Nicknames  aa  evidence  againet  the  maeter. 

The  proper  Inference  to  be  drawn  from  the 
fact  that  the  delinquent  servant  bore  some 
nickname  which,  If  deserved.  Indicated  that  he 
was  unfit  for  his  position,  has  sometimes  been 
discussed  with  the  result  of  producing  a  diver- 
sity of  opinion  among  the  courts.  If  the  nick- 
name Is  the  outcome  of  a  general  reputatlou, 
which  would  of  itself  be  sufficient  to  lay  a 
foundation  for  the  imputation  of  notice  to  the 
master,  It  Is  simply  to  be  regarded  as  a  corrob- 
orative piece  of  evidence.  Park  v.  New  York 
C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1896)  86  Hun,  184,  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  482  (evidence  that  the  culpable  serv- 
anrs  general  reputation  prior  to  the  accident 
was  that  he  was  "a  little  off."  and  that  among 
railroad  men  he  was  usually  called  "Crasy 
Brown,"  held  admissible  to  prove  the  master's 
knowledge  of  his  unfitness). 

Nor  is  there  any  difficulty  In  accepting  the 
doctrine  that  "nicknames  are  not  so  generally 
expressive  of  the  characteristics  of  the  persons 
to  whom  they  are  applied  as  to  be  competent 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  the 
bearer  of  the  name  possessed  the  characteris- 
tics denoted  by  the  nickname."  Marrlnan  v. 
New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1807)  13  App. 
Div.  430,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  606  (fact  that  a  serv- 
ant is  called  by  his  fellow  employees  "Crazy 
Nolan"  not.  In  the  absence  of  other  proof,  com- 
petent evidence  to  show  that  he  is  actually 
crazy) . 

In  a  subsequent  case  this  ruling  was  cited 
with  approval,  and  a  new  trial  ordered,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Jury  had  not  been  left  unin- 
fluenced by  the  evidence  of  a  nickname 
("crazy")  which  had  been  applied  to  the  culpa- 
ble servant.  Baird  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  (1807)  16  App.  Div.  400,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
026. 

But,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  servant's 
reputation  Is  put  In  evidence  merely  as  a  cir- 
cumstance indicating  constructive  notice  on  the 
master's  part.  It  is  doubtful  whether  the  Illi- 
nois court  of  appeals  has  not  gone  too  far  In 
declaring  without  qualification  that  evidence 
that  the  delinquent  servant  was  known  by  the 
nicknames  of  "Crazy  Pete"  and  the  "Wild 
Irishman," .  is  inadmissible  either  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  the  engineer  was  incom- 
petent or  negligent,  or  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  the  employer  knew  of  his  Incompe- 
tence or  negligence.  St.  Louis,  A.  ft  T.  H.  R. 
Co.  V.  Corgan  (1801)  40  111.  App.  220. 

If  such  epithets  are  bestowed  on  a  man  by 
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a  large  number  of  those  with  whom  he  comet 
Into  contact,  In  his  work,  and  reach  the  mas- 
ter's ears,  it  can  scarcely  be  said,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  that  the  master  is  acting  as  a  prudent 
man  in  omitting  to  make  inquiries  with  a  view 
to  ascertaining  what  is  the  man's  real  charac- 
ter and  capacity. 

n.  Length  of  the  period  during  wMeh  the  unflt- 
neaa  has  continued. 

To  afTect  the  employer  with  liability  for  the 
incompetency  of  a  servant,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  it  should  actually  be  brought  to  his 
knowledge.  If  it  continue  for  such  a  length  of 
time  tii|^t  a  careful  and  diligent  supervision  of 
its  business  ought  to  bring  it  to  light,  he  is 
chargeable  with  notice  of  its  existence.  Whit- 
taker  V.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  (1891)  126 
N.  Y.  644,  27  N.  E.  1042. 

In  Cameron  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
(1895)  145  N.  Y.  400,  40  N.  B.  1.  a  verdict 
was  set  aside  by  which  a  railroad  company 
was  declared  to  be  negligent  in  retaining  a 
brakeman  who  had  habitually  violated  a  rule. 
The  following  extracts  from  the  opinion  suffi- 
ciently explain  the  grounds  upon  which  the 
conclusion  was  based:  "There  is  no  arbltrai*y 
rule  of  law  that  charges  the  master  with  con- 
structive notice  of  the  negligent  omissions  of 
duty  on  the  part  of  a  coservant,  after  the  lapse 
of  a  certain  time,  under  all  circumstances. 
The  doctrine  of  constructive  notice  is  founded 
upon  reasonable  and  just  considerations,  and 
the  mere  lapse  of  time  is  not  always  the  test 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  master.  If  a 
defect  exists  in  the  appliances  furnished  the 
servant  for  doing  his  work,  of  such  a  character 
and  for  such  a  length  of  time  as  to  enable  the 
master  to  discover  and  remedy  it  by  reasonable 
vigilance,  inspection,  or  examination,  then  the 
law  will  imply  notice,  since  he  ought  to  know 
what  can  thus  be  sscertained.  The  same  rule 
will  apply  where  the  place  furnished  to  the 
servant  to  do  his  work  becomes  defective,  dan- 
gerous, or  unsafe  by  use  or  otherwise.  So, 
when  the  negligence  of  a  coservant  in  perform- 
ing his  work  is  of  such  a  character  as  to  leave 
traces  or  evidence  of  it  in  the  work  itself, 
which  can  be  seen  or  discovered  by  reasonable 
examination,  the  master  might  be  chargeable 
after  it  had  continued  for  such  a  length  of 
time  as  to  render  it  reasonable  to  assume  that 
he  either  must  have  known  of  the  omission 
of  duty,  or  could  have  known  of  it  by  the  exer- 
cise of  reasonable  care ;  or  where  the  incompe- 
tency of  the  servant  is  frequently  displayed  un- 
der the  eye  and  observation  of  some  officer  or 
foreman  who  represents  the  corporation  or  has 
the  power  to  discbarge  him.  But  how  was  the 
master  in  this  case  to  know  that  Norton  habit- 
ually violated  the  rules  for  his  own  protec- 
tion and  that  of  bis  coservants?  His  work 
was  performed  on  freight  trains  running  over 
a  long  line  of  railroad,  with  little,  if  any,  oppor- 
tunity for  any  officer  or  representative  of  the 
company  to  watch  or  observe  him  at  any  one 
point.  He  bad  sufficient  ability  and  intelli- 
gence to  do  his  work,  and  his  omissions  of  duty 
were  purely  wilful  or  thoughtless.  It  would  be 
manifestly  unreasonable  and  unjust  under  such 
circumstances  to  impute  negligence  to  this  de- 
fendant for  the  sole  reason  that  during  four 
months  It  failed  to  detect  his  delinquencies. 
The  defendant  bad  given  him  by  its  rules  plain 
and  simple  instructions  to  govern  his  conduct 
with  respect  to  the  switches,  and  there  was  no 
reason  to  suspect  that  they  would  be  disre- 
garded, since  it  was  quite  as  convenient  for  him 
to  obey  as  to  violate  them.  Moreover,  it  had 
In  these  same  rules  invited  and  requested  all 
of  his  coservants  to  make  prompt  report  to 
the  company  of  any  neglect  or  disobedience  of 
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the  rules  on  his  part,  and  no  complaint  had 
been  made.  It  was  reasonable  to  assume  that 
his  coemployees,  whose  lives  might  be  endan- 
gered by  his  neglect,  would  observe  and  report 
his  omissions  of  duty,  if  any ;  and  if  they  failed 
to  observe  any,  how  can  It  be  said  that  the  de- 
fendant itself  was  in  fault  for  not  discovering 
what  his  coservants  themselves  had  not  discov- 
ered? The  negligent  acts  of  Norton  took  place 
while  he  was  working  on  the  same  train  and 
in  a  like  capacity  with  the  deceased.  It  is  more 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  they  were  done  In 
his  presence,  or  under  his  observation,  than  to 
imply  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
and  If  it  can  be  said  that  the  deceased  knew  of 
these  omissions  of  duty  on  the  part  of  his  fel- 
low brakeman,  and  failed  to  report  them,  he 
might  be  regarded  as  voluntarily  assuming  the 
risks  and  dangers  incident  to  his  association  in 
a  common  work  with  a  careless  or  incompetent 
coservant.  There  is  a  manifest  inconsistency 
In  assuming  that  the  officers  or  representativea 
of  the  defendant  knew,  or  could  have  known,  of 
Norton's  violation  of  the  rules,  and  at  the  same 
time  that  the  deceased  did  not.  On  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case  it  is  true  that  the  defendant'* 
servant  was  unfaithful,  and  that  his  want  of 
care  resulted  in  the  death  of  the  plaintiflTs  In- 
testate. But  the  defendant  cannot  be  made  lia- 
ble for  his  negligent  act,  unless  it  was  at  fault 
In  selecting  him  for  the  work,  which  is  not 
claimed,  or  in  failing  to  adopt  such  means  a* 
ordinary  prudence  and  care  would  dictate  to 
secure  his  fidelity,  and  we  are  unable  to  per- 
ceive what  more  it  could  have  done,  unless  it 
employed  other  men  to  watch  his  conduct,  an<l 
that  would  be  plainly  an  unreasonable  require- 
ment." 

o.  A  proniiee  hv  the  mtuter  to  diecharge  thw 
delinquent  %ervant. 

The  master's  promise  to  discharge  a  servant 
is  tantamount  to  an  admission  that  the  serv- 
ant Is  incompetent,  and  that  the  master  i» 
aware  of  his  incompetency.  Poirler  v.  Carroll 
(1883)  85  La.  AniL  699. 

III.  Duty  to  employ  an  adequate    mimber    of 
ecrvante. 

ft.  Generally. 

A  duty  of  the  master  which,  as  a  matter  of 
logical  arrangement,  it  seems  equally  appro- 
priate to  associate  either  with  that  discussed 
in  the  foregoing  sections  or  with  that  of  con- 
ducting the  business  upon  a  safe  system,  la 
the  duty  of  employing  a  staff  of  servants  suffi- 
ciently large  to  perform  the  work  with  reason- 
able safety  to  themselves.  Flike  v.  Boston  h 
A.  R,  Co.  (1873)  53  N.  Y.  549,  18  Am.  Rep. 
545 ;  Mad  River  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Barber  (1856> 

5  Ohio  St.  541,  67  Am.  Dec.  312;  Burke  v. 
Syracuse,  B.  &  N.  Y.  R.  Co.  (1893)  69  Hun,  21» 
23  N.  Y.  Supp.  458;  McMuIlen  v.  Missouri.  K. 

6  T.  R.  Co.  (1894)  60  Mo.  App.  281;  Alberta 
V.  Bache  (1890)  82  N.  Y.  S.  R.  1014,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  639 :  Jones  v.  Old  Dominion  Cotton  Milla 
(1886)  82  Va.  140;  Johnson  v.  Ashland  Water 
Co.  (1888)  71  Wia  558.  37  N.  W.  823. 

A  ship  is  "seaworthy,"  as  regards  the  sufB- 
ciency  of  her  crew.  If  the  required  number  can 
be  made  up  by  counting  In  the  fireman.  Re 
Meyer  (1896)  74  Fed.  Rep.  881. 

In  an  action  resulting  from  a  collision  due- 
to  the  fact  that  one  of  the  trains  was  sent  out 
with  two  Instead  of  three  brakemen.  It  is  not 
error  to  refuse  to  charge  that.  If  the  Jury  be- 
lieved that  the  third  brakeman  would  not  have- 
been  at  his  post,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 
It  cannot  be  assumed  that,  if  the  third  brake- 
man  had  been  sent,  he  would  not  have  done  hl» 
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duty.  Booth  T.  Boston  *  A.  B.  Co.  (1878)  78 
M.  T.  88.  29  Am.  B^.  97. 

The  fact  that  some  slight  Inconvenience  or 
expense  will  be  caused  by  engaging  the  services 
of  another  employee  will  not  excuse  the  master 
if  the  work  could  not  safely  be  done  without 
him.  Trainor  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co. 
(1890)  137  Pa.  US,  20  Atl.  682  (master  held 
liable  where  the  plan  adopted  for  taking  down 
a  pole  required  the  8Ui>erlntendence  of  the  com- 
petent person,  but  the  laborers  were  left  to 
manage  for  themselves). 

Nor  can  the  master  conduct  his  business  on 
a  system  which  ignores  physical  laws.  Thus, 
for  an  injury  to  an  employee  caused  by  the  de- 
plett<»i  of  a  train  crew  the  company  is  liable, 
as  for  negligence,  where  the  timetable  is  so 
arranged  that  some  of  the  men  cannot  procure 
their  meals  without  absenting  themselves  from 
their  posts.  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  McCaffrey 
(1894)  139  Ind.  430.  29  L.  R.  A.  104,  88  N.  B  67. 

In  the  case  of  a  railway  company,  what 
would  be  inadequacy  as  regards  a  passenger  Is 
not  necessarily  Inadequacy  as  regards  trainmen. 

An  Instruction  is  erroneous  which  declares 
that  a  railroad  company  Is  negligent  towards 
the  employees  operating  a  freight  train  In 
failing  to  furnish  a  conductor,  where  a  passen- 
ger coach  Is  attached.  Means  v.  Carolina  C.  R. 
Co.   (1898)  122  N.  C.  990.  29  S.  B.  939. 

As  in  the  case  of  an  alleged  breach  of  other 
duties,  the  servant's  right  to  receive  is  de- 
pendent upon  proof  that  the  master  knew,  ac- 
tually or  constructively,  that  the  number  of 
employees  was  Inadequate  at  the  time  and  place 
where  the  Injury  was  received.  Parker  v.  New 
York  A  N.  B.  R.  Co.  (1895)  18  R.  I.  773.  30 
Atl.  849  (mere  fact  that  a  substitute  did 
not  remain  at  a  switch  continuously  during 
the  temporary  absence  of  the  regular  switch- 
man cannot  proi>erIy  be  construed  by  the  Jury 
as  an  implied  notice  to  the  company  that  said 
switch  was  unattended). 

b.  Whether  iT^e  matter  hae  performed  hie  duty. 

The  performance  of  the  master's  duty  in  em- 
ploying a  sufficient  number  of  servants  is  a 
question  of  fact  in  each  case,  to  b3  determined 
by  the  Jury,  subject  to  the  revision  of  the  court 

A  railroad  company  Is  not,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  free  from  negligence  in  having  only  one 
brakeman  to  control  ten  loaded  cafs  In  descend- 
ing a  grade  to  a  place  where  they  arc  to  be 
coupled  to  a  stationary  car.  Georgia  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Propst  (1889)  90  Ala.  1,  7  So.  636. 

A  railway  company  roust  keep  enough  track- 
men, not  only  to  supervise  the  line  under  or- 
dinary circumstances,  but  also  for  extraordi- 
nary occasions,  as  after  a  rainstorm,  when  it 
needs  a  more  minute  inspection.  Hardy  v. 
Carolina  C.  R.  Co.  (1877)  76  N.  C.  5. 

A  railway  company  is  not  obliged  to  provide 
for  the  stationing  of  a  watchman  on  the  rear 
end  of  backing  trains.  Chicago  *  M.  W.  R.  Co. 
y.  Donahue  (1874)  76  111.  106. 


No  obligation  on  the  part  of  a  railway  com- 
pany, to  keep  an  agent  at  a  flag  station  where 
there  is  an  unblocked  siding,  can  be  predicated, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  track  Is  In 
such  a  condition  that  there  is  danger  that  cars 
may  escape  onto  the  main  line.  Hewitt  T. 
Flint  &  P.  M.  B.  Co.  (1887)  67  Mich.  01.  34 
N.   W.    659. 

Whether  a  railway  company  is  negligent  in 
employing  no  more  than  one  watchman  to  look 
after  the  live  engines  In  a  yard,  and  prevent 
them  from  being  tampered  with.  Is  a  question 
for  the  Jui-y,  where  the  watchman  has  also  to 
perform  the  duties  of  a  wiper.  Southern  P.  Co. 
V.  Lafferty  (1893)  15  U.  8.  App.  l!l.1.  67  Fed. 
Rep.  537,  6  C.  C.  A.  474  (two  engines  got  out 
on  main  track  In  some  unexplained  manner). 

A  railway  company  Is  bound  to  see  that  a 
derrick  provided  for  the  use  cf  shippers,  the 
arm  of  which  Is  liable,  when  not  fastened,  to 
swing  out  over  the  track,  and  so  endanger  train- 
men,  is  placed  under  the  charge  of  a  competent 
servant,  so  that  It  may  be  kept  properly  fas- 
tened when  not  in  use.  Gates  v.  Chicago,  M. 
&  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1892)  2  S.  D.  422,  50  N.  W.  907. 

The  fact  that  the  number  of  the  servants 
was  smaller  than  usual  on  the  occasion  when 
the  accident  occurred  is  one  which  tells  with 
especial  force  against  the  master.  South  West 
Improv.  Co.  v.  Smith  (1888)  85  Va.  306.  7  S. 
B.  365  (verdict  for  plaintiff  proper,  where 
loaded  coal  cars  In  a  mine  got  out  of  control, 
owing  to  there  being  only  one  brakeman  on  duty, 
instead  of  ^wo,  as  was  usual)  :  Thorpe  v.  Mis* 
sourl  P.  R.  Co.  (1886)  89  Mo.  650,  68  Am.  Rep. 
120,  2  S.  W.  3  (verdict  for  plaintiff  proper 
where  the  switching  crew  of  which  he  was  one 
was  smaller  than  usual,  and  he  was  injured  whilo 
coupling  cars,  owing  to  the  fact  that  his  sig- 
nals to  the  engineer  were  not  transmitted)  ; 
Stoddard  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  k  N.  R.  Co.  (1877) 
65  Mo.  615  (not  error  to  refuse  to  direct  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  where  the  master's 
representative  has  been  notified  that  one  of  the 
regular  hands  Is  too  sick  to  attend  to  his  duties, 
and  no  substitute  Is  provided). 

But  evidence  to  that  effect  will  not  estab- 
lish negligence,  where  It  appears  that  the 
safety  of  the  other  servants  is  sufficiently  se- 
cured by  the  methods  actually  adopted  in  the 
performance  of  the  work.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  B. 
Co.  T.  Compton  (1890)  76  Tex.  667,  13  S.  W. 
667  (company  broke  custom  of  sending  out 
water  trains  equipped  with  a  conductor). 

Still  less  can  the  master  be  held  liable  on  the 
ground  that*  although  the  usual  number  of 
servants  was  engaged  on  the  work  to  be  done, 
use  might  have  been  made  of  an  additional  serv- 
ant on  the  occasion  when  the  accident  occurred, 
with  the  possible  result  of  preventing  it.  Bel- 
yea  V.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  G.  R.  Co.  (1892) 
112  Mo.  86,  18  L.  R.  A.  817,  20  S.  W.  48(^ 
(rear  collision  of  two  freight  trains  equip- 
ped with  the  customary  number  of  brakemen). 

C.  B.  L. 
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V. 

Clarence  MURPHY. 


(174  Biass.  369.) 
scnteBee  of  ooBTlevion  imposed  vn- 


NOTI. — ^As  to  plea  of  former  jeopardy  where 
JQdc:ment  of  conviction  has  been  set  aside  on 
the  application  of  the  convict  see  People  v. 
Hurray  (Mich.)  14  L.  R.  A.  809. 

The  above  case  was  affirmed  in  Murphy  v. 
MasMcbusetts,  177  U.  S.  155,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  20 
Sup.  Ct.  689. 
48L.It.A. 


der  authorttr  of  Mass.  Pwb.  Stat, 
oliap.  187,  i  18,  after  the  reversal  of  a 
former  judgment,  on  the  application  of  the 
convict,  because  it  was  imposed  under  a  stat- 
ute that  was  passed  after  the  oitense  was 
committed,  and  was  therefore  unconstitu- 
tional so  far  as  It  related  to  that  offense, 
does  not  violate  the  constitutional  provision 
against  double  Jeopardy,  or  abridge  the  priv- 
ileges and  Immunities  of  the  accused  as  a 
citizen,  or  deprive  him  of  his  liberty  without 
due  process  of  law,  although  he  had  partl]^ 
served  the  invalid  sentence  before  it  was  rs- 
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yersed.  Including  one  day's  solitary  conflne- 
ment,  to  which  each  of  the  sentences  con- 
demned him. 


(October  19,  1899.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  the  action 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Essex  County 
resentencing  him  after  a  former  sentence 
had  been  set  aside  for  error.     Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Exra  B.  Thayer  and  Edward  F. 
MoClennen,  with  Messrs.  Brandeis, 
Dnnbar,  &  Nntter,  for  defendant: 

The  defendant  has  suffered  imprisonment 
for  his  offense  for  a  substantial  time  under 
sentence  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to 
sentence. 

The  crime  of  which  he  stood  convicted  was 
punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  state's 
prison  for  a  fixed  term. 

Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  203,  §S  20,  40; 
Murphy  v.  Com.  172  Mass.  264,  43  L.  R.  A. 
164,  52  N.  E.  505. 

The  error  committed  was  the  failure  to 
fix  the  exact  time  of  termination  of  the  sen- 
tence. This  error  would  not  place  the  whole 
sentence  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

Re  Petty,  22  Kan.  477 ;  Stalker,  Petition- 
^,  167  Mass.  11,  44  N.  E.  1068;  People  v. 
Whitson,  74  111.  20;  Riley's  Case,  2  Pick. 
172;  Re  Swan,  150  U.  S.  037.  37  L.  ed.  1207. 
14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  225;  United  States  v. 
Pridgeon,  153  U.  S.  48,  38  L.  ed.  631,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  746;  Ex  parte  Lange,  18  Wall. 
163,  21  L.  ed.  872;  Ew  parte  Friday,  43  Fed. 
Rep.  916. 

Where  a  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  per- 
son, and  of  the  subject-matter,  the  imposi- 
tion by  mistake  of  a  sentence  in  excess  of 
what  the  law  permits  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion, and  does  not  render  the  sentence  void, 
but  only  voidable  by  proceedings  upon  a  writ 
of  error. 

Sennotfs  Case,  146  Mass.  489,  16  N.  E. 
448. 

A  person  who  has  suffered  imprisonment 
for  a  substantial  time  under  sentence  of  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  to  sentence  to  the 
place  to  which  sentence  is  passed  cannot  be 
resentenced  for  the  same  offense. 

A  court  may  correct,  vacate,  or  change  its 
-sentences  of  its  own  motion  before  they  go 
into  execution. 

Plain  V.  State,  60  Ga.  284;  Com.  v.  Wey- 
mouth, 2  Allen,  144,  79  Am.  Dec.  776;  State 
T.  Cannon,  11  Or.  312,  2  Pac.  191 ;  People  v. 
Meservey,  76  Mich.  223,  42  N.  W.  1133;  Peo- 
ple V.  Kelley,  79  Mich.  320,  44  N.  W.  616; 
Brown  v.  Rice,  57  Me.  55,  2  Am.  Rep.  11; 
Re  Mason,  8  Mich.  70. 

Although  the  first  sentence  is  erroneous, 
a  second  would  be  double  jeopardy. 

State  V.  Addy,  43  N.  J.  L.  113,  39  Am.  Rep. 
547 ;  State  v.  Warrm,  92  N.  C.  825 ;  Re  Jones, 
^  Neb.  499,  53  N.  W.  468. 

At  common  law,  the  court  could  not  re- 
sentence after  reversal  of  sentence  on  writ  of 
■«rror. 

Shepherd  v.  Com.  2  Met.  419;  Stevens  v. 
<7om.  4  Met.  360;  State  v.  Chray,  37  N.  J.  L. 
^68;  King  v.  Ellis,  5  Barn,  ft  C.  395. 
48L.R.A. 


Although  the  first  had  never  gone  into  exe- 
cution. 

Christian  v.  Com.  5  Met.  530. 

The  statute  was  passed  to  prevent  a  con- 
vict from  going  free  of  punishment,  and  was 
never  intended  to  authorize  a  second  sen- 
tence where  the  convict  had  actually  suffered 
punishment. 

Shepherd  v.  People,  26  N.  Y.  406;  Feeley'a 
Case,  12  Cush.  598;  Com.  v.  Loud,  3  Met. 
328,  37  Am.  Dec.  139;  Ex  parte  Lange,  18 
Wall.  163,  21  L.  ed.  872;  Brown  v.  Rice,  67 
Me.  55,  2  Am.  Rep.  11. 

Messrs.  Hoaea  IC  BLnowlton^  Attorney 
General,  and  Arthur  W.  DeOoosh,  for 
plaintiff: 

The  appellate  court  has  the  right,  when 
there  has  been  an  erroneous  sentence,  to  re- 
mand the  ca.se  to  the  trial  court  for  sentence 
according  to  law. 

Reynolds  v.  United  Stales,  98  U.  S.  146, 
25  L.  ed.  244;  Re  Bonner,  151  U.  S.  242,  38 
L.  ed.  149,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  323;  Roberts  v. 
State,  30  Fla.  82,  11  So.  536;  Beale  v.  Com. 
25  Pa.  11 ;  Henderson  v.  People,  165  111.  607, 
46  N.  E.  711 ;  Lowrey  v.  Bogue,  85  Cal.  601. 
24  Pac.  995;  Brooks  v.  Com.  4  Leigh,  669; 
Oliver  v.  State,  6  How.  (Miss.)  14;  Lynn  v. 
State,  84  Md.  67.  35  Atl.  21;  Re  Harris,  68 
Vt.  243,  35  Atl.  55;  Papworth  v.  Fitzgerald, 
106  Ga.  378,  32  S.  E.  303;  Berrington  v. 
State,  87  Ala.  1,  5  So.  831 ;  State  v.  Taylor, 
124  N.  C.  803,  32  S.  E.  548;  State  v.  WiU 
liam^,  40  S.  C.  373,  19  S.  E.  5 :  Hathcock  v. 
State,  88  Ga.  91,  13  S.  E.  959;  Graham  ▼. 
State,  79  Wis.  651,  48  N.  W.  863;  United 
States  V.  Pridgeon,  153  U.  S.  48,  38  L.  ed. 
631,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  746 ;  Coleman  v.  Ten- 
nessee, 97  U.  S.  509,  24  L.  ed.  1118;  United 
States  V.  Barman,  08  Fed.  Rep.  472. 

The  term  jeopardy  "has  no  relation  to  the 
reversal  of  an  erroneous  judgment  and  pro- 
nouncing a  legal  one  pursuant  to  a  legal  con- 
viction.'*^ 

McKee  v.  ^People,  32  N.  Y.  239 ;  State  ▼. 
Lee,  65  Conn.  265,  27  L.  R.  A.  408,  30  Atl. 
1110. 

Statutes  authorizing  retrials  and  resen- 
tences have  been  in  force  from  time  imme- 
morial. Even  the  right  of  the  government 
to  a  new  trial  after  a  verdict  of  not  guilty 
has  been  upheld. 

State  V.  Lee,  65  Conn.  205,  27  L.  R.  A.  498, 
30  Atl.  1110;  United  States  v.  Sanges,  144 
U.  S.  310,  36  L.  ed.  445,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
609. 

Morton^  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court  : 

The  defendant  in  this  case  was  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  in  the  case  of  Murphy  v.  Com. 
172  Mass.  264,  43  L.  R.  A.  154,  52  N.  E.  506. 
Tn  that  case  it  was  held  that  the  statute  un- 
der which  he  was  sentenced  was  unconstitu- 
tional so  far  as  it  related  to  past  offenses, 
and  the  sentence  which  had  been  imposed 
was  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  to  the 
superior  court,  under  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  187,  | 
13,  for  sentence  according  to  the  law  as  it 
was  when  the  offense  was  committed,  and  be- 
fore the  statute  under  which  he  was  sen- 
tenced    took    effect.    The    defendant    was 
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brought  before  the  superior  court  on  Janu- 
MTj  7,  1899,  pursuant  to  that  decision,  and 
resentenced;  the  sentence  being  to  the  state 
prison  for  nine  years,  ten  months,  and  twen- 
ty-nine days,— the  first  day  solitary,  and 
the  rest  at  hard  labor.  Under  the  previous 
sentence  he  had  been  sentenced  to  the  state 
prison  for  not  less  than  ten  nor  more  than 
fifteen  years,— the  first  day  to  be  in  solitary 
confinement.  When  he  was  resentenced  he 
had  served  the  solitary  confinement  and  two 
years,  seven  months,  and  ten  days  under  the 
original  sentence.  Prior  to  imposing  the 
last  sentence  the  court  said  that,  as  defend- 
ant had  already  served  the  term  of  solitary 
confinement,  he  would  prefer  not  to  resen- 
tence him  to  solitary  confinement,  if  a  writ- 
ten waiver  thereof  was  filed  by  defendant's 
attorney.  The  attorney  stated  that  he  did 
not  feel  justified  in  filing  such  waiver,  and 
thereupon  sentence  was  imposed  as  afore- 
said. ITie  defendant  duly  excepted  to  the 
imposition  of  the  last  sentence,  and  request- 
ed that  all  his  rights  might  be  reserved, 
which  was  done. 

The  contention  of  the  defendant  is,  in  sub- 
stance, that  one  who  has  been  sentenced  by 
a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  offense  and 
of  the  person,  and  the  right  to  sentence  to 
the  place  designated,  and  who  has  served  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  time  for  which  he 
was  sentenced,  cannot  be  resentenced  if  it 
turns  out  on  a  writ  of  error  brought  by  him 
that^the  original  sentence  was  unlawful. 
He  contends  in  his  own  case  that  the  resen- 
tence constituted  a  second  punishment  for 
the  same  offense ;  that  he  has  been  twice  put 
in  jeopardy  thereby,  and  has  been  deprived 
of  his  constitutional  rights.  The  statute 
under  which  the  case  was  remanded  contains 
no  limitation  on  the  power  to  remand  for 
sentence  in  case  of  a  reversal  for  error,  but 
it  is  manifest  that  it  cannot  authorize  the 
imposition  of  another  sentence  under  such 
4nrcumstances  as  would  make  it  an  interfer- 
ence with  the  constitutional  rights  of  the 
prisoner.  The  question  then  is,  Was  the 
efifect  of  the  last  sentence  to  put  the  defend- 
ant in  jeopardy  twice,  or  to  punish  him 
again  for  the  same  offense,  or  to  abridge  his 
privileges  and  immunities  as  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States?  By  "jeopardy"  is  meant,  we 
think,  lawful  jeopardy  from  the  commence 
ment  of  the  proceedings  until  their  termina 
tion  by  a  proper  judgment  and  sentence  or 
acquittal,  or  what  the  law  regards  as  such. 
It  has  been  held  in  numerous  cases  that 
where,  either  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  or 
from  some  defect  in  the  indictment,  or  from 
such  error  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings, 
the  verdict  has  been  set  aside  or  the  judg- 
ment has  been  arrested  on  a  writ  of  error 
hrought  by  thedefendant,oronamotionmade 
by  him,  and  he  has  been  tried  again,  he  was 
not  thereby  put  in  jeopardy  a  second  time, 
«nd  his  constitutional  rights  were  not 
abridged.  Com,  v.  Wheeler,  2  Mass.  174; 
<^om.  V.  Petera,  12  Met.  387;  Com,  v.  Rohy, 
12  Pick.  496,  602;  Com,  v.  Lahy,  8  Gray, 
459;  Com,  v.  Oould,  12  Gray,  171;  McKee  v. 
People,  32  N.  Y.  239;  People  v.  M*Kay,  18 
Johns.  212;  State  v.  Waltera,  16  La.  Ann. 
-AS  1..  R.  A. 


400;  Jones  v.  Btaie^  15  Ark.  261;  Turner  r. 
State,  40  Ala.  21;  Gerard  v.  People,  4  111. 
362;  State  v.  Redman,  17  Iowa,  329;  State 
V.  Sutton,  4  Gill,  494;  Ck>oley,  Const.  Lim. 
3d  ed.  327;  Sedgw.  Stat.  &  Const.  Law,  2d 
ed.  572,  573,  note  a.  One  ground  on  which 
such  a  conclusion  has  been  reached  is  that  by 
brin^in^  the  writ  of  error  or  making  the  mo- 
tion he  16  deemed  to  have  waived  any  consti- 
tutional objection  that  he  might  have  had 
to  another  trial,  or  to  the  entry  of  a  proper 
judgment.  2  Bishop,  Crim.  Law,  2d  ed.  §| 
672  et  aeq.  If  a  second  trial,  where  the  ver- 
dict has  been  set  aside  or  the  judgment  ar- 
rested, does  not  constitute  legal  jeopardy, 
it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  party  who  may 
have  served  a  portion  of  the  sentence 
that  has  been  set  aside  for  error  on  proceed- 
ings instituted  by  him  can  rightfully  object 
to  the  imposition  of  another  and  a  lawful 
sentence  by  the  court  to  which  the  case  has 
been  remanded.  In  this  case  the  trial  and 
conviction  were,  for  aught  that  appears,  reg- 
ular and  legal  in  all  respects.  The  only  er- 
ror was  in  the  sentence.  It  would  be  strange 
if  there  was  no  power  anywhere  to  correct  or 
to  authorize  the  correction  of  the  error  on 
proceedings  instituted  by  the  prisoner,  ex- 
cept at  the  risk  of  delivering  him  from  anv 
further  punishment  for  the  offense  of  which 
he  had  been  convicted.  It  is  said  in  MoKee 
V.  People,  32  N.  Y.  239,  245,  where  the  case 
was  remanded  under  a  statute  similar  to 
ours,  that  the  term  "jeopardy"  "has  no  re- 
lation to  the  reversal  of  an  erroneous  judg- 
ment, and  pronouncing  a  legal  one  pursuant 
to  a  legal  conviction."  And  in  Jeffries  r. 
State,  40  Ala.  381,  it  was  held  that  a  prison- 
er could  not  plead  autre  fois  convict  if  the 
former  conviction  had  been  reversed  on  pro- 
ceedings instituted  by  himself,  notwithstand- 
ing he  had  served  a  part  of  the  term  of  his 
imprisonment  before  the  reversal.  See  also 
Jones  V.  State,  15  Ark.  261.  In  criminal 
proceedings  the  sentence  is  the  judgment,  or 
at  least  an  essential  part  of  it. 

Though  the  sentence  in  this  case  was  in  ex- 
cess of  the  jurisdiction,  it  was  not  void,  but 
voidable  {Sewnott's  Case,  146  Mass.  489,  16 
N.  E.  448;  Ex  parte  Lange,  18  Wall.  163, 
174,  21  L.  ed.  872,  878) ,  and,  if  the  defendant 
had  completed  the  term  for  which  he  was 
sentencea,  he  would  have  paid  the  penalty  re- 
quired, and  could  not  have  been  imprisoned 
or  punished  again  for  the  same  offense  ( Com, 
V.  Loud,  3  Met.  328,  37  Am.  Dec.  139).  To 
that  extent  the  sentence  was  lawful  until 
reversed.  Sennott's  Case,  146  Mass.  489,  16 
N.  E.  448 ;  Reg.  v.  Drury,  3  Car.  k  K.  193. 
Except  for  the  statute  authorizing  the  case 
to  be  remanded,  he  would  have  been  entitled 
to  a  discharge,  not  because  to  resentence  him 
was  unconstitutional,  but  because  at  com- 
mon law  the  court  from  which  the  writ  of 
error  issued  could  not  itself  pronounce  the 
proper  judgment  or  sentence,  or  send  bade 
the  case  to  the  inferior  court  to  do  so.  Shep- 
herd V.  Com,  2  Met.  419;  King  v.  Bourne, 
7  Ad.  &  El.  58 ;  King  v.  FAUs,  5  Bam.  &  C. 
395.  But  a  judgment  and  sentence  reversed 
are  the  same  as  if  there  had  been  no  judg- 
ment and  sentence  {Reg,  v.  Drury,  3  Car.  & 
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K«  193),  And  i^is  must  be  bo  even  if  the  pris- 
oner has  served  a  part  of  the  sentence. 
Whether  the  confinement  under  the  reversed 
sentence  has  been  longer  or  shorter  can,  on 
principle,  make  no  difference.  Besides,  the 
length  of  such  confinement  will  depend  some- 
what,  at  least,  on  the  promptness  with  which 
proceedings  are  instituted  to  secure  a  rever- 
sal. No  doubt,  it  would  have  been  compe- 
tent for  the  court  to  order  that  the  last  sen- 
tence should  take  effect  from  the  date  of  the 
first  sentence  {Jacquina  v.  Com.  0  Gush. 
279),  but  we  do  not  think  that  it  was  bound 
to  do  so;  and  though  the  effect  of  the  resen- 
tence will  be  to  compel  the  defendant  to  suf- 
fer solitary  confinement  twice,  and  will  re- 
sult, it  is  said,  in  his  actual  confinement  for 
a  longer  period  than  the  term  for  which  he 
was  originally  sentenced,  we  do  not  see,  for 
reasons  already  given,  that  the  last  sentence 
is  rendered  invalid  thereby.  The  case  is  not 
one  of  the  imposition  of  a  second  sentence  for 
the  same  offense,  or  of  the  attempted  correc- 
tion of  a  sentence  after  the  term  has  ended 
at  which  it  was  imposed,  and  the  court  has 
adjourned  without  oay.  See  Com,  v.  Foster, 
122  Mass.  317,  323,  23  Am.  Rep.  326.  But 
it  is  a  case  where  the  sentence  that  was  orig- 
inally imposed  has  been  reversed  and  de- 
clared unlawful  upon  a  writ  of  error  brought 
by  Uie  party  aggrieved,  and  the  case  has 
been  remanded,  as  provided  by  statute,  to 
the  superior  court  for  sentence  according  to 
the  law  as  it  was  when  the  offense  was  com- 
mitted. Cases  in  regard  to  the  imposition 
of  a  second  sentence  as  such,  or  in  re- 
gard to  the  attempted  correction  of  a  sen- 
tence after  the  adjournment  of  the  court, 
or  the  substitution  of  one  sentence  for  an- 
other, do  not  apply.  The  defendant  relies 
upon  Ew  parte  Lange,  18  Wall.  163,  21  L.  ed. 
872,  and  Feeley's  Case,  12  Cush.  598.  In 
Em  parte  Lange,  18  Wall.  163,  21  L.  ed.  872, 
the  statute  authorized  fine  or  imprisonment, 
but  the  court  imposed  both.  The  prisoner 
paid  the  fine,  and,  after  it  had  been 
paid,  the  court  at  the  same  term 
attempted  to  modify  the  sentence  by 
changing  it  to  imprisonment,  and  substitut- 
ing the  sentence  as  thus  modified  for  the 
original  sentence  of  fine  and  imprisonment. 


But  the  supreme  court  held  that,  the  prison- 
er having  satisfied  one  of  the  alternative  pen- 
alties provided  by  the  statute,  the  sentenoo 
could  not  be  changed  and  the  other  alterna- 
tive penalty  imposed.  Manifestly,  that  case 
is  not  like  this.  Feeley's  Case,  12  Cush.  598^ 
was  much  the  same.  The  statute  provided 
fine  or  imprisonment.  The  court  imposed 
both,  and  the  prisoner  paid  the  fine,  and  was 
committed  pursuant  to  the  other  part  of  the 
sentence,  and  then  petitioned  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  on  the  ground  that  he  was  un- 
lawfully restrained  of  his  liberty.  This 
court  granted  the  writ  and  ordered  his  dis- 
charge on  the  ground  that  he  had  paid  the 
fine,  and  the  court  below  had  no  power  to  im- 
pose imprisonment.  It  is  manifest  that  this 
case,  also,  does  not  help  the  defendant.  The 
course  that  was  followed  in  Murphy  v.  Com., 
172  Mass.  264,  43  L.  R.  A.  154,  52  N.  £.  505, 
seems  to  have  been  followed  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  and  apparently 
was  not  regarded  as  putting  the  prisoner  in 
jeopardy  or  punishing  him  twice,  or  as  in- 
terfering with  his  constitutional  rights.  Re^ 
Bonner,  151  U.  S.  242,  262,  38  L.  ed.  149. 153, 
14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  323;  Reynolds  v.  United 
States,  98  U.  S.  145,  168,  note,  25  L.  ed.  244, 
251 ;  Coleman  v.  Tennessee,  97  U.  S.  509,  519, 
L.  ed.  1118, 1123.  We  do  not  discover  in  what 
has  been  done  anything  by  which  the  priv- 
ilege or  immunities  of  Uie  defendant  as  a  cit- 
izen of  the  United  States  have  been  abridged^ 
in  violation  of  the  14th  Amendment.  The 
equal  protection  of  the  laws  has  not 'been 
denied  to  him,  and  he  has  not  been  deprived 
of  his  liberty  without  due  process  of  law. 
Re  Converse,  137  U.  S.  624,  34  L.  ed.  796,  U 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  191;  Moore  v.  Missouri,  159  U» 
S.  673,  40  L.  ed.  301,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  179. 
The  fact  that  he  court  in  Murphy  v.  Com. 
172  Mass.  264,  43  L.  R.  A.  154,  52  N.  E.  505, 
may  have  taken  a  somewhat  different  view  of 
Stat  1895,  chap.  504,  from  that  taken  in* 
Com,  V.  Broum,  167  Mass.  144,  45  N.  E.  1, 
does  not  constitute  an  interference  with  tho- 
defendant's  rights. 
Ewoeptions  overruled. 

Affirmed  by  Supreme    Court    of    United 
States,  April  9,  1900. 
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David  J.  MCALLISTER  et  dl,,  Plffs,  in  Err. 
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1.  An  employer  i«  not  liable  for  tlie 
serTlces  of  m.  pliyalclnn  summoned  by 
his  manager  or  foreman  to  attend  an  em- 
ployee In  case  of  an  Injury  by  accident  in  a 
laundry  during  tbe  employer's  absence. 

a.     A  promise  to   pny  for  services   en- 

Note. — B'or  duty  of  master  to  furnlsb  medl- 
eal   aid  to  servant,  see  Ohio  A  M.  R.   Co.   v. 
■arly  (Ind.)  28  L.  R.  A.  646.  and  iiofe. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


vnared  by  nn  employee  withovt  any' 
aatliority,  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  per- 
son, when  accompanied  by  a  denial  of  any 
liability,  does  not  constitute  a  ratification, 
but  Is  a  mere  promise  to  pay  the  debt  of 
another,  which  is  void  under  the  statute  of 
frauda 

(March  27.  1900.) 


ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayno 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  tho- 
value  of  medical  services  rendered  to  d^end* 
ants'  employee.    Reversed, 
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Statement  by  Gxaat,  J.: 

Plaintiff,  a  physician,  sued  tbe  defendants, 
eopartnera  in  a  laundry  business,  for  medical 
werriffiB  rendered  one  of  their  employees,  and 
recovered  a  verdict  of  $50.  The  case  was 
submitted  to  the  jury  upon  two  theories 
( 1 )  That  there  was  an  original  contract  of 
employment  between  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ants; (2)  that  the  act  of  the  forewoman  of 
defendants  in  sending  for  plaintiff  to  attend 
the  employee,  if  unauthorized  by  them,  was 
subsequently  ratified.  Defendants  insist 
that  tnere  was  no  original  contract,  and  no 
ratification  of  an  unauthorized  contract. 
There  is  little,  if  any,  dispute  about  the  ma- 
terial facts.  Plaintiff  had  no  conversation 
with  either  of  the  defendants  in  regard  to 
the  service,  and  the  parties  had  never  met 
until  the  trial  in  the  justice  court.  The  em- 
ployee, Augusta  Senken,  had  her  hand  seri- 
ously injured  on  April  19.  Neither  of  the 
defendants  was  in  the  laundry  at  the  time. 
Defendant  James  usually  spent  most  of  his 
time  there.  One  Miss  McGrath,  the  fore- 
woman, had  charge  of  the  work  on  the  four 
floors  of  the  building;  hired  and  discharged 
girls  when  she  saw  fit;  and,  when  James  was 
not  there,  acted  in  case  of  an  emergency. 
The  injury  was  so  serious  that  Miss  Mc- 
Grath deemed  prompt  medical  assistance  ad- 
visable. She  sent  a  boy  for  a  physician,  not 
designating  any  particular  one.  The  boy 
called  plaintiff.  He  immediately  responded, 
dressed  the  wound,  and  ordered  her  to  be 
taken  home,  saying  that  he  would  have  to 
•ee  her  again.  She  was  taken  home  in  a  car- 
riage. In  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day  she 
was  suffering  pain,  and  sent  a  note  to  a  store 
near  by  to  telephone  to  the  laundry.  Some- 
one at  the  laundry  telephoned  to  plaintiff, 
and  he  went  to  see  her.  Defendants  had  no 
knowledge  of  this.  Plaintiff  treated  her  at 
her  home  until  she  was  able  to  go  out,  and 
then  she  went  to  his  office,  and  there  received 
treatment  until  the  wound  was  healed.  She 
was  under  treatment  for  about  three  months. 
The  only  conversation  plaintiff  had  with 
anyone  connected  with  the  d^endants  was 
with  Miss  McGrath,  and  he  does  not  tell 
what  that  conversation  was.  It  was  at  the 
house  of  Mrs.  Knack,  with  whom  Miss  Sen- 
ken  lived.  Miss  McGrath  testified:  "The 
-doctor  asked  me  if  Mr.  McAllister  had  said 
anything  in  regard  to  him  taking  care  of  the 
girl.  I  said  he  hadn't  said  anything  to  me. 
He  says,  'Well,  I  would  like  to  make  the  bill 
jw  reasonable  as  possible  for  Mr.  McAllister, 
and  at  the  same  time  take  care  of  the  girl 
properly.'  I  said:  'Well,  I  don't  know 
what  Mr.  McAllister  would  do  in  a  case  of 
this  kind.  We  have  never  had  an  accident 
l)efore,  and  it  would  be  better  to  see  him.' 
So  he  said  he  would  call  and  see  Mr.  Mc- 
Allister." Miss  Senken  testified  that  she 
heard  this  conversation,  and  states  it  as  fol- 
lows: "Miss  Margaret  McGrath  came  to 
my  house  several  times  while  the  doctor  was 
there.  One  time  he  asked  her  if  Mr.  McAl- 
lister says  anything,  and  if  it  was  all  right 
About  the  bill ;  and  she  says  to  him  that  she 
thought  that  Mr.  McAllister  was  a  very  good 
man,  and  that  he  would  pay  the  bill."    '<^* 
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Knack,  husband  of  Mrs.  Knack,  testified 
that  in  June,  after  the  accident,  he  went  to 
defendant  James,  and  asked  him  to  help  the 
girl;  that  he  declined,  and,  after  a  little 
while,  said,  "I  will  pay  the  doctor's  bill." 
Mr.  Kissane,  one  of  the  attorneys  for  plain- 
tiff, testified:  "I  went  to  see  James  McAl- 
lister with  a  view  of  collecting  the  bill  in 
controversy,  at  the  request  of  Dr.  Holmes, 
shortly  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit.  I  told  him  the  doctor  was  claiming 
$104.  I  demanded  the  payment  of  the  bill. 
He  declined  to  pay  the  full  amount,  and  said 
that  he  was  willing  to  pay  the  first  visit, 
whatever  that  might  be  worth,  but  he  didn't 
think  he  ought  to  pay  the  entire  bill;  that 
the  calling  of  the  doctor  by  the  forelady  was 
all  right;  it  was  something  that  be  would 
have  done  himself,  had  he  been  there  in  the 
laundry  at  the  time,  and  that  he  didn't  go 
back  on  that,  and  whD.tever  was  reasonable 
for  that  first  visit  he  was  willing  to  pay." 
The  above  is  all  the  testimony  hairing  upon 
the  liability  of  the  defendants.  Plaintiff 
called  in  two  physicians,  one  for  advice  and 
another  to  assist  .him  in  an  operation,  all  of 
which  was  unknown  to  def^idants.  No  ac- 
cident had  ever  happened  in  the  laundry  be- 
fore. The  first  intimation  the  defendants 
had  that  plaintiff  considered  them  liable  was 
when  they  received  a  bill  after  the  services 
were  rendered. 

Mr.  Ira  A«  XdegUey,  for  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror: 

The  authority  of  a  foreman  in  a  manu- 
facturing institution  to  employ  a  physician 
for  an  injured  employee  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed. 

Chaplin  v.  Preeland,  7  Ind.  App.  676,  34 
N.  E.  1007. 

A  railroad  company  is  not  under  any  legal 
obligation  to  provide  surgical  assistance  for 
employees  who  are  injured  while  in  the  dis- 
charge of  their  duties. 

Sevier  v.  Birmingham,  8.  &  T.  River  R.  Co, 
92  Ala.  258,  9  So.  405 ;  Clark  v.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  48  Kan.  654,  29  Pac.  1138. 

A  contract  made  by  a  physician  of  a  rail- 
road company  to  pay  for  board  and  nursing 
of  an  injured  employee  is  not  binding  on  the 
company  where  the  authority  of  flie  phy- 
sician is  not  shown. 

Mayherry  v.  Chicago,  R.  /.  d  P.  R.  Co.  76 
Mo.  492. 

No  ratification  of  employment  was  shown, 
and  even  if  a  promise  to  pay  the  physician 
was  made,  or  the  employment  ratified,  it  was 
void  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 

1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  p.  1184,  note  6. 

A  physician  employed  by  the  railroad 
company  to  attend  to  a  case  has  no  power,  by 
virtue  of  such  employment,  to  make  a  con- 
tract with  another  physician  to  look  after 
his  patient,  to  be  paid  for  by  the  company. 

Evansville  d  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Spellhring,  I  Ind. 
App.  167,  27  N.  E.  239;  Terre  Haute  d  I.  R. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  107  Ind.  336,  8  N.  E.  218. 

The  burden  of  proving  ratification  rests 
upon  the  one  who  relies  upon  the  agent's  un- 
authorized act. 

Hurley  v.  Wai9on,  68  Mich.  681,  86  K.  W. 
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726;  Heyn  ▼.  0*Hagen,  60  Mich.  160,  26  N. 
W.  861;  1  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1188, 
note  1. 

Knowledge  of  all  material  facts  and  cir- 
cumstanoes  is  an  essential  element  to  an  ef- 
fective ratification. 

1  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1189,  note  2; 
Wheeler  v.  McOuire,  86  Ala.  398,  2  L.  R.  A. 
808,  6  So.  190. 

It  is  the  duty  of  all  parties  dealing  with 
an  agent  to  inquire  into  the  nature  and  ex- 
tent of  his  authority,  and  deal  with  him  ac- 
cordingly. 

1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  934,  note 
11 ;  DeffenhoDugh  v.  Jackson  Paper  Mfg.  Co, 
(Mich.)  6  DeU  L.  N.  106,  79  N.  W.  197. 

A  physician  cannot  recover  without  proof 
of  authority  on  the  part  of  the  contracting 
agent. 

Mobile  d  M.  R.  Co.  r.  Jay,  61  Ala.  247; 
Stoazey  v.  Union  Mfg.  Co.  42  Conn.  566. 

Messrs.  Thomas  Kissane  and  C.  H. 
Wilson^  for  defendant  in  error: 

When  a  doctor  is  employed  to  attend  upon 
a  sick  person,  his  employment  continues 
while  the  sickness  lasts,  a^d  the  relation  of 
physician  and  patient  continues,  unless  it  is 
put  an  end  to  by  the  assent  of  the  parties,  or 
IS  revoked  by  the  express  dismissal  of  the 
physician. 

Dale  V.  Donaldson  Lumber  Co.  48  Ark. 
188,  2  S.  W.  703;  Ballou  v.  Prescott,  64  Me. 
305;  Potter  v.  Virgil,  67  Barb.  578. 

It  was  not  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  no- 
tify the  defendants  that  he  was  continuing 
the  treatment;  but  it  was  their  duty  to  no- 
tify him  to  stop. 

Sevier  v.  Birmingham,  8.  d  T.  River  R.  Co. 
92  Ala.  258,  9  So.  405. 

An  employer  is  obliged  to  pay  such  bills. 

Marquette  d  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Taft,  28  Mich. 
289 ;  Terre  Haute  d  I.  R.  Co.  v.  McMurray, 
98  Ind.  358,  49  Am.  Rep.  762. 

Grant,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Had  defendants'  forewoman  authority  to 
bind  them  by  sending  for  plaintiff  to  attend 
the  injured  employee?  She  had  no  general 
authority  to  do  so.  If  she  was  doth^  with 
any  authority  to  do  so,  it  must  be  because  an 
emergency  arose  in  which  it  was  the  defend- 
ants' duty  to  have  someone  to  act  for  them. 
There  are  authorities  which  hold  parties  lia- 
ble in  certain  emergencies  for  tne  acts  of 
their  managers  or  foremen  in  employing 
physicians.  These  authorities,  however,  go 
no  further  than  to  hold  the  parties  liable 
for  the  immediate  services  made  necessary 
by  a  present  urgency.  Authority  to  act  is 
implied  from  the  necessity  of  the  case.  Chap- 
Un  V.  Freeland,  7  Ind.  App.  676,  34  N.  E. 
1007 ;  Terre  Haute  d  I.  R.  Co.  v.  McMurray, 
98  Ind.  358;  8t.  Louis,  A.  d  T.  R.  Co.  y. 
Hoover,  63  Ark.  377,  13  S.  W.  1092;  Louis- 
vilU,  K.  A.  d  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Smith,  121  Ind. 
353,  6  L.  R.  A.  320,  22  N.  E.  776;  Arkansas 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Loughridge,  65  Ark.  300, 
46  S.  W.  907.  Neither  the  authorities  nor 
reason  carry  the  rule  beyond  the  emergen- 
cy. Such  employment  does  not  make  the 
employer  liable  for  the  services  rendered  by 
48  L.  R.  A. 


the  physician  to  the  employee  after  the  emer- 
gency has  passed.  If  the  physician  desires 
to  hold  the  employer  responsible  for  subse- 
quent services,  he  must  make  a  special  con- 
tract with  him.  The  cases  above  cited,  and 
others,  are  those  in  which  the  employment 
is  hazardous,  exposing  the  employees  to- 
dangers  and  risks  greater  than  those  in  the 
ordinaiy  pursuits  of  life.  The  ground  for 
such  liability  is  thus  stated  in  Chaplin  v. 
Freeland,  7  Ind.  App.  676,  34  N.  E.  1007: 
"Railroad  companies  occupy  a  peculiar  posi- 
tion with  reference  to  such  matters,  exercis- 
ing quasi-public  functions,  clothed  with  ex- 
traordinaiy  privil^fes,  carrying  their  em- 
ployees necessarily  to  places  remote  from 
their  homes,  subjecting  tiiem  to  unusual  haz- 
ards and  dangers.  The  law  has,  by  reason 
of  the  dictates  of  humanity  and  the  necessi- 
ties of  the  occasion,  impost-  upon  such  com- 
panies the  duty  of  providing  tor  the  imme- 
diate and  absolutely  essential  needs  of 
injured  employees,  when  there  is  a  pressing 
emergency  calling  for  their  immediate  ac- 
tion. In  such  cases  even  subordinate  offi- 
cers are  sometimes,  for  the  time  being, 
clothed  with  the  powers  of  the  corporation 
itself  for  the  purposes  of  the  immediate 
emergency,  and  no  longer."  There  is  no  evi- 
dence in  this  case  that  employment  in  a 
laundry  is  accompanied  by  any  such  dan- 
gers. We  may  infer  the  contrary,  as  no  ac- 
cident had  ever  before  occurred  in  the  de- 
fendants' business,  an  extensive  one.  An 
employee  in  a  bank,  store,  or  shop,  or  upon 
a  farm,  may  become  suddenly  very  ill,  or  in 
some  way  seriously  injured,  so  that  some 
foreman  or  other  employee  might  properly 
deem  immediate  medical  attendance  neces- 
sary, and  in  the  absence  of  the  employer, 
summon  a  physician.  Is  the  employer  lia- 
ble? We  are  cited  to  no  authority 
which  so  holds.  It  is  doubtful  whether 
such  an  employer  would  be  liable  if  he 
himself  sent  for  the  physician  to  at- 
tend one  of  his  employees.  It  is  unneces- 
sary upon  this  point  to  express  an  opinion. 
We  do  not,  however,  hesitate  to  hold  that  in 
those  avocations  of  life  unaccompanied  by 
dangers  an  employer  is  not  liable  for  the  serv- 
ices of  a  physician  summoned  by  his  mana- 
ger or  foreman  or  other  servant  to  attend 
an  em])loyee  in  a  case  of  sudden  illness  or 
injury,  whatever  his  moral  obligation  may 
be.  If,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  had  known 
that  Miss  McGrath  summoned  him,  the  de- 
fendants would  not  be  liable.  He  did  not 
know  and  made  no  inquiries  as  to  who  sum- 
moned him.  He  testified,  "A  boy  from  their 
oftlce  summoned  me  from  the  laundry."  Hfr 
never  informed  defendants  that  he  was  treat- 
ing her,  or  that  he  expected  them  to  pay 
him,  or  presented  a  bill,  until  he  had  ceased 
to  treat  her.  He  now  seeks  to  bind,  not  only 
defendants  for  his  own  services,  but  for  the 
services  of  other  physicians  whom  he  em- 
ployed to  assist  him  without  their  knowl- 
edge or  assent.  He  could,  in  no  event,, 
recover  for  the  services  of  the  other  physi- 
cians. Maybcrry  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  /?. 
Co.  76  Mo.  492.  We  therefore  hold  that 
there  was  no  original  contract 
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9.  There  is  no  evidence  of  ratification. 
The  teetimony  of  Mr.  Knack  and  the  attor- 
ney, Mr.  Kissane,  does  not  show  a  ratifica- 
tion. To  Mr.  Kissane  defendant  James  de- 
nied liability,  though  willing  to  pay  for  the 
ftrst  visit  at  the  laundry.  As  already 
■hown,  defendants  were  not  originally  liable. 


The  language  of  Knack  and  Kissane  imports 
no  more  than  the  promise  to  pay  the  debt 
of  another,  which  is  void  under  the  statute 
of  frauds. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  new  trial  ordered. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT. 


Grant  GRATTIS,  Reapt,, 

V. 

KANSAS    CITY,    PITTSBURG,   ft  GULP 
RAILRUiiD   COMPANY,   Appt. 


(. 


....Ho.. 
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1*  Tbe  eondnetor  and  ensineer  of  a 
freivbt  train  are  both  fellow  eerr- 
ante  of  a  flr«man,  so  as  to  preclude  him 
from  recovering  for  Injuries  received  by  rea- 
son of  the  derailment  of  the  train  at  a 
switch,  that  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
the  engineer  and  the  eondnetor. 

Mb  ▲  maeter  le  not  bound  to  fnmislft 
th«  safest  and  best  appliances  that 
can  be  used;  but  he  Is  acquit  of  fault  if 
what  he  furnishes  Is  reasonably  safe  and 
suitable. 

S.  It  is  not  nevlivenee  on  tbe  part  of 
A  railroad  eompany  towards  its  servants 
to  use  a  stub  switch,  which  Is  safe  when 
need  In  the  proper  manner*  although  It  Is 
unsafe  to  run  a  train  through  It  from  the 
wrong  direction. 

4.  A  railroad  company  cannot  be  held 
nevlivent  for  placing  a  swltch-slffnal 
target  on  the  same  side  of  the  main  track 
with  the  side  track,  although  an  Injury  which 
happened  might  have  been  ayoided  if  the 
target  had  been  on  the  other  side  of  the 
track,  where  there  Is  no  uniform  rule  as  to 
which  side  of  the  track  such  target  shall  be 
placed,  and  under  some  circumstances  It  Is 
better  to  have  it  on  one  side,  and  under  other 
circumstances  better  to  have  It  on  the  other 
Bide. 

(Brace,  J,,  di8$ents,) 

(January  10,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Newton  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  lUIeged 
to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negli- 
gence.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Ifessrs.  Trimble  St  Braley,  Benton  St 
StnrslSy  and  John  A.  Eaton^  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  immediate  and  direct  cause  of  the 
wreck  of  the  locomotive  and  train  upon 
which  Qrattis  was  fireman  was  the  negli- 
gence of  the  engineer  and  his  wilful  viola- 
lion  of  the  rules  of  the  company.  If,  there- 
lore,  the  engineer  and  fireman  are  fellow 
servants,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this 
action. 

Nora. — ^As  to  when  a  conductor  is  deemed 
to  be  a  coeervant  of  other  railway  employees, 
see  Jackson  v.  Norfolk  *  W.  &.  Co.  (W.  Va.) 
46  L.  R.  A.  887,  and  iiete. 
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The  fireman,  engineer,  brakeman,  and  con. 
ductor  were  fellow  servants;  and  the  con- 
ductor was  not  a  vice  principal  as  to  either 
the  engineer  or  the  fireman. 

MoQoioan  v.  8t.  Louis  d  /.  If.  R,  Co,  61 
Mo.  528;  Blessing  v.  Bt.  Louis,  K,  C,  d  y. 
R,  Co,  77  Mo.  410;  Marshall  v.  Bchricker,  63 
Mo.  308;  Bhortel  v.  8t.  Joseph,  104  Mo.  114, 

16  S.  W.  397 ;  Keegan  v.  Kavanaugh,  62  Mo. 
230;  Stephens  v.  Hannibal  d  8t,  J,  R,  Co. 
96  Mo.  209,  9  S.  W.  589;  Higgins  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co,  104  Mo.  413,  16  S.  W.  409;  Bohwuh 
V.  Hannih<U  d  St.  J.  J2.  Co.  106  Mo.  75,  16 
S.  W.  924;  Relyea  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  d 
G.  R.  Co.  112  Mo.  86,  18  L.  R.  A.  817,  20 
S.  W.  480;  Rutledge  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
123  Mo.  121,  24  S.  W.  1063,  27  S.  W.  327; 
Ryan  V.  McCully,  123  Mo.  636,  27  S.  W.  533; 
Sherrin  v.  St.  Joseph  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  103  Mo. 
378,  15  S.  W.  442;  Moran  v.  Brown,  27  Mo. 
App.  487;  Corhett  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  d  S. 
R.  Co.  26  Mo.  App.  621;  Brotoning  v. 
Waha^h  Western  R.  Co.  124  Mo.  55,  24  S. 
W.  731,  27  S.  W.  644;  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co. 
V.  Baugh,  149  U.  S.  368,  37  L.  ed.  772,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  914;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hambly,  154  U.  S.  349,  38  L.  ed.  1009,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  983 ;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Keegan, 
160  U.  8.  259,  40  L.  ed.  418,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
269 ;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Peterson,  162  U. 
S.  346,  40  L.  ed.  994,  16  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  843; 
Oakes  v.  Mase,  165  U.  S.  363,  41  L.  ed.  746, 

17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  345;  Bailey,  Mast,  ft  S.  p. 
239. 

The  proposition  that  the  conductor,  en- 
gineer, and  fireman  are  all  fellow  servants 
is  abundantly  supported  by  the  decisions  of 
other  states. 

Louisville,  N.  O.  d  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Petty,  67 
Miss.  255,  7  So.  351 ;  Henry  v.  Lake  Shore  d 
M.  S.  R.  Co.  49  Mich.  495,  13  N.  W.  832; 
Murray  v.  South  Carolina  R.  Co.  1  McMull. 
L.  385,  36  Am.  Dec.  268 ;  Nashville  d  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Elliott,  1  Coldw.  611,  78  Am.  Dec.  506; 
Gulf,  C.  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Blohn,  73  Tex.  637, 
4  L.  R.  A.  764,  11  8.  W.  809;  Chicago  d  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Snyder,  117  111.  376,  7  N.  E. 
604;  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Dolan,  32  Mich. 
510;  Enright  v.  Toledo,  A.  A.  d  N.  M.  R.  Co. 
93  Mich.  409,  53  N.  W.  536;  New  Orleans,  J. 
d  G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Hughes,  49  Miss.  262; 
Heine  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  58  Wis.  525, 
17  N.  W.  420;  Wright  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
80  Fed.  Rep.  260 ;  Jackson  v.  Norfolk  d  W. 
R.  Co.  43  W.  Va.  380,  46  L.  R.  A.  337,  356,  27 
8.  £.  278,  31  S.  £.  258 ;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  d 
S.  R.  Co.  V.  Needham,  27  U.  S.  App.  227,  63 
Fed.  Rep.  107,  11  C.  C.  A.  56,  26  L.  R.  A. 
833 ;  Denver  d  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Sipes,  23  Colo. 
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226,  47  Pac.  287;  Mulligan  ▼.  Montana 
Union  R,  Co,  19  Mont.  136,  47  Pac.  795; 
International  d  O,  N,  R,  Co,  y.  Culpepper 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.)  38  S.  W.  818;  Moore  v. 
Jones,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  391,  39  S.  W.  593; 
Slater  v.  Jewett,  85  N.  Y.  61,  39  Am.  Rep. 
627. 

Where  the  fireman  is  injured  by  the  al- 
leged negligence  of  the  engineer,  the  bur- 
den is  on  him  to  show  that  Sney  are  not  fel- 
low servants. 

Kansas  City,  Ft.  8.  d  M.  R.  Co,  v.  Becker, 
63  Ark.  477,  39  S.  W.  358;  Eckles  v.  Nor- 
folk d  W,  R.  Co.  96  Va.  69,  25  S.  E.  645. 
The  master's  duty  is  fully  discharged  when 
it  uses  reasonable  care  and  precaution  in 
procuring  and  keeping  its  appliances  in  good 
condition  and  order;  and,  while  it  cannot 
wholly  disregard  the  improvements  of  the 
day,  no  rule  of  law  requires  it  to  immediate- 
ly adopt  them  and  put  them  in  use. 

Huhn  V.  Missouri  P,  R.  Co,  92  Mo.  440, 
4  8.  W.  937;  Gardner  v.  Bt,  Louis  d  8,  P, 
R.  Co.  136  Mo.  90,  36  8.  W.  214;  EUicytt, 
Railroads,  S  1277. 

With  the  existence  of  the  stub  switch,  and 
the  location  of  the  switch  stand,  and  the 
condition  of  the  engine,  Grattis  was  famil- 
iar. He  continued  to  run  over  the  road  with 
this  engine  almost  daily  from  the  1st  day 
of  June  until  the  time  of  the  injury;  he 
assumed  the  risks  incident  thereto. 

Lucey  v.  Hannibal  Oil  Co.  129  Mo.  32,  31 
8.  W.  340 ;  Holloran  v.  Union  Iron  d  Foun- 
dry Co.  133  Mo.  470,  36  8.  W.  260;  Wray  v. 
Southwestern  Electric  Light  d  W,  Potoer  Co. 
68  Mo.  App.  380;  Gardner  v,  St.  Louis  d  8. 
F.  R.  Co.  135  Mo.  90,  36  8.  W.  214;  Mar- 
shall V.  Kansas  City  Hay  Press  Co.  69  Mo. 
App.  266;  Krampe  v.  8t.  Louis  Brewing 
Asso.  59  Mo.  App.  277. 

The  negligence  of  the  engineer  is  clearly 
established;  he  could  not  recover  by  reason 
of  any  injuries  received  by  him,  nor  could 
there  be  any  recovery  because  of  his  death. 
Roblin  V.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  d  C.  B.  R. 
Co.  119  Mo.  476,  24  8.  W.  lOll  ;Roddy  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  104  Mo.  234,  12  L.  R.  A. 
746,  15  8.  W.  1112;  Price  v.  Hannibal  d 
St.  J.  R.  Co.  77  Mo.  608;  Porter  v.  Hanni- 
bal d  St.  J.  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  76,  36  Am.  Rep. 
454;  Devitt  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  60  Mo.  302; 
Thorpe  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co,  89  Mo.  650,  58 
Am.  Rep.  120;  Beming  v.  Medart,  56  Mo. 
App.  443;  Rutledge  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co, 
110  Mo.  312,  19  S.  W.  38;  Bohn  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  106  Mo.  429,  17  8.  W.  580; 
Friel  v.  Citizens*  R.  Co.  115  Mo.  603,  22  8. 
W.  498;  Ring  v.  Missouri  P,  R.  Co,  112  Mo. 
220,  20  8.  W.  436. 

As  between  the  company  and  an  employee, 
the  court,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  will  presume  that  there  was  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company  in 
using  a  "passenger  siding"  for  "storing 
tjars." 

Norfolk  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  89  Va. 
165,  15  8.  E.  622. 

The  engineer's  attention  was  twice  called 
to  the  existence  of  the  dangers,  and,  had  he 
obeyed  the  rules,  the  danger  would  have 
been  averted.  These  rules  were  in  the  poe- 
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session  of  both  engineer  and  fireman,  and 
their  violation  by  either  engineer  or  fireman 
will  defeat  a  recovery  for  injuries  received 
by  either. 

Francis  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  d  C.  B.  R. 
Co.  HO  Mo.  387,  19  8.  W.  935;  Alcorn  v. 
Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  108  Mo.  81,  18  8.  W. 
188;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Whitcomb,  111  Ind. 
212,  12  N.  E.  380;  Bennett  v.  Korthem  P. 
R.  Co.  2  N.  D.  112,  13  L.  R.  A.  465,  49  N. 
W.  408;  Crew  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  d  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  20  Fed.  Rep.  87 ;  Wolsey  v.  Lake  Shore 
d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  33  Ohio  St.  227 ;  Lyon  v.  De- 
troit, L.  d  L.  M.  R.  Co.  31  Mich.  429;  Suth- 
erland V.  Troy  d  B.  R.  Co.  126  N.  Y.  737,  26 
N.  E.  609;  Buswell,  Personal  Injuries,  { 
153;  Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1282;  Norfolk  d 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Williams,  89  Va.  165,  15  S.  E. 
622;  Smith  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  113  Mo. 
70,  20  8.  W.  896. 

Messrs.  Craveiui  Sc  Cravens  and  Ed- 
ward H.  Stiles,  for  respondent: 

If  the  conductor  had  control  of  the  train 
and  of  the  engineer,  fireman,  and  brakeman 
assisting  in  running  it,  then  he  was  vice 
principal. 

Brothers  v.  Cartter,  62  Mo.  372,  14  Am. 
Rep.  424;  Gormly  v.  Vuloan  Iron  Works,  61 
Mo.  492;  Whalen  v.  Centenary  Church,  62 
Mo.  326;  Cook  v.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R,  Co. 
63  Mo.  397;  Moore  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  d  P, 
R.  Co.  85  Mo.  688;  Stephens  v.  Hannibal  d 
St,  J.  R.  Co.  86  Mo.  221 ;  Hoke  v.  St.  Louis, 
K.  d  N.  R.  Co,  88  Mo.  300;  Tabler  v.  Han- 
nibal d  St.  J.  R.  Co,  93  Mo.  79,  6  8.  W.  810; 
Dayharsh  v.  Hannibal  d  St,  J.  R.  Co.  103  Mo. 
570,  15  8.  W.  664;  Smith  v.  Wabash,  St.  L. 
d  P.  R.  Co.  92  Mo.  369,  4  8.  W.  129;  Sher- 
rin  V.  St.  Joseph  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  103  Mo.  383, 
16  8.  W.  442;  Diwon  r.  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co. 
109  Mo.  421,  18  L.  R.  A.  792,  19  8.  W.  412; 
Hutson  V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  60  Mo.  App. 
305;  Miller  v.  Missouri  P.  R,  Co,  109  Mo. 
350,  19  8.  W.  68;  Foster  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co,  115  Mo.  165,  21  8.  W.  916;  Berry  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  124  Mo.  223,  25  8.  W. 
229;  Covey  v.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R.  Co.  27 
Mo.  App.  170;  Cox  v.  Syenite  Granite  Co. 
39  Mo.  App.  424;  Banks  v.  Wa:bash  W.  R. 
Co.  40  Mo.  App.  468;  Higgins  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  43  Mo,  App.  647;  Hall  v.  St.  Jo- 
seph Water  Co.  48  Mo.  App.  364;  Mason  v. 
Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  482,  18  L. 
R.  A.  845,  16  8.  E.  698. 

The  conductor  is  not  a  fellow  servant  with 
the  other  employees  operating  a  train. 

Patton  V.  Western  N,  C,  R,  Co.  96  N.  C. 
456,  1  8.  E.  863;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  De  Bray, 
71  Ga.  406;  Boatwright  v.  Northeaetem  R. 
Co.  25  8.  C.  128;  Coleman  v.  Wilmington^ 
C.  d  A.  R.  Co,  25  8.  C.  446,  60  Am.  Rep.  616 ; 
Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Brooks,  83  Ky.  129; 
Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore,  83  Ky.  675 ; 
Louisville  d  N.  R,  Co.  v.  Robinson,  4  Bush, 
608;  Louisville,  C.  d  L,  R.  Co,  v.  Oavens,  9 
Bush,  659;  Kentucky  C.  R.  Co,  r,  Ackerly^ 
87  Ky.  278,  8  8.  W.  691;  LouisvOle  d  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Collins,  2  Duv.  114,  87  Am.  Dec  486. 

Where  the  servant  is,  in  the  grade  of  his 
employment,  superior  to  the  injured  servant* 
or  where  one  servant  is  placed  by  the  em* 
ployer   in   a   position  of  subordination  and 
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«ubjecfc  to  the  orders  and  control  of  another, 
in  such  a  way  and  to  such  an  extent  that  the 
eerrant  so  placed  in  control  may  reasonably 
he  regarded  as  representine  the  master  as 
his  alter  ego  or  vice  principal,  when  such 
inferior  servant,  without  fault  and  while  in 
the  discharge  of  his  duty,  is  injured  by  the 
negligence  of  the  superior  servant,  the  mas- 
ter is  liable  in  damages  for  the  injury. 

Beach,  Contrib.  Neff.  {HO;  Chicago  d  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  May,  108  111.  288;  Lalor  v.  Chica- 
go, B.  d  Q.  R,  Co.  52  ni.  401;  Wabash,  8t. 
L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hawk,  121  111.  259,  12  N.  E. 
253 ;  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  2  Duv. 
114,  87  Am.  Dec.  486;  East  Tennessee  d  W. 
N.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  85  Tenn.  227,  1  8. 
W.  883;  Nashville  d  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  9 
Heisk.  27;  Washburn  y.  Nashville  d  C.  R. 
Co.  3  Head,  638;  Nashville,  C.  d  8t.  L.  R, 
Co.  y.  Wheless,  10  Lea,  741,  43  Am.  Rep. 
317;  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  y.  Bowler,  9 
Heisk.  866;  Cowles  y.  Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co. 
84  N.  G.  300,  37  Am.  Rep.  620;  Dobbin  y. 
Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co.  81  N.  G.  446,  31  Am. 
Rep.  612;  Criswell  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  d  Bt. 
L.  R.  Co.  30  W.  Va.  798,  6  8.  E.  31 ;  Lake 
Share  d  M.  8,  R.  Co.  v.  Lavalley,  36  Ohio 
St  221;  Berea  8tone  Co.  v.  Kraft,  31  Ohio 
St.  287,  27  Am.  Rep.  510;  Kansas  P.  R.  Co. 
y.  Little,  19  Kan.  267;  Chicago,  8i.  P.  M. 
d  O.  R.  Co,  y.  Lundstrom,  16  Neb.  254,  20 
N.  W.  19S;' Burlington  d  M.  R.  Co.  r.  Crock- 
ett, 19  Neb.  138,  26  N.  W.  921;  8mith  y. 
8iouaf  City  d  P.  R.  Co.  15  Neb.  583,  19  N. 
W.  638;  Moon  y.  Richmond  d  A.  R.  Co.  78 
Va.  745,  49  Am.  Rep.  401;  Atlanta  Cotton 
Factory  Co.  v.  8peer,  69  Ga.  137 ;  Baldwin  v. 
St.  Louis,  K.  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  63  Iowa,  210, 
18  N.  W.  884;  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  O'Brien 
(Wash.  Terr.)  21  Pac.  32;  Thompson,  Neg. 
1028,  S  34;  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  102; 
Wharton,  Neg.  S  229;  Little  Miami  R.  Co. 
v.  Stevens,  20  Ohio,  415;  Madden  v.  Chesa- 
peake d  O.  R.  Co.  28  W.  Va.  610,  57  Am.  Rep. 
«95. 

The  knowledge  by  plaintiff  of  the  existence 
of  the  unsafe  stub  switch  and  the  bad  condi- 
tion of  the  engine  does  not  bar  his  recovery, 
or  abate  the  force  of  the  combining  effect 
of  these  negligent  acts  of  defendant  with  the 
negligence  of  plaintiff's  coservant,  the  en- 
gineer. 

Conroy  y.  Vulcan  Iron  Works,  62  Mo.  36; 
Hamilton  y.  Rich  Hill  Coal  Min.  Co.  108  Mo, 
364,  18  S.  W.  977;  O'Mellia  v.  Kansas  City, 
St.  J.  d  C,  B.  R.  Co.  115  Mo.  205,  21  8.  W. 
503. 

If  the  defendant  had  not  failed  in  its  duty 
to  plaintiff  to  have  a  reasonably  safe  switch 
and  pop,  then  plaintiff  would  have  had  no 
injuries. 

The  jury  found  by  their  verdict  the  com- 
bining negligence  of  defendant  in  producing 
the  injury  to  plaintiff. 

Bluedom  y.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  108  Mo. 
439,  18  8.  W.  1103;  Broioning  v.  Wabash  W. 
R.  Co.  124  Mo.  56,  24  8.  W.  731,  27  8.  W. 
^4 ;  Ellingson  v.  Chicago  d  A,  R.  Co.  60  Mo. 
App.  679;  Ford  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  110 
Mass.  240,  14  Am.  Rep.  598 ;  Cayzer  v.  Tay- 
ior,  10  Gray,  274,  69  Am.  Dec.  317;  Holden 
y.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  129  Mass.  268,  37  Am. 
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Rep.  348;  Houston  d  T,  0.  R-  Co.  t.  Lo%oe 
(Tex.)  11  S.  W.  1065. 

The  stub  switch,  the  location  of  the  switch 
target,  and  the  condition  of  the  engine  were 
contributory  proximate  cayses. 

Ring  v.  Cohoes,  77  N.  Y.  83,  33  Am.  Rep. 
574;  International  d  Q.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wtl- 
Hams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  34  8.  W.  161 ;  Burger 
V.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  112  Mo.  238,  20  8.  W. 
439. 

Plaintiff  may  show  that  defendant  is  neg- 
ligent in  respect  to  the  operation  and  equip- 
ment of  its  road  by  proving  that  the  alleged 
negligent  acts  are  not  usual  with  well-man- 
aged roads,  and  not  such  as  good  railroading 
requires. 

Hewitt  y.  Flint  d  P.  M.  R.  Co.  67  Mich. 
61,  34  N.  W.  659;  Kehler  y.  Sohwenk,  144 
Pa.  348,  13  L.  R.  A.  374,  22  Atl.  910;  Qulf, 
C.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co,  y.  Warner  (Tex.  Giv.  App.) 
36  8.  W.  118;  Titus  v.  Bradford,  B.  d  K.  R. 
Co.  136  Pa.  618,  20  Atl.  517;  Richmond  d  D. 
R.  Co.  y.  Jones,  92  Ala,  218,  9  8o.  276;  Geor- 
gia P.  R,  Co.  y.  Propst,  88  Ala.  618,  3  8o. 
764;  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  y.  Allen,  78  Ala. 
494. 

Marshall,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  following  opinion  of  division  No.  1 
is  hereby  adopted  as  the  opinion  of  the  court 
in  banc. 

It  is  therefore  ordered  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  be  reversed. 

Oantt,  Gh.  J.,  and  Sherwood  and  Val- 
liant,  JJ.,  concur. 

Burgess  and  Bobinson,  JJ.,  concur  in 
the  judgment  of  reversal  on  the  ground  that 
the  negligence  of  the  engineer  was  the  cause 
of  the  injury,  and  that  the  engineer  and  fire- 
man were  fellow  servants;  but  do  not  regard 
the  "department  doctrine"  as  involved  in  the 
case. 

Braee,  J.,  dissents. 

Marshall,  J.: 

This  is  an  action  for  damsges  for  personal 
injuries  received  by  plaintiff  at  McElhaney 
switch,  in  Newton  county,  Missouri,  between 
the  hours  of  1  and  2  o'clock,  p.  m.  on  July 
12,  1894.  The  petition  charges  that  it  was 
a  switch  station,  where  trains  stop  only  when 
signaled;  that  there  is  a  side  track  on  the 
east  side  of  the  main  trade  long  enough  to 
hold  eleven  standard  freight  stocx  cars ;  that 
at  each  end  of  the  side  track  there  was  a 
switch  post  placed  on  the  east  side  of  the 
main  track,  instead  of  the  west  side,  eac^ 
post  being  about  6  feet  and  4  inches  from  the 
east  rail  of  the  main  track,  and  used  to  work 
the  switch;  that  the  switch  posts  have  tar- 
gets placed  on  their  tops,  one  side  being 
painted  red  and  the  other  white,  so  that  the 
color  indicates  whether  the  switch  is  thrown 
to  connect  with  the  switch  or  with  the  main 
track, — the  red  signifying  that  the  connec- 
tion is  with  the  switch,  and  the  white  that 
it  is  with  the  main  track, — and  that,  when 
the  red  appears,  it  is  dangerous  for  trains 
to  attempt  to  pass  over  from  the  opposite 
direction;  that  on  July  12,  1894,  the  switch 
or  side  track  was  full  of  empl^  freight  cart. 
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there  being  eleven  stAndard  freight  cars  on 
it»  which  were  put  there  by  defendant  on 
July  11,  1894,  "making  it  impossible  to  see 
the  target  on  the  switch  post  at  the  south 
end  of  the  switch  track  by  those  seated  in 
engine  cabs  of  trains  moving  south  along 
said  place  until  within  60  or  80  feet  of  said 
•witch  post;  that  the  ties  supporting  the 
main  track  at  the  south  end  of  the  side  track 
were  rotten,  and  would  not  hold  the  spikes 
that  were  intended  to  hold  the  rails  in  place ; 
that  at  the  south  end  of  the  switch  track 
was  what  is  known  as  a  'stub  rail'  switch, — 
an  old  and  abandoned  and  extremely  dan- 
gerous and  hazardous  character  of  switch, 
long  since  discarded  by  all  practical  railroad 
men,  and  especially  dangerous  and  unsafe, 
under  the  circumstances,  with  the  switch 
post  and  target  on  the  east  side  of  the  main 
track;  that  the  lock  maintained  on  said 
switch  was  weak  and  old,  and  insufficient  to 
hold  the  same;"  that  plaintiff  was  employed 
as  fireman  on  a  train  that  was  going  from 
Pittsburg,  Kansas,  to  Siloam,  Arkansas,  and 
when  the  train  approached  McElhaney  flag 
station,  going  south,  it  was  traveling  at  the 
rate  of  about  15  miles  an  hour,  and  when 
it  neared  the  south  end  of  the  switch  it  was 
discovered  that  the  switch  was  thrown  for 
the  side  track,  which  left  the  end  of  the 
main  track  at  the  switch  open  to  this  train 
going  south;  that  this  could  not  have  been 
discovered  sooner  because  the  cars  on  the 
side  track  obstructed  the  view  of  the  switch 
post  and  target  from  plaintifT  and  the  en- 
gineer on  the  engine ;  that,  if  the  cars  on  the 
side  track  had  not  obstructed  the  view,  or  if 
the  target  had  been  on  the  west  side  of  the 
track,  it  could  have  been  seen  for  a  quarter 
of  a  mile  before  reaching  the  end  of  the 
switch ;  that,  as  soon  as  plaintiff  discovered 
that  the  switch  was  open,  he  notified  the 
engineer,  who  tried  to  stop  the  engine,  but 
could  not  do  so  in  time,  and  the  engine  was 
thrown  from  the  track, — the  rotten  ties  gave 
way,  and  the  engine  was  thrown  over  on  its 
side;  that,  when  plaintiff  saw  his  imminent 
danger,  he  jumped  from  the  cab  of  the  en- 
gine; that  the  engine  was  old,  worn  out,  and 
defective,  and  unfit  for  use,  and  the  "pops" 
attached  to  the  engine  on  the  top  of  the 
steam  dome,  being  defective  and  out  of  re- 
pair, flew  out,  and  the  steam  escaped,  and 
scalded  and  burned  plaintifT  over  his  whole 
body.  PlaintifT  then  sets  out  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant  to  be:  "In  permitting  the 
empty  cars  to  be  and  remain  on  the  side 
track  or  switch  aforesaid,  and  thereby  pre- 
venting plaintifT  and  said  engineer  [who  was 
killed]  from  seeing  the  signal  target  of  the 
switch,  which  would  advise  them  of  the  dan- 
ger on  account  of  said  switch  or  track  be- 
ing moved  out  of  place.  In  having  said 
switch  rods  and  targets  on  the  east  side  of 
said  main  track,  instead  of  on  the  west, 
where  it  ought  to  have  been  for  the  appli- 
ance to  be  reasonably  safe,  and  where  proper 
and  ordinary  railroading  required  them  to  be 
placed,  and  where  a  person  in  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  and  foresight  would,  in  view 
of  the  ffreat  danger  involved,  have  placed 
them.  In  having  at  that  place  an  unsuitable 
48  L.  R.  A. 


and  unsafe  'stub  raiP  switch,  instead  of  » 
'split'  or  'spring*  switch,  which  latter  are  en- 
tirely free  from  the  danger  which  produced 
this  accident,  and  which  ordinary  care  and 
foresight  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  would 
have  caused  it  to  provide.  In  permitting 
said  engine  to  be  out  of  repair,  and  said 
'pope'  to  be  and  remain  loose,  out  of  repair, 
ana  unsafe,  and  in  a  dangerous  condition, 
as  above  stated.  In  having  on  said  switch 
post  an  unsuitable  and  unsafe  lock." 

The  answei  admitted  iU  incorporation,, 
and  ownership  of  the  road,  and  also  the  al- 
legations as  to  the  character,  purpose,  and 
working  of  the  switch,  and  denied  the  other 
allegations  of  the  petition.  It  then  pleaded 
contributory  negligence  of  plaintifif  and  the 
engineer,  and  averred:  That  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  plaintiff  and  the  engineer  to  see  that 
the  switch  was  correctly  set,  and  the  track 
clear,  before  attempting  to  paas  over  it;  and 
that  they  failed  to  exercise  ordinary  care  ii> 
not  stopping  the  engine  where  the  cars  on 
the  side  track  obstructed  the  view  of  the 
target,  until  they  could  ascertain  whether 
the  track  was  safe  to  pass  over.  That  plain- 
tiff knpw  the  character  of  the  switch  and 
the  condition  of  the  engine,  and  that,  not- 
withstanding, they  ran  the  train  over  the 
switch  at  a  high  rate  of  speed,  and  caused 
the  accident.  That  plaintiff  and  the  engi- 
neer were  in  possession  of  the  rules  of  the 
company  defining  and  prescribing  their  du- 
ties, one  of  which  (No.  65)  was:  "A  signal 
imperfectly  displayed,  or  the  absence  of  a 
signal  at  a  place  where  a  signal  is  usually 
shown,  must  be  regarded  as  a  danger  sig- 
nal;" another  (No.  78)  was:  "All  signals 
must  be  used  strictly  in  accordance  with  the 
rules,  and  trainmen  and  engineers  must  keep 
a  constant  lookout  for  signals;"  another 
(No.  121)  was:  "In  all  cases  of  doubt  or 
uncertainty,  take  the  safe  course,  and  run  no 
risks."  That  plaintiff  and  the  engineer  vio- 
lated said  rules  by  not  stopping  the  train 
when  they  could  not  see  the  signals. 

The  reply  was  a  general  denial,  but  during 
the  trial  it  was  amended  so  as  to  allege  that 
when  the  train  approached  McElhaney  sta- 
tion it  slowed  up  with  the  intention  of  stop- 
ping there,  and  at  a  point  a  short  distance 
north  of  the  end  of  the  switch,  and  had  al- 
most stopped,  when  the  conductor  ordered 
the  engineer  not  to  stop,  but  to  go  on,  which 
was  done  against  plaintiff's  protest,  and  he 
was  powerless  to  prevent  it  or  otherwise  pro- 
tect himself. 

The  trial  disclosed  the  facts  to  be  that  the 
plaintiff,  about  June  1, 1894,  began  to  run  aa 
a  fireman  on  the  local  freight  train  between 
Pittsburg,  Kansas,  and  Siloam  Springs,  Ar- 
kansas, and,  with  the  exception  of  a  few 
days,  made  daily  trips,  and  in  doing  so 
passed  this  switch  every  day.  The  train 
crew  on  the  day  of  the  accident  were  Jay 
Trav#»r.  enrnneer,  Qeorsre  Bartholic,  conduc- 
tor, J.  A.  Cellar,  brakeman,  and  plaintiff, 
fireman.  There  were  two  local  freight  traina 
running  dally  one  each  way  between  Pitts- 
burg and  Siloam.  They  usually  met  at 
Donahue,  a  station  about  4  miles  north  of 
McElhaney  switch.    On  this  day  the  south- 
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bound  train,  on  which  plaintiff  w&a  fireman, 
was  late,  and  hence  the  freight  trains  met 
at  Neosho  between  12  and  1  o'clock  p.  H. 
The  accident  occurred  between  1  and  2  p.  h. 
The  running  time  between  Neosho  and  Mc- 
Elhaney  was  fifteen  or  twenty  minutes,  so 
that  the  northbound  freight  passed  safely 
over  the  switch  in  question  about  thirty  to 
forty  minutes  before  the  accident.  The  de- 
fendant had  only  acquired  the  portion  of  the 
road  between  Joplin,  Missouri,  and  Sulphur 
Springs  in  May,  1804,  and  had,  therefore, 
qdIj  been  operating  it  from  May  to  July  12, 
when  the  accident  occurred.  At  McElhaney 
station  there  was  a  switch  or  side  track  on 
the  east  side  of  the  main  track.  At  each  end 
of  the  switch  or  siding  there  were  "clearance 
poets;"  that  is,  posts  to  designate  Uie  limits 
that  trains  might  occupy  on  the  switch,  and 
the  distance  they  must  be  kept  from  the 
main  track.  These  clearance  posts  were  429 
feet  apart.  On  the  day  of  the  accident  the 
switch  was  full  of  freight  cars.  At  both 
ends  of  the  side  track  there  were  switch 
stands,  of  the  character  known  as  "stub 
switches;"  that  is,  with  blunt  ends  of  the 
rails  coming  together,  so  that,  when  the 
switch  was  opened,  a  train  coming  from  the 
south  would  run  onto  the  other  side  track, 
but  a  train  coming  from  the  north  would  be 
derailed.  One  of  the  claims  made  by  the 
plaintiff  is  that  a  stub  switch  is  dangerous, 
not  to  the  train  coming  from  the  south,  for 
as  to  it  the  only  result  would  be  to  throw 
the  train  from  the  main  track  onto  the 
switch  or  side  track,  but  to  the  train  coming 
from  the  north,  for,  as  to  it,  the  result  would 
certainly  be  to  derail  the  train ;  hence  plain- 
tiff claims  that  a  "split  switch"  or  a  "split 
spring  switch"  should  have  been  used,  by 
which  is  meant  a  rail  beveled  on  one  side, 
and  coming  almost  to  a  knife  edge  at  the 
end,  so  that  it  rests  against  the  rails  of  the 
main  track,  and  changes  the  points  of  the 
switch  from  the  main  to  the  side  track,  and 
does  not  destroy  or  break  the  continuity  of 
the  main  track;  and  that,  if  such  a  switch 
had  been  used,  a  train  coming  from  the  north 
would  not  have  been  derailed,  but  the  flanges 
of  the  wheels  would  simply  have  forced  the 
switch  back,  and  let  the  train  pass  through 
the  switch  along  the  (continuous  rails  of  the 
main  track;  and,  if  it  was  a  split  spring 
switch,  it  would  have  sprung  back  into  place 
after  the  train  passed  through  it.  When 
the  train  approached  McElhaney,  the  engi- 
neer brought  it  almost  to  a  stop  at  a  point 
80  rods  north  of  the  north  end  of  the  switch. 
At  this  point  the  plaintiff  notified  the  engi- 
neer that  the  side  track  was  full  of  cars,  and 
that  he  could  not  see  the  target  of  the 
switch  at  the  south  end  of  the  side  track. 
The  engineer  said:  "I  am  going,  I  have  a 
signal  from  the  conductor  to  go  on."  Again 
plaintiff  told  the  engineer  he  could  not  see 
the  tareet,  but  the  engineer  replied,  "I  have 
a  signal  from  the  conductor,  and  things  are 
apparently  all  right,  and  I  am  going.'"  The 
cn^neer  proceeded,  increasing  sp^  the 
while,  and  when  the  train  neared  the  switch 
at  the  south  end  of  the  side  trade  the  plain- 
tifiT  notified  the  engineer  that  the  switch  was 
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open.  The  engineer  tried  to  stop  the  train, 
but  did  not  succeed,  and  it  ran  off  the  track, 
turned  over,  the  "pops"  were  broken,  the 
steam  escaped  and  scalded  and  burned  plain- 
tiff most  seriously.  The  oourt  gave  the  jury 
twelve  instructions  at  the  request  of  the 
plaintiff,  fifteen  of  the  court's  own  motion, 
and  four  asked  by  defendant.  There  was  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $6,000,  and  de- 
fendant appealed. 

1.  The  case  was  tried  below  on  the  theory 
that  the  conductor  was  a  vice  principal,  and 
that  his  orders  to  the  engineer  to  go  ahead 
overcame  the  rules  as  to  signals,  unless  the 
danger  was  so  apparent  and  imminent  as  to 
det^  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence  from 
proceeding;  and  if  the  plaintiff,  as  fireman, 
was  under  the  control  and  subject  to  the 
orders  of  the  engineer,  and  had  no  control 
over  the  engine,  and  if  plaintiff  notified  the 
engineer  that  the  switch  target  was  obscured 
by  the  cars  standing  on  the  side  track,  and, 
notwithstanding,  the  engineer  went  ahead, 
"then  the  acts  of  the  said  engineer  in  so 
doing  should  not  be  regarded  as  the  per- 
sonal acts  of  plaintiff,  unless  he  concurred 
therein."  The  controlling  legal  questions  in 
the  case  therefore  are:  First.  Are  the  con- 
ductor, engineer,  and  fireman  of  a  train  fel- 
low servants,  or  is  the  conductor  a  vice 
principal  and  the  engineer  and  fireman  fel- 
low servants,  or  is  the  conductor  a  vice  prin- 
cipal, the  engineer  a  lesser  vice  principal, 
and  the  fireman  the  servant?  And,  second, 
was  the  defendant  negligent  in  not  furnish- 
ing safe  appliances  and  machinery;  that  is, 
in  maintaining  a  stub  switch  instead  of  put- 
ting in  a  split  switch  or  a  split  spring 
switch  ?  The  leaky  pops  may  be  disregarded, 
as  they  were  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
injury.  Likewise  the  allegations  as  to  the 
broken  lock  on  the  switch  and  the  character 
of  the  ties  may  be  eliminated,  as  they  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  injury.  There  is  no 
branch  of  the  law  that  has  received  more  at- 
tention than  that  relating  to  master  and 
servant,  and  there  is  none  as  to  which  a 
greater  diversity  of  opinion  has  been  ex- 
pressed, and  certainly  none  that  is  to-day 
more  uncertain.  The  old  doctrine  that  all 
persons  under  the  control  and  in  the  pay  of 
a  common  master  are  fellow  servants,  and 
that  the  master  is  not  liable  to  anyone  for 
injuries  received  through  the  negligence  of 
any  of  the  others,  has  been  relaxed,  modified, 
distinguished,  and  pared  down,  and,  with  the 
characteristic  ingenuity  and  inventiveness  of 
the  age,  distinctions  have  been  drawn,  the 
first  relation  has  been  extended  many  de- 
grees, and  the  original  classification  has  been 
many  times  subdivided,  with  the  result  that 
much  contrariety  of  opinion  exists,  and  the 
whole  matter  is  unsettled,  and  left  in  an  un- 
satisfactory state.  By  some  this  has  been 
called  the  evolution  of  the  law  from  its  orig- 
inal harshness  to  a  more  humane  condition. 
By  others  it  is  placed  upon  the  ground  of 
necessity, — ^that  is,  that  where  the  master 
has  a  small  business,  and  only  a  few  serv- 
ants under  his  own  eye  and  personal  super- 
vision, and  where  all  of  the  servants  are 
"Jacks  of  all  trades"  in  respect  to  the  maiP 
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let's  business,  each  doing  any  part  of  the 
whole,  as  he  may  be  directed,  they  are  fellow 
servants,  and  have  no  recourse  against  the 
master  for  injuries  received  through  the  neg- 
ligence ot  the  others;  but  where  the  master's 
business  increases,  and  becomes  more  ex- 
tended, and  spreads  out  into  many  places, 
and  perhaps  over  many  states,  so  that  the 
master  cannot  be  always  present  in  person 
to  direct  or  to  hear  reports  from  his  serv- 
ants, it  is,  of  course,  necessary  for  him  to 
have  some  one  on  the  spot  to  represent  him, 
-^an  <Uter  ego,  or  vice  principal,  it  is  called, 
— ^who  shall  have  the  right  to  speak  for  the 
master ;  and  in  such  cases  such  person's  acts 
are  the  acts  of  the  master,  and  he  is  liable 
to  the  servant  for  injuries  received  through 
his  negligence,  the  same  as  if  the  master  had 
been  present  acting  himself.  No  serious  ob- 
jection can  be  raised  to  this  rule  in  the  ab- 
stract^ for  a  master  choosing  to  have  a  scat- 
tered or  diversified  business,  which  he  can- 
not personally  lo<^  after,  must  needs  have  a 
representative  on  the  ground,  and  hence,  tak- 
ing the  benefits  of  such  an  extended  business, 
he  must  bear  the  burdens  necessarily  inci- 
dent to  its  transaction.  At  first  a  vice  prin- 
cipal was  limited  to  be  a  person  who  had 
the  rieht  to  employ  and  discharge  the  serv- 
ants, but  this  has  since  been  relaxed;  and 
the  rule  now  is  that  it  is  a  question  of  au- 
thority to  represent  the  master  which  deter- 
mines the  question  of  whether  a  person  is  a 
vice  principal.  The  courts  have  often  been 
asked  to  lay  down  a  definite  principle  or 
rule  for  the  determination  of  the  question, 
but»  as  was  well  said  by  Gantt,  J.,  in  Parker 
▼.  Hannibal  d  8t.  J.  R.  Oo,  109  Mo.  loc.  cii, 
378,  18  L.  R.  A.  802,  19  S.  W.  1123:  "After 
a  careful  examination  of  this  subject  in  its 
varied  aspects,  we  think  the  attemi>t  would 
be  futile  and  unsatisfactory.  The  judge  or 
court  who  would  deal  in  general  observations 
outside  of  the  record  under  consideration 
would  be  treading  on  dangerous  ground,  and 
in  a  very  short  time  would  probably  find 
'himself  hoisted  by  his  own  petard.'  .  .  . 
And,  after  due  consideration,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that,  unsatisfactory  as  it  may  seem, 
the  rule  itself  must  remain  general,  its  ap- 
plication specific,  as  the  cases  arise.  This 
rule,  to  exempt  the  master,  requires  the  serv- 
ants shall  be  employed  by  a  common  master, 
and  the  servants  must  be  employed  in  the 
same  common  employment."  Accordingly, 
in  that  case  it  was  held  that  a  section  hand 
engaged  in  repairing  the  track  was  a  fellow 
servant  with  the  engineer  and  crew  running 
a  construction  train  that  was  hauling  rock 
to  be  used  in  ballasting  the  track.  Some 
courts  have  undertaken  to  lay  down  a  rule 
broad  and  just  and  elastic  enough  to  cover 
M  cases,  unmindful,  it  seems  to  me,  of  the 
fact  that  in  so  doing  they  are  wiping  out  the 
old  rule  as  it  was  at  common  law^  and  sub- 
stitutinff  a  new  rule  of  their  own  creation, 
which  tne  changing  conditions  of  life  may 
shortly  prove  as  unacceptable  to  their  suc- 
cessors as  the  rules  of  Uie  common  law  are 
to  them.  In  the  attempt,  however,  they  have 
olaasifled  the  service  of  the  master,  divided 
it  into  departments  of  service,  and  say  that 
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a  servant  shall  be  barred  of  recovery  only 
where  the  injury  was  received  through  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow  servant  in  the  same 
department  of  service,  and  shall  not  be  cut 
off  where  it  came  about  through  the  negli- 
gence of  a  servant  in  another  department. 
The  reason  given  for  this  is  that^  "where 
several  persons  are  employed  in  the  conduct 
of  one  common  enterprise  or  undertaking,  and 
the  safety  of  each  depends  to  a  great  extent 
on  the  care  and  skill  with  which  each  shall 
perform  his  appropriate  duty,  each  is  an  ob- 
server of  the  conduct  of  the  other,  can  give 
notice  of  any  misconduct^  incapacity,  or  neg- 
lect of  duty,  and  leave  the  service  if  the 
common  employer  will  not  take  such  precau- 
tions and  employ  such  agents  as  the  safety 
of  the  whole  party  may  require."  Yet  in 
the  practical  application  of  the  departmental 
doctrine  to  the  specific  cases  that  have 
arisen  as  much  difficulty  has  been  encoun- 
tered as  was  found  before,  and  different 
courts  have  disagreed  as  widely  on  the  same 
state  of  facts  as  was  the  case  before  the  in- 
troduction into  the  law  of  the  new  rule.  In 
fact,  the  reported  cases  show  that  the  deci- 
sions of  the  same  court  cannot  be  made  to 
harmonize  under  the  principles  announced  in 
the  new  rule.  This  is  partiy  explainable 
from  the  fact  that  the  same  person  in  the 
same  department  may  occupy  tne  relation  of 
vice  principal  and  fellow  servant  at  the  same 
time,  or  may  be  the  one  to-day  and  the  other 
to-morrow.  Even  in  the  same  department 
there  mav  be  several  distinct  gangs  of  serv- 
ants, each  having  its  own  foreman,  or  vice 
principal,  and  neither  in  a  position  to  ob- 
serve the  conduct  and  give  the  notice  of  mis- 
conduct^  incapacity,  or  neglect  of  duty  in  the 
other,  yet  under  the  departmental  doctrine 
the  servants  in  each  are  the  fellow  servants 
of  those  in  the  other  gang. 

The  practical  difiiculty  in  trying  to  en- 
force the  departmental  doctrine  is  ui&t  it  is 
nowhere  stated  of  what  the  departments 
shall  be  composed.  The  term  or  name  is  em- 
ployed as  expressive  of  a  class,  but  there  has 
been  no  attempt  to  classify.  The  result  is 
contrary  judgments  upon  the  same  facts,  an 
irreconcilable  contrariety  of  opinion,  with  a 
natural,  and  to  be  expected,  confusion  in  the 
law,  with  no  better  or  more  satisfactory  re- 
sults to  either  the  master  or  servant  than 
were  attained  before  the  doctrine  was  an- 
nounced. A  brief  review  of  the  decisions  in 
our  state  will  suffice  to  illustrate.  MoDer- 
mott  V.  Paoifio  R,  Co.  30  Mo.  115,  was  the 
first  case  in  which  the  doctrine  of  fellow 
servant  was  discussed.  It  was  a  suit  by  a 
brakeman  who  was  injured  by  the  Gascon- 
ade Bridge  disaster  in  18G0.  Napton,  J., 
held  there  could  be  no  recovery,  as  the  brake- 
man  and  bridge  builders  were  fellow  serv- 
ants, and  that  the  rule  "applied  in  all  cases 
alike,  without  regard  to  the  degrees  of  sub- 
ordination in  which  the  different  servants  or 
agents  may  be  placed  with  referende  to  each 
other;"  citing  with  approval  Farwell  v, 
Boston  d  W.  R,  Corp.  4  Met.  49,  38  Am. 
Dec.  339.  Wagner,  J.,  in  Rohhack  v.  PfH' 
cifio  R.  Co.  43  Mo.  187,  held  a  track  repairev 
and  a  trainman   were  fellow  servants.     In 
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Moore  y.  Wahash,  Bi,  L,  d  P.  B.  Oo.  85  Mo. 
688,  Heniy,  J.,  held  that  a  car  repairer  and 
the  crew  of  the  engine  that  ran  into  the  car 
the  repairer  was  working  on  were  not  fellow 
servants,  and  allowed  a  recovery  to  stand  on 
the  ground  that  the  oompany  was  obliged  to 
provide  for  the  safety  of  the  servant^  and  the 
foreman  of  the  repair  shop  had  promised 
the  repairer  to  see  to  it  that  no  engine  should 
run  into  the  car,  which  was  standing  on  the 
side  track,  and  which  he  was  repairing.  In 
MoGowan  v.  St.  LouU  A  I,  M.  R,  Co,  61  Mo. 
528,  Hough,  J.,  held  that  a  conductor  and  a 
laborer  engaged  in  loading  bridge  timbers  on 
the  train  were  fellow  servants.  In  Smith  y. 
WaboBh,  St.  L.  d  P.  R.  Oo.  92  Mo.  359,  4  S. 
W.  129,  Norton,  J.,  held  that  a  train  de- 
spatcher  and  the  conductor,  engineer,  and 
fireman  of  a  train  are  not  fellow  servants. 
In  Sherrin  v.  St.  Joseph  d  St.  L.  B.  Oo.  103 
Mo.  378,  15  S.  W.  442,  Gantt,  P.  J.,  held  that 
the  two  forem^i  of  two  different  gangs  of 
section  men,  working  indei>endently  of  each 
other,  but  under  the  same  road  master,  are 
fellow  servants.  In  Sullivan  v.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  97  Mo.  113,  10  8.  W.  852,  Black,  J., 
held  that  a  track  walker  is  not  a  fellow  serv- 
ant with  an  engineer  or  fireman  of  a  pasnen- 
ger  train.  In  Murray  v.  St.  Louis,  0.  d  W.  R. 
Co.  98  Mo.  573,  5  L.  R.  A.  735,  12  S.  W.  252, 
Blade,  J.,  held  that  the  gripmaa  and  a  watch- 
man at  a  street  crossing,  whose  duty  it  was 
to  signal  the  cars  to  stop  or  go  ahead,  were 
fellow  servants,  because  enga^  in  the  same 
common  employment  of  running  the  cars. 
In  Higgins  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Oo.  104  Mo.  413, 
16  S.  W.  409,  Oantt,  P.  J.,  held  that  an  engi- 
neer and  laborer  on  a  construction  train  were 
fellow  servants.  In  Pctrker  v.  Hannibal  d 
St.  J.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  362,  18  L.  R.  A.  802,  19 
8.  W.  1119,  Gantt,  J.,  held  that  a  track  re- 
pairer and  the  engineer  of  a  construction 
train  were  fellow  servants.  In  Diaon  v. 
Chicago  d  A.  R.  Oo.  109  Mo.  413,  18  L.  R. 
A.  792,  19  8.  W.  412,  Barclay,  J.,  held  that  a 
laborer,  whose  duty  was  to  couple  small  cars 
used  to  haul  rock  up  an  incline  across  the 
track,  the  rock  to  be  crushed,  and  used  as 
ballast  for  the  road,  was  not  a  fellow  servant 
with  the  engineer  of  a  passenger  train.  In 
Tahler  v.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R.  Co.  93  Mo.  79, 
6  S.  W.  810,  Black,  J.,  held  that  a  master 
mechanic  and  work  master  was  not  a  fellow 
servant  of  a  bridge  carpenter.  In  Miller  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  350,  19  8.  W.  58. 
Black,  J.,  held  that  a  conductor  of  a  material 
train,  having  control  of  it  and  its  move- 
ments, and  iSxe  foreman  over  a  crew  engaged 
in  repairing  a  railroad  track,  having  power 
to  direct  them,  are  vice  principals,  and  the 
defendant  is  liable  for  the  death  of  a  mem- 
ber of  the  crew,  occasioned  by  their  negli- 
gence. In  Relyea  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  d 
O.  R.  Oo.  112  Mo.  86,  18  L.  R.  A.  817,  20  8. 
W.  480,  Black,  J.,  held  that  a  brakeman  on 
one  freight  train  and  a  fireman  on  another, 
where  they  are  engaged  in  the  same  depart- 
ment of  service,  and  are  operating  trains 
over  the  same  section  of  the  road,  are  fellow 
servants.  The  learned  judge  further  laid 
down  the  departmental  doctrine  as  follows: 
"They  are  coservaats  who  are  lo  related  and 
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associated  in  their  work  that  they  can  ob- 
serve and  have  an  influence  on  each  other's 
conduct,  and  report  delinquencies  to  a  com- 
mon correcting  power;  and  they  are  not  co- 
servants  who  are  eDga«^  in  different  and 
distinct  departments  of  work;"  and  further 
said:  "Now  in  this  case  each  servant  was 
under  the  immediate  command  of  his  own 
conductor,  it  is  true;  but  that  fact  does  not 
constitute  a  decisive  or  controlling  circum- 
stance. ^  Many  cases  may  be  instanced 
where  different  gangs  of  men,  each  gang  un» 
der  the  orders  of  its  own  foreman,  are  clear- 
ly coservants  within  the  rule  of  exemption.*^ 
In  Sohlereth  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  115  Mo. 
87,  21  8.  W.  1110,  Burgess,  J.,  held  that  a 
locomotive  engineer  and  track  repairer  ar» 
not  fellow  servants.  In  this  case  Macfar- 
lane,  J.,  wrote  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  di* 
vision  No.  2,  and  said:  "It  is  insisted,  in 
the  first  place,  that  the  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence should  have  been  sustained,  for  the 
reason,  as  is  claimed,  that  deceased  and  the 
negligent  engineer  were  fellow  servants  with- 
in the  rule  which  exempts  the  master  from 
liability  for  damages  to  one  servant  result- 
ing from  the  n^ligence  of  the  other.  •  There 
is  no  doubt  that  Uie  weight  of  judicial  au- 
thority sustains  the  position  for  which  de- 
fendant contends.  Murray  v.  St.  Louis,  O. 
d  W.  R.  Co.  98  Mo.  573,  5  L.  R.  A.  735,  12 
8.  W.  252.  The  majority  of  the  members  of 
this  court  are  of  the  opinion,  however,  that 
the  reasons  and  policy  upon  whidi  the  rule 
of  exemption  has  been  placed  do  not  extend 
to  those  common  employees  of  a  railroad  cor- 
poration occupying  the  relation  to  each  other 
sustained  by  deceased  and  the  engineer. 
The  writer  has  been  of  the  opinion  that  the 
general  rule  exempting  the  common  master 
in  all  cases  where  the  servants  are  engaged 
in  a  common  service  has  been  recognised  and 
approved  by  the  courts  of  this  state  for  so 
long  a  period  of  time,  without  change  or  se- 
rious question,  that,  while  the  principle  haa 
been  questioned,  it  has  become  the  settled 
policy  of  the  stat^  and  should  only  havo 
been  changed  by  legislative  action.  Rohhaoh 
V.  Pacifio  R.  Co.  43  Mo.  192,  and  cases  cited 
in  dissenting  opinion  of  Oantt,  J.,  in  Parker 
V.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  362.  18 
L.  R.  A.  802, 19  8.  W.  1119.  The  importance 
of  having  the  rules  of  law  firmly  established,, 
especially  those  under  which  property  rights- 
are  held,  or  the  business  and  wages  of  large- 
classes  of  citizens  are  made  to  depend,  is  ful- 
ly recognized ;  and  we  therefore  nold,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  late  rulings  of  the  court,, 
that  the  husband  of  plaintiff  was  not  a  fel- 
low servant  of  the  negligent  engineer.  .  .  ^ 
Sullivan  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  97  Mo.  113,  10 
8.  W.  852 ;  Parker  v.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R.  Oo. 
109  Mo.  302,  18  L.  R.  A.  802,  19  8.  W.  1119.'* 
A  motion  for  rehearing  was  filed,  and  by  rea- 
son of  a  division  of  the  court  the  case  was 
sent  to  the  court  in  banc  for  review.  Bur- 
gess, J.,  wrote  the  opinion  in  banc,  and  held 
that  on  the  faith  of  SuUivan  v.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  97  Mo.  113,  10  8.  W.  852;  Parker  v. 
Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  362,  18  L. 
R.  A.  802,  19  8.  W.  1119;  and  Dia>on  v.  Chi- 
eago  d  A.  R.  Co.  109  Mo.  413,  18  L.  R.  A. 
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702,  19  S.  W.  412,— the  deceased  and  the  en- 
gineer were  not  fellow  servants,  because  they 
were  not  in  the  same  department  of  service. 
In  this  connection  it  is  well  to  note  that  in 
the  Parker  Case  Gantt,  Sherwood,  and  Mac- 
farlane,  J  J.,  held  that  the  section  hand  and 
the  engineer  of  the  construction  train  were 
fellow  servants,  and  hence  thev  voted  to  re- 
verse the  judgment  in  plaintiff'is  favor,  while 
Black,  J.,  held  they  were  prima  facie  fellow 
servants,  but  that  it  might  be  rebutted  by 
plaintiff,  and  so  voted  to  reverse  and  remand, 
and  Thomas,  Brace,  and  Barclay,  JJ.,  were  of 
opinion  that  they  were  not  fellow  servants ; 
while  in  the  DtoponCcue  Black,  Brace,  Barclay, 
and  Thomas,  JJ.,  held  that  the  laborer  and 
the  engineer  were  not  fellow  servants,  and 
Sherwood  and  Gantt,  JJ.,  held  they  were,  and 
Macfarlane,  J.,  having  been  of  counsel,  did 
not  sit.  In  Swadley  v.  Mxasouri  P,  R,  Co. 
118  Mo.  268,  24  S.  W.  140,  Black,  J.,  held 
that  a  track  repairer  was  not  a  fellow  serv- 
ant with  the  train  crew  of  a  regular  freight 
or  passenger  train,  and  distinguished  the 
case  from  the  Parker  Case,  where  it  was  a 
erew  on  a  construction  train  and  a  track  re- 
pairer. In  Rutledge  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
123  Mo.  121,  24  S.  W.  1053,  and  27  S.  W.  327, 
Barclay,  Black,  and  Brace,  JJ.,  held  a  switch- 
man and  the  engineer  were  fellow  servants. 
In  Jones  v.  8t.  Louis  8.  W.  R.  Co.  125  Mo. 
«66,  26  L.  R.  A.  718,  28  S.  W.  883,  Macfar- 
Isne,  J.,  held  that  a  porter  in  a  Pullman  car 
is  not  a  fellow  servant  with  the  engineer  and 
conductor.  In  Keown  v.  8t.  Louis  R,  Co. 
141  Mo.  86,  41  S.  W.  926,  Barclay,  P.  J.,  held 
that  the  foreman  of  a  street-car  line  and  a 
gripman  on  one  of  the  cars  were  not  fellow 
servants.  In  McCarty  v.  Rood  Hotel  Co.  144 
Mo.  397,  46  S.  W.  172,  Sherwood,  J.,  held  the 
electrician  and  engineer  in  a  hotel  a  fellow 
eervant  with  the  elevator  boy. 

This  is  the  state  of  the  adjudications  in 
our  state,  and  similar  conditions  exist  in 
other  states  where  the  departmental  doctrine 
has  been  introduced  into  the  decisions.  Can 
any  man,  however  learned  in  the  law,  how- 
ever abstruse  his  analytical  faculties,  or  how- 
ever discriminating  his  logical  powers,  de- 
duce any  rule  from  these  adjudications,  or 
define  the  departments,  or  classify  or  arrange 
the  classes?  Is  the  servant  better  protected 
or  more  humanely  treated  by  this  doctrine 
than  he  was  before  its  adoption?  Is  the 
master's  duty  made  plain,  or  the  labors  of 
the  bar  and  the  courts  made  lighter?  In 
practical  operation  is  it  not  true  that  these 
<*a8es  are  at  last  decided  according  to  their 
individual  merits  as  they  appeared  from  the 
facts  proved,  and  as  the  justice  of  each 
seemed  to  the  judge  deciding  them  to  re- 
quire when  gauged  by  the  old,  tried,  and  ac- 
cepted standards  of  the  common  law?  Is  it 
not  a  fact  that  the  departmental  doctrine 
exists  only  in  theory,  and  not  in  practice? 
The  only  definite  definition  of  a  department 
that  is  attempted  by  any  of  them  is  by  Black. 
J.,  in  Porker  v.  Hannibal  d  8t.  J.  R.  Co.  109 
Mo.  362,  18  L.  R.  A.  802,  19  S.  W.  1119,  when 
he  puts  clerks  in  the  office  in  one  depart- 
ment and  servants  operating  a  train  in  an- 
other. Yet  in  that  same  case  it  was  held 
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that  a  trade  repairer  and  the  train  crew  of 
a  construction  train  were  fellow  servants,  be- 
cause in  the  same  department,  while  in  the 
Dixon  Case,  which  immediately  follows  the 
Parker  Case  in  the  same  volume  of  the  Re- 
ports, it  was  held  that  a  laborer  who  at^ 
tached  the  rope  to  a  small  car  used  to  haul 
rock  to  a  rock  crusher,  and  intended  for  bal- 
lasting the  road,  was  not  a  fdlow  servant 
with  the  engineer  of  a  passenger  train,  and 
on  the  same  line  in  the  Sullivan  Case  it  was 
held  that  a  track  walker  and  an  engineer 
were  not  fellow  servants;  yet  in  Relyea  v. 
Kansas  City,  Ft.  8.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  it  was  held 
that  the  brakeman  on  one  freight  train  and 
a  fireman  on  another  were  fellow  servants, 
and  in  the  Schlereth  Case  it  was  held  that  an 
engineer  on  a  passenger  train  and  a  track 
repairer  were  not  fellow  servants,  and  in  the 
8tDadley  Case  it  was  held  that  a  track  repair- 
er and  the  train  crew  on  either  a  freight  or 
paasenger  train  were  not  fellow  servants, 
while  in  the  Rutledge  Case  a  switchman  and 
an  engineer  were  held  fellow  servants.  If  it 
be  said  that  these  cases  show  the  evolution 
of  the  law,  how  can  the  Relyea  Case,  berecon- 
ciled  with  the  departmental  idea?  The 
brakeman  on  the  one  train  and  the  fireman 
on  the  other  cannot  observe  the  conduct  of 
each  other,  and  give  notice  of  "misconduct, 
incapacity,  or  nefflect  of  duty."  In  short,  it 
may  be  pertinently  asked  What  is  the  class- 
ification into  departments  of  service  which 
these  eases  create,  or  authorize,  or  recog- 
nizes? Is  it  that  clerks  in  the  office  consti- 
tute one  department,  train  despatchers  an- 
other, the  crew  of  a  passenger  train  another, 
the  crews  of  two  freight  trains  anol^er,  the 
crew  of  a  construction  train  and  the  track 
repairers  another,  the  track  walkers  a  de- 
partment unto  themselves,  the  mechanics  in 
the  shops  another,  etc.  ?  If  so,  are  these  all 
the  departments,  or,  if  not,  what  others  are 
there?  Measured  by  experience,  and  tested 
scientifically,  if  there  is  to  be  a  division  into 
departments,  it  should  be:  First,  the  me- 
chanical; second,  the  operative;  third,  the 
clerical;  fourth,  the  managerial;  and,  fifth, 
the  executive.  This  would  come  nearer  the 
natural  and  business  division  of  work.  The 
road  could  not  be  run  without  the  engine  and 
cars, — the  mechanical  appliances ;  nor  would 
the  mechanics  move  witnout  they  were  oper- 
ated by  human  beings ;  nor  could  they  move 
without  tracks,  and  there  could  be  no  tracks 
without  human  beings  to  build  them,  and 
keep  them  in  repair ;  nor  could  the  machines 
be  built,  and  the  tracks  laid,  and  the  cars  be 
run  without  clerks  to  keep  track  of  the  busi- 
ness and  attend  to  collecting  the  freight  and 
passenger  charges;  nor  could  any  of  them 
be  made  to  work  harmoniously  or  successful- 
ly without  managers;  nor  could  the  road  be 
built  or  run  or  managed  without  the  execu- 
tive heaA  that  provided  the  finances  in  the 
first  place,  and  provided  for  the  regularly  re- 
curring operating  expenses.  Yet  no  court 
has  divided  the  business  into  such  depart- 
ments, or  made  any  other  division  or  dass- 
ification.  The  adjudicated  cases  in  our 
state,  when  brought  into  contraposition  or 
conjunction,  do  not,  in  the  aggregate,  define 
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the  diyision  into  departments;  but  when  any 
attempt  is  made  to  deduce  a  rule  or  create 
«  class  out  of  the  several  cases,  discrepancies 
and  inconsistencies  are  at  once  apparent. 
Still  this  court  and  the  supreme  courts  of 
-other  states  speak  of  departments  of  seryice, 
and  yet  in  practice  allow  or  deny  recoveries 
which  cannot  be  harmonized  on  the  theory 
of  departments  of  service.  Practically, 
therefore,  there  is  no  difference  between  the 
old  and  the  new  rule.  It  leaves  it  where  the 
old  masters  of  the  law  put  it,  a  mixed  ques- 
tion of  fact  and  law  in  every  case.  And  so 
it  should  be.  The  lower  court  in  this  case 
treated  the  conductor  as  a  vice  principal, 
whose  order  to  the  engineer  to  go  ahead 
amounted  to  a  suspension  of  the  rule  which 
required  the  engineer  to  look  out  for  the  sig- 
nals or  targets;  and  also  treated  the  engi- 
neer as  a  vice  principal  whose  disregard  of 
the  warning  of  the  plaintiff  that  he  could  not 
see  the  signal  or  target  was  the  same  as  the 
negligence  of  the  master,  and,  because  of  his 
relation  to  the  fireman,  held  that  they  were 
not  fellow  servants.  It  is  not  denied  that 
in  BO  treating  the  conductor  in  his  relations 
to  the  engineer  and  fireman,  the  lower  court 
followed  the  case  of  Chicago,  M.  d  8t.  P.  R. 
<7o.  V.  R088,  112  U.  S.  377,  28  L.  ed.  787,  6 
-Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  184,  which  so  holds;  but  in  the 
light  of  subsequent  decisions  of  that  distin- 
guished tribunal  the  Roaa  Case  cannot  now 
be  considered  the  law  in  that  court.  Balti- 
more d  O.  R,  Co.  V.  Bough,  149  U.  S.  368, 
^7  L.  ed.  772,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  914;  North- 
ern P.  R.  Co,  V.  Uamhly,  154  U.  S.  349,  38 
L.  ed.  1009,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  983;  Central  R. 
Oo,  V.  Keegan,  160  U.  S.  269,  40  L.  ed.  418, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  269;  Northern  P.  R,  Co,  v. 
Peterson,  162  U.  S.  346,  40  L.  ed.  994,  16 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  843;  and  Oakea  v.  Mase,  166 
U.  S.  363,  41  L.  ed.  746,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
345.  In  the  last  case  cited  that  court  held 
the  engineer  of  one  train  to  be  a  fellow  serv- 
ant with  the  conductor  of  another.  In  our 
state  beginning  with  McDermott  v.  Pacific 
R.  Co.  and  running  through  Rohhack  v.  Par 
cifio  R,  Co.  and  McOowan  v.  8t,  Louis  d  I. 
M.  R,  Co.  the  conductor,  engineer,  fireman, 
«nd  brakeman  have  been  held  to  be  fellow 
servants.  If  the  departmental  doctrine,  and 
the  reasons  given  for  it,  to  wit,  opportunity 
to  observe  each  other,  notice  and  report  in- 
capacity or  neglect,  be  followed,  the  result  is 
the  same,  and  they  must  be  held  to  be  fellow 
servants.  Plaintiff,  however,  cites  many 
<;&se8  in  other  jurisdictions,  which  it  is 
claimed  hold  that  a  conductor  is-a  vice  prin- 
cipal, and  not  a  fellow  servant  with  the  en- 
gineer, fireman,  and  brakeman ;  but  an  exam- 
ination of  them  shows  the  point  here  in- 
volved was  present  only  in  the  case  of  Moon 
T.  Richmond  d  A,  R,  Co.  78  Va.  746,  49  Am. 
Rep.  401  (and  that  case  showed  that  the 
conductor  had  the  power  of  placing  and  as- 
signing to  duly  the  trainmen,  and  the  de- 
ceiised  was  assigned  to  duty  as  a  brakeman) , 
and  the  case  of  Cotoles  v.  'Richmond  d  D.  R. 
Co.  84  N.  C.  309,  37  Am.  Rep.  620  (where 
it  was  held  that  one  who  is  the  engineer  and 
conductor  of  a  train  is  not  a  fellow  servant 
^with  the  brakeman),  and  the  case  of  East 
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Tennessee  d  W.  N.  C.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Collins,  86 
Tenn.  227,  1  8.  W.  883  (where  the  engineer 
was  held  not  to  be  a  fellow  servant  with  the 
brakeman).  Without  further  reference  to 
other  cases,  then,  it  may  be  said  that,  prima 
facie  at  least,  the  conductor,  engineer,  and 
fireman  on  the  same  train  are  fellow  serv- 
ants. The  engineer  and  fireman  were  held 
to  be  fellow  servants  in  Baltimore  d  0.  R. 
Co.  V.  Baugh,  149  U.  S.  368,  37  L.  ed.  772,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  914,  and  the  engineer  of  one 
train  and  the  conductor  of  another  were  held 
to  be  fellow  servants  in  Oakes  v.  Mase,  165 
U.  S.  363,  41  L.  ed.  746,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
345.  In  this  case  the  order  to  go  ahead  was 
given  by  the  conductor,  who  was  in  the  ca- 
boose, at  the  rear  of  the  train,  eating  his 
dinner,  to  the  brakeman,  who  in  turn  sig- 
naled it  to  the  engineer.  Neither  could  see 
then,  or  under  usual  circumstances,  whether 
the  track  was  clear  or  not.  It  was  the  espe- 
cial duty  of  the  engineer  and  fireman  to 
watch  the  track,  and  see  that  no  obstructions 
were  in  the  way,  and  to  keep  a  sharp  lock- 
out for  open  switches.  Smith  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.Co.  113  Mo.  loo.  cit.  80,  20  S.  W.  898. 
The  conductor's  signal  or  order  to  go  ahead 
cannot  have  the  effect  of  waiving  or  suspend- 
ing the  rule  of  the  company — ^which  the  engi- 
neer and  plaintiff  well  knew — to  observe  the 
targets  and  danger  signals,  and,  in  case  of 
doubt,  to  stop.  Nor  could  it  overcome  the 
express  notice  of  danger  given  by  plaintiff 
himself  to  the  engineer  that  the  side  track 
was  filled  with  cars,  which  obstructed  the 
view  so  he  could  not  see  the  target.  It  was 
plainly  the  duty  of  the  engineer,  under  the 
circumstances,  to  stop.  His  failure  to  do  so 
was  the  direct  cause  of  the  accident.  The 
fact  that  plaintiff  was  helpless  to  stop  the 
engine  does  not  alter  the  case.  The  plaintiff 
assumed  that  risk  when  he  entered  the  em- 
ployment. Oibson  V.  Pacific  R.  Co.  46  Mo. 
169,  2  Am.  Rep.  497.  He  knew  he  could 
never  stop  the  engine.  But  the  engineer  is 
^not  shown  to  have  been  incompetent,  or  an 
unfit  person  in  any  way;  so  there  was  no 
n^ligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in 
employing  him.  It  follows  that  the  circuit 
court  erred  in  holding  that  the  conductor 
was  a  vice  principal,  and  also  in  holding 
that  the  engineer  and  the  fireman  were  not 
fellow  servants. 

2.  It  is  insisted,  however,  that  the  master 
was  bound  to  furnish  his  servants  with  safe 
and  suitable  appliances  for  the  work,  and 
that  it  failed  in  this  regard  by  furnishing  a 
stub  switch,  instead  of  a  split  switch  or 
split  spring  switch ;  and  that,  if  either  of  the 
latter  had  been  furnished,  the  accident  in 
this  case  would  not  have  occurred.  It  is 
setled  law  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  master 
to  furnish  safe  and  suitable  appliances  for 
his  servants  to  use.  He  owes  this  duty  to 
his  servant,  but  his  liability  in  this  regard 
must  not  be  confounded  with  any  question 
of  fellow  servant.  Parker  v.  Hannibal  d  8t, 
J.  R.  Co,  109  Mo.  loc,  cit.  407,  18  L.  R.  A. 
812,  19  S.  W.  1127;  Williams  v.  8t,  Louis 
d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  119  Mo.  316,  24  S.  W.  782; 
Bender  v.  8t.  Louis  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  137  Mo. 
240,  37  S.  W.  132.    The  evidence  shows  that 
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iMk  ft  split  switch  or  ft  split  spring  switch 
aa  engiiie  caa  safely  run  through  a  switch 
from  the  reverse  side  of  it  without  being  de- 
railed, but  that  with  a  stub  switch  the  con- 
tinuity of  the  main  track  is  broken,  and,  if 
an  engine  is  run  through  it  from  the  oppo- 
site side,  it  will  be  derailed.  Both  the  en- 
gineer and  the  fireman  knew  this  fact.  They 
knew  this  was  a  stub  switch.  They  had 
passed  over  it  every  day  for  over  a  month. 
They  also  knew  the  dangers  of  trying  to  run 
through  a  stub  switch.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  a  split  switch  or  a  split  spring  switch 
is  safer,  wh^i  passing  over  it  in  the  wrong 
direction,  than  a  stub  switch.  In  fact,  the 
two  former  are  comparatively  and  reasonably 
safe,  while  the  latter  is  positively  dangerous. 
But  there  is  absolutely  no  evidence  in  this 
case  that  a  stub  switch  is  not  safe  and  suita- 
ble when  it  is  used  in  the  natural  and  usual 
manner  of  using  a  switch.  On  the  contrary, 
it  was  the  only  kind  of  a  switch  that  was 
used  for  many  years.  It  never  was  intended 
to  be  run  through  from  the  wrong  direction, 
nor  in  fact  is  tiiere  any  evidence  that  the 
split  or  split  spring  switches  are  intended  to 
be  used  in  this  way.  The  master  cannot  be 
adjudged  guilty  of  a  failure  of  duty  where 
he  furnishes  a  servant  machinery  and  appli- 
ances which  are  reasonably  safe  when  used 
in  the  manner  they  are  intended  i4>  be  used, 
but  which  may  become  dangerous  if  their 
use  is  perverted  by  the  servant.  The  master 
is  not  bound  to  furnish  the  safest  and  best 
appliances  that  could  be  used.  He  is  acquit 
of  fault  if  what  he  furnishes  is  reasonably 
safe  and  suitable.  A  stub  switch  is  not  the 
safest  or  best^  but  it  is  reason&bly  safe 
and  suitable.  The  master  cannot  be  ad- 
judged negligent  in  this  regard.  Tabler  v. 
Hcmnihal  d  8t,  J.  R.  Co.  93  Mo.  79,  6  S.  W. 
810. 

The  placing  of  the  target  on  the  same  side 
of  the  main  track  with  the  side  track  is 
claimed  to  be  negligence.  If  it  had  been 
placed  on  the  other  side  of  the  main  track, 
it  could  have  been  more  easily  seen  by  the  en- 
gineer when  going  south,  and  would  not  have 
been  hidden  from  view  by  the  cars  on  the  side 
track.  But  coming  north  the  engineer  could 
not  have  seen  it  as  well  as  he  could  if  it  was 
on  the  east  side  of  the  track.  Aside  from 
this,  the  evidence  discloses  that  there  is  no 
uniform  rule  as  to  which  side  of  the  track  it 
shall  be  placed  on.  The  location  and  to- 
pography of  the  surroundings  usually  deter- 
mine the  position.  It  matters  not  which 
side  it  is  placed  on,  the  rules  of  the  company 
require  the  en^neer  and  fireman  to  watch 
for  it^  and  if  it  indicates  danger,  or  if  they 
cannot  see  it,  they  must  take  the  safe  course, 
and  stop.  If  the  cars  on  the  side  track  pre- 
vented the  engineer  or  fireman  from  seeing 
the  target,  it  was  their  duty  to  stop.  The 
conductor's  signal  to  go  ahead  cannot  be  con- 
strued into  meaning  anything  more  than 
that,  so  far  as  his  end  of  the  train  was  con- 
cerned, there  need  be  no  stop.  It  could  not 
reasonably  be  construed  into  an  order  to  the 
engineer  to  shut  his  eyes,  or  disregard  the 
rules,  and  run  ahead  through  an  open  switch. 
The  conductor  was  not  in  a  position  to  know 
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whether  the  track  was  dear,  or  the  signal* 
and  targets  obscured  from  sight,  or  tlie 
switch  open  or  not.  This  was  essentially 
the  duty  of  the  engineer  and  fireman.  In  no 
proper  sense  can  the  order  of  the  conductor — 
or,  rather,  the  brakeman,  for  the  engineer 
got  it  from  the  brakeman,  and  could  not  have 
known  that  the  conductor  had  instructed  the- 
brakeman  to  give  it — ^be  said  to  be  a  waiver 
of  the  rules ;  this,  too,  whether  the  conductor 
be  a  vice  principal  or  a  fellow  servant  of  the- 
engineer. 

3.  But  Missouri  is  not  alone  in  respect  to 
the  uncertain  state  of  the  law  relating  to  thi» 
subject.  Speaking  on  this  matter,  Corliss, 
Ch.  J.,  in  Ell  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  1  N.  D. 
336,  12  L.  R.  A.  97,  48  N.  W.  222,  aptly  says: 
"This  is  issue  of  law  we  are  to  determine,  and 
our  investigation  must  run  along  the  line  of 
general  principles ;  for  the  adjudications  up> 
on  this  subject, — so  multitudinous  as  al- 
most to  warrant  the  simile,  'thick  as  au- 
tumnal leaves  that  strew  the  brooks  in  Val- 
lambrosa,' — ^these  adjudications  are  so  dis- 
cordant, enumerating  so  many  rules,  stating 
so  many  limitations,  applying  the  law  to- 
facts  so  diverse,  that  one  is  reminded  of 
Gibbon's  remark  upon  the  infinite  variety  of 
laws  and  opinions  when  Justinian  entered 
upon  the  reform  of  codification, — that  they 
were  beyond  the  power  of  any  capacity  to 
digest."  The  learned  judge,  speaking  of  the 
test,  sometimes  applied,  of  power  to  observe 
and  right  to  report  the  conduct  of  each  other^ 
as  decisive  of  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant,  or  of  whether  the  injured  and  tho 
negligent  servant  belong  to  the  same  de- 
partment of  service,"  says:  "Many  of  the 
cases  holding  the  master  exempt  from  liabil- 
ity under  the  fellow-servant  rule  were,  as 
we  have  said,  cases  in  which  the  injured 
servant  could  not  possibly  have  exerted  in- 
fiuence  over  the  negligent  servant.  Their 
separate  departments  of  service,  or  their 
usual  stations  of  employment,  kept  them,  aa- 
a  rule,  entirely  aloof  from  each  other.  In 
the  following  cases  the  relation  of  fellow 
servant  was  held  to  exist  between  person* 
who  could  exert  little,  if  any,  influence  over 
each  other:  Quebec  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Merchant^ 
133  U.  8.  376,  83  L.  ed.  656,  10  Sup.  (X  Rep. 
397, — ^the  carpenter,  porter,  and  stewardess, 
of  a  steamship;  8t.  Louis,  A.  d  T.  R.  Co. 
v.  Welch,  72  Tex.  298,  2  L.  R.  A.  839,  10  8^ 
W.  529, — foreman  of  a  bridge  gang  and  serv- 
ants operating  a  train ;  Elliot  v.  Chicago,  M. 
d  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  6  Dak.  523,  3  L.  R.  A.  363, 
41  N.  W.  758, — a  section  foreman  and  a  con- 
ductor; Pagundea  v.  Central  P.  R.  Co.  71> 
Cal.  97,  3  L.  R.  A.  824,  21  Pac.  437,— a  la- 
borer employed  to  remove  snow  from  a  track 
and  a  conductor;  Baughman  ▼.  Calaveras 
County  Super.  Ct.  72  Cal.  573,  14  Pac  207, 
— a  conductor  and  a  brakeman;  Randall  v. 
Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  109  U.  S.  478,  27  L. 
ed.  1003,  3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  322,— a  brakeman 
and  conductor  of difi'erent trains;  Van  Wioh- 
le  V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  32  Fed.  Rep.  278, — 
a  track  repairer  and  an  engineer ;  McMaater 
V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  65  Miss.  264,  4  So.  69,— 
brakeman  of  one  train  and  employee  on  an» 
other;  Naylor  v.  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co^ 
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33  Fed.  Bep.  801, — engineer  and  switchman; 
Tan  Avery  ▼.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  36  Fed.  Bep. 
40, — engineers  of  different  trains;  Connelly 
y.  Minneapolis  E,  R.  Co,  38  Minn.  80,  36  N. 
W.  682, — a  sectionman  and  an  engineer  or 
brakeman ;  Howard  v.  Denver  d  R,  O.  R.  Co, 
26  Fed.  Rep.  837, — an  engineer  and  fireman 
of  different  trains;  Houston  d  T.  C  R,  Co, 
V.  Rider,  62  Tex.  267 ;  Oormley  y.Ohio  d  M.R, 
Co.  72  Ind.  31 ;  Collins  v.  8t.  Paul  d  8.  C,  R. 
Co.  30  Minn.  31,  14  N.  W.  60;  Clifford  v.  Old 
Colony  R.  Co.  141  Mass.  664,  6  K.  £.  761; 
Keys  V.  Pennsylvania  Co.  (Pa.)  1  Cent.  Rep. 
893,  3  Atl.  16;  Whaalan  v.  Mad  River  d  L.  E. 
R.  Co.  8  Ohio  St.  249 — in  each  case  an  engi- 
neer and  a  sectionman."  In  the  same  case  at- 
tention is  called  to  the  reasoning  of  Judge 
Gooley  in  his  work  on  Torts  (643),  in  which 
he  combats  the  idea  that  the  question  can  be 
solved  by  reference  to  the  grades  of  the  in- 
jured and  negligent  servants,  respectively, 
and  denies  that  reason,  or  logic,  or  public 
policy  gives  sanction  to  such  a  doctrine. 
Reference  is  also  made  to  the  article  of 
Judge  Dillon  in  24  Am.  Law  Rev.  176,  which 
is  so  appropriate  to  this  case  as  to  justify  its 
verbatim  reproduction  here,  as  follows: 
"The  master  owes  certain  defined,  personal, 
unalienable,  nonassignable  duties  towards 
servants.  These  duties  may  be  devolved  on 
others  by  the  master,  but  not  without  re- 
course on  him.  ...  In  the  general 
American  law,  as  I  understand  it,  the  doc- 
trine of  vice  principal  exists  to  this  extent, 
and  no  further,  viz.,  that  it  is  precisely  com- 
mensurate with  the  master's  personal  du- 
ties towards  his  servants.  As  to  these,  the 
servant  who  represents  the  master  is  what 
we  may  call  for  convenience  a  'vice  princi- 
pal,' for  whose  acts  and  n^lects  the  master 
IB  liable.  Beyond  this  the  master  is  liable 
only  for  his  own  personal  negligence.  This 
is  a  plain,  sound,  safe,  and  practicable  line 
of  distinction.  We  know  where  to  find  it, 
and  how  to  define  it.  It  b^ns  and  ends 
with  the  personal  duties  of  the  master.  Any 


attempt  to  refine,  based  upon  the  notion  of 
'grades'  in  the  service,  or,  what  is  much  the 
same  thing,  distinct  'departments'  in  the 
service  (wnich  'departments'  frequently  ex- 
ist only  in  the  imagination  of  the  judges,  and 
not  in  fact),  will  breed  the  confusion  of  the 
Ohio  and  Kentucky  experiments,  whose 
courts  have  constructed  a  labyrinth  in 
which  the  judges  that  made  it  seem  to  be 
able  to  'find  no  end;  in  wandering  mazes 
lost.'  .  .  .  The  real  inquiry  is,  Was  the 
injury  caused  by  another  servant  one  of  the 
ordinary  risks  of  the  particular  employ- 
ment? If  so,  the  grade,  whether  higher, 
lower,  co-ordinate,  or  the  department  of  the 
faulty  servant,  it  is  of  no  consequence.  It 
is  a  condition  of  the  contract  of  service  that 
the  servant  takes  upon  himself  the  risk  of 
accidents  in  the  common  course  of  the  busi- 
ness,— ^all  open  and  palpable  risks,  including 
the  negligence  of  all  fellow  servants,  of  what- 
ever grade,  in  the  same  employment."  In 
view  of  the  dubious  state  of  the  law  on  this 
subject  in  our  own  and  sister  states,  brought 
about  by  the  introduction  of  new,  but  not 
useful,  rules  and  theories,  is  it  not  time  to 
set  the  target  signal  of  danger,  and  to  re- 
turn to  the  beaten  track,  lit  up  by  the  "glad- 
some light  of  jurisprudence,"  which  the  ex- 
perience of  aees  and  the  wisdom  of  the 
brightest  legal  minds  of  the  world  has  laid 
out  for  us,  and  to  cease,  like  moths,  to  burn 
our  wings  in  the  candles  of  "grades"  and 
"departments?" 

The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  is  re- 
versed. 

Boblason  and  WUllama,  JJ.,  concur  in 
the  judgment  of  reversal  herein  on  the 
ground  that  the  negligence  shown  was  that 
of  the  engineer,  who,  under  the  decisions  in 
this  state,  was  a  fellow  servant  with  the 
plaintiff,  but  do  not  regard  the  "department- 
al doctrine"  as  involved  in  this  case. 

Braoe,  J.,  dissents. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Andrew  J.  HANSCOM 

V. 

Max  MEYER  ei  aZ.,  Appta. 


(. 


.Neb.. 


.) 


^1.  Bvldence  examined,  and  fonnd 
that  tlie  Omaha  Mercnry  Is  a  weeldr 
pnhllcatlon,  circulating  among  various 
classes  of  people  within  the  county  and 
state;  that  its  printed  matter  consists  prin- 
cipally of  legal  notices  and  information  re- 
garding the  courts,  and  of  legal  matters  In 
general,  and  also  advertising    of    a    miscel- 

^Headnotes  by  Holcomb,  J. 

NoTB. — As  to  what  'Constitutes  a  newspaper 
within  meaning  of  statute  as  to  publication  of 
legal  notices,  see  Lynch  v.  Durfee  (Mich.)  24 
L.  R.  A.  798 ;  and  Lynn  v.  Allen  (Ind.)  88  L. 
R.  A.  770. 
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laneons  character,  literature  of  a  general 
kind,  and  a  limited  amount  o<f  general  news 
of  current  events.  Held,  that  such  publica- 
tion is  a  newspaper  within  the  meaning  of 
I  407  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure;  that 
the  fact  that  it  also  makes  a  specialty  of 
some  particular  class  of  business,  and  con- 
veys intelligence  of  particular  interest  to 
those  engaged  In  such  business,  will  not 
thereby  deprive  it  of  its  general  classfflca- 
tlon  as  a  newspaper,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute. 
2.  Held,  also,  that  the  principal  dl«- 
tlnirnlahlnflr  featnre  off  a  newspaper. 
In  contemplation  of  the  statute.  Is  that  It 
be  a  publication  appearing  at  regular,  or  al- 
most regular.  Intervals,  at  short  periods  of 
time,  as  daily  or  weekly,  usually  In  sheet 
form,  and  containing  news:  that  Is,  reporti 
of  happenings  of  recent  occurrences  of  a 
varied  character,  such  as  political,  social, 
moral,    religious,    and    other    subjects    of   • 
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■Imllar  nature,  loeal  or  foreign.  Intended  for 
the  informAtion  of  the  general  reader. 

(March  21,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  District  Court  for  Douglas  County 
refusing  to  set  aside  a  foreclosure  sale  of 
real  estate  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  of 
sale  was  not  published  in  a  legal  newspaper. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

.If r.  Charles  S.  Elsutter,  for  appellants : 

In  1842  the  Attorney  General  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  was  called  u{>on  by  the  Postmas- 
ter General  for  an  opinion  as  to  what,  under 
the  postal  laws  of  the  United  States,  was  a 
"newspaper."  He  made  the  following  sum- 
mary: 

"On  the  whole,  the  only  requisites  of  a 
newspaper,  which  I  think  must  be  judicially 
held  indispensable,  are: 

"1.  That  it  be  bona  fide  published;  that 
it  is  for  everybody's  use.     .     .     . 

"2.  That  it  is  published  in  numbers,  not 
perhaps  with  exact  regularity,  but  some- 
thing approaching  to  it. 

"3.  That  it  conveys  news,  not  mere  dis- 
sertation and  discussion,  or  literary  and 
poetical  miscellanies. 

"4.  That  it  be  in  sheets,  and  in  rather  a 
cheap  form." 

This  opinion  is  in  the  line  of  what  is  re- 
garded as  a  true  interpretation  of  the  word 
"newspaper,"  as  used  in  the  statute  under 
consideration. 

Beecher  v.  Stephens,  25  Minn.  146;  Hull  v. 
King,  38  Minn.  349,  37  N.  W.  792;  Lynch 
V.  Durfee,  101  Mich.  171,  24  L.  R.  A.  793,  69 
N.  W.  409 ;  State  ex  rel.  Elliott  v.  Holliday, 
35  Neb.  333,  53  N.  W.  142;  Kerr  v.  Hitt,  76 
III.  51;  Kellogg  v.  Carrico,  47  Mo.  157; 
Kingman  v.  Waugh,  139  Mo.  360,  40  S.  W. 
884;  Williams  v.  Coltoell,  18  Misc.  399,  43 
N.  Y.  Supp.  720;  Lynn  v.  Allen,  145  Ind.  584, 
33  L.  R.  A.  779,  44  N.  E.  646. 

Measured  by  these  standards,  the  scope  of 
the  "Omaha  Mercury"  is  altogether  too  nar- 
row to  he  classed  as  a  "newspaper." 

Mesftrs.  Ij.  F.  Crof  oot  and  James  S.  Mo- 
Intosh,  also  for  appellants. 

Mr.  George  E.  Pritchett  for  appellee. 

Holoomb,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  proceedings  of  foreclosure  of  a  real- 
estate  morijrage  in  the  district  court  of 
Douglas  county,  on  an  application  for  con- 
firmation of  a  sale  of  real  estate  made  in 
said  action,  the  defendants  (appellants)  ob- 
jected thereto,  and  moved  to  set  aside  the 
sale  on  the  ground  that  notice  of  sale  by 
publication  in  the  Omaha  Mercury  was  in- 
sufficient; alleging  that  that  publication  was 
not  a  newspaper,  as  provided  for  by  S  497 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  The  objec- 
tion was  overruled,  and  by  appeal  the  ease 
is  brought  to  this  court. 

The  section  referred  to  proyides  as  fol- 
lows: "Lands  and  tenements  taken  in  exe- 
cution shall  not  be  sold  until  the  officer  cause 
public  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale 
48  L.  R.  A. 


to  be  given,  for  at  least  thirty  days  before 
the  day  of  sale,  by  advertisement  in  some 
newspaper  printed  in  the  county,  or  in  case 
no  newspaper  be  printed  in  the  county,  in 
some  newspaper  in  general  circulation  there- 
in. ..  .  All  sales  made  without  such 
advertisement  sluill  be  set  aside  on  motion 
by  the  court  to  which  the  execution  is  re- 
turnable." The  point  in  issue  is  whether 
the  Omaha  Mercury  is  a  newspaper,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  section  quoted.  In  the 
afUdavit  in  support  of  the  motion  to  set 
aside  it  is  said:  "That  said  Omaha  Mer- 
cury, published  weekly  at  Omaha,  Nebraska, 
is  a  class  paper,  devoted  especially  to  the  in- 
terests of  the  lawyers  of  Douglas  county, 
Nebraska;  that  said  Omaha  Mercury  is  a 
paper  which  is  confined  to  the  particular 
trade,  calling,  or  business,  of  the  lawyers  of 
Omaha,  and  has  a  limited  circulation,  and 
is  not  a  newspaper,  as  by  law  provided  and 
required."  A  copy  of  one  issue  of  the  paper 
is  made  an  exhibit,  which  is  said  to  be  "a 
fair  sample  of  said  publication."  The  pro- 
prietor of  the  publication  challenged  makes 
affidavit  that  "he  is  the  owner  and  proprie- 
tor of  the  Omaha  Mercury,  a  newspaper 
printed  and  circulated  every  Friday  in 
the  city  of  Omab/i,  Douglas  county,  Nebras- 
ka, and  elsewhere.  .  .  .  This  affiant 
says  that  it  is  not  true  that  said 
Omaha  Mercury  is  a  class  paper,  or 
that  it  is  confined  to  the  interests 
of  the  lawyers  of  Omaha  or  Douglas  county ; 
that  said  Omaha  Mercury,  then  known  as 
the  'Omaha  Watchman,'  was  established  in 
the  year  1870,  and  has  been  published  weekly 
ever  since  said  date;  that  said  paper  con- 
tains each  week  news  of  a  general  character, 
such  as  is  to  be  found  in  the  average  weekly 
paper  published  in  Nebraska;  that  of  late 
years  it  has  made  a  specialty  of  the  news  of 
the  courts  and  of  legal  matters  in  general, 
but  that  it  is  not  true  that  it  is  devoted  to 
the  legal  profession  in  any  sense  which 
would  render  it  a  'class  publication*;  that 
said  paper  has  a  large  and  valuable  subscrip- 
tion list,  and  that  its  said  subscribers  are 
of  all  classes  and  professions;  that  said 
newspaper  has  a  wide  circulation  in  Douglas 
county  and  the  state  of  Nebraska,  but  that 
it  is  also  taken  and  paid  for  by  yarious 
classes  of  people  in  a  great  number  of  the 
states  of  the  Union;  that  for  the  past  twen- 
ty years  it  has  been  the  custom  of  lawyers 
and  others  to  publish  legal  notices  in  said 
paper, — so  much  so  that  the  people  of  Doug- 
las county  and  the  state  of  Nebraska,  and 
throughout  the  entire  United  States,  look 
fii-st  in  its  columns  for  legal  advertisements 
in  which  they  are  interested;  that  it  has 
published  in  the  past,  and  still  continues  to 
publish,  the  greater  percentage  of  legal  no- 
tices in  Douglas  county,  including  orders  re- 
quired to  be  published  by  the  district  and 
circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  and  of 
the  district  and  county  courts  of  Douglas 
county;  and  that  said  paper  is  commonly 
designated  by  the  judges  of  the  aforesaid 
courts  as  the  paper  in  which  to  publish  the 
various  orders  required  to  be  published  by 
said  courts."    Webster's  Dictionary  defines 
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41  newspaper  to  be:  "A  sheet  of  paper, 
printed  and  distributed  at  stated  intervals, 
zor  conveying  intelligence  of  passing  events, 
advocating  opinions,  etc.;  a  public  print 
that  circulates  news,  advertisements,  pro- 
ceedings of  l^islative  bodies,  public  an- 
nouncements, etc."  Bur  rill,  Law  Diction- 
ary, gives  Uiis  definition:  "A  printed  publi- 
cation, issued  in  numbers  at  stated  inter- 
vals, conveying  intelligence  of  passing 
events.  The  term  'newspaper'  is  properly  ap- 
plied only  to  such  publications  as  are  issued 
in  a  single  sheet  and  at  short  intervals,  as 
daily  or  weekly." 

It  is  dilBcult,  if  not  impossible,  to  deter- 
mine with  clearness  and  exactness  where  the 
lines  of  demarkation  should  be  drawn  be- 
tween a  newspaper,  in  a  legal  and  common 
acceptation  of  the  term,  and  the  numerous 
publications  devoted  to  some  special  pur- 
pose, and  which  circulate  only  among  a  cer- 
tain class  of  the  people,  and  which  are  not 
within  the  purview  of  statutes  requiring 
publication  of  legal  notices  in  some  news- 
paper. The  daily  and  weekly  newspapers 
•common  to  all  parts  of  the  country, 
of  general  circulation  among  the 
•people,  without  r^ard  to  class,  voca- 
tion, or  calling,  devoted  to  the  gather- 
ing and  dissemination  of  news  of  current 
«vent6  of  interest  to  all,  and  usually  espous- 
ing and  advocating  principles  of  some  politi- 
cal party  with  persistency,  if  not  at  all 
times  with  consistency,  are,  without  doubt, 
newspapers,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute. On  the  contrary,  many  publications, 
«uch  as  literary,  scientific,  religious,  medi- 
cal, and  legal  journals,  that  are  obviously 
for  but  one  class  of  the  people,  and  that  clabs 
always  but  a  small  pai*t  of  the  entire  public, 
«re  not  newspapers,  within  the  legal  and 
ordinary  meaning  of  the  word;  and  it  would 
be  manifestly  unjust,  as  well  as  against  the 
letter  and  spirit  of  the  law,  to  recognize 
such  publications  as  proper  for  the  adver- 
tisement of  legal  notices, — the  object  in  all 
cases  being  to  give  wide  and  general  publici- 
ty regarding  the  subject  of  which  notice  is 
required  to  be  published.  The  paper  in 
question  partakes,  in  a  degree,  of  the  charac- 
leristics  of  each  of  the  two  classes  mentioned. 
If,  however,  it  has  the  distinguishing  feat- 
ures required  to  make  it  a  newspaper  as  or- 
dinarily defined,  the  fact  that  it  also  makes 
a  specialty  of  some  particular  class  of  busi- 
ness, and  conveys  intelligence  of  particular 
interest  to  those  engaged  in  such  business, 
will  not  thereby  deprive  it  of  its  general 
classification  as  a  newspaper,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  In  Lynch  v.  Dur- 
fee,  101  Mich.  171,  24  L.  R.  A.  793,  59  N.  W. 
409,  it  is  held:  "A  weekly  paper,  con- 
taining matter  of  general  interest,  and 
having  a  general  circulation  among  pro- 
fessional and  business  men,  is  a  newspaper, 
within  the  meaning  of  How.  Stat.  S 
5801,  providing  for  publication  in  a 
newspaper  of  certain  notices  in  probate 
proceedings,  though  it  is  primarily  de- 
voted to  disseminating  matters  of 
interest  to  the  legal  profession."  In  the 
•opinion  it  is  said :  ''But  a  newspaper,  even 
48  L.  B.  A. 


in  the  davs  when  these  statutes  were  enacted, 
meant  what  it  means  to-day, — a  sheet  of  pa- 
per, printed  and  distributed  at  short  inter- 
vals, for  conveying  intelligence  of  passing 
events;  a  public  print  that  circulates  news, 
advertisements,  proceedings  of  legislative 
bodies,  public  docimients,  and  the  like."  In 
Lynn  v.  Allen,  146  Ind.  584,  33  L.  R.  A. 
770,  44  N.  E.  646,  it  is  held  that  a  period- 
ical, ephemeral  in  form,  issued  daily  except 
Sundays,  devoted  to  the  general  dissemina- 
tion of  legal  news,  and  containing  othe;*  mat- 
ter of  general  interest  to  the  public,  is  such 
a  paper.  In  the  case  of  Railton  v.  Lauder^ 
126  111.  219,  IS  N.  E.  555,  the  evidence  in 
the  case  showed  that  the  Chicago  Daily  Law 
Bulletin  was  in  general  circulation  through- 
out the  city  of  Chicago  and  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois, among  judges,  lawyers,  and  real-estate 
brokers,  merchante  and  business  men  gener- 
ally. Ite  contente  consisted  for  the  most 
part  of  legal  matters,  but  it  contained  ad- 
vertisements not  confined  to  any  one  calling 
or  trade.  It  also  published  news  and  infor- 
mation of  a  general  secular  character,  was 
published  in  Chicago,  and  had  a  general  cir- 
culation. The  paper  in  question  was  held 
to  be  a  secular  newspaper  of  general  circula- 
tion, within  the  meaning  of  the  stetute.  To 
the  same  effect  is  Williama  v.  Colwell,  18 
Misc.  399,  43  N.  Y.  Supp.  720,  decided  in 
1896,  where  the  writer  of  Uie  opinion  has 
collated  the  more  important  cases  up  to 
tliat  date  upon  the  subject.  Says  the  writer 
of  the  opinion,  after  reviewing  the  authori- 
ties :  "The  facts  stated  in  the  affidavit  and 
stipulation  read  on  the  motion  bring  this 
case  within  the  cases  cited  susteining  publi- 
cations of  legal  notices.  While  the  princi- 
pal news  published  in  the  Daily  Mercantile 
Review  is  of  especial  value  to  attorneys, 
bankers,  brewers,  commission  merchante, 
and  those  engaged  in  the  real-estete  busi- 
ness, yet  it  is  shown  by  the  affidavit  and 
stipulation  that  several  columns  are  de- 
voted to  general  advertising  and  to  the  pul)- 
lication  of  local  and  other  news  of  general 
interest,  and  that  it  has  a  general  circula- 
tion." 

The  paper  in  question  has  been  esteblised 
for  a  number  of  years,  and  is  published 
weekly.  As  stated  in  an  affidavit  in  the 
case,  "Of  late  years  it  has  made  a  specialty 
of  the  news  of  the  courte,  and  of  legal  mat- 
ters in  general."  It  appears  to  have,  ac- 
cording to  the  affidavit,  a  large  and  valua- 
ble subscription  list,  and  to  circulate  among 
various  classes  of  people  throughout  the 
county  and  state,  as  well  as  the  United 
Stetes.  It  has  been  recognized  as  a  legal 
newspaper  by  the  probate  court  of  the  coun- 
ty, the  district  court,  and  the  Federal  courts. 
Its  printed  matter  oonsiste  principally  of 
legal  notices,  information  regarding  courte, 
and  a  legal  directory  of  the  Douglas  county 
bar.  Some  advertising  of  a  miscellaneous 
character,  literature  of  a  general  kind,  com- 
monly designated  "plate  matter,"  and  what 
purporte  to  be  information  of  the  actions  of 
Congress,  two  addresses  by  lawyers,  and  a 
limited  amount  of  general  news  of  current 
evente,  are  found  in  ite  columns,  although 
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ve  are  oonstrained  to  say  that  there  is  quite 
a  dearth  of  the  latter,  as  is  shown  by  the  ex- 
hibit, which  has  rendered  it  more  difficult 
to  reach  a  correct  conclusion  in  this  case. 
The  principal  distinguishing  feature  of  a 
newspaper,  in  contemplation  of  the  statute, 
in  our  opinion,  is  that  it  be  a  publication 
appearing  at  regular,  or  almost  regular,  in- 
intervals,  at  short  periods  of  time,  as  daily 
or  weekly,  usually  in  sheet  form,  and  con- 
taining news;  that  is,  reports  of  happenings 
of  recent  occurrence,  of  a  varied  character, 
fluch  as  political,  social,  moral,  religious, 
and  other  subjects  of  a  similar  nature,  local 
or  foreign,  intended  for  the  information  of 
the  general  reader.  It  is  the  one  quality  of 
news  which  ^ives  it  its  general  interest,  and 
secures  for  it  a  general  circulation  among 
peoplo  of  different  classes  and  callings, 
whom  the  statute  seeks  to  reach  by  the  re- 
quirement of  notice  by  publication  in  a  news- 


paper. It  should  be  noted,  too,  th&t,  in  a 
degree,  the  presence,  of  advertisements  not 
appealing  to  any  particular  class,  trade,  or 
profession  constitutes  a  factor  tending  U> 
bring  a  publication  possessing  the  qualifi- 
cations heretofore  mentioned  within  the 
designation  of  a  newspaper  of  general  circu- 
lation. While  some  effort  has  been  made  by 
the  legislature  to  define  a  newspaper,  and 
limit  Uie  publication  of  legal  notices  to  pa- 
pers which  are  most  likely  to  have  a  bona 
fide  circulation  among  the  general  public 
where  published,  so  far  nothinjg  of  a  perma- 
nent nature  has  been  accomplished.  In  the 
absence  of  such  legislation,  we  are  disposed 
to  the  opinion,  under  the  evidence  presented, 
that  the  Omaha  Mercury  is  a  newspaper, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  as 
defined  by  the  authorities  herein  adverted  to. 
It  follows  that  the  ruling  complained  of  i* 
oorreot,  and  is  affirmed. 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND   APPEALS. 


David  W.  OLIVER 

V. 

Mayor,  etc.,  of  JERSEY  CITY  et  ah,  Plffa, 
in  Err. 

( N.  J ) 

•1.  An  oAeer  legally  elected  and 
Qiiiilllled,  who  enters  upon  the  duties  of 
his  office,  and  afterwards  Is  appointed  to  and 
accepts  another  office,  but  In  good  faith  con- 
tinues to  publicly  discharge  the  duties  of  the 
flrst,  his  term  not  having  expired,  and  no 
successor  having  been  appointed  or  elected 
In  his  stead,  nor  any  adjudication  n^de 
against  his  title, — Is  an  officer  de  facto. 

a.  The  official  acts  of  an  officer  de 
facto  are  valid,  as  far  as  the  rights  of 
third  persons  and  the  public  are  concerned, 
unless  the  defects  In  the  officer's  title  are  no- 
torious, and  sufficient  to  overcome  the  ap- 
parent evidence  to  the  contrary;  but  when 
they  see  a  person  occupying  an  important 
public  office  by  virtue  of  an  election  by  the 
people,  and  publicly  exercising  Its  duties 
within  the  period  for  which  he  was  elected, 
tbey  are  entitled  to  consider  him  to  be  such 
officer,  and  will  be  protected  in  their  rights 
If  they  do  so. 

8.  Mr  ben  a  pemon  icflrally  holdlngr  one 
office  !■  elected  or  appointed  to  an- 
other, but  Is  prohibited  by  a  statute  from 
holding  both,  upon  accepting  the  second  his 
de  Jure  title  to  the  flrert  ends,  and  his  suc- 
cessor may  at  once  be  appointed  or  elected: 
but.  if  the  former  occupant  refuses  to  va- 
cate the  office,  his  successor  will  be  com- 
pelled to  take  the  necessary  legal  steps  to 
oust  him. 

4.  When  an  action  1«  be^nn,  the  object 
of  which  Is  only  to  determine  the  validity  of 
an  act  or  thing  done  by  an  officer,  and  not 

•Headnotes  by  Nixon,  J. 


Note. — As  to  validity  of  acts  of  de  facto  of- 
ficer, see  Magenau  v.  Fremont  (Neb.)  9  L.  R. 
A.  786 ;  State  v.  Lewis  (N.  C.)  11  L.  R.  A.  105  ; 
Cleveland  v.  McCanna  (N.  D.)  41  L.  B.  A.  852. 
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Involving  his  Integrity  or  want  of  good  faiths 
the  officer  himself  is  not  a  necessary  party 
to  the  suit. 

(November  20,  1809.) 

ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  review  a 
judgment  setting  aside  an  ordinance  of 
the  board  of  street  and  water  commission- 
ers of  Jersey  City  granting  a  railroad  the 
right  to  cross  a  street  at  grade.    R&ceracd, 

The  factfr  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  D.  Edwards  and  C.  I«.  Gov- 
bin,  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

The  prosecutor  had  no  interest  to  warrant 
the  writ. 

State,  Montgomery,  Prosecutor,  v.  TVen- 
ton,  36  N.  J.  L.  79;  State,  Traphagen^ 
Prosecutor,  v.  Jersey  City,  62  N.  J.  L.  66,  1ft 
Atl.  586;  State,  Middleton,  v.  Robhins,  64 
N.  J.  L.  666,  26  Atl.  471 ;  TaUon  v.  Hoboken, 
60  N.  J.  L.  212,  37  Ati.  895;  H.  B.  Anthony 
Shoe  Co,  V.  West  Jersey  R,  Co.  67  N.  J.  Eq. 
607,  42  Atl.  279;  Smith  V.  Boston,  7  Cush. 
264 ;  People  ew  rel.  Bristol  v.  Ingham  Coun- 
ty Supers.  20  Mich.  95;  Chicago  v.  Union 
Bldg.  Asso.  102  111.  379,  40  Am.  Rep.  698; 
Hesing  v.  Scott,  107  111.  600;  Brady  ▼. 
Shinkle,  40  Iowa,  576. 

Commissioner  Smith  was  a  de  facto  mem- 
ber of  the  board  of  street  and  water  com- 
missioners. 

Clark  V.  Ennis,  46  N.  J.  L.  69;  State  e» 
rel.  Dugan  v.  Farrier.  47  N.  J.  L.  383,  1  Atl. 
751:  State  ew  rel.  Bumsted  v.  Oovem,  47 
N.  J.  L.  308,  1  Atl.  835 ;  State  v.  Andersof^ 
1  N.  J.  L.  318,  1  Am.  Dec.  207;  State,  Cor 
rigan.  Prosecutor,  v.  Duryea,  40  N.  J.  L. 
206;  State,  Flauoher,  Prosecutor,  v.  Cam* 
den,  56  N.  J.  L.  244.  28  Atl.  82;  Shechan*s 
Case,  122  Mass.  445,  23  Am.  Rep.  374; 
Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  9  820;  Throop,  Pub.  Off. 
§  G31. 

The  acts  of  an  officer  de  facto  have  tho 
same  validity  as  those  of  an  officer  de  jure. 

Throop,  Pub.  Off.  S  627 ;  Nofire  ▼.  United 
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8iaie9,  164  U.  S.  661,  41  L.  ed.  690,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  212;  HoagUmd  V.  Culvert,  20  N. 
J.  L.  387;  atate^  Oarrahrant,  Proaeoutor, 
▼.  Meyers,  29  N.  J.  L.  392;  State  ew  rel. 
Mitchell  T.  Tolan,  33  N.  J.  L.  196;  State, 
Blcomfield  Tiop,  Prosecutor,  r.  Piereon,  47 
N.  J.  L.  247 ;  Pence  v.  Frankfort,  101  Ky. 
534,  41  S.  W.  1011. 

The  appointing  power  must  determine 
prima  facie  the  question  of  the  validity  of 
the  incumbent's  title. 

State  cso  rel.  Leal  ▼.  Jonee,  19  Ind.  366, 
81  Am.  Dec.  403;  People  ew  rel  Kelly  ▼. 
Brooklyn,  77  N.  Y.  603,  33  Am.  Rep.  659; 
State  V.  Parkhurat,  9  N.  J.  L.  446,  Appz.; 
State  em  rel.  Clawaon  y.  Thompaon,  20  1?.  J. 
L.  680;  Atty.  Oen.  ew  rel.  Moreland  ▼.  De- 
troit, 112  Mich.  146,  37  L.  R.  A.  211,  70  N. 
W.  460;  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  S  330;  Throop, 
Pub.  Off.  a  624,  631;  State  ew  rel  Police 
Comra.  v.  Pritchard,  36  N.  J.  L.  101 ;  Clark 
r.  Ennis,  45  N.  J.  L.  69;  State,  Markley, 
Prosecutor,  v.  Cape  May  Point,  56  N.  J.  L. 
104,  25  Atl.  259;  State  ew  rel  Mitchell  ▼. 
Tolan,  33  N.  J.  L.  195. 

Messra.  Cl&arles  D.  Thoiiipsoii  and 
Rieluurd  V.  lAMdmhvTjf  for  d^endant  in 
error : 

The  prosecutor't  interest  is  such  that  he 
will  suffer  a  special  private  injury  beyond 
thai  which  will  affect  him  in  common  with 
the  remainder  of  the  public 

Tallon  V.  Hohoken,  60  N.  J.  L.  212,  37  Atl. 
806;  ffighee  v.  Camden  <£  A.  JR.  Co.  19  N.  J. 
Eq.  376:  Bechtel  r.  Caralake,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
500;  McDonald  r.  Newark,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  136, 
7  Atl.  855;  Iveaon  v.  Moore,  1  Ld.  Raym. 
486;  Wilkea  v.  Hungerford  Market  Co.  2 
Ring.  N.  C.  281;  Aldrioh  v.  Wetmore,  52 
Minn.  164.  53  N.  W.  1072;  Wood,  Nuisances, 
^  840,  p.  1275 ;  Crooke  V.  Anderaon,  23  Hun, 
«66;  Stetson  v.  Fawon,  19  Pick.  147,  31  Am. 
Dec.  123;  Frink  v.  Lawrence,  20  Conn.  117, 
50  Am.  Pec.  274;  Piatt  v.  Chicago,  B.  d  Q. 
R.  Co.  74  Iowa,  127,  37  N.  W.  107;  Brakken 
V.  Minneapolis  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  29  Minn.  41, 
11  N.  W.  124;  Benton  v.  Eliwibeth,  61  N.  J. 
L.  411,  39  Atl.  683,  906. 

The  injury  complained  of  directly  affects 
the  public,  and  the  prosecutor  is  one  of  that 
portion  of  the  public  most  immediately  con- 
cerned. He  has  a  standing,  therefore,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  supreme  court,  to  prosecute 
the  writ  on  this  ground  also. 

State  ew  rel.  Ferry  r.  Williams,  41  N.  J. 
L.  332;  State,  Middleton,  v.  Rohhins,  54  N. 
J.  L.  566,  25  Atl.  471 ;  State  v.  Wood,  23  N. 
J.  L.  561 ;  State  ▼.  French,  24  N.  J.  L.  736. 

There  was  a  vacancy  in  the  board  of  street 
and  water  commissioners  from  the  time 
"Smith  entered  the  United  States  army,  and 
therefore  the  ordinance  was  not  legally 
passed,  for  the  want  of  the  necessary  four 
Totee. 

Smith  had,  before  casting  his  vote,  ac- 
•cepted  an  appointment  to  public  office  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  act  creating  tiie 
-street  and  water  board. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  }  1,  p.  1 ;  People  ew  rel. 
Throop  V.  Langdon,  40  Mich.  673 :  Re  Oaths 
of  Attorneys  d  Counselors,  20  Johns.  492; 
Rowland  v.  Vew  York,  83  N.  Y.  376;  United 
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States  T.  Ea^twell,  6  WaU.  885,  18  L.  ed. 
830;  State  ew  rel.  Clark  v.  Stanley,  66  N.  G. 
59,  8  Am.  Rep.  488;  Wood's  Case,  2  Cow.  29, 
note;  Henly  v.  Lym^,  5  Ring.  91;  Kerr  v. 
Jones,  19  Ind.  351 ;  State  ew  rel  Comwell  v. 
Allen,  21  Ind.  517;  State  v.  De  Qreas,  53 
Tex.  387;  Re  Martin,  60  N.  C.  (Winst.  L. 
pt.  1)  p.  153;  State  ew  rel.  McNeill  v.  Som- 
era,  96  N.  C.  473,  2  S.  E.  161;  King  v.  Har- 
ris, 1  Barn,  ft  Ad.  936;  Page  v.  Hardin,  8  B. 
Mon.  048;  People  ew  rel.  Henry  v.  Nostrand, 
46  N.  Y.  381 ;  NelHs  v.  CUu-k,  20  Wend.  26; 
People  V.  Hayes,  7  How.  Pr.  248. 

The  effect  of  Smith's  acceptance  of  the 
office  of  colonel  was  ipso  facto  to  vacate  his 
office  of  commissioner. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  }  420;  Tiedeman,  Mun. 
Corp.  p.  133;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  p.  308; 
Stuhhs  V.  Lee,  04  Me.  195,  18  Am.  Rep.  251 ; 
Magie  v.  Stoddard,  25  Conn.  565,  68  Am. 
Dec.  375;  State  ew  rel  Metoalf  v.  €hff,  15 
R.  I.  505,  9  Atl.  226;  People  ew  rel  Stephen 
V.  Hanifan,  96  111.  420 ;  State  ew  rel.  Walker 
V.  Bus,  135  Mo.  325,  33  L.  R.  A.  616,  36  S. 
W.  636;  Kerr  v.  Jones,  19  Ind.  351;  State 
ew  rel.  Comwell  v.  Allen,  21  Ind.  516;  Peo- 
ple ew  rel  Whiting  v.  Carrique,  2  Hill,  93; 
People  ew  rel  Kelly  v.  Brooklyn,  77  K.  Y. 
503,  '63  Am.  Rep.  659;  Atty.  Gen.  ew  rel 
Moreland  v.  Detroit,  112  Mich.  145,  37  L.  R. 
A.  211,  70  N.  W.  450;  State  v.  Parkhurst, 
0  N.  J.  L.  427,  Appx.;  Bishop  v.  State  ew 
rel  Oriner,  149  Ind.  223,  39  L.  R.  A.  278,  48 
N.  E.  1038;  19  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p. 
5626;  Dailey  v.  State  ew  rel.  Buffer,  8 
Blackf.  329;  Howard  v.  Shoemaker,  35  Ind; 
111 ;  People  ew  rel  Chrogan  v.  Class,  19  App. 
Div.  454,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  572;  Louisville  v. 
Hidden,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  526;  Relender  v. 
State  ew  rel  Vts,  149  Ind.  283,  49  N.  E.  30. 

Smith  was  not  a  commissioner  de  f€usto. 
Smith's  position  in  the  board  was  precisely 
as  if  he  had  formally  resigned  on  the  18th 
of  July,  or  had  never  been  appointed. 
Such  l>eing  the  case,  something  more  was 
necessary  to  make  him  a  de  facto  commis- 
sioner than  mere  attendance  when  away  on 
furlough,  at  five  out  of  sixteen  meetings, 
and  their  voting  under  public  protest. 

Wiloow  V.  Smith,  6  Wend.  231,  21  Am. 
Dec.  213;  Hussey  v.  Smith,  99  U.  S.  20,  26 
L.  ed.  314;  People  v.  Cook,  8  N.  Y.  67,  59 
Am.  Dec.  451;  State  v.  Newhouse,  29  La. 
Ann.  824 ;  Biencourt  v.  Parker,  27  Tex.  568 ; 
Howard  v.  Shoemaker,  35  Ind.  111. 

Even  if  the  acts  of  Smith  could  be  upheld 
in  favor  of  the  public  and  third  persons  gen- 
erally as  those  ot  z,  de  facto  officer  they 
could  not  be  upheld,  in  this  case,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  rule  only  supports  such  acts  as 
affect  the  public  and  innocent  third  persons 
dealing  with  public  officers  in  good  faith. 

Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  H  328;  8  Am.  ft  Eng. 
Enc.  liaw,  2d  ed.  pp.  820,  821 ;  King  v.  Bed- 
ford Level,  6  East,  356;  Knowles  v.  Luce, 
F.  Moore,  109;  St.  Luke's  Church  ▼. 
MathewSy  4  Desauss.  Eq.  578,  6  Am.  Dee. 
619;  State  ew  rel.  Cosgrove  v.  Perkins,  139 
Mo.  106,  40  S.  W.  650;  Williams  v.  Boyn- 
ton,  147  N.  Y.  426,  42  N.  E.  184;  Re  Qmnn, 
152  N.  Y.  89,  46  N.  E.  175;  Conway  v.  St. 
Louis,  9  Mo.  App.  488;  State  ew  rel  Van 
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Amringe  y.  Tavlor,  108  N.  C.  106,  12  L.  R. 
A.  202,  12  S.  E.  1036;  Dabney  v.  Hudson, 
68  Miss.  202,  8  So.  545;  State  ea  rel,  Dugan 
V.  Farrier,  47  N.  J.  L.  383,  1  Atl.  751 ;  State 
ea  reU  Hugg  v.  Ivina,  60  N.  J.  L.  130,  36  Atl. 
686;  State  y.  CarroU,  38  Conn.  440,  0  Am. 
Rep.  400. 

Kizon,  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  September  10,  1808,  the  board  of  street 
and  water  commissioners  of  Jersey  City 
passed  '*An  Ordinance  Granting  to  the 
Greenville  and  Hudson  Railway  Company 
Permission  to  Cross  Communipaw  Avenue 
with  Its  Tracks  at  Grade,  and  Regulating 
Such  Crossing."  The  ordinance  was  vetoed 
by  the  mayor,  but  was  passed  again,  not- 
withstanding the  objections  of  the  mayor, 
on  the  3d  of  October,  1808.  The  defendant 
in  error,  a  resident  and  taxpayer  of  Jersey 
City,  was  allowed  a  writ  of  certiorari,  and 
a  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  was  after- 
wards obtained  setting  aside  the  ordinance, 
and  this  writ  of  error  brings  that  judgment 
before  us  for  review. 

While  numerous  reasons  are  assigned  in 
the  record,  they  all  center  around  two  propo- 
sitions. First,  whether  the  defendant  in  er- 
ror has  such  an  interest  in  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  writ  as  to  give  him  a  legal  stand- 
ing to  prosecute  it.  The  court  below  ad- 
judged that  he  had,  and  we  concur  in  the 
conclusion  reached  by  that  court,  and  find 
no  occasion  to  add  anything  to  the  reason- 
ing and  authority  by  which  it  is  supported. 
The  second  proposition  relates  to  the  valid- 
ity of  the  ordinance  itself.  It  is  contended 
that  the  board  of  street  and  water  commis- 
sioners has  no  power  to  authorize  grade 
crossings.  The  court  below  sustained  the 
right  of  the  board,  and  in  that  conclusion, 
also,  we  agree.  Such  authority  is  given  by 
1  Gen.  Stat.  pp.  471,  472,  SS  60,  51. 

But  the  ordinance  is  assailed  principally 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not  legally 
adopted.  The  board  of  street  and  water 
commissioners  is  the  governing  body  of  Jer- 
sey City,  and  it  enacts  all  the  local  laws  of 
that  city  respecting  streets  and  water.  It 
consisfs  of  five  members,  and  the  ordinances 
passed  are  subject  to  the  mayor's  approval, 
and,  if  vetoed  by  him,  may  be  again  passed, 
notwithstanding  his  objections,  by  four 
votes  of  the  board.  1  Gen.  Stat.  p.  466.  The 
ordinance  in  question  was  adopted  at  a  reg- 
ular meeting  held  September  10,  1808,  there 
being  four  votes  for  and  one  against  it.  It 
was  vetoed  by  the  mayor  on  September  28, 
and  finally  passed,  over  his  veto,  on  the  3d 
of  October,  1808,  receiving  the  same  num- 
ber of  votes.  But  the  contention  is  that  one 
of  them  waa  not  such  as  could  give  efficacy 
to  the  ordinance.  It  was  cast  by  Robert  G. 
Smith,  who  had  been  mustered  into  the 
United  States,  service  as  colonel  of  the  4th 
regiment  of  New  Jersey  volunteers,  on 
July  18,  1808.  The  statute  creating  the 
board  of  street  and  water  commissioners 
provides  (1  Gen.  Stat.  p.  465)  that  "no 
Buch  commissioner  shall  accept  or  hold  any 
either  place  of  public  trust  or  emolument 
48  L.  R.  A. 


within  the  elective  franchise,  nor  any  ap- 
pointment to  public  office,  unless  he  shall 
first  resign  his  said  office,  and  if  he  shall  80> 
accept  such  other  office  without  having  re- 
signed his  office  of  such  commissioner,  upon 
his  acceptance  of  such  place  or  appointment^ 
his  office  of  commisssioner  shall  thereupon 
become  vacant."  While  there  has  not  been 
furnished  the  best  proof  that  Smith  actually 
accepted  the  oflice  of  colonel,  yet,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  rebuttal,  we  shall  hold,  as  did 
the  court  below«  that  it  is  sufficient,  and 
that  he  did  accept  such  office.  It  is  also  in- 
sisted by  the  plaintiff's  in  error  that  Smitb 
should  be  made  a  party  in  this  proceeding; 
but  we  think  tliat  where  an  action  is  insti- 
tuted, the  object  of  which  is  only  to  deter- 
mine the  validity  of  the  act  or  thing  done- 
by  an  officer,  and  not  involving  his  personal 
integrity  or  want  of  good  faith,  the  officer 
himself  is  not  a  necessary  party.  No  alle- 
gation or  proof  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of 
anyone  appears  in  the  record. 

Hie  question  at  issue  is  thus  narrowed 
down  to  the  efficacy  of  Smith's  vote  in  the 
adoption  of  the  ordinance.  Without  his 
vot«,  it  could  not  have  been  passed  over  liie 
veto,  neither  could  it  without  every  other 
vote  it  received,  and  it  is  not  strictly  accu- 
rate to  say  that  his  vote  had  any  more  po- 
tency than  any  other.  After  his  appoint- 
ment. Smith  continued  to  discharge  the  du- 
ties of  his  office  as  commissioner,  and  was 
present  and  voted  when  the  ordinance  was- 
adopted,  as  the  official  minutes  show.  It 
would  therefore  be  a  pure  solecism  to  call 
the  office  vacant  at  that  time,  except  in  th« 
strictly  legal  sense  of  having  no  occupant 
with  a  de  jure  title.  The  acts  done  by  Smith- 
in  respect  to  the  adoption  of  the  ordinance 
were  neither  more  nor  less  than  he  would 
have  done  bad  the  4th  regiment  never  been 
organized.  It  is  therefore  manifest  that 
the  words  of  the  statute  (1  Gen.  Stat.  p. 
465)  already  quoted,  declaring  that  when 
a  commissioner  accepts  another  office  his- 
former  office  shall  become  "vacant,"  cannot 
mean,  in  a  situation  like  this,  that  it  is  cor- 
poreally vacant;  for  the  person  lawfully 
elected  to  fill  it  remained  in  possession  dis- 
charging its  duties.  Mere  words  in  a  stat' 
ute  cannot  alone  make  an  office  unoccupied 
which  in  fact  is  occupied.  The  legal  mean- 
ing of  the  words,  in  such  circumstances,  is 
that  the  office  has  no  occupant  who  holds  by 
a  good  title  in  law,  and  that  the  appointing* 
power  may  at  once  be  exercised  to  fill  it,  or, 
if  it  is  an  elective  office,  the  people  may 
elect,  and  no  adjudication  is  required  to  de- 
clare the  va<?ancy,  although  the  newly  ap- 
pointed or  elected  officer  may  find  it  neces- 
sary afterwards  to  resort  to  quo  warranto 
proceedings  to  obtain  actual  possession  of 
the  office.  Under  the  old  rule  of  common 
law,  upon  accepting  another  and  incompati- 
ble office,  the  first  became  vacant,  and,  if  the 
occupant  refused  to  abandon  it,  a  writ  of  quo- 
warranto  to  determine  the  question  of  incom- 
patibility was  the  remedy;  and  "where  the 
common  law  has  been  superseded  by  stat- 
utes declaring  a  vacancy  under  like  circum- 
stances, and  the  occupant  remains,  a  simi- 
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lar  course  must  be  pursued  to  obtain  posses- 
sion, or  such,  other  steps  as  the  facts  may 
warrant.  There  are  familiar  precedents  in 
our  o^vn  state  which  illustrate  the  rules  here 
stated.  In  Clark  v.  Ennis,  45  N.  J.  L.  69, 
the  court  said:  "It  is  clear,  .  .  .  both 
upon  reason  and  authority,  that  a  statute  de- 
claring an  office  vacant,  for  some  act  or 
omission  of  the  incumbent  after  he  enters 
upon  his  duties,  does  not  execute  itself." 
Also  State  em  rel,  Clawaon  y.  Thompson,  20 
N.  J.  L.  689.  Also  State  v.  Parkhurat,  9 
N.  J,  L.  427,  Appx.,  with  a  difference  only 
in  the  attitude  of  the  parties.  The  gover- 
nor having  appointed  Parkhurst  in  Ogden's 
absence,  the  new  officer  took  possession,  and 
Ogden  became  the  prosecutor  to  regain  pos- 
session. Had  Ogden  remained,  the  title  of 
the  case  would  have  been  State  v.  Ogden, 
with  the  same  result.  The  same  practice 
prevails  in  other  states,  and  the  rule  is  clear- 
ly stated  in  State  ex  rel.  Leal  v.  Jones,  19 
Tnd.  356^  81  Am.  Dec.  403,  where  it  is  said: 
"Where  it  appears,  prima  facie,  that  acts  or 
events  have  occurred  subjecting  an  office  to 
a  judicial  declaration  of  being  vacant,  the 
authority  authorized  to  fill  such  vacancy, 
supposing  the  office  to  be  vacant,  may  pro- 
ceed before  procuring  a  judicial  declaration 
of  the  vacancy,  and  appoint  or  elect,  accord- 
ins:  to  the  forms  of  law,  a  person  to  fill  such 
office;  but  if,  when  such  person  attempts  to 
take  possession  of  the  office,  he  is  resisted  by 
the  previous  incumbent,  he  will  be  compelled 
to  try  the  right,  and  oust  the  incumbent,  or 
fail  to  oust  him,  in  some  mode  prescribed 
by  law." 

Smith,  then,  being  in  the  office  under  color 
of  a  legal  title  c6  origine,  and  no  other  per- 
son claiming  a  right  to  it,  was  he  a  commis- 
sioner de  facto  t  Lord  Ellenborough,  in 
1805,  in  King  v.  Bedford  Level,  6  East,  356, 
said :  "An  officer  de  facto  is  one  who  has  the 
reputation  of  being  an  officer ;  he  assumes  to 
be,  and  yet  is  not,  a  good  officer  in  point  of 
law."  This  definition  has  never  been  ques- 
tioned, and  all  those  given  by  the  text  writ- 
ers since  are  little  more  than  variations  of 
this  one.  Tested  by  this  ancient  or  any 
modem  definition.  Smith  must  be  held  to 
have  been  such  an  officer  when  this  ordi- 
nance was  passed.  He  certainly  had  color 
of  title  and  reputation ;  for  the  legal  voters 
of  Jersey  City  elected  him  in  the  spring  of 
'^98  a  member  of  the  board  for  the  term  of 
three  years,  and  he  duly  qualified  as  such, 
and  entered  upon  his  duties,  with  the  full 
knowledge  ana  acquiescence  of  the  public. 
He  had  never  resigned,  the  board  had  not 
been  abolished,  and  his  term  had  not  ex- 
pired. It  has  been  argued,  and  the  record 
shows,  that  he  had  been  absent  from  several 
meetings  of  the  board,  but  it  cannot  be  held 
that  a  vacant  chair  in  itself  makes  a  vacant 
office.  Such  a  rule  would  work  bad  results 
in  most  of  our  legislative  or  governing  bod- 
ies. The  question  in  a  case  like  this  is  not 
whether  a  member  has  been  frequently  ab- 
sent, but  whether  he  was  present  and  voted 
when  the  ordinance  was  adopted.  He  did 
not  assert  a  right  which  any  other  person 
claimed,  or  perform  any  official  duties  that 
48  L.  R.  A. 


anyone  else  pretended  to  have  any  right  to 
perform  in  his  stead,  but  only  those  duties 
which  belonf^ed  to  the  office  he  was  elected  to 
fill,  and  which  the  law  contemplated  should 
be  done,  and  the  public  expected  him  to  do 
when  thev  elected  him;  for  the  law  creating 
the  board  provides  that  the  judgment  and 
wisdom  of  five  commissioners  should  deter- 
mine the  questions  that  arise  in  the  passage 
of  ordinances  concerning  the  streets.  The 
board,  also,  recognized  his  membership.  He 
participated  in  their  proceedings.  His  name 
was  called  and  vote  recorded  in  the  adoption 
of  ordinances,  and,  if  not  present,  his  absence 
was  duly  noted  in  the  official  minutes.  With 
all  these  facts  and  circumstances  appearing 
in  the  record,  and  undisputed,  we  must  hold 
that  Smith  was  a  commissioner  de  facto. 
This  conclusion  is  in  accord,  we  think,  with 
the  decisions  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  on 
this  subject.  In  State  ex  rel.  Dugan  v.  Far- 
rier, 47  N.  J.  L.  383,  1  Atl.  761,  Justice 
Dixon  said:  "One  who  assumes  an  office 
legally,  and  in  good  faith  remains  in  it  after 
his  title  has  ended,  ia  a  de  facto  officer." 
The  same  doctrine  was  held  in  State,  Flau- 
Cher,  Prosecutor,  v.  Camden,  56  N.  J.  L.  244, 
28  Atl.  82.  In  State  v.  Anderson,  1  N.  J.  L. 
318,  1  Am.  Dec.  207,  it  was  held  that  a  per- 
son in  the  office  of  sheriff,  although  ineligi- 
ble, was  nevertheless  sheriff  de  facto,  and 
his  official  acts  valid.  In  Clark  v.  Ennis, 
46  N.  J.  L.  69, — ^a  case  where  the  sheriffs 
failed  to  give  bond  with  sureties  as  required 
by  law,  and  yet  continued  to  discharge  the 
duties  of  the  office, — he  was  held  to  be  an  of- 
ficer de  facto,  and  his  acts  valid,  although 
the  law  expressly  declares  that,  if  any  sheriff 
shall  neglect,  refuse,  or  be  unable  to  give- 
such  bond,  "the  office  shall  expire  and  be 
deemed  to  be  vacant."  In  the  Case  of  Shee- 
han,  122  Mass.  446,  23  Am.  Rep.  374,  one  Mr. 
Hawkes,  while  holding  the  office  of  justice- 
of  the  peace,  was  elected  to  the  state  legis- 
lature, and  had  qualified  and  entered  upon 
his  duties,  but  continued  to  act  as  justice, 
although  the  Constitution  of  Massachusetts 
provided  that,  upon  accepting  another  of- 
fice, that  of  justice  should  become  vacant; 
but  the  court,  by  Chief  Justice  Gray,  said: 
"If  Mr.  Hawkes,  upon  taking  his  seat  in  the- 
house  of  representatives,  ceased  to  be  a  jus- 
tice de  jure,  he  was,  by  color  of  the  commis-- 
sion  which  he  still  assumed  to  hold  and  act 
under  having  the  usual  signs  of  judicial  of- 
fice,— sitting  in  the  court,  using  its  seal,  and 
attended  by  his  clerk, — and,  no  other  person 
having  been  appointed  in  his  stead,  a  justice 
of  the  peace  de  facto."  '  Decisions  of  like 
import  may  be  found  in  every  state. 

Smith  beincr  a  commissioner  de  facto  when 
he  voted  for  the  ordinance,  it  must,  upon  the 
application  of  well-settled  legal  principles, 
be  held  valid  and  effective  as  to  the  rights  of 
the  public  and  third  persons.  In  State  ex- 
ret  Mitchell  V.  Tolan,  33  N.  J.  L.  195, 
Justice  Depue  said:  "Premising  that  an  of- 
ficer de  facto  is  one  who  exercises  the  duties 
of  an  office  under  a  color  of  right,  by  virtue- 
of  an  appointment  or  election  to  that  office, 
as  distinguished  on  the  one  hand  from  a 
mere  usurper  of  an  office,  and  on  the  other- 
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from  an  officer  de  jure,  the  acta  of  an  officer 
de  facto  are  valid,  as  far  as  the  rights  of  the 
public  or  third  persons  are  concerned."  In 
Woodside  v.  Wagg,  71  Me.  207,  it  was  held 
that  a  person  exercising  the  functions  of  a 
valid  public  office  by  color  of  right  will  be 
deemed  to  be  an  officer  de  facto,  and  his  acts 
will  protect  third  persons,  although  he  has 
legally  forfeited  his  office  hy  the  acceptance 
oif  an  incompatible  one.  In  State  v.  Carroll^ 
38  Conn.  449,  it  was  said:  "The  de  facto 
doctrine  was  introduced  into  the  law  as  a 
matter  of  policy  and  necessity,  to  protect 
the  interests  of  the  public  and  of  individuals, 
where  those  interests  were  involved  in  the 
official  acts  of  persons  exercising  the  duties 
of  an  office  without  being  iawfiU  officers.  It 
was  seen,  as  said  in  Knowlea  v.  Luce,  F. 
Moore,  109,  that  the  public  could  not  reason- 
ably be  compelled  to  inquire  into  the  title  of 
an  officer,  nor  be  compelled  to  show  a  title, 
And  these  became  settled  principles  in  the 
law."  In  Wilooa  v.  Smith,  5  Wend.  232,  21 
Am.  Dec.  213,  the  court  said:  "The  princi- 
ple is  well  settled  that  the  acts  of  officers  de 
facto  are  as  valid  and  effectual  when  they 
concern  the  public  or  the  rights  of  third 
persons  as  though  they  were  officers  de  jure, 
The  affairs  of  society  could  not  be  carried  on 
upon  any  other  principle."  In  Peterailea 
T.  Stone,  119  Mass.  465,  20  Am.  Rep.  335, 
Justice  Devens  said:  "Third  persons,  from 
the  nature  of  the  case,  cannot  always  inves- 
tigate the  right  of  one  assuming  to  hold  an 
Important  office,  even  as  far  as  to  see  that  he 
has  color  of  title  to  it  by  virtue  of  some  ap- 
pointment or  election.  If  they  see  him  pub- 
licly exercising  its  authority,  if  they  ascer- 
tain that  this  is  generally  acquiesced  in, 
they  are  entitled  to  treat  him  as  such  of- 
ficer, and,  if  they  employ  him  as  such,  should 
not  be  subject  to  the  danger  of  having  his 
acts  collaterally  called  in  question." 

But  this  legal  protection  is  not  afforded 
where  the  defects  in  the  title  of  the  officer 
are  notorious,  and  such  as  to  make  those  re- 
lying on  his  acts  chargeable  with  such  knowl- 
iidge.  What,  then,  may  be  considered  no- 
tice sufficient  to  warn  third  persons  and  the 
public?  The  expiration  of  the  term  of  an 
officer,  and  the  appointment  or  election  and 
'qualification  of  his  successor;  the  resigna- 
tion of  a  public  officer;  the  abolition  of  the 
office  itself  by  an  aot  of  the  legislature;  the 
refusal  of  the  board  or  leinslative  body  of 
which  the  officer  is  a  member  to  recognize 
him;  or  the  judgment  of  a  court  against 
the  title  of  the  officer, — are  such  facts  as 
third  persons  and  the  public  are,  as  a  gen- 
-eral  rule,  required  to  take  notice  of.  But 
in  this  case  none  of  these  facts  existed,  but 
just  the  contrary  were  known  to  every  citi- 
zen of  Jersey  City.  All  knew  that  Smith 
liad  been  legally  elected;  that  he  had  not 
resigned;  that  his  term  had  not  expired; 
that  no  court  had  questioned  his  right  to 
serve;  that  no  one  claimed  a  right  to  his 
-seat;  that  the  board  had  not  been  abolished : 
that  the  members  recognized  him  as  one  of 
their  number;  and  that  he  took  part  in  their 
prooeedings.  All  of  these  things  were 
•enough  to  confirm  the  belief  of  third  per- 
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sons  and  the  public  in  Smith's  right  to  serve 
them.  If  it  was  publicly  known  that  he 
was  colonel  of  the  4th  regiment,' it  was  quite 
as  publicly  known  on  &e  3d  of  October, 
when  the  ordinance  was  adopted,  that  the 
war  with  Spain  had  ended,  and  only  the 
terms  of  a  lormal  treaty  of  peace  were  be- 
ing considered.  Whether  he  had  in  fact  ac- 
cepted the  office  of  colonel,  and  what  the 
nice  distinctions  are  between  de  jure  and  de 
facto  officers^  they  could  not  be  expected  to 
know,  nor  were  they  bound  to  know,  before 
accepting  the  benefits  of  any  ordinance  he 
might  by  his  vote  assist  in  passing.  An- 
other significant  proof  of  the  general  ac- 
quiescence of  the  public  in  Smith's  exercise 
of  the  office  appears  in  the  fact  that  the 
mayor  of  the  city,  whose  veto,  as  printed  in 
the  record,  manifests  great  hostility  to  the 
ordinance,  well  knew  that  the  four  votes 
that  first  passed  it  could  pass  it  over  his 
veto,  and  who  had  the  power  to  fill  a  vacancy 
in  the  board,  if  he  believed  that  any  existed, 
had  failed  to  make  any  attempt  to  appoint 
a  successor,  although  he  had  been  mustered 
into  service  in  July.  The  mayor,  as  the 
chief  representative  of  the  public,  had,  so 
far  as  the  record  shows,  acquiesced  in  his 
exercise  of  the  office,  and  in  his  veto  message 
does  not  claim  that  any  illegal  vote  was  cast 
for  the  ordinance.  We  find  nothing  to  off- 
set all  this  public  reputation  of  Smith's 
right  to  the  office,  except  a  notice  by  the 
attorneys  of  the  prosecutor  of  an  intention 
to  apply  for  an  alternative  writ  of  manda- 
mus to  compel  the  mayor  of  Jersey  City  to 
appoint  someone  as  commissioner  in  Smith's 
place.  By  its  terms,  it  only  contemplated 
future  action,  and,  when  allowed,  the  hear* 
ing  was  fixed  for  the  17th  of  October,  four- 
teen days  after  the  adoption  of  the  ordi- 
nance. This  notice  was  served  upon  the 
mayor,  and  also  u|>on  the  clerk  of  the 
board  of  commissioners.  In  any  event,  it 
was  not  notice  to  third  persons  and  the  pub- 
lic, and,  if  they  heard  of  it  at  all,  they 
would  only  know  that  some  disputes  had 
arisen  as  to  Smith's  title  which  might  be- 
come the  subject  of  future,  and  perhaps 
tedious,  litigation,  the  result  of  which  they 
could  not  anticipate.  The  board  itseff 
could  not  be  required  to  stop  business  upon 
receipt  of  such  a  notice.  It  cannot  be  held 
that  when  a  public  legislative  or  governing 
body,  about  to  act  upon  some  important 
measure,  receives  a  notice  from  the  attorney 
of  some  person  who  is  opposed  to  it  that  he 
intends  to  begin  an  action  which,  in  its 
final  result,  may  deprive  a  member  of  his 
seat,  all  further  proceedings  must  be  post^ 
poned  until  that  suit  is  ended.  Congress 
does  not  stop  business  until  all  its  contested 
seats  are  settled,  nor  does  any  other  legisla- 
tive body.  There  are  no  facts  in  this  case 
to  justify  us  in  relaxing  the  wise  and 
ancient  rule,  so  deeply  rooted  in  public 
policy,  that  the  acts  of  de  facto  officers,  hold- 
ing under  color  of  a  title  originally  lawful, 
when  acting  in  good  faith,  will  protect  third 
persons  and  the  public  in  their  dealings 
with  them,  whether  serving  alone  or  as  mem- 
bers of  a  governing  or  l^slative  body. 
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The  ordinance  in  question  is  one  of  inter- 
est to  all  of  the  people  of  Jersey  City,  and 
they  are  the  public  wliose  rights  are  affected 
bj  its  validity.  The  third  persons  whose 
rights  are  involired  are  the  more  than  400 
residents  and  taxpayers  in  the  neighborhood 
where  it  is  to  go  into  effect,  who  petitioned 
the  board  to  pass  it,  daiminff  that  it  will  be 
of  benefit  to  them;  and  another  third  party, 
•corporate,  is  the  railway  company,  to  which 
the  right  is  granted  to  lay  the  tracks  that 
will,  it  is  alleged,  greatly  add  to  the  oonven- 
ience  of  a  system  of  public  traffic  extending 
from  Communipaw  CSove  to  the  Great  Lakes. 

The  learned  counsel  for  tHe  prosecutor 
have  invited  our  attention  to  nmny  cases, 
but  we  fail  to  discover  their  applicability  to 
the  facts  in  the  record  before  us.  There  can 
be  no  difference  of  opinion  as  to  all  such  as 
hold  that,  when  a  person  filling  one  office  ac- 
cepts another  and  incompatible  one,  his  de 
/Mrf  41tlt  to  the  first  ceases,  and  his  success- 


or may  at  once  be  appointed  oi  elected;  or 
that  the  acts  of  an  officer  whose  term  has 
ended,  and  his  successor  has  qualified  and 
taken  possession  in  his  stead,  are  void;  or 
that  the  official  acts  of  a  city  council,  done 
after  the  term  for  which  it  was  elected  has 
expired,  are  illegal;  also  the  acts  of  a  board 
after  it  has  been  abolished  by  the  legisla- 
ture; or  that  the  aots  of  one  who  has  not, 
and  never  had,  any  color  of  title  to  the  of- 
fice are  void.  But  this  case  rests  entirely 
upon  the  question  whether  Smith,  when  he 
voted  for  the  ordinance  in  dispute,  was  a 
commissioner  de  faoto,  and  his  acts,  therefore, 
valid,  as  far  as  the  rights  of  third  parties 
and  the  public  are  concerned.  We  hold  that 
he  was  such  an  officer,  and  that  the  ordi- 
nance is  valid. 

This  conclusion  results  in  a  reversal  of 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  setting 
aside  the  ordinance. 


NEW  MEXICO  SUPREME  COURT. 


Re  B.  G.  WILSON. 
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*!•     A    territorial    stittnte    wlitcli    Im- 
poses   a    license   fee  as   a  condition 

upon  which  coal  oil  may  be  sold  in  the  ter- 
ritory is  unconstitutional  and  void  in  so  far 
ss  it  applies  to  sales  in  original  packages 
by  the  Importer  of  coal  oil  produced  and  re- 
fined without  the  territory. 
3.  Section  2  of  the  act  of  the  territo- 
rial lefflslatnrc  approved  March  15,  1899 
(Sess.  Laws  1899,  p.  101),  construed  to  ap- 
ply to  sales  of  coal  oil  in  the  territory  in 
-original  packages  by  the  importer,  and  held 
to  be,  to  that  extent,  unconstitutional .  and 
▼old. 

(January  29,  1900.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus to  procure  the  release  of  petitioner 
-from  custody  to  which  he  had  been  commit- 
ted for  alleged  violation  of  a  statute  forbid- 
ding the  sale  of  coal  oil  without  a  license. 
Petitioner  discharged. 

Statement  by  Parker,  J.: 

By  an  act  approved  March  15,  1899,  the 
territorial  legislature  attempted  to  tax  the 
sale  of  coal  oil  and  its  products;  the  perti- 
nent provisions  of  said  act  being  as  follows: 

"8m.  2.  No  corporation,  either  foreign  or 

•Headnotes  by  Pabkbr,  J. 


domestic,  engaged  in  the  business  of  produc- 
ing or  refining  petroleum  or  coal  oil,  or  the 
products  thereof,  for  illuminating  purpos- 
es, shall  have  the  right  to  sell  said  commodi- 
ties within  the  territory  of  New  Mexico,  un- 
til a  license  has  been  issued  by  said  terri- 
torial commerce  commission  [provided  for 
in  §  1  of  the  act],  authorizing  such  corpo- 
ration to  engage  in  the  business  of  selling 
and  disposing  of  such  products.  No  such 
license  shall  be  issued  in  case  of  any  foreign 
corporation  until  it  shall  have  complied 
with  the  laws  of  the  territory  of  New  Mexi- 
co, authorizing  it  to  do  business  in  the  ter- 
ritory, and  then  only  upon  written  applica- 
tion therefor.  For  such  license  every  such 
corporation  shall  pay  the  sum  of  five  hun- 
dred dollars,  to  be  paid .     If  any  such.. 

corporation  shall  attempt  to  do  business  in 
this  territory  without  having?  obtained  such 
license,  or,  if  having  obtained  the  same, 
shall  attempt  to  do  business  after  revoca- 
tion thereof,  it  and  its  agents  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or,  in 
case  of  a  natural  person,  imprisoned  for  a 
period  not  to  exceed  two  years  in  the  terri- 
torial penitentiary,  or  by  both  such  fine  and 
imprisonment." 

"Sec.  5.  All  corporations,  copartnerships, 
or  persons  who  purchase  and  sell  more  than 
three  thousand  dollars  in  value  of  such  corn- 


None. — Am  to  state  tax  or  license  laws  as  af- 
fecting interstate  commerce,  see  Rothermel  v. 
Meyerle  (l^a.)  9  L.  R.  A.  366,  and  note;  Ameri- 
can Fertilizing  Co.  v.  North  Carolina  Bd.  of 
AgH.  (C.  C.  B.  D.  N.  C.)  11  L.  R.  A.  179.  and 
note;  Re  Spain  (C.  C.  B.  D.  N.  C.)  14  L.  R.  A. 
•97,  and  note;  Com.  v.  Harmel  (Pa.)  27  L.  R. 
A.  888;  South  Bend  v.  Martin  (Ind.)  29  L.  R. 
A.  B81 ;  State  v.  Gorbam  (N.  C.)  25  L.  R.  A. 
«10:  State  v.  Wheelock  (Iowa)  80  L.  R.  A. 
429;  Com.  v.  Myers  (Vs.)  81  L.  R.  A.  879: 
^  L.  B.  A.  27 


Carroliton  V.  Baxzette  (111.)  81  L.  R.  A.  522; 
State  V.  Scott  (Tenn.)  86  L.  R.  A.  461 :  Sjtate 
▼.  Coop  (S.  C.)  41  L.  R.  A.  501 ;  Laurens  ▼.  Bl- 
more  (S.  C.)  45  L.  R.  A.  240 :  and  AdlElns  v. 
Richmond  (Va.)  47  L.  R.  A.  688. 

The  cases  in  Tltusville  v.  Brennan  (Pa.)  14 
L.  R.  A.  100,  were  reversed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  In  Brennan  ▼. 
Tltusville,  153  U.  8.  289.  38  L.  ed.  719.  4  In- 
ters.  Com.  Rep.  058.  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  829. 
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moditiea  per  annum,  estimated  at  the  mar- 
ket price  thereof,  shall  be  deemed  wholesale 
dealers,  and  all  others  shall  be  deemed  re- 
tail dealers.  Said  commission  shall  charge 
for  a  wholesale  license  the  sum  of  twenty- 
five  dollars,  and  for  retail  license  the  sum 
of  one  dollar.  The  corporations  mentioned 
Sn  sections  two  and  three  of  this  act  shall  be 
deemed  producers  and  refiners,  and  any  cor- 
poration, whether  actually  engaged  in  pro- 
ducing and  refining  said  commodities  or  en- 
gaged in  the  distribution  of  said  commodi- 
ties as  the  agent  under  any  contract  or  ar- 
rangement with  the  actual  producer  and  re- 
finer thereof,  shall  nevertheless  be  deemed 
such  producer  or  refiner." 

Thereafter  the  petitioner  was  charged 
with  a  violation  of  said  S  2,  and  was  by  the 
judge  of  the  second  judicial  district  com- 
mitted to  answer  said  charge,  whereupon  pe- 
titioner sued  out  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in 
this  court,  and  the  cause  was  heard  upon 
the  following  agreed  statement  of  facts: 
''(1)  That  the  Continental  Oil  Ck>mpany  is 
a  corporation  created,  organized,  and  exist- 
ing under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Iowa,  and 
doing  business  in  the  territory  of  New  Mex- 
ico. (2)  That  the  Continental  Oil  Com- 
pany does  not  actually  produce  or  refine 
petroleum  or  its  products,  but  is  engaged  in 
distributing  the  same.  Said  company  buys 
said  commodities  from  the  actual  producers 
and  refiners,  and  brings  a  portion  thereof 
into  the  territory  of  New  Mexico,  and  sells 
and  disposes  of  the  same  to  all  persons  de- 
siring to  purchase  from  it.  (3)  That  por- 
tions of  the  coal  oil  so  brought  into  the  ter- 
ritory of  New  Mexico  by  the  Continental  Oil 
Company  are  shinped  into  said  territory  on 
orders  received  hj  it  without  said  territory, 
from  persons  residing  within  said  territory, 
in  the  original  packages  in  which  the  same  is 
put  up  by  said  Continental  Oil  Company  for 
sale,  and  is  delivered  by  said  company  to  the 
purchaser  in  such  original  packages.  (4) 
That  other  portions  of  the  coal  oil  so 
brought  into  £he  territory  of  New  Mexico 
by  the  Continental  Oil  Company  are  shipped 
to  the  various  points  within  the  territory 
where  the  said  company  has  established  dis- 
tributinsr  agencies,  and  is  there  stored  in  the 
tanks  or  otherwise,  and  delivered  to  pur- 
chasers in  such  quantities  as  may  be  de- 
sired, except  that  no  delivery  is  made  of  less 
than  five  jfallons.  (5)  That  the  petitioner, 
B.  G.  Wilson,  is  the  agent  of  the  said  Conti- 
nental Oil  Company,  and  transacts  the  busi- 
ness of  said  company  within  the  territory  of 
New  Mexico,  as  its  acrent.  The  said  IJ.  G. 
Wilson  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and 
resides  in  the  territory  of  New  Mexico.  (6) 
That  the  defendant  has,  since  the  15th  day 
of  March,  1899,  continuously,  as  agent  of 
the  said  Continental  Oil  Company,  engaged 
in  the  business  of  selling  within  the  county 
of  Bernalillo,  and  territory  of  New  Mexico, 
coal  oil  produced  and  refined  and  bought 
without  the  territory  of  New  Mexico,  as  set 
forth  in  paragraphs  2.  3,  and  4  of  this  state- 
ment, and  no  license  has  been  issued  to,  or 
applied  for  by,  the  said  Continental  Oil 
Companr  or  the  said  B.  G.  Wilson ;  nor  has 


the  said  Continental  Oil  Company  or  the- 
said  B.  G.  Wilson  paid  the  fee  of  $500  for 
such  license,  as  required  by  S  2  of  an  act  en- 
titled 'An  Act  Relating  to  Sales  of  Coal  Oil 
and  Its  Products,'  approved  March  16,  1899,. 
but,  on  the  contrary,  the  said  Continental 
Oil  Company  and  the  said  B.  G.  Wilson  have 
refused  to  apply  for  any  such  license,  and 
to  pay  the  license  fee  prescribed  by  said  act. 
(7)  That  no  petroleum  is,  or  ever  has  been, 
nroduced  or  refined  within  the  territory  of 
New  Mexico  by  any  person  or  corporation, 
and  all  coal  oil  sold  within  said  territory  is, 
and  always  has  been,  produced  and  refined 
beyond  the  limits  thereof.  (8)  That  all 
coal  oil  brought  into  the  territory  of  New 
Mexico  by  the  Continental  Oil  Company  for 
sale  is  inspected  by  the  territorial  ooal-oit 
inspector  appointed  by  law  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  no  coal  oil  is  sold  or  offered  for 
sale  by  the  petitioner  or  by  the  Continental 
Oil  Company  except  such  as  is  suitable  for 
illuminating  purposes,  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  statutes  of  said  ter- 
ritory. (9)  That  the  Continental  Oil  Com- 
pany has  fully  complied  with  the  provisicma 
of  all  laws  of  the  territory  relating  to  for- 
eign corporations  doing  business  within  said 
territory  except  the  provisions  of  the  said 
act  entitled,  VAn  Act  Relating  to  Sales  of 
Coal  Oil  and  Its  Products,'  approved  March 
1.5,  1899,  and  has  refused  to  comply  with  the 
provisions  of  said  last-mentioned  act  on  the 
ground  that  the  same  is  unconstitutional 
and  void." 

Mr,  NeUl  B.  Field,  for  petitioner: 

The  regulation  of  the  sale  of  coal  oil  in 
the  manner  attempted  by  this  act  is  not  a 
rightful  subject  of  legislation  within  the 
meaning  of  the  acts  of  Congress  defining  the 
legislative  power  in  the  territories. 

Stoulmhurgh  v.  Hennick,  129  U.  S.  148, 
32  L.  ed.  037,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  256. 

The  power  of  Congress  under  the  Consti- 
tution to  regulate  commerce  is  exclusive  as 
to  all  matters  not  of  purely  local  concern. 
No  state  or  territory  can,  under  any  pre- 
tense, encroach  upon  that  power. 

Thurlow  V.  Com,  5  How.  573,  12  L.  ed. 
287;  Oihhona  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat  225,  6  L. 
ed.  77;  Broum  v.  Maryland,  12  Wheat.  446, 
6  L.  ed.  688;  Brown  v.  Houston,  114  U.  S. 
630,  29  L.  ed.  260,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1091 ; 
Walling  v.  Michigan,  116  U.  S.  446,  29  L. 
ed.  691,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  454;  Welton  v.  Mis- 
sotiri,  91  U.  S.  275,  23  L.  ed.  347;  Mobile 
County  V.  Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691,  26  L.  ed. 
238. 

This  law  attempts  to  lay  a  direct  burden 
on  interstate  commerce. 

Crutchcr  v.  Kentucky,  141  U.  S.  68,  36  L. 
ed.  662,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  861;  Robbins  v. 
Shelby  County  Taxing  Diat.  120  U.  S.  489, 
30  L.'ed.  094,1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  46,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  692 ;  Piokard  v.  Pullman  Southern 
Car  Co.  117  V.  S.  34,  29  L.  ed.  786,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  035:  Lyng  v.  Michigan,  136  U.  S. 
100,  34  L.  ed.  163,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  143,. 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  725;  Leloup  v.  Port  of  Mo- 
bile, 127  U.  S.  640,  32  L.  ed.  311,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  134,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1380:  Asher 
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▼.  TeMta,  128  U.  S.  129,  32  L.  ed.  368,  2  In- 
ters. Com.  Kep.  241,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1;  Nor- 
folk d  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Pennsylvania,  136  U.  S. 
114,  34  L.  ed.  394,  3  Inters.  Com.  Kep.  178, 
10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  958 ;  Stoutenhurgh  v.  Hen- 
nick,  129  U.  S.  141,  32  L.  ed.  637,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  250;  McCall  v.  Calif omia,  130  U.  S. 
104,  34  L.  ed.  391,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  181, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  881;  State  Freight  Taw 
CaJfe,  15  Wall.  232,  sub  nom.  Philadelphia  d 
R.  R,  Co.  y.  Pennsylvania,  21  L.  ed.  146; 
Henderson  v.  New  York,  92  U.  S.  259,  23  L. 
ed.  543 ;  Cook  v.  Pennsylvania,  97  U.  S.  566, 
24  L.  ed.  1016;  Wabash,  8t.  L.  d  P.  R,  Co, 
T.  lUinois,  118  U.  8.  557,  30  L.  ed.  244,  1  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  31,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  4. 

This  law  necessarily  discriminates  against 
the  introduction  and  sale  within  this  terri- 
tory of  a  product  of  other  states. 

Collins  y.  New  Hampshire,  171  U.  S.  32, 
43  L.  ed.  61,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  768;  Minne- 
sota V.  Barber,  136  U.  S.  320,  34  L.  ed.  458, 
3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  185,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
802;  Welton  ▼.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  275,  23 
L.  ed.  317;  Walling  v.  Michigan,  116  U.  S. 
446,  20  L.  ed.  601,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  454;  Han- 
nibal d  8t.  J.  R,  Co.  V.  Husen,  05  U.  S.  465, 
24  L.  ed.  527;  Vance  ▼.  W.  A.  Vanderoook 
Co.  170  U.  S.  488,  42  L.  ed.  1100,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  674. 

This  case  inrolves  only  incidentally,  if  at 
all.  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  prescribe 
the  terms  upon  which  a  foreign  coloration 
may  do  business  in  the  territory. 

Hooper  v.  California,  165  U.  8.  652,  39  L. 
•d.  296,  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  610,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  207 ;  Western  V.  Teleg.  Co.  ▼.  T&vcls,  105 
U.  S.  460,  26  L.  ed.  1067 ;  Gloucester  Perry 
Co.  Y.  Pennsylvania,  114  U.  S.  196,  29  L. 
•d.  168,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  382,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  826;  Philadelphia  d  8.  8,  8.  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania,  122  U.  S.  326,  30  L.  ed.  1200, 
1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  308,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1118;  MvCall  v.  California,  136  U.  S.  104,  34 
L.  ed.  391,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  181,  10  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  881 ;  Norfolk  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Penn- 
sylvania, 136  U.  S.  114,  34  L.  ed.  394,  3  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  178,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  958; 
Robbins  y.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Dist.  120 
U.  S.  489,  30  L.  ed.  694,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
45,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  592;  Leloup  v.  Port  of 
Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640,  32  L.  ed.  311,  2  In- 
ters. C<»i.  Rep.  134,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1380; 
Stoutenburgh  y.  Hennick,  129  U.  S.  141,  32 
L.  ed.  637,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  266;  Asher  v. 
Tewas,  128  U.  S.  129,  32  L.  ed.  368,  2  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  241,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1;  Crutoher 
y.  Kentucky,  141  U.  S.  47,  35  L.  ed.  649,  11 
Bup.  Ct  Rep.  851. 

The  8ih  section  of  the  act  is  clearly  not  a 
rightful  subject  of  legislation  within  the 
meaning  of  the  congressional  grant  of  legis- 
latiye  power  to  the  territory. 

Munn  y.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed. 
77:  Budd  y.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  532,  36  L. 
ed.  251,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  46.  12  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  468;  Chicago,  M.  d  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  y. 
Minnesota,  134  U.  S.  466,  33  L.  ed.  980,  3 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  209,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  462, 
702;  Smyth  y.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed. 
819,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418;  Covington  d  L. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Tump.  Road  Co.  y.  Sandford,  164  U.  S.  678, 
41  L.  ed.  560,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  198. 

Mr.  Edward  I«.  Bartlett,  for  the  Terri- 
tory: 

The  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution^ 
giving  power  to  Congress  to  regulate  exclu- 
sively commerce  between  foreign  nations,  the 
several  states,  and  Indian  tribes,  and  there- 
fore prohibiting  states  from  passing  such 
laws,  does  not,  for  the  same  reason,  prohibit 
the  passage  of  such  laws  by  the  legislature 
of  a  territory,  which  is  a  creature  of  Con- 
gress and  to  which  has  been  delegated  by  that 
body  the  right  and  power  to  make  laws  upon 
all  rightful  subjects  of  legislation. 

When  Congress  has  failed  to  exercise  its 
power  and  pass  any  laws  upon  a  given  sub- 
ject, and  the  legislature  does  so,  the  act  of 
the  lepslature  of  the  territory  must  be  con* 
sidered  the  act  of  Congress  upon  the  subject, 
until  it  is  disapproved. 

A  citizen  of  a  territory  is  not  a  citizen  of 
a  state  within  the  meaning  of  the  language 
of  the  Constitution. 

Hepburn  y.  Ellzey,  2  Cranch,  445,  2  L.  ed. 
332;  Hooe  y.  Jamieson,  166  U.  S.  395,  41  L. 
ed.  1049,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  596;  United 
States  09  rel.  Champion  v.  Ames,  95  Fed. 
Rep.  453;  Stoutenburgh  y.  Hennick,  129  U. 
S.  141,  32  L.  ed.  637,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  266. 

Similar  license  or  occupation  tax  on  the 
business  of  selling,  where  there  is  no  dis- 
crimination in  favor  of  domestic  products, 
has  been  frequently  upheld  by  the  Federal 
courts. 

Singer  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Wright,  33  Fed.  Rep. 
124;  State  v.  Long,  95  N.  C.  682,  59  Am. 
Rep.  265;  Oabome  v.  Mobile,  16  Wall.  481, 
21  L.  ed.  473 ;  Woodruff  v.  Parham,  8  Wall. 
123,  19  L.  ed.  382;  Hinson  y.  Lott,  8  Wall. 
148,  19  L.  ed.  387;  Welton  y.  MissouH,  91 
U.  S.  282,  23  L.  ed.  360;  State  y.  Richards, 
32  W.  Va.  348,  3  L.  It  A.  705,  9  S.  E.  246; 
Pearson  y.  International  Distillery,  72  Iowa, 
348,  34  N.  W.  1;  11  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
p.  650,  and  note. 

A  corporation  is  not  a  citizen  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution,  and  the  state 
has  the  right  to  impose  reasonable  conditions 
on  it  to  do  business,  and  to  discriminate  be- 
tween our  own  citizens  and  those  corpora- 
tions which  are  not  citizens. 

Paul  v.  Virginia,  8  Wall.  168,  19  L.  ed. 
357;  Ward  y.  Maryland,  12  Wall.  430,  20 
L.  ed.  452;  Cooper  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ferguson^ 
113  U.  S.  732,  28  L.  ed.  1138,  5  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  739;  Pembina  Consol.  Silver  Min.  d 
Mill.  Co.  y.  Pennsylvania,  125  U.  S.  181,  31 
L.  ed.  660,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  24,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  737 ;  Norfolk  d  W.  R.  Co.  y.  Pennsyl- 
vaiUa,  136  U.  S.  118,  34  L.  ed.  396,  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  178,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  958. 

This  act  is  clearly  within  the  police  pow- 
ers of  the  territory,  in  the  enlarged  sense 
in  which  that  term  is  used. 

Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co.  y.  Ohio,  173  U. 
S.  285,  43  L.  ed.  702,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  465; 
11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  548;  Erie  R.  Co. 
V.  Pennsylvania,  21  Wall  492,  22  L.  ed.  595; 
25  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  484,  489;  Re  Rah- 
rer,  140  U.  S.  546,  sub  nom.  WUkerson  y. 
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ICahrer,  35  L.  ed.  572,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  865; 
Leisy  v.  Hardin,  136  U.  S.  100,  34  L.  ed. 
128,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  36,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
681;  Mu?in  y.  lllinoia,  04  U.  S.  113,  24  L 
ed.  77. 

Parker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt : 

Upon  the  foregoing  record,  this  court  dis- 
charged the  petitioner,  and  it  now  remains 
for  the  court  to  express  its  reasons  for  hold- 
ing this  statute  unconstitutional  and  void. 

The  scope  and  effect  of  the  commerce 
clause  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  has  been  a  much-mooted  question  be- 
fore the  courts,  both  state  and  Federal,  ever 
eince  early  in  the  century,  and  the  number 
of  cases  involving  this  important  provision 
have  constantly  increased  down  to  the  pres- 
ent time.  Without  attempting  to  review,  or 
even  cite,  the  numerous  cases  involving  the 
question  under  consideration,  we  think  there 
are  certain  principles,  firmly  established  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
which  are  decisive  of  this  case,  and  which 
may  be  stated  as  follows:  (1)  Commerce 
between  a  state  and  territory  is  "commerce 
Among  the  several  states,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Constitution.  Stoutenhurgh  v. 
Henniok,  129  U.  S.  141,  32  L.  ed.  637,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  256.  (2)  The  right  to  conduct  in- 
terstate commerce  includes  the  right  to  sell 
in  original  packages  the  goods  which  are  the 
fiubje^  of  such  commerce,  free  from  state 
regulations.  Oihhons  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat.  1, 
0  L.  ed.  23 ;  Broum  v.  Maryland,  12  Wheat. 
419,  6  L.  ed.  678;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S. 
100,  34  L.  ed.  128,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  36. 
10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  681;  BchoUenherger  v. 
Pennsylvania,  171  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  49,  18 
€up.  Ct.  Rep.  757.  ^3)  A  state  statute  im- 
posing a  license  tax  upon  the  conduct  of  in- 
terstate commerce  is  a  regulation  of  such 
commerce  and  invalid.  Leloup  v.  Port  of 
Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640,  32  L.  ed.  311,  2  Inters. 
€om.  Rep.  134,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1380;  Lyng 
T.  Michigan,  135  U.  S.  161,  34  L.  ed.  150,  3 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  143,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  726 ; 
Cruioher  v.  Kentucky,  141  U.  S.  47,  35  L. 
•ed.  640,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  851.  (4)  A  license 
may  not  be  demanded  of  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion or  person  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce for  the  privilege  of  conducting  the 
eame,  nor  may  the  same  be  prohibited  not- 
withstanding a  like  tax  may  be  exacted  for 
domestic  business  covering  the  same  arti- 
cles, and  notwithstanding  such  domestic 
business  may  be  prohibited.  Crutcker  v. 
Kentucky,  141  U.  S.  47,  35  L.  ed.  649,  11 
"Sup.  Ct  Rep.  851 ;  Schollenherger  v.  Penn- 
sylvania, 171  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  49,  18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  767;  Powell  v.  Pennsylvania,  127 
U.  S.  678,  82  L.  ed.  253,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  992, 
1267;  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  123  U.  S.  623,  31 
L.  ed.  205,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  273.  (6)  A  state 
may  tax  or  license  a  business  wholly  within 
the  state,  notwithstanding  the  person  or  cor- 
poration en^a^ed  in  such  business  may  also 
be,  either  incidentally  or  prinoipally,  en- 
gaged in  interstate  business,  so  long  as  the 
license  or  tax  does  not  r^fer  to,  and  is  not 
imposed  upon,  the  business  which  is  inter- 
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state.  Osborne  v.  Florida,  164  U.  8.  660,  41 
U  ed.  680,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  214.  (6)  But 
where  a  license  tax  is  laid  generally  upon 
the  conduct  of  business  in  all  forms,  and 
without  distinction  as  to  whether  it  is  in- 
terstate or  local,  and  where  the  tax  which  is 
laid  upon  local  business  cannot  be  separated 
from  that  which  is  on  interstate  business, 
the  whole  tax  is  in  contravention  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  void.  Crutcher  v.  Kentucky, 
141  U.  S.  47,  35  L.  ed.  649,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
851;  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co.  v.  Alabama 
State  Bd.  of  Assessment,  132  U.  S.  473,  33 
L.  ed.  409,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  726,  10  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  161;  Ratterman  v.  Western  u. 
Teleg,  Co,  127  U.  S.  411,  32  L.  ed.  229;  2  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  59,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1127; 
Leloup  V.  Port  of  Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640,  647, 
32  L.  ed.  311,  314,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  134, 
8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1380;  Osborne  v.  Florida, 
164  U.  S.  660,  656,  41  L.  ed.  686,  587,  17 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  214. 

Applying  the  foregoing  principles  to  the 
facts  in  this  case,  it  seems  clear  that  |  2  of 
the  act  of  the  territorial  legislature  under 
consideration  is  in  contravention  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  C(mstitution,  and  void,  so  far 
as  it  applies  to  the  business  of  the  petition- 
er as  agent  of  the  Continental  Oil  Companv. 
The  petitioner,  as  such  agent,  is  engaged  in 
the  business  of  buying  cool  oil,   from   the 
producers    thereof,  without    the  territory, 
and  shipping  the  same  into  the  territory  for 
distribution  and  sale.    Coal  oil  is  a  recog- 
nized article  of  oomraeroe,  and.  as  such,  en- 
titled to  the  protection  of   the   commerce 
clause  of  the  Constitution.    The  sales  of  the 
petitioner  are  largely  in -original  packages, 
and,  as  such,  not  subject  to  a  license  tax.  It 
is  true  that  the  act  provides  for  a  like  li- 
cense for  the  sale  of  oil  produced  within  the 
territory,  but  this  fact  does   not   take   the 
business  of  the  petitioner,  which  is  inter- 
state, out  of  the  protection  of  the  Constitu* 
tion.    It  is  to  be  further  observed  that  none 
of  the  exceptions,  such  as  the  right  of  in* 
spoction,  the  right  to  regulate  sale  in  a  par- 
ticular way,  as  by  auctioneers,  peddlers,  or 
hawkers,  or  the  right  to  regulate  sales  of  in- 
toxicating liquoiis  under  the  Wilson  act  (28 
StAt.  at  it.  509) ,  or  the  right  to  exercise  any 
of  the  police  powers  which  are  conceded  to 
the  states,  intervene  in  this  case  to  modify 
the  principles  announced  above.    It  appears, 
however,  that  some  portion  of  the  business 
of  the  petitioner  consists  of  the  sale  of  coal 
oil  in  the  territory  after  the  original  packa- 
eres  in  which  the  same  is  put  up  for  sale  hsve 
been  broken,  and  as  to  this  portion  of  his 
business  he  or  his  company  might  be  prop- 
erly taxed.    But  S  2  of  the  act  cannot  be  in- 
terpreted  or   construed   to   apply   to  such 
business.    The  act  provides,  in  S  6,  for  a  li- 
cense fee  of  $25  from  all  persons  whose  sales 
amount  to  |i3,000  per  annum,  and  who  are 
termed  "wholesale  dealers,"  and  a  fee  of  $1 
from  all  other  persons  who  are  termed  "re- 
tail dealers."    It  may  be  that  the  petitioner 
is  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  wholesale 
or  retail  dealer's  taix  as  prescribed  by  the 
act,  but  as  to  this  it  is  unnecessary  to  ex- 
press any  opinion.    It   is    dear,   howerer* 


IfMM). 


Re  Wiiaov. 


421 


that  the  license  tax  of  $500  applies  to  fcomo 
^diaracter  of  business  other  and  different 
from  that  of  a  wholesale  or  retail  dealer  in 
coal  oil.  There  being  no  method  furnished 
by  S  2  of  the  act  whereby  the  tax  of  $500  can 
be  apportioned  between  the  local  and  inter- 
state business  of  the  petitioner,  and  it  not 
being  susceptible  of  construction  so  as  to  ap- 


ply solely  to  lr#cal  business,  the  same  must 
be  held  to  apply  to  the  interstate  business 
of  the  petitioner,  and  to  be,  consequently, 
unconstitutional  and  void,  so  far  as  it  ap- 
plies to  the  business  in  which  the  petitioner 
is  shown  to  be  engaged. 

Mills,  Ch.  J.,  and  MoFie,  J.,  concur. 
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City  of  BROOKLYN,  Appt. 
(162  N.  T.  684.) 

1.  Tbe  eltr  of  BroolclTB  t*  the  proper 
party  defendant  In  an  action  for 
damages  caused  by  a  sewer  constmcted  by 
the  town  of  Flatbush  before  the  town  was 
mei|^  In  the  city,  since  Laws  1894,  chap. 
356,  limiting  and  defining  the  liability  of  the 
dty  for  debts  and  obligations  of  the  town, 
merely  confines  the  area  of  taxation  for  such 
debts  and  obligations  to  the  territory  which 
would  have  been  liable  but  for  Its  annexation 
to  the  city. 

S.  Tbe  dentmetlon  of  oysters  by  tlie 
eaatlniT  of  ■e'vrave  npon  tliem,  though 
the  sewer  was  constructed  by  a  city,  under 
legislative  authority,  is  as  clearly  a  taking 
of  the  property  of  the  owner  of  the  oyster 
bed,  for  which  he  has  a  constitutional  right 
to  compensation,  as  If  there  had  been  a  physi- 
cal removal  and  conversion  of  the  oysters. 

(May   1,   1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  frcnn  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  Second  Department,  affirming 
a  judgment  of  a  Trial  Term  for  Kings  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  injury  to  an  oyster 
bed  by  sewage  from  tbe  defendant  city. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  William  J.  Car|r,  with  Mr.  John 
IXniialen,  for  appellant: 

The  statute  having  authorized  the  con- 
struction of  the  sewer,  and  the  discharge  of 
its  contents  into  the  tide  waters,  no  liability 
eould  attach  to  the  town  of  Flatbush  with- 
out proof  of  fault  either  in  the  method  of 
construction  or  the  maintenance  of  the  sewer 
built  imder  such  legislative  sanction. 

Where  a  public  worlc  is  undertaken  under 

Norn. — ^As  to  liability  of  city  for  negligent 
constmetion  of  sewer,  see  Nsshville  v.  Comer 
(Tenn.)  7  L.  R.  A  465,  and  note;  Seymour  v. 
Cummins  (Ind.)  6  L.  R.  A.  126,  and  note;  and 
Balger  v.  Eden  (Me.)  0  L.  R.  A.  205. 

As  to  liability  of  city  for  pollution  of  stream 
by  sewsge,  see  Chapman  v.  Rochester  (N.  Y.) 
1  L.  B.  A.  296,  and  note. 

As  to  liability  for  disease  suffered  in  conse- 
qaeace  of  improper  maintenance  of  sewer  sys- 
tem, see  Hughes  v.  Auburn  (N.  T.)  46  L.  R.  A. 
686. 

As  to  liability  for  casting  surface  water  upon 
lot  by  mesne  of  drain,  see  Jordan  v.  Benwood 
(W.  Va.)  86  L.  B.  A.  510,  and  /oo«iio««. 
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a  legislative  direction,  and  executed  in  a 
mode  required  by  statute,  no  liability  will 
arise  from  damages  simply  consequential  to 
the  work,  unless  negligence  be  shown. 

Radcliff  v.  Brooklyn,  4  N.  Y.  190,  53  Am. 
Dec.  357 ;  Bellinger  v.  Vev)  York  C.  R.  Co.  23 
N.  Y.  47;  Atwater  v.  Canandaigua,  124  N. 
Y.  602,  27  N.  E.  385;  Brunsvoick  aaslight 
Co.  v.  Brunswick,  92  Me.  493,  43  Atl.  104 ; 
Booth  V.  Rome,  W.  d  0.  Terminal  R.  Co.  140 
N.  Y.  267,  24  L.  R.  A.  105,  35  N.  E.  592; 
Morton  v.  Ncto  York,  140  N.  Y.  207,  22  L,  R. 
A.  241,  35  N.  E.  490;  Hill  v.  New  York,  139 
N.  Y.  495,  34  N.  E.  1090;  Cogswell  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  103  N.  Y.  21,  57 
Am.  Rep.  701,  8  N.  E.  537;  MerHfield  v. 
Worcester,  110  Mass.  216,  14  Am.  Rep.  592; 
Waahhum  d  M.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Woroeater,  116 
Mass.  458;  Morse  v.  Woroeater,  139  Mass. 
389,  2  N.  E.  694. 

The  plaintiffs  deliberately  exposed  them- 
selves unnecessarily  to  damage,  and  in  fact 
their  entire  damage  is  due  to  their  failure 
to  take  reasonable  pfecautions  to  avoid  the 
threatening  damage. 

Thay  cannot  charge  the  defendant  with 
damapres  so  occasion^. 

Hamilton  v.  McPherson,  28  N.  Y.  72,  84 
Am,  Dec.  330;  Thomaa  v.  Bwrtow,  48  N.  Y. 
193;  Dillon  v.  Anderson,  43  N.  Y.  231;  Cook 
V.  Soule,  66  N.  Y.  420;  Hexter  v.  Knox,  63 
N.  Y.  561 ;  Paraona  v.  Sutton,  66  N.  Y.  92. 

Mr.  Frederick  E.  Crane,  for  respon- 
dents: 

While  an  act  of  the  legislature  authoriz- 
ing a  public  improvement  may  protect  a 
municipality  from  liability  for  consequential 
injuries,  it  does  not  protect  it  from  liabili- 
ty for  the  direct,  actual,  and  physical  tak- 
ing of  property. 

Carll  V.  Northpart,  11  App.  Div.  121,  42 
N.  Y.  Supp.  576;  Magee  v.  Brooklyn,  18 
App.  Div.  22,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  473 ;  Moody  v. 
Saratoga  Springa,  17  App.  Div.  207,  45  N. 
Y.  Supp.  365;  Bymea  v.  Cohoea,  67  N.  Y. 
204;  Seifert  v.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  136,  64 
Am.  Rep.  664,  4  N.  E.  321;  Noonan  v.  Al- 
bany, 79  N.  Y.  470,  35  Am.  Rep.  540;  Moore 
v.  Albany,  98  N.  Y.  407 ;  New  York  C.  d  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Rocheater,  127  N.  Y.  591,  28  N. 
E.  416;  Hay  v.  Cohoea  Co.  2  N.  Y.  159,  61 
Am.  Dec.  279. 

The  act  of  1889,  authorizing  the  town  of 
Flatbush,  through  commissioners,  to  con- 
struct the  sewer,  did  not  authorize  the  tak- 
ing or  destruction  of  private  property  ot 
property  rights  without  just  compensation. 
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Morton  ▼.  New  York,  140  N.  Y.  207,  22  L, 
R.  A.  241,  36  N.  E.  490;  Hill  ▼.  N&w  York, 
139  X.  Y.  496,  34  N.  E.  1090. 

The  town  of  Flatbush  having  been  wiped 
out  of  existence,  the  city  of  Brooklyn  is  the 
proper  party  defendant. 

Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  186;  Arm- 
strong  County  y.  Clarion  County,  66  Pa.  218, 
5  Am.  Rep.  368. . 

Werner,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  dama- 
ges to  a  bed  of  oysters  planted  by  the  plain- 
iiffb  in  Mill  creek,  which  is  tide  water  bor- 
dering upon  that  portion  of  the  city  of 
Brooklyn  formerly  known  as  the  town  of 
Flatlands,  Kings  county,  New  York.  These 
oysters  were  planted  under  a  permit  issued 
to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  justice  of  the  peace 
and  the  supervisor  of  said  town  of  Flat- 
lands,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  chapter 
734,  Laws  1868.  This  act,  in  substance, 
provides  that  any  person  who  has  been  an 
inhabitant  of  the  town  for  a  period  of  six 
months  prior  to  making  application  may 
upon  complying  with  the  provisions  of  the 
act,  acquire  the  right  to  plant  oysters  under 
the  public  waters  within  said  town,  and 
have  "the  exclusive  property  in  the  oysters 
so  planted,  and  the  exclusive  use  of  said 
oyster  beds."  The  first  permit  received  by 
the  plaintiiTs  was  issued  in  December,  18S2. 
The  rental  or  license  fee  was  $10  a  year. 
This  permit  was  renewed  from  year  to  year 
until  1892,  when  the  plaintiffs  omitted  to 
procure  a  formal  renewal  thereof,  but  con- 
tinued to  plant  and  gather  oysters  as  before. 
On  the  9th  of  February,  1893,  the  plaintilfs 
paid  $20,  which  included  the  rental  for  1892, 
and  renewed  their  permit  until  December, 
1893.  The  damage  to  plaintiffs' oyster  bed  was 
caused  by  the  discharge  of  sewage  thereon 
from  one  of  defendant's  sewers.  'Ae  histoiy 
of  this  sewer,  and  its  relation  to  this  contro- 
versy, is  as  follows:  By  chapter  161,  Laws 
1889,  the  legislature  authorized  the  town  of 
Ilatbush  to  build  a  sewer  to  empty  into  the 
waters  of  Jamaica  Bay,  of  which  Mill  creek 
is  a  part.  This  sewer  was  constructed  so 
that  its  outlet  was  about  300  feet  from  pJain- 
tiffs'  oyster  bed,  and  was  first  used  in  Janu- 
ary, 1893.  Soon  after  it  was  in  operation, 
the  plaintiffs  discovered  that  their  oysters 
were  covered  with  and  ruined  by  tar  and 
''sludge  acid;"  substances  which  were  being 
discharged  from  the  mouth  of  said  sewer. 
The  town  of  Flatbush  constructed  the  sewer 
in  question;  but  by  chapter  366,  Laws  1894, 
«aid  town  was  annexed  to  and  became  a  part 
of  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  being  designated  as 
the  Twenty-Ninth  ward  thereof.  Section  4 
of  said  act  provides  that  the  city  of  Brook- 
lyn shall  not  be  or  become  liable  to  pay  "any 
debt,  liability,  or  obligation  of  the  town  of 
Flatbush  .  .  .  contracted  or  incurred 
prior  to  the  time  this  act  shall  take  effect, 
.  .  .  but  the  property  in  such  town 
...  as  now  constituted  .  .  .  shall 
remain  liable  for  the  said  debts,  liabilities, 
and  obligations,  and  the  moneys  to  meet  the 
same,  principal  and  interest,  as  they  accrue, 
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shall  be  raised  by  taxation  upon  the  proper- 
ty of  said  town."  The  act  further  provides 
that  the  taxes  levied  for  these  purposes, 
when  collected  by  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  shall 
be  paid  over  to  the  county  treasurer  or  other 
proper  officers  charged  with  the  duty  of  pay- 
ing such  indebtedness,  and  exempts  the  ter- 
ritory above  described  from  certain  general 
city  taxes. 

The  first  question  presented  for  our  con- 
sideration, although  not  seriously  urged  up- 
on the  argument,  is  whether  the  city  of 
Brooklyn  is  the  proper  defendant  in  such  a 
case  as  this.  As  this  action  was  not 
brought  until  after  the  town  of  Flatbush 
had  become  merged  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn, 
the  latter  is  undoubtedly  the  proper  party 
defendant  in  any  case  which  might  have  been 
brought  against  the  former  before  such  mer- 
ger. Where  a  municipal  corporation  is  leg- 
islated out  of  existence,  and  its  territory  an- 
nexed to  another,  the  latter,  unless  the  legis- 
lature otherwise  provides,  is  entitled  to  the 
property  and  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  form- 
er. Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  f  186.  The 
provisions  of  chapter  356,  Laws  1894,  limit- 
ing and  defining  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ant for  debts  and  obligations  of  the  town  of 
Flatbush  prior  to  its  annexation  to  the  city 
of  Brooklyn,  were  simply  intended  to  con- 
fine the  area  of  taxation  for  such  debts  and 
obligations  to  the  territory  which  would 
have  been  liable  but  for  such  annexation. 
This  is  made  dear  by  oUier  provisions  of  the 
same  act  exempting  the  territory  annexed 
from  the  payment  of  certain  taxes  levied  for 
the  exclusive  benefit  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn 
as  it  was  constituted  prior  to  1874.  Any 
other  construction  of  the  annexation  act  re- 
ferred to  would  leave  remediless  those  hav- 
ing lawful  claims  against  the  former  town 
of  Flatbush.  That  town  no  longer  exists. 
By  the  act  of  1894  it  became  a  part  of  the 
city  of  Brooklyn,  and  the  latter  is  now  the 
only  legal  entity  which  can  be  brought  into 
a  court  of  justice  upon  claims  against  the 
former.  We  therefore  address  ourselves  to 
the  principal  question,  which  arises  upon  de- 
fendant's contention  that  it  is  not  liable  in 
any  event.  It  seeks  to  shield  itself  from  lia- 
bility herein  by  the  application  of  the  rule 
that*  in  the  construction  or  operation  6f  a 
public  work  under  legislative  authority  or 
direction  a  municipal  corporation  is  not  an- 
swerable for  such  a  consequential  injury  as 
may  result  to  others  where  there  is  no  nefifli- 
gence  in  such  construction  or  operation.  We 
recognize  the  controlling  force  of  this  famil- 
iar and  now  well-settled  principle.  It  is 
founded  upon  the  transcendent  power  of  the 
legislature,  within  constitutional  limita- 
tions, to  enact  whatever  it  may  deem  essen- 
tial to  the  public  welfare.  The  question 
which  most  frequently  arises  in  cases  where 
this  rule  is  invoked  is  whether  the  injury 
complained  of  is  purely  consequential,  or  is 
so  direct  as  to  amount  to  a  taking  of  prop- 
erty which  entitles  the  party  injured  to  com- 
pensation under  the  Constitution.  That  is 
the  precise  question  here  presented.  The 
plaintiffs  contend  that  the  casting  of  nox- 
ious and  destructive  substances  upon  their 
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-oyster  bed  was  not  a  consequential,  but  a  di- 
rect, injury.  The  defendant  infiista  that  the 
discharge  of  the  sewer  in  question  into  the 
waters  of  Mill  creek  is  simply  the  conse- 
quential result  of  obedience  to  the  legisla- 
tive mandate,  and  that,  In  the  absence  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  municipal  au- 
thorities in  the  construction  and  operation 
of  said  sewer,  the  defendant  is  not  liable. 
Applying  the  rule  which  the  defendant  in- 
vokes in  all  its  force  and  breadth,  we  think 
this  case  falls  directly  within  the  constitu- 
tional inhibition  against  the  taking  of  prop- 
erty without  compensation.  The  plaintins 
were  lawfully  in  possession  of  a  piece  of 
land  under  water  upon  which  they  had  plant- 
ed a  bed  of  oysters.  They  held  their  title 
under  legislative  authority,  which  was  as 
ample  and  unquestioned  as  that  under  which 
defendant's  sewer  was  constructed.  Al- 
though this  land  was  under  public  waters, 
it  was  as  much  the  private  property  of  the 
plaintiffs  as  though  it  had  been  a  tract  of 
farm  land  held  under  a  lease  from  the  toi\m 
of  Flatlands  under  legislative  authority. 
The  act  of  the  defendant  in  pouring  its  sew- 
age upon  this  land  was  not  consequential. 
It  was  as  direct  as  though  it  had  been  dis- 
charged upon  a  piece  of  land  owned  or  rent- 
•ed  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  used  for  farming 
or  gardening  purposes.  In  the  latter  case  a 
municipal  con>oration  could  not  successful- 
ly defend  its  trespass  because  it  was  acting 
under  legislative  authority,  or  because  its 
-sewage  had  been  carried  to  the  lands  of  the 
person  complaining  over  the  lands  of  others. 
Tlie  fact  that  plaintiffs'  land  was  under 
public  water,  and  that  defendant's  sewage 
was  discharged  upon  it,  after  passing 
through  300  feet  of  public  water,  the  land 
under  which  was  not  in  the  possession  or 
•eontrol  of  the  plaintiffs,  does  not  differenti- 
ate this  case  in  principle  from  the  illustra- 
tive case  of  a  discharge  of  sewage  upon  sur- 
face lands.  In  either  case  the  injury  is  so 
direct  as  to  amount  to  an  invasion  of  a  pri- 
vate right,  which  no  legislative  sanction  or 
direction  can  justify  or  excuse.  Tliese  views 
are,  we  think,  sustained  by  abundant  au- 
thority. Early  in  the  history  of  this 
eourt  the  distinction  was  clearly  pointed  out 
between  direct  and  consequential  injury  to 
private  lands  in  the  prosecution  of  public 
work  performed  under  legislative  direction. 
The  case  of  Radcliff  v.  Brooklyn,  4  N.  Y.  205, 
53  Am.  Dec.  364,  was  one  in  which  the  plain- 
tiffs were  held  not  entitled  to  recover  for  in- 
juries to  their  lands  occasioned  by  a  change 
•of  grade  in  the  street  adjoining  the  same. 
None  of  their  lands  had  been  taken  or  invad- 
ed. In  speaking  of  the  rule  applicable  to 
such  cases,  Judge  Bronson  said:  "Private 
•property  cannot  be  taken  for  public  use 
witiiout  making  just  compensation  to  the 
owner,  and  a  law  which  authorizes  the  tak- 
ing without  providing  for  compensation 
must  be  unconstitutional  and  void.  But 
laws  which  authorize  the  opening  and  im- 
proving of  streets  and  highways,  or  the  con- 
-stmction  of  other  works  of  a  public  nature, 
have  never  been  held  void,  because  they  omit- 
ted to  provide  compensation  for  those  who, 
4S  L.  R.  A. 


though  their  property  was  not  taken,  suf- 
fered indirect  or  consequential  damages." 
In  Bellinger  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co.  23  N.  Y. 
47,  the  defendant,  under  legislaClve  author- 
ity, constructed  a  railroad  embankment  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  cause  a  stream  to  over- 
flow the  lands  of  the  plaintiff.  Judge  De- 
nio,  in  discussing  the  right  of  the  railroad 
company  to  do  the  act  complained  of,  said: 
"This  is,  of  course,  to  be  understood  as  lim- 
ited to  cases  in  which  the  legislature  has  the 
constitutional  power  to  act.  If,  therefore, 
a  corporation  or  an  officer  should  be  author- 
ized by  a  statute  to  take  the  property  of  in- 
dividuals foi  any  purpose,  however  public  or 
generally  beneficial,  without  compensation, 
or«  for  a  private  use,  making  compensation, 
the  pretended  authority  would  be  wholly 
void,  and,  of  course,  could  afford  no  protec- 
tion to  anyone.  But  this  limitation  has  no 
application  to  cases  where  property  is  not 
taken,  but  only  subjected  to  damages  conse- 
quential upon  some  act  done  by  the  state  or 
pursuant  to  its  authority."  In  Attcater  v. 
Canandaigua,  124  N.  Y.  002,  27  N.  E.  385, 
cited  by  defendant,  and  arising  out  of  a  state 
of  facts  similar  to  those  in  the  Bellinger 
Case,  23  N.  Y.  47,  the  distinction  above  ad- 
verted to  was  again  recognized  by  this  court 
in  the  following  language:  "In  the  present 
case  the  action  of  the  defendants  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  work  was  confined  within 
the  limits  where  they  had  the  right  to  exe- 
cute it,  and  the  effect  upon  property  beyond 
those  bounds,  resulting  in  damages,  was  the 
consequence  of  such  performance  of  the 
work,  and  not  the  direct  act  of  its  execution 
by  them.  In  that  respect  this  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  that  of  St.  Peter  v.  Den- 
ison,  58  N.  Y.  416,  17  Am.  Rep.  258.  There 
the  defendant  was  held  liable  because,  by 
casting  stone  upon  the  premises,  he  commit- 
ted a  trespass;  and  the  fact  that  he  was  en- 
fifaged  in  the  performance  of  a  public  work, 
and  the  fragment  of  rock  was  in  the  process 
of  blasting  thrown  upon  the  land  of  another, 
was  no  justification.  Here  the  injury  to  the 
plaintiff's  premises  was  not  done  directly  by 
any  act  of  the  defendants,  but  it  was  the 
consequence  following  and  traceable  to  the 
work  ns  the  cause.  In  the  one  case  the  act 
of  the  party  was,  and  in  the  other  not,  a  di- 
rect invasion  of  the  premises  of  the  plain- 
tiff." 

But  even  more  directly  in  point  are  Noon- 
an  V.  Albany,  79  N.  Y.  476,  35  Am.  Rep.  540, 
and  Ncio  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Roches- 
tei\  127  N.  Y.  591,  28  N.  E.  416.  In  the  first 
of  these  cases  it  was  held:  "A  municipal 
corporation  has  no  greater  right  than  an  in- 
dividual to  collect  the  surface  water  from 
its  lands  or  streets  into  an  artificial  chan- 
nel, and  discharge  it  upon  the  lands  of  an- 
other; nor  has  it  any  immunity  from  lesjal 
responsibility  for  creating  or  maintaining 
nuisances."  In  the  other  case  it  was  decid- 
ed that  "a  municipality  may  not  empty  its 
sewers  upon  private  property  without  ac- 
quiring the  right  so  to  do."  The  same  doc- 
trine was  held  to  apply  in  Beifert  v.  Brook- 
lyn, 101  N.  Y.  143,  64  Am.  Rep.  669,  4  N.  E. 
324,  which  was  an  action  brought  to  recover 
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damages  alleged  to  have  been  caused  to 
plainiiff'e  premises  by  defendant's  negli- 
gence in  the  construction  of  a  sewer.  There 
Chief  Judge  Ruger  stated  the  rule,  which  is 
applicable  here,  as  follows :  "It  is  a  principle 
of  the  fundamental  law  of.  the  state  that 
the  property  of  individuals  cannot  be  taken 
for  public  U8e  'except  upon  the  condition  that 
just  compensation  be  made  therefor;  and 
anv  statute  conferring  power  upon  a  munici- 
pal body,  the  exercise  of  which  results  in  the 
appropriation,  destruction,  or  physical  in- 
jury of  private  property  by  such  body,  is  in- 
operative, and  ineffectual  to  protect  it  from 
liability  for  the  resultant  damages,  unless 
some  adequate  provision  is  contained  in  the 
statute  for  making  such  compensation. 
.  .  .  Where,  however,  the  acts  done  are 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  constitute  a  positive 
invasion  of  the  individual  rights  guaranteed 
by  the  Constitution,  legislative  sanction  is 
ineffectual  as  a  protection  to  the  persons  or 
corporation  performing  such  acts  from  re- 
sponsibility for  their  consequences."  The 
foregoing  authorities  sufficiently  illustrate 
the  underlying  principle  which  must  ^control 
the  decision  of  this  case.  Briefly  recapitu- 
lated, it  is  that  when,  in  the  exercise  of  au- 
thority conferred  upon  them  by  the  legisla- 
ture, municipal  corporations  perform  acts  as 
a  result  of  which  some  indirect  or  consequen- 
tial injury  is  sustained  by  an  individual,  the 
latter  has  no  right  of  action  for  such  in- 
jury. Such  injuries  are  damnum  absque  in- 
juria. But  when  a  municipal  corporation 
takes  the  property  of  an  inaividual  it  must 
pay  for  it. 

Wc  have  not  lost  sight  of  defendant's  con- 
tention that  the  deposit  of  sewage  on  the 
plaintiffs'  land  was  not  a  taking  of  their 
property.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  any 
direct  invasion  of  a  man's  land  is  a  taking 
of  his  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution.  The  destruction  of  plaintiffs' 
oysters  by  the  casting  of  sewage  upon  them 
was  as  clearly  a  taking  of  their  property  as 
the  physical  removal  and  conversion  of  the 
same  would  have  been. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  helou)  should 
he  afprmcdf  with  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Cb^ay,  Bartlett, 
Martin,  and  Vann,  JJ.,  concur.  Cullen, 
J.,  did  not  sit. 


Georgiana  HICKS,  Respt,, 

V. 

BRITISH  AMERICA  ASSURANCE  COM- 
PANY, Appt. 

(162  N.  Y.  284.) 

1,     Tlie   rlflrbts   of  one   'whose   property 
Is  destroyed  by  lire  after  an  oral  con- 


tract to  Insure  It,  but  before  a  policy 
therefor  Is  issued,  are  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  standard  policy  prescribed  by 
law,  and  he  can  recoyer  only  by  compliance 
with  the  conditions  required  by  such  policy, 
including  that  as  to  furnishing  proofs  of  loss 
within  a  specified  time. 

2.  The  valne  of  property  destroyed  by 
Are  after  an  oral  contract  to  insure 
it,  but  before  the  Issuance  of  a  policy  there- 
on, cannot  be  recovered  as  damages  for 
breach  of  the  agreement  to  Issue  the  policy, 
where  the  failure  to  del  Iyer  the  policy  did 
not  cause  any  damage  to  the  Insured,  since 
the  oral  agreement  constituted  a  binding 
contract  of  Insurance  which  could  be  en- 
forced against  the  Insurer  except  for  the 
failure  of  the  insured  to  comply  with  the 
conditions  contained  in  the  standard  policy 
of  insurance,  which  were  by  law  made  a  part 
of  the  contract. 

8.  Tbe  denial  by  a  local  insurance 
aarent  tbat  any  contract  of  insurance 
bas  been  made,  when  in  fact  there  haa 
been  an  oral  agreement  to  Insure  which  is 
binding,  will  not  waive  the  condition  as  to 
proofs  of  loss  which  is  by  law  made  a  part 
of  the  contract  because  contained  In  the 
standard  policy  of  Insurance,  where  that  pol- 
icy also  provides  that  no  such  agenc  shall 
have  power  to  waive  any  condition  therein 
except  in  writing. 

4.  A  denial  In  an  ans'wer  by  an  insur- 
ance company,  of  all  allearatlons  in 
tbe  complaint,  will  not  have  the  effect  of 
ratifying  an  nnauthorised  denial  by  a  local 
agent  of  the  existence  of  any  contract  of  In- 
surance, so  as  to  waive  a  condition  as  to 
proofs  of  loss,  when  the  agent's  denial  waa 
by  the  terms  of  the  policy  Ineffectual  to 
constitute  such  waiver  because  not  In  writ- 
ing. 

{Landon,  Werner,  and  Haight,  J  J,,  diseen4,y 
(March  27,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  Fourth  Department,  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Monroe  County  Circuit  ixt 
plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover an  amount  alleged  to  be  due  under  a 
fire-insurance  contract.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  A.  H.  Sawyer,  for  appellant: 

Hobart,  the  agent  of  the  defendant^  had 
no  power  to  make  a  parol  contract  of  inaur- 
ance  binding  upon  defendant.  The  most 
that  he  could  do  was  to  make  a  parol  pre- 
liminary contract  to  issue  a  policy  with  the 
usual  terms  and  conditions  in  such  policy. 

Angell  v.  Hartford  F,  Ins,  Co,  69  N.  Y. 
171,  17  Am.  Rep.  322;  Ellis  v.  Albany  City 
F.  Ins,  Co,  50  N.  Y.  402,  10  Am.  Rep.  496; 
Van  Loan  v.  Farmers'  Mut,  F,  Ins.  Asso,  90 
N.  Y.  280;  Hubbell  v.  Paoifie  Mut.  Ins.  Co, 
100  N.  Y.  41.  2  N.  E.  470;  Lipman  v. 
Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  464,  8  L.  R. 
A.  719.  24  N.  E.  699;  Karelsen  y.  Sun  Fire 


Nora. — ^As  to  validity  of  oral  contract  of  In- 
surance, see  Newark  Mach.  Co.  v.  Kenton  Ins. 
Co.   (Ohio)   22  L.  R.  A.  768,  and  note. 

As  to  time  when  contract  of  Insurance  Is  con- 
summated, see  Hamlckell  ▼.  New  York  Ik  Ins. 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  2  L.  R.  A.  150;  Lorscher  v.  Su- 
preme Lodge,  K.  U  H.  (Mich.)  2  L.  R.  A.  206 ; 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Luhrs  V.  Luhrs  (N.  Y.)  9  L.  E.  A.  684 ;  Walnet 
V.  Mllford  Mut.  P.  Ins.  Co.  (Mass.)  11  L.  R.  A. 
598 ;  Michigan  Pipe  Co.  v.  Michigan  F.  &  M. 
Ins.  Co.  (Mich.)  20  L.  R.  A.  277 ;  Dalley  v.  Pre- 
ferred Masonic  Mut.  Acd.  Amo.  (Mich.)  2^ 
L.  R.  A.  171;  and  New  York  L.  Ins.  0».  v. 
Babcock  (6a.)  42  L.  R.  A.  88. 
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Offioe,  122  K.  T.  545,  25  N.  E.  921 ;  De  Grove 
y.  MetropoUtan  Ina.  Co.  61  N.  Y.  594,  19 
Am.  Rep.  305. 

Servioe  of  an  immediate  notice  of  the  loss 
in  writing,  and  of  proofs  within  sixty^days, 
were  conditionB  precedent  without  whwh  no 
recovery  could  be  had  unleBS  such  conditions 
were  waived. 

Quintan  v.  Providence  Washington  Ins. 
Co.  133  N.  Y.  356,  31  N.  E.  31;  Sergent  v. 
London  A  h.  A  Q.  Ins,  Co,  85  Hun,  31,  32  N. 
Y.  Supp.  594. 

Agents  of  insurance  companies  authorized 
to  issue  and  deliver  policies,  collect  premi- 
ums, etc,  have  no  power  to  waive  proofs  of 
loss,  ^r  to  bind  the  company  in  any  manner 
in  relation  to  claims  against  said  companies 
for  losses. 

Bush  V.  Westchester  F.  Ins.  Oo.  63  N.  Y. 
531;  Van  Allen  v.  Farmers'  Joint  Stock  Ins. 
Co,  64  N.  Y.  469;  Blossom  v.  Lycoming  F. 
Ins.  Co.  64  N.  Y.  162;  Quintan  v  Providence 
Washington  Ins.  Co.  133  N.  Y.  356,  31  N.  E. 
31;  Smith  V.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  60  Vt  682, 

1  L.  R.  A.  216,  15  Atl.  353. 

The  fact  that  a  policy  of  insurance  con- 
taining restrictions  upon  the  authority  of 
the  agent  had  not  been  isRued  to,  or  was  not 
in  the  possession  of,  the  insured,  and  that 
he  was  ignorant  of  the  conditions  contained 
therein,  does  not  relieve  him  from  the  obli- 
gation of  such  restrictions. 

Quinlan  v.  Providence  Washington  Ins 
Co.  133  N.  Y.  356,  31  N.  E.  31;  De  Grove 
V.  Metropolitan  Ins.  Co.  61  N.  Y.  594,  19 
Am.  Rep.  305. 

It  cannot  be  held  that  the  authority  of  an 
agent  to  receive  proposals  for  insurance  and 
countersign  and  deliver  policies,  extends  to 
adjusting  losses,  or  waiving  the  stipulated 
proofs  of  loss,  and  binding  the  company  to 
pay  without  them. 

Bush  V.  Westchester  F.  Ins.  Co.  63  N.  Y. 
631 ;  Van  Allen  v.  Farmers*  Joint  Stock  Ins. 
Co.  64  N.  Y.  469;  Smith  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins. 
Co.  60  Vt.  682,  1  L.  R.  A.  216,  15  AU.  353; 
Qutnlan  v.  Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co. 
133  N.  Y.  356,  31  N.  E.  31. 

Mr.  John  A.  Barhite,  for  respondent: 

Hobart,  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  had 
authority  to  make  a  contract  to  issue  a  pol- 
icy, and  such  contract  was  binding  upon  the 
defendant 

The  contract  of  insurance  is  like  any 
other  contract,  and  governed  by  the  same 
rules;  and  if  one  party  denies  the  contract, 
or  refuses  to » perform,  the  other  may  take 
him  at  his  word,  and  bring  his  action  for 
damages. 

McMaster  v.  State,  108  N.  Y.  642,  15  N. 
E.  417;  Ziehen  v.  Smith,  148  N.  Y.  558,  42 
N.  E.  1080;  Ellis  v.  Albany  City  F.  Ins.  Co. 
50  N.  Y.  402,  10  Am.  Rep.  495;  Angell  v. 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  59  N.  Y.  171,  17  Am. 
Rep.  322;  Van  Loan  v.  Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Asso.  90  N.  Y.  280;  Manchester  v.  Guardian 
Assur.  Co.  151  N.  Y.  88,  45  N.  E.  381;  Huh- 
heU  v.  Pacific  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  100  N.  Y.  41, 

2  N.  E.  470;  De  Grove  v.  Metropolitan  Ins. 
Co.  61  N.  Y.  694,  19  Am.  Rep.  305;  Ruggles 
V.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  114  N.  Y.  415, 
21  N.  £.  1000;  QuinUm  y.  Providence  Wash- 
48  U  R.  A. 


ington  Ins.  Co.  133  N.  Y.  866,  31  N.  E.  31 ; 
Relief  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shaw,  94  U.  S.  574,  24 
L.  ed.  .291. 

A  complaint  setting  up  a  contract  to  in- 
sure against  fire,  and  to  issue  a  policy  in  ac- 
cordance with  such  contract,  and  alleging  a 
breach  of  such  contract,  and  claiming  dam- 
ages for  the  breach,  sets  up  a  legal  cause  of 
action. 

Humphry  y.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  16 
Blatchf.  35,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,874. 

If  a  person  asks  an  individual  who  has 
authority  to  complete  a  contract,  to  com- 
plete that  contract,  and  is  met  by  a  refusal, 
must  the  person  ask  some  other  individual 
who  has  the  same  or  a  greater  authority  to 
complete  the  contract,  to  do  so,  before  an 
action  for  the  breach  can  be  maintained? 

The  agent  was  only  asked  to  do  what  he 
had  the  authority  to  do,  and  his  refusal  cou' 
stituted  the  breach  which  authorized  this 
action  without  further  preliminariee. 

Shaw  V.  Republic  L.  Ins.  Co.  69  N.  Y. 
286;  Young  v  Hunter,  0  N.  Y.  203;  Robin- 
son V.  Frank,  107  N.  Y.  655,  14  N.  E.  413; 
Tayloe  v.  Merchants'  F.  Ins.  Co.  9  How.  390, 
13  L.  ed.  187;  May,  Ins.  §  469;  Porter,  Ins. 
Am.  notes  by  Henry  Darrach,  1889,  '194; 
Richards,  Ins.  (1892)  §  81;  Boyd  v.  Cedar 
Rapids  Ins.  Co.  70  Iowa,  325,  30  N.  W.  586; 
Grattan  v.  Metropolitcm  L.  Ins.  Co.  80  N. 
Y.  281,  36  Am.  Rep.  617. 

Hobart  was  the  agent  of  the  company,  and 
had  charge  of  its  business. 

He  had  made  an  authorized  contract 
which  he  refused  to  complete;  he  had  knowl- 
edge of  all  the  facts;  notice  to  him  was  no- 
tice to  the  company;  a  demand  upon  him 
was  a  demand  upon  the  company,  and  his 
refusal  was  the  refusal  of  the  company. 

Cragie  v.  Hadley,  99  N.  Y.  131,  62  Am. 
Rep.  9,  1  N.  E.  537 ;  Post  v.  JEtna  Ins.  Co. 
43  Barb.  351 ;  ElUs  v.  Albany  City  F.  Ins. 
Co.  50  N.  Y.  402,  10  Am.  Rep.  495;  Boehen 
V.  Williamsburgh  City  Ins.  Co.  35  N.  Y.  131, 
90  Am.  Dec.  787;  Van  Schoick  v.  Niagara 
F.  Ins.  Co.  68  N.  Y.  434;  Church  v.  LaFay- 
ette  F.  Ins.  Co.  06  N.  Y.  222. 

The  principal  must  dissent  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  knowledge  of  the  act  on 
the  part  of  the  agent,  or  an  assent  will  be 
presumed. 

StiUoell  V.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  72  N.  Y 
385;  Hyatt  v.  Clark,  118  N.  Y.  563,  23  N. 
E.  891 ;  Southern  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McCain,  Oft 
U.  S.  84,  24  L.  ed.  653. 

Hobart  had  the  power  to  accept  risks,  to 
agree  upon  and  settle  the  terms  of  insur- 
ance, and  to  issue  policies.  This  made  him 
a  general  agent  for  the  defendant. 

Carroll  v.  Charter  Oak  Ins.  Co.  40  Barb. 
292;  Post  V.  /Etna  Ins.  Co.  43  Barb.  351; 
Pitney  v.  Glen's  Falls  Ins.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  6; 
Ruggles  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  114  N. 
Y.  415,  21  N.  E.  1000. 

•  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

We  are  agreed  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
establishes  that  on  the  30th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1893,  defendant's  agent  Hobart  had  a 
conversation  with  Col.  Hicks,  plaintiff's  as- 
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signor,  the  legal  effect  of  which  was  to  ere-  \ 
ate  a  contract  of  present  insurance  in  the 
sum  of  $2,500  upon  property  of  Col.  Hicks, 
which  was  consumed  by  fire  two  days  later. 
The  agreement  that  the  contract  was  one  of 
present  insurance  accords  with  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  the  theory  of  the 
counsel  as  shown  by  their  method  of  trial 
and  the  charge  of  the  court.  That  position 
cannot  be  attacked  from  any  source,  for 
either  that  which  was  said  operated  to  cre- 
ate a  contract  of  present  insurance,  or  else 
no  contract  was  ever  made  binding  upon  the 
defendant.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  a 
contract  to  insure,  and  nothing  else.  It  is 
not  pretended  that  a  contract  of  any  kind 
between  these  parties  was  made  after  the 
x)nversation  of  December  30th.  The  jury 
have  found  that  the  defendant's  agent  said 
to  Hicks,  after  a  general  discussion  on  the 
subject  of  insuring  the  property,  "You  are 
insured  from  noon  on  the  30th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1893,  to  noon  of  December  30,  1894." 
The  legal  effect  of  this  answer  to  the  appli- 
cation for  insurance  made  by  Col.  Hicks  was 
to  create  a  complete,  binding  agreement  for 
insurance  for  the  period  named,  upon  which 
he  was  entitled  to  recover  for  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  Are,  had  he  made  perform- 
ance on  his  part.  Rugglea  v.  American 
Cent,  Ina,  Co.  114  N.  Y.  415,  21  N.  E.  1000. 
This  contract  of  insurance,  although  verbal, 
embraced  within  it  the  provisions  of  the 
standard  policy  of  fire  insurance,  which  the 
legislature  in  its  wisdom  formulated  for  the 
protection  of  both  insured  and  insurer.  It 
18  usual  for  the  company  to  issue  a  policy  of 
insurance  evidencing  the  contract  between 
the  parties;  but  uie  policy  accomplishes 
nothing  more  than  that,  for,  when  the  con- 
tract is  entered  into  between  the  agent  and 
the  owner,  whether  the  binder  be  verbal  or 
in  writing,  it  includes  within  it  the  standard 
form  of  policy,  and  the  contract  is  a  com- 

Sleted  one.  Ruggles's  Case,  114  N.  Y.  415, 21 
r.  E.  1000 ;  Lipman  v.  Niagara  F,  Ina.  Co. 
121  N.  Y.  454,  8  L.  R.  A.  719,  24  N.  E.  699; 
Karelsen  v.  Sun  Fire  Office,  122  N.  Y.  545, 
25  N.  E.  921 ;  Underwood  v.  Oreentoich  Ins. 
Co.  161  N.  Y.  413,  55  N.  E.  936.  In  the  three 
cases  last  cited  the  binder  had  been  reduced 
to  writing,  but  there  is  no  distinction  what- 
ever in  principle  between  those  cases  and  the 
one  at  l>ar,  for  in  each  there  is  a  binding 
contract  to  insure,  and  necessarily  accord- 
ing to  the  only  form  of  insurance  contract 
authorized  by  the  laws  of  this  state.  The 
law  reads  into  the  contract  the  standard  pol- 
icy, whether  it  be  referred  to  in  terms  or 
not.  In  Lipman'8  Case,  121  N.  Y.  454,  8  L. 
R.  A.  719,  24  N.  E.  699,  Judge  Andrews,  in 
speaking  of  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 
the  binding  slip,  issued  in  that  case,  said: 
"The  construction  is,  we  think,  the  same  as 
though  it  had  expressed  that  the  present  in- 
surance was  under  the  terms  of  the  usual 
policy  of  the  company  to  be  thereafter  de- 
livered." And  in  Karelsen's  Case  the  court 
said:  "While  the  binding  slip  contained 
none  of  the  conditions  usually  found  in  in 


sued  by  the  company.    So  tliat»  in  any  con- 
struction of  the  contract,  it  must  be  r^ard- 
ed  as  *  though  it  had  expressed  that  the  pres- 
ent insurance  was  under  the  terms  of  the 
usual  policy  of  the  company  to  be  thereafter 
delivered.' "  So  that  all  this  plaintiff  had  to 
do,  in  order  to  recover  in  this  action,  aside 
from  showing  a  loss  by  fire,  and  compliance 
on  her  part  with  the  condition  of  the  eon- 
tracts  was  to  prove  the  making  of  the  con- 
tract. This  was  accomplished  by  proving  the 
conversation  between   her   assignor  and  the 
agent,  for  the  conversation  disclosed  the  sum 
for  which  the  property  was  to  be  insured, 
the  amount  of  premiums,  and  the  period  of 
insurance,  and  the  statute  provided  for  all 
of  the  other  conditions  of  the  contract  of  in- 
surance.   Neither  party  to  it  had  the  right 
to  add  to  or  take  from  -the  requirements  of 
the  legislature  in  that  regard.    The  making 
of  the  contract  the  plaintiff  proved  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  jury,  and  she  did  not  at- 
tempt  to   prove    anything  more.    This  the 
trial  court,  as  well  as  the  counsel,  under- 
stood, and  the  case  was  tried  upon  that  the- 
ory.    It  has  been  discovered  in  this  court, 
however,  that  the  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant cannot  be  sustained  if  this  action 
be  now  treated  in  accordance  with  the  the- 
ory that    induced    its    commencement,  and 
upon  which  it  was  tried,  namely,  that  the 
plaintiff's  assignor  made  a  valid  contract  of 
insurance  with  the  defendant,  by  virtue  of 
which  this  plaintiff,  as  assignee,  is  entitled 
to  recover  to  the  extent  provide  for  by  the 
policy  for    the    damages    sustained  by  her 
through  the  destruction  by  fire  of  the  build- 
ing insured.     The  error  which  calls  for  a  re- 
versal of  the  judgment,  if  this  be  treated  as 
an  action  on  the  contract,  lies  in  the  trial 
court's  charge  to  the  jury,  in  effect,  that,  as 
matter  of  law,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
insured  to  present  to  the  defendant  proofs 
of  loss  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  standard  policy.     To  avoid  this  result, 
it  is  proposed  in  the  dissenting  opinion  not 
only  to  set  at  naught  the  many  decisions  of 
this  court  holding  that  on  an  appeal  a  ease 
must  be  disposed  of  upon  the  theory  upon 
which  it  was  tried  (Snider  v.  Snider,  160  N. 
Y.  151,  64  N.  E.  676;  Stephens  v.  Meriden 
BHtannia  Co.  160  N.  Y.  178,  54  N.  E.  781; 
People  ex  rel.  Warschauer  v.  Dalton,  169  N. 
Y.  235,  53  N.  E.  1113;  Drucker  v.  Manhai- 
tan  R.   Co.   106   N.  Y.   157,  60   Am.   Rep. 
437,    12    N.  E.  568;    Baird  v.    New    York, 
96  N.  Y.  667 ) ,  but  also  to  decide  that,  grow- 
ing out  of  this  contract,  the  plaintiff  had 
another  cause  of  action,  the  maintenance  of 
which  did  not  require  the  service  of  proofs 
of  loss.     Hence  it  is  claimed  that,  by  treat* 
ing  the  case  as  having  been  tried  upon  that 
theory,  the  court  may  avoid  reversing  the 
judgment,  for  in  such  a  case  it  would  have 
been  unnecessary  to  charge  that  the  service 
of  proofs  of  loss  was  essential  to  recovery. 
This  newly-discovered  cause  of  action  is  said 
to  spring  out  of  the  promise,  made  at  the 
time  the  contract  was  entered  into,  that  the 
defendant  would  deliver  to  the  insured  evi- 


suranoe  policies,  the  contract  evidenced  by  dence  of  the  contract  in  the  shape  of  a  policy 
it  was  the  ordinary  policy  of  insurance  is-  of  insurance.  The  contract  was  completed 
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at  the  moment  the  agmit  said,  "You  are  in- 
Bured  from  noon  on  the  30th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1893,  to  noon  on  the  30th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1894"  {Ruggles  v.  American  Cent.  Ins. 
Co.  114  N.  Y.  415,  21  N.  E.  1000) ;  and  it  is 
agreed  by  every  member  of  this  court  that 
the  defendant  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  on 
the  contract  thus  made  in  the  full  amount 
of  the  policy,  if  the  damage  was  sustained 
in  the  mannei*  referred  to  in  the  policy,  and 
plaintiff  performed  the  conditions  imposed 
upon  him  by  it. 

But  it  is  said  that  he  may  recover  either 
OB  the  contract,  or,  instead,  if  he  elects,  on 
the  ground  that  the  defendant  failed  to  de- 
liver to  him  written  evidence  of  the  con- 
tract; f.  e.,  a  policy  of  insurance.  If  the 
«ase  were  one  where  the  written  evidence  of 
the  contract  had  to  come  into  the  possession 
of  the  plaintiff  before  recovery  could  be  had 
thereon,  then  it  is  true  that  an  action  in 
equity  might  be  brought,  praying 'for  a  de- 
livery of  the  policy  that  the  defendant  with- 
held, and  further  demanding  that,  upon  the 
policy  delivered  in  pursuance  of  the  decree, 
the  plaintiff  should  have  judgment  in  the 
amount  specified  in  the  policy  for  her  dam- 
ages by  fire;  and  even  then  the  plaintiff 
would  have  to  abide  by  the  terms  of  the  pol- 
icy, delivery  of  which  the  judgment  should 
decree.  But  that  is  not  this  case  at  all.  To 
enable  her  to  recover,  it  was  not  necessary 
for  this  plaintiff  to  have  physical  possession 
of  the  policy  which  the  agent  promised  to 
give  her  assignor.  Ruggles'a  Case,  supra. 
Her  action  was  not  founded  upon  a  policy, 
but  upon  the  contract  of  insurance  made 
upon  the  30th  day  of  December,  which,  as 
both  parties  agreed,  was  to  begin  at  noon  on 
that  day,  no  matter  when  the  policy,  which 
the  parties  intended  should  furnish  evi- 
dence of  the  contract,  should  be  delivered. 
The  action  was  brought,  tried,  and  decided 
upon  that  theory;  and  no  one  disputes  that 
the  judgment  could  in  this  court  stand  upon 
that  theory,  had  the  trial  court  charged  the 
jury  correctly  in  relation  to  the  necessity  of 
serving  proofs  of  loss.  It  is  apparent, 
therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  sustained  no 
damage  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  failure 
to  furnish  her  assignor  with  written  evi- 
dence of  the  contract.  Had  the  promise 
been  kept,  the  plaintiff  might  not  have  been 
obliged  to  call  her  assignor  to  prove  the  eon- 
tract,  thus  subjecting  him,  as  it  turned  out, 
.to  be  confronted  with  impeaching  testi- 
mony; but  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  her  as- 
aignor  was  otherwise  damaged,  for  he  found 
no  difficulty  in  proving  a  contract  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  jury.  The  possession  of  the 
promised  policy,  therefore,  would  have  been 
a  convenience  possibly,  but  nothing  more. 
Plainly,  therefore,  it  is  not  true  that  the 
plaintiff  suffered  damage  in  the  amount  of 
the  contract  of  insurance  by  reason  of  the 
failure  of  the  defendant  to  deliver  a  policy 
reciting  the  terms  of  the  contract  entered 
into,  and  hence  the  judgment  cannot  be  af- 
firmed on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  sus- 
tained damages  in  the  sum  of  $2,500,  because 
the  defendant  omitted  to  deliver  a  policy. 
Kor  do  I  think  that  a  sound  public  policy 
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would  sanction  the  creation  of  such  a  prece- 
dent even  if  a  legal  principle  could  be  found 
upon  which  to  rest  it. 

The  legislature  of  the  state  of  New  York 
has  prescribed  a  standard  form  of  policy  for 
the  protection  of  both  insurer  and  insured. 
It  contains  provisions  specially  protecting 
the  insured  from  harsh  methods  by  insur- 
ance companies.  On  the  other  hand,  it  pro- 
vides that  which  experience  has  shown  to  be 
necessary  in  order  to  protect  insurance  com- 
panies from  being  victimized  through  fraud ; 
and  among  the  conditions  which  the  legisla- 
ture, in  its  wisdom,  has  caused  to  be  incor- 
porated into  the  standard  policy  is  one  mak- 
ing it  necessary  that  the  insurer  shall  have 
immediate  notice  of  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  fire;  another,  that  within 
sixty  days  the  owner  shall  present  proofs 
of  loss,  duly  verified,  in  which  shall  be 
stated  the  circumstances  of  the  fire,  and  the 
value  of  the  property  destroyed,  and  various 
other  things  which  it  is  deemed  important 
that  insurance  companies  should  know  be- 
fore being  called  upon  to  adjust  a  loss ;  still 
another  provides  that  no  local  agent  shall 
have  the  power  to  waive  any  of  these  written 
conditions,  except  by  a  writing.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  present  the  reasons  which  in- 
duced the  legislature  to  require  these  con- 
ditions precedent  to  a  recovery  upon  a  pol- 
icy of  insurance.  It  is  sufficient  for  our  pur- 
pose that  the  legislature  declared  that  it 
should  be  so,  and  we  should  see  to  it  that 
the  general  trend  of  our  decisions  is  towards 
the  enforcement  of  the  legislative  command, 
instead  of  its  nullification.  This  plaintiff 
had  the  right,  aa  it  is  conceded  on  all  hands, 
to  recover  on  the  contract  of  insurance 
which  her  assignor  made  with  the  defend- 
ant's agent,  whether  a  policy  was  subse- 
quently delivered  to  him  or  not;  but,  as  the 
standard  policy  was  necessarily  a  part  of  the 
contract,  he  should  be  required  to  comply 
with  the  conditions  of  that  policy,  and  give 
notice  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
fire,  and  present  proofs  of  loss  duly  verified. 
The  view  taken  by  some  of  my  brethren, 
however,  is  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  give 
notice  of  the  fire  and  present  proofs  of  loss 
within  sixty  days,  or  at  any  other  time,  be- 
cause, it  is  said,  stich  an  action  need  not  be 
treated  as  on  a  oontract  of  insurance,  but 
on  a  oontract  to  give  a  policy,  which  has  not 
been  carried  out,  and,  therefore,  prior  to  be- 
ginning suit,  which  may  be  done  at  any  time 
within  six  years  instead  of  one  year,  as  pro- 
vided in  the  standard  policy,  the  insured  has 
nothing  whatever  to  do  when  he  sustains  a 
loss  by  fire  but  lie  by  until,  as  in  this  case, 
several  months  have  passed,  or,  in  some 
other  case,  until  years  have  gone  by,  without 
giving  the  company  notice  of  the  fire  or  any 
proofs  of  loss  whatever.  He  may  then  bring 
a  suit,  claiming  that  two  days,  or  less,  or 
more,  before  the  fire,  the  defendant's  local 
agent,  without  receiving  any  premium, 
agreed  to,  but  did  not,  issue  a  policy,  for 
which  defendant  is  liable  to  plaintiff  in  the 
amount  of  the  sum  for  which  it  was  agreed 
that  the  policy  should  issue.  If  such  a  pro- 
cedure should  be  sanctioned  by  tibiis  courts 
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then  might  an  insurance  company  be  mulct- 
ed in  damages  without  having  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  investigate  promptly  the  origin  of 
the  fire  and  the  value  of  the  thing  destroyed, 
and  thus  would  the  door  be  opened  wide  for 
the  perpetration  of  fraud. 

It  is  said  that,  if  the  foregoing  argument 
seems  not  to  be  defective  upon  its  mere  read- 
ing, it  is,  nevertheless,  so,  because  it  leaves 
out  of  consideration  the  decisions  of  this 
court  in  Elite  v.  Albany  City  F,  Ins,  Co,  60 
N.  Y.  402,  10  Am.  Rep.  496;  Angell  v.  Hart- 
ford F.  Ins,  Co.  69  ^^.  Y.  171,  17  Am.  Rep. 
322 ;  Van  Loan  v.  Farmers*  Mut,  F.  Ins.  Aaao. 
90  N.  Y.  280.  But  the  situation  which  those 
cases  were  designed  to  meet  no  longer  exists. 
During  the  period  of  time  in  which  they  and 
others  were  decided,  and  down  to  the  year 
1886,  each  insurance  company  was  at  lib- 
erty to  insert  such  provisions  in  the  policy 
of  insurance  issued  by  it  as  it  deemed  best. 
The  result  was  that  there  was  no  uniformity 
in  policies  of  insurance,  and,  when  loss  by 
fire  occurred  prior  to  a  delivery  of  the  pol- 
icy, it  became  necessary  for  the  assured  to 
secure  possession  of  the  policy,  either  by  its 
voluntary  delivery  to  him  by  the  officers  of 
the  company,  or  in  pursuance  of  a  decree  in 
a  suit  in  equity  for  specific  performance. 
Thereon  he  could  found  a  judgment  for  the 
damages  sustained  by  the  fire,  or  he  was  al- 
lowed to  recover  the  damages  sustained  for 
a  breach  of  the  contract,  which  was  treated 
as  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  a  policy. 
The  last  one  of  the  oases  cited  was  decided 
in  1882.  Four  years  later  the  legislature, 
by  chapter  488  of  the  Laws  of  1886,  enacted 
and  provided  for  a  uniform  policy  of  fire  in- 
surance, to  be  made  and  issued  in  this  state 
by  all  insurance  comnanies  taking  fire  rides 
on  property  within  this  state,  to  be  known 
and  designated  as  the  "standard  fire  insur- 
ance policy  of  the  state  of  New  York." 
Upon  the  passage  of  this  important  legisla- 
tion the  policy  of  insurance  was  no  longer  of 
special  moment,  except  as  evidence  that  a 
contract  to  insure  had  been  made ;  for  it  was 
no  longer  competent  for  the  parties  to  incor- 
porate into  the  policy  any  provisions  what- 
ever outside  of  those  embraced  within  the 
terms  of  the  standard  policy,  and  thereafter 
the  contract  to  insure  was,  by  common  con- 
sent of  the  profession  and  the  courts,  scien- 
tifically treated. as- a  contract  of  insurance, 
and  not,  as  formerly,  a  contract  to  issue  a 
policy,  as  an  examination  of  the  authorities 
in  this  court  from  the  Ruggles's  Case  down 
will  show. 

It  is  sugprested  that  an  affirmance  of  the 
judgment  might  also  be  placed  on  the  ground 
that,  while  the  action  was  brought  upon  the 
contract  of  insurance,  it  was  made  to  appear 
upon  the  trial  that  the  defendant,  by  its  con- 
duct, waived  service  of  proofs  of  loss,  and 
hence  that  it  was  not  error  for  the  court  to 
charge,  in  effect,  that  the  plaintiff  could  re- 
cover without  showing  that  she  had  com- 
plied with  the  terms  of  the  contract  in  that 
respect.  If  the  defendant  had,  by  its  con- 
duct, rendered  unnecessary  the  service  of 
proofs  of  loss,  the  contention  would,  of 
course,  be  well  founded.  But  it  had  to  do 
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something  in  order  to  lose  the  benefit  of  the 
stipulations  in  its  contract.  At  the  outset 
it  should  be  said  that  the  defendant  or  its 
officers  never  did  anything  whatever  until 
after  this  action  was  commenced.  Neither 
the  plaintiff  nor  her  assignor,  so  far  as  this 
record  discloses,  ever  addressed  any  letter  or 
other  communication  to  the  defendant  or 
any  of  its  officers  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment  of  this  action.  What,  then,  is  the  al- 
leged waiver  founded  upon?  Why,  upon  the 
action  of  the  local  agent  who  made  the  con- 
tract of  insurance  in  denying  that  he  ever 
made  such  a  contract, — an  unstable  and 
worthless  foundation,  surely,  in  view  of  tho 
fact  that  under  the  standard  policy  an  agent 
is  without  power  to  waive  any  of  the  condi- 
tions, as  this  court  has  time  and  again  held. 
Van  Allen  v.  Farmers'  Joint  Stock  Ins,  Co, 
64  N.  Y.  469 ;  QuinUm  v.  Providence  Wash- 
ington Ins.  Co.  133  N.  Y.  356,  31  N.  E.  31 ; 
Bush  V.  Westchester  F.  Ins,  Co.  63  N.  Y. 
531;  De  Grove  v.  Metropolitan  Ins.  Co.  61 
N.  Y.  694,  19  Am.  Rep.  305.  While  it  is 
conceded  that  the  local  agent  had  no  power 
in  such  a  case  to  waive  the  condition  regard- 
ing j^roofs  of  loss,  ^et  it  is  contended  that  ho 
did  in  fact  waive  it  by  omitting  to  deliver 
the  policy  when  called  for  by  the  owner  of 
the  building  after  the  fire,  and  by  denying 
that  he  had  ever  made  a  contract  to  insure. 
Statins  the  contention  in  other  words,  it  ia 
that,  if  the  agent  had  tried  to  waive  the  con- 
ditions of  the  policy,  and  had  promised  to- 
do  so,  he  could  not  have  accomplished  it; 
but  that,  by  omitting  either  to  do  or  to  say 
a  particular  thing,  he  did  waive  the  condi- 
tion, which  is  to  say  that  an  express  waiver 
would  not  be  effectual,  but  an  implied  one 
would.  As  the  statement  of  the  proposition 
seems  to  furnish  the  answer  to  it,  I  pass  on 
to  such  of  the  defendant's  acts  as  are  relied 
upon  to  constitute  a  waiver.  It  is  not  pre- 
tended that  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
this  action  the  plaintiff  or  her  assignor  ever 
notified  the  defendant  company  that  she 
claimed  that  the  company  had  insured  the 
burned  building,  so  there  is  nothing  before 
action  brought  upon  which  to  base  a  claim 
that  the  defendant  waived  proofs  of  loss. 
But  it  is  said  that  when  the  suit  was 
brought,  and  the  defendant,  by  its  answer, 
denied  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  it  ht 
some  way  made  good  the  attempted  waiver 
of  the  agent,  although  it  was  absolutely  void 
before.  The  answer  is  that,  if  the  plaintifiT 
had  not  a  complete  cause  of  action  against 
the  defendant  when  the  summons  was 
served,  no  obstacles  have  been  removed  from 
her  path  by  the  denials  in  the  defendant's 
answer  of  the  allegations  of  her  complaint. 
If  a  party  has  not  a  good  cause  of  action  be- 
fore commencing  suit,  it  is  safe  to  say  that 
he  will  not  get  one  by  an  answer  of  tiie  de- 
fendant which  contents  itself  with  denying 
the  existence  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint. It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  without  a  basis  for  a  recovery 
upon  this  cause  of  action  if  a  new  trial  be- 
granted,  because  neither  she  nor  her  father, 
the  assignor,  have  presented  to  the  defeoMl- 
ant  any  proofs  of  loss,  nor  was  service  of 
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proofs  of  loss  waived  by  the  defendant;  and, 
while  such  a  result  may  or  may  not  be  in  the 
interest  of  justice,  in  this  particular  case 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  measure  of 
injustice  done,  if  any,  will  be  far  less  than 
would  necessarily  ensue  from  a  decision  put- 
4inff  a  premium  upon  insurance  obtained 
without  a  policy,  by  making  it  possible  to 
recoyer  for  the  damages  sustained  through 
a  fire  by  an  action  commenced  at  any  time 
before  the  six-years'  statute  of  limitations 
shall  have  run,  and  that,  too,  without  giv- 
ing the  company  notice  of  the  fire,  or  serv- 
ing it  with  proofs  of  the  loss;  thereby  pre- 
Tentiug  it  from  being  able  to  inquire  about 
the  facts  and  circumstances  attending  the 
fire  until  months  or  years  after  the  happen- 
ing of  it.  This  would  in  many  cases  effectu- 
*lly  prevent  the  company  from  acquiring 
«ny  information  whatever.  It  follows,  if 
the  views  expressed  be  sound,  that  the  action 
is  upon  a  contract  of  insurance,  and  not  one 
for  damages  resulting  from  a  failure  to  de- 
liver a  policy,  and  hence  that  proofs  of  loss 
were  necessary,  in  the  absence  of  a  waiver 
thereof  by  the  defendant,  of  which  there  is 
no  proof;  and  the  failure  to  so  charge  was 
error  calling  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 
The  judgment  should  he  reversed. 

Gray,  O'Brien,  and  Ciillen,  JJ.,  concur. 

liaBdon,  J.,  dissenting: 

We  have  no  jurisdiction  to  inquire  wheth- 
er there  was  any  evidence  tending  to  support 
the  verdict,  but  must  limit  our  review  to  the 
alleged  errors  of  law,  which,  if  found  to  be 
well  assigned,  may  possibly  have  misled  the 
jury.  The  complaint  may  be  construed  as 
seeking  either  a  recover);  of  damages  for  the 
breach  of  a  contract  to  issue  a  policy  of  in- 
surance, or  to  enforce  its  delivery,  and  to  re- 
cover thereon  as  if  actually  delivered.  Two 
•questions  of  law  are  presented  by  the  de- 
fendant's exceptions ;  one  respecting  the  omis- 
sion to  serve  proofs  of  loss,  and  the  other 
the  exclusion  of  evidence.  The  following 
facts  were  established  by  the  verdict:  On 
the  30th  of  December,  1893,  George  C.  Hicks, 
the  plaintiff's  assignor,  was  the  owner  of  a 
malt  house  in  the  village  of  Seneca  Falls, 
upon  which  was  other  insurance.  He  ap- 
plied on  the  evening  of  that  day  to  Melmouth 
Hobart,  who  was  the  local  agent  of  several 
insurance  companies,  including  the  defend- 
ant. He  was  authorized  hy  the  defendant  to 
make  agreements  for  policies  of  insurance 
and  to  issue  policies  therefor  of  the  form  of 
the  standard  policy  of  the  state  of  New 
York.  He  was  furnished  by  the  defendant 
with  blanks  for  the  purpose,  which  he  was 
authorized  to  fill,  and,  by  countersigning  and 
•delivering,  to  make  completed  obligations  of 
the  defendant.  Hobart  agreed  to  issue  to 
Hicks  two  policies  of  insurance  upon  the 
malt  house,  each  for  $2,500,  one  by  the  de- 
fendant and  the  other  by  a  Westchester  com- 
pany, each  for  one  year  from  noon  of  that 
day,  for  the  premium  of  $31.25  for  each  pol- 
icy. Hicks  offered  to  pay  the  premiums 
then,  but  Hobart  said  that  he  need  not  do  so 
trntil  he  should  deliver  him  the  policies, 
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which  he  would  not  do  that  evening,  as  he 
wished  to  see  a  policy  issued  upon  tiie  malt 
house  by  the  agent  of  the  other  companies, 
in  order  to  make  his  description  of  the  prop- 
erty identical  with  that  in  the  other  policies, 
but  would  attend  to  the  matter  the  next  day. 
He  then  said  to  Hicks,  "You  are  insured 
from  noon  on  the  30th  day  of  December, 
1893,  to  noon  on  the  30th  day  of  December, 
1804.'  The  next  day  was  Sunday,  and  Mon- 
day following  was  |b  holiday,  and  Hobart  did 
not  make  out  the  policies.  Early  in  the 
morning  of  Tuesday,  January  2,  1894,  the 
malt  house  was  destroyed  by  fire.  The  loss 
was  great  enough  to  equal  the  amount  of  all 
the  other  insurance  and  that  here  in  ques- 
tion. The  day  after  the  fire  Hicks  tendered 
to  Hobart  the  premiums,  and  demanded  the 
policies.  Hobart  refused  to  take  the  tender, 
and  also  refused  to  issue  the  policies.  Hicks 
also  demanded  blank  proofs  of  loss.  Hobart 
refused  to  give  him  any,  saying  that  he 
would  not  say  whether  he  would  receive  the 
money  for  the  premium  or  refuse  it;  that  he 
had  no  blank  proofs  of  loss;  that  he  could 
do  nothing  about  the  matter;  that  he  had 
written  to  his  companies,  and  that,  upon  get- 
ting notice  from  them,  he  would  let  Hicks 
know :  that  he  could  give  no  definite  answer 
in  reference  to  the  policies  until  he  heard 
from  his  companies.  Hicks  then  said,  "We 
may  take  it  as  conclusive  that  you  will  not 
receive  the  money,"  and  Hobart  made  no  re- 
ply. No  further  communication  took  place. 
No  proofs  of  loss  were  served.  This  action 
was  brought  seven  months  after  the  fire. 
The  oral  contract  was  complete  in  all  its 
details,  and  Hicks  was  entitled  to  the  policy. 
Ellis  V.  Albany  City  F,  Ins,  Co.  60  N.  Y. 
402,  10  Am.  Rep.  495;  Angell  v.  Hartford 
F.  Ins,  Go.  69  N.  Y.  171,  17  Am.  Rep.  322; 
Van  Loan  v.  Farmers*  Mui.  F.  Ins.  Asao. 
90  N.  Y.  281;  Ruggles  v.  American  Cent, 
Ins.  Co.  114  N.  Y.  415,  21  N.  E.  1000. 

The  standard  policy  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  which  was  the  form  of  policy  the  de- 
fendant agreed  to  issue,  requires  the  insured 
to  furnish  the  insurer  proofs  of  loss  within 
sixty  days  of  the  fire.  The  court  charged 
the  jury:  "I  charge  you,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  a 
contract  was  made  to  issue  a  policy,  and 
when  Mr.  Hicks  called  upon  the  agent,  and 
tendered  him  $62.50,  and  demanded  his  in- 
surance policy,  the  agent  refused  to  give  it 
to  him,  or  to  pay  the  loss,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  company  was  not  liable,  because  it 
had  not  agreed  to  issue  a  policy,  then  that 
was  a  waiver  of  proofs  of  Iors  on  the  part  of 
the  insurance  company."  To  this  the  coun- 
sel for  the  defendant  excepted,  whereupon 
the  court  said  that,  "if  the  agent  claimed 
that  the  contract  was  not  made,  it  was  not 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  or  Mr.  Hicks  to 
furnish  any  proofs  of  loss."  To  this  the  de- 
fendant excepted,  and  asked  the  court  to 
charge  the  jury  that  Hobart,  as  the  local 
agent  of  the  defendant,  had  no  power  to 
waive  the  condition  of  the  contract  of  in- 
surance requiring  proofs  of  loss.  The  court 
refused,  and  defendant's  counsel  excepted. 
The  standard  policy  provides  that  no  agent 
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of  the  company  shall  have  power  to  waive 
any  provinion  or  condition  of  the  policy,  ex- 
cept such  as  by  the  terms  of  the  policy  may 
be  the  subject  of  agreement  indorsed  upon  or 
added  to  it,  and  in  every  such  case  the  waiv- 
er must  be  in  writing  indorsed  upon  or  an- 
nexed to  the  policy.  Treating  the  case  as  if 
under  the  policy,  Hobart  had  no  power  to 
waive  the  proofs  of  loss.  Van  Allen  v.  Far- 
mers* Joint  Stock  Ins.  Co.  64  N.  Y.  469; 
Quinlan  v.  Providence-Washington  Ins.  Co. 
133  N.  Y.  356,  31  N.  E.  31 ;  Bush  v.  West- 
chester F.  Ins.  Co.  63  N.  Y.  631.  It  does  not 
follow,  however,  that  this  is  a  reversible  er- 
ror. If  the  action  were  solely  to  enforce  the 
delivery  of  the  policy,  and  to  recover  there- 
on as  if  actually  delivered,  then  service  of 
proofs  of  loss  would  be  necessary,  since  in 
such  case  the  rights  of  the  insured  would  de- 
pend upon  his  performance  of  the  conditions 
expressed  in  the  policy  as  precedent  to  his 
right  of  recovery.  De  Qrove  t.  Metropoli- 
tan Ins.  Co.  61  N.  Y.  604,  10  Am.  Rep.  305. 
The  same  would  be  true  if  the  action  were  to 
recover  upon  an  agreement  for  temporary 
insurance  intermediate  the  application  for 
it  and  the  decision  of  the  insurance  company 
whether  it  will  issue  a  policy,  as  in  the  cases 
of  "binding  slips."  Lipman  v.  Niagara  F. 
Ins.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  464,  8  L.  R.  A.  710,  24  N. 
E.  609 ;  Karelsen  v.  Sun  Fire  Office,  122  N. 
Y.  645.  25  N.  E.  021.  In  the  two  cases  last 
cited  the  insurance  company  did  not  repudi- 
ate the  binding  slip,  but  claimed  to  have 
canceled  the  contract  according  to  its  terms. 
Recovery  was  sought  in  each  case  under  the 
contract,  and  not  because  the  agreement  to 
make  it  was  repudiated.  In  the  case  of  a 
binding  slip  the  insured  has  his  written  con- 
tract; in  the  case  of  an  oral  contract  he 
must  show  his  right  to  one.  In  the  one 
case  the  contract  speaks  for  itself,  and  the 
action  is  upon  the  contract,  which  for  the 
time  being  is  the  policy.  In  the  other  case 
the  action  may  be  upon  the  oral  contract; 
but  when  the  making  of  the  contract  is  de- 
nied, and  performance  by  the  company  there- 
fore refused,  the  action  may  be  for  damages 
for  the  breach  of  the  contract  to  deliver  the 
policy  as  of  the  date  orally  agreed  upon. 
The  right  to  the  policy  is  not  affected  by  the 
fire.  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Colt,  20  Wall. 
660,  22  L.  ed.  423;  Lighthody  v.  North 
American  Ins.  Co.  23  Wend.  18. 

We  may  regard  this  action  as  one  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  consequent  upon  the 
breach  by  the  defendant  of  its  contract  to 
issue  and  deliver  the  policy,  which,  if  deliv- 
ered, would  have  enabled  the  plaintiff,  by 
complying  with  its  conditions,  to  secure  in- 
demnity for  his  loss.  If  the  defendant  re- 
pudiated the  contract  to  issue  the  policy,  it 
repudiated  its  conditions,  and  therefore  can- 
not, without  showing  that  it  retracted  its 
repudiation,  insist  upon  the  subsequent  per- 
formance by  the  insured  of  any  one  of  them 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  recovery  of 
the  damages  accruing  to  him  then  or  there- 
after by  the  completed  breach  itself.  The 
defendant  did  not  retract  the  repudiation  of 
the  contract,  but,  by  its  answer,  repeated 
and  confirmed  it.  Shaw  v.  Republic  L.  Ins. 
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Co.  60  N.  Y.  286 ;  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Pendletony  112  U.  S.  606,  28  L.  ed.  866,  & 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  314;  Meyer  v.  Knickerbocker 
L.  Ins.  Co.  73  N.  Y.  516,  29  Am.  Rep.  200  ^ 
Robinson  v.  Frank,  107  N.  Y.  665,  14  N.  E. 
413;  Tayloe  v.  Merchants^  F.  Ins.  Co.  0  How. 
300,  13  L.  ed.  187;  Post  t.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  4a 
Barb.  351.  It  would  be  a  useless  act  for  ihe 
plaintiff  to  serve  proofs  of  loss  in  order  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  liability  under  a 
contract  which  it  repudiated  altogether,  and 
to  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  absolve  the  of- 
fender and  punish  its  victim.  As  the  plain> 
tiff  did  not  commence  this  action  until  after 
seven  months  from  the  fire,  no  question 
arises  whether  the  action  for  full  damagea 
could  accrue  upon  the  breach  earlier  than  un- 
der the  contract.  If  we  treat  the  case  as  if 
the  policy  had  been  issued,  it  was  not  with- 
in Hobart's  power  thereafter  to  waive  proofa 
of  loss,  because  his  power  was  limited  to  the 
making  of  the  contract  and  delivery  of  the 
policy,  and  did  not  extend  to  a  subsequent 
waiver  of  the  conditions  which  the  policy  im- 
posed upon  Hides.  But,  as  his  power  was 
complete  over  the  making  of  the  contract 
and  delivery  of  the  policy,  it  embraced  as  its 
necessary  incident  power  to  repudiate  the 
oral  contract,  and  thereupon  to  refuse  de- 
livery of  the  policy;  and  hence  his  repudia- 
tion and  refusal,  if  made,  were  the  acts  of 
the  defendant.  In  Ellis  v.  Albany  City  F. 
Ins.  Co.  60  N.  Y.  402,  10  Am.  Rep.  405,  the 
court  not  only  so  held,  but  also  considered 
the  suggestion,  renewed  in  this  case,  that 
such  a  rule  would  enable  the  agent  to  per- 
petrate a  fraud  upon  the  company  by  nmk- 
ing  preliminary  contracts,  when  the  com* 
pany  only  intended  to  be  bound  by  writing, 
and  answered  it  by  sayinpr  that  that  was  no 
reason  for  depriving  third  persons  of  the 
benefit  of  contracts  entered  into  with  the 
agent.  We  cannot  review  the  finding  that 
the  defendant,  through  Hobart,  did  repudi- 
ate the  contract  and  refuse  to  issue  the  pol- 
icy. The  charge  of  the  court  placed  the 
waiver  of  the  proofs  of  loss  and  the  lack  of 
necessity  to  furnish  them  upon  the  same 
finding  of  facts  by  the  jury.  The  court  was 
wrong  as  to  the  waiver  of  the  proofs  if 
plaintiff  had  no  right  of  recovery  except  un- 
der the  policy;  but  upon  the  same  facts  the 
court  was  right  in  saying,  if  the  agent 
claimed  that  no  contract  was  made,  they 
were  not  necessary.  As  the  jury  found  the 
facts  which  made  the  service  of  proofs  of 
loss  unnecessary,  what  was  said  as  to  waiver 
was  unimportant,  and  not  reversible  error. 
It  is  said  that  the  plaintiff  sustained  no 
damages  by  the  defendant's  breach  of  its 
contract  to  deliver  the  policy,  because  she 
had  her  remedy  upon  the  oral  contract  to 
insure.  It  could  be  said  with  equal  force 
that  she  had  no  remedy  upon  the  oral  con- 
tract to  insure  because  she  had  her  remedy 
for  damages.  Obviously,  she  could  stand 
upon  all  the  causes  of  action  which  the  facts 
pleaded  permitted,  and  finally  avail  herself 
of  the  one  proved.  The  form  of  the  policy 
is  fixed  by  statute,  but  that  simply  affects 
ease  of  proof,  and  not  the  remedy  upon  the 
proofs.    It  was  a  disputed  question  of  fact 
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upon  the  trial  whether  in  the  interview  be- 
tween Hobart  and  Hicks,  when  the  oral  con- 
tract was  made,  Hobart  agreed  to  place  one 
policy  in  the  defendant  company.  Hicks  af- 
firmed it,  and  Hobart  denied  it,  and  testified 
that  the  name  of  the  defendant  was  not 
mentioned.  The  offer  of  his  further  testi- 
mony to  the  effect  that  he  had  received  in- 
structions from  the  defendant  not  to  insure 
the  plaintiff  was  excluded  by  the  court  upon 
plaintiff's  objection.  The  evidence  was  of- 
fered in  corroboration  of  Hobart's  testi- 
mony, the  defendant's  theory  being  that, 
having  received  such  instruction,  the  pre- 
sumption followed  that  Hobart  obeyed  it, 
and  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  cast 
this  presumption  into  the  scale.  Hobart 
did  not  communicate  the  instruction  to 
Hicks,  and  thus  it  could  not  affect  him,  un- 
less the  circumstance,  in  its  nature,  tended 
to  Bup}>ort  Hobart,  or  to  discredit  Hicks. 
That  Hobart  received  the  instruction  was 
immaterial  unless  he  obeyed  it.  That  is  not 
proved  by  the  instruction  itself,  nor  does  it 
tend  to  prove  it.  It  may  be  conceded,  as  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  insists, 
with  the  support  of  authority,  that  the 
presumption  is  that  every  man,  in  his  pri- 
vate and  official  character,  does  his  duty; 
but  this  presumption  is  a  shield  from  attack 
npon  the  charge  of  violation  of  duty,  not  a 
weapon  of  offense.  If  his  company  should 
sue  Hobart  for  disobedience  to  its  instruc- 
tions, he  could  rely  upon  this  presumption 
until  the  contrary  should  be  proved;  but,  if 
he  should  sue  his  company  for  some  prom- 
ised reward  of  obedience,  the  presumption 
would  not  avail  him;  much  less  can  it  be 
used  as  affirmative  evidence  against  a  third 
person  dealin*?  at  arm's  length  against  both 
principal  and  agent.  In  Fitzgerald  v. 
Dre88ler,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  374,  A,  through  a 
broker,  sold  seed  to  C,  who,  through  the  same 
broker,  sold  the  seed,  at  an  advanced  price, 
to  D.  D  was  to  pay  C  before  C  was  to  pay 
A.  D  sent  his  clerk  to  the  broker  for  the  de- 
livery order,  and  the  broker  took  the  clerk 
to  A,  who  gave  the  order  to  the  clerk  on  his 
promise  that  D  would  pay  A.  A  sued  D. 
The  court  held  that  there  was  no  presump- 
tion that  the  clerk  told  D  that  he  had  made 
the  promise.  The  case,  in  principle,  is  like 
the  one  before  us.  The  judgment  should  be 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

Halsliit,  J.,  concurs. 

Werner,  J.,  dissenting: 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  cannot  hold  that 
an  action  may  not  be  brought  for  the  breach 
of  an  agreement  to  insure  without  distinctly 
overruling  Ellis  v.  Albany  City  F,  Ins,  Co. 
60  N.  Y.  402.  10  Am.  Rep.  495;  Angell  v. 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co,  69  N.  Y.  171,  17  Am. 
Rep.  322 ;  Van  Loan  v.  Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Asso.  90  N.  Y.  281;  and  Post  v.  JEtna  Ins. 
Co.  43  Barb.  351.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
evidence  wholly  justifies  the  statement  that 
the  action  was  clearly  tried  upon  the  theory 
of  an  executed  contract  of  insurance.  It  is 
•true  that  the  complaint,  and  the  evidence 
given  in  support  thereof,  were  undoubtedly 
48  L.  R.  A. 


appropriate  to  such  an  action;  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  they  were,  therefore,  not  ap- 
propriate to  an  action  for  damages  arising 
out  of  the  alleged  breach  of  the  contract  to 
insure.  It  frequently  happens  that  the  same 
pleadings  and  proofs  will  support  different 
causes  of  actions  which  are  governed  by  in- 
consistent legal  principles.  I  am  prepared 
to  agree  with  Chief  Judge  Parker,  in  holding 
that  under  the  law  providing  for  the  stand- 
ard policy  it  is  the  logical  rule  to  decide 
that  every  contract  for  insurance  made  with 
an  authorized  agent,  whether  the  same  be 
oral  or  written,  constitutes  a  valid  contract 
of  insurance,  which  requires  nothing  to  com- 
plete it  except  the  written  evidence  of  its 
terms  and  conditions.  The  cases  of  Lipman 
V.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  454,  8  L.  R. 
A.  719,  24  N.  E.  699;  Karelsen  v.  Sun  Fire 
Office,  122  N.  Y.  545,  25  N.  E.  921,  and  Un- 
dertDood  v.  Greenwich  Ins.  Co.  161  N.  Y.  413, 
56  N.  E,  936,  cited  by  him,  clearly  demon- 
strate that  this  is  the  more  recent  view  of 
our  court.  But  that  is  very  different  from 
deciding  that,  when  a  plaintiff  claims  that 
a  contract  for  insurance  has  been  made  and 
broken,  and  a  defendant  insurance  company 
denies  that  any  such  contract  was  ever  made, 
a  plaintiff  can  recover  only  upon  the  theory 
of  an  executed  and  completed  contract.  Such 
a  rule  would  result  in  exempting  insurance 
companies  from  the  application  of  one  of  the 
most  familiar  principles  of  the  law  of  con- 
tracts. It  is  a  rule  of  universal  application 
that  when  a  party  to  a  contract  refuses  to 
execute  it  the  other  party  thereto  may  treat 
it  as  rescinded,  and  sue  for  the  breach. 
Beach,  Mod.  Law.  Cont.  8  788.  In  such  a 
case  as  this  the  difference  in  the  character 
of  the  action  is  one  of  form,  rather  than  of 
substance,  because  the  recovery  in  either  case 
would  be  the  same.  But  let  us  assume  that 
it  is  now  the  established  law  that  a  party 
claiming  under  an  oral  or  a  written  memo- 
randum for  insurance  must  recover,  if  at  all, 
upon  the  terms  and  conditions  of  a  com- 
pleted policy,  which  are  to  be  read  into  his 
tentative  contract.  It  is  conceded  that  Ho- 
bart was  the  duly-authorized  agent  of  the 
defendant  for  the  purpose  of  issuing  policies 
of  insurance.  He  was  provided  with  blanks 
for  that  purpose,  which  needed  only  to  be 
countersigned  by  him  to  make  them  execiited 
and  binding  contracts.  The  right  to  issue 
policies  included  the  right  to  refuse  to  issue 
them.  Hobart's  agreement  to  issue  a  policy 
was  the  act  of  the  company.  Whose  act  was 
Hobart's  refusal  to  issue  a  policy  after  he 
had  bound  the  company  by  his  agreement  to 
issue  one?  To  my  mind  there  is  no  escape 
from  the  conclusion  that,  if  he  acted  for  the 
company  in  making  the  agreement,  he  acted 
in  the  same  capacity  in  breaking  it.  There 
was  a  dispute  of  testimony  as  to  whether  he 
ever  made  such  an  agreement  with  plaintiff's 
assignor.  This  presented  a  question  of  fact 
which  the  jury  have  settled  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.  If,  then,  we  treat  this  as  an  ac- 
tion upon  the  policy,  and  hold  the  defendant 
responsible  for  the  acts  of  Hobart,  what  is 
the  effect  of  such  acts?  The  answer  seems 
obvious.     If  the  defendant,  through  its  prop* 
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er  officers,  had  issued  a  policy  of  insurance, 
and  after  a  loss  under  the  same  had  denied 
its  liability  on  the  ground  that  it  never  made 
any  such  contract,  it  would  be  a  distinct 
waiver  of  the  right  to  demand  proofs  of  loss. 
Bhaw  y.  Rcpuhlio  L.  Ins.  Co.  69  N.  Y.  286 ; 
Stokes  V.  Maokay,  147  N.  Y.  223,  41  N.  E. 
496;  People  v.  Empire  Mui.  L.  Ins.  Co,  92 
N.  Y.  105;  May,  Ins.  §  469;  Porter,  Ins.  Am. 
notes  by  Darrach,  1889,  '194;  Richards,  Ins. 
5  81;  Grattan  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  80 
N.  Y.  281,  36  Am.  Rep.  617 ;  Paytiy,  Mutual 
Relief  Soo.  2  How.  Pr.  N.  S.  220;  Knicker- 
bocker L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Pendleton,  112  U.  S. 
696,  28  L.  ed.  866,  5  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  314;  Brink 
▼.  Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  80  N.  Y.  113.  Is  the 
result  any  different  because  these  things 
were  done  by  an  agent?  As  we  have  seen 
this  agent  had  authority  to  issue,  and  there- 
fore to  refuse  to  issue,  policies.  His  agree- 
ment to  issue  a  policy  was  the  act  of  his 
principal.  His  refusal  to  issue  a  policy  aft- 
er he  had  agreed  to  do  so  falls  within  the 
same  category.  Under  these  circumstances 
the  refusal  of  the  agent  has  the  same  effect 
as  though  it  had  actually  been  made  by  the 
principal.  Indeed,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
particular  act,  he  was  the  principal.  Oood- 
icin  V.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L,  Ins.  Co.  73  N. 


Y.  490,  491.  But  it  is  suggested  that  thm 
policy  provides  that  no  agent  shall  have 
power  to  waive  any  of  the  conditions  thereof. 
This  is  undoubtedly  true  after  a  policy  has 
been  issued,  and  the  limited  powers  of  the 
agent  are  spent.  But  in  the  case  before  us 
the  acts  of  the  agent  were  within  the  scope 
of  his  authority,  for,  until  the  policy  was 
actually  issued,  he  was  the  alter  ego  of  the 
defendant.  At  every  instant  within  the 
period  covered  by  the  negotiations  between 
Hobart  and  the  plaintiff's  assignor  the  for- 
mer was  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  au- 
thority. As  the  case  stands,  it  is  just  as 
though  the  defendant  itself  had  refused  to 
issue  a  policy  after  it  had  agreed  to  do  so. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiff  and 
her  assignor  were  not  required  to  present 
proofs  of  loss,  because  they  had  been  ab- 
solved from  this  duty  by  the  acts  of  the  de- 
fendant. If  these  views  are  adopted,  it  fol- 
lows that  the  charge  of  the  trial  court  was 
substantially  correct  wherein  it  stated  that 
it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
serve  proofs  of  loss,  and  by  the  same  rule  it 
would  seem  to  follow  that  the  instructions 
relating  to  the  waiver  by  Hobart  were  harm- 
less, because  they  were  immateriaL 
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1.  The  practice  of  wttbdrawlnff  a 
juror  for  the  purpose  of  postponing  or  con- 
tinuing the  trial  of  a  civil  case  does  not  pre- 
vail in  Oregon. 

9.  The  only  cause  for  'withdra'wal  of 
a  Juror  In  a  civil  caae,  if  that  practice 
can  be  resorted  to  for  any  reason,  is  sur- 
prise on  the  triai»  and  a  motion  therefor 
cannot  be  based  upon  .matters  happening 
long  prior  to  the  trial,  which  had  been  con- 
sidered on  motion  for  a  continuance  before 
the  Jury  was  Impaneled. 

8.  The  question  of  care  and  diligence 
in  respect  to  the  disposal  of  goods  received 
on  consignment,  which  had  been  retained 
for  almost  a  year,  when  they  were  consumed 
by  fire,  may  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  where 
there  Is  evidence  of  their  value  In  the  market. 

(November  20,  1899.) 


APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Gircuit  Gourt  for  Multnomah  Goun- 
ty  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  acti<m 
brought  to  recover  back  money  advanced  to 
consignors,  and  for  insurance,  storage,  and 
interest  on  a  consignment  of  hops.  Af- 
fi/rmedm 

Statement  by  Bean,  J.t 

The  plaintiff  is  a  hop  factor  in  the  city  of 
London,  and  the  defendants  are  hop  growers 
in  this  state.  In  September,  1893,  the  de- 
fendant consigned  to  plaintiff,  for  sale  on 
commission,  98  bales  of  hops,  of  the  aggre- 
gate weight  of  17,392  pounds,  upon  which 
he  made  an  advance  of  $1,550.  The  hops 
were  received  in  London  about  the  24th  day 
of  November,  1893,  by  plaintiff,  who  re- 
tained them  in  his  possession  until  Septem- 
ber 13,  1894,  when,  as  he  alleges,  they  were 
destroyed  by  fire,  whereby  he  l:^came  entitled 
to  and  collected  insurance  to  the  amount  of 
$1,714.32,  which,  after  being  placed  to  de- 


NoTB. — Withdrawal  of  juror, 

I.  Power  to  withdraw  juror. 

a.  In  civil  cases. 

b.  In  criminal  cases. 

II.  Effect  of  withdrawal  of  juror  in  oivU  oases. 

a.  EngUsh  ciues. 

1.  In  general. 

2.  As  to  costs. 

b.  American  cases. 

III.  Effect  of  withdrawal  of  juror  in  criminal 
cases. 

I.  Power  to  withdraw  juror. 

a.  In  civil  oases. 

In  elTll  cases  the  court  has  the  power,  with- 
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out  consent  of  the  parties,  to  withdraw  a  jnror, 
instead  of  granting  a  nonsuit;  and  this  will 
continue  the  case.  The  effect  is  different  In 
the  Bnglish  practice,  which  usnally  treats  the 
withdrawal  of  a  Juror  as  an  end  of  the  case. 

In  UsBOBNn  V.  Stbphbnson  ft  Is  held  that 
the  practice  ol  withdrawing  a  juror  for  the 
purpose  of  postponing  or  continuing  the  trial 
of  a  civil  case  does  not  prevail  in  Oregon.  The 
court  says:  "Whatever  authorities  there  are 
on  the  subject,  all  agree  that  the  practice  can 
be  resorted  to  only  when  a  party  finds  himself 
taken  by  surprise  on  the  trial,  and  when  further 
proceeding  therewith  would  be  productive  of 
great  hardship  or  manifest  Injustice  to  him;** 
and  therefore  holds  that,  as  the  same  matter* 
were  presented  In  a  motion  for  eontlnnanee  be- 
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fendants'  credit>  left  a  balance  for  freight, 
isBuranoe,  inon«y  advanced,  expenses,  and 
interest  of  $834.40,  to  recover  which  this  ac- 
tion was  brought.  The  defendants,  by  their 
answer,  denied  any  knowledge  or  informa- 
tion sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  whether 
the  hops  were  destroyed  by  fire,  or  that 
plaintiff  collected  any  insurance  money 
thereon,  and  denied  owing  the  balance  al- 
leged to  be  due,  and,  for  a  further  and  sepa- 
rate defense,  averred,  in  substance,  thlat, 
owing  to  plaintiff's  negligence  in  not  selling 
the  hops  before  the  alleged  fire,  they  were 
damaged  in  the  sum  of  $4,099.54,  for  which 
they  prayed  judgment  and  that  such  sum  be 
set  off  and  counterclaimed  against  any  sum 
found  due  the  plaintiff.  The  cause  was 
brought  to  an  issue  by  the  filing  of  a  reply 
on  the  25th  of  February,  1896,  and  on  the 
25th  of  May  an  order  was  made  setting  the 


trial  for  the  24tli  of  June.  On  the  day  sel 
for  the  trial,  but  before  the  jury  was  called, 
the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  continuance  on  ao- 
coimt  of  the  absence  of  material  testimony; 
basing  his  motion  upon  an  affidavit  of  his 
counsel  to  the  effect  that  he  could  not  safely 
proceed  to  trial  without  the  depositions  of 
several  residents  of  London.  The  motion  be- 
ing denied,  a  jury  was  impaneled  and  sworn ; 
but,  before  any  evidence  had  been  given,  the 
plaintiff  filed  a  motion  for  permission  to 
withdraw  a  juror,  based  upon  an  affidavit 
of  his  coimsel  substantially  the  same  as  the 
one  filed  in  support  of  the  motion  for  a  con- 
tinuance, except  that  it  contained  a  state- 
ment to  the  effect  that  the  cause  had  been  set 
down  for  hearing  in  violation  of  a  verbal  un- 
derbtanding  and  agreement  with  counsel  for 
defendants,  which,  however,  was  denied  by 
a  counter  affidavit.     This  motion  was  like- 


fore  trial,  the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  for  the 
■une  reason  was  properly  refused.  This  case 
states  that  it  has  never  been  the  practice  in 
Kxiffland,  in  civil  cases,  or  In  this  country,  ex- 
cept in  New  York,  but  this  seems  to  be  a  mis- 
take, as  will  be  shown  from  the  cases  cited  in 
this  note. 

In  civil  cases  It  is  generally  held  that  a 
juror  may  be  withdrawn  where  it  is  necessary 
to  prevent  the  defeat  of  justice.  Wolcott  v. 
Studebaker,  84  Fed.  Rep.  8;  Schofleld  v.  Set- 
tley,  31  111.  516:  Miller  v.  Metzger.  16  III.  890; 
Morrison  v.  Hedenberg,  188  111.  22.  27  N.  B. 
460 :  Van  Syckle  v.  Perry,  3  Robt.  621  ;  Glen- 
dening  v.  Canary,  5  DaJy.  489.  AflTd  64  N.  Y. 
686 :  Messenger  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank.  6  Daly, 
190,  Affirming  48  How.  Pr.  542:  People  v. 
Marks,  10  How.  Pr.  261 ;  St.  John  v.  Duncan, 
2  N.  Y.  Month.  L.  Bull.  20:  Planer  v.  Smith, 
40  Wia  81 ;  Stodhart  v.  Johnson,  3  T.  R.  657 : 
Bentley  v.  Dawes,  10  Bzch.  347,  23  L.  J.  Ezch. 
N.  S.  279.  18  Jur.  837:  Thomas  v.  Lewis,  5 
Dowl.  P.  C.  395.  W.  W.  ft  D.  67,  1  Jur.  104 : 
Norbum  v.  Hllllam,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  129,  39  L. 
J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  183,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  67,  18  Week. 
Rep.  602 ;  Harries  v.  Thomas,  2  Mees.  &  W.  32 : 
Thomas  v.  Leonard,  5  HI.  556 ;  Moscattl  v. 
Lawson.  1  Rob.  ft  M.  454,  1  Harr.  ft  W. 
572:  Sheldon  v.  Bahner,  4  Pa  Co.  Ct.  16; 
People  ea  rel.  Perkins  v.  New  York  Common 
Pleas  Judges,  8  Cow.  127. 

So,  where  both  parties  consent  in  a  civil  case 
a  juror  may  be  withdrawn.  Burden  v.  Flower, 
7  Dowl.  P.  C.  786 ;  Benedict  v.  Cozzens,  4  Cal. 
881 ;  Cook  v.  RItter,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  253 :  Ever- 
ett V.  Youells,  3  Bam.  ft  Ad.  849  :  Sanderson 
V.  Nestor,  Ryan  ft  M.  402 ;  Hammond  v.  Thorpe. 
2  Dowl.  P.  C.  721,  1  Cromp.  M.  ft  R.  64,  4  Tyr. 
838 :  Seely  v.  Powers,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  372  :  GIbbs 
V.  Ralph,  14  Mees.  &  W.  804,  15  L.  J.  Rxch.  N. 
8.  7 :  Bohmann  v.  Chicago,  15  III.  App.  48 : 
Thomas  v.  Exeter  Flying  Post  Co.  56  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  813,  L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Div.  822,  56  L.  T. 
N.   8.  861,  35  Week.  Rep.  594. 

And  in  Chedwick  v.  Hughea  Carth.  464.  it 
Is  said  that  in  civil  cases  a  juror  may  be  with- 
drawn. 

And  in  Strong  v.  District  of  Columbia,  3 
MacArth.  499,  under  a  Maryland  statute  It 
was  held  that  a  juror  might  be  withdrawn. 

But  in  Schechter  v.  Denver,  L.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  8 
Colo.  App.  26,  44  Pac.  761,  which  was  a  civil 
case,  the  court  refused  to  permit  a  juror  to  be 
withdrawn. 

The  court  haa  the  discretion  to  discharge  a 
juror  whenever  it  comes  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  court  that  one  who  haa  inadvertently  been 
sworn  cannot  render  a  legal  verdict  in  the  case. 
Thomas  v.  Leonard,  5  111.  656. 
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And  the  court  on  the  trial  of  civil  cases, 
upon  being  satisfied  that  any  real  ground  of 
surprise  exists,  such  as  the  unexpected  absence 
of  witnesses  who  had  been  in  attendance,  or 
that  have  been  kept  out  of  the  way.  the  sick- 
ness of  a*  juror,  party  or  counsel,  or  any  other 
accident  occasioned  by  substantial  misappre- 
hension or  disappointment,  which  would  render 
its  further  progress  unjust  or  unfair  to  either 
party,  may,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discre- 
tion, direct  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror  or  dis- 
charge the  Jury,  and  postpone  the  trial.  Glen- 
dening  v.  Canary,  5  Daly.  489.  Affirmed  in  04 
N.  Y  636. 

In  Cook  V.  RItter,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  253,  it  was 
said  :  "There  may  be  doubt  as  to  the  right  of 
the  justice  to  order  jurors  to  be  withdrawn, 
and  others  substituted  after  the  jury  are  Im- 
paneled and  sworn.  It  does  not  appear  that 
the  trial  had  commenced,  other  than  by  calling 
and  swearing  the  jury,  nor  does  It  appear  by 
the  return  that  the  defendant  at  the  time  made 
any  objec-tion  to  it.  Under  such  circumstances 
I  think  he  must  be  considered  as  assenting  lo 
the  change  of  jurors,  and  as  having  waived  his 
right  to  object  thereto." 

In  a  civil  action,  courts  may,  in  the  exercise 
of  a  sound  discretion,  allow  a  juror  to  be  with- 
drawn, and  still  retain  the  cause  upon  the 
calendar  for  trial.  Instead  of  nonsuiting  the 
plaintiff  for  a  defect  in  his  proof  as  In  case  of 
mistake  or  surprise  on  his  part  In  the  prepara- 
tion of  his  cause  for  trial :  and  this  even  where 
the  defendant  has  not  wilfully  misled  the  plain- 
tiff. People  ex  rel.  Perkins  v.  New  York  Com- 
mon Pleas  Judges.  8  Cow.  127.  In  rhis  case 
the  court  said:  "The  question  is.  wheiher  a 
court  may  allow  a  juror  to  be  withdrawn,  thus 
saving  the  plaintiff  from  the  consequences  of  a 
fatal  defect  in  his  testimony.  If  such  a  dis- 
cretion exists  as  to  any  civil  case,  we  are  satis- 
fied it  existed  and  was  properly  applied  In 
this.  The  modern  books  are  very  barren  of 
authority  upon  the  question  as  to  civil  causes. 
thouf?h  Jurors  have  been  withdrawn,  and  the 
practice  has  been  sanctioned  in  criminal  cases. 
The  older  authorities  do  not  aj;ree.  In  Ched- 
wlck  V.  Hughes.  Carth.  465.  Holt,  Ch.  J.,  says 
it  was  the  opinion  of  all  the  judges  of  England, 
upon  debate  between  them,  that  In  civil  cases 
this  cannot  be«lone  without  consent  of  all  par- 
ties: nor  without  the  defendant's  consent  in 
criminal  cases  not  capital.  The  authority  of 
that  dictum  is  rendered  rather  questionable,  by 
what  appears  In  Foster.  36,  37 :  and  as  to  crim- 
inal cases  not  capital,  we  have  a  very  respect- 
able authority  In  United  States  v.  Coolldge,  2 
Gall.  364,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14.858.  that  the  court 
may.   In   their  discretion,  allow  a  juror  to  be 
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wise  denied,  and  the  cause  proceeded  to  trial, 
resulting  in  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defend- 
ants for  the  sum  of  $537.04,  from  which  the 
plaintiff  appeals,  assigning  as  error  the  over- 
ruling of  bis  motion  to  withdraw  a  juror, 
and  certain  instructions  given  to  the  jury. 

Messrs,  Edgar  Grimm,  W.  W.  Tha jer, 
and  Henry  St.  Rayner,  for  appellant: 

The  practice  of  "withdrawing  a  juror" 
may  be  resorted  to  when  it  appears  that 
"owing  to  some  accident  or  surprise,  defect 
of  proof,  unexpected  and  difficult  question  of 
law,  or  like  reason,  a  trial  cannot  proceed 
without  injustice  to  a  party." 

Anderson,  Law  Diet.  1889  ed.  p.  1118; 
Abbott,  Law  Diet. ;  Bishop,  Code  Pr.  8  428 ; 
People  ex  rel,  Perkins  v.  Vew  York  Com- 
mon Pleas  Judges,  8  Cow.  127 ;  Dillon  v. 
Cookorofi,  90  N.  Y.  649. 


It  is  now  well  settled  that  in  oivil 
the  court  has  power  to  do  this,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  a  sound  discretion,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  parties,  instead  of  nonsuiting  the 
plaintiff. 

2  Bouvier,  Law  Diet.  13th  ed.  826;  Mes- 
senger V.  Fourth  yat  Bank,  48  How.  Pr. 
546. 

In  the  American  practice  it  is  now  well 
settled  that  in  civil  cases  the  court  has  the 
power  to  permit  a  plaintiff  to  withdraw  a 
juror  for  any  of  the  reasons  that  prevailed 
under  the  practice  of  the  common  law,  when 
the  further  progress  of  the  trial  would  be 
disastrous  and  unfair  to  him,  thus  saving 
the  plaintiff  from  the  consequence  of  a  fa- 
tal defect  in  his  testimony. 

1  Paine  &  D.  Pr.  p.  639 ;  People  ew  rel. 
Perkins  v.  New  York  Common  Pletis  Judges, 
8  Cow.  127. 


withdrawn  In  order  to  prevent  a  faUnre  of  jus- 
tice, and  yet  continue  the  caase.  The  principle 
would  seem  to  apply  more  strongly  to  a  civil 
cause.  We  find  the  practice  has  prevailed  at 
the  circuit,  and  It  strikes  us  as  convenient, 
and  indeed  necessary.  In  some  Instances  to  pre- 
vent a  failure  of  Justice.  On  the  whole,  we 
think  courts  may,  In  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
discretion,  take  the  course  which  the  court  be- 
low adopted  in  this  case." 

b.  In  oriminal  eases. 

The  court  has  the  power  to  withdraw  a  juror 
In  criminal  cases.  This  rests  in  the  sound  dis- 
cretion of  the  court.  In  Carthew's  Reports, 
465,  it  was  said  that  it  was  the  conclusion  of 
all  the  judges  in  England  that  this  could  not 
be  done  except  by  consent,  and  not  in  capital 
cases  even  with  consent.  But  this  statement 
is  attacked  in  Foster's  Crown  Law,  16,  and  that 
report  shown  to  be  Incorrect.  It  is  not  fol- 
lowed. 

The  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  rests  In  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  conrt,  and  uay  be  exorcised  In 
a  criminal  case  In  order  to  prevent  the  defeat 
of  Justice.  Com.  v.  Bowden,  9  Mass.  494  (fel- 
ony) ;  People  v.  Olcott.  2  Johns.  Cas.  BOl 
(misdemeanor)  ;  People  v.  Ellis.  15  Wend.  871 
(misdemeanor)  :  Brown  v.  State.  38  Tet.  482 
(felony)  ;  Ferrars's  Case,  T.Raym. 84  (forgery). 

And  the  same  Is  held  although  the  defendant 
may  not  consent.  United  States  v.  Morris,  1 
Curt.  C.  C.  23,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15.815  (ml<jde- 
meanor)  ;  State  v.  Weaver.  35  N.  C.  (18  Ired. 
L.)  203  (misdemeanor)  :  United  States  v.  Oool- 
idge.  2  Gall.  364.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14.8.')8. 

And  the  same  rule  was  applied  under  a  stat- 
ute allowing  a  Juror  to  be  withdrawn.  Stone  v. 
People.  3  111.  326   (capital  offense). 

And  In  Chedwick  v.  Hughes,  Carth.  464,  It 
was  said  that  In  cases  of  crimes  cot  capital  a 
juror  may  be  withdrawn  by  consent. 

And  In  Com.  v.  Purchase,  2  Pick.  521.  13 
Am.  Dec.  452,  and  Com.  v.  McCormlck.  130 
Mass.  61,  It  was  said  that  a  juror  may  be  with- 
drawn. 

But  In  some  cases  the  rlpht  to  withdraw  a 
juror  Is  denied  where  the  defendant  refuses  to 
consent.  State  v.  Epbralm,  10  N.  C.  (2  Dov.  & 
B.  L.)  162  (capital  offense)  :  People  v.  Barrett. 
2  Cal.  304,  Reversing  2  Cal.  100. 

In  Rex  V.  Jeffs.  2  Strange.  984  (felony).  It 
was  held   that   a   Juror  cannot   be   withdrawn. 

And  In  Chedwick  v.  Hughes.  Carth.  464,  It 
it  Is  said  that  a  Juror  cannot  be  withdrawn  In  h 
capital  case,  even  though  the  defendant  con- 
sents. 

In  the  Case  of  Ferrars,  T.  Raym.  84,  "against 
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whom  an  Information  was  exhibited  for  forgery. 
It  was  resolved  by  all  the  justices  that,  al- 
though the  jury  be  charged  and  sworn  In  the 
esse  of  a  plea  of  the  Crown,  yet  a  juror  may  be 
drawn  or  the  jury  dismissed,  contrary  to  com- 
mon tradition,  which  hath  been  held  by  many 
learned  in  the  law.** 

In  People  v.  Olcott.  2  Johns.  Cas.  804,  It  Is 
said :  ''In  the  Case  of  Ferrars,  cited  In  Sir  T. 
Raym.  84,  which  was  on  an  Information  for 
forgery,  it  Is  said  to  have  been  held  by  all  the 
justices  that,  after  a  jury  was  sworn  and 
charged  In  a  capital  case,  they  msy  t>e  dis- 
missed, or  a  Juror  withdrawn  though  this  was 
said  to  be  contrary  to  common  tradition.** 

On  the  trial  of  a  party  for  a  misdemeanor, 
a  Juror  may  be  withdrawn  on  the  application  of 
the  public  prosecutor,  after  the  jury  have  been 
Impaneled  and  sworn.  People  v.  Rills,  IB 
Wend.  371.  In  this  case  the  court  said :  **ln 
the  case  of  People  v.  Olcott,  2  Johna  Css.  807, 
the  power  of  the  court  ss  to  the  withdrawal 
of  a  juror  after  the  jury  was  Impaneled  and 
sworn,  in  the  case  of  a  misdemeanor,  seems  to 
be  put  on  the  same  footing  as  In  civil  cases.  In 
which  It  rests  very  much  In  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion.  [People  e^  rel.  Perkins  v. 
New  York  Common  Pleas  Judges  1.  8  Cow.  127. 
The  same  indulgence  is  not  extended  in  this 
court  to  all  criminal  cases  not  capital  (People 
V.  Barrett,  2  Cal.  304).  though  respectable  au- 
thorities have  gone  that  length.  [United 
States  V.  Coolidge]  2  GaJl.  364.  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,858.  We  see  no  good  objection  to  the  appli- 
cation of  the  rule  In  all  cases  of  misdemeanor." 

In  an  indictment  for  misdemeanor  the  court 
may.  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant, 
withdraw  a  Juror,  when  in  Its  discretion  It 
Judges  it  necessary  to  the  ends  of  Justice. 
State  V.  Weaver.  35  N.  C.  (13  Ired.  L.)  203. 
In  this  case,  after  the  prosecuting  officer  closed 
the  case  the  court  stated  that  on  the  evidence 
the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  the  crime 
of  receiving  from  one  D.  a  stolen  slave  know- 
ing that  D.  had  stolen  him,  and  D.  was  then 
In  confinement  In  the  Jail  In  6.  county  and  had 
not  been  tried,  whereupon  the  court,  without 
the  consent  of  the  prisoner,  but  in  opposition 
to  his  wishes,  ordered  a  Juror  to  be  withdrawn, 
and  the  question  was  brought  up  on  certiorari. 

Where  the  Jury  was  unable  to  agree  in  a 
misdemeanor  case  It  was  ordered  by  the  conrt 
that  a  Juror  be  withdrawn,  and  this  was  done 
against  the  consent  of  the  defendant/  and  de- 
fendant was  again  put  upon  trial.  It  was  held 
that  the  right  to  discharge  the  Jury  In  such 
case  was  discretionary  with  the  court.  State 
V.  Morrison,  20  N.  C.  (3  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  115. 

And  where  a  witness  refused  to  be  sworn  In 
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This  rule  of  practice  of  the  common  law 
has  not  been  abrogated  by  the  judicature  act 
of  this  state. 

2  Rapalje  &  L.  Law  Diet.  ed.  1888,  p. 
1362. 

Under  our  system  of  jurisprudence  all  the 
common-law  remedies  are  preserved  in  some 
form,  and  when  a  course  of  proceeding  is  not 
specifically  pointed  out,  any  suitable  process 
may  be  adopted  conformable  to  the  spirit  of 
the*  Code. 

Aiken  ▼.  Aiken,  12  Or.  203,  G  Pac.  682; 
Civ.  Code,  §  940;  Bailey  v.  Fruah,  5  Or.  139; 
Ladd  V.  Mason,  10  Or.  316;  Carter  v.  Kosh- 
land,  13  Or.  616,  12  Pac.  58;  Mitchell  v. 
Poioere,  16  Or.  491,  19  Pac.  647. 

Where  a  remedy  is  provided  by  statute, 
unless  made  exclusive  the  rule  is  that  it  is 
cumulative  with  one  already  existing  at 
common  law. 


People  V.  Craycroft,  2  Cal.  243,  56  Am. 
Dec.  331 ;  Candee  v.  Haytoard,  37  N.  Y.  653. 

Messrs,  Piatt,  Durhaait  Sc  Piatt  for  re- 
spondents. 

Bean,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  the  first  attempt,  so  far  as  we  are 
advised,  to  invoke  in  this  state  the  practice 
of  withdrawing  a  juror.  There  is  but  little 
satisfactorjr  information  to  be  obtained  from 
the  books  m  regard  to  the  ancient  practice, 
which  used  to  be  resorted  to  when  a  party 
was  taken  by  surprise  on  a  trial,  of  with- 
drawing a  juror,  and  thus  causing  a  mis- 
trial, and,  of  necessity,  a  postponement  of 
the  case.  It  was  originally  confined  to  crimi- 
nal cases,  and  seems  to  have  been  ad(n)ted 
for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  a  rule  which 
once  obtained,  based  largely  upon  a  dictum 


a  proeeention  for  shipping  flour  duTing  the  war, 
eoDtrary  to  act  of  Congress  July  6,  1812,  chap. 
129,  and  the  court  claimed  that  he  was  not 
within  the  rule  allowing  an  afllrmatloD,  and 
committed  him  for  contempt,  and  the  district 
attorney  moved  to  discharge  the  Jury,  and  that 
the  cause  should  remain  for  trial  at  a  future 
date,  Story,  J.,  said:  "A  party  Is  on  trial  be- 
fore a  jury,  and  a  circumstance  occurs  which 
will  occasion  a  total  failure  of  Justice  If  the 
trial  proceed ;  have  the  court,  in  such  an  emerg- 
ency, power  to  withdraw  a  Juror?  It  has 
been  stated  from  the  bar  that,  in  capital  cases, 
the  court  have  not  this  power,  but  in  a  case  In 
Foster's  Crown  Law,  and  in  several  other  cases, 
It  has  been  held  that  they  have.  In  misde- 
meanors, there  Is  certainly  a  larger  discretion, 
and  until  the  cases  Just  mentioned,  capital 
trials  were  generally  supposed  to  be  excepted. 
It  Is  now  held  that  the  discretion  exists  In  all 
cases,  but  It  is  to  be  exercised  only  in  very 
extraordinary  and  striking  circumstances.  Were 
It  otherwise,  the  most  unreasonable  conse- 
quences would  follow.  Suppose,  that  In  the 
course  ot  the  trial  the  accused  should  be  re- 
duced to  such  a  situation  as  to  be  totally  inca- 
pable of  vindicating  himself:  shall  the  trial 
proceed  and  he  be  condemned?  Suppose  a 
Juryman  taken  sudden  ill.  and  incapable  of  at- 
tending to  the  cause ;  shall  the  prisoner  be  ac- 
quitted? Suppose  that  this  were  a  capital  case, 
and  that  la  the  course  of  the  Investigation,  it  had 
clearly  appeared  that  on  Lee's  testimony  de- 
pended a  conviction  or  an  acquittal :  would  it 
be  reasonable  that  the  case  should  proceed? 
Lee  may,  perhaps,  during  the  term,  be  willing 
to  testify.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  government  is  not  bound  to 
proceed,  but  that  the  case  be  suspended  until 
the  close  of  the  term,  that  we  may  see  whether 
the  witness  will  not  consent  to  an  examina- 
tion.'* United  States  v.  Coolldge,  2  Gall.  364, 
Fed.  Cas.   No.   14,858. 

In  Com.  V.  McCormick,  130  Mass.  61,  re- 
ferring to  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Morris, 
1  Curt.  C.  C.  23.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,815.  which 
held  that  it  was  In  the  discretion  of  the  court 
to  protect  the  administration  of  justice  by 
withdrawing  the  case  from  the  Jury  if  a  Juror 
was  unfit  to  sit  therein,  and  in  which  case  the 
court  withdrew  a  Juror  after  the  trial  had  com- 
menced, it  was  said :  "It  is  not  contended 
that  this  power  Is  given  to  the  court  to  be 
exercised  arbitrarily,  or  without  good  cause  to 
believe  that  Interference  is  necessary  to  prevent 
great  Injustice  to  one  side  or  the  other.  It  is 
to  be  used  alike  for  the  protection  of  the  public 
and  for  the  security  of  the  prisoner  in  his  right 
to  sn  Impartial  trial ;  alike  when  the  Juror  is 
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so  biased  either  against  the  prisoner  or  against 
the  government  that  he  Is  disqualified  to  serve 
upon  the  panel." 

In  the  report  of  Chedwick  v.  Hughes,  Car- 
thew,  4G4  (which  was  a  prohibition  to  stay  a 
suit  against  the  school  master  for  keeping  a 
school  without  a  license),  there  Is  the  fol- 
lowing note: — '*Nota,  per  Holt,  Chief  Jus- 
tice. At  the  sittings  In  Westminster.  0  No- 
vemb.  1608,  In  a  case  of  perjury  tried  before 
him,  between  the  King  and  Perkins,  he  said, 
that  it  was  the  opinion  of  all  the  Judges  of 
England,  upon  debate  between  them.  (1)  That 
in  capital  cases  a  Juror  cannot  be  withdrawn, 
tho'  all  parties  consent  to  it.  (2)  That  In 
criminal  cases,  not  capital,  a  Juror  may  be 
withdrawn,  If  both  parties  consent,  but  not 
otherwise.  (8)  And  that  in  all  civil  causes,  a 
Juror  cannot  be  withdrawn,  but  by  consent  of 
all  parties.'* 

This  note  Is  discussed  In  People  v.  Olcott,  2 
Johns.  Cas.  301.  as  follows:  "With  respect 
to  the  note  In  Carthew,  it  underwent  a  critical 
examinstlon,  in  the  case  of  the  two  Kinlochs, 
Post.  C.  L.  16.  in  the  year  1746.  and  It  was  con- 
sidered  as  a  palpable  mistake  of  the  reporter. 
The  case  as  corrected  by  a  MS.  report  of  Ch. 
J.  Eyre,  was  on  an  indictment  for  perjury ;  and 
on  the  trial,  the  prosecutor,  finding  his  evidence 
defective,  insisted  on  withdrawing  a  Juror,  and 
Ch.  J.  Holt  refused  it.  saying  that  in  criminal 
cases  a  Juror  cannot  be  withdrawn  but  by  con- 
sent ;  and  in  capital  cases,  not  even  with  con- 
sent. This  case,  therefore,  goes  only  In  re- 
straint of  what  was  properly  deemed  an  unrea- 
sonable and  oppressive  claim  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecutor." 

In  Wedderbourn's  Case,  Post.  C.  L.  22-28, 
the  case  of  Chedwick  v.  Hughes.  Carthew.  464, 
was  criticized,  the  court  saying  that  in  Eyre's 
MSS.  report  of  the  same  case  Holt  says:  "I 
have  had  occasion  to  consider  of  this  matter. 
In  criminal  cases  a  Juror  cannot  be  withdrawn 
but  by  consent :  and  in  capital  cases  it  cannot 
he  done  even  with  consent ;"  and  this  does  not 
show  any  resolution  of  the  Judges  but  only 
Holt's  opinion.  The  court  said  that  the  report 
in  Tracy's  MSS.  must  have  been  second  hand, 
as  he  was  not  an  English  Judge  at  the  time  the 
Judges  are  supposed  to  have  come  to  these  reso- 
lutions, or  even  so  early  as  1608. 

In  Rex  V.  Jeffs,  2  Strange,  984,  on  an  indict- 
ment for  barratry  where  the  prosecutor  could 
not  go  on  for  the  want  of  several  processes, 
there  was  an  attempt  to  withdraw  a  Juror,  as 
it  was  done  on  an  Indictment  against  the  scav- 
engers of  St.  Giles's  for  not  paying  money  ac- 
cording to  a  Justice's  order :  and  there  being 
some  nn preparedness,  one  of  the  King's  counsel 
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of  Jjord  Coke,  that  a  jury  sworn  and  charged 
in  any  criminal  case  could  not  be  discharged 
without  giving  a  verdict.  To  escape  the  ef- 
fect of  this  rule  and  yet  apparently  observe 
it  to  the  letter,  the  courts  resorted  to  the 
Action  of  directing  the  clerk  to  call  a  juror 
out  of  the  box,  when  it  appeared  that  the 
prosecution  was  taken  by  surprise  on  the 
trial,  whereupon  the  prosecution  objected  or 
was  supposed  to  object,  to  proceeding  with 
the  eleven  jurors,  and  the  trial  went  over 
for  the  term.  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  619;  2  Hale, 
P.  C.  294;  Wedderhoum'8  Case,  Fost.  C. 
L.  22;  People  v.  Olcott,  2  Johns.  Cas.  301; 
United  States  v.  CoolidgCy  2  Gall.  264,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,858.  It  was  nothing  more,  how- 
ever, than  a  means  of  obtaining  a  continu- 
ance or  postponement  of  the  trial  after  the 
jury  had  been  impaneled  and  sworn.  At 
first  it  was  thought  this  could  be  done  only 


by  the  court  ordering  the  discharge  of  one  of 
the  jurors,  and  then  holding  that,  as  the 
case  could  not  be  tried  before  the  renuuning 
eleven,  it  must  be  continued.  But  after  the 
doctrine  of  Lord  Coke  had  been  repudiated, 
and  it  became  the  settled  rule  that  it  was 
within  the  power  of  the  court,  in  a  proper 
case,  to  discharge  the  jury  after  it  had  been 
impaneled  and  sworn,  and  continue  the 
cause,  the  device  of  withdrawing  a  juror 
seems  to  have  become  practically  obsolete, 
and  but  little,  if  any,  reference  to  it  as  a 
substantive  practice  is  to  be  thereafter  found 
in  the  books.  That  it  ever  prevailed  at  com- 
mon law  in  civil  c»ses  is  very  doubtful.  No 
case  has  come  under  our  observation  in 
which  it  was  resorted  to  in  England.  In- 
deed, the  only  reference  we  have  been  able  to 
find  to  the  question  in  the  early  authorities 
is  a  note  to  Chedioick  v.  Hughes,  Carthew. 


consented  to  withdraw  a  Juror.  Upon  consid- 
eration It  was  refused,  and  It  was  held  that 
there  was  a  difference  between  the  scavengers' 
case  which  may  be  compared  to  cases  of  a  civil 
nature,  and  the  barratry  case  where  the  pun- 
ishment may  be  infamous,  as  the  pillory.  It 
was  said  that  It  had  never  been  done  in  per- 
jury or  forgery. 

The  power  to  withdraw  a  Juror  In  a  criminal 
prosecution  for  a  conspiracy  was  upheld  In 
People  ▼.  Olcott,  2  Johns.  Cas.  801.  In  this 
case,  Rex  v.  Jeffs,  2  Strange,  984,  was  distin- 
guished and  commented  on,  by  saying  that  In 
that  case  on  the  charge  of  barratry  the  court 
refused  "to  permit  a  Juror  to  be  withdrawn  on 
the  motion  of  the  prosecutor,  after  he  had  gone 
Into  proof  and  found  himself  deficient,  because 
the  punishment  annexed  to  that  offense  might 
be  Infamous;  but  he  said  It  might  be  and  had 
been  done  in  other  cases  of  misdemeanors. 
This  .  .  .  case  controls  an  Improper  exer- 
cise of  the  power  of  the  court,  but  does  not 
deny  its  existence.  It  perhaps  admits  too 
much  :  for  to  allow  the  prosecutor  in  any  case 
to  withdraw  a  Juror  because  he  finds  himself 
not  fully  prepared  in  his  proofs  Is  an  unrea- 
sonable indulgence  unless  it  should  be  made  to 
appear  that  some  part  af  the  testimony  was 
wanting  through  the  contrivance  or  agency  of 
the  defendant." 

II.  Effect  of  toithdrawal  of  juror  in  oivil  oases. 

a.  English  cases. 

1.  In  general. 

Chltty's  General  Practice,  p.  917,  §  23,  says 
that  when  a  considerable  time  has  elapsed,  and 
the  Jury  cannot  agree  upon  their  verdict,  the 
practice  Is  for  the  counsel  of  the  respective  par- 
ties to  agree  to  withdaw  a  Juror.  *'i.  c,  to  require 
one  of  the  twelve  to  leave  the  Jury  box,  by 
which  means  the  proceedings  on  the  trial  are 
in  effect  determined  without  any  verdict  or 
other  proceeding.  This  arrangement  usually 
takes  place  at  the  recommendation  of  the  judge 
at  any  time  pending  the  action,  when  the  action 
Is  doubtful,  or  It  Is  on  any  ground  unfit  that  it 
should  procpod  further.  In  this  case  each 
party  pays  bis  own  costs,  and  a  defendant,  by 
consenting  to  withdraw  a  Juror,  waives  any 
supposed  rl^ht  he  may  have  to  claim  his  costs 
from  the  nttorney  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
ground  of  the  action  having  been  brought  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  latter.  However,  al- 
though It  Is  In  general  understood  and  expected 
that  there  are  not  to  be  any  further  proceed- 
ings, yet  In  point  of  law  the  plaintiff  may  com- 
mence a  fresh  action  :  and  therefore  a  defend- 
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ant's  counsel  should  require  a  written  engage- 
ment, signed  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney.  In 
consideration  of  the  defendant's  consenting  to 
withdraw  a  Juror,  that  the  plaintiff  will  not 
Institute  any  further  proceedings  In  relation 
to  the  subject-matter  of  that  suit." 

Discharging  a  Jury  by  consent  does  not  ter- 
minate the  suit,  but  is  the  same  In  this  respect 
as  withdrawing  a  Juror.  And  where  the  plain- 
tiff. Instead  of  going  on  with  such  suit,  brought 
a  new  action  for  a  cause  admitted  to  be  the 
same,  the  court  stayed  the  proceedings,  but 
would  not  grant  the  defendant  his  costs  of  the 
latter  suit.  Everett  v.  Youells,  8  Bam.  & 
Ad.  340. 

And  the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  In  a  civil  ac- 
tion by  consent  of  the  parties  is  no  bar  to  a 
future  suit  on  the  same  cause  of  action.  Sand- 
erson V.  Nestor,  Ryan  ft  M.  402.  In  this  case 
a  similar  action  had  been  brought  In  Ireland 
by  the  same  plaintiff  agaiust  the  same  defend- 
ant, and  by  consent  of  the  parties  a  Juror  was 
withdrawn.  It  was  contended  that  this  was 
an  agreement  between  the  parties  to  terminate 
the  dispute. 

Withdrawing  a  Juror  does  not  necessarily 
put  an  end  to  the  suit;  whether  it  does  so  or 
not  depends  upon  the  arrangement  between  the 
parties  In  the  particular  Instance.  Bentley  v. 
Dawes,  10  Exch.  847,  23  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  279. 
18  Jur.  837 :  s.  p.  Harries  v.  Thomas,  2  Meea 
k  W.  32,  6  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  58. 

In  the  latter  case  the  court  said :  **I  en- 
tirely agree  with  Mr.  Williams  that  the  mere 
withdrawal  of  a  Juror  does* not  of  necessity 
put  an  end  to  the  cause.  A  Juror  may  be  with- 
drawn merely  for  the  accommodation  of  both 
parties.  It  being  found  conyenlent  not  to  try 
the  cause,  although,  the  Jury  having  be<»n 
sworn,  the  record  cannot  be  withdrawn.  It 
depends  entirely  on  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  agreement  Is  come  to;  if  It  appears 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  pat 
an  end  to  the  cause,  for  obtaining  a  particular 
advantage,  or  avoiding  a  particular  loss,  the 
court  will  give  effect  to  It,  or,  under  some  cir- 
cumstances, even  preclude  the  plaintiff  from 
bringing  another  action.  .  .  .  But  we 
thInJc,  on  the  whole  circumstances  before  na. 
the  agreement  of  the  parties  was  to  put  an  end 
to  the  cause,  each  receiving  a  benefit  by  golns 
before  the  arbitrator  for  settlement  of  their 
pecuniary  account.  The  defendant  Is  therefore 
entitled  to  have  the  rule  made  absolute,  but  the 
parties  may  still.  If  they  please,  go  before  the 
arbitrator  again  on  the  terms  suggested  on  the 
former  occasion." 

At  the  trial  of  a  cause  the  parties  agreed 
that  a  Juror  should  be   withdrawn,   and   that 
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464,  in  wbich  it  is  stated  that  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Holt,  in  a  case  of  perjury  tried  be- 
foie  hira,  said  that  it  was  the  opinion  of  all 
the  judges  of  England,  upon  debate  between 
them,  that  in  civil  cases  a  juror  cannot  be 
withdrawn  but  by  consent  of  all  parties. 
And  while  the  authority  of  this  note  under- 
went a  critical  examination  in  the  subse- 
quent case  of  Sir  John  Wcdderhourtij  Fost. 
C.  L.  28,  from  which  its  authority  is  ren- 
dered rather  questionable,  it  seems  to  be  the 
only  reference  to  the  practice  in  civil  cfses. 
It  wag  early  ruled,  however,  in  this  country, 
by  the  oourts  of  New  York,  after  some  hesi- 
tat  ion.  that  a  court  may  allow  a  juror  to  be 
withdrawn  in  a  civil  case,  when  necessary 
to  save  the  plaintiff  from  the  consequence 
of  a  fata!  mistake  in  his  testimony.  People 
ex  reL  Perkins  v.  Neio  York  Common  Pleas 
Judges,  8  Cow.  127.     And  we  believe  it  is 


still  regarded  as  a  proper  practice  in  that 
state,  and  is  open  to  either  party.  Bishop, 
Code  Pr.  §  428 ;  Dillon  v.  Cockcroft,  90  N. 
Y.  649;  Messenger  v.  Fourth  Nat,  Bank,  48 
How.  Pr.  542.  But,  so  far  as  we  have  been 
able  to  ascertain,  it  does  not  prevail  else- 
where in  this  country;  the  same  result  be- 
ing accomplished  by  a  direct  application  to 
the  court  for  a  postponement  of  the  trial. 
4  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  863.  We  are  therefore  of 
the  opinion  that  the  motion  was  properly  de- 
nied on  the  ground  that  no  such  practice  pre- 
vails in  this  state.  But,  however  that  may 
be,  whatever  authorities  there  are  on  the 
subject,  all  agree  that  the  practice  can  be 
resorted  to  only  when  a  party  finds  himself 
biken  by  surprise  on  the  trial,  and  when 
further  proceeding  therewith  would  be  pro- 
ductive of  great  hardship  or  manifest  injus- 
tice to  him.     Mr.  Bishop,  in  the  section  of 


the  JTidge.  Instead  of  trying  the  Issues,  should 
examine  the  subject-matter  of  the  dispute,  and 
say  what  ought  to  be  done  by  both  parties  or 
either  party.  A  Juror  was  accordingly  with- 
drawn, and  the  Judge  undertook  the  matter, 
and  was  about  to  carry  out  the  rest  of  the 
arrangement  when  the  defendant  refused  to  be 
bound  by  it.  It  was  held  that  the  effect 'of 
such  refusal  was  to  set  aside  the  arrangement, 
and  to  give  the  court  therefore  power  to  order 
the  cause  to  be  tried  notwithstanding  there  had 
been  such  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  with  the  con- 
sent of  both  parties  and  without  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant.  Norburn  v.  Hi  11  lam,  .L. 
R.  6  C.  P.  129,  .39  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8.  183,  22  L. 
T.  N.  S.  67,  18  Week.  Rep.  602.  In  this  case 
the  court  said :  "It  Is  clear,  beyond  all  ques- 
tion, that  the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  by  con- 
sent not  only  puts  an  end  to  the  proceedings  In 
the  cause,  but  also  puts  an  end  to  the  whole 
matter,  so  as  to  prevent  its  being  litigated  In 
a  subsequent  action  ;  for.  If  either  party  should 
attempt  It,  the  court  would  stay  the  proceed- 
ings In  that  or  In  any  fresh  action  brought  for 
the  same  cause.  That  Is  the  effect  which  Is 
given  to  the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror,  because 
such  was  the  Intention  of  the  parties.  But 
that  Is  no  stronger  than  a  consent  to  a  non- 
suit on  terms.  There,  If  one  party  afterwards 
repudiates  the  terms  agreed  on.  under  circum- 
stances such  as  are  disclosed  here.  It  would  be 
the  bounden  duty  of  the  court  not  to  allow  the 
proceedings  to  be  terminated,  and  one  party  to 
get  the  advantage  of  the  arrangement  without 
performing  the  sflpulatlons  on  his  part." 

The  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  upon  terms  Is  not 
necessarily  the  final  determination  of  the  ac- 
tion :  and  If  there  be  a  substantial  breach  by 
one  of  the  parties  of  the  terms  upon  which  the 
Juror  was  withdrawn,  the  court  before  whom 
the  case  came  for  trial  has  Jurisdiction  to  retry 
the  action.  Thomas  v.  Exeter  Flying  Post  Co. 
L.  R.  18  Q.  B.  Dlv.  822.  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
313,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  361.  35  Week.  Rep.  694. 
This  was  a  libel  case,  and  the  plaintiff  agreed 
that  a  Juror  should  be  withdrawn,  and  the  de- 
fendant agreed  that  he  should  apologize  in 
court  and  publish  such  proceedings  in  his  paper, 
which  he  did ;  but  in  another  part  of  his 
paper  he  repeated  the  libel.  The  plaintiff  had 
the  case  reinstated  and  retried,  and  obtained  a 
verdict.  The  court  said :  **No  doubt  most  per- 
sons would  say  that  the  effect  of  withdrawing 
a  Juror  was  that  the  cause  thereby  came  to  an 
end :  and,  popularly  speaking,  that  Is  a  very 
fair  description  of  the  result  of  such  an  agree- 
ment :  in  all  ordinary  cases  the  Juror  is  with- 
drawn with  the  intention  that  the  cause  shall, 
and  it  does,  come  to  an  end.  Olbbs  v.  Ralph,  14 
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^fpos.  ft  W.  804,  16  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  7.  Is  the 
only  case  where  similar  general  language  Is 
used  without  qualification,  and  it  Is  abundantly 
clear,  both  upon  principle  and  from  the  decl- 
sions  In  Hurdon  v.  Flower,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  786, 
and  Norburn  v.  nilllam.  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  129,  8& 
L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  183,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  67, 18  Week. 
Rep.  602,  that  the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  Is  not 
a  legal  determination  of  the  cause,  but  Is  only 
a  determination  In  this  sense,  that,  unless 
something  very  special  happens,  the  court  will 
hold  the  parties  to  their  understanding,  and 
will  stay  any  further  proceedings  In  the  ac- 
tion." 

Bat  in  Glbbs  v.  Ralph,  14  Mees.  ft  W.  804.  15 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  7,  It  was  held  that  if  a 
Juror  Is  withdrawn  under  the  advice  of  coun- 
sel, and  a  second  action  Is  brought  for  the  same 
cause,  the  court  will  stay  the  proceedings  not- 
withstanding the  belief  of  the  attorneys  on 
each  side  that  such  withdrawal  would  not  op- 
erate as  a  termination  of  the  suit.  In  this  case 
the  court  said :  "The  counsel  on  both  sides 
were,  of  course,  aware  of  the  consequences  of 
that  proceeding,  and  the  understanding  of  the 
attorneys  as  to  Its  effect  Is  quite  Immaterial." 

The  court  also  said  :  "All  that  the  case  of 
Sanderson  v.  Nestor,  Ryan  ft  M.  402,  decides 
is,  that  If  a  second  action  be  brought  for  the 
same  cause,  and  the  defendant,  instead  of  ap- 
plying to  the  court  to  stay  the  proceedings, 
chooses  to  allow  the  action  to  procpcd.  he  can- 
not avail  himself  of  the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror 
as  a  defense  at  the  trial." 

2.  A8   to  coats. 

It  the  defendant  pay  money  Into  court,  and 
the  plaintiff  proceed  to  trial  when  a  Juror  Is 
withdrawn,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the 
costs  up  to  the  time  of  paying  maney  into  court. 
Stodhart  v.  Johnson,  3  T.  R.  657. 

And  where  Judgment  passed  for  the  plaintiff 
on  a  demurrer  to  one  plea,  and  the  cause  was 
taken  down  for  trial  upon  another,  and  a  Juror 
was  then  withdrawn  by  consent.  It  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  then  obtain  the 
costs  of  the  domurrer.  Rurdon  v.  Flower  7 
Dowl.  P.  C.  786. 

Where  a  Juror  is  withdrawn  and  the  cause 
referred,  but  no  award  made,  and,  the  cause  be- 
ing tnken  down  again,  the  plaintiff  succeeds, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  first  at- 
terrpf  at  trial.  Thomas  v.  Lewis,  5  Dowl.  P. 
C.  39.-.  W.  W.  ft  D.  67.   1  Jur.  104. 

And  where  the  defendant  consented  to  the 
withdrawal  of  a  Juror  and  the  payment  of  his 
own  costs,  It  was  held  that  he  could  not  there- 
after claim  from  the  plaintiff's  attorney  those 
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his  work  on  Code  Practice  already  cited,  in 
speaking  of  the  New  York  practice,  says: 
'^Instead  of  submitting  to  a  nonsuit,  the 
plaintiff,  if  he  finds  himself  taken  by  sur- 
prise on  the  trial, — as  by  the  absence  of  a 
witness  who  has  been  in  attendance,  or  by 
the  unexpected  presentation  of  evidence  by 
his  adversary  which  he  is  not  prepared  to 
meet,  or  by  any  accident  which  might  ren- 
der the  fui-ther  progress  of  the  trial  disas- 
trous and  unfair  to  him, — may  ask  the  court 
to  withdraw  a  juror.  The  result  of  this  ap- 
plication, if  granted,  will  be  to  produce  a 


mistrial;  and  the  court  may  thus  continue 
the  pending  action,  and  set  the  trial  over  to 
a  future  day,  when  the  plaintiff  may  come 
properly  prepared  to  try  the  case  afresh." 
Within  this  rule,  the  plaintiff's  motion  was 
likewise  properly  denied,  because  it  is  not 
based  upon  anyUiing  occurring  at  the  trial, 
but  upon  matters  happening  long  prior 
thereto,  and  which  could  be,  and  were,  prop- 
erly submitted  to  the  court  in  support  of 
the  motion  for  a  continuance  made  before 
tliejury  was  impaneled. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  court  erred  in 


costs  which  he  so  coDsented  to  pay.  Hammond 
V.  Thorpe,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  721,  1  Cromp.  M.  ft 
R.  64.  4  Tyr.  838.  In  this  case  the  plainttrs 
attorney  brought  an  action,  having  Induced  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  an  Illiterate  person,  to  sign 
a  papfr,  not  knowing  Its  contents,  authorizing 
an  action  to  be  brought. 

On  a  question  of  costs,  where  a  jury 
on  a  previous  trial  had  been  discharged, 
the  court  said :  "I  cannot,  however,  see 
any  difference  In  reason  between  the  with- 
drawing a  Jnror  by  agreement  and  the 
discharge  of  the  Jury  by  the  judge.  In  either 
case  It  Is  done  because  the  jury  cannot  agree." 
Seely  v.  Powers.  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  372. 

Where  the  defendant  paid  part  of  the  demand 
Into  court,  and  issue  was  Joined  as  to  the  rest, 
and  notice  of  trial  had,  which  was  continued, 
and  the  plaintiff  neither  entered  his  cause  nor 
countermanded  his  notice  of  trial,  but  took  the 
money  out  of  court,  and  now  moved  to  have 
his  costs  taxed  up  to  the  time  of  payment  Into 
court,  and  that  defendant  have  his  costs  sub- 
sequent to  that,  and  that  the  balance  should 
be  paid  over  to  the  party  to  whom  it  should  be 
found  due.  It  was  said  :  "The  practice  seems 
fully  settled  by  the  cases  cited  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff;  and  It  is  now  further  certified 
to  us  by  the  master,  that  that  continues  to  be 
the  practice."  Seamoer  v.  Bridge,  8  T.  R.  408. 
In  this  case  the  defendant's  attorney  con- 
tended "that  the  rule  was  not  so  general  as 
was  contended  for ;  that  where  the  plaintiff  did 
not  actually  proceed  to  trial  he  might  have  his 
costs  taxed  up  to  the  time  of  the  defendant's 
paying  money  into  court ;  for  It  Is  otherwise  If 
a  Juror  be  withdrawn.  Now  the  present  case 
falls  within  the  reason  of  that ;  for  here  the 
defendant  Is  entitled  to  Judgment  as  In.  case 
of  a  nonsuit." 

b.  American  oases. 

The  usual  effect  of  the  withdrawal  of  a  Ju- 
ror Is  a  continuance  of  the  case.  But  to  this 
there  appears  to  be  some  exception. 

Certain  depositions  on  objection  of  the  de- 
fendant were  rejected  by  the  court,  and  there- 
upon at  the  Instance  of  the  plaintiff  the  court 
withdrew  a  Juror,  and  afterwards  on  the  papers 
being  destroyed  by  Are  the  plaintiff  had  leave 
to  file  a  new  complaint.  On  the  subsequent 
trial  defendant  contended  that  the  withdrawal 
of  a  Juror  was  equivalent  to  a  nonsuit,  and  that 
a  new  and  d'fferent  complaint  had  been  substi- 
tuted without  notice.  It  was  held :  "The 
withdrawal  of  the  Juror  was  made  to  operate 
as  a  continuance  by  the  court.  Such  must, 
then,  have  been  the  design  of  It.  and  otherwise 
unexplained,  it  mu^t  be  presumed  to  have  been 
done  by  consent  or  without  objection.  Under 
any  circumstances,  It  is  no  ground  for  re- 
versal."    Benedict  v.  Cozzens,  4  Cal.   381. 

And  under  Md.  act  1785.  chap.  80.  providing 
that  courts  of  law  shall  have  full  power  to  al- 
low amendments  before  verdict,  and  that  If 
amendment  is  made  after  the  Jury  Is  sworn  a 
Juror  shall  be  withdrawn,  it  is  error  to  refuse 
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a  continuance.  Strong  v.  District  of  Colum- 
bia. 8  MacArth.  499.  In  this  case  the  court 
said :  "In  our  opinion  the  requirement  In  this 
section,  that,  'a  Juror  shall  be  withdrawn* 
where  'amendment  is  made  after  the  Jnry  Is 
sworn,*  is  mandatory,  and  the  party  against 
whom  the  amendment  Is  made  has  an  absolute 
right  to  a  continuance  In  the  case  referred  to 
which  the  court  Is  not  at  liberty  to  refuse." 

Where,  after  a  Jury  was  impaneled,  upon 
motion  of  plaintiffs,  leave  was  given  to  with- 
draw a  Juror,  and.  a  Juror  being  withdrawn 
and  the  Jury  discharged,  the  court  ordered 
that  the  case  be  continued  and  that  plaintiffs 
pay  the  costs  of  the  term,  and  It  was  assigned 
for  error  that  the  court  allowed  a  Juror  to  be 
withdrawn  without  rendering  a  Judgment  for 
previous  costs.  It  was  held,  on  the  objection 
that  after  the  jury  was  impaneled  the  court  at 
the  instance  of  the  plaintiff  gave  leave  to  with- 
draw a  Juror  without  nonsuiting  the  plaintiff, 
that  the  practical  effect  of  withdrawing  a  Juror 
in  our  practice  Is  not  that  it  shall  operate  ai 
a  nonsuit,  but  merely  to  carry  the  esse  over  to 
another  term.  Schofield  v.  Settley.  31  111.  515. 
In  this  case  the  court  said :  "This  practice 
has  crept  In  gradually,  ameliorating  the  more 
rigid  mode  of  proceeding  b^  the  rules  of  the 
common  law.  It  Is  considered  necessary  for 
the  due  administration  of  Justice  that  courts 
should  possess  this  power,  to  be  ussd  in  their 
discretion." 

And  where  the  court  allowed  the  plaintiff  on 
the  trial  to  amend  h<s  declaration,  and  directed 
a  Juror  to  be  withdrawn,  and  continued  the 
case,  it  was  held  that  the  continuance  was  at 
the  Instance  of  the  plaintiff  In  error,  that  it 
was  necessary  for  that  purpose  that  the  Jury 
be  discharged,  that  a  discretion  Is  necessary  to 
the  administration  of  Justice,  and  that  when  it 
Is  properly  exercised  no  one  can  complain.  Mil- 
ler V.  Metzger.  16  111.  390.  In  this  case  the 
court  said  :  "The  power  to  "discharge  a  Jury 
must  of  necessity  reside  In  the  court,  otherwise 
there  would  often  be  a  total  failure  of  Justice. 
A  material  witness  may  be  taken  111.  a  party 
by  fraud  may  get  his  adversary's  witness  be- 
yond the  reach  of  the  court,  a  Juror  may  be 
taken  sick  and  die,  and  many  other  occurrences 
Incident  to  human  affairs  may  arise,  where  the 
court  must  exercise  such  power:  and  It  has 
often  been  done,  even  In  criminal  cases." 

And  where  a  continuance  was  asked  to  exam- 
ine a  map  on  file  In  the  auditor's  office,  snd  to 
compare  the  same  with  one  on  file  on  the  trial, 
and  it  was  admitted  that  If  the  maps  tallied 
the  plaintiff  could  recover,  and  the  court  en- 
tered a  verdict  for  plaintiff  and  refused  to  al- 
low the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror,  but  gave  the 
defendant  time  to  move  for  a  new  trial  In  case 
he  could  show  the  maps  differed,  which  be 
failed  to  do.  It  was  held  that  the  withdrawal 
of  a  juror  where  a  party  Is  surprised  after  go- 
Insr  Into  trial  is  usually.  If  not  uniformly,  a 
matter  resting  in  the  sound  d'scretlon  of  the 
trial  court,  and  that  a  refusal  to  permit  a 
Jnror  to  be  withdrawn  cannot  usually  be  aa- 


1899. 


Ubbormb  y.  Stsphensom. 


439 


instruciing  tbe  jury  as  to  the  law  of  negli- 
gence, and  submitting  to  them  the  question 
as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  had  exercised  due 
care  and  diligence  m  selling  and  disposing  of 
the  hops  consigned  to  him  by  the  defendants, 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
support  such  an  instruction.  The  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  tended  to  show 
that,  at  the  time  the  hops  were  received  by 
the  plaintiff  in  London,  they  were  worth  in 
that  market  from  24  to  25  cents  a  pound, 
notwithstanding  which  he  retained  them  in 


his  possession  for  almost  a  year,  when  they 
were  consumed  by  fire;  and  this  was,  in  our 
opinion,  suiBcient,  in  the  absence  of  any  ex- 
planation whatever,  to  carry  the  case  to  the 
jury  upon  the  question  of  negligence,  and 
was  sufficient  upon  which  to  base  an  in- 
struction. 

This  disposes  of  the  questions  made  on 
the  appeal,  and,  there  being  no  error  in  the 
reoora,  we  have  no  alternative  but  to  c^fflrm 
the  judgment. 


signed  for  error.  Morrison  v.  Hedenberg,  138 
111.  22,  27  N.  E.  460.  The  court  said:  "But 
In  this  case,  the  only  purpose  for  which  coun- 
sel desired  to  have  a  Juror  withdrawn  and  the 
case  continued  was,  to  enable  him  to  make  in- 
vestigations as  to  the  genuineness  of  the 
Wooley  map,  and  by  the  order  of  the  court  un- 
der which  the  verdict  was  rendered  he  was  al- 
lowed nearly  one  month  for  that  purpose. 
.  .  .  He  was  therefore  accorded  all  the  re- 
lief that  the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  would  have 
given  him,  and  consequently  has  no  ground  of 
complaint  in  that  respect." 

In  Van  Syckel  v.  Perry,  8  Robt.  621,  where 
on  a  trial  it  appeared  that  part  of  a  cargo  sued 
for  had  been  paid  for,  and  that  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  had  assigned  his  interest  In  one  half 
the  claim  and  was  an  Improper  party,  and  a  mo- 
tion was  made  for  a  nonsuit,  and.  In  order  to 
defeat  that  motion,  plaintiff  moved  to  amend 
the  complaint,  the  court  declined  to  grant  a 
nonsuit,  but  intimated  that  plaintiff's  counsel 
might  withdraw  a  juror  and  apply  for  such 
amendment  at  special  term.  A  juror  was  ac- 
cordingly withdrawn  and  the  case  went  over, 
and  thereafter  the  amendment  was  refused  on 
the  ground  that  It  was  a  new  and  separate 
cause  of  action  and  was  barred  by  limitation. 

And  where  a  party  is  surprised  by  tbe  evi- 
dence given  on  the  trial  by  his  adversary's  wit- 
nesses, and  is  not  prepared  with  the  evidence 
to  rebut,  his  proper  course  is  to  apply  for  an 
adjournment  in  order  to  procure  it  or  for  leave 
to  withdraw  a  juror,  and  if  he  neglects  to  do 
so,  and  allows  the  case  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the 
evidence  taken,  the  court  will  not  grant  him  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  was 
a  surprise  to  him,  and  that  the  witnesses  whose 
testimony  was  needed  to  rebut  it  were  kept 
away  from  the  trial  by  the  contrivance  of  per- 
sons acting  in  the  interest  of  his  adversary. 
Messenger  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  6  Daly,  100, 
Affirming  48  How.  Pr.  542. 

A  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  be  surprised  by 
evidence  within  the  Issues.  If.  however,  he  is. 
he  must  find  out  his  surprise  at  the  trial,  and 
he  can  then  apply  to  the  court  for  leave  to 
withdraw  a  juror,  or  submit  to  a  nonsuit.  Peo- 
ple V.  Marks,  10  How.  Pr.  261. 

"The  plaintiff  began  suit  for  damages  for 
malicious  prosecution  of  bankruptcy  proceed- 
ings instituted  by  defendants  without  alleging 
that  they  were  taken  against  him  without 
probable  cause  and  with  malice.  On  the  trial 
of  the  action,  it  was  held  that  the  complaint 
was  not  sufficient,  and  that  the  plaintiff  be 
allowed  to  withdraw  a  juror  on  the  payment  of 
cosra  and  amend  the  complaint  by  inserting 
'without  probable  cause  and  malice.' "  St. 
John  V.  Duncan,  2  N.  Y.  Month.  L.  Bull.  20. 

The  power  of  the  circuit  court.  In  a  proper 
case,  to  permit  a  juror  to  be  withdrawn,  or  to 
order  a  nonsuit,  is  undoubted  :  but  there  is  no 
necessary  connection  between  the  two  processes. 
The  withdrawal  of  a  juror  operates  to  continue 
the  cause,  and  does  not  of  itself  entitle  the  de- 
fendant to  a  Judgment  of  any  kind.  If  a  non- 
suit be  properly  granted  the  withdrawal  of  a 
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juror  as  preliminary  thereto  is  entirely  super- 
fluous and  harmless.  But  if  judgment  of  non- 
suit be  rendered  merely  because  a  juror  has 
been  withdrawn,  such  judgment  is  founded  upon 
a  misapprehension  of  the  legal  effect  of  with- 
drawing a  juror,  and  is  erroneous.  Planer  v. 
Smith,  40  Wis.  31.  In  this  case  the 
court  said :  "The  judgment  before  us  is 
erroneous  because  it  was  evidently  ren- 
dered on  the  theory  that  judgment  must 
necessarily  follow  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror. 
But  were  any  judgment  proper,  it  should  only 
be  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  which,  of  course, 
would  be  no  bar  to  another  action  for  the 
same  cause." 

Where  defendant  moved  to  exclude  all  the 
evidence,  and  plaintiff's  counsel,  instead  of  ask- 
ing leave  to  withdraw  a  juror,  asked  leave  to 
Introduce  further  testimony,  which  was  denied, 
and  defendant  pressed  his  motion  and  to  dis- 
charge the  jury,  which  was  allowed.  It  was  held 
that  "while  such  a  practice  Is  wholly  without 
precedent,  so  far  as  our  knowledge  of  practice 
goes,  yet  it  is  not  difficult  to  prescribe  as  to  its 
legal  effect.  Such  a  motion  can  be  regarded 
only  as  an  expressed  consent,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  to  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  cause  might  stand  con- 
tinued to  another  term,  and  when  allowed  by 
the  court  no  other  effect  could  legally  l>e  at- 
tributed to  it.  The  defendant  having  so  con- 
sented, the  court  could  not  properly  even  give 
judgment  as  in  case  of  nonsuit."  Bohmann  v. 
Chicago,  15  III.  App.  48.  The  court  said : 
"It  was  held  in  Chandler  v.  Bicknell,-  5  Cow. 
30,  that  where  the  plaintiff  is  allowed  to  with- 
draw a  juror,  against  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  latter  was  entitled  to  move  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  nonsuit.  That,  how- 
ever, is  not  allowed  under  our  practice.  In 
Schofleld  V.  Settley,  31  111.  515.  the  court  says: 
•The  practical  effect  of  withdrawing  a  juror, 
In  our  practice,  Is  not  that  it  shall  operate  as 
a  nonsuit,  but  merely  to  carry  the  cause  over  to 
another  term.*  " 

Where  a  party  to  a  suit  is  surprised  by  an 
unlooked-for  construction  of  one  of  the  rules  of 
the  court  upon  which  he  has  relied  in  making 
out  his  case,  the  jury  will  be  withdrawn  and 
the  cause  continued.  Sheldon  v.  Bahner,  4  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  16. 

But  in  Wolcott  V.  Studebaker,  34  Fed.  Rep. 
8,  where  the  court  was  about  to  direct  the  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  asked 
then  for  a  nonsuit.  It  was  held:  "It  Is  not 
our  practice  to  grant  what  Is  technically  known 
as  a  nonsuit.  The  proper  practice  would  be 
for  the  plaintiff  to  ask  to  withdraw  a  juror 
and  discontinue  the  case."  In  this  case  the 
court  said :  "There  Is  a  statutory  provision 
of  this  state  [Illinois]  to  the  effect  that  every 
person  desiring  to  suffer  a  nonsuit  shall  be 
debarred  from  doing  so  unless  he  do  so  before 
the  Jury  retires  from  the  bar.  As  I  am  ad- 
vised, it  was  the  practice  of  Judge  Drummond, 
applying  by  way  of  analogy  this  statute  to  such 
a  case,  and  it  Is  the  practice  of  Judge  Blodgett, 
to  allow  the  plaintiff  before  the  jury  retires  to 
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withdraw  a  juror  and  discontinue.     So  I  shall 
permit  the  plaintiff  to  take  that  course." 

In  Schechter  v.  Denver.  L.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  8 
Colo.  App.  25,  44  Pac.  701,  In  an  action  for 
Injury  to  property  from  a  railroad,  plaintiff's 
counsel  asked  leave  to  withdraw  a  Juror,  and 
submit  to  nonsuit.  Both  requests  were  denied 
by  the  court,  who  then  withdrew  the  case  from 
the  Jury  and  ordered  a  Judgment  ot  nonsuit 
entered.  It  was  held  that  under  Colo.  Civ. 
Code,  I  166,  providing  that  an  involuntary  non- 
suit may  be  granted  upon  motion  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  court  may  8ua  aponte,  or  on  mo- 
tion of  either  party,  grant  a  nonsuit  In  every 
case  where  there  is  such  a  failure  of  evidence 
that  a  verdict  if  found  would  be  set  aside. 
The  court  said:  "But,  in  our  view.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  authoritatively  decide  whether  or 
not  a  court  can  order  a  nonsuit  of  its  own  mo- 
tion, as  in  this  case  the  request  of  both  parties 
was  tantamount  to  a  motion,  and  must  be  so 
regarded." 

III.  Effect  of  vHthdratoal  of  juror  in  criminal 
oases. 

The  withdrawal  of  a  Juror  Is  held,  with  but 
few  exceptions,  not  to  be  a  bar  to  a  further 
trial.  But  where  the  discretion  ot  the  court  is 
apparently  abused  by  allowing  the  prosecuting 
attorney  more  time  to  look  for  further  evi- 
dence. It  Is  held  to  be  a  bar. 

In  Klnloch's  Case.  Post.  C.  L.  16,  22,  1  Wils. 
157,  after  a  plea  of  not  guilty  of  treason,  the 
defendants  desired  to  plead  to  the  Jurisdic- 
tion and  a  Juror  was  withdrawn,  and  the  Jury 
were  discharged  upon  the  motion  of  the  pris- 
oner's counsel,  and  at  the  prisoner's  request 
and  with  the  consent  of  the  attorney  general. 
The  court  overruled  the  plea,  and  ordered  that 
the  prisoners  should  plead  over  to  the  treason, 
and  they  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the  same  Jury 
was  sworn  and  charged  and  both  defendants 
found  guilty.  A  motion  in  arrest  of  Judgment 
on  the  ground  that  the  last  trial  was  a  nullity 
on  account  of  the  Jury  having  been  sworn  and 
charged  in  the  previous  proceedings,  was  over- 
ruled. 

And  where  a  trial  for  murder  had  been  com- 
menced and  part  of  the  witnesses  examined, 
and  It  was  discovered  that  an  alien  was  upon 
the  Jury,  and  the  prosecuting  attorney  moved 
that  the  Juror  be  withdrawn  and  a  new  Juror  be 
sworn  In  his  place,  it  was  held  to  be  regular, 
under  111.  Rev.  Laws,  881,  Gale's  Stat.  397. 
I  11,  providing  that  in  case  of  the  death,  slck- 
nefls,  or  nonattendance  of  any  grand  or  petit 
Juror,  after  he  shall  have  been  sworn  upon  the 
Jury,  or  where  any  such  Juror  as  aforesaid,  aft- 
er being  sworn  as  aforesaid,  shall,  for  any  rea- 
sonable cause,  be  dismissed  or  discharged.  It 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  to  cause  others, 
if  necessary,  to  be  summoned,  and  sworn  In  his 
or  their  stead.     Stone  v.  People.  3  111.  326. 

And  where  one  of  the  Jurors  was  withdrawn 
from  the  panel  without  the  defenilant's  consent, 
and  the  Jury  were  discharged  in  a  prosecution 
for  highway  robbery,  and  the  defendant  was 
remanded  to  prison.  It  was  held  that  a  Judg- 
ment on  a  subsequent  verdict  for  guilty  could 
not  be  arrested  on  the  ground  that  a  Jury 
sworn  and  charged  in  a  criminal  case  cannot 
be  discharged.  Com.  v.  Bowden,  9  Mass.  494. 
In  this  case  the  court  said :  "The  ancient 
strictness  of  the  law  upon  this  subject  has  very 
much  abated  in  the  English  courts;  nor  would 
It  be  consistent  with  the  genius  of  our  govern- 
ment or  laws  to  use  compulsory  means  to  ef- 
fect an  agreement  among  Jurors.  The  practice 
of  withdrawing  a  Juror,  where  there  existed  no 
prospect  of  a  verdict,  has  frequently  been 
adopted  at  criminal  trials  in  this  court,  r  id  the 
exception  taken  In  this  case  cannot  pre  ail." 
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So.  where  two  were  indicted  for  conspiracy 
to  defraud,  and  one  was  acquitted,  and,  the 
Jury  being  unable  to  agree  on  a  verdict  as  to 
the  other,  the  court,  without  consent  of  the 
prisoner,  ordered  a  Juror  to  withdraw,  and  the 
rest  being  called,  and  only  eleven  answering, 
they  were  discharged,  it  was  held  that  the 
court  may.  In  their  discretion,  In  a  criminal 
case,  discharge  a  Jury  who  are  unable  to  agree 
on  a  verdict,  and  against  the  consent  of  the 
defendant,  who  may  be  brought  to  trial  a  sec- 
ond time  for  the  same  offense.  People  v.  01- 
cott,  2  Johns.  Cas.  301. 

And  In  an  Indictment  for  a  misdemeanor, 
where  It  was  discovered  after  the  trial  had  be- 
gun that  one  of  the  Jurors  was  biased,  and  evi- 
dence of  this  fact  was  received  over  the  objec- 
tion of  the  defendant,  and  the  court  ordered 
the  Juror  to  be  withdrawn  and  the  case  con- 
tinued without  the  consent  of  the  defendant, 
it  was  held  that  this  did  not  prevent  a  sec- 
ond trial.  United  States  v.  Morris,  1  Cnrt. 
C.  C.  23,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,815.  In  this  case 
the  court  said :  "The  rule  of  the  common  law, 
as  shown  by  the  authorities  cited  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel.  Is,  that  neither  party  has  a  right 
of  challenge  after  the  Jury  is  sworn  for  cause 
then  existing.  But  it  by  no  means  follows 
that  it.  Is  not  in  the  power  of  the  court,  at  the 
suggestion  of  one  of  the  parties,  or  upon  Its 
own  motion,  to  interpose  and  wltnaraw  from 
the  panel  a  Juror  utterly  unfit.  In  the  apprehen- 
sion of  every  honest  man,  to  remain  there." 

In  Com.  V.  Purchase,  2  Pick.  521.  13  Am. 
Dec.  452,  where  the  Jury  In  a  capital  case  failed 
to  agree,  and  the  prisoner  was  put  upon  his 
trial  before  another  Jury,  reference  was  made 
to  Com.  V.  Bowden,  9  Mass.  494,  where  the  Jury 
failed  to  agree,  and  a  Juror  was  withdrawn 
without  the  consent  of  the  prisoner  and  the  case 
committed  to  another  Jury  which  convicted, 
and  the  court  said:  "The  precedent,  however, 
has  been  followed  in  many  Instances  since.  In 
trials  not  capital ;  and  In  one  case  at  Plymouth, 
In  a  trial  for  capital  arson,  the  Jury  were  dis- 
charged of  the  case  under  similar  circum- 
stances, and  on  another  trial  at  the  succeeding 
term  a  conviction  of  the  burning  of  a  dwelling 
house,  but  not  in  the  night-time,  took  place  and 
Judgment  followed.  In  this  latter  case  no  ques- 
tion was  made  as  to  the  regularity  of  the  sec- 
ond trial." 

And  where  a  defendant  In  a  prosecution  for 
felony  Is  taken  111  on  the  trial,  and  the  court 
Is  satisfied,  by  the  opinion  of  physicians  or 
otherwise,  that  he  is  too  III  to  be  present  In 
open  court  at  every  stage  of  the  trial,  the 
cause  should  be  either  temporarily  continued 
to  await  his  convalescence,  or  a  Juror  should 
be  withdrawn  and  the  cause  continued  for  the 
term.     Brown  v.  State,  38  Tex.  482. 

But  in  some  cases  the  withdrawal  of  a  Juror 
has  been  held  to  operate  as  a  discharge  of  the 
defendant. 

As  in  State  v.  Ephralm,  19  N.  C.  (2  Dev.  & 
R.  L.)  162,  where  It  was  held  that  the  with- 
drawal of  a  Juror  and  the  discharge  of  the  Jury 
against  the  consent  of  the  defendant  In  a  capi- 
tal case  entitled-  the  defendant  to  his  discharge. 
In  this  case  after  the  trial  the  Jury  came  Into 
court  and  declared  that  they  were  not  Ukely  to 
agree,  and  two  of  the  Jurors  stated  that  they 
were  unwell,  and  the  court  ordered  a  Juror  to 
be  withdrawn  and  the  Jury  to  be  discharged. 
The  court  said  that  If  the  record  showed  that 
the  Jurors  were  so  sick  as  to  render  It  danger- 
ous to  health  It  would  have  been  different : 
but  it  was  not  shown  that  the  discharge  was 
necessary  in  this  case. 

In  State  v.  Morrison.  20  N.  C.   (3  Dev.  &  B. 

L.)  115,  the  court  said  that  in  the  case  of  Stati* 

V.   Ephralm,  19  N.  C.    (2  Dev.  &   B.   L.)    162. 

we  held  that  a  Jury  charged  In  a  case  of  cap! 
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ul  feloo/  cannot  be  dischftrged  before  render- 
ing a  verdict,  but  for  evident,  urgent,  OTerruI- 
Ing  necessity,  arising  from  some  matter  occur- 
ring during  the  trial,  which  was  beyond  human 
foresight  and  control.  But  in  the  trial  of  is- 
8ue6  on  Indictments  for  misdemeanors  the  rule 
If  different/' 

And  after  a  prisoner  has  pleaded  to  an  in- 
dictnoent  and  the  Jury  sworn  and  evidence  of- 
fered. If  the  public  prosecutor  without  the  pris- 
oner's cocnsent  withdraw  a  Juror  because  he  Is 
unprepared  with  his  evidence,  the  prisoner  can- 
Boc  afterwards  be  tried  on  the  same  Indict- 
ment, and  if  he  Is,  It  is  a  good  cause  for  arrest- 
ing the  Judgment.  People  ▼.  Barrett,  2  Cal. 
304.  KeTersing  2  Cal.  100.  In  this  case  the 
court  said :  "Without  denying  the  right  of 
courts  to  withdraw  a  Juror  in  criminal  causes, 
and  put  the  defendant  on  his  trial  a  second 
time,  it  is  evident  this  power  should  not  be 
lightly  used,  but  confined  as  much  as  may  be 
to  cases  of  very  urgent  necessity,  where,  by  the 
act  of  God.  or  by  some  sudden  and  unforeseen 
accident.  It  Is  Impossible  to  proceed  without 
manifest  Injustice  to  the  public,  or  the  defend- 
ant himself.  We  do  not  mean,  at  present,  to 
define  all,  or  any,  of  the  cases  in  which  this 
practice  may  be  pursued,  but  we  all  agree  that 
a  defendant  ought,  in  no  case,  to  be  put  on  a 
second  trial  for  the  same  offense,  where  a  Juror 
has  been  discharged  on  no  other  ground  than  be- 
cause the  public  prosecutor  found  himself  un- 
able to  proceed  for  the  want  of  sufliclent  testi- 
mony to  convict,  and  where  this  Inability  was 
the  consequence  of  his  not  taking  the  necessary 
res  to  obtain   It.     To  discharge  a  juror 


under   such   circumstances   would  be  liable  to 
great  abuse  and  oppression." 

In  conclusion,  it  may  be  said  that  the 
weight  of  authority  now  is  that  a  Juror  may  be 
withdrawn  and  the  case  tried  before  another 
Jury  either  in  criminal  or  civil  cases.  But  if 
a  Juror  is  withdrawn  in  a  felony  case  by  an 
abuse  of  discretion  of  the  trial  Judge,  there  is 
some  rislc  of  its  being  held  to  be  bar  to  a  fur- 
ther prosecution.  Whilst  It  Is  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  the  practice  Is  in  reality 
a  relic  of  antiquity,  the  supposition  being  that 
the  only  way  to  get  rid  of  a  Jury  Is  to  call 
them  by  name  and  If  eleven  only  respond  the 
trial  must  stop ;  therefore  when  one  Juror  was 
taken  out  of  the  box  and  the  Jury  were  called, 
and  the  court  suddenly  discovered  that  they  had 
only  eleven  Jurors,  the  trial  ceased.  The  ordi- 
nary practice  throughout  this  country  is  that 
when  a  party  Is  suddenly  taken  by  surprise 
during  the  trial  by  his  witnesses  testifying  di- 
rectly opposite  to  what  he  has  reason  to  be- 
lieve they  will  say,  and  knows  that  he  can 
prove  the  facts  alleged  by  other  witnesses,  or 
when,  by  an  unexpected  ruling  on  pleadings 
a  Just  claim  Is  prejudiced,  the  court  on  a 
proper  application  by  aflidavlt  for  contlnu-. 
ance  on  account  of  want  of  evidence  or  of  Its 
own  motion  in  matters  on  pleadings  usually 
makes  an  order  that  "swearing  of  the  Jury  Is 
set  aside  and  the  case  continued"  Instead  of 
going  through  the  formula  of  taking  one  of  the 
Jurors  out  of  the  Jury  box.  While  this  Is  In 
effect  the  usual  practice,  the  courts  have  a 
right  to  withdraw  a  Juror  and  continue  the 
case.  I.  T. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


James  CANSLER 

17. 

G.  N.  PENIJ^ND,  Appt, 
(125  N.  C.  678.) 

1.  A  contract  by  which  a  sheriff  and 
tax  collector  tarnM  over  the  tax  list 
to  another  person,  with  an  agreement  to 
give  him  a  certain  commission  for  collecting 
the  taxes  for  certain  years.  Is  illegal  and 
void  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  under 
Code.  I  2084,  which  provides  that  the  sheriff 
shall  not  "let  to  farm,  in  any  manner,  his 
county  or  any  part  of  it." 

2.  The  defeuae  that  a  contract  In  in- 
valid on  grounds  of  public  policy  cannot 
be  waived  by  failure  to  plead  it. 

(December  22.  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Macon  County 
in  favor  of  plaintifT  in  an  action  to  recover 
the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  plaintiff  under 
a  contract  by  which  defendant  was  to  collect 
taxes  which  it  was  plaintiff's  duty  as  county 
tax  f»llector  to  do.  Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note. — For  public  policy  in  respect  to  trans- 
fer of  an  officer's  salary,  see  Schwenk  v.  Wyck- 
off  (N.  J.)  9  L.  R.  A.  221 ;  Bowery  Nat.  Bank 
T.  Wilson  (N.  Y.)  9  L.  R.  A.  706,  and  note;  and 
State  V.  Williamson  (Mo.)  21  L.  R.  A.  827. 

For  sale  by  postmaster  of  his  furniture  and 
fixtures,  with  agreement  to  resign  his  office  and 
recommend   appointment    of    the   other  party, 
see  Edwards  v.  RandJe  (Ark.)  36  L.  R.  A.  174. 
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Messrs,   Simmons,  Pon,   A  Ward,  for 

appellant: 

Such  contvactfl  are  expressly  forbidden  by 
the  laws  of  the  state. 

1  N.  C.  Code,  §  2084. 

Such  contracts  are  in  violation  of  common 
law,  and  are  void  because  violations  of  pub- 
lic policy. 

Basket  v.  Moss,  116  N.  C.  448,  20  S.  E. 
733. 

It  is  not  too  late  to  make  this  defense 
for  the  first  time  in  the  supreme  court. 

Osicangan  v.  Winchester  Repeating  Arms 
Co.  WliV.  S.  261,  20  L.  ed.  639. 

Afe^srs.  Shepherd  Sc  Bnsbee  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Fair  cloth,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  an  alleged  balance 
due  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  on  the 
following  facts:  The  plaintiff  was  sherid 
and  tax  collector  of  Macon  county,  and  the 
tax  list  was  in  his  hands  for  collection  for 
the  years  1891  and  1892.  Plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant contracted  with  each  other  that 
the  defendant  was  to  collect  the  taxes  for 
those  years,  and  to  receive  a  commission  of 
2^/2  per  cent  for  making  collections,  and  the 
tax  list  was  turned  over  to  the  defendant 
by  the  plaintiff.  This  action  was  com- 
menced in  1894.  The  matter  was  referred, 
and  the  result  was  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  for  $93.02,  with  interest  and 
costs.     Appeal  by  the  defendant. 
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In  this  court  the  defendant  contends  that 
the  contract  was  illegal  and  void,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  his  action. 
This  question  has  not  heretofore  been  pre- 
sented to  this  court,  and  the  defendant's 
counsel  disclaims  any  insinuation  that  the 
contract  was  corruptly  made,  or  that  the 
parties  intended  to  violate  the  law.  We 
agree  with  counsel  that  the  contract  was  il- 
legal and  void,  on  the  grounds  of  public 
policy.  Code,  §  2084,  says;  "No  sheriff 
shall  let  to  farm,  in  any  manner,  his  county, 
or  any  part  of  it,  under  pain,"  etc.;  mean- 
ing his  office.  There  is  no  question  of  fraud- 
ulent purpose  in  the  case.  The  question  is 
one  of  policy  and  safety  to  the  public  in- 
terests, and  that  is  highly  important.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  a  sheriff  may  employ  a 
deputy  or  other  private  person  to  assist  him, 
but  he  cannot  delegate  his  authority  to  an- 
other, as  that  would  tend  to  injure  the  public 
service.  The  public  has  an  interest  in  the 
proper  performance  of  their  duties  by  public 
officers,  and  would  be  prejudiced  by  agree- 
ments tending  to  impair  an  officer's  ef- 
ficiency, or  in  any  way  interfere  with  or 
disturb  the  due  execution  of  the  duties  of  the 
office.  The  office  of  sheriff  and  tax  collector 
is  one  of  public  confidence  and  fidelity  to 
a  public  trust,  and  cannot  be  a  matter  of 
bargain  and  sale.  It  requires  good  faith 
and  duty.  Under  the  present  contract,  the 
duty,  the  power,  and  the  control  of  the  tax 
collector's  office  are  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant.  True,  the  sheriff's  bond  is 
liable  for  the  amount  of  collectible  taxes, 
but  the  public  trust  and  confidence  are  not 
secured  by  his  bond.  As  to  the  validity  of 
contracts,  the  law  makes  no  distinction  be- 
tween acts  mala  in  se  and  acts  mala  prokih- 
ita  or  wrong  simply  because  they  are  prohib- 
ited by  statute.  When  a  statute  intends  to 
prohibit  an  act,  it  must  be  held  that  its  vio- 
lation is  illegal,  without  regard  to  the  rea- 
son of  the  inhibition,  or  the  morality  or  im- 
morality of  the  act;  and  that  is  so.  without 
regard  to  the  ignorance  of  the  parties  as  to 
the  prohibiting  statute.  The  law  would  be 
false  to  itself  if  it  allowed  a  contract  to  be 
enforced  in  the  courts  against  the  intent 
and  express  provisions  of  the  law.  The 
above  principles  were  reco<?nizod  and  ex- 
pressed in  Puckett  v.  Alexander,  102  N.  C. 
95,  3  L.  R.  A.  43.  8  S.  E.  767,  where  a  grad- 
uated physician  had  not  been  licenf^ed.  but 
practiced,  and  undertook  to  collect  under  a 
contract,  in  violation  of  Code,  §§  3122.  :^i"-^. 
It  was  held  that  the  contract  was  void  in 
its  inception. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  in  this  court  then 
took  the  position  that,  if  the  contract  was 
illegral  and  unenforceable,  the  defendant  had 
waived  it  by  not  pleading  the  illegality,  and 
bv  submittinj?  to  an  account  on  the  merits  of 
the  controversy.  That  is  true  jjcnerally, 
under  the  Code  practice,  but  there  are  some 
matters  that  the  party  '»annot  waive,  and 
the  authorities  are  against  the  proposition 
in  such  cases.  In  Oscanyan  v.  Winchester 
Repeating  Arm^  Co.  103  U.  8.  268.  26  L.  ed. 
639,  the  contract  under  consideration  was 
held  illegal  and  void,  because  it  was  against 
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public  policy,  which  was  not  pleaded,  and 
the  plaintiff  insisted  on  the  waiver.  Cop- 
pall  V.  Hall,  7  Wall.  642,  19  L.  ed.  244,  U  in- 
corporated in  the  case.  The  court  said 
there  can  be  no  waiver  in  such  cases.  "Tha 
defense  is  allowed,  not  for  the  sake  of  tha 
defendant,  but  of  the  law  itself.  .  .  . 
It  will  not  enforce  what  it  has  forbidden  and 
denounced.  .  .  .  Whenever  the  illegality 
appears,  whether  the  evidence  cornea  from 
one  side  or  the  other,  the  disclosure  is  fatal 
to  the  case.  No  consent  of  the  defendant 
can  neutralize  its  effect.  A  stipulation  in 
the  most  solemn  form  to  waive  the  objec- 
tion would  be  tainted  with  the  vice  of  the 
original  contract,  and  void  for  the  same  rea- 
sons. Wherever  the  contamination  roaches, 
it  destroys.  The  principle  to  l>e  extracted 
from  all  the  cases  is  that  the  law  will  not 
lend  its  support  to  a  claim  founded  upon  its 
violation."  When  an  action  is  instituted  in 
a  court  which  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter, the  court  will  not  proceed  to  do 
a  vain  thing,  but  will  stop,  without  waiting 
for  a  plea  denying  its  authority  to  proceed. 
So,  under  our  Constitution  and  statutes,  no 
personal  contract  of  a  married  woman  will 
be  enforced  against  her  (with  a  few  excep- 
tions), if  the  court  can  discover  in  any  part 
of  the  record  that  she  is  married,  although 
her  coverture  is -not  pleaded.  Green  v.  Bal- 
lard, 116  N.  C.  144,  21  S.  E.  192:  Weathers 
v.  Borders,  124  N.  C.  610,  32  S.  E.  881. 
The  principle  is  that,  when  the  court  dis- 
covers that  it  is  invoked  to  aid  in  enforcing 
an  illegal  transaction,  the  court  ex  mero 
motu  will  withdraw  its  hand.  The  com- 
mon law  was  provident  in  respect  to  public 
interests.  It  would  not  allow  the  sale  of 
an  office  to  be  the  foundation  of  an  action, 
because  it  was  against  public  policy.  Par- 
sons V.  Thompson^  1  H.  Bl.  322;  Blackford 
v.  Preston,  8  T.  R.  89.  Such  a  sale  was 
and  is  invalid,  because  the  law  could  not 
know  in  advance  whether  the  granteo  or  bar- 
gainee would  be  competent  to  discharge  the 
trust  in  the  public  interest.  ReyneVs  Case, 
9  Coke,  9.00.  For  the  above  reasons,  we  feel 
it  to  be  our  duty  to  declare  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court  was  erroneous. 
Reversed. 

Clark,  J.:     I  concur  in  the  result. 

Rehearing  denied. 


John  SLAUGHTER 

V. 

N.  O'BERRY,  Appt. 

( N.  C ) 

1.     Donbt  a*  to  the  conatltntlonnllty  of 


Note. — As  to  necessity  that  ordlnADce  for 
public  Improvement  be  reasonnble.  see  Hawes  v. 
Chicago   (111.)   30  L.  R.  A.  22.V 

As  to  necessity  that  ordinances  in  Ronoral  be 
reasonable,  see  People  v.  Armstrong  (Mrch.)  2 
L.  R.  A.  721,  and  some  cases  In  note;  //#•  Ah 
You  (Cal.)  11  L.  R.  A.  408:  Olymp'a  v.  Mnnn 
(Wash.)  12  L.  R.  A.  150;  Pittsburgh.  i\  C.  h 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Crown  Point  (Ind.>  S.%  L.  U. 
A.  684 :  and  Teople  ea  rel.  Akin  v.  KIpley  (111.) 
41  L.  TL.  A.  7-5. 
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mn.  ordlnanee  relating  to  the  coiiBtmetioii 
of  a  public  improTement  will  be  reaolyed  In 
favor  of  the  property  rights  of  indlTlduals 
as  against  the  power  of  the  city  to  invaHe 
them. 
S.  An  ordinance  ifrlLlcli  provides  that 
a  citjr  iitaall  do  tlte  'vrork  and  furnlalt 
the  materials  for  making  a  aewer 
connection  up  to  within  3  feet  of  the 
building  to  be  connected  Is  void  as  an  un- 
reasonable Invasion  of  the  rights  of  property 
owners,  although  the  city  may  properly  speci- 
fy the  materials  to  be  used,  and  provide  that 
the  work  shall  be  done  only  by  some  person 
licensed  by  the  city  to  make  such  connec- 
tions, and  that  the  work  shall  be  done  under 
the  supervision  of  the  city  inspector. 

(March   13,   1900.) 

APPKAIi  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Wayne  County 
in  favor  of  plaintifT  in  a  mandamun  pro- 
ceeding to  compel  defendant  to  permit  plain- 
tiff to  make  connections  with  a  public  sewer. 
Affirrned. 

The  facte  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  A.  C.  Davla  for  appellant. 

Mr.  W.  C.  Mnnroe,  for  appellee: 

A  municipal  corporation  possesses,  and 
can  exercise,  the  following  powers,  and  no 
others:  First,  those  granted  by  expn^ss 
words;  second,  those  necessarily  or  fairly 
implied  in,  or  incident  to,  the  powers  ex- 

Sressly  granted ;  third,  those  essential  to  the 
eclared  objects  and  purposes  of  the  cor- 
poration, not  simply  convenient,  but  indis- 
pensable. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  2d  ed.  5  89  (56)  ;  State 
▼.  Webber,  107  N.  C.  965,  12  S.  E.  598. 

Municipal  corporations  cannot,  under  the 
claim  of  exercising  the  police  power,  sub- 
itantially  prohibit  a  lawful  trade  unless  it 
is  BO  conducted  as  to  be  injurious  or  dan- 
gerous to  public  health. 

State  V.  Taft,  118  N.  C.  1193,  32  L.  R.  A. 
122,  23  S.  E.  970;  Rosenbaum  v.  Newbern, 
118  N.  C.  83,  32  L.  R.  A.  123,  24  S.  E.  1. 

Fvreliea,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  and  the  owner  of 
a  house  and  lot  in  the  city  of  Goldsboro,  and 
Goldsboro  is  an  incorporated  city  and  the 
owner  of  a  public  sewerage  system.  The  de- 
fendant, O'Berry,  is  the  chairman  of  the 
sewerage  committee  of  said  city,  with  power 
to  grant  privileges  of  connection  with  said 
city  sewerage,  upon  specified  terms,  men- 
tioned in  the  ordinances  of  si  id  city. 
Among  the  specified  requirements  of  the  city 
ordinances  are  the  following:  That  no 
connection  shall  be  made,  but  by  some  per- 
son elected  and  licensed  by  the  city  to  make 
such  connection ;  that  said  work  shall  then 
be  done  imder  the  supervision  and  direction 
of  the  city  inspector,  and  that  the  city  shall 
furnish  the  materials  and  do  the  work  of 
making  such  connection  to  within  3  foot 
of  the  building  to  be  so  connected  with  said 
sewarage:  that  the  application  for  such  con- 
nection shall  be  in  writing,  setting  forth  the 
location  of  the  building  to  be  connected,  and 
the  purposes  for  which  the  sewerage  is  to  be 
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used,  and  a  survey  and  plan  of  said  sewer- 
age, containing  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of 
said  connection;  and  that  the  applicant 
shall  deposit  a  sufficient  amount  of  money 
with  the  city  to  defray  the  expenses  of  such 
connection.  The  plaintiff  has  been  elected 
and  licensed  to  make  such  connections,  and 
has  made  his  application  in  writing,  and 
furnished  a  survey  of  the  premises,  with  es- 
timates of  cost  of  said  connection,  but  de- 
clined to  make  the  deposit  required  by  the 
ordinance,  and  asked  the  privilege  of  fur- 
nishing his  own  material  and  of  doing  his 
own  work  in  making  the  connection,  under 
the  direction  and  supervision  of  the  city  in- 
spector. This  application  of  the  plaintiff 
was  refused  for  the  reason  that  he  had  not 
made  the  deposit  required  by  the  ordinance, 
and  because  he  proposed  to  furnish  his  own 
material  and  do  his  own  work  in  making  the 
connection.  These  are  the  substantial  facts 
as  we  understand  them,  and  present  the 
question  of  consideration,  and  determina- 
tion. 

The  city  being  the  owner  of  a  public  sew- 
erage, it  has  the  right,  and  it  is  its  duty,  to 
protect  the  same  from  improper  uses  and 
connections.  But  this  should  be  done  in  a 
reasonable  manner,  and  so  as  not  to  affect 
private  rights  further  than  is  necessary  for 
that  purpose.  Where  it  becomes  necessary 
to  invade  private  property,  it  must  be  done 
with  the  consent  of  the  owner,  or  under  the 
doctrine  of  eminent  domain,  when  the  owner 
would  be  entitled  to  compensation.  Neither 
can  the  city,  in  the  exercise  of  its  corporate 
powers,  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  own- 
er over  his  property,  nor  with  his  personal 
rights,  where  it  is  not  necessary  to  do  so 
for  the  public  benefit.  From  a  consideration 
of  these  principles,  it  seems  to  us  that  the 
city  had  the  right  to  say  what  is  a  proper 
connection  with  its  sewerage;  that  it  had  a 
right  to  require  that  this  connection  should 
be  made  by  its  authorized  agent,  and  under 
the  direction  and  supervision  of  its  city  in- 
spector; and  that  only  suitable  material 
should  be  used  in  making  such  connection. 
But  with  these,  it  seems  to  us,  its  rightful 
powers  ceased.  The  plans  and  specifications 
for  this  connection  had  been  made  and  ap- 
proved. The  connection  was  a  proper  one 
to  be  made,  or  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions filed  by  the  plaintiff  would  not  have 
been  approved.  The  plaintiff  was  a  licensed 
officer  of  the  city  to  do  such  work,  under  the 
direction  and  supervision  of  the  city  inspect- 
or. So  the  question  comes  down  to  this: 
Should  the  plaintiff  be  allowed  to  furnish 
his  own  material,  subject  to  the  inspection 
and  approval  of  the  city  inspector,  and  to  do 
his  own  work  on  his  own  premises,  or  shall 
he  be  compelled  to  hire  the  city  to  furnish 
this  material  and  to  do  his  work?  We  see 
no  reason  why  he  should  be  required  to  do 
so.  We  can  see  no  benefit  the  city  is  to 
derive  from  such  a  requirement,  unless  it  be 
a  profit  on  the  material  or  the  work  to  be 
done,  or  to  furnish  a  job  for  some  favorite 
of  the  corporate  authorities.  We  do  not 
say  this  is  so,  but  we  say  that,  if  it  is  not 
then  we  see  no  reason  for  such  requirement^ 
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and  no  public  benefit  to  be  derived  from  such 
requirement.  And,  if  it  is  not  required  for 
the  public  good,  it  is  an  unnecessary  inva- 
sion of  the  personal  and  property  rights  of 
tho  plaintitr,  ultra  virea^  and  unlawful.  Too 
much  stress  should  not  be  put  upon  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  is  a  licensed  officer  to 
make  the  connection, — "to  tap  the  main." 
Tliat  fact  supplies  only  one  of  the  points 
ijiade  iu  this  case,  and  therefore  enters  into 
its  consideration.  But,  had  he  not  been  such 
licensed  ollieer,  it  seems  to  us  that  it  would 
have  been  only  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
have  gotten  someone  licensed  by  the  city  to 
do  such  work, — to  make  the  connection  with 
the  main, — and  the  other  work,  such  as  sup- 
plying the  material,  digging  the  trench,  and 
covering  the  pipe,  he  might  have  been  al- 
lowed to  do  himself,  as  the  city  was  in  no 
way  interested  in  that.  Where  a  city  has 
the  power  to  erect  a  public  improvement, 
and  to  control,  manage,  and  protect  the 
^aine,  the  line  of  demarcation  is  so  small 
and  so  delicately  drawn  between  such  power 
and  the  ri;ihts  of  the  individual  citizens  of 
the  corporation,  that  it  is  difficult  to  run 
and  mark  it  so  as  to  give  the  corporation  its 
proper  powers  without  infringing  upon  in- 
dividual rights  and  property  rights.  But, 
as  delicate  as  this  duty  is,  it  seems  to  us 
that  in  this  case  the  line  of  demarcation  is 
plainly  apparent.  But,  if  it  was  in  doubt, 
it  would  have  to  be  resolved  against  the  de- 
fendants, and  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff's  in- 
dividual rights.  1  Dill.  Mun.  CJorp.  H  89; 
State  V.  Wehher,  107  N.  C.  962,  12  S.  E.  698 ; 
Edgerlon  v.  Ooldshoro  Water  Co.  (N.  C.)  35 
S.  £.  243. 

We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the 
city  had  the  right  to  require  that  this  con- 
nection should  be  made  by  its  licensed  of- 
ficer; that  materials  furnished  should  be 
proper  for  such  work,  and  subject  to  the  in- 
spection and  approval  of  the  city  inspector ; 
and  that  the  work  of  putting  them  in  should 
be  done  under  the  supervision  of  the  city  in- 
spector. But  we  are  also  of  the  opinion  that 
the  city  had  no  right  to  compel  the  plaintiff 
to  buy  the  material  from  it,  nor  had  it  the 
right  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  pay  it  to  do 
the  work  we  have  specified  and  pointed  out 
above  in  this  opinion. 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  manda- 
mus, and  the  judgment  of  the  oourt  below  is 
affirmed. 


J.  B.  EDGERTON 

r. 

GOLDSBORO   WATER  COMPANY   et   al., 

Appts. 


( N.  C. 


.) 


Tlie  coat  of  provldlnfl:  crater  for  «  city. 

although  cxprossly  authorized  by  charter.  Is 
not  a  "neopSMry  expense"  of  the  city,  with- 
in the  mesDlDg  of  Const,  art.  7,  S  7.  which 
prohibits  indebtedness  or  taxation  of  a  city 


for  anything  except  necessarj  expenses,  with- 
out a  majority  vote  of  the  qaaliiied  voters. 

iOlark,  J.,  dUtenta.) 
(March  6.  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  water  company 
from  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court 
for  Wayne  County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in 
a  proceeding  brought  to  enjoin  defendant 
city  from  paying  to  the  defendant  water 
company  the  rentals  for  water  supplies. 
Modified  and  affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Meaara.  W.  C.  Munroe  and  I.  F. 
Dortoh,  for  appellants: 

The  state  Constitution,  art.  8,  §  4,  pro- 
vides that  "it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  legis- 
lature to  provide  for  the  organization  of 
cities,  towns,  and  incorporated  villages,  and 
to  restrict  their  power  of  taxation,  assess^ 
ment,  borrowing  money,  contracting  debts, 
and  loaning  their  credit,  so  as  to  prevent 
abuses  in  assessment,  and  in  contracting 
debts  by  such  municipal  corporations." 

The  grant  of  such  a  power  carries  with  it, 
by  necessary  implication,  the  power  to  en- 
dow cities  with  the  usual  and  necessary  in- 
cidents of  an  incorporated  city. 

Wilaon  v.  Charlotte,  74  N.  C.  757. 

The  legislature  has  incorporated  the  city 
of  Goldsboro,  and  required  its  authorities 
to  provide  water  and  to  take  all  necessary 
steps  to  prevent  and  extinguish  fires. 

This  exercise  of  the  power  by  the  l^sla- 
ture  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  legis- 
lature, and  not  reviewable  by  the  courts. 

Harriaa  v.  WHght,  121  N.  C.  181,  28  S.  E. 
209. 

Furnishing  water  for  the  use  of  its  inhab- 
itants being  a  power  usually  incident  to 
cities,  the  legislature  had  the  right  to  re- 
quire the  city  authorities  to  furnish  water, 
and  the  cost  became  a  necessary  expense  of 
this  city. 

Wilson  V.  Charlotte,  74  N.  0.  758. 

If  it  was  a  necessary  expense  to  furnish 
water,  it  was  not  necessary  to  submit  the 
question  to  a  vote  of  the  people. 

Brodnax  v.  Groom,  64  N.  C.  249;  8haf>er 
V.  Salisbury  Comra.  68  N.  C.  292;  Wilson 
v.  Charlotte,  74  N.  C.  764;  Evana  v.  Cum- 
berland County  Comra.  89  N.  C.  154; 
Vau<jhn  v.  Forayih  County  Comra.  117  N. 
C.  429.  23  S.  E.  364. 

Furnishing  water  was  a  necessary  ex- 
pense. 

Smith  V.  yetDbem,  70  N.  C.  18,  16  Am. 
Rep.  766 ;  Tucker  v.  Raleigh,  75  N.  C.  267. 

This  principle  became  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract, and  no  subsequent  decision  could  an- 
nul it.     . 

Thompaon  v.  Lee  County,  3  Wall.  331,  18 
L.  ed.  178 ;  Kenoaha  v.  Lamson.  9  Wall.  477. 
19  L.  ed.  725;  Olcott  v.  Fond  du  Lac  County 
Supera.  10  Wall.  678.  21  L.  ed.  382. 

Mefisra.  Allen  A  Dortoh  and  Ajoock  ft 
Daniels  for  appellee. 


Note. — As  to  purposes  for  which  money  may  i  v.   Jacksonville    (Fla,)    SO   L.   R.   A.    540:   Sob 
be  raised  and  expended  by  municipal  corpora-    Print.  &  Pub.  Asso.  v.  New  York  (N.  Y.)  37  L. 
tlons.  see  Dagrgett  v.  Colgan  (Cal.)  14  L.  R.  A.    R.   A.  788:  and  Mayo  v.  Washington    (N.  C.) 
474,  and  note:  JnclcsonT  lie  tcIj^cTIc  Light  Co.  I  40  T..  R.  A.  1«3. 
48  L.  R.  A. 
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Fnreliefl,  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  and  taxpayer  of 
the  city  of  Goldsboro,  and  brings  this  action 
to  enjoin  and  restrain  the  city  authorities 
from  paying  the  defendant  the  Goldsboro 
Water  Company  $1,395,  this  being  the  semi- 
annual rental  for  water  supplies  furnished 
the  city  of  Goldsboro  by  said  water  company, 
which  the  plaintiff  allies  that  the  defend- 
ant city  of  Goldsboro  is  about  to  do.  The 
plaintiff  alleges  that  this  money  was  col- 
lected by  the  levy  of  taxes  upon  the  citizens 
and  property  of  said  city,  and  can  only  be 
used  and  paid  out  for  the  lawful  necessary 
expenses  of  the  city  government;  that  the 
furnishing  of  water  to  the  city  by  the  water 
company  is  not  a  necessary  expense  of  the 
city  government,  and  that  the  same  was 
wroni^ully  and  unlawfully  levied  and  col- 
lected, and  that  it  would  be  unlawful  to 
pay  the  same  to  the  defendant  water  com- 
pany; that  defendant  city  was  never  author- 
ized by  any  special  act  of  the  legislature  to 
levy  any  such  tax,  or  to  collect  the  same,  or 
to  submit  a  proposition  to  the  voters  of  said 
eity,  and  that  in  fact  no  such  proposition 
has  ever  been  submitted  or  voted  upon  by 
said  city.  It  is  admitted  by  defendants  that 
said  money  was  levied  and  collected  as  a 
tax  on  defendant  city;  that  there  has  been  no 
act  of  the  legislature  authorizing  a  submis- 
sion of  the  question  to  the  vote  of  the  peo- 
ple, and  that  no  such  vote  has  been  taken. 
And  it  is  not  denied  but  what  the  city  was 
about  to  make  the  payment,  as  alleged  by 
the  plaintiff.  But  the  defendants  allege 
and  say  that  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Golds- 
boro provides  (Priv.  Laws  1899,  chap.  171, 
S  27)  "that  among  the  powers  hereby  con- 
ferred on  the  board  of  aldermen,  they  shall 
provide* water,  provide  for  repairing  the 
streets,"  etc.;  that  this  made  it  their  duty 
to  provide  a  supply  of  water  for  the  city, 
and  made  water  a  legislative  necessity, 'and 
did  away  with  the  requirement  of  article  7, 
S  7,  of  the  Constitution;  that,  so  under- 
standing the  law,  the  city  contracted  with 
the  assignor  of  the  defendant  water  company 
to  furnish  the  city  of  Goldsboro  a  supply  of 
water  (as  specified  in  said  contract)  for 
the  public  use  of  the  city  and  for  the  pri- 
vate use  of  its  citizens,  the  citizens  paying 
a  stipulated  price  for  the  use  of  the  water; 
that  under  the  terms  of  the  contract  the  city 
was  to  pay  the  water  company  $2,790  per 
year  in  semiannual  instalments,  and  the 
payment  of  the  money  sought  to  be  enjoined 
18  one  of  the  semiannual  payments;  that 
upon  these  facts  the  court  below  granted  the 
injunction,  and  the  defendants  appealed. 

This  presents  a  constitutional  question, — 
the  power  of  the  defendant  city  to  levy,  col- 
lect, and  pay  out  money.  But  it  seems  to 
us  that  it  has  been  substantially  decided  by 
the  recent  adjudications  of  this  court.  A 
city  has  no  right  to  levy  and  collect  a  tax 
unless  it  has  legislative  power  to  do  so. 
It  has  no  powers  except  those  given  by  leg- 
islative authority,  in  express  terms  or  by 
necessary  implication,  in  aid  of  express 
powers.  1  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  89,  quoted 
48  L.  H.  A. 


with  approval  in  State  v.  Webber,  107  N.  C. 
962,  12  S.  E.  698.  But  it  is  contended  by 
defendant  that,  as  the  charter  of  Goldsboro 
provides  that  it  "shall  have  power  to  pro- 
vide water  for  the  city,"  this  is  an  express 
legislative  power,  and,  the  power  being  con- 
ferred, the  courts  will  not  undertake  to  di- 
rect or  supervise  the  manner  in  which  this 
shall  be  done.  It  must  be  conceded  that, 
if  the  first  proposition  be  true,  it  had  the 
power  to  levy  and  collect  the  taxes,  the  sec- 
ond proposition  is  necessarily  true,  and  the 
courts  cannot  and  will  not  undertake  to  su- 
pervise their  action  as  to  the  manner  of  its 
execution,  unless  a  manifest  abuse  of  power 
be  shown.  It  has  been  held  by  this  court 
that,  where  a  town  levied  a  tax  in  aid  of 
the  common  schools  of  the  town,  under  and 
within  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legis- 
lature not  passed  according  to  the  require- 
ments of  the  Constitution,  such  levy  is  void, 
for  the  reason  that  the  act  had  not  been 
passed  as  provided  by  article  2,  §  14,  of  the 
Constitution ;  common  schools  not  being  one 
of  the  necessary  expenses  incident  to  the 
corporate  government.  Rodman  v.  W<iah' 
ington,  122  N.  C.  39,  30  S.  E.  118.  The 
court  has  also  held  that  an  electric-light 
plant  was  not  a  necessary  expense  incident 
to  the  government  of  a  town,  and  that  an 
attempt  to  establish  one  by  the  city,  to  be 
paid  for  and  supported  by  taxation  without 
having  the  required  constitutional  legisla- 
tion, was  ultra  vires,  and  void.  Mayo  v. 
Washington  Comrs.  122  N.  C.  6,  40  L.  R.  A. 
163,  29  S.  E.  343.  It  has  been  held  by  this 
court  that  a  waterworks  plant  was  not  a 
necessary  incident  to  the  administration  of 
the  city  government,  and  that  an  effort  to 
levy  and  collect  a  tax  out  of  the  city  for 
that  purpose,  without  having  the  required 
legislative  power  to  do  so,  was  unconstitu- 
tional, and  void.  Charlotte  v.  Shepard,  120 
N.  C.  411,  27  S.  E.  109,  and  this  opinion  was 
cited  with  approval  in  Mayo  v.  Washington 
Comrs.  122  N.  C.  6,  40  L.  R.  A.  163,  29  8.  E. 
343.  From  these  authorities  it  must  be 
held  that  it  is  not  one  of  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  a  city  or  town  government  to  fur- 
nish the  city  or  town  with  a  supply  of  water. 
And  we  do  not  understand  the  defendants 
to  seriously  contend  that  this  is  not  gen- 
erally so,  although  they  cite  Tucker  v. 
Raleigh,  75  N.  C.  271.  Smith  v.  tiewbem,  70 
N.  C.  14,  16  Am.  Rep.  766,  and  Smith  v. 
Goldsboro,  121  N.  C.  352,  28  S.  E.  479.  But 
it  does  not  seem  to  us  that  these  cases  sus- 
tain the  contention  that  the  water  con- 
tracted for  in  this  case  was  a  necessity  to 
the  town  government.  In  Tucker  v.  Raleigh, 
it  appeared  that  a  part  of  the  little  account 
sued  on  was  for  cleaning  and  repairing  pub- 
lic wells.  This  is  covered  by  the  case  of 
Spaulding  v.  Peabody,  153  Mass.  129,  10  L. 
R.  A.  397,  26  N.  E.  421,  cited  with  approval 
in  Mayo  v.  Washington  Comrs.  122  N.  C.  5, 
40  L.  R.  A.  1Q3,  29  S.  E.  343,  as  being  al- 
lowed by  reason  of  ancient  custom.  The 
cases  of  Tucker  v.  Raleigh  and  Smith  v. 
Goldsboro  are  cited,  discussed,  and  disposed 
of  in  Mayo  v.  W<ishington  Comrs.  In  Smith 
V.  yeichem,  70  N.  C.  14,  16  Am.  Rep.  766,  It 
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is  incidentally  stated,  in  the  argument  of 
the  case^  that  the  city  would  have  the  right 
to  bore  an  artesian  well.  If  it  had  held  that 
a  city  might  have  such  a  well,  we  do  not 
think  it  would  sustain  the  defendants'  con- 
tention in  this  case.  But  that  was  not  the 
point  in  that  case,  and  was  in  no  respect  nec- 
essary to  its  decision,  and  it  could,  at  most, 
be  regarded  as  no  more  than  an  obiter.  But 
it  was  contended  with  earnestness  by  the  de- 
fendants that,  because  the  charter  said  it 
should  be  the  duty  of  the  city  authorities  to 
supply  the  city  with  water,  this  made  it  a 
necessary  expense.  We  cannot  give  our  as- 
sent to  this  proposition.  To  put  the  most 
favorable  construction  upon  this  language, 
it  can  only  mean  that  they  should  do  so  in 
a  lawful  way.  To  put  the  meaning  upon 
this  provision  of  the  charter  that  defendants 
contend  for  would  be  to  destroy  the  provi- 
sions of  article  7,  S  7,  of  the  Constitution, 
which  provides  that  "no  county,  city,  town, 
or  other  municipal  corporation  shall  eon- 
tract  any  debt,  pledge  its  faith,  or  loan  its 
credit,  nor  shall  any  tax  be  levied  or  col- 
lected by  any  officers  of  the  same  except  for 
the  necessary  expenses  thereof,  unless  by  a 
vote  of  the  majority  of  the  qualified  voters 
therein."  If  the  legislature  had  the  power 
to  make  a  thing  necessary  by  saying  that  it 
should  be  done,  or  even  saying  that  it  was 
necessary,  this  wise  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution would  be  utterly  destroyed.  It 
seems  to  us  that  this  proposition  is  so  self- 
evident  that  it  needs  no  authority  to  support 
it.  But  we  think  it  is  sustained  by  State 
▼.  Webber,  107  N.  C.  962,  12  S.  E.  598.  In 
that  case  it  was  attempted  to  make  the 
owners  of  certain  houses  guilty  of  keeping 
houses  of  ill  fame,  whether  they  occupied 
them  or  not.  The  court  held  this  could  not 
be  done;  that  saying  they  were  the  keepers 
of  such  houses  did  not  make  them  so.  See 
State  V.  Clay,  118  N.  C.  1234,  24  S.  E.  492; 
State  V.  Thomas,  118  N.  C.  1221,  24  S.  E. 
535.  The  money  sought  to  be  enjoined  has 
been  collected,  but  it  is  still  in  the  posses- 
sion and  control  of  the  city  of  Goldsboro. 
But,  if  it  has  been  illegally  levied  and  col- 
lected, the  wrongful  paying  it  out  may  be 
enjoined.  Stanly  County  Comrs.  v.  Snugqs, 
121  N.  C.  394,  39  L.  R.  A.  439,  28  S.  E.  639. 
If  the  authority  of  the  city  to  levy  and  col- 
lect this  tax  was  doubtful  (which,  to  us. 
does  not  seem  to  be  so),  that  doubt  would 
have  to  be  resolved  ap^ainst  the  defendants. 
1  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  91,  and  note  2.  We 
are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the  levy 
and  collection  of  this  money  was  ultra  vires, 
and  unconstitutional;  that  to  pay  it  out  to 
the  waterworks  company,  as  it  is  proposed 
to  do,  would  be  unconstitutional  and  unlaw- 
ful, for  this  reason  the  injunction  should 
be  continued  as  to  the  payment  of  this 
money  to  the  defendant  water  company  for 
water  furnished  the  city  of  Goldsboro. 

Holding  as  we  do,  as  to  the  question  of 
power,  wo  do  not  find  it  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  question  as  to  the  quality  of  the 
water.  The  injunction,  modified  in  accord- 
ance with  the  opinion,  is  continued. 

Modified  and  affirmed. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Glark,  J^  dissenting: 

Without  calling  in  question  our  decision! 
that  waterworks  are  not  a  municipal  neces- 
sity, I  think  that  water  for  public  sanita- 
tion and  protection  of  public  buildings  is 
such  necessity,  and  that,  when  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  state  has  required  the  town  to 
procure  water,  to  the  above  extent  at  least, 
it  is  a  necessary  purpose.  The  courts  have 
nothix^  to  do  with  the  wisdom,  policy,  or 
necessity  of  statutes  which  require  an  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power.  Chicago,  B,  d  Q. 
R.  Co.  V.  State  ex  rel.  Omaha  (Neb.)  43  Am. 
St.  Rep.  657,  672,  and  notes  (47  Neb.  649, 
41  L.  R.  A.  481,  66  N.  W.  624)  ;  Jform  v. 
Columbus  (Ga.)  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  243,  and 
notes  (102  Ga.  792,  42  L.  R.  A.  176,  30  S.  JL 
850). 


STATE  of  North  Carolina 

V. 

Sherwood  HIGGS,  Appt. 


(... 


..N.  C. ) 


1.  Tl&e  Jvrladlctlon  of  the  majror  ovsr 

violation  of  an  ordinance  will  not  be  de- 
feated by  the  fact  that  a  proTlsion  In  the  or- 
dinance attempts  to  make  his  Jurisdiction 
exclusive,  if  the  laws  give  him  at  least  a  co- 
ordinate Jurisdiction. 

2.  An  ordlnuee  la  not  -roid  for  nnccr^ 
taint 7  bj  reason  of  a  provision  e\r\nK  the 
mayor  discretion  to  Impose  a  fine  of  $50  or 
Imprisonment  for  thirty  days  upon  convic- 
tion, where  the  statute  makes  the  violation 
of  the  ordinance  a  misdemeanor,  and  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  makes  exactly  the 
same  provision  as  to  the  punishment  for  mis- 
demeanors. 

3.  An  ordinance  maklnfl:  It  a  penal  of- 
fense to  maintain  a  alffn  suspended  or 
projecting  over  a  sidewalk  Is  not  iocluded  in 
charter  power  to  open  streets  and  keep 
streets  and  sidewalks  free  and  clear  from  <*- 
structlons.  and  Is  unreasonable,  oppresslre, 
and  void  as  applied  to  a  sffm  which  does  not 
impede,  delay,  obstruct,  or  In  any  way  sndan- 
ger  the  use  of  the  sidewalk. 

(Clark,  J.,  dUsenta.) 

(March  27,  1900.) 

APPK^L  hy  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Wake  County 
convicting  him  of  violating  an  ordinance  for- 
bidding the  suspension  of  signs  over  side- 
walks.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  R.  O.  Burton  and  A.  Jones,  for 
appellant: 

It  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  an  ordi- 
nance that  it  have  a  penalty. 

State  V.  Cainan,  94  N.  C.  883 :  Horr  &  B. 
Mun.  Pol.  Ord.  S§  77  et  seq.;  Dillon,  Mun. 
Corp.  33«. 

The  municipality  cannot  make  a  violation 
of  its  ordinances  a' crime;  it  is  merely  a  civil 


Note. — For  power  of  municipal  corporation 
as  to  encroachments  on  streets  by  signboards, 
etc.,  or  things  overhanging  streets,  see  not€  to 
Ilagerstown  v.  Wltmer  (Md.)  80  L.  B.  A.  on 
pages  661,  667. 
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nuitter,  punishable  by  a  pecuniary  penalty, 
and  the  statute  so  intends. 

tState  Y.  Webber,  107  N.  C.  962,  12  8.  E. 
598;  State  v.  Earnhardt,  107  N.  G.  789,  12 
8.  E.  426;  mate  v.  Stevens,  114  N.  G.  873, 
19  8.  E.  861 ;  Raleigh  Gharter,  Priv.  Laws 
1899.  chap.  163,  9S  9,  11,  12,  21,  33,  35,  80; 
LouiebuTff  Comre,  v.  Harris,  52  N.  G.  (7 
Jones,  L.')  281 ;  Horr  k  B.  Mun.  Pol.  Ord.  f  § 
147,  150,  165,  168,  168,  160,  170,  170a;  Dil- 
lon, Mun.  Corp.  363,  429,  432. 

If  the  general  assembly  attempted  to  con- 
fer the  power  of  imprisonment  upon  the 
town  board,  it  was  a  delegation  of  legisla- 
tive power  which  is  unconstitutional  and 
void. 

Cooley,  Gonst.  Lim.  139  et  seq.;  Louisburg 
Comrs.  V.  Hams,  52  N.  C.  (7  Jones,  L.)  281. 

If  the  ordinance  has  a  penalty,  it  is  void 
for  uncertainty.  It  leaves  to  the  mayor  the 
discretion  as  to  the  amount  of  punishment, 
— ^whether  he  shall  impose  a  fine  of  $50  or 
imprison  for  thirty  days.  This  leaves  the 
matter  in  just  as  much  uncertainty  as  if  the 
penalty  were  not  less  than  $50. 

titatp  V.  Cainan,  94  N.  G.  883;  State  v. 
Crenshato,  94  N.  C.  877 ;  State  v.  Worth,  96 
N.  C.  615. 

The  board  of  aldermen  has  no  power  un- 
der its  charter  absolutely  to  prohibit  signs. 
ITie  power  is  not  conferred  and  it  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  abutter's  property  interests 
in  the  street. 

Hoicard  v.  Robbins,  1  Lans.  63;  Tates  v. 
Milicaukee,  10  Wall.  ,497,  19  L.  ed.  984; 
State  V.  Edens,  85  N.  G.  522;  Hawkins  v. 
SnnderF,  46  Mich.  491,  8  N.  W.  98;  Clark  v. 
Lake  St.  Clair  d  N,  U,  River  loe  Co.  24 
Mich.  508;  People  y.  Carpenter,  1  Mich. 
287 ;  Hiaey  v.  Mexico,  61  Mo.  App.  248 ; 
Ooldsfraw  v.  Duckworth,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  Div. 
275;  Cushinff  v.  Boston,  128  Mass.  330,  36 
Am.  Rep.  383;  White  v.  Northwestern  N.  C. 
R.  Co.  113  N.  C.  610,  22  L.  R.  A.  627,  18  S. 
E.  330. 

In  ascertaining  what  are  the  reasonable 
u*?e«  of  the  streets  and  highways  which  be- 
long to  the  abutter,  it  is  proper  to  consider 
the  uses  that  others  are  allowed  to  make  of 
thorn. 

O'Unda  v.  Lothrop,  21  Pick.  292;  Under- 
tcood  v.  Carney,  1  Gush.  285. 

A  si^  is  an  important  part  of  a  mer- 
chant's business:  the  ripht  to  have  a  sign  is 
a  valuable  property  right.  Any  ordinance 
which  declares  that  it  shall  not  project  at 
all  is  unreasonable,  arbitrary,  and  void. 
The  city  may  regulate,  but  cannot  forbid 
in  ioto. 

Yates  V.  Milwaukee,  10  Wall.  497,  19  L. 
ed.  984;  Horr  ft  B.  Mun.  Pol.  Ord.  §  230; 
Angell,  Highways,  §  263;  State  v.  Taft,  118 
K.  G.  1192.  32  L.  R,  A.  122,  23  S.  E.  970; 
State  V.  Thomas,  118  N.  C.  1221,  24  S.  E. 
53,3:  1  Dillon.  Mun.  Gorp.  319-321,  327,  328; 
People  V.  Carpenter,  1  Mich.  287;  Hisey  v. 
Mexico,  61  Mo.  App.  248. 

If  it  is  competent  for  the  board  to  forbid 
all  encroachments  on  the  streets,  it  cannot 
discriminate.  All  projections  beyond  the 
street  line  should  be  forbidden,  or  none 
should  be. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Livingston  t.  Wolf,  136  Pa.  519,  20  Atl. 
561;  Yick  Wo  v.  Hopkins,  118  U.  8.  356,  30 
L.  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  1064;  State  v. 
Tenant,  110  N.  G.  609,  15  L.  R.  A.  423,  14 
S.  E.  387. 

Messrs.  Zeb.  Vanee  Walser,  Attorney 
General,  and  Watson  Sc  Gatlins  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Fvroliefl,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  prosecution  commenced  before 
the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Raleigh  for  an  al- 
leged violation  of  an  ordinance  of  the  city. 
The  ordinance  under  which  the  defendant  is 
indicted  is  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1.  That  no  sign  shall  be  suspended 
or  projected  over  the  sidewalks  in  the  city 
of  Raleigh. 

''Sec.  2.  That  all  signs  that  are  now  pro- 
jected or  that  are  suspended  over  the  side- 
walks of  the  city  of  Raleigh  shall  be  re- 
moved, together  with  the  rods  and  poles  used 
for  suspending  or  swinging  said  signs,  by 
the  15th  day  of  August,  1899. 

"Sec.  3.  Any  person  or  firm  violating  the 
provisions  of  this  ordinance  or  failing  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  same, 
shall,  upon  conviction  before  the  mayor,  be 
fined  fifty  dollars,  or  imprisoned  thirty 
days." 

The  legislature  of  1899  (chapter  153, 
Priv.  Acts)  enacted  a  new  charter  for  the 
city  of  Raleigh,  and  our  attention  is  called 
to  the  following  provisions  therein  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  the  power  of  the  city, 
which,  the  state  contends,  authorized  the 
charge  of  the  court  and  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  in  finding  the  defendant  guilty: 

Sections  of  the  charter: 

"Sec.  33.  That  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
aldermen  to  attend  all  the  meetings  of  the 
board  unless  unavoidably  prevented  from  do- 
ing so,  and  when  convened,  a  majority  of  the 
board  shall  have  power  to  make,  and  to  pro- 
vide for  the  execution  of  such  ordinances, 
by-laws,  rules,  and  regulations,  and  such 
fines,  penalties,  and  forfeitures  for  their  vio- 
lation as  may  be  authorized  by  this  act,  con- 
sistent with  the  laws  of  the  land  and  neces- 
sary for  the  proper  government  of  the  city: 
provided,  that  no  penalty  prescribed  by  the 
board  of  aldermen  for  the  violation  of  any 
of  tie  provisions  of  this  act,  or  of  any  ordi- 
nance, by-law,  rule,  or  regulation  made  in 
pursuance  hereof,  shall  exceed  fifty  dollars 
fine  or  thirty  days*  imprisonment." 

"Sec.  80.  That  all  penalties  imposed  un- 
der the  provisions  of  this  act  or  of  any  ordi- 
nance, by-law,  or  regulation  of  the  city,  un- 
less herein  otherwise  provided,  shall  be  re- 
coverable in  the  name  of  the  city  of  Raleigh 
before  the  mayor ;  and  all  such  penalties  in- 
curred by  any  minor  shall  be  recovered  from 
the  parent,  guardian,  or  master,  as  the  case 
may  be,  of  such  minor." 

"Sec.  34.  That  among  the  powers  con- 
ferred on  the  board  of  aldermen  are  these: 
.  .  .  Ascertain  the  location,  increase,  re- 
duce, and  establish  the  width  and  grade,  reg- 
ulate the  repairs,  and  keep  clear  the  streets, 
sidewalks,  and  alleys  of  the  city;  extend,  lay 


448 


North  Cabolina  Sdpbbmb  Coukt. 


out,  open,  establiBh  the  width  and  grade, 
keep  clean,  and  maintain  others;  eetablish 
and  regulate  the  public  grounds,  including 
Moore  Square,  Nash  Square,  and  PuUen 
Park,  have  charge  of,  improve,  adorn,  and 
maintain  the  same,  and  protect  the  shade 
trees  of  the  city." 

"Sec.  38.  That  they  may  require  and  oom- 
pel  the  abatement  of  all  nuisances  within 
the  city,  or  within  one  mile  of  the  city  lim- 
its, at  the  expense  of  the  person  causing  the 
same,  or  the  owner  or  tenant  of  the  ground 
whereon  the  same  shall  be.     .     .     ." 

Subsection  6  of  8  79  provides:  "(6)  Any 
person  .  .  .;  or  who  shall  excavate,  con- 
struct, build,  use,  keep,  or  maintain  any  cel- 
lar, basement,  area,  passage,  entrance,  or 
way  under  any  sidewalk,  or  build,  construct, 
keep,  use,  or  maintain  any  veranda,  piazza, 
platform,  building,  or  stairway  or  other  pro- 
jection or  construction  upon  or  over  any 
sidewalk  in  the  city  whereby  the  free  and 
safe  passage  of  persons  may  be  hindered,  de- 
layed, obstructed,  or  in  any  way  endangered, 
.  .  .  without  having  first  taken  out  a  li- 
cense therefor,  .  .  .  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  and  upon  satisfactory  proof 
before  the  mayor  shall  be  adjudged  to  pay 
for  every  such  offense  a  fine  not  exceedin.<j; 
fifty  dollars,  or  be  imprisoned  not  exceeding 
thirty  days." 

The  sections  in  the  charter  are  not  pro- 
duced aei-iatim,  but  as  they  are  presented  in 
the  brief  and  argument  of  counsel  who  rep- 
resented the  state. 

Upon  the  trial  the  state  introduced  the 
charter  and  the  ordinances  of  the  city,  and 
the  following  evidence:  "The  state  then  in- 
troduced Chief  of  Police  Mull  ins,  who  testi- 
fied that  a  written  notice  from  the  mayor  to 
take  down  his  sign  was  served  on  defendant 
before  the  beginning  of  this  proceeding, 
which  notice  was  put  in  evidence.  That  the 
sign  was  not  taken  down,  and  is  still  up. 
On  cross-examination,  the  witness  stated 
that  the  sign  ^^'as  an  electric  sign,  which 
spelled  out  Higgs's  name  by  the  passage  of  a 
current  of  electricity;  that  it  was  an  orna- 
ment to  the  street,  and  did  not  interfere 
with  passage  or  vision.  It  was  at  its  lower 
end  about  14  feet  above  the  sidewalk,  pro- 
jected 4  or  4V^  feet  from  building;  was 
12  to  14  feet  long,  about  18  inches  wide, 
made  of  plank,  and  apparently  a  very  heavy 
one ;  was  fastened  at  the  top  to  a  bar  of  rail- 
road iron,  and  at  the  bottom  to  a  round  bar 
of  iron.  The  sign  itself  hung  vertically,  and 
he  thought  it  was  as  practically  secure  as 
the  house  itself.  Did  not  think  there  was 
any  danger  of  falling  or  being  blown  down. 
Had  never  examined  closely  the  fastenings 
to  the  bar  of  railroad  iron.  Witness  identi- 
fied the  photograph  of  the  sign,  which  was 
put  in  evidence,  and  which  was  taken  before 
the  lower  swinging  signs  on  the  street  were 
taken  down.  The  sign  which  Higgs  had 
swinging  to  the  lower  rod,  as  shown  in  the 
photograph,  was  taken  down  by  him  before 
this  proceeding  was  started.  The  lower  rod 
was  also  cut  off  at  the  end.  Witness  said  it 
was  still  common  for  porticos  or  balconies, 
awnings  and  signs  on  awnings,  and  signs  on 
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the  outer  railing  of  balconies,  and  signs  pro 
jecting  a  few  inches  over  the  sidewalkB,  to 
exist.    There  are  many  of  them  in  the  dty. 
There  are  balconies  in  front  of  many  build- 
ings on  Fayetteville  street,  projecting  over 
sidewalk   3    to   4   feet.     One  over  Yarboro 
House,  Henry  Building  (with  J.  M.  Brough- 
ton  A  Co.'s  sign  on  outcnr  railing;  also  Pol- 
ler's, the  tailor) ;  one  over  A.  B.  Stronach  s, 
with  his  sign  on  outer  railing.    Many  awn- 
ings in  the  city  which  cover  the  entire  side- 
walk, some  of  wood,  some  of  cloth, — some 
signs  on  cloth,  as  Berwanger's  stretching 
clear  across  sidewalk;  and  some  on  wood,  as 
W.  B.  Mann's  at  edge  or  side  of  awning,  and 
extending  over  street.  Some  other  signs  were 
allowed  to  set  on  sidewalk,  as  of  Watts,  the 
barber.  A  great  many  signs  on  the  doorfac- 
ing,  which  project  a  few  inches  over  the  side- 
walk, as  R,  B.    Raney's    Raleigh    Savings 
Bank's,    Boylan,    Pearce,    A    Co.'s,    W.    K 
Jones's,  a  member  of  the  board  of  aldermen. 
Cross  &  Linehan's.    Jones  &  Powell    have 
steps  leading  from  Fayetteville  street  down 
into  their  cellar.    On   each  side  of    cellar 
is  an  iron  railing,  and    till    recently    they 
had  suspended  on  the  railing  an    ice    and 
coal  sign.     W.  H.  King  &  Co.'s  drug  store 
projects  above  some  distance  over  sidewalk, 
and  sign  is  painted  on  it,  as  shown   from 
the  photograph.    Y.  M.  C.  A.  building  has 
steps  in  street.     W.  Z.  Blake,  street    com- 
missioner, was  introduced  by  the  state,  and 
testified  that  he  measured  that  morning  the 
distance  from  the  front  wall  of  Higgs's  store 
to  center  of  street     It  was  491/2  feet.     The 
state  then  introduced  the  charter  of  the  city 
of  Raleigh,  as  contained  in  chapter  153  of 
the  Private  Acts  of    1899,    and    thereupon 
rested   its    case.     The    defendant's    counsel 
contended  that  the  ordinance  was  void ;  that 
on  the  evidence  he  was  the  owner  to  the  cen- 
ter of  the  street,  subject  to  the  easement  of 
the  public,  and  had  the  right  to  make  the 
customary  and  proper  use  of  his  property; 
that  he  was  discriminated  against,  and  that 
the  ordinance  was   unreasonable  and   arbi- 
trary and  oppressive;  that  the  board  of  al- 
dermen had  no  power  to  adopt  it,  especially 
in  its  form  and  to  the  extent  they  claimed; 
and  that  it  was  an  attempt  to  create  a  crim- 
inal offense,  which  they  had  no  power  to  do.** 
His  honor  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  be- 
lieved the  evidence  they  should  find  the  de- 
fendant    guilty.    Verdict    guilty.     Defend- 
ant exee])ted,  and  appealed  from  the  judg- 
ment pronounced. 

There  were  exceptions  taken  on  the  arfpi- 
inent  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  mayor  of  the 
city  to  try  the  case,  if  the  def aidant  was 
guilty  of  a  criminal  offense,  for  the  reason 
that  he  was  given  exclusive  jurisdiction. 
It  was  also  contended  that  the  ordinance  viras 
void  for  uncertainty,  for  the  reason  that  it 
gave  the  mayor  the  discretion  to  fine  the  de- 
fendant, upon  conviction,  $50,  or  to  impris- 
on him  for  thirty  days.  We  do  not  think 
either  of  these  objections  can  be  sustained. 
Article  4.  §  14,  Const.,  expressly  provides  for 
the  establishment  of  such  oourts  for  the 
trial  of  misdemeanors  in  cities  and  towns; 
and  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Raleigh  ( S  79, 
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•ubMc  0)  eoEpressly  constitutea  the  mayor  a 
court  for  the  trial  of  misdemeanors  commit- 
ted within  the  city,  when  the  punishment 
does  not  exceed  a  fine  of  $50  or  imprison- 
ment for  thirty  days.  It  would  therefore 
seem  that  the  mayor  had  jurisdiction,  unless 
the  ordinance  is  void,  for  the  reason  that  it 
gives  the  mayor  exclusive  jurisdiction,  and 
takes  from  justices  of  the  peace  their  consti- 
tutional rights.  But^  without  discussing 
that  question,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
it  is  not  presented  in  this  case,  as  it  must  be 
conceded  that  the  mayor  has  a  co-ordinate 
jurisdiction,  if  not  the  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion, and  that  is  all  that  is  necessary  to  be 
established  to  give  him  jurisdiction  of  this 
offense,  if  it  be  an  offense.  Section  3818  of 
the  Code  gives  to  mayors  the  jurisdiction  of 
justices  01  the  peace;  therefore  he  had  ju- 
risdiction outside  of  the  charter. 

Neither  do  we  think  the  ordinance  is  void 
for  uncertainty  in  its  penalty  or  i>uni8h- 
ment.  The  ordinance  of  the  city  limits  the 
punishment  to  $oO  fine  or  thirty  days'  im- 
prisomaent;  and  §  3820  of  the  Code  makes 
the  violation  of  a  city  ordinance  a  misde- 
meanor, and  limits  the  punishment  to  a  fine 
not  to  exceed  $50,  or  imprisonment  not  to 
exceed  thirty  days.  This  is  the  exact  lan- 
guage of  the  Constitution,  and  therefore  can- 
not be  unconstitutional,  as  applied  to  mis- 
demeanora.  It  seems  to  us  that  it  must  fol- 
low that  the  ordinance  is  not  void  for  un- 
certainty, and,  if  not  void  for  uncertainty, 
its  violation  was  a  misdemeanor,  unless  it 
was  void  for  other  reasons  than  for  uncer- 
tainty in  its  punishment.  But,  if  it  was 
void  for  any  reason,  it  was  not  unlawful  to 
refuse  to  obey  it,  and  its  violation  was  no 
criminal  offense. 

But  the  ordinance  may  not  be  void  (and 
we  do  not  say  that  it  is)  when  properly  con- 
strued, and  the  defendant  still  not  be  ffuil- 
ty ;  and  it  seems  to  us  that  it  has  not  been 
prop<*r]y  construed  in  the  trial  of  this  case. 
Whether  the  legislature  could  in  express 
terms  authorize  the  city  to  require  the  de- 
fendant to  take  down  this  sign  by  the  pas- 
sage of  an  ordinance,  or  be  guilty  of  a  crim- 
inal offense,  we  very  much  doubt.  But  it  is 
not  necessary  that  we  should  pass  upon  that 
question,  as  we  do  not  consider  that  it  has 
attempted  to  give  the  city  authorities  that 
power.  And  we  therefore  consider  the  ques- 
tion from  that  view  of  the  case,  as  it  must 
be  admitted  that  they  had  no  such  right  un- 
less it  is  given  them  in  the  charter  of  the 
city. 

A  municipal  corporation  is  a  creature  of 
the  lepslature,  and  only  has  such  powers  as 
are  expressly  given  it,  or  such  as  are  inci- 
dent to  the  powers  expressly  given,  and  nec- 
essary to  the  execution  of  the  express  pow- 
ers. It  seems  to  be  conceded  that  they  had 
no  express  power  to  pass  an  ordinance  re- 
quiring the  defendant  to  take  down  this 
si«m.  And  we  do  not  mean  to  say  by  this 
that  the  city  authorities  undertook  to  pass 
a  personal  ordinance  requiring  the  defend- 
ant to  take  down  his  sign,  but  to  say  they 
had  no  express  authori^  to  pass  a  general 
ordinance  requiring  all  such  iigna  as  his  (if 
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there  are  others)  to  be  taken  down,  the  vicH 
lation  of  which  would  be  per  ae  a  misdemean- 
or. 

But  the  state  contends  that  the  city  had 
express  authority  to  open  and  grade  streets, 
and  clear  and  keep  clear  the  streets  and  side- 
walks of  all  obstructions;  that  the  city  is 
the  owner  of  the  streets  and  sidewalks,  ou» 
jus  eat  aolum  ejua  eat  usque  ad  ocslum,  and 
that  the  city  authorities  have  the  absolute 
right  to  remove  any  permanent  fixture  upon 
or  over  the  streets  or  sidewalks;  that  th^ 
have  the  same  rights  of  property  over  the 
sidewalks  of  the  city  that  a  private  citizen 
has  over  his  land;  and,  having  this  right, 
they  have  the  rights  by  the  exercise  of  their 
arbitrary  power,  to  require  the  defendant  to 
take  down  his  sign.  The  fallacies  of  these 
contentions  are  tluit  the  mayor  and  aldermen 
of  the  city  of  Raleigh  do  not  own  the  streets 
and  sidewalks;  that^  while  the  fee  may  be 
in  the  city,  it  is  held  in  trust  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  public  And  the  mayor 
and  aldermen  are  but  the  agents  of  the  city 
to  look  after  the  condition  of  the  streets  and 
sidewalks  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  pub- 
lic, and  they  have  no  power  arbitrarily  to  do 
anything  whysh  interferes  with  the  riffht  of 
the  citizen  that  the  public  has  not  and  can- 
not have  any  interest  in.  But  the  defend- 
ant, besides  his  general  interest  which  he  has 
in  common  with  the  public  generally,  is  aa 
abutting  owner  to  this  street  and  sidewalk, 
and  in  this  way  has  a  special  property, — an 
easement  in  his  frontage  upon  the  street. 
White  V.  Northweatem  N,  C.  R.  Co.  113  N. 
C.  612,  22  L.  R.  A.  027,  18  S.  £.  330;  Mooae 
V.  Carson,  104  N.  C.  431,  7  L.  R,  A.  548,  10 
S.  £.  689;  Yatea  v.  Milwaukee,  10  Wall.  407. 
19  L.  ed.  984.  This  seemed  to  be  conceded 
as  a  general  proposition.  But  the  state  un- 
dertook to  distinguish  this  case,  and  take  it 
out  of  the  general  rule,  by  alleging  that  the 
city  of  Raleigh  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the 
street,  and  for  this  purpose  has  inserted  in 
its  brief  the  acts  and  ordinances  locating  the 
city  of  Raleigh.  And,  while  they  might 
have  been  introduced  on  the  trial  (Dillon, 
Mun.  Corp.  9  83 ) ,  they  were  not  introduced, 
and  we  must  be  ^verned  by  the  record.  But 
lest  it  might  be  mferred  that,  had  they  been 
introduced -in  evidence,  our  judgment  would 
have  been  for  the  state,  we  think  it  best  to 
consider  the  case  as  if  they  had  been  intro- 
duced. 

Had  they  been  introduced,  we  are  unable 
to  see  that  this  would  have  affected  the  sta- 
tus of  the  parties,  or  would  have  in  any  way 
affected  the  conclusion  at  which  we  have  ar- 
rived. We  have  assumed  that  the  city  was 
the  owner  in  fee,  and  sold  to  the  defendant, 
or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  the  lot  he 
now  occupies,  abutting  on  Fayetteville 
street,  and,  by  this  sale  and  purchase,  the 
defendant  acquired  the  rights  of  an  abutting 
landowner, — an  easement  which  is  more  than 
that  of  the  general  public,  but  subject  to  the 
lawful  government  of  the  city,  so  far  as  it 
is  necessary  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
public.  The  case  of  Mooae  v.  Carson,  104 
N.  C.  431,  7  L.  R.  A.  548,  10  S.  E.  689,  cited 
by  the  state  to  sustain  its  contention,  we 
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think  sustains  the  position  taken  by  the 
oourt.  Tlien,  was  it  necessary  for  the  pub- 
lic benefit — ^for  the  public  convenience,  the 
public  safety — ^that  this  sign  should  be  re- 
moved?  If  it  was,  then  the  city  authorities, 
under  their  granted  powers,  would  have  the 
right  to  remove  it.  This  power  would  then 
be  one  of  the  powers  incident  to  their  ex- 
press powers  granted  to  them  over  streeu 
and  sidewalks  of  the  dty  for  the  benefit  of 
the  public,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  de- 
fendant had  the  right  of  an  abutting  owner, 
— an  easement;  the  right  to  use  his  frontage 
for  the  benefit  of  his  property,  as  he  pleased, 
in  such  a  way  as  not  to  interfere  with  the 
rights  of  the  general  public,  in  safety  using 
the>  sidewalk  for  the  purpose  of  traveling 
the  same  on  foot,  and  for  peAsing  and  re- 
passing. And  if  his  sign  in  no  way  imped- 
ed, or  tended  to  impede,  such  travel,  or  in 
no  way  endangered  the  safety  of  such  pedes- 
trians in  passing  over  the  sidewalks,  as  they 
were  wont  to  do,  then  the  city  had  no  right 
to  require  him  to  take  it  down,  and  it  was 
no  offense  in  the  defendant  to  refuse  to  do 
so,  and  he  would  not  be  guilty  of  any  crimi- 
nflJ  olTense.  It  is  only  the  violation  of  a  le- 
gal ordinance  that  is  a  criminal  offense.  It 
is  only  to  valid  and  lawful  ordinances  that 
S  3820  of  the  Code  applies. 

While  we  have  been  so  far  discussing  this 
case  upon  general  law  and  general  princi- 
ples, we  do  not  believe  that  a  fair  and  rea- 
sonable interpretation  of  the  charter  goes 
further,  or  was  intended  to  go  further,  or 
to  authorize  the  city  fathers  to  do  more 
thjvn  we  have  said  they  could  do.  It  pro- 
vides in  paragraph  6  of  S  79  (after  enumer- 
ating other  things),  "or  other  projection  or 
construction  upon  or  over  any  sidewalk  in 
the  city,  whereby  the  free  and  safe  passage 
of  persons  may  be  hindered,  delayed,  (in- 
structed, or  in  any  way  endangered."  There- 
fore, to  our  minds,  it  is  manifest  that  this 
paragraph  of  the  charter  is  qualified  and  re- 
stricted, and  that  the  obstruction  (if  we 
may  call  it  such)  must  be  such  as  will  hin- 
der, delay,  obstruct,  -^r  in  some  way  endan- 
ger the  use  of  the  sidewalk  (or,  at  least, 
tend  to  do  so)  to  the  use  of  pedestrians  in 
passiner  and  repassing  upon  it.  According 
to  the  evidence  in  the  case,  no  one  of  these 
conditions  is  present.  The  sign  is  14  feet 
above  the  sidewalk,  and,  of  course,  cannot 
be  an  obstruction  to  pedestrians,  and  it  is 
shown  to  be  perfectly  secure,  and  in  no  dan- 
ger of  falling. 

But  the  state  contends  that  the  charter 
(S  79,  subsec.  6)  authorizes  the  aldermen  to 
condemn  this  sign,  and  to  require  its  remov- 
al, and  that  they  have  done  so,  and  that  de- 
fendant was  properly  convicted.  We  do  not 
think  so.  We  are  of  the  opinion,  as  we  l.ave 
said,  that  a  fair  and  reasonable  interpreta- 
tion of  the  statute  does  not  sustain  the 
state's  contention.  But,  if  there  are  doubts 
as  to  its  construction  (and  we  do  not  think 
there  are),  they  must  be  resolved  against 
the  power  and  against  the  state,  as  its  rifrht 
depends  upon  this  power.  2  Dillon,  Mun. 
Corp.  §  91;  aiaughter  v.  O'Berry  (N.  0.)  35 
S.  E.  241. 
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The  governing  bodies  of  cities  and  townf 
are  vested  with  what  is  known  as  "polios 
powers,"  and  they  may  do  many  things  un- 
der and  in  exercise  of  this  power.  But  still 
they  must  act  within  the  scope  of  their  dele- 
gated powers,  or  their  acts  are  ultra  tnrss 
and  void.  Thev  cannot  do  what  they  are  not 
authorized  to  do  by  their  charter  or  by  the 
general  law  of  the  land.  If  a  thing  within 
itself  is  not  a  nuisance,  they  cannot  make  it 
so  by  saying  it  is.  If  a  sign  hanging  4  feet 
from  the  wall  of  defendant's  store  building, 
firmly  attached  to  tiie  same,  and  14  feet 
above  the  sidewalk,  is  not  an  obstruction  to 
footmen  on  the  sidetwalk,  the  city  authori* 
ties  cannot  make  it  so  by  saying  it  is.  And 
if  this  sign  is  securely  attached  and  fas- 
tened to  the  building  b^  iron  bars  and  fas* 
tenings,  so  that  there  is  no  danger  of  its 
falling,  the  city  authorities  cannot  make  it 
dangerous  by  saying  it  is.  8ta4e  v.  Webber, 
107  N.  C.  062,  12  S.  E.  598;  State  v.  Toft, 
118  N.  C.  1190,  32  L.  R.  A.  122,  23  S.  B. 
970;  1  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  $  87.  The  state 
must  show  the  power,  or  the  ordinance  is 
void.  Cocley,  Ck)nst.  Lim.  4th  ed.  236.  This 
question  of  overhanging  signs  has  been  elab- 
orately and  ably  discussed  in  Ooldstraw  t. 
Duckworth,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  Div.  276,  and  very 
much  the  same  views  are  taken  in  that  case, 
as  to  such  signs,  as  are  taken  in  this  opin- 
ion. 

But  it  is  said  by  the  state,  among  many 
arguments  it  makes  for  the  support  of  the 
judgment  below,  that  to  hold  that  the  city 
had  not  the  power  to  have  this  sign  taken 
down  would  destroy  all  city  government. 
We  do  not  think  so.  But,  if  the  law  is  so 
written,  it  must  be  so  held,  though  it  should 
have  that  effect.  But  it  must  be  kept  in 
mind  that  the  power  of  the  city  government 
is  not  all  that  is  to  be  considered  in  deciding 
this  case.  The  rights  of  individual  citizens 
are  also  to  be  considered,  and  they  are  of 
equal  importance,  and  probably  more  in  need 
of  the  protection  of  the  courts  than  the  may- 
or and  board  of  aldermen  of  the  city  of  Ral- 
eigh. The  court  holds  that,  upon  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  the  court  below  should 
have  instructed  the  jury  that,  if  they  be- 
lieved all  the  evidence,  the  defendant  was 
not  guilty.  But  if  there  had  been  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  sign  was  an  "ob- 
struction" to  footmen  on  the  sidewalk,  or 
tending  to  show  that  it  was  dangerous  to 
the  traveling  public,  it  would  have  been  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  submit  the  question  to 
the  jury  upon  proper  instructions.  Howard 
V.  Rohhina,  1  Lans.  63;  People  v.  Carpen- 
ter, I  Mich.  287.  And  to  this  it  is  replied 
that  this  would  be  destructive  of  all  city 
government  to  leave  such  questions  to  the 
jury.  We  do  not  think  so;  but,  as  we  have 
said,  if  it  is  the  law,  it  must  be  so  held,  let 
the  results  be  as  they  may.  But  as  between 
a  jury,  under  the  restraints  of  an  oath  and 
the  instructions  of  a  judge,  we  think  the  cit- 
izen's ri<»hts  would  be  more  likely  to  be  pro- 
tected than  they  would  be  by  the  uncon- 
trolled authority  of  the  city  government. 
The  boundary  between  the  rights  of  the  citi- 
zen and  the  powers  of  the  mayor  and  alder- 
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men  is  not  very  plainly  marked,  and  it  easi- 
ly invaded,  milesa  ffreat  care  is  taken.  But 
this  line  is  there,  though  delicately  marked, 
and  it  must  be  found  and  observed.  Blaugh- 
ter  T.  O'Berry  (N.  C.)  36  S.  E.  241.  While 
this  is  true  as  to  many  things,  there  are 
other  rights  and  duties  that  the  citv  author- 
ities plainly  have.  It  is  plain  that  they 
have  such  powers  as  are  expressly  granted, 
unless  they  are  void  as  being  unconstitution- 
al, or  in  violation  of  individual  rights  as  es- 
tablished by  the  general  law  of  the  land. 
They  also  have  such  other  powers  as  are  in- 
cident to  and  necessary  for  them  to  have  and 
exercise  in  order  to  carry  out  and  enforce 
such  express  powers  as  are  lawfully  granted 
them.  It  is  their  duty  to  keep  the  streets 
and  sidewalks  in  good  condition,  and  to  re 
move  such  obstructions  from  the  sidewalks 
as  are  on  them,  and  are  manifestly  calculat- 
ed to  "hinder,  delay,  or  endanger,"  the  ordi- 
nary use  of  said  sidewalks.  Such  obstruc- 
tions clearly  fall  within  their  power,  and  it 
is  their  duty  to  exercise  it  in  a  proper  man- 
ner. But  such  things  as  do  not  apjpear  to 
hinder,  delay,  or  endanger  the  public,  and 
do  not  in  any  way  obstruct  the  sidewalks, 
they  do  not  have  absolute  control  over.  And, 
to  give  them  this  right,  they  must  allege  and 
show  that  such  signs  or  other  such  things 
are  obstructions,  or  tend  to  obstruct,  or  that 
they  are  dangerous  to  the  traveling  public. 

For  these  reasons,  we  do  not  say  that  the 
ordinance  is  absolutely  void,  because,  if  the 
state  can  show  that  the  sign  is  dangerous  to 
the  public,  the  city  authorities  bad  the  right, 
and  it  was  their  duty,  to  have  it  taken  down, 
and  in  such  event  the  defendant  would  be 
guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  criminal  law  of 
the  state.  But  the  state  must  allege  and 
show  this  before  he  is  liable. 

There  is  error  for  tokich  there  must  he  a 
neio  trial. 

Clark,  J.,  dissenting: 
No  provision  of  the  Constitution  can  be 
found  that  forbids,  or  even  makes  doubtful, 
the  right  of  the  people  of  this  state,  speak- 
ing through  their  representatives  in  the  gen- 
eral assembly,  to  authorize  the  aldermen  or 
commissioners  of  any  town  or  city  to  forbid 
the  swinging  of  signs  across  the  sidewalks. 
Certainly  none  has  been  cited.  The  charter 
provides,  in  S  34,  "that  among  the  powers 
conferred  on  the  board  of  aldermen  are 
these:  .  .  .  Ascertain  the  location,  in- 
crease, reduce,  and  establish  the  width  and 
grade,  regulate  the  repairs  and  keep  clear 
the  streets,  sidewalks,  and  alleys  of  the  city ; 
extend,  lay  out,  open,  establish  the  width 
and  grade,  keep  clean  and  maintain  others; 
establish  and  regulate  the  public  grounds, 
including  Moore  Square,  Nash  Square,  and 
Pullen  Park,  have  charge  of,  improve,  adorn, 
and  maintain  the  same,  and  protect  the 
shade  trees  of  the  city."  The  title  to  the 
streets  of  a  city  is  in  the  city,  for  the  use  of 
the  public.  The  defendant,  an  abutting 
owner  upon  a  street,  has  no  more  rights 
therein  than  anyone  else.  He  has  the  right 
of  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  his  store, 
but  so  has  the  public,  unless  he  closes  it 
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He  has  no  right  to  obstruct  the  view  of  ths 
street  by  a  sign,  imless  permitted  by  the  cil^ 
authorities.  He  has  no  more  right  to  hang 
a  sign  in  the  street  than  the  city  has  to  sus- 
pend anything  above  his  premises.  He  owns 
to  the  line  of  his  lot,  but  no  further.  His 
easement  in  the  street  is  simply  that  it  shall 
not  be  closed  up  or  perverted  to  other  uses. 
Moose  V.  Carson,  104  N.  C.  431,  7  L.  R.  A. 
548,  10  S.  E.  689;  White  v.  Northwestern 
N.  0,  R.  Co.  113  N.  C.  610,  22  L.  K  A.  627, 
18  S.  E.  330.  Whatever  has  been  done  in 
the  way  of  hanging  signs  across  the  side- 
walks in  the  past  has  l^n  by  the  tacit  as- 
sent of  the  city  authorities,  revocable  at 
will,  whenever  they  deem  such  mode  of 
swinging  signs  injurious  to  the  appearance 
of  the  city.  It  would  be  strange  if  it  were 
otherwise,  seeing  that  in  England,  whence 
we  derive  our  common  law,  for  hundreds  of 
years  signs  have  not  been  allowed  to  project 
over  the  sidewalks,  but  are  placed  flat 
against  the  wall  of  each  place  of  business, 
l^ere  is  probably  no  town  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  nowever  small,  in  which  signs  art 
allowed  to  hang  across  the  sidewalk,  and  the 
same  is  true  of  tlie  counties  of  western 
Europe  generally.  Hie  same  ordinance  has 
been  adopted  by  many  cities  in  this  country, 
and  in  a  few  years  will  doubtless  become  the 
general,  if  not  the  universal,  rule.  After 
most  diligent  research  by  counsel  and  the 
court,  no  decision  has  been  found  from  any 
court,  in  any  country,  till  now,  which  denies 
the  power  of  the  town  council  to  pass  an  or- 
dinance like  that  now  called  in  question. 
Hie  powers  of  a  city  government  are  not  re- 
stricted to  suppressing  what  is  dangerous, 
but  extend  to  sidoming  and  beautifying  the 
city  (when  they  possess  the  funds),  and  to 
removing  from  the  public  streets  that  which 
mars  their  appearance,  and  equally  tiiat 
which  is  unpleasant  to  the  eye  as  that  which 
is  disagreeable  to  the  nose.  This  particular 
sign  may  be  ornamental,  and  so  may  others, 
but,  if  the  board  of  aldermen  think  the  cus- 
tom of  hanging  signs  over  the  sidevmlks  in- 
jurious to  the  appearance  of  the  streets, 
thev  could  pass  this  ordinance,  impartially 
ordering  tlie  removal  of  all  signs  hung  across 
the  sidewalks.  Now  that  there  is  a  spirit 
springing  up  in  favor  of  beautifying  our  cit- 
ies and  towns,  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the 
cold  shadow  of  a  judicial  inhibition  should 
fall  upon  the  movement  in  this  state,  to 
chill  it 

Were  a  single  act,  like  the  hanging  out  of 
the  defendant's  sign,  seized  upon  for  its  re- 
moval as  dangerous,  or  because  otherwise  a 
nuisance,  then  an  issue  of  fact  would  be 
raised  for  a  jury.  But  when  it  is  an  ordi- 
nance, impartially  ordering  the  removal  of 
all  swinging  signs  above  the  street  or  side- 
walk, and  the  defendant's  sign  admittedly 
comes  within  the  words  of  the  ordinance, 
then  it  is  not  an  issue  of  fact  for  the  jury, 
but  a  question  of  the  power  to  pass  the  ordi- 
nance. The  people  of  Raleigh,  acting 
through  their  duly  elected  board  of  alder- 
men, should  certainly  be  able  to  decide 
whether  they  wish  these  signs  removed  or 
not  and,  if  the  aldermen  do  not  correctly 


468 


NoBTU  Cakolika  Scphbme  Coort. 


Mab., 


express  public  opinioa,  the  next  board  of  al« 
dermen  will  permit  the  swinging  signs  to  go 
back.  Local  self-government  demands  that 
much.  The  people  of  any  town  can  decide 
such  questions  for  themselves  better  than  the 
courts.  It  is  hardly  to  be  conceived  that 
any  part  of  the  functions  of  the  supreme 
court  of  a  state  is  to  act  as  a  supervisory 
board  of  public  works,  to  pass  upon,  restrict, 
or  veto  the  action  of  the  board  of  aldermen 
of  any  to\vn  upon  such  matters  as  the  pres- 
ent. Chief  Justice  Pearson,  iA  Brodnax  v. 
Orootn,  G4  N.  C.  250,  expressed  much  com- 
mon sense  and  a  sound  knowledge  of  the  true 
functions  of  the  court  when  he  said :  "This 
court  is  not  capable  of  controlling  the  exer- 
dse  of  power  on  the  part  of  the  general  as- 
sembly or  of  the  county  authorities,  and  it 
cannot  assimie  to  do  so  without  putting  it- 
self in  antagonism  as  well  to  the  general  as- 
sembly as  to  the  county  authorities  and 
erecting  a  despotism  of  five  men  [italics  in 
original],  which  is  opposed  to  the  fundamen- 
tal principles  of  our  government  and  the 
usages  of  all  times  past."  What  the  learned 
chief  justice  said  as  to  "county  authorities'* 
has,  of  course,  the  same  application  to  city  au- 
thorities. In  that  case  the  court  held  itself 
incompetent  to  control  the  action  of  the 
county  authorities  in  building  a  bridge,  or 
in  supervising  its  location  or  cost,  or  pass* 
ing  upon  the  necessity  for  it,  because  build- 
ing bridges  belongs  to  the  county  commission- 
ers, and  not  to  the  court.  Here  the  regula- 
tion of  the  streets,  and  the  removing  of 
what  therein  impedes  their  use  or  impairs 
their  appearance,  is  for  the  town  authorities 
to  decide,  and  they  ought  to  decide  it,  sub- 
ject to  correction  only  by  the  people  of  the 
town  at  the  ballot  box,  who  are  the  best 
judges  of  what  is  proper  and  meet  as  to  such 
matters  for  their  own  municipality.  The 
defendant  has  no  property  rights  in  the 
streets  more  than  anyone  else  who  uses 
them.  His  land  ends  where  his  deed  calls 
for,  i.  e.,  at  the  edge  of  the  sidewalk  next  to 
his  store.  Whatever  privileges  he  is  al- 
lowed on  the  sidewalk,  or  in  the  air  above  it, 
more  than  belongs  to  all  alike,  is  a  mere  tac- 
it license  from  the  town,  revocable  at  its 
will.  Moose  v.  Carson,  104  N.  C.  431,  7  L. 
K.  A.  648,  10  S.  E.  680,  holds  that,  where  a 
»wn  conveys  land  bounded  by  a  street,  it 
cannot  afterwards  convey  away  the  street 
itself.  White  v.  Northwestern  N.  0.  R.  Co. 
113  N.  C.  610,  22  L.  R.  A.  627.  18  S.  E.  330, 
holds  that  the  abutting  proprietor  has  an 
equitable  easement  in  the  street  to  the  ex- 
tent that  it  shall  not  be  perverted  to  other 
usee.  Goldstrato  v.  Duckworth,  L.  R.  5  Q. 
B.  Div.  275,  is  a  very  short  opinion,  con- 
struing that  the  language  of  a  local  statute 
to  prevent  nuisances  upon  the  pavements  of 
streets  was  not  intended  to  prohibit  projec- 
tions, like  balconies  and  the  like,  above  the 
pavements.  But  neither  these  decisions, 
which  are  the  reliance  of  the  defendant,  nor 
any  others  yet  found  from  any  court,  sustain 
the  contention  that  the  town  authorities  do 
not  possess  the  power  to  pass  the  plain  un- 
equivocal ordinance  (which  is  here  called  in 
question),  that  "all  signs  suspended  over  the 
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sidewalks  of  the  city  of  Raleigh  shall  be  re- 
moved by  August  15,  1899."  No  court  till 
now  has  ever  questioned  such  power,  though 
it  has  been  exercised  for  centuries  in  the 
home  of  the  common  law.  On  the  contrary, 
in  Tate  v.  Greensboro,  114  N.  C.  392,  24  L. 
R.  A.  671,  19  S.  E.  767,  it  is  held:  "The 
courts  will  not  interfere  with  the  exercise  of 
a  discretion  reposed  in  the  municipal  au- 
thorities of  a  city  as  to  when,  and  to  what 
extent,  its  streets  shall  be  improved,  except 
in  cases  of  fraud  and  oppression,  constitut- 
ing manifest  abuse  of  such  discretion."  In 
that  case  it  was  held  that  the  discretionary 
power  over  the  streets  authorized  the  town 
council  to  remove  shade  trees,  against  the 
protest  of  the  owner  of  the  abutting  lot 
That  case  cites  with  approval  the  following 
from  the  United  States  Supreme  Ck>urty  in 
Barnes  v.  District  of  Columbia,  91  U.  S. 
540,  23  L.  ed.  440:  "The  authorities  sUte, 
and  our  own  knowledge  is  to  the  eifect,  that 
the  care  and  superintendence  of  streets,  al- 
leys, and  highways,  the  regulation  of  grades, 
and  the  opening  of  new  and  the  closing  of 
ojd  streets,  are  peculiarly  municipal  duties. 
No  other  power  can  so  wisely  and  judicious- 
ly control  this  subject  as  the  auUiority  of 
the  immediate  locality  where  the  work  is  to 
be  done."  The  right  to  open  new  and  close 
old  streets  is  certainly  greater  than  the  pow- 
er of  removing  signs  that  obstruct  the  view 
and  impede  the  circulation  of  air  and  light 
The  right  of  "superintendence  of  the 
streets,"  thus  fully  recognized  by  both 
courts,  extends,  like  the  defendant's  owner- 
ship of  his  own  lot,  usque  ad  ccelum.  The 
city  authorities  are  not  chained  down  to  sur- 
face improvements,  but  can  rise  to  the  level 
of  the  occasion. 


STRAUSE  BROTHERS 

V. 

.ETNA  INSURANCE  COMPANY,  Appi. 
( N.  C... 


.) 


A  debt  due  from  an  Inanrance  eompmny 
for  lomn  In  anotlier  Mtate  has  no  sltna 
In  a  third  state,  so  as  to  sustain  a  garn- 
ishment there  by  a  creditor  of  the  insured, 
merely  because  the  insures ee  company  bat 
appointed  an  agent  in  that  n*-^^**  on   wbom 


Note. — ^As  to  situs  of  debt  ^  arpose  of 

garnishment,  see  Missoarl  P.  R.  ^.i.  v.  Sharitt 
(Kan.)  8  L.  R.  A.  885;  Illinois  C.  IL  Co.  ▼. 
Smith  (Miss.)  10  L.  R.  A.  677.  and  note; 
Relmers  r.  Seatco  Mfg.  Co.  (C.  C.  A.  6th  C.) 
80  L.  R.  A.  864 :  Wyeth  Hardware  ft  Mfg.  Co. 
▼.  Lang  (Mo.)  27  L.  R.  A.  651 ;  Neufelder  ▼. 
German  American  Ins.  Co,  (Wash.)  22  L.  R.  A. 
287;  Bragg  v.  Gaynor  (Wis.)  21  L.  R.  A.  161  : 
DoiiglaBS  V.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  20  L.  R.  A. 
118;  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  y.  Corbetts  (111.)  86 
L.  R.  A.  640 ;  Virginia  F.  ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  New 
Yorlt  Carousal  Mfg.  Co.  (Va.^  40  L.  R.  A.  237: 
LoulsTllle  ft  N.  R.  Co.  ▼.  ^aAb  (Ala.)^  41  L. 
R.  A.  331 :  Swedish  American  Nat.  Bank  r. 
Bleecker  (Minn.)  42  L.  R.  A.  283:  Stewart  ▼. 
Northern  Assur.  Co.  (W.  Yn.)  44  L  R.  A. 
101 :  National  Bank  r.  Furtlck  (Del.)  44  L.  R. 
A.  115 ;  and  Balk  ▼.  Harris,  (N.  C.)  45  L.  R. 
A.  257.    • 
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process  can  be  served.  In  pursuance  of  the 
state  statutes  as  a  condition  of  the  right  to 
do  business  tberela. 

(March  27,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Ck>urt  for  Pitt  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a 
policy  of  fire  inaurance.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

ilcaars,  H.  G.  Coaaor  *  Son,  Bwrwell, 
Walker,  *  Canaler,  and  Jmrwim  St  Blow 
for  appellant 

Messrs.  Ayeoek,  Flemins»  it  Xoore* 
for  appellee: 

There  are  two  lines  of  authorities  with 
reference  to  the  situs  of  the  debt  One  line, 
haying  the  better  reason  with  them,  holds 
that  Uie  situs  is  at  the  domicil  of  the  credi- 
tor. 

Balk  ▼.  Harris,  124  K.  C.  468,  46  L.  R.  A. 
260,  32  S.  E.  799. 

The  other  line  holds  that  the  situs  of  a 
debt  for  the  purpose  of  garnishment  la  at 
the  domicil  af  the  debtor. 

There  is  beginning  to  be  another  line  of 
authorities  which  holds  that  for  the  pur- 
poses of  garnishment  the  situs  of  the  debt 
is  not  at  all  material,  but  that  the  true  ques- 
tion is,  Could  the  garnishee  be  sued  by  the 
creditor  in  the  state  where  the  attachment 
IB  taken  outT 

No  court  can  have  jurisdiction  unless 
there  is  something  in  the  state  upon  which 
the  attachment  may  be  levied,  and  legislation 
in  the  state  cannot  put  property  there, 
which  is  not  there  by  the  general  law. 

Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co,  v.  yash,  118  Ala. 
477,  41  L.  R.  A.  331,  23  So.  825;  Exchange 
Nai.  Bank  v.  Clement,  109  Ala.  280,  19  So. 
814;  Pewnoyer  v.  Neff,  96  U.  S.  714,  24  L. 
ed.  666;  8t.  Clair  v.  Cox,  106  U.  S.  360,  27 
L.  ed.  222,  1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  354 ;  Freeman  r. 
Alderson,  119  U.  S.  185,  30  L.  ed.  372,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  165;  Martin  v.  Central  Ver- 
mont R.  Co.  60  Hun,  347,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  82 ; 
Wells  V.  East  Tennessee,  V.  d  O.  R.  Co.  74 
Ga.  648. 

The  Connecticut  corporation  did  not  be- 
come a  resident  of  Pennsylvania  byconrorm- 
ing  to  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  set  out  in 
the  record  for  the  purpose  of  garniRhment. 

8 ircdish' American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bleecker, 
72  Minn.  383,  42  L.  R.  A.  283,  75  N.  W.  740; 
Reimers  v.  Seatco  Mfg.  Co.  37  U.  S.  App.  42G. 
SO  L.  R.  A.  364,  70  Fed.  Rep.  673, 17  C.  C.  A. 
228:  Douglass  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  138  N.  Y. 
209,  20  L.  R.  A.  118,  33  N.  E.  938;  Renier  v. 
Hurlhut,  81  Wis.  24,  14  L.  R.  A.  562,  50  N. 
W.  783 ;  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Dooley,  78 
Ala.  524 ;  Wright  v.  Chicago,  B.  d  0.  R.  Co. 
19  Neb.  175,  66  Am.  Rep.  747,  27  N.  W.  90; 
Keating  v.  American  Refrigerator  Co.  32  Mo. 
App.  203 ;  Nationai  Bank  v.  Furtick,  2  Marv. 
(Del.)   36,  44  L.  R.  A.  116,  42  AU.  479. 

A»foreign  corporation  does  not  for  all  pur- 
poses become  domestic,  when  it  conforms  to 
the  laws  of  the  states  requiring  "domesti- 
cation," before  transacting  business;  for  in- 
stance, it  does  not  become  a  citizen  of  the 
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state  so  as  to  prevent  removals  to  the  Fed- 
eral courts. 

BaiTon  v.  Bumside,  121  U.  S.  186,  30  L. 
ed.  916,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  296,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  931;  Philadelphia  Fire  Asso.  v.  Neio 
York,  119  U.  S.  120,  30  L.  ed.  347,  7  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  108;  Blake  v.  McClung,  172  U.  S. 
239,  43  L.  ed.  432,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  165. 

if  it  is  not,  therefore,  domesticated  as  to 
suit  brought  against  it  directly,  how  can  it 
be  said  to  be  domesticated  for  the  purpose 
of  gaining  jurisdiction  over  a  nonresident^ 
or  his  prc^rty  to  whom  it  owes  money. 

Garnishment  had  its  origin  in  the  custom 
of  London,  and  by  that  custom  garnishment 
did  not  lie  unless  the  garnishee  resided  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  lord  mayor's  court 

TurbilVs  Case,  1  Wms.  Saund.  67,  note  a; 
Chicago,  R.  I.  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Sturm,  174  U. 
S.  710,  43  L.  ed.  1144,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  797. 

If  ''suability"  be  the  true  test,  then  a 
debtor  temporarily  in  the  state  could  be  gar- 
nisheed,  for  undoubtedly  he  could  be  sued. 
But  the  authorities  are  uniform  that  a 
debtor  temporarily  in  the  st&te  cannot  be 
garnisheed. 

Balk  V.  HanHs,  124  N.  C.  467,  46  L.  R.  A. 
260,  32  8.  £.  799. 

Clark,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant  is  a  corporation  chartered 
in  Connecticut,  and  issued  its  policy  of  in- 
surance to  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  residents 
and  citizens  of  this  state,  upon  property  lo- 
cated here.  The  property  was  partially 
destroyed  by  fire  during  the  existence  of  the 
policy,  and  the  amount  of  the  loss  has  been 
adjusted  in  the  manner  required  by  the  poli- 
cy. This  action  is  brought  to  recover  that 
sum.  The  only  defense  set  up  is  that  a 
creditor  of  the  plaintiffs  in  Pennsylvania 
has  instituted  an  action  against  them  in  that 
state,  and  attached  the  liability  of  the  de- 
fendant company  to  said  plaintiffs  by  reason 
of  said  loss  by  garnishing  the  agent  of  the 
defendant  in  that  state,  which  action  was 
instituted  before  the  beginning  of  this,  and 
is  still  pending  in  the  courts  of  that  state; 
wherefore  the  defendant  asks  that  this  ac- 
tion be  stayed  till  the  determination  of  that 
The  courts  of  one  state  give  full  faith  and 
credit  to  judgments  rendered  in  another  when 
jurisdiction  has  been  obtained  of  the  person 
or  subject-matter ;  but,  when  such  is  not  the 
case,  the  judgment  of  the  foreign  state  is 
treated  as  a  nullity.  So  the  sole  question 
here  is  whether  the  Pennsylvania  court  has 
acquired  jurisdiction  by  such  garnishment 
(for  there  was  no  personal  service  upon 
plaintiffs),  since  if  it  has  not,  then,  as  the 
judgment,  if  it  shall  be  rendered  adversely  to 
these  plaintiffs,  will  be  a  nullity,  a  stay  of 
proceedings  in  the  courts  here  will  be  use- 
less. It  is  true  that  under  the  Pennsylvania 
statute  the  defendant,  a  Connecticut  cor- 
poration, is  required  to  appoint  a  resident 
agent  in  that  state  upon  whom  process  can 
be  served,  and  this  is  a  condition  which  that 
state  can  exact  of  nonresident  corporations, 
but  that  only  renders  the  Connecticut  cor- 
poration suable  in  Pennsylvania  by  giving 
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peraonal  lervioe  upon  ita  agent.  It  does  not 
carry  the  situs  of  the  debt  it  owes  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  Pennsylvania,  and  make  the 
plaintiffa  Strauee  suable  in  Pennsylyania, 
because  their  d^tor,  the  defendant  company, 
can  be  sued  there  for  their  own  indebtedneBS 
to  a  plaintiff.  If  suability  of  the  defend- 
ant were  the  test,  the  plaintiffs  could  be  sued 
in  every  state  and  in  every  foreign  country 
where  their  debtor  has  an  agency.  Many 
courts  deny  that  a  creditor  can  be  brought 
into  court  by  attaching  a  debt  due  to  him, 
and  it  is  certainly  not  very  logical  that  a 
debt  should  have  a  situs  where  tne  debtor  re- 
sides, for  the  debt  is  property  of  the  credit 
tor,  not  of  the  debtor.  Some  courts,  how- 
ever, have  gone  that  far,  including  the  courts 
of  this  state;  but  none  have  gone  so  far  as 
to  hold  that  debts  may  be  ambulatory, — and 
well-nigh  ubiquitous  in  this  case, — ^by  hav- 
inff  a  situs  wherever  the  debtor  has  an  agent 
who  can  be  served  with  process  for  its  own 
indebtedness.  An  attachment  could  be 
levied  in  Pennsylvania  only  upon  property 
of  the  defendant  in  such  action,  and  these 
plaintiffs  had  no  property  in  that  state,  and 
the  debt  due  them  by  the  Connecticut  cor- 
poration was  not  in  the  hands  of  such  com- 
pany's local  agent  in  Pennsylvania.  To 
Sut  it  as  strongly  as  possible,  suppose  the 
efendflnt  was  a  natural  person,  a  citizen 
and  resident  of  Connecticut,  and  was  tem- 
porarily in  Philadelphia,  so  that  he  could 
be  personally  served  with  process  for  his  own 
indebtedness  to  a  plaintiff,  would  that  make 
him  liable  to  garnishment  by  anyone  holding 
a  claim  against  those  whom  he  owed  T  This 
question  has  often  arisen,  and  has  uniformly 
been  decided  in  the  negative.  Balk  v.  Har- 
ris, 124  N.  C.  467,  45  L.  R.  A.  260,  32  S.  E. 
709,  and  numerous  cases  cited  at  pages  460, 
470,  124  N.  C.  p.  260,  45  L.  R.  A.,  and  pp. 
800,  801,  32  S.  E.  Even  if  the  defendant 
oompany  had  become  "domesticated,"  or  had 
taken  out  incorporation  in  Pennsylvania, 
the  Pennsylvania  corporation  would  simply 
be  an  affiliated  company,  and  would  not 
swallow  up  or  be  substituted  for  the  Con- 
necticut corporation,  which  owes  these  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  situs  of  whose  indebtedness  as 
as  such  would  not  be  affected,  however  it 
might  be  as  to  their  transactions  and  in- 
debtedness arising  in  Pennsylvania.  The 
▼ery  point  was  decided  in  S^oedish-Ameri- 
can  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bleecker,  72  Minn.  383,  42 
L.  R.  A.  283,  76  N.  W.  740,  where  it  is  said: 
"The  garnishee  has  filed  such  a  stipulation 
[required  by  £he  statute],  has  established 
local  agencies,  and  has  been  insuring  prop- 
erty in  this  state.  This  did  not,  in  our 
opinion,  give  the  garnishee  a  domicil  in  this 
state  for  all  purposes,  or  bring  into  this 
state  the  situs  of  debts  which  it  owes  else- 
where by  reason  of  business  transacted 
elsewhere.  Neither  the  creditor  nor  the 
debtor  resided  in  this  state;  none  of  the 
transactions  out  of  which  the  indebtedness 
arose  took  place  in  this  state,  and  the  in- 
debtedness was  not  payable  in  this  state. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  debt  has  not 
a  situs  in  this  state.  Reimera  v.  Seatco 
Mfg,  Co.  37  U.  S.  App.  426,  30  L.  R.  A.  364, 
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70  Fed.  Rep.  573,  17  C.  C.  A.  228;  DougloM 
V.  Pheniof  Ins.  Co.  138  N.  Y.  209,  20  L.  R.  A. 
118,  33  N.  E.  938 ;  Renter  v.  Hurlhut,  81  Wis. 
24,  14  L.  R.  A.  562,  50  N.  W.  783;  LouisviUe 
d  N.  R.  Co,  V.  Dooley,  78  Ala.  524;  Wright 
V.  Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  19  Neb.  175, 56  Am. 
Rep.  747,  27  N.  W.  90;  Keating  v.  Amertean 
Refrigerator  Co.  32  Mo.  App.  293."  The  su- 
preme court  of  Wisconsin,  in  Renier  v.  Hurl- 
but,  cited  above,  says:  "It  is  obvious  from 
what  has  been  said,  that,  if  the  indebtedness 
of  the  Boston  company  to  Mrs.  Renier  had 
any  situs  outside  of  Wisconsin  for  the  pur- 
poses of  garnishment,  it  was  at  the  home  of- 
fice of  that  company  in  Massachusetts ;  cer- 
tainly not  with  the  respective  agents  of  that 
company,  wherever  located  in  the  several 
states."  This  same  view  is  taken  and  strong- 
ly reinforced  in  National  Bank  v.  Furtiok,  2 
Marv.  (Del.)  35,  44  L.  R. A.  115,42  Atl.479, 
decided  by  the  Delaware  court  of  appeals  in 
1897.  In  that  case,  the  court  says:  "True 
the  garnishee  is  a  corporation  doing  busi- 
ness in  this  state,  but  the  debt  due  the  de- 
fendant arose  from  its  contract  for  insur- 
ance made  through  its  agency  in  South 
Carolina  with  the  defendant,  a  citizen  of 
that  state,  and  .  concerning  property  situ- 
ate there,  and  was  payable  there,  .  .  . 
and  is  not  such  a  credit  or  property  with- 
in this  state  as  will  confer  jurisdiction. 
.  .  .  To  take  any  other  view  would  be 
to  hold  that  it  existed,  had  its  situs,  and 
was  liable  to  attachment  in  every  state  in 
this  Union  where  the  defendant  happened 
to  have  an  officer  upon  whom  process  could 
be  served  as  a  condition  precedent  to  its 
being  permitted  to  do  business  in  such 
state."  Upon  the  argument  that,  because 
the  defenaant  is  suable  in  Pennsylvania 
by  service  upon  its  local  agent,  therefore 
the  plaintiffs,  as  creditors  of  the  defend- 
ant, are  suable  also  in  that  state,  it  may 
be  said,  following  the  Minnesota  case,  above 
cited,  that  while  Strause  Brothers  might 
have  sued  the  Connecticut  Company  in 
Pennsylvania  by  serving  their  summons 
upon  lU  agent  in  Pennsylvania  (by  service 
upon  the  insurance  commissioner  in  Minne- 
sota, as  required  by  its  laws),  this  does  not 
prove  that  the  debt  had  a  situs  in  Pennsyl- 
vania. Such  action  would  be  in  personam, 
and  not  in  rem,  and  it  would  be  immaterial 
where  the  situs  of  the  debt  would  be.  Be- 
sides, the  creditor  may  give  the  debt  a  situs 
there,  for  it  naturally  follows  his  person, 
and  he  can  take  it  anywhere;  but  a  third 
person,  claiming  to  be  a  creditor  of  the 
creditor,  cannot  do  this.  He  has  no  power 
to  change  the  situs  of  the  debt  or  give  it  a 
situs  where  it  would  not  otherwise  be. 
Statutes  requiring  domestication,  or  the 
appointment  of  a  local  agent  by  nonresi- 
dent corporations  as  prerequisites  to  doing 
business  in  a  state,  enable  any  plaintiff 
to  get  personal  service  upon  such  corpora- 
tion in  an  action  upon  its  liabilities  to 
such  plaintiff,  but  it  does  not  remove  the 
corporation's  property  to  such  state,  nor  the 
situs  of  its  debts,  which  have  been  created 
elsewhere;  and  it  is  only  upon  the  latter 
ground  that  the  indebtedness  of  the  defend- 
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ant,  A  Connecticut  oorponbiimi,  to  the  plain- 
tiffs,  could  be  attached  in  Pennsylvania. 
In  Boyd  v.  Royal  Ins.  Co.  Ill  N.  G.  372,  16 
8.  E.  3S9,  the  point  now  presented  was  not 
discussed  nor  adjudicated,  nor,  indeed,  does 
it  appear  that  the  insurance  company,  the 
garnishee,  was  not  a  Virginia  company, 
which  would  have  made  the  situs  of  the 
debt   there,  and   attachable.,    At  any   rate, 


the  yalidity  of  the  attachment  was  not  ques- 
tioned. Chicago,  R.  /.  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Bturm, 
174  U.  a  710,  43  L.  ed.  1144,  19  Sup.  Ct 
Kcp.  797,  also  relied  upon  by  defendant, 
does  not  apply,  for  it  is  not  contended  that 
the  defendant  here  is  a  Pennsylvania  corpo- 
ration. 
AffirTnetL 


OmO  SUPREME  COURT. 


BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS  OF  HARD- 
IN COUNTY,  Plffa.  in  Err., 

V. 

Josephine   M.   COFFMAN,   Admnc,  etc.,  of 
Freeman  J.  CofTman,  Deceased. 


(. 


.Ohio. 


.) 


"^l.  An  action  under  |  845  of  tbe  Re- 
▼iaed  Statntes,  as  amended  April  13,  1894 
(91  Ohio  Laws.  p.  142),  to  recover  damages 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  county  com- 
missioners In  failing  to  keep  a  bridge  ander 
their  control  in  repair,  is  properly  brought 
against  the  board  in  its  official  capacity ;  and 
the  county  la  bound  for  the  payment  of  the 
Judgment  recovered.  Whether  the  county 
may  have  recourse  to  the  official  bonds  of  the 
commissioners  for  reimbursement, — qucere. 

S.  The  commissioners  are  bonnd  to 
tbe  exerclMC  of  ordinary-  care  to  Iceeii 
the  bridvc*  nnder  their  control  In  a 
safe  condition  for  all  usual  and  ordinary 
modes  of  travel  and  transportation  of  prop- 
erty over  them ;  but  ordinary  care  does  not 
require  them  to  anticipate  that  a  bridge  will 
be  used  In  an  unusual  and  extraordinary  man- 
ner, or  subjected  to  an  unusual  and  extraor- 
dinary burden  involving  peculiar  danger,  nor 
are  tliey  liable  for  an  injury  resulting  from 
such  use. 

9.  In  an  action  naralnst  a  board  of 
connty  commissioners  to  recover 
damnires  for  the  death  of  m  person 
caused  by  the  breaking  down  of  a  bridge  by 
a  traction  engine  which  was  being  propelled 
over  it  by  steam,  and  drawing  a  water  tank 
on  which  tbe  deceased  was  riding,  it  Is  a 
question  for  the  Jury  whether  that  method 
of  using  the  bridge  was,  at  the  time  of  tbe 
aceldent,  a  usual  and  ordinary  mode  of  travel 
and  transportation  of  property  over  bridges 
in  that  locality,  such  as  the  commissioners 
should,  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  have 
anticipated,  and  provided  for  by  putting  the 
bridge  In  proper  condition  for  such  use ;  and 
the  question  should  be  determined  from  a 
consideration  of  all  tbe  evidence. 

4.  A  person  abont  to  cross  a  brldse  In 
anx  of  the  nsnal  and  ordinary  modes 
of  travel,  or  transport  property  over  It  In 
any  usual  and  ordinary  way,  has  the  right 
to  sssume  that  the  public  authorities  have 
performed  their  duty,  and  therefore  that  the 
bridge  is  in  a  safe  condition  for  such  use; 

*Headnotes  by  the  Coubt. 


NoTS. — As  to  liability  for  breaking  of  bridge 
when  subjected  to  unusual  and  extraordinary 
strain,  see  Wabash  v.  Carver  (Ind.)  13  L.  R.  A. 
Ml,  and  note;  Vermillion  County  Comra  v. 
€hlpps  (Ind.)  16  L.  R.  A.  228. 
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and  he  Is  not  chargeable  with  contributory 
negligence  In  acting  upon  that  assumption, 
unless  the  appearance  of  tbe  bridge,  its  situ- 
ation, or  structure,  or  other  circumstance 
would  suggest  to  a  person  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence that  it  is  defective  and  dangerous,  so 
that  ordinary  care  would  require  either  that 
he  should  forego  the  contemplated  use,  or 
make  sufficient  examination  to  reasonably  as- 
sure him  of  its  safety.  But  a  person  who 
chooses  to  subject  a  bridge  to  some  extraor- 
dinary burden,  by  placing  upon  it  some  un- 
usual weight,  and  causing  It  to  be  moved  ta 
an  unusual  manner,  takes  upon  himself  the 
risk  of  any  injury  thereby  sustaine'd,  al- 
though tbe  bridge  is  defective,  and  out  of 
repair. 

(June  20,  1899.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hardin 
County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damaees  for  the  death  of  plaintiff's 
intestate,  which  was'  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  defendants'  negligently  permitting 
a  bridge  to  become  out  of  repair.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Williams,  J. : 

The  original  action  was  brought  against 
the  board  of  commissioners  of  Hardin 
county  by  Josephine  M.  Coffman,  as  execu- 
trix of  her  deceased  husband.  Freeman  J. 
Coffman,  to  recover  damages  for  his  death, 
wrongfully  caused,  it  is  alleged,  by  the  neg- 
lect of  the  commissioners  to  keep  in  repair 
a  bridge  under  their  control  over  a  stream 
known  as  ''Blanchard  River,"  and  forming 
part  of  a  public  road  in  that  county.  The 
death  resulted  from  the  bridge  giving  way 
on  the  5th  day  of  July,  1805,  while  the  de- 
ceased was  riding  over  it  on  a  water  tank 
drawn  bv  a  traction  engine  that  was  being 
propelled  by  steam.  l%e  petition  charges 
that  the  bridge  was  of  detective  construc- 
tion, and  out  of  repair,  in  that  the  timbers 
which  supported  the  floor  were  insufficient 
and  unsound,  the  rods  by  which  they  wera 
suspended  from  the  truss  were  held  only  by 
nuts  that  were  too  small,  and  without  wash- 
ers,  and  the  wood  into  which  the  rods  were 
fitted  was  decayed;  and  these  defects,  it  is 
averred,  had  increased  from  long  exposure, 
rendering  the  bridge  unsafe  for  travel  upon 
it,  of  which  the  commissioners  had  notice, 
but  nevertheless  neglected  to  repair  it.  Is- 
sue was  taken  by  the  defendant  on  th« 
charge  of  negligence,  and  a  counter  charge 
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made  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  deceased.  The  plaintiff  recovered  a 
verdict  on  which  judgment  was  rendered, 
and,  that  judgment  having  been  affirmed  by 
the  circuit  court,  the  commissioners  brought 
error  to  this  court.  The  opinion  will  con- 
tain such  further  statement  of  the  case  as 
may  be  considered  necessary  to  an  under- 
standing of  the  questions  upon  which  it  is 
reported. 

Messrs.  Charles  C.  I«emert  and  Thomas 
C.  Mahon,  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

The  allegation  that  this  bridge  was  lo- 
cated on  a  public  county  road  does  not  state 
that  it  was  a  road  that  was  generally  trav- 
eled by  the  public. 

Chase  v.  Cleveland,  44  Ohio  St.  512,  58 
Am.  Rep.  543,  0  K.  E.  225. 

The  expediency  of  building  or  repairing 
a  bridge,  however  necessary,  is  an  adminis- 
trative, and  not  a  judicial,  question. 

State  ew  rel,  Emerson  v.  Hamilton  Coun- 
ty Comrs.  49  Ohio  St.  305,  30  K.  £.  785; 
2  Kinkade.  PI.  §  916. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  April 
13,  1894,  an  action  of  this  character  could 
not  be  maintained. 

Hamilton  County  Comrs.  v.  Mighels,  7 
Ohio  St.  120;  Orimwood  v.  Summit  County 
Comrs.  23  Ohio  St.  600. 

If  the  duty  which  the  official  authority 
imposes  upon  an  officer  is  a  duty  to  the  pub- 
lic, a  failure  to  perform  it,  or  an  inadequate 
or  erroneous  performance,  must  be  a  public, 
and  not  an  individual,  injury,  and  must  be 
redressed,  if  at  all,  in  some  form  of  public 
prosecution. 

Cooley,  Torts,  379-382. 

There  is  no  authority  for  the  commission- 
ers to  levy  a  tax  for  the  payment  of  a  judg- 
ment of  this  character. 

Whenever  the  plaintiff's  case  shows  any 
want  of  ordinary  care  under  the  circum- 
stances, even  the  slightest,  contributing  in 
any  degree,  even  the  smallest,  as  a  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury  for  which  he  brings 
his  action,  his  right  of  recovery  is  thereby 
destroyed. 

Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  2d  ed.  S  35;  Cooley, 
Torts.  674,  675;  Timmons  v.  Central  Ohio  K. 
Co.  6  Ohio  St.  108;  Cleveland,  C.  d  C.  R. 
Co.  v.  Terry,  8  Ohio  St.  581 ;  Pittsburgh  & 
W.  Coal  Co.  V.  Estievenard,  53  Ohio  St.  43, 
40  N.  E.  725;  Thomp.  Neg.  768,  769. 

The  defects  complained  of  could  not  be 
detected  from  an  ordinary  examination, 
but  it  would  require  a  close  examination  of 
an  expert,  by  chopping  or  boring  into  the 
parts  alleged  to  be  defective,  to  discover  the 
defects  that  caused  the  bridge  to  fall.  To 
discover  this  alleged  defect  would  have  re- 
quired extraordinary  diligence  on  the  part 
of  the  commissioners,  and  such  a  degree  of 
vigilance  as  would  have  been  unreasonable, 
— with  their  other  official  duties,  impossi- 
ble,— and  such  as,  we  think,  the  law  does 
not  require. 

Blank  t.  Livonia  Twp.  79  Mich.  1,  44  N. 
W.  157;  O'Veil  v.  Deerfield  Twp.  86  Mich. 
610,  49  N.  W.  596. 

The  board  of  county  commissioners  is 
48  L.  R.  A. 


only  required  to  build  and  keep  in  repair 
bridges  for  ordinary  use  of  the  public,  and 
with  this  exception  is  not  liable. 

Thomas,  Neg.  794,  989,  991;  Chase  v. 
Cleveland,  44  Ohio  St.  513,  58  Am.  Rep.  543, 
9  N.  £.  225;  Oak  Harbor  r.  Kallagher,  52 
Ohio  St.  183;  Vermillion  County  Comrs.  v. 
Chipps,  131  Ind.  56,  16  L.  R.  A.  228,  29  N. 
E.  1060;  Clapp  v.  Ellington,  51  Uun,  58,  3 
N.  Y.  Supp.  516;  Gregory  v.  Adams,  14 
Gray,  242. 

Messrs.  Crow  it  Dnrbia  and  George  E. 
Crane  for  defendant  in  error. 

Williama,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  action  below  was  brought  under  favor 
of  the  provision  added  to  S  845  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  by  the  amendment  of  April 
13,  1894  (91  Ohio  Laws,  p.  142).  The  ma- 
terial part  of  the  section  as  thua  amended 
reads  as  follows:  ''The  board  of  commis- 
sioners shall  be  capable  of  suing  and  being 
sued,  pleading  and  being  impleaded  in  any 
court  of  judicature,  and  of  bringing,  main- 
taining, and  defending  all  suits,  either  in  law 
or  in  equity,   involving  an  injury  to   any 

Sublic  state  or  county  road,  bridge  or  ditch, 
rain  or  watercourse  established  by  such 
board  in  their  county,  and  for  the  preven- 
tion of  injury  to  the  same;  and  any  such 
board  of  county  commissioners  shall  be  lia- 
ble in  their  official  capacity  for  any  damages 
received  by  reason  of  the  negligence  or  care- 
lessness of  said  commissioners  in  keeping 
any  such  road  or  bridge  in  proper  repair.^ 
Though,  prior  to  that  amendment,  the  pub- 
lic roads  and  bridges  of  the  several  countiea 
were  placed  under  the  control  of  their  re- 
spective boards  of  commissioners,  who  were 
clothed  with  the  necessary  authority  to  keep 
them  in  repair,  until  its  adoption  there  was 
no  right  of  action  against  a  county  or  its 
commissioners  for  damages  sustained  by  the 
failure  to  keep  a  road  or  bridge  in  repair. 
So  that  the  nature  and  grounds  of  the  de- 
fendants' liability  must  be  gathered  from 
this  amended  statute,  and  its  construction 
in  these  respects  is,  in  several  particulars, 
involved  in  the  questions  presented  in  the 
case.  It  is  one  of  the  claims  of  the  plain- 
tiflF  in  error  that  the  action  will  not  lie,  be- 
cause no  provision  is  made  for  raising  the 
necessary  fund  with  which  to  pay  any  dam- 
ages that  may  be  recovered.  But  it  does 
not  necessarily  follow  from  the  absence  of 
such  provision  that  the  action  must  fail. 
Satisfaction  comes  after  judgment,  and  that 
no  present  means  exist  of  enforcing  payment 
of  a  judgment  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  its 
recovery.  Means  may  be  afterwards  pro- 
vided. There  appears  to  be  general  author- 
ity vested  in  the  comtnissioners  to  raise 
funds  by  taxation  for  all  county  purposes, 
and  that  would  seem  to  include  the  power 
to  levy  taxes  to  the  satisfaction  of  judg- 
ments against  the  county  for  whose  payment 
no  other  or  special  provision  is  made. 

Another  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  error-— 
one  made  on  demurrer  to  the  petition — is 
that,  because  the  liability  created  by  the 
statute  is  that  of  the  commissioners  in  their 
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official  capacity,  for  their  official  neglect, 
redress  must  l>e  sought  ^y  action  on  their 
official  boncts,  which  are  required  in  order  to 
secure  a  faithful  and  diligent  performance 
of  their  official  duties;  and,  furthermore, 
that  as  the  negligence  charged  includes  the 
defective  construction  of  the  bridge,  which 
was  built  before  the  act  was  passed,  the 
action  is  not  maintainable  against  the  board 
of  oommissioners  as  constituted  when  the 
injury  complained  of  was  sustained.  The 
material  fact,  howerer,  from  which  the  lia- 
bility for  a  defective  bridge  arises,  is  the 
negligence  of  the  commissioners  in  not  keep- 
ing it  in  repair  when  the  injury  occurs;  and 
the  length  of  time  the  defect  had  continued 
before,  or  how  it  originated,  are  unimport- 
ant, except  as  tending  to  show  knowledge  of 
its  existence.  The  negligent  omission  to 
make  needed  repairs  on  a  bridge  known  to 
be  out  of  repair  is,  within  the  purview  of 
the  statute,  a  negligent  failure  to  keep  it 
in  repair;  and  the  liability  of  the  commis- 
sioners in  their  official  capacity  is  the  lia- 
bility of  the  county  they  represent  to  the 
person  injured  by  their  culpable  neglect. 
Whether,  in  the  first  instance,  recovery 
might  be  had  on  their  bonds,  or,  whether  the 
county  may  have  recourse  to  them  for  re- 
imbursement of  the  damages  paid  by  it,  are 
questions  not  now  before  us,  and  upon  which 
we  express  no  opinion.  We  are  satisfied 
that  m  a  proper  case  the  action  may  be 
maintained,  as  this  one  was  brought,  direct- 
ly against  the  board  of  commissioners  in 
their  official  capacity. 

Questions  deemed  of  more  practical  im- 
portance in  the  report  of  the  case  arise  upon 
the  charge  of  the  court  and  its  refusal  to 
charge  as  requested  by  the  defendant.  The 
jury  were  instructed,  in  substance,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  deceased,  if  the  defendant  failed  to 
have  the  bridge  examined  within  a  reason- 
able time  after  April  13,  1894  (when  the 
amendment  of  the  statute  took  effect),  and 
from  defects  in  its  construction,  or  want  of 
repair,  as  alleged  in  the  petition,  it  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  that  resulted  in  the 
decedent's  death,  in  an  unsafe  condition  for 
the  public  use  "in  the  way  it  was  then  being 
used."  And  furthermore,  it  was  a  question 
for  the  jury  "whether  the  bridge,  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  was  in  a  reasonably  safe 
condition  for  the  use  of  the  public  in  passinj? 
over  it,  in  the  way  it  was  then  being  used." 
The  effect  of  the  charge  was  to  hold  the 
commissioners  responsible  if  they  failed  to 
examine  the  bridge,  and  put  it  in  a  condition 
of  safety  for  the  use  that  was  being  made 
of  it  when  it  gave  way, — that  is,  for  the  safe 
passage  over  it  of  the  traction  engine  and 
water  tank  on  which  the  deceased  was  rid- 
ing,— ^although  that  may  have  been  an  un- 
usual and  unexpected  use  of  the  bridge,  cre- 
ating «  burden  of  extraordinary  weight. 
This  is  a  different  measure  of  responsibil- 
ity from  that  imposed  by  the  statute.  It 
enjoina  on  the  commissioners  no  absolute 
duty  to  make  examination  of  the  bridges' 
48  L.  R.  A. 


under  their  control,  and  to  put  them  in  a 
condition  of  safetv  for  all  possible  emer- 
gencies. Their  only  liability  is  for  such 
daimages  as  result  from  their  negligence  with 
respect  to  keeping  a  bridge  in  repair;  and, 
as  no  special  standard  of  care  is  prescribed 
by  the  statute,  the  degree  required  does  not 
extend  beyond  that  which  reasonably  prud- 
ent persons  would  ordinarily  exercise  in  a 
like  situation,  in  view  of  the  purposes  of 
the  bridge,  and  the  general  uses  which  it 
should  reasonably  be  expected  would  be 
made  of  it.  The  object  of  the  law  in  re- 
quiring the  maintenance  of  highway  bridges 
undoubtedly  was  to  make  provision,  in  a 
reasonable  way,  for  the  safety,  convenience, 
and  accommodation  of  public  travel  in  all 
usual  and  ordinary  ways  to  which  they  are 
adapted.  Such  probable  use  of  them  the 
commissioners  are  bound  to  anticipate,  and 
proper  care  on  their  part  would  require  them 
to  keep  such  bridges  in  suitable  repair  for 
those  purposes.  That  is  no  more  than  is  de- 
manded m  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care. 
But  it  would  seem  unreasonable  to  require 
of  the  commissioners  that  they  should  an- 
ticipate and  provide  for  some  extraordinary 
use  of  a  bridge  that  would  subject  it  to  an 
unusual  burden, — one  not  likely  to  be  placed 
upon  it  in  its  common  and  general  use. 
That  would  impose  upon  them  the  duty  of 
extraordinary  care,  which  the  statute  does 
not  exact.  Accordingly  we  find  that,  when 
the  question  has  been  made  in  those  states 
where  local  authorities  are  charged  with  the 
duty  of  maintaining  ways  and  bridges,  and 
made  answerable  in  damages  for  their  neg- 
lect to  do  so,  it  is  held  that  a  liability  does 
not  arise  from  neglect  to  keep  a  bridge  in  a 
safe  condition  for  any  unusual  or  extraor- 
dinary use,  but  only  when  there  is  a  failure 
to  keep  it  in  repair  for  such  use  as  is  usual, 
ordinary,  and  probable.  In  Gregory  v 
Adams,  14  Gray,  242,  248,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion against  a  town  for  damages  for  the  loss 
of  an  elephant  killed  by  the  falling  of  % 
bridge  that  was  out  of  repair  while  the  ele- 
phant was  being  taken  over  it,  Merrick,  J., 
states  the  rule  to  be  that  the  public  authori- 
ties in  charge  of  bridges  "are  not  required 
to  make  preparations  for  the  safety  or  con- 
venience of  those  who  undertake  to  use  those 
ways  in  an  unusual  or  extraordinary  man- 
ner, involving  peculiar  and  special  peril  and 
danger,  whether  it  be  in  respect  to  the  kind 
or  character  of  animals  led  or  driven,  or  the 
magnitude  or  construction  of  carriages  used, 
or  the  bulk  or  weight  of  property  trans^ 
ported."  In  Pennsylvania,  where  townships 
arc  liable  in  damages  for  failure  to  keep 
their  bridges  over  streams  in  repair,  in  an 
action  brought  against  a  township  by  the 
owner  of  a  threshing  machine  for  damages 
done  to  it  by  the  breaking  down  of  a  bridge 
over  which  it  was  being  moved  by  a  traction 
engine,  it  was  held  that  "a  township  is  not 
required  to  assume  that  its  bridges  will  be 
used  in  an  unusual  and  extraordinary  man- 
ner, either  by  crossing  at  great  speed  or  by 
the  passing  of  a  very  large  and  unusual 
weight.  As  it  does  not  anticipate  any  such 
use,  it  is  not  required  to  to  build  aa  to  pro- 
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tect  against  injury  resulting  from  such  reck- 
less conduct.  Its  liability  stops  with  con- 
structing and  maintaining  its  bridges  so  as 
to  protect  against  injury  by  a  reasonable, 
proper,  and  probable  use  thereof,  in  view 
of  the  surrounding  circumstances,  such  as 
the  extent,  kind,  and  nature  of  the  travel 
and  business  on  the  road  of  which  it  forms 
a  part."  McCormick  t.  Washington  Twp. 
112  Pa.  185«  4  Atl.  164.  In  that  case  in- 
structions were  affirmed  by  which  the  jury 
were  informed  that  the  duty  of  the  super- 
yisors  of  the  townships  was  "well  performed 
If  the  bridge  complained  of  was  in  a  rea- 
sonably safe  condition  for  travel  in  the  or- 
dinary modes  in  the  neighborhood,  and  by 
the  people  who  commonly  used  the  bridge;" 
and  that  they  were  not  required  "to  make 
preparation  for  the  safety  or  convenience  of 
those  who  undertake  to  use  the  highway  in 
an  unusual  and  extraordinary  manner,  in- 
volving peculiar  peril  and  danger  by  reason 
of  the  magnitude  or  construction  of  the  car- 
riages usmI,  or  the  volume  or  weight  of  the 
property  transported."  That  case  was  fol- 
lowed in  Com,  v.  Allen,  148  Pa.  358,16  L.  R. 
A.  148,  23  Atl.  1115,  and  Clulow  v.  McClel- 
land, 151  Pa.  583,  17  L.  R.  A.  650,  25  Atl. 
147.  In  Clapp  v.  Ellington,  51  Hun,  58,  3 
N.  T.  Supp.  516,  where  the  facts  were  not 
substantial ly  different  from  those  in  this 
case,  it  was  held  that,  "while  the  commis- 
sioner of  highways  is  required  to  construct 
and  maintain  bridges  of  sufficient  strength 
and  material  to  insure  the  safety  of  persons 
passing  over  them  with  such  vehicles  as  are 
commonly  and  ordinarily  used  in  that  coun- 
ty, he  cannot  be  required  or  expected  to  con- 
struct and  maintain  bridges  which  will  in- 
sure the  safety  of  persons  passing  over  them 
in  a  manner  involving  peculiar  and  special 
danger  arising  from  any  unusual  weight." 
The  doctrine  of  these  cases  has  been  main- 
tained in  Tordy  v.  Marshall  County,  86 
Iowa,  340,  53  N.  W.  298,  and  other  Iowa 
cases,  and  also  in  Vermillion  County  Comra, 
▼.  Chipps,  131  Ind.  56,  16  L.  R.  A.  228,  29 
N.  E.  1066,  and  other  cases  in  that  state. 

From  these  authorities,  as  well  as  upon 
principle,  it  seems  clear  that  in  determining 
the  liability  of  the  defendant  in  this  case 
the  controlling  question  is  whether  the  use 
that  was  being  made  of  the  bridge  when 
Coffman  received  the  injury  which  caused 
his  death  was  such  usual  and  ordinary  use 
of  it  as  reasonably  prudent  persons  in  the 
situation  of  the  commissioners,  and  charged 
with  their  duties,  would,  in  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  in  view  of  all  the  facts,  have 
anticipated  would  be  made  of  the  bridge, 
and  would  be  attended  with  danger  of  in- 
jury resulting  to  persons  or  property.  If 
so,  and  the  injury  resulted  from  the  fail- 
ure of  the  commissioners  to  keep  the  bridge 
in  repair,  there  was  actionable  negligence  on 
their  part;  but  not  if  the  use  was  of  that 
unusual  or  extraordinary  character  involv- 
ing peculiar  danger  which  ordinary  care 
did  not  require  the  defendants  to  anticipate 
and  provide  against.  And  that  question,  it 
Is  manifest,  is  one  for  the  jury  to  determine 
from  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
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case;  not  alone  from  the  fact  that  the  ve- 
hicle which  was  being  moved  over  the  bridge 
at  the  time  was  an  engine  and  attachments 
weighing  nearly  5  tons,  to  which  the  de- 
ceased added  his  own  weight  by  riding  upon 
it,  and  that  it  was  propelled  by  steam  power, 
though  this  could  not  be  otherwise  than  im- 
portant for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 
Such  machinery  and  implements  have  come 
into  use  to  some  extent  in  some  localities  in 
threshing  grain  and  other  agricultural  pur- 
poses, and  are  propelled  by  steam  from 
place  to  place  over  the  public  highways,  in 
the  course  of  the  business  in  which  they  are 
employed;  and  the  extent  to  which  that  use 
of  such  machinery  and  that  method  of  travel 
on  the  public  roads  and  bridges  had  pre- 
vailed in  that  locality,  if  at  all,  before  the 
occurrence,  together  with  all  the  other  per- 
tinent facts  G^own  by  the  evidence  on  the 
question,  should  be  taken  into  consideration 
by  the  jury  in  determining  whether  that  at 
the  time  had  become  a  usual  or  ordinary 
method  of  travel  and  transportation  in  that 
locality, — such  as,  at  that  time,  ordinary 
care  on  the  part  of  the  commissioners  should 
have  anticipated  and  provided  for,  within 
the  rule  already  stated.  In  Coulter  v.  Pine 
Twp.  164  Pa.  543,  30  Atl.  490,  it  was  held 
that,  "in  an  action  against  a  township  to 
recover  damages  for  death  caused  by  a  trac- 
tion engine  breaking  through  a  township 
bridge,  it  is  proper  to  leave  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  or  not  traction  enj^ines 
had  become  a  usual  and  ordinary  mode  of 
travel  when  the  supervisors  reconstructed 
the  bridge,  about  five  years  before  the  ac- 
cident." The  instruction  given  in  that  case 
which  was  approved,  was  that  the  case 
turned  upon  the  question  whether  or  not 
traction  engines  had  become  a  usual  and  or- 
dinary mode  of  travel  when  the  supervisors 
of  the  township  reconstructed  the  bri<]^; 
and  that,  if  they  had,  then  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  supervisors  to  so  construct,  and  there- 
after maintain,  the  bridge  as  to  make  it 
reasonably  safe  for  such  modes  of  travel. 
A  similar  instruction  was  sustained  in  Clu- 
low  V.  McClelland,  151  Pa.  583,  17  L.  R.  A. 
650,  25  Atl.  147,  and  Clapp  v.  Ellington,  51 
Hun,  58,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  616.  The  charge  of 
the  court  in  the  case  before  us  failed  to  sub- 
mit  this  material  question  to  the  jury,  and 
practically  excluded  its  consideration. 

Similar  considerations  enter  into  the 
question  of  the  contributory  negligence  of 
the  person  injured  in  such  a  case.  In  Greg- 
ory V.  Adame,  14  Gray,  242,  248,  the  su- 
preme court  of  Massachusetts  held  it  to  be 
the  proper  rule  that,  "if  any  person  under- 
takes to  use  or  travel  upon  a  public  high- 
way in  an  unusual  or  extraordinary  man- 
ner, or  with  animals,  vehicles,  or  frei<rht 
not  suitable  or  adapted  to  a  way  opened 
and  prepared  for  the  public  use  in  the  com- 
mon intercourse  of  society  and  in  the  trans- 
action of  usual  and  ordinary  affairs  of  busi- 
ness, he  then  takes  every  possible  risk  of  loss 
and  damage  upon  himself;  and  he  can  have 
no  remedy  against  the  town  to  recover  re- 
compense for  injuries  sustained,  althougli 
they  be  the  direct  result  of  defects  and  im- 
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perfections  in  a  way  for  which  it  would  be 
responsible  in  case  of  injury  to  individuals 
in  the  lawful  and  proper  use  of  it."  In 
Cla^  V.  Ellington,  51  Hun,  58,  3  N.  Y. 
Supp.  516,  a  charge  was  sustained  which  in- 
structed the  jury  that,  if  "the  vehicle  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  was  riding,  and  with 
which  he  was  connected  in  passing  over  the 
htidjg^  at  the  time  of  the  accident  in  ques- 
tion, was  unusual  and  extraordinary  in 
weight,  in  method  of  construction,  or  man- 
ner of  propelling  the  same  along  the  high- 
way,  and  such  unusual  weight,  method  of 
construction,  and  locomotion  was  such  as 
to  cause  unusual  and  extraordinary  strain 
upon  the  bridge  in  passing  over  it,  then  the 
plaintiff  took  every  possible  risk  of  injury 
upon  himself  in  trying  to  pass  over  the 
brid^,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  for 
the  injuries  sustained  by  the  breaking  down 
of  the  bridge  under  such  circumstances,  al- 
though his  injuries  were  the  direct  result  of 
such  imperfections  and  defects  in  the 
bridge."  The  rule  declared  in  these  cases 
was  followed,  substantially,  in  each  of  the 
other  cases  already  cited,  and  appears  to  be 
a  reasonable  one.  A  person  about  to  cross 
a  bridge  in  any  of  the  usual  and  ordinary 
modes  of  travel,  or  transport  property  over 
it  in  any  usual  and  ordinary  way,  has  the 
right  to  assume  that  the  public  authorities 
have  performed  their  duty,  and  therefore 
that  the  bridge  is  in  a  safe  condition  for 
such  use;  and  he  is  not  chargeable  with 
contributory  negligence  in  acting  on  that 
assumption,  unless  the  appearance  of  the 
bridge,  its  situation  or  structure,  or  other 
circumstance  would  suggest  to  a  person  of 
ordinary  prudence  that  it  was  defective  and 
dangerous,  so  that  ordinary  care  would  re- 
quire either  that  he  should  forego  the  con- 
templated use,  or  make  sufficient  examina- 
tion to  reasonably  assure  him  of  its  safety. 
But  a  person  who  chooses  to  subject  a  bridge 
to  some  extraordinary  burden  by  placing 
upon  it  some  unusual  weight,  and  causing 
it  to  be  moved  in  an  unusual  manner,  takes 
upon  himself  the  risk  of  any  injury  thereby 
sustained,  although  the  bridge  was  defec- 
tive, and  out  of  repair.  The  proper  test  is 
not,  as  stated  in  an  instruction  requested  by 
the  defendant,  whether  the  engine  and  tank 
on  which  the  deceased  was  riding  were  of 
greater  weight,  and  more  dangerous,  than 
ordinary  wagons  and  teams,  but  were  they, 
with  the  deceased  upon  them,  and  the  use  to 
which  the  bridge  was  then  being  put,  an 
unusual  method  of  travel  and  transporta- 
tion, involving  extraordinary  peril,  at  that 
time  and  place?  or  were  the  circumstances 
such  that  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence,  in 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  in  the  situa- 
tion of  the  deceased,  would  reasonably  ap- 
prehend and  anticipate  that  it  would  be 
dangerous  to  go  upon  the  bridge  in  that 
wayT  If  so,  he  was  guilty  of  negligence 
proximately  contributing  to  his  death;  oth- 
erwise, not.  The  instructions  given  on  the 
subject  were  such  that,  in  order  to  charge 
the  deceased  with  contributory  negligence, 
it  was  necessary  for  the  jury  to  find  that 
1i«  was  actually  "aware  of  the  condition  of 
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the  bridge,  and  had  good  reason  to  believs 
it  was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  load  thai 
was  about  to  pass  over  it."  Actual  knowl- 
edge and  good  reason  to  believe  is  more  thui 
the  rule,  as  we  have  stated  it,  requires.  The 
instructions  requested  were  inaccurately  ex- 
pressed, and  their  refusal  was  not  error. 
But  the  case  was  erroneously  given  to  the 
jury,  as  we  have  indicated. 

Judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  and  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  reversed,  and  cause 
remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


STATE  of  Ohio,  Exceptant, 

V. 

William  THOMAS. 

(61  Ohio  St.  444.) 

*1.  A  Jodse  of  tlie  court  of  eommoa 
pleas  ha*  nntliorltr  to  bold  court  In 

any  county  in  his  district,  though  not  desig- 
nated by  the  Judges  of  the  district,  as  pro- 
vided by  I  468  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  to 
hold  court  In  that  county ;  and  an  Indict- 
ment found  and  returned  at  a  term  so  held 
Is  not  Invalid,  either  because  the  Judge  hold- 
ing the  term  was  not  designated  to  hold  the 
same,  or  because  the  Judges  of  the  district 
failed  to  apportion  the  labor  of  holding  the 
courts  among  themselves,  and  issue  an  or* 
der  specifying  the  terms  to  be  held  by  each 
Judge. 

2.  ConatrnlBir  I  467  of  tbe  ReTised 
Statutes  with  I  4446-2,  which  makes  the 
first  Monday  In  September  a  holiday  to  be 
known  as  "Labor  Day,"  it  Is  not  unlawful 
to  hold  the  court  of  common  pleas  on  that 
day,  when  the  Judges  of  the  district,  in  the 
exercise  of  their  powers  under  the  first  of 
these  sections,  have  fixed  that  day  for  the 
commencement  of  the  term ;  and  an  indict- 
ment found  and  returned  by  a  grand  Jury 
impaneled  and  sworn  on  that  day  is  not,  oo 
that  account,  Invalid. 

8.  flliere,  after  a  flrrand  Jury  lias  boea 
sworn,  a  member  Is  discharged  on  account 
of  sickness,  and  another  person  having  the 
legal  qualifications  is  sworn  in  his  stead,  aa 
provided  by  I  7202  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
and  the  person  so  sworn  takes  his  place  on 
the  panel,  the  body  so  constituted  is  a  legal 
grand  Jury,  though  a  foreman  be  not  again 
appointed,  nor  the  oath  readmlnistered  to 
him  or  to  the  other  members  as  a  body. 

4.  It  Is  not  necessary  tliat  tlie  records 
of  tlic  court  sliould  sliovr  how  or  by 
whom  the  grand  Jurors  were  selected  and 
drawn.  The  legal  presumption  is  that  duty 
was  regularly  performed  by  the  proper  ofli- 
cers,  but,  if  It  was  not  so  done,  that  is  not  a 
valid  objection  to  an  Indictment. 

(January  0,  1900.) 

EXCEPTIONS  hy  the  state  to  rulings  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Brown 
County  which  resulted  in  the  quashing  of 

*Headnotes  by  the  Court. 


Note. — As  to  how  far  the  law  of  holidays 
extends  to  matters  other  than  those  relating 
to  negotiable  paper,  see  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Jaffray  (Neb.)  19  L.  R.  A.  816,  and  noU; 
Whipple  V.  Hill   (Neb.)   20  L.  R.  A.  818. 
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Aa  indictment  for  the  stealing  of  a  horse 
and  carriage.    Sustained. 

Statement  by  Williams,  J.i 

The  grand  jury  impaneled  at  the  Septem- 
ber term,  1899,  of  the  court  of  common  pleas 
of  Brown  county  found  and  returned  the 
following  indictment  against  William 
Thomas  for  horse  stealing  and  grand  lar- 
ceny: "The  jurors  of  the  grand  jury  of  the 
state  of  Ohio,  within  and  for  the  body  of  the 
county  of  Brown,  aforesaid,  on  their  oaths 
in  the  name  and  by  the  authority  of  the 
state  of  Ohio,  do  find  and  present  that  Will- 
iam Thomas,  late  of  the  county  aforesaid, 
on  the  17  th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  nine- 
ty-nine, at  the  county  aforesaid,  unlawfully 
and  purposely  did  steal,  take,  and  drive 
away  one  bay  mare,  of  the  value  of  forty 
dollars  ($40.00),  the  personal  property  of 
Frank  E.  Boyd,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
asainst  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  state 
of  Ohio.  And  the  jurors  of  the  grand  jury 
aforesaid,  in  and  for  the  county  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  and  in  the  name 
and  by  the  authority  of  the  state  of  Ohio 
aforesaid,  do  And  and  present  that  the  said 
William  Thomas  aforesaid,  late  of  the  coun- 
ty aforesaid,  at  the  times  and  date  aforesaid, 
at  the  county  aforesaid,  unlawfully  and  pur- 
posely did  teike,  steal,  and  haul  away  one 
black-painted,  top  buggy,  then  and  there  be- 
ing of  the  value  of  fifty  dollars  ($50.00), 
the  persona]  property,  goods,  and  chattels  of 
one  Frank  E.  Boyd,  contrary  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the 
state  of  Ohio."  The  indictment  was  duly 
signed  and  indorsed,  and  was  placed  on  file 
by  the  clerk. 

At  the  same  term  the  accused  filed  the 
following  motion  to  quash  the  indictment: 
"The  defendant,  William  Thomas,  moves  the 
court  to  quash  the  said  indictment  against 
him  for  the  following  defects  appearing  on 
the  face  of  the  record,  to  wit:  ( 1 )  Because 
no  judge  was  assigned  and  designated  to 
hold  the  April  term,  a.  d.  1809,  of  said  com- 
mon pleas  court,  as  required  by  §  408  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  state  of  Ohio.  (2) 
Because  no  judge  was  assigned  and  desig- 
nated to  hold  the  Septemfier  terra,  a.  d. 
1899,  of  said  court,  as  required  by  law.  (3) 
Because  no  valid  order  was  made  for  the 
drawing  of  the  grand  jury  which  found  said 
indictment.  (4)  The  judge  who  fixed  and 
determined  the  number  of  ballots  to  be 
drawn  from  the  jury  wheel  for  the  grand 
jury  and  the  petit  jury  for  the  September 
term,  A.  D.  1899,  of  said  court,  had  not  been 
designated  to  hold  the  common  pleas  court 
in  said  county,  as  required  by  law.  (5) 
The  grand  jury  which  found  said  indict- 
ment was  not  dra\vn  and  impaneled  as  re 
quired  by  law.  (0)  The  record  does  not 
show  that  the  grand  jury  which  found  said 
indictment  was  drawn  at  the  time  and  plac? 
and  by  the  persons  designated  by  law.  ( T ) 
The  judge  who  convened  and  presided  at  *!i9 
September  term,  a.  d.  189P,  of  the  said  ooxirt 
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of  common  pleas,  had  no  authority  or  juris- 
diction to  hold  the  said  September  term,  A. 
D.  1899,  of  the  said  court  of  common  pleas; 
and  neither  the  said  judge  nor  the  said  court 
had  jurisdiction  or  authority,  at  the  time 
and  place  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  rec« 
ords,  to  open  or  hold  said  court,  or  to  im* 
panel,  swear,  or  charge,  or  to  have  impan- 
eled, sworn,  or  charged,  the  said  grand  jury 
which  found  the  said  indictment  against 
this  defendant;  the  day  of  the  convening  of 
said  court,  and  impaneling  of  said  grand 
jury,  to  wit,  the  4th  day  of  September,  be- 
ing a  legal  holiday,  to  wit.  Labor  Day.  (8) 
The  said  grand  jury  which  found  said  in- 
dictment had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  perfion 
of  this  defendant,  nor  had  said  grand  jury 
any  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  said  alleged 
ofl'ense,  or  present  any  indictment  against 
this  defendant  therefor.  (9)  The  said  Sam- 
uel F.  Walker,  one  of  the  grand  jurors  who 
found  said  indictment,  and  who  was  called 
by  the  court  instead  of  A.  E.  Emmett,  dis- 
charged, was  not  sworn  as  such  grand  juror 
according  to  law.  (10)  The  said  grand 
jury  which  found  said  indictment,  after  the 
substitution  of  the  said  Samuel  F.  Walker 
as  a  member  thereof  for  the  said  A.  E.  Km- 
mett,  discharged,  was  not  impaneled,  sworn, 
or  charged  according  to  law.  (11)  Because 
no  foreman  of  said  grand  jury,  as  it  was 
constituted  after  the  substitution  of  the  said 
Samuel  F.  Walker  for  the  said  A.  E.  Em- 
mett,  was  appointed  by  the  court,  or  sworn 
in  the  manner  and  form  prescribed  by  hiw. 
(12)  The  grand  jury  which  found  said  in- 
dictment was  not  impaneled  and  sworn  aa 
required  by  law.  (13)  Said  grand  jury 
was  not  legally  constituted,  and  was  not  a 
lawful  grand  jury.  (14)  Because  said  in- 
dictment was  not  prepared  nor  presented 
by  the  grand  jury  as  required  by  law.  ( 16) 
Because  the  said  indictment  is  insufficient 
in  form  and  substance.  (16)  For  other 
reasons  apparent  on  the  record." 

The  motion  was  sustained,  and  the  defend* 
ant  ordered  to  enter  into  a  recognizance, 
with  surety,  for  his  appearance  at  the  next 
term  of  the  court,  to  await  the  action  of 
the  grand  jury  at  that  term,  and,  in  iefaitlt 
thereof,  to  stand  committed  for  that  purpose. 
The  prosecuting  attorney  excepted  to  the 
rilling  of  the  court  in  sustaining  the  motion, 
and,  on  leave  granted  him,  filed  a  bill  of 
exceptions  taken  in  that  behalf,  in  this 
court.  The  only  questions  argued  are  those 
involved  in  the  motion  to  quash  the  indict- 
ment, and  they  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the 
opinion. 

Mr.  James  W.  Tarbell,  for  exceptant: 
Rev.  Stat.  $  468,  so  far  as  it  requires  the 
judges  to  fix  the  terms  of  the  common  pleas 
courts,  is  mandatory;  but  the  other  provi- 
sion of  the  section,  for  the  apportionment 
of  the  labor,  and  specifying  what  judge  shall 
hold  each  term  or  part  of  term,  is  n:erely 
directory.  An  act  of  the  essence  of  a  thing 
required  by  a  statute  is  imperative;  but  the 
mole  of  doing  it  may  be  directory. 

Rubble  V.  Renick,  1  Ohio  St.  175;  State 
V    EUon,  45  Ohio  St.  648,  16  N.  E.  684. 
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Where  the  provision  of  a  statute  is  the 
essence  of  the  thing  required  to  be  done,  it 
is  mandatory;  otherwise,  when  it  relates  to 
form  and  manner;  and  where  an  act  is  inci- 
dent, or  after  jurisdiction  acquired,  it  is  di- 
rectory merely. 

Davis  T.  Smith,  58  N.  H.  17;  Endlich,  In- 
terpreUtion  of  SUtutes,  fiS  431,  etc.;  14 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  I^aw,  249;  1  Bouvier  Law 
Diet.  424 ;  Dutiot  v.  Doyle,  16'  Ohio  St.  400. 
No  law  can  require  the  correction  of  an 
error  in  its  construction,  which  has  lone 
existed  and  has  been  generally  acquiesced 
in. 

Broton  v.  Farran,  3  Ohio,  140;  Ohesnul 
V.  Shane,  16  Ohio,  509,  47  Am.  Dec.  387; 
Ci-aig  V.  Fox,  16  Ohio,  568 ;  Bank  of  Chilli- 
euthe  V.  Stoayiie,  8  Ohio,  284,  32  Am.  Dec 
707. 

The  judges  of  the  courts  of  common  pleas 
are  judges  of  their  respective  districts,  and 
not  of  the  mere  subdivisions  thereof.  The 
subdivision  of  districts  is  for  election  pur- 
poses merely. 

Const,  art.  4,  5  3;  Harris  v.  Oest,  4  Ohio 
St.  473;  Cincinnati,  B.  d  C,  R.  Co,  v.  Sloan, 
31  Ohio  St.  1. 

The  record  need  not  affirmatively  show 
that  the  grand  jui-y  which  found  the  indict- 
ment was  dra>vn  at  the  time  and  place,  and 
by  the  persons,  designated  by  the  law. 

Blair  v.  State,  5  Ohio  C.  C.  490;  Huling 
T.  State,  17  Ohio  St.  583. 

The  organization  of  the  grand  jury  will 
be  presumed  to  be  regular  until  the  contrary 
is  shown  by  the  plea. 

0  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  5;  Preston  ▼. 
State,  63  Ala.  127. 

It  ib  not  necessanr  that  all  of  the  jurors 
should  hear  the  full  charge. 

Wadlin*s  Case,  11  Mass.  142;  State  t. 
Froiseth,  16  Minn.  313,  Gil.  277;  Findley  v. 
People,  1  Mich.  235. 

Is  it  absolutely  necessary  that  they  should 
be  instructed  at  all  by  the  judge  T 
9  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  8. 
When  the  grand  jury  retired  on  the  5th 
day  of  September,  unchallenged,  to  consider 
of  cases,  it  was  a  legal  grand  jury  with  full 
legal  authority  to  find  and  return  indict- 
ments. 

Hastings  v.  ColumhiM,  42  Ohio  St.  585. 
A  court  may  meet  and  adjourn  on  Sun- 
day. 
Jones  v.  State,  14  Ohio  C.  C.  35. 
Messrs.  W.  D.  Touag  and  E.  R.  Tounflf, 
for  defendant: 

The  drawing  of  the  grand  jury  list  is  an 
essential  step  in  the  prosecution  for  crime. 
An   indictment  can  be  found  only  by  a 
lawful  grand  jury. 
Doifle  V.  State,  17  Ohio.  222. 
If  the  record  must  disclose  the  names  of 
the  grand  jurors. — and  that  it  must  cannot 
be   doubted. — there   is   more   potent   reason 
for  the  requirement  that  their  names  should 
be  lawfully  pelected. 

This  omission  cannot  be  supplied  by  pre- 
sumption. 

Goodin  v.  State,  16  Ohio  St  344;  Cani- 
¥>ell  V.  State,  18  Ohio  St.  477. 

The  court  could  not  lawfully  transact  any 
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business  on  Labor  Day,  except  to  adjourn 
to  a  subsequent  day;  and  its  action  in  im- 
paneling the  grand  jury-  was  absolutely 
void,  and  the  grand  jury  impaneled  and 
sworn  on  that  day  was  illegal  and  wholly 
without  lawful  power  to  find  the  indict- 
ment. 

Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  }  4446-2;  Spiedel  Qrooery 
Co,  V.  Armstrong,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  489;  Jonek 
V.  State,  14  Ohio  C.  C.  35. 

Although  by  virtue  of  Rev.  Stat,  f  7202, 
the  court  had  a  right  to  discharge  the  sick 
member  and  make  the  substitution  of  Walk- 
er, yet  this  action  was  but  a  part  of  the 
proceedings  to  make  another  and  different 
^rand  jury,  to  make  which  a  legal  grand 
jury  a  foreman  should  have  been  selected 
and  the  jury  sworn  as  provided  in  S§  7190» 
7191,  and  7203. 

If  the  grand  jury  that  found  the  indict- 
ment was  one  and  the  same  grand  jury  that 
was  first  impaneled  and  sworn,  then  thers 
must  have  been  an  interregnum — a  period 
of  time,  long  or  short — during  which  but 
fourteen  members  composed  the  grand  jury. 
But  the  words  "grand  jury"  import,  ew  vi 
termini,  a  body  composed  of  fifteen  grand 
jurors ;  it  cannot  consist  of  a  greater  or  less 
number  than  fifteen. 

Young  v.  State,  6  Ohio,  435;  Doyle  ▼, 
State,  17  Ohio.  222. 

Whatever  is  prescribed  by  the  Constitu- 
tion and  laws  of  the  state  to  be  done  in  the 
prosecution  of  crimes  is  essential  to  the  ju« 
risdiction  and  power  of  the  court,  and  can 
neither  be  omitted  nor  waived. 

Doyle  V.  State,  17  Ohio,  226 ;  Williams  v, 
State,  12  Ohio  St.  622 ;  Goodin  v.  State,  16 
Ohio  St.  346;  Canttoell  v.  State,  18  Ohio  St. 
477. 

Williams,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  objections  made  to  the  indictment  are 
in  substance:  (1)  That  the  judge  who 
opened  and  held  the  term  of  the  court  at 
which  the  indictment  was  found  was  with- 
out jurisdiction  to  impanel  the  grand  jury, 
or  to  receive  its  report,  because  he  had  not 
been  assigned  to  hold  that  term  by  the 
judges  of  the  district,  nor  so  designated  in 
any  order  issued  by  them;  (2)  that  the  . 
grand  jury  was  without  authority  to  find 
and  return  the  indictment,  because  it  was 
impaneled  and  sworn  on  a  legal  holiday 
known  as  "Labor  Day;"  (3)  that  the  body 
by  which  the  indictment  was  found  and  re- 
turned was  not  a  legally  constituted  grand 
jury,  for  the  reason  that,  after  the  original 
panel  was  sworn,  and  before  the  indictment 
was  Teturned,  a  new  member  was  substituted 
in  the  place  of  one  who  was  excused  on  ac- 
count of  sickness,  and  after  the  substitution 
the  l>ody  was  not  a?ain  sworn  and  charged, 
though  the  new  member  was;  and  (4)  that 
the  record  fails  to  show  the  grand  jury  was 
selected  and  dra^vn  as  required  by  law.  It 
should  be  observed  here  that  none  of  these 
objections  properly  arise  on  motion  to 
quaRh :  and  for  that  reason  alone  the  excep- 
tion should  be  sustained.  Except  so  far  as 
they  tender  issues  of  fact,  the  proper  mode 
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of  doing  which  is  by  plea  in  abatement 
they  relate  to  alleged  irregularities  in  select- 
ing and  impaneling  the  grand  jury,  which 
do    not   affect    the    individual    competency 
of     its    member,     and    are    available,     if 
at      all,      only      by     challenge.    Properly 
speaking,     the      record     of     a      criminal 
case,    where    the    offense    is    an     indict- 
able one,  except  when  the  accused  is  bound 
over  to  await  the  action  of  the  grand  jury, 
commences  with  the  return  of  the  indict- 
ment.    While  the  preliminary  steps  in  the 
formation  of  the  grand  jury  are  proper  mat- 
ters of  record,  they  concern  the  public,  rath- 
er than  the  accused,  if  the  body  that  returns 
the  indictment  is  composed  of  men  possess- 
ing the  necessary  qualifications;  and  defects 
in  the  record  of  those  steps  are  not  those 
contemplated  by  §  7249  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, for  which  a  motion  to   quash    an  in- 
dictment may   be   made.      Inasmuch,   how- 
ever, as  the  bill  of  exceptions  contains  a 
finding  and  agreed  statement  of  the  facts 
on  which  the  objections  to  the  indictment 
are  bas^,  and  there  are  other  cases  pending 
on   indictments  found  by  the  same  grand 
jury,  in  which  the  same  questions  are  made 
by  plea  in  abatement,  we  have  concluded, 
after  some  hesitation,  to  consider  and  dis- 
pose of  the  questions  as  if  presented  in  that 
mode.    And  it  may  be  remarked  at  the  out- 
set that  the  objections  are  not  to  be  tested 
by  the  overrefined  technicalities  that  were 
the  outgrowth  of  a  system  of  criminal  laws 
of  unreasonable  severity,  and  a  humane  de- 
sire on  the  part  of  the  court  to  shield  those 
charged  with  tiieir  violation  from  excessive 
and  cruel  punishment,  but  by  the  rule  of 
our  Criminal  Code,  by  which  defects  and 
imperfections  are  to  be  disregarded  which 
do  not  tend  to  the  prejudice  of  the  substan- 
tial rights  of  the  defendant  on  the  merits. 
The    first   one   of    the    objections    above 
stated  is  founded  on  §  468  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  which  provides  that  "the  judges 
of  the  common  pleas  court  in  each  common 
pleas  district,  or  a  majority  of  them,  shall, 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law,  at  the 
time  they  fix  the  terms  of  the  common  pleas 
courts  in  their  respective  districts,  having 
previously  ascertained,  as  near  as  practica- 
ble, the  probable  amount  of  business  in  each 
of  the  counties  of  the  district,  apportion  the 
labor  of  holding  the  common  pleas  courts  of 
such  districts,  as  equally  as  may  be,  among 
the  judges  of  the  district;  and  the  judges, 
when   they   issue   their   order   fixing   their 
terms,  shall  specify  therein  what  terms,  or 
parts  thereof,  of  the  common  pleas  courts 
shall  be  held  by  each  judge,  in  accordance 
with  such  apportionment;  and  not  less  than 
two  hundred  and  forty  days  of  open  session 
of  the  common  pleas  court  shall  be  held  by 
each  judge  during  the  year,  unless  all  busi- 
ness assigned  to  him  is  sooner  disposed  of." 
To  arrive  at  the  proper  construction  of  this 
section,  it  is  necessary  to  notice  §  457,  which 
is  as  follows:     "The  judges  of  the  common 
pleas  court  in  each  common  pleas  district, 
or  a  majority  of  them,  shall  on  the  third 
Tuesday  in  October,  in  each  year,  issue  their 
written  order  to  the  clerk  of  the  common 
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pleas  court  in  each  county  in  such  district, 
fixing  the  day  of  the  commencement  of  each 
term  of  the  common  pleas  courts  in  each 
county  in  such  district  for  the  next  judicial 
year,  which  shall  commence  on  the  first  day 
of  January ;  and  any  order  so  made  may  be 
changed  by  a  subsequent  order    made    and 
issued  by  them  to  the  several  clerks  of  the 
court  in  the  district;  and  the  court  shall  be 
held  for  the  year  covered  by  such  order  or 
orders  at  the  times  so  ordered;   provided, 
that  not  less  than  three  terms  of  the  com- 
mon pleas  court  shall  be  held  in  any  county 
each  year."    The    judges    of    the  "^common 
pleas  district  of  which  the  county  of  Brown 
IS  a  part,  at  their  meeting  in  October,  1898, 
fixed  the  day  for  the  commencement  of  each 
term  of  the  court  in  each  county  of  the  dis- 
trict for  the  next  judicial  year,  and  issued 
their  order  to  that  effect  to  the  clerk  of  each 
county  of  the  district,  in  conformity  with 
S  457,  but  failed  to  specify  in  the  order  what 
terms  or  parts  thereof  should  be  held  by  each 
common   pleas  judge    of    the    district,    or 
otherwise  apportion  the  labor  of  holding  the 
courts  to  the  several  judges;  and  the  claim 
is  that,  in  consequence  of  this  failure,  no 
judge  of  the  district  was  authorized  to  open 
or  hold  the  term  of  court  at  which  the  in- 
dictment in  question    was    returned;   and, 
there  being  no  court,  there  could  be  no  le- 
gally constituted  grand  jury.     If  this  claim 
should   be   sustained,   the   result   would  be 
seriou^.  both  to  the  public,  and  with  respect 
to  the  rights  and  interests  of  individuals. 
The  omission,  intentional  or  otherwise,  to 
make  the  apportionment    of    the  labor  of 
holding  the  courts  among  the  judges,  would 
relieve  them  of  their  judicial   duties,   and 
suspend  the  administration  of  justice  in  a 
large  degree  throughout  the  district,  endan- 
gering the  peace  and  good  order  of  society, 
and  entailing    incalculable    loss    upon    its 
members.     A  statute  having  that  effect  could 
not  be  upheld.     By  the  Constitution  the  ju- 
dicial power  of  the  state  is  vested,  in  part, 
in  courts  of  common  pleas,  and  it  requires 
that  the  state  shall  be  divided  into  districts, 
and  these  into  subdivisions,  in  each  of  which 
at  least  one  judge  shall    be    elected.     The 
duty   is  enjoined  on   these   judges   to   hold 
court  in  the  several  counties  of  the  district 
as  often  as  may  be  provided  by  law.     So 
that  the  judicial    power    with    which    the 
judges  are  clothed  is  coextensive  with  the 
district,  and  in  that  respect  cannot  be  re- 
stricted or  suspended  by    law.     What    the 
law  may  do  is  to  define  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts,  prescribe  the  mode  of  procedure, 
fix  the  number  of  terms  to  be  held  in  each 
county,  and  require  the  Judges  to  hold  them. 
For  many  years  following  the  adoption  of 
the  present  Constitution  there  was  no  stat- 
ute like  §  468,  and  yet  any  judge  held  the 
court  in  any  county  of  his  district, — ^usually 
in  his  subdivision, — ^without  other  author- 
ity than  that  which  pertained  to  his  office; 
and  manifestly  it  was  not  the  purpose  of 
that  statute  to  limit  the  power  of  the  judges 
in  this  respect.    Its  evident  design  was  to 
enable  the  judges  to  make  an  equitable  di- 
vision among  themselves    of   their  judicial 
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labors,  bo  that,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  the 
judffes  should  bear  their  equal  share  of  the 
burdens,  and  each  county  might  have  court 
for  such  time  as  should  be  necessary  for  the 
transaction  of  the  business.  The  omission 
of  the  judges  to  make  the  apportionment,  or 
designate  the  respective  judges  who  should 
hold  the  terms  in  the  several  counties,  can- 
not affect  the  right  of  any  judge  to  hold 
court  in  any  county  of  his  district,  not  ren- 
der invalid  any  proceeding  at  a  term  so 
held. 

The  second  objection  to  the  indictment  is 
founded  on  §  4446-2  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, which  provides  that  ''the  first  Mon- 
day in  September,  of  each  and  every  year, 
shall  be  known  as  Labor  Day;  and  for  all 
purposes  whatever  considered  as  the  first  day 
of  the  week."  90  Ohio  Laws,  p.  194.  The 
term  of  the  court  at  which  this  indictment 
was  found  commenced  on  the  first  Monday 
in  September,  1899 ;  and  the  grand  jury  that 
returned  the  indictment  was  impaneled  and 
sworn  on  that  day,  though  the  indictment 
was  found  and  returned  at  a  subsequent  day 
of  the  term;  and  the  contention  is  that,  as 
the  statute  declares  Labor  Day  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  the  first  day  of  the  week  for  all 
purposes,  it  was  unlawful  for  the  court  to 
transact  any  business  on  that  day;  and,  con- 
sequently, the  body  impaneled  as  a  grand 
jury  was  not  a  lawful  grand  jury,  and  its 
subsequent  action  was  void.  If  it  be  con- 
ceded that  the  statute  places  Labor  Day  in 
the  same  category  with  Sunday  for  all  pur- 
poses, does  it  follow  that  a  grand  jury  im- 
paneled on  that  day  is  an  illegal  body  with- 
out authority  to  thereafter  hear  evidence 
and  find  indictments?  The  distinctive  prin- 
ciple established  by  the  case  of  Bloom  v. 
Rtoharda,  2  Ohio  St.  387,  is  that  Sunday 
laws  are  mere  civil  regulations  for  the  good 
of  society,  and  not  designed  to  enforce  or 
require  any  religious  observance  of  the  day; 
and  that,  being  penal  in  their  nature,  such 
laws  will  not  be  extended  by  construction 
beyond  their  plain  import;  so  that,  whatever 
act  may  be  lawfully  done  on  any  other  day 
of  the  week  is  equally  lawful  on  Sunday, 
unless  its  performance  on  that  day  is  for- 
bidden by  statute.  Our  statute  goes  no 
further  than  to  the  prohibition,  on  that  day, 
of  common  labor,  the  arrest  of  persons  on 
eivil  process,  the  selling  of  intoxicating  li- 
quors, and  certain  shows,  games,  and  sports. 
It  was  held  in  that  case  tiiat  the  making  of 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  did  not  come 
within  the  prohibition  against  common  la- 
bor on  Sunday,  and  the  specific  performance 
of  such  a  contract  made  on  that  day  was 
enforced.  The  case  was  thoroughly  con- 
sidered, and  it  is  shown  by  Judge  Thurman, 
in  an  opinion  of  gi'eat  research,  that  the 
principles  stated  are  maintained  by  the 
great  weight  of  authority  in  this  country. 
and  that  under  Constitutions  like  ours  an 
enactment  could  not  be  sustained  whose  pur- 
pose was  simply  to  enforce  the  observance  of 
Snnday  as  a  religious  duty.  It  is  generally 
held  that  statutes  which  in  terms  require 
the  closing  of  public  offices  on  Sun  da  v  do 
not  prevent  the  performance  of  judicial  du- 
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ties  by  judges  on  that  day.  There  is  no  pro- 
vision in  our  statutes,  as  there  is  in  those 
of  many  of  the  states,  and  was  in  29  Car.  II. 
chap.  7,  under  which  most  of  the  English  de- 
cisions on  the  subject  were  made,  forbidding 
the  holding  of  courts  or  judicial  proceedings 
on  Sundays  or  holidays,  or  requiring  pub- 
lic ofilces  to  be  closed,  or  all  secular  business 
suspended,  on  that  day;  and  the  omission 
of  such  provisions  from  our  statutes,  in  view 
of  their  presence  in  the  statutes  of  other 
states,  and  especially  since  the  decision  of 
Bloom  V,  Hicharda,  2  Ohio  St.  387,  which  has 
been  accepted  as  the  law  of  this  state  for 
nearly  half  a  century, — leads  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  legislature  has  not  deemed  it 
advisable  to  incorporate  either  of  them  into 
the  laws  of  the  state.  Certain  it  is  that 
neither  of  them  is  embraced  in  the  term 
"common  labor,"  as  used  in  our  statute. 
Where  the  transaction  of  judicial  business 
on  Sunday  or  holidays  is  expressly  forbid- 
den by  statute,  acts  of  a  ministerial  char- 
acter on  those  days  are  held  lawful ;  such  as 
the  issue  of  a  warrant  for  the  apprehension 
of  a  criminal  and  his  admission  to  bail,  the 
receiving  of  a  verdict  and  committing  the 
defendant  for  sentence,  the  issue  and  service 
of  civil  process,  and  many  other  acts  of  a 
similar  nature.  All  of  which  is  a  recognition 
of  the  rule  already  stated,  that  whatever  acts 
may  be  lawfully  done  on  other  days  arc  also 
lawful  when  performed  on  Sunday  or  a  holi- 
day, except  when  and  in  so  far  as  their  per- 
formance on  those  days  is  prohibited  by  stat- 
ute. The  case  of  Lampe  v.  Manning,  38  Wis. 
673,  is  sometimes  cited  in  support  of  the 
proposition  that  a  holiday  is  ea?  in  termini 
dies  non  juridicus;  but  the  remark  to  that 
effect  of  the  judge  who  prepared  the  opinion 
in  that  case  loses  its  force  when  it  is  con- 
sidered that  the  statute  governing  the  case 
expressly  forbade  the  opening  of  any  court 
for  a  trial  on  a  legal  holiday.  Our  atten- 
tion has  also  been  called  to  the  case  of  Spie- 
del  Orooery  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  8  Ohio  C.  C. 
489,  where  it  is  held  that  a  judgment  ren- 
dered on  Labor  Day  was  void.  That  case 
was  affirmed  by  this  court  without  report, 
and  was  not  much  considered.  The  correct- 
ness of  the  decision  may  well  be  doubted; 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  reconsider  it  here. 
It  is  distinguishable  from  the  case  before  us 
on  a  ground  upon  which  we  prefer  to  place 
the  decision  of  this  case.  It  has  already 
been  observed  that  the  Constitution  confers 
on  the  general  assembly  power  to  fix  the 
terms  of  the  court  of  common  pleas  in  all 
the  counties  of  each  district,  ana  the  courts 
are  required  to  be  held  at  such  times  and 
places  as  are  provided  by  law.  In  the  ex- 
ercise of  this  power,  the  legislature  may  des- 
ignate by  statute,  as  has  often  been  done, 
the  times  for  holding  the  courts,  or  provide 
a  mode  by  which  such  times  shall  be  fixed. 
It  has  adopted  the  latter  course  in  the  en- 
actment of  S  467,  heretofore  quoted,  by 
which  judges  of  the  district,  at  the  annual 
meeting  provided  for,  are  required  to  fix  the 
day  for  the  commencement  of  each  term  of 
the  court  in  each  oounty  of  the  district  fox 
the   next    judicial    year.    No    restraint    ii 
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placed  on  tbe  power  of  the  judges  with  re- 
spect to  the  days  they  may  Ax  for  the  com- 
mencement of  the  term,  but  that  is  left  en- 
tirely to  their  discretion;  and  the  courts 
are  required  to  commence  on  the  days  they 
shall  BO  fix.  Considering  this  section  iu 
connection  with  the  Labor  Day  statute,  un- 
der a  well-settled  rule  of  interpretation,  the 
former  being  a  special  provision  for  particu- 
lar cases,  acts  authorized  by  it  may  be  re- 
garded as  excepted  from  the  operation  of 
tiie  latter,  especially  since  the  latter  con- 
tains no  express  prohibition  against  such 
acts.  As  a  general  rule,  no  act  can  be  con- 
sidered unlawful  by  implication  from  one 
statute  that  is  expressly  authorized  and  re- 
quired by  another  valid  statute.  Though 
tiiat  section  (457)  was  passed  before  the 
Labor  Day  statute,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
latter  to  indicate  an  intention  to  repeal  the 
former,  or  that  restricts  its  operation;  nor 
is  there  such  inconsistency  between  them 
that  both  may  not  stand  together  and  each 
have  its  appropriate  effect.  The  prohibi- 
tive and  penal  provisions  of  the  latter  stat- 
ute, whatever  those  may  be,  cannot  be 
enlarf(ed  by  implication  so  as  to  render  un- 
lawful anyact  authorized  by  the  former,  and 
it  is  not  claimed  that  result  is  accomplished 
by  any  express  provision.  If  it  were  enacted 
by  statute  that  a  term  of  court  should  com- 
mence on  the  first  Monday  of  September,  it 
could  not  be  doubted  that  the  term  so  held 
would  be  lawful,  and  its  proceedings  valid, 
notwithstanding  the  statute  making  that  day 
a  holiday;  and  the  effect  cannot  be  different 
where  that  day  is  so  fixed  by  the  judges  un- 
der the  express  authority  conferred  on  them 
by  statute.  It  was  perfectly  competent  for 
the  legislature  to  make  any  act  lawful  when 
done  on  Labor  Day  that  is  lawful  on  any 
other  day,  and  to  that  extent  the  statute 
creating  Labor  Day  must  be  regarded  a« 
qualified  and  restrained.  It  was  upon  this 
principle  that  the  case  of  Perkins  v.  Jones, 
28  Wis.  243,  was  decided.  It  was  there  held 
that  a  statute  which  declared  that  no  court 
shall  transact  any  business  on  the  22d  day 
of  February,  "unless  it  be  for  the  purpose 
of  instructing  or  discharging  a  jury,  or  re- 
ceiving a  verdict,*'  and  another  statute, 
which  required  that  "in  all  cases  where  a 
verdict  shall  be  rendered  in  a  justice's  court, 
the  justice  shall  'forthwith  render  judg- 
ment,'— must  be  construed  together  so  as  to 
grcvent  a  failure  of  justice,  and  must  be 
eld  to  authorize  an  immediate  entry  of 
judgment  where  the  verdict  is  received  on 
the  22d  of  February.'*  It  is  apparent  that 
48  L.  R.  A. 


we  Lave  before  us  a  much  stronger  case  for 
the  apj)lication  of  the  principle  uian  the  one 
just  cited,  for  there  is,  as  has  been  seen,  no 
express  provision  of  our  Labor  Day  statute 
that  conflicts  with  fi  457.  Ordinarily  it 
may  be  supposed  that  the  judges  would  not 
fix  a  holiday  for  the  commencement  of  a 
term  of  the  court,  but,  if  they  choose  to  do 
so,  or  do  so  inadvertently,  it  is  nevertbelesa 
an  authorized  exercise  of  the  powers  con- 
ferred on  them,  and  neither  their  action  nor 
that  of  tlie  court  held  in  pursuance  thereof 
is,  for  that  reason,  void.  It  appears  from 
the  bill  of  exceptions  that,  after  the  grand 
jury  had  been  sworn  and  charged,  one  of 
its  members  was  discharged  on  account  of 
sickness,  and  another  pei'Ron,  having  all 
I^^l  qualifications,  was  swnrn  and  substi- 
tuted as  a  grand  juror  in  the  place  of  the 
one  discharged;  and  the  body  thus  consti- 
tuted found  the  indictment  in  question.  It 
is  contended  that  body  was  not  a  legal  grand 
jury;  that,  when  the  member  was  discharged, 
the  grand  jury  of  which  he  had  been  a  mem- 
ber was  dissolved,  and,  when  the  substitu- 
tion was  made«  it  was  necessary  to  organ- 
ize a  new  grand  jury  by  the  Appointment  of  a 
foreman,  and  administering  the  necessary 
oath  to  him  and  to  his  fellow  jurors.  But  the 
action  of  the  court  seems  to  have  been  in 
conformity  with  the  statute,  by  which  it  is 

Srovided  that,  "in  case  of  sickness,  death, 
ischarge,  or  nonattendance  of  a  grand  juror 
after  the  grand  jury  is  sworn,  the  court,  at 
its  discretion,  may  cause  another  to  be 
sworn  in  his  stead."  Rev.  Stat  §  7202.  When 
the  neW'  juror  is  so  sworn,  and  takes  his 
place,  the  vacancy  is  filled,  and  the  grand 
jury  again  complete;  and  in  tiieir  delibera- 
tions, findings,  and  presentments  all  of  the 
grand  jurors  are  bound  by  the  same  oath. 
The  readministration  of  the  oath  to  the  fore- 
man and  to  the  members  as  a  body,  could 
add  nothin&r  to  its  obligation,  is  not  required 
by  the  statute,  and  would  at  most  be 
an  idle  ceremony,  the  omission  of  which 
could  work  no  substantial  injury. 

The  remaining  objection  to  tiie  indictment 
is  sufficiently  answered  by  what  has  already 
been  said.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  rec- 
ords of  the  court  should  show  how.  or  by 
whom,  the  grand  jurors  were  selected  and 
drawn.  The  presumption  of  law  is  that 
duty  was  regularly  performed  by  the  pmppr 
ofiicers.  but.  if  it  was  not  so  done,  the  objec- 
tion, if  it  can  be  of  any  avail,  must  be  made 
in  a  different  mode. 
Exoeptiona  sustained. 


Stats  ex  nL  Bulkblbt  t.  Williams 
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STATE  of  Connecticut   ea  rel,  Morgan  O. 
BULKELEY  ct  al, 

Samuel  E.  WILLIAMS,  Treasurer  of  Glas- 
tonbury, Appt, 

(68  Conn.  131.) 

1.  Tlie  lesrt  slat  are  may  require  atoDm 
to  eon  tribute  a  portion  of  the  cost  ot 
maintaining  a  highway  or  bridge  wholly  out- 
side of  its  territorial  bounds,  but  which  spe- 
ciallj  benefits  the  town. 

S.  The  representation  of  m  to^rn  In 
tlie  atate  leslalature,  which  charges  the 
town  with  a  portion  of  the  expense  of  a  high- 
way or  bridge  district  in  which  the  town  Is 
placed  and  which  is  under  the  control  of 
conunlssloners  not  selected  by  the  town,  but 
who  draw  orders  for  funds  upon  It*  Is  suffl- 


dent  answer  to  the  objection  that  the  town 
Is  taxed  by  these  commissioners  without  rep- 
resentation. 
8.  A  town  tmx  for  monera  to  be  paid 
over  to  the  treasurer  of  a  brldv«  or 
highway  district  In  which  the  town  is  in- 
cluded, for  district  expenditures,  may  be  re- 
quired by  the  legislature. 

4.  The  rlffht  of  a  town  to  resnlate  Its 
oy/vn.  finances  and  affairs,  superior  to  all 
legislative  control,  is  not  among  the  rights 
and  prlTlIeges  "derlTed  from  our  ancestors," 
to  "define,  secure,  and  perpetuate"  which  the 
Constitution  of  Connecticut  was  adopted,  and 
to  which  Its  preamble  refers. 

5.  Failnre  to  require  any  estimate  of 
the  amount  needed  for  the  ensuing  year 
to  be  submitted  to  a  town  by  a  bridge  dis- 
trict which  includes  it,  before  the  time  for 
laying  a  tax,  doe^  not  make  yold  a  statute 
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law.  The  original  power  to  control  as  well  as 
to  create  them  is  In  the  legislature.  Payne  t. 
Treadwell,   16  Cal.  221. 

Private  corporations  cannot  be  deprived  of 
their  franchises  except  by  a  judicial  judgment, 
but  all  such  as  are  created  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  city  government  are  so  far  creatures 
of  the  legislature  that  they  may  be  controlled 
and  have  their  constitutions  altered  and 
amended  by  it  in  such  manner  as  the  public 
Interest  may  require.  State  v.  Savannah,  R. 
M.  Charlt.   (Ga.)  250. 

The  division  of  laws  which  establish  and 
regulate  municipal  corporations,  into  organic 
and  ordlniiry,  does  not  exist  In  Louisiana.  "In 
the  country  from  which  we  derive  our  ideas 
on  the  subject  of  municipal  corporations,  the 
charters  of  cities  were  .  .  .  contracts  en- 
tered Into  between  the  corporators  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  king  or  feudal  lord  on  the  other, 
by  which  liberties  and  franchises  were  bartered 
for  personal  service  or  money.  The  rights  and 
powers  which  those  charters  conferred  were  of 
the  nature  of  those  secured  to  the  people  at 
large  by  our  constitutions.  They  were  Intended 
to  be  permanent,  and  could  not  be  lawfully 
taken  away.  .  .  .  But  the  relation  existing 
between  our  municipal  corporations  and  the 
sovereign  is  not  the  same."  Reynolds  v.  Bald- 
win, 1  La.  Ann.  162. 

The  legislature  may  extend,  abridge,  or'abro- 
gate  by  general  law  the  powers  and  functions 
of  the  instrumentalities  of  government  which 
it  has  created,  and  may  Impose  additional  du- 
ties and  confer  additional  power  upon  the 
municipalities.  Jones  v.  Lake  View,  151  111.  663, 
38  N.  H.  688. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  create  munici- 
pal corporations,  to  amend  their  charters,  en- 
large or  diminish  their  powers,  extend  or  limit 
their  boundaries,  consolidate  two  or  more  into 
one,  overrule  their  legislative  action  whenever 
it  is  deemed  unwise,  impolitic,  or  unjust,  and 
even  abolish  them  altogether  in  the  legislative 
discretion.     Groff  v.  Frederick  City,  44  Md.  67. 

No  principle  is  better  established  or  more 
fundamental  in  its  character  than  that  a  muni- 
cipal corporation,  being  organized  for  political 
purposes.  Is  constantly  subject  to  the  control 
of  the  legislature,  and  is  liable  at  all  times 
to  have  its  public  powers,  rights,  and  duties 
modified,  changed,  or  abolished  as  the  legisla- 
ture may  deem  proper.  Frederick  v.  Qroshon, 
30  Md.  436.  96  Am.  Dec.  591. 

Where  a   municipal   board   Is  acting   in   Its 
municipal   capacity  In  the  discharge  of  duties 
emment,   regulated   and  constituted   by   public    imposed  upon  It  by  the  legislature  for  the  pub- 
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NoTB. — Power  of  the  legislature  to  impose  hur- 
denM  upon  mutUcipalities  and  to  control  their 
local  administration  and  property, 
I.  Introductory. 

Power  to  impose  tturdens. 

a.  Oenerally. 

b.  Puhlio  and  quasi-puhlio  improvements. 

c.  Compelling  payment    of    non-legal  de- 
mands, 

d.  Validating  defective  ohligationa. 
Power  in  respect  to  officers  and  local  ad- 
ministration. 

XV.  Power  in  respect  to  property    and    fran- 
chises, 

I.  Introductory. 

Manlclpal  corporations  are,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  note,  deemed  to  Include  only  incorpo- 
rated villages,  towns,  and  cities. 

The  general  subject  of  legislative  power  over 
municipal  corporations  is  discussed  in  the 
note  to  Daly  v.  Morgan  (Md.)   1  L.  R.  A.  757. 

Many  of  the  cases  assert  a  very  extensive 
power  of  control  in  the  legislature  over  muni- 
cipal  corporatlona 

Thus:  The  United  States  Supreme  Court  in 
aillrmlng  the  principal  case  In  Williams  v.  Eg- 
gleston,  170  U.  S.  304,  42  L.  ed.  1048.  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  617,  says  "a  municipal  corporation  Is, 
•o  far  as  its  purely  municipal  relations  are  con- 
cerned, simply  an  agency  of  the  state  for  con- 
ducting the  affairs  of  government,  and  as  such 
It  is  subject  to  the  control  of  the  legislature." 

Cities  are  the  auxiliaries  of  the  state  In  the 
business  of  municipal  rule,  but  they  cannot 
have  the  least  pretension  to  sustain  their 
privileges  or  their  existence  upon  anything  like 
a  contract  between  themselves  and  the  legisla- 
ture. Mount  Pleasant  ▼.  Beck  with,  100  U.  S. 
614,  26  L.  ed.  699. 

This  statement  was  made  with  reference 
to  an  act  which  extinguished  a  municipal  cor- 
poration and  annexed  its  territory  to  other  cor- 
porations 

The  legislature  may,  under  proper  limita- 
tion, change,  modify,  or  restrain  public  corpora- 
tions, which,  like  counties,  towns,  and  cities, 
exist  only  for  public  purposes,  securing,  how- 
ever, the  property  for  the  uses  of  those  for 
whom  and  at  whose  expense  it  was  originally 
purchased.  Terrett  ▼.  Taylor,  9  Cranch,  43, 
8  L.  ed.  650. 

A  municipal  corporation  Is  a  public  Institu- 
tion created  for  public  purposes,  and  Is  a  politi- 
cal subdivision  or  department  of  the  state  gov* 
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charging  the  town  with  a  portion  of  the  ez- 
penseg  ol  the  diatrlct,  on  the  ground  that  it 
does  not  provide  the  necessary  fnnds. 

6.  The  leiriiilatiire  may  reoonstder  an 
apportionment  of  the  expense  of  a  high- 
way and  bridge  orer  a  river  between  a  city 
and  certain  towns,  although  Its  former  ap- 
portionment was  based  on  a  determination 
by  Judicial  proceeding. 

7.  A  Btatnte  taklngr  the  malntenanee 
of  a  brldire  npon  the  state  has  no  ele- 
ment of  a  contract,  and  gives  rise  to  no 
Tested  rights  such  that  the  legislature  can- 
not afterwards  charge  the  expense  of  the 
bridge  upon  towns  specially  benefited  there- 
by. 

8.  The  invalldatlns  of  a  provlnlon  In 
and  Impairment  of  a  eontraet  between 
the  state  and  a  bridge  company  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  bridge,  by  a  statute  charging 
the  burden  of  the  bridge  upon  a  city  and 
towns  specially  benefited,  instead  of  upon  the 


state,  will  not  ayaU  to  relieve  the  city  and 
towns  of  their  liability, — especially  after  a 
settlement  between  the  state  and  the  com- 
pany. 

9.  A  rifrht  to  the  eanal  protection  of 
the  laws  is  not  secured  to  a  municipal  cor- 
poration as  against  the  state  by  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Federal  Constitution,  bo 
as  to  limit  in  any  way  the  power  of  the  state 
legislature  to  charge  the  municipality  with 
public  obligations;  nor  have  the  inhabitants 
in  their  capacity  of  members  of  such  corpora- 
tion any  greater  rights  or  immunities. 

10.  A  tOTrn  Is  not  deprived  of  property 
without  due  process  of  law  by  a  statute  mak- 
ing It  a  part  of  an  incorporated  highway  or 
bridge  district  under  the  control  of  commis- 
sioners who  may  draw  upon  the  town  for  a 
fixed  portion  of  the  expenses  of  the  district. 

11.  No  sneh  rlirht  of  loeal  self-ffovem- 
ment  is  arisen  to  a  town,  under  the  Con.- 
Btitutlon   of   the   United    States  or   that   c^ 


lie  benefit,  it  may  be  said  practically  to  be  en- 
tirely within  the  control  of  the  legislature. 
State  ea  rel.  Cleveland  v.  Jersey  City  Bd.  of 
Finance  and  Taxation,  88  N.  J.  L.  259. 

The  grant  of  powers  of  local  government  to 
a  municipal  corporation  Is  not  a  contract,  but 
an  exercise  of  legislative  power,  and  the  legis- 
lature may  at  any  time  take  away,  resume,  or 
limit  such  powers  In  the  same  manner  as  those 
conferred  upon  courts.  Jersey  City  ▼.  Jersey  City 
ft  B.  R.  Co.  20  N.  J.  Eq.  360. 

The  legislature  has  the  right  to  change  or 
repeal  a  municipal  charter,  and  such  right  is 
not  changed  or  impaired  by  the  fact  that  the 
charter  is  granted  in  the  same  act  that  creates 
a  private  corporation  whose  rights  cannot  be 
changed  or  repealed  without  its  consent.  Pat- 
erson  v.  Society  for  Bstabllshing  Useful  Manu- 
factures. 24  N.   J.  L.  885. 

The  legislature  has  entire  control  over  muni- 
cipal corporations,  to  create,  change,  or  destroy 
them  at  pleasure,  and  they  are  absolutely 
created  by  the  act  of  Incorporation  without  the 
acceptance  of  the  people,  or  any  act  on  their 
part,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  the  statute 
itself.     Berlin  v.  Gorham,  84  N.  H.  260. 

The  legislature  may  recall  to  itself  and  ex- 
ercise at  Its  pleasure  so  many  of  the  powers  It 
has  conferred  upon  the  city  corporation  as  are 
not  secured  to  It  by  the  Constitution.  This 
necessarily  results  from  the  fact  that  all  the 
leglslfitlve  power  of  the  people  is  granted  to 
the  legislature,  except  such  as  Is  expressly  re- 
served.    People  V.  Pinckney,  32  N.  Y.  377. 

A  town  is,  as  to  the  powers  it  shall  possess 
and  the  functions  It  shall  perform,  the  cresture 
of  the  legislative  will.  Duanesburgh  v.  Jen- 
kins, 67  N.  Y.   177. 

All  the  authorities  are  agreed  that  munici- 
pal corporations  are  within  the  absolute  con- 
trol of  the  legislature,  and  they  may  be  abol- 
ished at  any  time  in  its  discretion.  Luehrman 
T.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Dlst.  2  Lea,  426. 

A  city  Is  entirely  under  the  control  of  the 
legislature,  and  it  has  no  vested  right,  which 
may  not  be  taken  away  by  the  legislature,  to 
tax  particular  property  for  municipal  purposes. 
State  Bank  v.  Madison,  3  Ind.  43. 

Considered  as  mere  agencies  of  government, 
municipal  corporations  are  undoubtedly  sub- 
ject to  the  absolute  control  of  the  legislature, 
except,  perhaps,  as  to  their  property  rights. 

Many  of  the  cases,  however,  have  recognized 
a  twofold  character  in  such  corporations, — ^the 
one  public,  as  regards  the  state  at  large  In  so 
far  as  they  are  its  agents  in  government ;  the 
other  private  in  so  far  as  they  are  to  provide 
the  local  necessities  and  conveniences  for  their 
own  citizens, — and  have  denied  the  absolute 
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control  of  the  legislature  over  matters  refer- 
able  to  the  private,  as  distinguished  frosa 
the  public,  character  of  such  corporations. 

The  dlfllculty  in  placing  a  limit  to  the  legis- 
lative control  over  municipal  corporations,  at 
least  where  their  property  rights  are  not  con- 
cerned, is  to  find  any  constitutional  restriction 
upon  it. 

This  di/Qculty  was  obviated  by  Justfos 
Cooley,  in  People  ea  rek  Le  Roy  ▼.  Hurlbnt, 
24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Rep.  103,  by  resorting  to 
the  doctrine  of  an  implied  constitutional  guar- 
anty to  municipal  corporations  of  the  right  of 
self-government  in  respect  to  purely  local  af- 
fairs. He  based  this  doctrine  upon  the  fiict 
that  the  Constitution  was  adopted  in  riew  of, 
and  recognized  the  existence  of,  a  system  of 
local  government  well  understood  and  tolerably 
uniform  in  character,  existing  from  the  early 
settlement  of  the  country.  The  opiniim  says 
that  the  question,  broadly  and  nakedly  stated, 
is  '^whether  local  self-government  in  this  state 
Is  or  is  not  a  mere  privilege  conceded  by  the 
legislature  in  its  discretion,  and  which  may  be 
withdrawn  at  any  time  at  pleasure."  As  already 
shown,  he  regarded  it  as  a  constitutional  right, 
and  not  merely  as  a  legislative  privilege;  but 
a  different  view  of  the  question  has  been  taken 
by  other  courts. 

Thus:  The  maxim  of  republican  government 
that  local  affairs  shall  be  managed  In  the  local 
district  is  subject  to  such  exceptions  as  the 
legislative  power  shall  see  fit  to  make.  The 
legislature  has  the  power  to  do  whatever  i» 
not  expressly  or  by  necessary  Implication  for- 
bidden by  the  Constitution.  Luehrman  y.  Shel- 
by County  Taxing  Dlst.  2  Lea,  426. 

There  is  strong  reason  to  recognize  the  right 
of  local  self-government,  but  It  is  a  matter  per- 
ttJnlng  to  the  policy  of  legislation,  rather  than 
a  question  of  constitutional  construction.  Be 
Senate  Bill,  12  Colo.  188,  21  Pac.  481. 

In  Sharpless  r.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  147,  59- 
Am.  Dec  769,  it  was  said  in  reply  to  a  conten- 
tion based  upon  the  doctrine  of  an  implied 
guaranty  of  self-government,  that  the  eon- 
stltutlonallty  of  an  act  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  body  of  the  Constitution  Itself, 
and  not  by  reference  to  general  principles  of 
justice,  liberty,  and  right  not  contained  or  ex- 
pressed in  that  instrument. 

The  opinion  In  the  principal  case  says  that 
the  right  of  a  town  to  regulate  its  own  flnaiir 
ces  and  affairs,  superior  to  all  legislative  con- 
trol, Is  not  among  the  rights  and  privilege* 
"derived  from  our  ancestors,"  to  **define,  secare^ 
and  perpetuate*'  which  the  Constitution  of  Con- 
necticut was  adopted,  and  to  which  Its  pre- 
amble refers. 
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Contaectlcat,  «■  precludes  the  legislatare 
from  exacting  of  the  town  payment  of  a  p<^r- 
tlon  of  the  expense  of  an  Incorporated  high- 
way  or  bridge  district  of  which  the  town  Is 
made  a  part,  although  the  town  has  no 
share  In  choosing  the  members  or  directing 
the  affairs  of  such  district. 
IS.  Mandaiiios  to  tbe  treasurer  of  a 
towrn  to  compel  paTment  of  a  share  of 
the  expense  of  a  bridge  district  to  which  It 
belongs  Is  properly  Issued  against  him,  with- 
out making  the  bridge  district  or  the  towns 
which  belong  to  It  parties  defendant. 

(Andrewts  OK  /.«  and  Homenley,  /.«  dteseiit) 

(June  26,  1896.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Hartford 
County  awarding  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  him  to  pay  an  order  drawn  on  him 


by  the  board  of  oomntissioners  for  the  Con- 
necticut river  bridge  to  defrav  expenses  in- 
cident to  the  maintenance  of  such  bridge. 
Aflirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Messrs.  J.  R.  Back,  Perkins  A  Per- 
kins, Case,  Bryant,  A  Case,  Lewis  E. 
Stanton,  Olin  R.  Wood,  and  Jokn  H. 
Brooklesby,  for  appellant: 

The  act  of  1895  denies  the  validity  of  the 
contract  with  the  Berlin  Iron  Bridge  Com- 
pany, and  compels  the  company  to  go  to  the 
court  to  establish  its  validity. 

The  act  of  1893  provides  that  "the  expense 
of  repairing  and  maintaining  said  highway 
and  bridges  shall  be  incurred  by  said  board 
of  commissioners  on  behalf  of  the  state." 

The  dut^  to  rebuild  the  bridge  in  case  pub- 
lic convenience,  necessity,  or  safety  requires 
it  is  put  on  the  state  by  the  act. 


And  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  In 
affirming  the  decision  in  that  case  says: 
"Whatever  may  have  been  the  practice  of  the 
state  In  the  past,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the 
power  of  the  legislature  over  all  local  municipal 
corporations  is  unlimited  save  by  the  restrict 
tlons  of  the  state  and  Federal  Constltntiona** 

It  Is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  the  main- 
tenance of  the  highway  and  bridges  Involved 
In  that  case  was  a  matter  In  which  the  state 
at  large,  or  the  general  public,  had  an  Interest, 
and  therefore,  as  subsequently  shown,  comes 
within  the  exception  to  the  doctrine  of  local 
self-government  as  laid  down  In  People  ea  rel. 
Le  Soy  v.  Horlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Rep. 
108,  sujfra. 

There  are  expressions  In  the  opinion  of  the 
state  court,  that  seem  broad  enough  to  deny 
the  doctrine  of  local  self-government  in  toto, 
but  there  are  other  expressions  Indicating  that 
the  court  had  In  mind  the  distinction  between 
matters  In  which  the  state  at  large  was  Inter- 
ested, and  those  In  which  only  the  people  of 
the  town  were  Interested,  and  Intended  only 
to  deny  the  doctrine  as  applied  to  matters  of 
the  former  kind. 

The  dissenting  opinion  In  the  state  court 
seems  to  take  a  broader  view  of  the  right  of 
local  self-government,  at  least  as  applied  to 
towns  In  Connecticut,  and  to  Include  within 
the  protection  of  the  doctrine  such  matters  as 
that  involved  In  the  action. 

The  doctrine  as  laid  down  In  People  e»  rel. 
Le  Roy  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Rep. 
103,  is  confined  strictly  to  matters  which  re- 
late to  the  private  as  dlstlDgulshed  from  the 
public  functions  of  municipal  corporations. 
Thus,  Its  application  was  denied  by  Davock  v. 
Moore.  105  Mich.  120,  28  L.  R.  A.  783,  63  N. 
W.  424,  to  an  act  to  establish  a  board  of  health 
for  the  city  of  Detroit,  to  be  appointed  by  the 
governor,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
senate,  upon  the  ground  that  the  matter  of 
the  public  health  related  to  the  public  functfons 
of  the  municipality,  and  was  therefore  within 
the  control  of  the  legislature. 

And  People  69  reU  Park  Comrs.  T.  Detroit, 
28  Mich.  228,  15  Am.  Rep.  202,  infra,  concedes 
that  as  to  all  matters  of  general  concern  the 
state  may  exercise  compulsory  authority,  refer- 
ring with  approval  to  People  ex  rel.  Drake  v. 
Mahaney,  18  Mich.  481,  which  upheld  an  act 
that  In  effect  conferred  a  limited  taxing  power 
upon  a  police  board  designated  by  statute. 

But  It  is  held  In  AUor  v.  Wayne  County  Audi- 
tors, 48  Mich.  76,  4  N.  W.  492,  that  no  business 
which  Is  In  its  nature  municipal  can  be  con- 
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trolled  by  state  or  any  other  outside  authorl- 
Ues. 

The  distinction  between  the  public  and  pri- 
vate functions  of  municipalities  In  respect  to 
the  legislative  control  over  them  Is  recognised 
In  many  cases  which  are  cited  under  the  ap- 
propriate subdivisions  In  this  note. 

Louisville  V.  Com.  1  Duv.  295,  85  Am.  Dec. 
624,  Illustrates  the  extent  to  which  this  dis- 
tinction has  been  carried.  It  holds  tbat  the 
property  of  a  municipality  **u8ed  for  carrying 
on  Its  municipal  government"^-e.  o-,  a  court- 
house, prison,  and  the  like — Is  exempt  from 
state  taxation  though  not  expressly  exempted 
by  statute,  upon  the  same  principle  that  prop- 
erty owned  by  the  state  Itself  Is  exempt ;  but 
It  holds  that  property  owned  and  used  by  the 
city  In  Its  social  or  commercial  capacity  as  a 
private  corporation,  and  for  Its  own  profit. — 
such  as  vacant  lots,  market  houses,  fire  engines, 
and  the  like, — Is  subject  to  state  taxation. 

The  distinction  Is  further  explained  and  Il- 
lustrated by  the  case  of  Bailey  v.  New  York,  8 
Hill,  531,  38  Am.  Dec.  669,  which  was  nn  ac- 
tion against  the  dty  of  New  York  for  Injuries 
occasioned  by  negligence  and  unskilfulness  In 
the  construction  of  a  dam  which  was  to  be 
used  In  connection  with  the  water  supply.  The 
opinion  says  that,  In  separating  the  powers 
which  pertain  to  the  public  character  from 
those  which  pertain  to  the  private  character 
of  a  municipal  corporation,  regard  should  be 
had,  not  so  much  to  the  nature  and  character 
of  the  various  powers  conferred,  as  to  the  ob- 
ject and  purpose  of  the  legislature  In  confer- 
ring them.  It  held  that  the  construction  of 
the  dam  In  question  was  for  the  purpose  of 
the  private  advantage  of  the  dty,  and  that, 
therefore,   the  city  was  answerable. 

David  V.  Portland  Water  Committee.  14  Or. 
98,  12  Pac.  174,  infra,  seems  to  make  the  legis- 
lature the  Judge  whether  a  particular  matter 
appertains  to  the  public  or  the  private  side  of 
a  corporation. 

The  application  that  has  been  made  of 
the  doctrine  of  local  self-government,  and 
the  distinction  between  the  public  and  private 
functions  of  municipal  corporations,  and  the 
cases  which  decline  to  accept  such  doctrine 
and  distinction,  are  shown  by  the  citations 
made  under  the  subsequent  divisions  of  this 
note. 

II.  Power  to  impose  hurdens, 
a.  Generally. 

The  question  as  to  the  power  of  the  leglslsr 
ture  to  Impose  burdens  upon  monlclK>alltle8 
without  their  consent  is  dosely  connected  with 
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Mather  ▼.  Crawford,  36  Barb.  564;  Hug- 
gans  v.  RUey,  126  N.  Y.  91,  26  N.  E.  093; 
Com,  T.  Deerfield,  6  Allen,  456. 

The  passage  of  the  public  act  of  May  24, 
1895,  and  the  special  act  of  June  28,  1895, 
by  the  general  assembly,  impaired  the  obli- 
gation of  the  contract  of  the  state  with  the 
Berlin  Iron  Bridge  Company,  and  conse- 
quently those  acts  are  null  and  Toid. 

The  obligations  of  a  contract  are  that  the 
contractor  shall  have  the  right  under  the  law 
to  have  his  contract  enforced  or  performed, 
•  or,  failing  to  have  it  enforced  and  performed, 
he  shall  recover  in  the  courts  of  the  state  the 
full  amount  of  damages  that  he  is  able  to 

grove  he  has  suffered  by  reason  of  broJcing 
le  contract. 

Walker  v.  Whitehead,  16  Wall.  317,  21  L. 
ed.  357 ;  Wolff  v.  New  Orleans,  103  U.  S.  367, 
eub  nom.  United  States  ex  rel.  Wolff  ▼.  New 


Orleans,  26  L.  ed.  399;  Fletcher  t.  Peck,  6 
Cranch,  135,  3  L.  ed.  177;  Sturges  t.  Croum- 
inshield,  4  Wheat  200,  4  L.  ed.  649;  Miller, 
Const.  530,  539,  540. 

The  act  of  May  24,  1895,  provides  a  new 
remedy,  and  limits  the  amount  of  damages 
which  the  Berlin  Iron  Bridge  Company  may 
recover  to  $40,000. 

One  of  the  tests  that  a  contract  haa  been 
impaired  is  that  its  value  has  by  legislation 
been  diminished. 

Planters'  Bank  v.  Sharp,  6  How.  327,  12 
Xi.  ed.  458;  Ogden  v.  Saunders,  12  Wheat. 
320,  6  L.  ed.  606. 

A  legislative  act  equivalent  to  a  contract 
which  is  perfected,  requiring  nothing  fur- 
ther to  be  done  in  order  to  its  entire  comple- 
tion, is  a  contrlEict  executed;  and  whatever 
riehts  are  thereby  created,  a  subsequent  1^ 
islature  cannot  impair. 


the  question  as  to  the  extent  of  the  legislative 
power  of  taxation.  Including  the  apportion- 
ment of  the  burden. 

Some  ol  the  cases  seem  to  hold  that  the 
legislative  power  of  taxation  is  absolute,  or 
subject  only  to  the  limitation  that  It  shall  be 
for  a  purpose  which  the  legislature  deems  for 
the  benefit  of  the  locality  taxed,  and  that  the 
power  to  tax  includes  the  power  to  apportion 
the  burden  of  the  tax.  New  Orleans  v.  Clark, 
96  U.  S.  644.  24  L.  ed.  521 :  Guthrie  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Guthrie,  178  U.  8.  628,  43  L.  ed.  796,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  613 ;  People  ev  rel.  Blanding  v.  Burr, 
18  Cal.  848 ;  SInton  v.  Ashbury,  41  Cal.  680 ; 
Crelghton  v.  San  Francisco  City  &  County 
Supers.  42  Cal.  446 :  State  ex  rel.  Cleveland  v. 
Jersey  City  Bd.  of  Finance  &  Taxation,  88  N. 
J.  L.  250 ;  Guilford  v.  Chenango  County  Supers. 
18  N.  T.  143 :  Thomas  v.  Leiand,  24  Wend.  65 ; 
Davidson  v.  New  York,  27  How.  Pr.  842;  Dar- 
Ungton  V.  New  York.  31  N.  Y.  164,  88  Am.  Dec. 
248:  Gordon  v.  Cornea  47  N.  Y.  608;  People 
69  rel.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Havemeyer,  47 
How.  'Pr.  494 ;  Brewster  v.  Syracuse,  19  N.  Y. 
116 ;  New  York  v.  Tenth  Nat.  Bank,  111  N.  Y. 
446,  18  N.  B.  618;  Sharpless  v.  Philadelphia. 
21  Pa.  147.  69  Am.  Dec.  759:  Philadelphia  v. 
Field,  68  Pa.  820;  Erie  v.  Erie  Canal  Co.  69 
Pa.  174. 

This  position  apparently  denies  the  right  of 
the  municipality  to  determine  even  the  strictly 
local  purposes  for  which  taxes  shall  be  laid, 
and  if  well  taken  it  is  difficult  to  place  any 
limit  on  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  im- 
pose burdens  upon  municipalities,  at  least  so 
long  as  its  exercise  may  be  referred  to  the 
power  of  taxation. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  which  naturally  fall 
under  the  other  subdivisions,  it  has  been  held 
under  the  influence  of  this  principle — 

That  the  legislature  may  constitutionally 
make  cities  liable  for  damages  caused  by  mobs. 
Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Chicago,  81  Fed.  Rep.  317 ; 
Davidson  v.  New  York,  27  How.  Pr.  342 ;  Luke 
V.  Brooklyn.  48  Barb.  64.  Other  cases  to  the 
same  efTect  are  cited  in  a  note  to  Glanfortone 
V.  New  Orleans  (C.  C.  B.  D.  La.)  24  L.  R.  A. 
602. 

The  opinion  In  Davidson  v.  New  York.  27 
How.  Pr.  842,  rests  the  decision  In  that  case 
upon  the  theory  that  the  act  was  a  mere  exer- 
cise of  the  power  of  taxation,  and  that  the 
remedy  by  taxation  provided  by  the  act  was 
exclusive,  and  held  that  If  an  execution  could 
Issue  upon  a  Judgment  recovered  under  the  act, 
ogainst  the  city,  the  act  would  violate  the  con- 
stitutional objection  against  taking  property 
without  due  process  of  law.  The  opinion, 
therefore,  makes  the  power  of  the  legislature 
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to  impose  such  a  burden  upon  the  munJcipality 
dependent  upon  the  manner  in  which  the  power 
is  sought  to  be  exercised,  and.  while  placing 
municipal  corporations  within  the  protection 
of  the  Constitution  so  far  as  their  property  is 
concerned,  leaves  them  subject  to  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  dictate  for  what  purposes 
they  shall  levy  and  raise  taxes. 

The  same  statute  was  involved  in  Darlington 
V.  New  York,  81  N.  Y.  164,  88  Am.  Dec.  248, 
where  it  was  again  upheld,  but  upon  broader 
ground  than  that  taken  in  the  preceding  case. 
The  opinion,  after  showing  that,  so  far  as  the 
act  was  an  exercise  of  the  power  of  taxation.  It 
was  not  within  the  inhibition  against  taking 
property  for  public  use  without  compensation, 
admitted  that  it  could  not  be  referred  soltiy 
to  the  power  of  taxation,  and  that  a 
Judgment  recovered  under  it  might  be  en- 
forced by  execution  against  the  city,  under 
which  its  property  held  for  the  purpose  of  In- 
come or  for  sale,  and  unconnected  with  any  use 
for  the  purpose  of  municipal  government,  might 
be  levied  on  and  sold.  In  answer  to  the  con- 
tention that  this  construction  of  the  statute 
rendered  it  obnoxious  to  such  constitutional 
provision,  the  court  repudiated  the  distinction 
between  the  public  and  the  private  character 
of  municipalities,  and  held  that  such  property 
of  a  municipality  was  not  private  within  the 
sense  of  the  constitutional  provision. 

In  People  ex  rel.  Park  Comrs.  v.  Detroit,  28 
Mich.  228,  16  Am.  Rep.  202.  however,  the  court 
denied  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  compel 
a  municipal  corporation  to  contract  a  debt  for 
local  purposes  against  Its  will.  Justice  Cooley 
in  his  opinion  said :  "The  constitutional 
principle  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law  applies 
to  .  .  .  municipal  corporations  in  their 
privste  capacity  as  well  as  to  corporations  for 
manufacturing  and  commercial  purposes.  And 
when  a  local  convenience  or  need  Is  to  be  sup- 
plied. In  which  the  people  of  the  state  at  larger 
or  any  portion  thereof  outside  the  city  limits, 
are  not  concerned,  the  state  can  no  more  by 
process  of  taxation  take  from  the  individual 
citizens  the  money  to  purchase  it  than  they 
could,  if  it  had  been  procured,  appropriate  It 
to  state  use."  The  opinion  approves  snd  rs- 
afllrms  the  doctrine  laid  down  In  People  ear  rel. 
Le  Roy  v.  Hurlbut.  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Rep. 
103,  of  a  constitutional  guaranty  of  self-gov- 
errment  in  respect  to  purely  local  alTalrs;  and 
It  was  upon  that  principle  that  the  court  In 
efllect  held  that  it  Is  for  the  municipality,  and 
not  for  the  state,  to  determine  for  what  purely 
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Bi8kop'9  Fund  Truateea  ▼.  Rider,  13  Conn. 
94. 

The  state  is  under  the  same  obligation  to 
fulfil  its  contract  that  an  individual  is. 

Com.  ▼.  Proprietors  of  New  Bedford 
Bridge,  2  Gray,  339. 

The  prohibition  of  the  Constitution  em- 
braces all  contracts,  executed  or  executory, 
between  private  individuals,  or  a  state  and 
individufltl,  or  corporations,  or  between  the 
states  themselves. 

Oreen  t.  Biddle,  8  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed.  647; 
Wolff  V.  Vew  Orleans,  103  U.  S.  358,  sub 
nam.  United  States  em  rel.  Wolff  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 26  L.  ed.  306;  Havemeyer  v.  /010a 
County,  3  Wall.  294,  18  L.  ed.  38 ;  Louisiana 
V.  Pilshury,  105  U.  8.  300,  26  L.  ed.  1098. 

Assuming  the  act  to  have  been  void  before 
the  state  made  the  settlement,  the  effect  of 
the  claim  of  the  relator  is  that  the  settle- 


ment gave  validity  to  an  act  that  before  was 
void. 

The  respondent,  being  one  of  the  five 
towns  directly  affected  by  said  act,  has  a  pe- 
cuniary interest  in  the  matter,  and  conse- 
quently has  a  right  to  raise  the  question  of 
the  validity  of  the  acts  of  1895  in  this  action, 
which  is  brought  to  enforce  a  payment  there- 
under. 

The  issue  in  the  case  must  be  made  upon 
the  facts,  rights,  and  duties  of  the  parties  as 
they  existed  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  or,  at  the  latest,  at  the  time 
that  they  are  actually  joined. 

State  em  rel.  Reed  v.  Ramsey,  8  Neb.  286; 
State  em  rel,  Willard  v.  Steams,  11  Neb.  104, 
7  N.  W.  743;  State  em  rel,  Franklin  County 
V.  Cole,  25  Neb.  342,  41  N.  W.  245;  Em  parte 
Candee,  48  Ala.  386;  Day  v.  Callow,  89  Cal. 
693. 


local  matten  the  power  of  taxation  shall  be 
exercised. 

Atkins  V.  Randolph,  81  Yt.  226,  held  ancon- 
■tltutional  a  provision  of  an  act  entitled  **An 
Act  to  Prevent  Traffic  In  Intoxicating  Liquor 
for  the  Purpose  of  Drinking,"  which  author- 
ised an  agent  appointed  by  the  county  com- 
missioner to  purchase  liquors  at  the  expense 
of  the  town  for  which  he  is  appointed,  without 
Its  assent,  either  express  or  implied.  This  de- 
cision rests  upon  the  ground  that,  so  far  as 
a  municipal  corporation  Is  endowed  by  law 
with  the  power  of  contracting,  and  as  such 
Is  made  capable  of  acquiring,  holding,  and  dis- 
posing of  property,  and  subject  to  the  llablll- 
ties  incident  to  the  exercise  of  such  power  and 
capacity.  It  must  stand  on  the  same  ground 
of  exemption  from  legislative  control  and  In- 
terference as  a  private  corporation. 

It  will  be  observed  that  neither  of  the 
latter  two  cases  denies  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  Impose  burdens  upon  municipali- 
ties In  respect  to  matters  which  pertain  to  their 
public,  as  distinguished  from  their  private, 
function  a 

The  following  cases  Involve  matters  of  gen- 
eral, rather  than  purely  local,  concern,  and 
therefore  do  not  trench  upon  the  doctrine  of 
local  self-government. 

The  leglslattfTe  may  require  a  city  to  pay 
ont  of  Its  treasury  the  salary  of  the  stenog- 
rapher of  courts  in  the  city  having  juris- 
diction In  cases  of  felony.  Young  v.  Kansas 
City.  152  Mo.  661,  54  8.  W.  S35. 

The  legislature  may  constitutionally  Impose 
upon  the  city  the  expense  of  renting  and  keep- 
ing a  place  for  holding  court  and  for  the  offices 
of  clerk,  sheriff,  and  Juries  of  the  court.  State 
em  reL  Anil  v.  Field,  110  Mo.  608,  24  8.  W. 
762. 

The  legislature  may  constitutionally  provide 
that  ordinances  relating  to  the  sale  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  In  force  In  a  municipality  annexed 
to  another  city  shall  continue  In  full  force  and 
effect  unless  repealed  In  the  manner  provided 
In  the  act.  Swift  v.  Klein,  163  III.  209,  46  N. 
B.  219. 

The  legislature  may,  In  the  exercise  of  Its 
police  power,  Impose  upon  counties,  cities.  In- 
corporated villages,  or  townships  the  support 
of  paupers.    Fox  v.  Kendall,  07  111.  72. 

Brunswick  v.  Litchfield,  2  Me.  28,  however, 
held  that  if  a  resolution  of  the  legislature  val- 
idating marriages  of  paupers  were  to  be  con- 
strued to  impose  upon  towna  in  which  female 
paupers  had  derived  derivative  settlements  by 
the  marriages  an  obligation  to  pay  for  supplies 
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furnished  them  prior  to  Its  passage.  It  would 
be  unconstitutional. 

The  legislature  may  Impose  upon  towns  the 
debts  of  school  districts  which  have  been  abol- 
ished by  a  previous  statute.  Whitney  v.  Stow, 
111  Mass.  368. 

It  Is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  In 
changing  the  boundaries  of  counties,  towns,  or 
cities,  or  In  annexing  one  to  another,  to  pro- 
vide how  the  property  of  former  corporations 
and  the  burden  of  paying  their  debts  shall  be 
distributed  among  them.  Stone  v.  Charlestown, 
114  Mass.  214. 

The  Illinois  Constitution  of  1848,  art.  9,  |  5. 
provided  that  corporate  authorities  might  be 
vested  with  power  to  assess  and  collect  taxes 
for  corporate  purposes. 

Under  that  proTislon  It  was  held  that  the 
legislature  could  not  without  the  consent  of 
a  municipality,  either  directly  or  Indirectly, 
create  a  debt  or  levy  a  tax  upon  the  municipal- 
ity for  a  purely  local  purpose.  Wider  v.  Bast 
St.  Louis.  56  111.  185 :  Cairo  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Sparta,  77  111.  605 ;  Gaddls  v.  Richland  County, 
02  111.  110. 

Other  cases  decided  under  that  constitutional 
provision  are  cited  In  the  following  subdivision. 

b.  Public  and  guasi-publio  improvements. 

People  em  rel.  Park  Comrs.  v.  Detroit,  28 
Mich.  228,  16  Am.  Rep.  202,  upon  the  ground 
already  explained  (see  supra,  II.  a)  denied  the 
power  of  the  state  legislature  to  compel  a 
municipal  corporation  to  establish  and  pay  for 
city  parks. 

Callam  v.  Saginaw,  60  Mich.  7,  14  N.  W.  677, 
says,  arguendo,  that  the  legislature  cannot 
compel  a  city  to  bear  the  whole  expense  of 
county  buildings. 

Bank  of  Sonoma  County  v.  Fairbanks,  62 
Cal.  106,  which  upheld  an  act  authorizing 
city  authorities  to  purchase  a  park,  said  that 
such  an  act  could  not,  perhaps,  have  been 
made  mandatory. 

Baltimore  v.  Reltz,  50  Md.  674,  however, 
holds  that  the  legislature  had  power  to  pass  a 
mandatory  act  to  compel  municipal  authorities 
to  condemn  and  acquire  a  particular  tract  of 
land  for  park  purposes.  The  court  In  this  case 
seems  to  take  the  view  that  the  matter  pertains 
to  the  public,  rather  than  the  private,  func- 
tions of  the  mnnlclpallty. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  Illinois  Consti- 
tution of  1848,  art.  0,  |  6,  providing  that  cor- 
porate authorities  may  be  vested  with  power 
to  assess  and  collect  taxes  for  corporate  pur- 
poses, it  was  held  that  the  legislature  could 
not  compel  a  municipal  corporation  against  Its 
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If  those  iierU  of  the  acts  of  May  24  and 
June  28,  1895,  which  affect  this  contract^  are 
void,  then  so  much  of  those  acts  as  puts  the 
duty  of  maintenance  on  the  five  towns  is 
void,  because  the  sections  relating  to  the 
contract  are  substantial  and  important  sec- 
tions of  the  acts,  and  if  any  substantial  part 
thereof  falls  the  whole  law  falls. 

Warren  ▼.  Chitrleatoum,  2  Gray,  84;  State 
▼.  Wheeler,  26  Conn.  290;  Pollock  r.  Farm- 
ers' Loan  A  T.  Co.  158  U.  8.  635,  39  L.  ed. 
1125,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  012;  Poindemter  v. 
Greenhow,  114  U.  S.  304,  20  L.  ed.  197,  5 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  903,  962 ;  Bpraigue  ▼.  TKomp- 
eon,  118  U.  S.  04,  30  L.  ed.  116,  6  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  988. 

Said  special  act  of  June  28,  1895,  is  in  vio- 
lation ot  article  14  of  the  Amendments  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and 
of  i  1  of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  this 


state,  because  it  deprives  the  town  of  Glas- 
tonbury and  the  citizens  thereof  of  their 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  and 
also  denies  to  said  town  and  the  citixens 
thereof  equal  rights  with  Uie  citizens  oi 
other  towns  under  the  law. 

The  general  assembly  cannot  make  a  con- 
tract between  two  individuals  or  two  corpo- 
rations without  their  consent.  It  ia  impoc- 
sible  in  the  nature  of  things,  for  the  esaenoa 
of  a  contract  is  the  agreement  of  the  parties. 

Sharplesa  v.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  165,  59 
Am.  Dec.  759;  Botodoinham  v.  Richmottd,  6 
Me.  112,  19  Am.  Dec  197;  Haebrouck  t. 
Milwaukee,  13  Wis.  38,  80  Am.  Dec  718; 
Atkine  v.  Randolph,  31  Vt  236;  Eampahirw 
County  V.  Franklin  County,  16  Mass.  84; 
EUie  V.  MarehaU,  2  Mass.  269,  3  Am.  Dee. 
49. 

Providing  for  public  roads  is  one  of  tha 


own  will  to  issue  bonds  or  Incur  a  debt  for 
a  merely  corporate  purpose,  like  the  creation 
of  a  public  park  or  other  local  Improvement. 
People  ev  rei.  McCagg  v.  Chicago,  51  III.  17.  2 
Am.  Rep.  278 :  Marshall  v.  Silllman,  61  111.  218. 

People  em  rel  Wilson  v.  Salomon,  51  111.  37, 
while  holding  that  several  towns  may  be  united 
in  one  district  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
and  maintaining  a  public  park,  holds  that  the 
power  of  the  legislature  Is  subject  to  the  limi- 
tation that  a  local  burden  of  that  character 
cannot  be  Imposed  upon  the  people  by  the  dis- 
trict so  created  without  their  consent. 

A  mandatory  statute  compelling  a  town  or 
other  municipal  corporation  to  become  a  stock- 
holder In  a  rallrocuS  or  other  corporation  by  ex- 
changing Its  bonds  for  stock,  without  Its  con- 
sent In  any  gWen  way,  Is  unconstitutional. 
People  ea  rel.  Dunkirk,  W.  it  P.  B.  Co.  v. 
Batchellor,  53  N.  T.  128,  IS  Am.  Rep.  480.  This 
decision  rests  upon  the  ground  that  such  pur- 
pose Is  not  solely  public,  but  Is  in  part  private, 
and  that  the  power  of  the  legislature  over 
municipal  corporations  Is  supreme  only  for 
public,  and  not  for  private,  purposes. 

In  reply  to  the  contention  that  the  statute 
In  question  was  but  the  mere  exercise  of  the 
power  of  taxation,  and  that  such  power  might 
be  exercised  upon  the  state  at  large,  or  any  par- 
ticular locality.  In  the  discretion  of  the  legis- 
lature, the  court  said  that  the  act  could  not  be 
maintained  upon  the  taxing  power;  that  a 
municipal  corporation  cannot  be  compelled  to 
embark  In  a  business  of  private  character,  be- 
cause Its  prosecution  by  It  will  probably  or  cer- 
tainly lead  to  Its  taxation  for  the  capital  to  be 
Invested  or  expenses  Incurred  therein. 

Williams  V.  Duanesburgh.  66  N.  T.  129,  while 
holding  under  authority  of  People  ea  rel.  Dun- 
kirk, W.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Batchellor,  68  N.  Y. 
128.  13  Am.  Rep.  480.  that  the  legislature  can- 
not compel  a  municipal  corporation  to  sub- 
scribe for  railroad  stock  and  to  Issue  Its  bonds 
In  payment,  yet  held  that  If  the  bonds  are  Is- 
sued by  the  municipality  without  compulsion  of 
Judicial  process,  they  are  regarded  as  Issued 
voluntarily,  and  are  not  Invalidated  by  the 
compulsory  character  of  the  act. 

The  court  In  Duanesburgh  v.  Jenkins.  67  N. 
T.  177.  which  was  decided  by  the  commission- 
ers of  sppeals, — of  concurrent  jurisdiction  and 
equal  authority  with  the  court  of  appeals, — 
expressed  Its  opinion  that  the  legislature  has 
power  to  compel,  as  well  as  to  authorize,  a 
municipal  corporation  to  aid  In  the  construc- 
tion of  a  railroad,  In  the  construction  of  which. 
In  the  Judgment  of  the  legislature,  it  has  a 
public  interest.  The  opinion  says  with  refer- 
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ence  to  People  em  rel.  Dunkirk,  W.  Ik  P.  B.  Co. 
▼.  Batchellor.  63  N.  T.  128.  13  Am.  Bep.  480. 
that  Its  admission  of  the  competency  of  a 
municipal' corporation  by  Its  own  assent  and 
that  of  a  majority  of  some  sort,  and  with  the 
authority  of  the  legislature,  to  make  snch  a  sab- 
scrlptlon.  Is  Inconsistent  with  Its  dedslm  de- 
nying the  power  of  the  legislature  to  compel 
a  town  to  make  a  subscription  without  Its  aa* 
sent.  The  argumoit  of  the  court  la  that  as 
the  right  of  the  majority  of  a  municipal  com- 
munity to  bind  the  minority  to  a  aubscription 
for  stock  Is  not  inherent,  but  Is  derived  from 
a  grant  ot  the  leglalature,  the  legislature  ntay 
on  the  same  principle  make  the  duty  Impera- 
tive on  both  majority  and  minority,  since  If 
It  may  bind  one  citisen  without  hla  conaent  It 
may  bind  all. 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  reasoning  de- 
nies the  right  of  municipalities  to  self-govern- 
ment In  respect  to  local  matters.  It  Is  traa 
that  whether  the  subscription  Is  made  with  or 
without  the  aasent  of  the  municipal  authorities, 
or  a  majority  of  the  taxpayers  or  citlaena,  a 
burden  Is  Imposed  upon  the  dissenting  cltlsena 
or  taxpayers  without  their  consent,  but  In  one 
case  the  right  of  self-government  Is  preserved, 
and  In  the  other  denied. 

The  opinion  on  this  point  Is  oMter,  since  the 
decision  of  the  case  old  not  necessarily  In- 
volve the  overruling  of  People 'es  rel.  Dunkirk. 
W.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Batchellor,  63  N.  Y.  128, 
IS  Am.  Rep.  480,  and  the  opinion  In  fact 
distinguished  the  case  at  bar  from  that  case. 
The  opinion  was,  however,  alluded  to  In 
Thompson  v.  Perrlne,  108  U.  S.  806,  26  Li.  ed. 
612,  as  being  In  conflict  with  People  em  reU  Dun- 
kirk, W.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Batchellor.  53  N.  T.  128, 
18  Am.  Rep.  480,  and  as  creating  a  doubt  In 
respect  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  com- 
pel a  subscription. 

The  decision  in  People  em  rel,  Dunkirk,  W. 
k  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Batchellor,  63  N.  Y.  128,  18  Am. 
Rep.  480,  admitting  the  power  of  the  leglala- 
ture to  authorise,  but  denying  Its  power  to 
compel,  a  municipal  subscription,  was  reaffirmed 
by  a  majority  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Wll- 
IISTPS  V.  Duanesburgh,  66  N.  Y.  129. 

This  question  is  incidentally  discussed  under 
subd.  II.  d,  infra, 

A  statute  which  requires  a  city  or  town*  U 
It  desires  to  own  Its  own  water  plant  or  sys- 
tem, to  purchase  whatever  plant  or  aystem  la 
owned  or  controlled  by  any  person  or  sorporap> 
tion  under  any  contract  or  franchise  entered 
Into  with  or  granted  by  such  city  or  town.  Is 
In  violation  of  a  constitutional  provision  pro- 
hibiting the  legislature  to  levy  taxes  upon  In- 
habitants or  property  of  a    municipality    fot 
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recognized  functions  of  government,  and  they 
may  be  supported  and  kept  in  repair  by  taxa* 
lion  of  the  state  or  of  the  seyeral  towns,  each 
town  paying  for  the  highway  within  its  lim- 
its. 

The  people  who  are  to  pay  the  taxes  must 
yote  them,  either  directly  or  by  their  legal 
representativee. 

Any  district  of  the  state  which  demands 
taxes  from  the  people  must  be  able  to  show 
due  authority  from  the  state  to  make  the 
demand. 

Cooley,  Taxn.  2d  ed.  243,  324. 

The  power  to  impose  taxes  cannot  be  dele- 
gated to  administrative  or  ministerial  offi- 
cers. 

Cooley,  Taxn.  2d  ed.  61-66. 

It  is  the  settled  custom  and  law  of  this 
state,  and  has  been  so  for  more  than  one 
hundred  years,  to  allow  the  communities  of 


the  state  to  determine  the  character  of  their 
local  improvements,  the  amount  to  be  ex- 
pended thereon,  and  to  lay  a  tax  upon  the 
ratable  estate  of  the  inhabitants  thereof,  to 
raise  the  amount  of  money  needed  therefor. 

The  system  of  local  taxation  under  com- 
pulsion of  the  legislature,  adopted  in  a  few 
of  the  states,  has  not  been  put  in  force  here. 

Cooley,  Taxn.  Ist  ed.  494,  495. 

This  special  act  as  a  law  of  taxation  does 
not  comply  with  the  custom  and  law  of  this 
state,  and  therefore  is  not  a  "due  process  ot 
law,"  and  is  null  and  void. 

Weimer  v.  Bunbury,  30  Mich.  202 ;  David- 
aon  ▼.  New  Orlean;  96  U.  S.  102,  24  L.  ed. 
618. 

Said  act  does  not  accord  equal  rights  to 
the  citizens  of  said  Glastonbury,  because  by 
the  settled  custom  and  law  of  this  state 
communities  are  entitled  to  vote  their  own 


monldpal  purposes;  Helena  Conaol.  Water  Co. 
V.  Steele,  20  Mont.  1,  87  L.  R.  A.  412,  49  Pac. 
882.  The  opinion  recognizes  the  distinction 
between  private  and  public  duties,  and 
holds  that  the  purchase  of  a  water  plant 
relates  to  the  private,  as  distinguished 
from  the  public  or  governmental,  functions  of 
the  municipality. 

The  legislature  cannot  deprive  the  city  coun- 
etl  or  other  legislative  body  of  all  discretion 
with  respect  to  a  local  improvement  within 
the  limits  of  a  city,  when  by  the  charter  the 
matter  of  such  improvements  is  confined  to  the 
lodgment  and  discretion  of  that  local  body. 
People  V.  Lynch,  61  Cal.  15,  21  Am.  Rep.  677. 

This  decision  rests  upon  the  following  reason- 
ing :  The  proTislon  of  the  Constitution  requir- 
ing the  legislature  to  provide  for  the  organiza- 
tion of  cities  and  Incorporated  villages,  and 
the  Drovision  that  each  town  or  city  and  in- 
corporated village  shall  make  provision  for  the 
support  of  Its  own  officers,  subject  to  such  re- 
strictions and  regulations  as  the  legislature 
may  prescribe,  contemplate  cities  and  villages 
having  the  essential  features  of  American  cities 
and  villages.  The.  very  Idea  of  an  American 
city  or  village  Involves  the  idea  of  local  self- 
government,  of  local  officers  selected  by  the 
inhabitants  and  reflecting  the  wants  and  wishes 
of  the  Inhabitants,  and  that  such  officers  shall 
exercise  their  own  Judgment  in  respect  to  the 
Internal  alfairs  committed  to  their  charge  by 
the  laws  of  their  creation.  The  case  substan- 
tially follows  the  reasoning  of  People  ew  rel. 
Park  Comrs.  v.  Detroit,  28  Hlch.  228,  15  Am. 
Bep.  202. 

The  opinion  says  with  reference  to  Sinton  v. 
Ashbury,  41  Cal.  530,  infra,  that  it  seems  to  have 
been  conceded  by  counsel  in  that  case  that  the 
legislature  had  power  by  special  act  to  direct 
and  control  the  disposition  of  the  funds  or 
property  of  a  municipal  corporation  for  a  muni- 
cipal purpose. 

With  reference  to  People  oar  rel.  Blanding  v. 
Bnrr,  13  Cal.  848,  infra.  It  says :  **The  court  does 
not  seem  to  have  addressed  Itself  to  the  broader 
question  which  has  now  been  considered,  and 
which  may  be  stated  thus :  Do  the  constitution- 
al provision^  which  require  the  establishment  of 
cities  and  incorporated  villages,  construed  In 
the  light  of  the  history  of  such  municipalities 
and  the  traditions  of  our  people,  restrict  the 
general  powers  of  the  state  legislature  so  that 
they  can  neither  compel  a  city  to  create  a  debt 
or  levy  a  tax  for  a  particular  city  purpose,  nor 
directly  Intervene  to  levy  an  assessment  on  the 
property  of  the  whole  body,  or  a  portion  of  the 
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citizens,  for  a  particular  municipal  improve- 
ment ?" 

It  also  points  out  that  the  broader  ques- 
tion above  quoted  was  not  considered  In  Guil- 
ford V.  Chenango  County  Supers.  18  N.  T. 
148 ;  but  that  the  court  In  that  case  merely  held 
that  none  of  the  constitutional  provisions  re- 
lied on  by  counsel  were  violated  by  the  act  In 
question. 

The  six  cases  next  cited  do  not  trench  upon 
the  principle  of  local  self-government,  since 
they  proceed  on  the  theory  that  the  matters 
involved  pertain  to  the  public  side  of  the  muni- 
cipality, in  respect  to  which  It  is  a  mere  agency 
of  government  for  the  state. 

The  legislature,  having  determined  that  the 
Intersection  of  two  railways  with  a  highway 
In  a  cUy  at  grade  is  a  nuisance  dangerous  to 
life.  In  the  absence  of  action  on  the  part  either 
of  the  city  or  the  railroads,  may  compel  them 
severally  to  become  the  owners  of  the  right 
to  lay  out  new  highways  and  new  railways 
over  such  land  and  in  such  manner  as  will  sep- 
arate the  grade  of  the  railways  from  that  of 
the  highways;  may  compel  them  to  use  the 
right  for  the  accomplishment  of  the  desired 
end ;  and  may  determine  that  the  expense  shall 
be  paid  by  either  corporation  alone,  or  In  part 
by  both.  Woodruff  v.  Catlin,  54  Conn.  277,  6 
Atl.  849. 

Pumphrey  v.  Baltimore,  47  Md.  145,  28  Am. 
Rep.  446.  while  admitting  that  the  power  of 
the  legislature  over  municipal  corporations  Is 
not  absolute  or  unlimited,  upholds  the  constitu- 
tionality of  a  mandatory  act  requiring  a  city 
to  take  charge  of  and  nuilntaln  as  a  public 
highway  a  certain  bridge  within  the  city.  The 
opinion  says  that  the  duty  is  one  falling  within 
the  ordirary  functions  of  municipal  govern- 
ment. 

People  e»  rel.  McLean  v.  Flagg.  46  N.  Y.  401, 
upholds  the  constitutionality  of  an  act  which 
required  a  town  to  issue  bonds  and  use  the 
proceeds  in  the  improvement  of  highways.  This 
decision  was  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  mat- 
ter related  to  a  public  duty,  and  the  court  says 
if  the  object  of  the  expenditure  were  private, 
or  if  the  money  to  be  raised  were  directed  to 
be  paid  to  a  private  corporation  authorized  to 
use  the  Improvements  for  private  gain,  the 
question  would  be  different. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  require  a  city 
without  its  consent  to  incur  a  debt  for  the  ac- 
quisition of  public  bridges  and  ferries.  Simon 
V.  Northrup,  27  Or.  487,  80  L.  R.  A.  171,  40 
Pac.  660.  The  opinion  refers  to  People  ew  rel. 
Park  Comrs.  v.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228,  15  Am. 
Itep.  202,  and  other  cases  of  that  kind,  and  says 
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taxes  for  local  improyementa,  determine  the 
amount  of  those  tazesi  and  how  the  money 
shall  be  expended. 

Pollock  V.  Farmers^  Loan  d  T.  Co,  167  U. 
S.  554,  39  L.  ed.  800,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  673; 
M'Cullooh  y.  Maryland,  4  Wheat  428,  4  L. 
ed.  606. 

The  act  compels  the  citizens  of  Glaston- 
bury to  pay  for  the  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  a  highway  and  bridges  that  are 
wholly  outside  of  the  limits  of  that  town. 
•  Manifest  injustice  found  in  a  legislatiye 
act  can  be  corrected. 

Washington  Avenue,  69  Pa.  352,  8  Am. 
Rep.  255;  Hammett  y.  Philadelphia,  65  Pa. 
155,  3  Am.  Rep.  615;  People  ew  rel.  Park 
Oomra.  y.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228,  15  Am.  Rep. 
202;  People  ex  rel,  McCagg  y.  Chicago,  51 
111.  17,  2  Am.  Rep.  278;  Lovingaton  y.  Wider, 
53  HI.  302;  People  em  rel.  Wider  y.  Canty, 


56  ni.  33;  Wider  y.  Eaet  8t.  Louis,  65  m. 
133;  Gage  y.  Graham,  57  111.  144;  East  St. 
Louie  y.  Witts,  59  111.  155;  MarshaU  y.  SiUi- 
man,  61  111.  218;  Cairo  d  Bt.  L.  R.  Co.  y. 
Sparta,  77  111.  505;  Bamee  y.  Laoon,  84  IlL 
461. 

A  statute  empowering  the  authorities  of  a 
city  to  construct  sidewalks  and  make  local 
assessments  on  the  property  fronting  the 
same,  "for  so  much  of  the  expense  thereof  as 
they  shall  deem  just  and  equitable,"  is  un- 
constitutional in  that  there  is  no  fixed,  cer- 
tain, and  legal  standard  of  assessment. 

Bamea  y.  Dyer,  56  Vt.  469;  Providence 
Bank  y.  BiUinga,  4  Pet  662,  7  L.  ed.  966; 
People  em  rel.  Griffin  y.  Brooklyn,  4  N.  Y. 
426,  56  Am.  Deo.  266;  Allen  y.  Drew,  44  Vt 
174. 

The  Connecticut  riyer  at  the  place  where 
the  highway  and  bridge  referred  to  in  theee 


that  they  hold,  and  perhaps  properly,  that  a 
mnnicipal  corporation  cannot  be  burdened  with 
a  debt  without  Its  consent  for  a  matter  of  local, 
as  distinguished  from  state,  concern.  It  says, 
howeyer,  that  It  Is  substantially  a^eed  that 
when  the  debt  or  liability  Is  to  be  incurred  In 
the  discharge  of  some  duty  which  Is  Imposed 
upon  the  municipality  exclusively  for  public 
purposes,  and  In  the  performance  of  which  the 
general  public,  as  dlstlnpilshed  from  the  In- 
habitants of  the  particular  municipality,  haye 
an  Interest,  It  Is  within  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  compel  It  to  perform  such  duty  and 
Incur  a  debt  therefor.  It  further  held  that  the 
bridges  ssd  ferries  referred  to  in  the  act,  when 
acquired,  would  belong  to  the  city  In  Its  pub- 
lic or  governmental  character,  and  that  In  ac- 
quiring them  It  but  discharged  a  public  or  state 
duty  which  it  wns  entirely  proper  for  the  legis- 
lature to  Impose  upon  It. 

Kimball  y.  Mobile  County,  3  Woods,  555,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,774,  upholds  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  compel  a  county  against  Its  will 
to  levy  and  collect  a  tax  for  the  Improvement 
of  a  river  or  harbor  within  the  county  limits, 
and  In  which  the  county  Is  vitally  interested, 
although  other  counties,  and  the  state  at  large, 
may  also  derive  benefit  from  the  Improvement. 
The  court  says  It  may  be  conceded  that  the 
legislature  has  no  power  against  the  will  of 
a  municipal  corporation  to  compel  It  to  con- 
tract debts  for  local  purposes  in  which  the 
state  has  no  concern. 

Prince  v.  Crocker,  166  Mass.  847,  82  L.  R.  A. 
610,  44  N.  B.  446,  held  that  as  to  roads  of  all 
kinds,  and  bridges  and  sewers,  the  legislature  may 
prescribe  what  shall  be  done,  and  require  cities 
and  towns  to  bear  the  expense  to  such  an  ex- 
tent and  in  such  proportion  as  It  may  deter- 
mine. 

So,  also,  the  principal  case  upheld  a  statute 
which  erected  several  towns  into  a  district  for 
road  and  bridge  purposes,  and  compelled  the 
town  In  whose  behalf  the  action  was  brought 
to  contribute  to  the  cost  of  maintaining  a  high- 
way and  bridge  wholly  outside  of  Its  territorial 
bounds.  The  United  States  Supreme  Court  In 
aflirming  that  decision  in  Williams  v.  Eggleston, 
170  U.  S.  804,  42  L.  ed.  1047,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
617,  held  that  neither  the  constitutional  guar- 
anty of  equal  protection,  nor  that  of  due  pro- 
cess of  law,  was  violated  by  the  statute. 

The  four  cases  next  cited,  however,  seem  to 
rest  upon  the  theory  that  the  legislature's 
power  of  taxation  and  apportionment  Is  ab- 
solute, and  therefore  in  efTect  deny  the  right 
of  local  self-government  In  respect  to  taxation 
for  municipal  purposes. 
48L.R.A. 


Thomas  v.  Leland,  24  Wend.  65,  upholds 
the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  levying  a  tax 
upon  the  owners  of  real  estate  In  a  city  to 
pay  the  extraordinary  expense  of  the  termina- 
tion of  a  canal  at  the  city.  Instead  of  at  the 
place  originally  contemplated.  The  decision  is 
uipon  the  ground  that  the  statute  was  an  exer- 
cise of  the  taxing  power,  and  therefore  not 
obnoxious  to  the  objection  thst  It  took  the  In- 
dividual taxpayers'  property  without  compensa- 
tion. In  this  case  several  private  Indiyldaals 
had  previously  entered  into  a  bond  to  pay  the 
extra  expense,  and  the  statute  operated  to  re- 
lieve them,  but  the  court  held  that  that  fact 
did  not  affect  the  question. 

Gordon  v.  Cornes,  47  N.  Y.  608,  upheld  the 
constitutionality  of  an  act  which  empowered 
the  trustees  of  a  vlllsge  to  raise  money  for  a 
state  normal  school.  It  was  urged  that  the  In- 
stitution for  which  the  money  was  to  be  raised 
was  not  a  local  one,  but  was  for  the  equal  bene- 
fit of  the  whole  state,  and  that  the  assessment 
ought  to  be  imposed  with  equality  upon  all 
the  property  within  the  state.  The  court  said, 
however,  that  the  power  of  apportionment  w^aa 
included  In  the  power  to  impose  taxes  yested 
In  the  legislature,  and  in  the  absence  of  any 
constitutional  restraint  the  exercise  of  It  oonld 
not  be  reviewed  by  the  courts. 

People  em  reL  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Havemeyer,  47  How.  Pr.  494,  upheld  the  con- 
stitutionality of  an  act  which  Imposed  upon  the 
city  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  work  of 
changing  the  mode  of  construction  of  railroad 
tracks  in  a  city  street,  and  directed  that  when 
the  expenditure  had  been  made  the  comptrol- 
ler of  the  city  should  draw  his  warrant  upon 
the  treasury  for  the  city's  proportion  of  the 
cost,  and  that  the  amount  thereof  Shonld  be 
raised  by  taxation.  The  court  said  that  eyoi 
If  the  tax  were  to  be  deemed  for  the  benefit  of 
the  railroad  company  the  act  would  not,  there- 
fore, be  unconstitutional,  since  there  waa  no 
such  limitation  upon  the  taxing  power  of  the 
legislature. 

Ihe  legislature  has  power  to  appoint  com- 
missioners to  build  a  free  bridge  over  a  river 
within  the  city,  to  create  a  loan  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  to  require  the  municipal  authorities 
of  the  city  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the 
loan.  Philadelphia  v.  Field,  58  Pa.  820.  The 
statute  In  question  seems  to  be  referred  to  the 
taxing  power  of  the  legislature. 

Brie  V.  Erie  Canal  Co.  59  Pa.  174,  while  de- 
nying the  power  of  the  legislature  to  compel 
a  quasi-public  corporation,  like  a  canal  com- 
pany, to  rebuild  and  repair  brldgea  oyer  Its 
canals,  held  that  It  might  compel  a  municipal 
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acts  cross  it  is  a  navigable  river,  and  is  not 
located  within  the  limits  of  the  town.  A 
bridge  spanning  that  river  would  be  a  struc- 
ture for  the  benefit  of  the  general  public,  and 
being  such  a  public  work,  the  expense  of 
construction  cannot  legally  be  put  on  the 
towns  named  in  these  acts,  but  the  expense 
should  be  borne  by  the  state. 

Adams  v.  Pease,  2  Ck>nn.  481 ;  Middletaum 
▼.  Sage,  8  Conn.  221;  Chapman  v.  Kimball, 
9  Ck>nn.  38,  21  Am.  Dec.  707. 

Messrs.  LeiHa  Sperry,  George  P.  Mo- 
Isesukf  and  Austin  Bralnard*  for  appel- 
lees: 

The  general  assembly  has  the  power  to  es- 
tablish a  bridge  or  highway  district,  and 
place  the  burden  of  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  a  highway  or  bridge  upon 
the  towns  or  localities  included  in  said  dis- 
trict. 


Free  highways  and  bridges  are  constructed 
and  maintained  for  the  benefit  of  the  public. 
It  is  impossible  to  apportion  the  expense 
equally  among  the  individuals  that  may  use 
them.  Whether  the  state,  or  Hartford  coun- 
ty, or  the  five  towns,  or  one  town,  is  com- 
I>elled  to  pay  for  the  bridge  and  causeways 
in  question,  is  unimportant. 

Oranby  v.  Thurston,  23  Ck)nn.  416;  Ston- 
ington  v.  State,  31  Conn.  214;  Abendroth  v. 
Ch-eenwich,  29  Conn.  362;  Webster  v.  Ear- 
tDtnton,  32  Conn.  131;  State  ew  rel,  Coe  v. 
Fyler,  48  Conn.  158;  Tumey  v.  Bridgeport, 
55  Conn.  414,  12  Atl.  520;  Dailey  v.  New 
Haven,  60  Conn.  320,  14  L.  R.  A.  69,  22  Atl. 
945;  Chidsey  v.  Canton,  17  Conn.  478;  Mow- 
er V.  Leicester,  9  Mass.  247,  6  Am.  Dec  63 ; 
Reed  v.  Belfast,  20  Me.  246;  Burn,  Justice 
of  the  Peace,  164. 

The  power  of  the  general  assembly  to  es- 


corporatlon   to   construct   and   keep   in   repair 
bridges  within  Its  bounds. 

It  would  seem  that  the  declslouB  In  the  latter 
two  cases  might  be  upheld  without  denying 
the  right  of  self -government  In  respect  to  taxa- 
tion for  purely  local  purposes,  since  the  mat- 
ters Involved  are  of  public  concern,  and  there- 
fore in  any  event  within  the  control  of  the 
legislature:  but  the  opinions  evidently  pro- 
ceed upon  the  theory  of  unlimited  control  in 
the  legislature  without  any  distinction  between 
public  and  private  mattera 

e.  CompeUing  payment  of  non-legal   demands. 

It  haa  been  frequently  held  that  the  legisla- 
ture may  require  a  municipality  to  pay  a  claim 
which  is  just  and  equitable,  but  not  legally  en- 
forceable. 

Thus :  It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
Impose  upon  a  dty  the  payment  of  claims  just 
In  themselves,  for  which  an  equivalent  has  been 
received,  but  which,  from  some  Irregularity  or 
omission  in  the  proceedings  creating  them, 
cannot  be  enforced  at  law.  New  Orleans  v. 
Clark,  95  U.  S.  644,  24  L.  ed.  521.  The  opin- 
ion aays:  "The  power  of  taxation  which  the 
legislature  of  a  state  possesses  may  be  exer- 
cised to  any  extent  upon  property  within  Its 
jurisdiction,  except  as  specially  restrained  by 
Its  own  or  the  Federal  Constitution ;  and  its 
power  of  appropriation  of  the  moneys  raised  Is 
equally  unlimited.  It  may  appropriate  them 
for  any  purpose  which  It  may  regard  as  cal- 
culated to  promote  the  public  good.  .  .  . 
The  power  which  it  may  thus  exercise  over  the 
revenues  of  the  state  it  may  exercise  over  the 
revenues  of  a  city  for  any  purpose  connected, 
witb  Ita  present  or  past  condition,  except  as 
such  revenues  may,  by  the  law  creating  them, 
be  devoted  to  special  uses;  and  in  imposing  a 
tax  It  may  prescribe  the  municipal  purpose 
for  which  the  moneys  raised  sball  be  applied. 

.  .  .  In  directing,  therefore,  a  particular 
tax  t>y  such  corporation,  and  the  appropriation 
of  the  proceeds  to  some  special  municipal  pur- 
pose, the  legislature  only  exercises  a  power 
through  Its  subordinate  agent  which  it  could 
exercise  directly;  and  it  does  this  only  in  an- 
other way  when  It  directs  such  corporation  to 
assume  and  pay  a  particular  claim  not  legally 
b'nding  for  want  of  some  formality  In  its 
creation,  but  for  which  the  corporation  has  re- 
ceived an  equivalent.'* 

Guthrie  Nat.    Bank   v.   Guthrie,   173   U.    S. 
628,  43  L.  ed.  706,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  513,  holds 
^    that  the  territorial  legislature  of  Oklahoma  has 
'     power  to  create  a  special  tribunal  for  hearing 
t     mnA   deciding  upon   claims  against  a   munici- 
pal corporation  which  had  no  legal  obligation, 
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but  which  the  legislature  thinks  had  sufficient 
equity  to  make  It  proper  to  provide  for  tbeir 
Investigation  and  payment  when  found  proper. 
ThlB  decision  rests  upon  the  same  ground  as 
that  In  the  preceding  case.  The  opinion  says 
that  the  legislature  might  have  decided  the 
facts  for  Itself,  but,  instead  of  that,  appointed 
a  tribunal. 

The  legislature  may  require  the  payment  by 
a  municipal  corporation  of  claims  invalid  in 
the  forum  of  the  law,  but  equitable  and  just  in 
themselves.  People  esf  rel  Blandlng  v.  Burr, 
13  Cal.  843. 

The  act  Involved  In  that  case  provided  for 
the  issuance  of  bonds  to  the  holders  of  the 
claima  and  directed  a  levy  of  an  annual  tax 
for  the  payment  of  interest  and  the  creation 
of  a  sinking  fund.  The  opinion,  which  was  by 
Field.  J.,  held  that  the  direction  to  levy  the 
tax  was  a  legitimate  exercise  of  the  taxing 
power  of  the  legislature. 

The  legislature  has  the  constitutional  power 
to  direct  and  control  the  affairs  and  property 
of  a  municipal  corporation  for  municipal  pur- 
posea  provided  it  does  not  impair  the  obliga- 
tion of  contracts,  and  by  appropriate  legisla- 
tion may  so  control  Its  affairs  as  ultimately  to 
compel  it,  out  of  the  funds  in  its  treasury,  or 
by  taxation  to  be  Imposed  for  the  purpose,  to 
pay  a  demand,  when  properly  established,  which 
In  good  conscience  it  ought  to  pay,  even  though 
there  be  no  legal  liability  to  pay  it.  Sinton  v. 
Ashbury,  41  Cal.  625. 

The  legislature  may  compel  a  dty  to  pay  a 
claim  equitably  doe  to  a  contractor  on  account 
of  a  street  improvement,  although  It  was  not 
legally  enforceable.  Crelghton  v.  San  Francis- 
co City  &  County  Supers.  42  Cal.  446. 

The  legislature  may,  in  strict  conformity 
with  Its  constitutional  powers  and  duties,  recog- 
nise a  moral  obligation  of  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion as  the  sole  basis  for  the  Imposition  of 
taxes.     Seals  v.  Amador  County,  85  Cal.  624. 

The  authority  of  these  California  cases  has 
been  weakened,  if  they  have  not  been  entirely 
overruled,  by  People  v.  Lynch,  61  Cal.  16, 
21  Am.  Rep.  677,  8upra,  II.  b. 

It  is  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
relieve  from  the  consequences  of  noncompliance 
with  the  formalities  prescribed  by  a  city  char- 
ter in  respect  to  city  contract^  and  give  con- 
tractors their  equitable  right  to  compensation 
for  services  rendered  and  materials  furnished 
In  good  faith  for  the  public  benefit  under  a 
contract  in  respect  to  which  the  formalities  re- 
quired by  the  charter  have  not  been  observed. 
State  e^  rel.  Cleveland  v.  Jersey  City  Bd.  of  Fin- 
ance ft  Taxation,  88  N.  J.  L.  25». 


474 


COHNBCnCUT  SUFSBKI  COUBT  OF  EBBOBft. 


Jinn» 


tablish  a  bridge  district  without  regard  to 
municipal  or  political  subdiyisions,  and 
place  tne  burden  of  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  bridge  upon  such  district^ 
in  such  proportions  and  in  such  manner  as 
the  general  assembly  may  provide,  cannot  be 
questioned. 

Desty,  Taxn.  Sth  ed.  276,  279,  286;  Luehr- 
man  v.  Shelby  County  Tawing  Diat.  2  Lea, 
425;  Bowles  v.  Biate,  37  Ohio  St  36;  Shaw 
y.  Dennis,  10  111.  416;  Malohus  ▼.  District  of 
Highlands,  4  Bush,  647;  Shelby  County 
Judge  y.  Shelby  R.  Co,  6  Bush,  225;  People 
00  rel.  MoSpedon  v.  Haws,  34  Barb.  60;  Peo- 
ple V.  Central  P,  R.  Co.  43  Cal.  398;  PeopU 
ea  rel.  Griffin  y.  Brooklyn,  4  N.  Y.  419,  66 
Am.  Dec.  266;  Parker  t.  Challisa,  9  Kan. 
155. 

The  power  to  determine  what  shall  be  the 
taxing  district  for  any  particular  burden  is 


purely  a  l^slatiye  power,  subject  to  be 
trolled  only  by  constitutional  provisions. 

Desty,  Taxn.  276;  People  em  rel.  Oriffin  t. 
Br<Mklyn,  4  N.  Y.  419,  55  Am.  Dec  266; 
Shaio  V.  Dennis,  10  111.  416;  Conwell  v.  Con- 
nersville,  8  Ind.  358;  Challiss  v.  Parker,  II 
Kan.  394;  Bingham  d  Q.  Bridge  d  Tump. 
Corp.  y.  Norfolk  County,  6  Allen,  353;  Mal- 
ohus v.  District  of  Highlands,  4  Bush,  647; 
Philadelphia  v.  Field,  58  Pa.  320;  Langhoma 
v.  Robinson,  20  Gratt.  661. 

The  l^islature  judges  finally  and  oonda- 
sively  upon  all  questions  of  policy,  as  upon 
all  questions  of  fact,  involved  in  the  deter- 
mination of  a  taxing  district 

JAtehfield  v.  Vernon,  41  N.  Y.  133. 

Courts  are  without  power  to  interfere 
with  the  legislative  discretion,  however  er- 
roneous it  may  be. 

Soovill  V.  Cleveland,  1  Ohio  St  138;  <7or- 


Munlclpal  corporations,  befn?  creatures  of 
the  legislative  power,  and  subordinate  parts  of 
the  government  of  the  sUte,  are  subject  to  the 
legislative  will  to  the  extent  that  It  may  pro- 
vide for  the  appointment  of  a  tribunal  for  the 
adjustment  of  claims  against  them  without  a 
Jury  trial.     Tbid. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  arrest  work 
done  upon  a  city  reservoir,  which  Is  being  done 
partly  under  contract  and  partly  outside  of  the 
contract  without  legal  authority,  and  compel 
a  settlement,  and  may  also  declare  what  shall 
be  the  equitable  terms  of  the  settlement,  even 
to  the  extent  of  declaring  that  the  contractor 
shall  not  be  charged  with  overpayments  If  any 
such  have  been  made.    Ibid. 

State  em  rel.  Hemandes  v.  Flanders,  24  La. 
Ann.  57,  upheld  the  validity  of  an  act  direct- 
ing a  city  to  Include  In  Its  funded  debt  ail  regis- 
tered cert  ill ca tea  owned  by  bona  fide  purchasers. 
The  certificate  In  question  In  this  case  was 
originally  unauthorized  because  In  the  nature  of 
a  gratuity.  The  court  said :  **A  municipal  cor- 
poration Is  created    for    a    political    purpose. 

.  .  .  It  Is  Invested  with  subordinate  leg- 
islative powers,  to  be  exercised  for  local  pur- 
poses connected  with  the  public  good,  and  Is 
subject    to    the    control    of    the    legislature. 

.  .  .  When  It  holds  specific  property  for 
municipal  purposea  that  property  Is  said  by 
some  to  be  Invested  with  the  security  of  prl- 
yate  rights,  but  In  most  other  respects  the  state 
through  the  legislature  has  full  control." 

Guilford  V.  Chenango  County  Supers.  18  N. 
Y.  148.  upheld  the  constitutionality  of  an  act 
directing  the  board  of  superrlsors  to  assess  and 
collect  from  the  taxable  property  of  a  town  an 
amount  sufficient  to  pay  a  claim  which  was  un- 
enforceable at  law,  and  which  had  been  re- 
jected by  the  voters  of  the  town.  This  decision 
rests  upon  the  ground  that  the  act  was  an  ex- 
ercise of  the  taxing  power.  The  court  said: 
The  legislature  Is  not  confined  In  Its  appropria- 
tion of  the  public  moneys,  or  the  sums  to  be 
raised  by  taxation.  In  favor  of  indlviduala  to 
cases  in  which  a  legal  demand  exists  against  the 
state,  and  it  can  recognize  claims  founded 
In  equity  and  Justice  in  the  largest  sense  of 
those  terms,  or  In  gratitude  or  charity.  In- 
dependently of  express  constitutional  restrict 
tlons.  It  can  make  appropriations  of  money 
whenever  the  public  well-being  requires  or  will 
be  promoted  by  it,  and  It  Is  the  Judge  of  what 
Is  for  the  public  good.  It  can.  moreover,  under 
the  power  to  levy  taxes,  apportion  the  public 
burden  among  all  the  taxpaylng  citizens  of  the 
state,  or  among  those  of  a  particular  section 
or  political  division.  It  is  well  settled  that  the 
authority  to  raise  money  by  the  exercise  of  the 
48  L.  R.  A. 


taxing  power  Is  not  In  conflict  with  the  con- 
stitutional provisions  protecting  private  prop- 
erty from  seisure. 

The  legislature  may  authorise  the  levy  of  a 
tax  to  pay  a  sewer  contractor  an  addition 
to  the  contract  price,  which  the  corporation 
was  forbidden  by  Its  charter  to  pay.  Brewster 
V.  Syracuse,  10  N.  Y.  116. 

Municipal  corporations  are  the  creatarea  o( 
the  state,  and  exist  and  act  In  subordination  to 
Its  sovereign  power.  The  legislature  may  de- 
termine what  moneys  they  may  raise  and  ex- 
pend, and  what  taxation  for  municipal  parpoaes 
may  be  Imposed  :  and  It  does  not  exceed  Its  con- 
stitutional authority  when  It  compels  a  monl- 
clpal  corporation  to  pay  a  debt  which  has  eoaia 
meritorious  basis  to  rest  on.  New  York  y. 
Tenth  Nat.  Bank,  111  N.Y.  446,  18  N.  B. 
618. 

In  this  case  an  act  requiring  the  comptroller 
of  the  city  of  New  York  to  pay  back  to  va- 
rious banks  moneys  which  had  been  advanced 
by  them  for  the  use  of  any  of  the  departments 
or  commissioners  of  the  city  or  county  waa  held 
to  be  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power,  al- 
though the  advances  In  question  were  unaiithor> 
Ised,  and  part  of  them  were  misappropriated 
by  conspirators,  some  of  whom  were  directors 
of  the  bank. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  provIAa  for 
the  Issuance  of  bonds  by  a  municipality  to  pay 
an  assessment  against  the  town  for  Its  share 
of  the  cost  of  the  construction  of  a  hlgrhway, 
notwithstanding  that  the  act  providing  for  the 
construction  of  the  highway  and  the  assess- 
ment of  a  portion  of  the  expense  sgalnst  the 
town  waa  unconstitutional,  the  highway  hav- 
ing been  laid  out  In  the  meantlma  Knapp  v. 
Newtown,  1  Hun,  268. 

Hoagland  v.  Sacramento,  62  Cal.  142,  while 
admitting  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  fur- 
nish a  remedy  or  remove  an  Impediment  pre- 
venting the  enforcement  of  a  legal  or  equitable 
right  or  duty  already  existing,  denied  Its  right 
to  compel  a  city  to  pay  a  claim  which  It  waa 
under  no  legal  or  moral  obligation  to  pay.  The 
distinction  Is  between  recognizing  an  existing 
claim  which  has  a  moral  basis  but  Is  not  legally 
enforceable,  and  creating  a  dalm  prevlooaly 
nonexistent. 

So,  also,  the  opinion  In  Outhrle  Nat.  Bank  ▼. 
Guthrie,  178  U.  S.  528,  48  L.  ed.  796,  19  Sap. 
Ct  Bcp.  BIS,  supra,  said :  "It  Is  not  necessary 
to  say  In  this  case  that  the  legislature  had  the 
power  to  donate  the  funds  of  the  municipality 
for  purposes  of  charity  alone." 

The  legislature  may  require  a  municipal  eor- 
poratlon  to  audit  and  allow  a  Judgment  pra- 


laoo. 


Stats  «v  rel.  Bulkblst  t.  Wiluams, 
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ion  ▼.  Cornea,  47  N.  Y.  611  j  Allen  r.  Drew, 
44  Vt.  187;  Alcorn  v.  Earner,  88  Miss.  652; 
Arhegust  ▼.  Loi«t«inlte,  2  Bush,  271. 

The  power  of  apportionment  ii  included  in 
the  power  to  impose  taxes,  and  is  yested  in 
the  legislature. 

Gordon  v.  Cornea,  47  N.  Y.  608. 

Making  and  improving  the  public  high- 
ways, and  the  imposition  of  taxes,  are 
among  the  ordinarr  subjects  of  legislation. 

People  ew  rel.  MoLean  r.  Flagg,  46  N.  Y. 
406;  Eaet  Portland  v.  Multnomah  County,  6 
Or.  62;  NorvHoh  t.  Hampshire  County 
Comre.  13  Pick.  62. 

The  power  of  the  general  assembly  to  form 
a  bridge  district  like  the  one  in  question,  and 
to  provide  for  the  issue  and  payment  of 
bonds  for  the  construction  of  a  public 
bridge,  is  in  no  way  limited  by  the  Federal 
or  the  state  Constitution.    The  legislature 


is  the  sole  judge  of  benefits  and  SMessmenta 
and  methods  of  payment. 

Desty,  Taxn.  280;  People  ew  rel.  MoLean 
y.  Ftbgg,  46  1^.  Y.  406;  Williama  v.  Cam- 
mack,  27  Miss.  210,  61  Am.  Dec.  508;  Alcorn 
V.  Hamer,  38  Miss.  652;  Daily  v.  Swope,  47 
Miss.  307 ;  Slack  y.  Mayeville  d  L.  R.  Co.  13 
B.  Mon.  28;  State  ex  rel.  Farren  v.  8t. 
Louie,  62  Mo.  244 ;  TaVbot  County  Comra.  ▼. 
Queen  Anne  County  Comra.  50  Md.  245; 
Thomaa  y.  Leland,  24  Wend.  65;  Com.  y. 
Neicburyport,  103  Mass.  129;  Luehrman  v. 
Shelby  County  T<iwing  Diet.  2  Lea,  425 ;  Peo- 
ple 09  rel.  Le  Roy  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44, 
9  Am.  Rep.  103;  BaUimorp  v.  P*ifr  rr  ^pI, 
Board  of  Police,  15  Md.  376,  74  Am.  Dec. 
572;  Mobile  County  v.  Kimball,  102  U.  S. 
706,  26  L.  ed.  243. 

Statutes  regulating  the  construction  and 
mRintenanee  of  highways  and  bridles  are  in 


TloDflly  rendered  against  It.  In  so  doing  the 
ler'slature  neither  attempts  to  create  nor  to 
adjudicate  in  respect  to  a  debt  afmlnst  the  cor- 
poration. People  ejf  reh  O'Donnell  y.  San  Fran- 
cisco City  &  County  Supers.  11  Cal.  206. 

Johnson  ▼.  San  Dtego.  100  Cal.  468.  30  L.  R. 
A.  178,  42  Pac.  249.  held  that  the  le^rlslature 
had  power  to  chnnRe  and  readjnst  the  burden 
of  municipal  Indebtedness  after  the  division  of 
a  city,  so  as  to  Impose  a  hearler  burden  of  In- 
debtedness upon  the  muulclpallty  than  existed 
onder  the  act  of  separation.  The  opinion  does 
not  deny  that  In  respect  to  mere  local,  as  die- 
ting 1  shed  from  public,  concerns  municipal  cor- 
porations are  entitled  to  the  same  protection 
as  a  private  corporation,  but  holds  that  the  ad- 
justment of  the  Indebtedness  related  to  the 
political  and  goyemmental  affairs  of  the  muni- 
cipality. 

It  has  been  held,  howerer,  that — 

The  legislature  has  no  power  to  provide 
means  for  the  collection  of  a  void  oblli^itlon  of 
a  municipal  corporation.  Mosher  ▼.  Independ- 
ent School  DIst.  44  Iowa.  122. 

That  the  legislature  cannot  definitely  fix  the 
amount  due  to  persons  named  from  a  munici- 
pal corporation.  State  ew  rel.  Arick  ▼.  Hamp- 
ton, 13  Ney.  441.  This  decision  Is  put  upon 
the  ground  that  such  provision  Is  an  attempt 
on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to  exercise  judi- 
cial power. 

State  ect  rel.  McCurdy  v.  Tappan,  29  Wla 
664.  9  Am.  Rep.  622,  holds  that  an  act  which 
attempted  to  compel  a  municipality  to  pay  a 
claim  to  reimburse  the  tressurer  of  a  city  for 
the  amount  paid  by  him  as  a  bounty  to  a  volun- 
teer whom  he  supposed  was  credited  on  the 
quota  of  the  city,  but  who  was  In  fact  credited 
CO  the  quota  of  the  town,  was  unconstitution- 
al. The  court  said  that  the  legislature  might 
authorize,  but  could  not  compel,  a  munlrtpal- 
Ity  to  levy  taxes  for  public  purposes  not  strict- 
ly of  a  municipal  character,  but  from  which  the 
public  have  received  or  will  receive  some  direct 
advantage,  or  where  the  tax  Is  to  be  expended 
in  paying  claims  founded  upon  natural  justice 
and  equity,  or  upon  gratitude  for  public  serv- 
ices or  expenditures,  or  In  discharging  the  obli- 
gations of  charity  and  humanity. 

While  most  of  the  esses  that  uphold  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  compel  municipal 
corporations  to  pay  claims  not  legally  enforce- 
able trace  It  to  the  power  of  taxation,  they  do 
not  seem  to  limit  the  doctrine  to  cases  in  which 
the  legislation  has  taken  the  form  of  an 
exercise  of  the  power  of  taxation,  but  seem 
to  treat  the  imposition  of  such  a  burden  as  in 
effect  an  exercise  of  the  taxing  power,  since 
48L.  R.  A. 


taxation  is  the  source  from  which  the  funds  to 
pay  the  claims  must  come.  The  stntntps  in- 
volved In  SInton  v.  Ashbury,  41  Pal.  52.^  and 
Crelghton  v.  San  Francisco  City  &  County  Su- 
pers. 42  Cal.  446.  directed  the  Ismiiipce  of  wais 
rants  to  be  paid  out  of  the  city  tref»8iiry. 

It  will  a*BO  be  observed  that  the  Illinois  cases 
treated  the  power  to  create  a  debt  as  the  same 
thing  as  the  power  to  direct  the  levy  of  a  tax, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion that  the  corporate  authorities  may  be 
vested  with  power  to  assess  and  rollert  taxes 
for  corporate  purposes.  See  Wider  v.  Fast  St. 
I^uls.  55  in.  185.  and  Oaddls  v.  Richland  Coun^ 
ty,  92  111.  119.  Biipra,  II.  a. 

In  People  ex  rel.  Baldwin  v.  Haws.  S7  Barb. 
440,  however,  the  court  held  that  a  provision 
of  a  statute  for  the  appointment  of  arbitrators 
to  adjust  snd  determine  the  damages  to  con- 
tractors from  the  Croton  Aqueduct  violated  || 
1  snd  6  of  article  1  of  the  Conatltutlon 
providing  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived 
of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due 
process  of  law.  The  court  said  thar  Guilford 
V.  Cornell.  18  Barb.  615.  related,  not  to  the 
right  or  power  of  the  legislature  to  coTnpel  an 
Individual  or  corporation  to  pay  a  debt  or 
claim,  but  to  the  power  of  the  legislarure  to 
raise  money  by  tax  snd  apply  snrh  money  when 
so  raised  to  the  payment  thereof.  It  snld,  fur- 
ther, that  under  the  decisions  of  the  court 
made  in  that  and  other  cases  the  court  could 
not  hold  that  the  legislature  bad  no  authority 
to  Impose  a  tax  to  pay  any  claim,  or  to  pay  It 
out  of  the  state  treasury,  snd  for  that  purpose 
to  impose  a  tax  upon  the  property  of  the  whole 
state  or  any  portion  of  It :  but  that 
neither  that  case  nor  People  ew  rel.  Grif- 
fin V.  Brooklyn.  4  N.  Y.  419.  55  Am.  Dec.  266. 
warrants  the  opinion  that  the  leff'alatnre  has 
a  right  to  direct  a  municipal  corporation  to  pay 
a  claim  for  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract 
out  of  the  funds  or  property  of  anrh  corpora- 
tion without  a  submission  of  such  claim  to  a 
judicial  tribunal. 

The  decision  in  the  preceding  cose  was  reaf- 
firmed in  Baldwin  v.  New  York.  45  l^ml).  359, 
Involving  the  same  statute.  '^*he  on  n*on  of 
Ingraham,  Ch.  J.,  says:  "The  opinion  of 
Denlo.  Ch.  J.,  In  Darlington  v.  New  York.  28 
How.  Pr.  852.  contained  much  not  et  nil  neces- 
sary to  the  decision  of  that  cnao  nnd  the  un- 
limited power  claimed  In  th^t  oi»  r  "  for  the 
legislature  over  the  property  of  r^^'''  ■  Unl  cor 
potations  should  be  authorltat'vp'r  fii.»-'«red  In 
a  case  which  would  make  It  h'nri  ne  nn  tin  au- 
thority, before  It  is  adopted  na  law  romovlng, 
as  in  this  case,   all  the  protection   whVh   the 
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no  sense  contracts  with  the  town  affected. 
Towns  cannot  acquire  vested  rights  under 
such  laws,  and  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  change  and  redistribute  these  public*  bur- 
dens has  always  been  conceded. 

Scituate  V.  Weymouth,  108  Mass.  130; 
Brighton  v.  Wilkinson,  2  Allen,  27;  Carter 
T.  Cambridge  d  B.  Bridge  Proprs,  104  Mass. 
236;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cambridge,  16  Gray,  247; 
Agawam  y.  Hampden  County,  130  Mass. 
630. 

The  respondent  town  is  "specially  bene- 
fited" by  the  highway  and  bridge  in  ques- 
tion. 

The  decision  of  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction is  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  par- 
ties and  as  to  the  Utie  claimed  under  it. 

Rose  V.  Himely,  4  Cranch,  241.  2  L.  ed. 
608;  Oelston  v.  Hoyt,  3  Wheat.  315,  4  L.  ed. 
398:  Hopkins  v.  Lee,  6  Wheat.  113.  6  L.  ed. 


210;  Elliott  ▼.  Peirsol,  1  Pet  334,  7  L.  ed. 
167;  Ilolcomb  ▼.  Phelps,  16  Conn.  132^ 
Spratt  V.  Spratt,  4  Pet  408,  7  L.  ed.  902;  I 
Van  Fleet,  Former  Adjudication,  603;  Ash- 
ton  v.  Rochester,  133  N.  Y.  187,  30  N.  £.  965» 
31  N.  £.  334. 

The  general  assembly  has  power  to  order 
a  locality  or  district  to  construct  and  noutin* 
tain  a  public  bridge  or  highway,  and  the 
proportion  to  be  paid  by  each  municipality 
cannot  be  reviewed  by  the  courts. 

Cordon  v.  Comes,  47  N.  Y.  608. 

The  alleged  contract  between  the  state  of 
Connecticut  and  the  Berlin  Iron  Bridge 
Company  was  clearly  illegal  and  ultra  vires. 

The  commissioners  acting  for  the  state 
could  not  exceed  the  authority  of  the  act 
An  agent  has  no  power  to  bind  his  princi- 
pal outside  the  scope  of  his  authority. 

Mechem,    Agency,    S    274;    Baltimore   t. 


Constitution  has  given  to  private  property  and 
to  a  trial  by  Jury  In  cflse  of  disputed  claims." 

These  cases  do  not  wholly  deny  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  compel  municipal  corpora- 
tions to  pay  claims  not  legally  enforceable,  but 
seem  to  limit  the  doctrine  to  statutes  taking 
the  form  of  an  exercise  of  the  power  of  taxa- 
tion. 

But  when  the  case  of  Baldwin  v.  New  York 
came  before  the  court  of  appeals,  Justice  Peck- 
ham,  in  the  prevailing  opinion  in  2  Keyes. 
887,  while  distinguishing  the  case  from  Guilford 
T.  Chenango  County  Supem.  13  N.  Y.  143,  and 
Brewster  v.  Syracuse,  19  N.  Y.  116,  questioned 
the  decisions  in  those  cases.  He  said  that 
when,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  legislature  ad- 
mitted the  demand  to  be  unliquidated,  disputed, 
and  denied,  its  adjudication  belonged  exclusive- 
ly to  the  courts  established  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  that  when  the  legislature  assumed  to 
direct  an  arbitration  for  its  settlement,  and  or- 
dered the  award  to  be  paid.  It  violated  the  con- 
stitutional provisions  declaring  that  no  person 
shall  be  deprived  of  property  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law,  and  guaranteeing  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury ;  expressing  his  opinion  that  both  of 
such  constitutional  provisions  apply  to  munici- 
pal corporations.  The  opinion  admits  that, 
when  the  legislature  orders  a  tax  to  be  levied 
for  the  payment  of  any  alleged  claim  against 
a  locality,  it  is  more  delicate,  and  practically 
more  difficult,  to  declare  it  void,  but  says  if  It 
appear  or  be  conceded  that  the  tax  is  for  a 
claim  for  services  or  damages  disputed  and  de- 
nied by  the  corporation,  the  act  would  be  void 
as  In  violation  of  the  foregoing  constitutional 
provlsiona 

Re  Jensen.  28  Misc.  378,  R9  N.  Y.  Supp.  663, 
holds  unconstitutional  an  act  authorizing  any 
official  who  has  been  prosecuted  for  an  alleged 
crime  In  connection  with  his  official  duties,  and 
has  been  acquitted,  to  proceed  ew  parte  before 
the  supreme  court  for  an  allowance  of  a  claim 
for  reasonable  counsel  fees  and  expenses  in- 
curred by  him  in  the  prosecution,  and  compel- 
ling the  city  to  Include  the  amount  so  allowed  in 
Its  tax  levy.  The  decision  Is  put  upon  the 
ground  that  the  act  violates  the  constitu- 
tional provision  against  taking  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law ;  the  court  holding  that 
the  term  "person,**  In  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion, relates  to  municipal  corporations  In  their 
private  capacity. 

d.  Validating  defective  obligations. 

The  legislatures  have  frequently  undertaken 
to  impose  burdens  on  municipalities  by  validat- 
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ing  contracts  or  obligations  which  without  legls- 
lalve  aid  would  be  unenforceable. 

The  power  to  do  this  has  been  upheld  where 
the  Invalidity  arose  from  some  Irregularity. 

Thus:  The  legislature  may  cure  irregulari- 
ties In  an  election  on  a  proposition  for  a  muni- 
cipal subscription  to  railroad  stock.  St.  Joseph 
Twp.  V.  Rogers,  16  Wall.  644,  21  L.  ed.  328. 

The  legislature  may  ratify  a  fraudulent  or 
Irregular  Issue  of  bonds  by  a  municipality, 
where  they  were  issued  to  redeem  an  outstand- 
ing valid  indebtedness  of  the  municipality. 
Black  V.  Cohn,  62  Ga.  621. 

Gardner  v.  Haney.  86  Ind.  17.  upholds  the 
validity  of  an  act  validating  bonds  of  Incorpo- 
rated towns  which  were  void  for  irregularities 
In  the  conduct  of  the  election  on  the  proposi- 
tion to  Issue  them. 

The  legislsture  may  cure  Irregularities  In 
the  execution  of  the  power  conferred  upon  a 
municipal  corporation  to  take  stock  In  a  rail- 
road. People  ew  rel.  Albany  ft  S.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Mitchell,  85  N.  Y.  551. 

Tifrt  V.  Buffalo.  82  N.  Y.  204,  holds  that  the 
legislature  has  power  to  sdopt  snd  legalize  the 
acts  of  a  municipality  Invalid  because  of  irregu- 
larities merely  In  the  mode  of  procedure,  when 
there  was  municipal  jurisdiction  of  the  subject* 
matter,  llie  statute  Involved  In  that  case 
cured  irregularities  In  proceedings  for  the  re- 
pair of  a  city  street.  The  opinion  says :  It  Is 
not  meant  to  assert  that  the  legislature  may  by 
a  retrospective  statute  validate  a  municipal 
action  that  trenches  upon  vested  rights  or  af- 
fects substantial  equities,  but  to  declare  that 
where  there  was  municipal  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter,  and  the  defects  In  the  exercise 
of  It  are  Irregularities  in  the  mode  of  procedure. 
It  Is  within  the  legislative  discretion  to  adopt 
and  confirm  the  result  of  the  Informal  act,  or 
send  back  the  matter  to  the  municipality,  with 
power  to  begin  again  and  go  forward  in  the 
mode  prescribed  by  the  original  authority. 

The  legislature  may  by  a  retrospective  stat- 
ute validate  an  Irregular  or  defective  execution 
of  a  power  by  the  authorities  of  a  municipal 
corporation  acting  under  a  former  statute, 
where  no  contract  Is  impaired  and  the  rights  of 
third  persons  are  not  injuriously  affected. 
Here  the  ratification  was  of  municipal  bonds  Is- 
sued In  payment  of  a  subscription  to  railroad 
stock.  Belo  V.  Forsythe  County  Comrs.  76  N. 
C.  489. 

But  the  courts  have  gone  still  further,  and 
upheld  acts  validating  contracts  or  obligations 
which  were  void  for  want  of  authority.  Thus : 
Bass  V.  Columbus,  80  Ga.  846.  holds  that  It  is 
within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  validate 
a  subscription  to  railroad  stock  and  the  iaao- 
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Swhbaoh,  18  Md.  282;  United  States  v.  Do- 
iteriy,  27  Fed.  Bep.  730;  Hawkins  v.  United 
States,  96  U.  S.  &80,  24  L.  ed.  607 ;  White- 
side T.  United  States,  93  U.  S.  247,  23  L.  ed. 
«82;  Ifo/fat  ▼.  I7m«ed  States,  112  U.  S.  24, 
28  L.  ed.  023,  6  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  10;  Gibbons  v. 
United  States,  8  Wall.  269,  19  L.  ed.  453; 
Filar  ▼.  United  States,  9  Wall.  45,  19  L.  ed. 
549;  Mechem,  Pub.  Olf.  §  612;  Moorhead  v. 
Little  Miami  R,  Co,  17  Ohio,  353. 

If  the  bridge  company  had  a  contract  with 
the  state,  this  contract  cannot  be  taken  ad- 
vantage of  by  the  respondent  in  this  or  any 
other  proceeding. 

Changes  in  the  forms  of  action  and  modes 
of  proceeding  do  not  amount  to  an  impair- 
ment of  the  obligations  of  a  contract,  if  an 
Adequate  and  efficacious  remedy  is  left. 

Sturges  v.  Croioninshield,  4  Wheat.  200,  4 
L.  ed.  640 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  5th  ed.  349 ; 


ifo^on  y.  Haile,  12  Wheat  378,  6  L.  ed.  663; 
Bronson  v.  Kimie,  1  How.  316, 11  L.  ed.  145; 
Von  Hoffman  ▼.  Quinoy,  4  Wall.  653,  sub 
nom.  United  States  ex  reL  Von  Hoffman  ▼. 
Quincij,  18  L.  ed.  409;  Drehma/n  v.  Stifle,  8 
Wall.  602,  19  L.  ed.  510;  Chunn  v.  Barry,  15 
Wall.  623,  21  L.  ed.  216;  Walker  v.  White- 
head, 16  Wall.  317,  21  L.  ed.  357;  Terry  v. 
Anderson,  95  U.  S.  633,  24  L.  ed.  366;  Ten- 
nessee ▼.  Sneed,  96  U.  S.  69,  24  L.  ed.  610; 
Louisiana  v.  Filshury,  105  U.  S.  301,  26  L. 
ed.  1098;  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  132,  24 
L.  ed.  86;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Hart  v.  Lamp- 
hire,  3  Pet.  290,  7  L.  ed.  683 ;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  443. 

The  state  may  by  public  act  interfere  with 
a  contract  entered  into  by  her  agents  with- 
out authority,  and  whether  void  or  valid,  if 
the  party  claiming  under  it  cancels  and  sur- 
renders it  to  the  state  for  a  valuable  and 


ance  of  bonds  to  pay  therefor  by  a  mnniclpal- 
Ity,  although  they  were  previoasly  void. 

Grenada  County  Supers.  ▼.  Brogden,  112  U. 
fl.  261,  8uh  nam.  Grenada  County  Supers,  v. 
Brown,  28  L.  ed.  704.  5  Sop.  Ct.  Rep.  125.  up- 
lioldfl  the  const1tut!onallty  of  an  act  ratifyiug 
county  bonds  which  were  Issued  without  legis- 
lative authority,  but  at  a  time  when  such  au- 
thority might  have  been  conferred  by  the  legis- 
lature. 

Dows  V.  Elmwood,  84  Fed.  Rep.  114,  Is  to 
the  same  efTect.  The  court  In  the  latter  case 
says :  "It  Is  clear  on  principle  as  well  as  upon 
the  authorities,  that  wherever  the  legislature 
has  power  to  authorize  the  dlfTerent  municipali- 
ties of  the  state  to  vote  and  Issue  bonds  under 
authority  of  an  act  of  the  legislature.  If  the 
people  vote  those  bonds  voluntarily,  and  the 
action  Off  the  electors  Is  afterwards  confirmed 
and  approved  by  the  legislature,  and  their  acts 
made  binding  upon  the  town  by  an  express  act 
ratifying  their  action,  it  stands  precisely  on 
the  same  footing  as  though  there  had  been  an 
enabling  act  in  advance.*' 

The  legislature  may  legalize  an  Issue  of  scrip 
by  a  city  to  a  railroad  company  In  payment  of 
a  subscription  to  stock,  notwithstanding  that  the 
anbmission  of  the  question  to  the  people  was 
under  a  wrong  law.  Campbell  v.  Kenosha,  6 
Wall.  194,  18  L.  ed.  610. 

The  legislature  may  ratify  a  subscription  by 
a  municipal  corporation  to  the  stock  of  an  in- 
corporated company,  though  originally  unau- 
thorized. First  Municipality  v.  Orleans  Thea- 
ter Co.  2  Rob.  (La.)  209;  State  ex  rel.  Copes 
▼.  Charieston,  10  Rich.  L.  491. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  ratify  bonds  is- 
sued by  a  municipal  corporation  without  prece- 
dent authority,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
location  of  a  county  seat  within  the  city,  and 
aiding  In  the  erection  of  necessary  county  build- 
ings. Schneck  v.  Jeffersonville,  152  Ind.  204, 
52  N.  B.  212. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  ratify  a  con- 
tract entered  into  by  a  municipal  corporation 
for  a  public  purpose,  which  Is  ultra  viree. 
Brown  v.  New  York,  68  N.  Y.  239. 

Baker  v.  Seattle,  2  Wash.  676,  27  Pac.  462, 
upholds  an  act  validating  municipal  indebted- 
ness, where  the  invalidity  resulted  from  the 
fact  that  the  indebtedness  exceeded  the  amount 
authorized  by  the  charter.  The  court  held  that 
the  case  fell  within  the  principle  that  where 
a  municipal  corporation  has  done  an  act  be- 
yond Its  statutory  powers,  but  within  the  pow- 
ers which  it  was  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  have  conferred  upon  it,  the  act  may  be  vali- 
dated by  a  curatlye  statute. 

Morris  V.  State,  62  Tex.  728,  held  that  the 
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legislature  had  power  to  validate  a  municipal 
ordinance  which  was  passed  for  the  benefit  of 
a  contractor  but  did  not  conform  to  the  re- 
quirements of  the  charter. 

Article  9.  |  5,  of  the  Illinois  Constitution  of 
1849,  contained  a  provision  that  the  corporate 
authorities  of  counties,  townships,  school  dis- 
tricts, cities,  towns,  and  villages  might  be  in- 
vested with  power  to  assess  and  collect  taxes 
for  corporate  purposes.  As  already  shown, 
this  provision  was  construed  by  the  courts  to 
prohibit  the  legislature  from  creating  munici- 
pal Indebtedness  to  be  paid  by  taxation. 

It  was  held  In  Marshall  v.  Sllllman.  61  111. 
218,  and  Wiley  v.  Sllllman,  62  111.  170,  that 
the  legislature  had  no  power  to  validate  a  vote 
on  a  proposition  as  to  a  municipal  subscrip- 
tion to  railroad  stock,  under  which  bonds  had 
been  issued,  where  such  vote  was  void  because 
the  municipality  had  already  exhausted  its 
power  by  previously  voting  a  subscription  to 
the  full  amount  of  the  statutory  limit.  These 
decisions  rest  upon  the  ground  that  the  act  at- 
tempts to  compel  a  municipal  corporation  to 
Incur  a  debt  for  a  purely  local  municipal  pur- 
pose, in  violation  of  the  foregoing  constitution- 
al provision. 

A  similar  decision  was  made  upon  the  au- 
thority of  those  cases  by  Cairo  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Sparta,  77  III.  505,  although  in  the  latter 
case  the  Invalidity  arose  from  a  departure  from 
the  statute,  in  the  proposition  submitted  to  the 
people,  in  resoect  to  the  time  the  proposed 
bonds  should  run.  The  opinion  admitted  that 
the  former  cases  were  stronger,  there  having 
been  no  color  of  authority  for  the  election  In- 
volved In  them,  and  a  mere  excess  of  power  In 
the  case  at  bar ;  but  the  court  thought  that  the 
same  principle  governed. 

The  same  principle  was  applied  by  Gaddis  v. 
Richland  County,  02  III.  110,  to  a  case  where 
the  election  was  called  and  ordered  by  unau- 
thorized persons. 

In  Cairo  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Sparta,  77  III. 
505,  supra,  a  writ  of  mandamus  was  sought  to 
compel  the  Issuance  of  the  bonds.  In  the  other 
three  cases  the  bonds  had  been  Issued. 

St.  Joseph  Twp.  V.  Rogers.  16  Wail.  644.  21  L. 
ed.  828,  involved  an  act  passed  by  the  Illinois 
legislature  while  the  Constitution  of  1848  was 
In  force,  which  purported  to  validate  municipal 
elections  upon  propositions  respecting  subscrip- 
tion to  railroad  stock.  It  was  contended  that 
the  act  was  unconstitutional  as  creating  a  debt 
for  a  municipality,  but  the  court  said  that,  ac- 
cording to  the  repeated  decisions  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  Illinois  and  of  "this"  court,  de- 
fective subscriptions   of  the  kind   there  made 
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good  conBideration,  and  expressly  waives  all 
rights  which  he  might  otherwise  have  had 
to  question  its  validity. 

The  act  is  left  to  operate  in  all  other  re- 
spects as  though  the  contract  had  never  ex- 
isted. 

Embury  v.  Conner,  3  K.  Y.  511,  53  Am. 
Dec.  325;  Detmold  v.  Drake,  46  N.  Y.  318; 
Cooley,  Ck>n8t.  Lim.  5th  ed.  197;  Wellington, 
Petitioner,  16  Pick.  87,  26  Am.  Dec.  631; 
Hingham  d  Q.  Bridge  d  Turnp.  Corp,  v.  Nor- 
folk County,  6  Allen,  353 ;  Heyuxird  v.  New 
York,  8  Barb.  486;  Re  Albany  Street,  11 
Wend.  149,  26  Am.  Dec.  618;  Bill  v.  Com- 
ing, 15  N.  Y.  297;  People  ex  rel.  Burrows  v. 
Ora/nge  County  Supers.  17  N.  Y.  235 ;  Derby 
Tump.  Co.  V.  Parka.  10  Conn.  522,  27  Am. 
Dec.  700;  People  v.  Renaaelaer  d  8.  R.  Co. 
15  Wend.  113,  30  Am.  Dec.  33;  Hartford 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Union  Ferry  Co.  29  Conn.  210 ; 


Holden  v.  Jamea,  11  Mass.  396,  6  Am.  Bep. 
174;  Adatna  v.  Howe,  14  Mass.  340,  7  Am. 
Dec.  216;  Norwich  v.  Norwidi  County 
Comra.  13  Pick.  60. 

The  unconstitutional  law  must  operate  as 
far  as  it  can. 

Re  MiddUtoton,  82  N.  Y.  196;  Ogden  v. 
Saundera,  12  Wheat.  213,  6  L.  ed.  606;  Ad- 
atna v.  Howe,  14  Mass.  340,  7  Am.  Dec.  216; 
Williamaon  v.  Carlton,  51  Afo.  453 ;  Jonea  v. 
Black,  49  Ala.  641;  Smith  v.  McCarthy,  56 
Pa.  359; 

Baldwin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tht 
court: 

The  provision  of  suitable  means  of  com- 
munication between  the  opposite  banks  of 
the  Connecticut  river  has  been,  from  early 
colonial  days,  a  frequent  subject  of  l^sla* 
tion   by  the   general   assembly.    Numeroui 


"may  hi  all  cases  be  ratified  where  the  legisla- 
ture could  have  originally  conferred  the  pow- 
er;" cltfng  a  number  of  earlier  Illinois  cases, 
bat  making  no  reference  to  those  above  re- 
ferred to.  although  they  had  been  decided  at 
the  time  the  opinion  In  this  case  was 
written.  The  bonds  In  question,  however,  were 
Issued  before  those  decisions,  and  the  court 
may  have  thought  that  the  earlier  decisions 
should  control. 

Anderson  v.  Santa  Anna,  116  U.  S.  864,  29 
L.  ed.  635.  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  413,  involved  the 
same  act  as  that  InToIved  in  the  preceding 
case,  and  also  upheld  It.  The  court  ex- 
pressed Its  opinion  that  at  the  time  the  bonds 
were  Issued  the  Illinois  decisions  sustained  such 
curative  acts,  and  that  the  bonds  could  not  be 
affected  by  the  change  of  opinion  evidenced  by 
the  later  decisions  above  referred  to.  The 
op'n'on,  however,  upon  the  assumption  that 
there  were  no  decisions  sustaining  such  acts 
when  the  bonds  were  Issued,  pesses  Independ- 
ently upon  the  power  of  the  legislature,  and 
upholds  the  act.  notwithstanding  an  objection 
based  on  the  constitutional  provision  already 
alluded  to,  upon  the  ground  that  such  an  act 
does  not  in  any  just  sense  Impose  a  debt  upon 
the  township  against  the  will  of  the  corporate 
authorities,  but  merely  gives  effect  to  the  pre- 
viously declared  will  of  the  electors. 

Bolles  V.  Hrlmneld.  120  U.  S.  759.  SO  L.  ed. 
786.  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  786,  is  to  the  same  effect 
as  the  preceding  case. 

The  same  court  In  Elmwood  Twp.  v.  Marcy, 
92  U.  S.  289.  23  L.  ed.  710.  had  held  that  an 
Illinois  statute  which  ratified  a  subscription 
made  pursuant  to  a  vote  at  an  election  held 
after  the  town  had  exhausted  its  power  to  sub- 
scribe was  unconstitutional,  but,  as  explained 
in  Anderson  v.  Santa  Anna,  116  U.  S.  864,  29 
L.  ed.  636.  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418.  the  court  in 
that  case  felt  bound  by  the  later  Illinois  deci- 
sions, and  did  not  Intend  to  overrule  St.  Joseph 
Twp.  V.  Rogers,  16  Wall.  644,  21  L.  ed.  328, 
aupra. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  cases  heretofore 
dted.  which  have  upheld  acts  validating  muni- 
cipal subscriptions  to  the  stock  of  railroad  cor- 
poratlona  are  cases  In  which  the  consent  of  the 
municipality  had  been  given,  though  in  some 
cases  without  any  previous  authority. 

Horton  v.  Thompson,  71  N.  Y.  518,  Involved 
an  act  which  attempted  to  validate  town  bonds 
Issued,  without  the  consent  of  the  town  Itself 
or  Its  inhabitants,  by  town  commissioners 
(whom  the  court  held  not  to  be  town  officers 
mnd  not  to  represent  the  town)  in  exchange  for 
the  stock  of  a  railroad. 

The  court  held  the  act  unconstitutional  upon 
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the  ground  that  it  had  been  already  decided 
(People  00  rel  Dunkirk,  W.  k  P.  R. Co.  v. Batch- 
ellor,  63  N.T.  128. 13  Am.  Rep.  480,  supra)  that  a 
municipal  corporation  could  not  be  compelled 
without  Its  consent  or  that  of  Its  taxable  In- 
habitants to  become  a  stockholder  In  a  railway 
corporation,  or  to  Incur  a  debt  In  Its  behalf; 
and  that,  since  the  legislature  could  not  havs 
originally  authorised  the  issusnce  of  the  bonds 
without  such  consent.  It  could  not  ratify  bonds 
issued  without  such  consent. 

Thompson  v.  Perrlne,  103  U.  S.  806.  26  X«. 
ed.  612,  however,  upheld  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act  involved  in  the  preceding  case.  The 
opinion  reviews  the  New  York  cases  upon  the 
question  as  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
require  a  municipal  corporation  without  the 
consent  of  the  people  to  aid,  by  a  subscription 
to  the  capital  stock.  In  the  construction  of  a 
railroad,  and  to  cure  by  retrospective  enact- 
ment defects  in  the  exercise  of  powers  granted 
to  municipal  corporations,  and  held  that  the 
question  could  not  be  considered  ss  at  rest  In 
the  courts  of  that  state  so  as  to  oblige  the  Unit- 
ed States  Supreme  Court  to  follow  the  decision 
in  Horton  v.  Thompson,  71  N.  Y.  513,  aupra. 
The  court  also  takes  the  position  that  at  the 
time  the  act  In  question  was  passed  (which  was 
before  the  decision  in  People  ev  rel.  Dunkirk, 
W.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Batchellor,  63  N.  Y.  128,  18 
Am.  Rep.  480)  "It  was  the  established  doctrine 
of  the  highest  court  of  New  York,  as  it  was  o< 
this  court,  that  the  legislature,  unless  restrained 
by  the  organic  law  of  the  state,  could  au- 
thorise or  require  a  municipal  corporation, 
with  or  without  the  consent  of  the  people,  to 
aid  by  a  subscription  of  capital  stock  In  the 
construction  of  the  ralload :  .  .  .  that  defects 
or  omissions,  upon  the  part  of  such  nuinlclpal 
corporation  or  Its  officers,  In  the  execution  o( 
the  power  conferred,  or  In  the  performance  o( 
the  duty  Imposed,  could  be  cured  by  subsequent 
legislation,— certainly  where  the  corporatioa 
had  received  the  benefits  which  the  original 
subscription  was  designed  to  secure.'* 

As  already  shown  under  subd.  II.  b,  auprm, 
the  opinion  In  Duanesburgh  v.  Jenkins,  67  N. 
Y.  177,  questioned  the  correctness  of  the  deci- 
sion in  People  ex  rel.  Dunkirk.  W.  ft  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Batchellor,  68  N.  Y.  128,  18  Am.  Rep.  480, 
that  the  legislature  had  no  power  to  compel 
a  municipal  corporation  to  subscribe  for  rail- 
road stock,  but  the  decision  upon  the  facta  lar 
volved  In  the  case  only  goes  to  the  extent  of 
upholding  the  constitutionality  of  an  act  ratify- 
ing bonds  Issued  by  a  commissioner  (whom  the 
court  treated  as  a  town  officer)  after  a  vote  by 
the  taxpayers,  a  question  having  arisen  as  to 
whether  the  requiremoits  of  the  original  stat* 
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ferries  have  been  eet  up,  from  time  to  time, 
at  different  points,  by  virtue  of  franchises, 
conferred  in  some  cases  upon  towns,  and  in 
others  upon  individuals;  and  several  toll 
bridges  have  been  erected  during  the  present 
century,  under  charters  granted  to  private 
corporations. 

One  of  these  bridges  took  the  place  of  an 
ancient  ferry  between  the  towns  of  Hartford 
and  East  Hartford,  in  which  each  town  had 
a  proprietary  interest.  The  bridge  company, 
by  a  voluntary  settlement,  paid  to  Hartford 
a  satisfactory  compensation  for  the  revoca- 
tion  of  its  ferry  franchise,  but  declined  to 
recognize  any  claim  of  East  Hartford,  the 
original  grant  to  which,  by  its  express  terms, 
was  only  during  the  pleasure  of  the  general 
assembly,  and  had  been  repealed  without 
qualification.  Litigation  resulted,  and  this 
court  held  {East  Hartford  v.  Hartford  Bridge 


Co,  17  Conn.  78)  that  no  rights  of  East 
Hartford  had  been  violated, — a  decision  aft- 
erwards affirmed,  upon  proceedings  in  error, 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 
In  the  opinion  there  delivered,  it  was  held 
that  the  state,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  town 
of  East  Hartford,  on  the  other,  did  not  stand, 
with  reference  to  the  grant  and  repeal  of  the 
ferry  franchise,  in  the  attitude  of  parties  to 
a  contract.  "The  legislature,"  it  was  de- 
clared, "was  acting  here  on  the  one  part, 
and  public  municipal  and  political  corpora- 
tions on  the  other.  They  were  acting,  too, 
in  relation  to  a  public  object,  being  virtu- 
ally a  highway  across  the  river,  over  another 
highway  up  and  down  the  river.  From  this 
standing  and  relation  of  these  parties,  and 
from  the  subject-matter  of  their  action,  we 
think  that  the  doings  of  the  legislature  as 
to  this  ferry  must  be  considered  rather  as 


nte  In  respect  to  the  consents  and  proofs  there- 
of had  been  compiled  with.  The  decision  rests 
upon  the  ground  that  even  under  the  doctrine 
laid  down  !o  People  em  rel,  Dunkirk,  W.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Batchellor,  the  legislature  might  origin- 
ally have  substituted  the  commissioners*  con- 
sent for  that  of  the  taxpayers*,  and  therefore 
mlirht  do  so  by  a  retrospective  act. 

Williams  V.  Duanesbargh.  66  N.  T.  129,  de- 
cided by  the  court  of  appeals.  Involved  the 
same  statute  and  made  substantially  the  same 
decision  as  Duanesburgh  v.  Jenkins,  57  N.  T. 
177.  Three  of  the  five  Judges  who  sat  In  the 
case  rested  their  decision  on  the  ground  that 
the  legislature,  while  it  could  not  compel,  might 
authorize,  municipal  corporations  to  Issue  such 
bonds,  and  that  it  could  have  originally  dis- 
pensed with  the  consent  of  the  taxpayers  and 
authorized  the  municipal  aathorltles  to  Issue 
the  bonds  without  the  consent  of  the  Inhabit- 
ants. Two  of  the  Judges  were  of  the  opinion, 
as  an  Independent  proposition,  that  the  case 
of  People  e»  rel.  Dunkirk,  W.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Batchellor,  53  N.  T.  128,  13  Am.  Rep.  480.  had 
in  effect  overruled  the  prior  decisions  authoriz- 
ing municipal  corporations  to  subscribe  for  and 
hold  stock,  and  that,  therefore,  the  legislature 
had  no  po?rer  to  pass  an  act  like  that  In  ques- 
tion, but  concurred  in  the  decision  upon  the 
ground  that  the  court  was  bound  in  respect  to 
the  bonds  in  suit  by  the  decision  in  Duanes- 
burgh V.  Jenkins,  67  N.  T.  177. 

Katzenberger  v.  Aberdeen,  121  T7.  S.  172,  30 
L.  ed.  911,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  047,  holds  that  the 
legislature  has  no  power,  after  the  adoption 
of  a  Constitution  making  the  consent  of  two 
thirds  of  the  voters  of  a  city  requisite  to  a  sul>- 
scrlption  to  stock  of  a  railroad  company,  to 
ratify  a  subscription  and  issue  of  bonds  to 
which  the  voters  of  the  city  had  not  consented 
as  contemplated  by  the  statute,  although  they 
were  Issued  l)efore  the  adoption  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, at  a  time  when  the  legislature  might  In 
the  first  Instance  have  dispensed  with  such 
consent. 

The  legislature  may.  without  affecting  the 
consents  of  taxK>ayers  previously  given  to  the 
issraance  of  bonds  by  a  town  in  aid  of  a  rail- 
road, authorise  a  change  in  the  form  of  the 
bonds  before  their  issuance,  where  the  leglsla- 
tnre  might  in  the  first  instance  have  author- 
ised bonds  in  the  changed  form.  Brownell  v. 
Greenwich,  114  N.  T.  518,  4  L.  R.  A.  685,  22  N. 
SL  24. 

Bridgeport  v.  Housatonic  R.  Co.  15  Conn. 
475,  also  upheld  the  validity  of  an  act  which 
confirmed  and  made  obligatory  on  the  city  a 
prior  unauthorized  subscription  to  the  stock 
o<  a  railroad  company.  In  this  case,  however, 
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the  ratifying  act,  pursuant  to  a  proviso  there- 
of, was  accepted  and  approved  by  the  freemen 
of  the  city. 

Bykes  v.  Columbus,  55  Miss.  115,  denied  the 
r*ght  of  the  legislature  to  ratify  bonds  orig- 
inally issued  by  a  town  without  authority, 
where  In  the  meantime  a  new  Constitution  bad 
been  adopted  forbidding  the  legislature  to  au- 
thorise any  city  or  town  to  become  a  stockhold- 
er In  any  company,  association,  or  corporation 
without  the  consent  of  two  thirds  of  the  quali- 
fied voters. 

Hasbrouck  v.  Milwaukee,  13  Wis.  38,  80  Am. 
Dec.  718,  held  that  a  subsequent  legislative 
ratification  or  recognition  of  a  municipal  con- 
tract for  the  construction  of  a  harbor  which  ex- 
ceeded the  limit  of  expenditure  was  Insufficient. 
propria  vigore,  without  evidence  that  the  muni- 
cipality assented  to  It  or  subsequently  acted  up- 
on or  confirmed  it,  to  make  the  contract  obliga-  ' 
tory  upon  the  corporation. 

This  decision  was  approved  In  Mills  v.  Char- 
leton.  20  Wis.  400,  0  Am.  Rep.  578. 

The  legislature  cannot  legalize  the  proceed- 
ings of  a  town  whereby,  without  any  author- 
ity. It  undertook  to  pay  bounties  to  drafted 
men,  unless  the  town  ratifies  the  curative  act. 
Wahlschlager  v.  Liberty,  23  Wis.  302. 

Fisk  v.  Kenosha.  26  Wis.  23.  held  an  act 
recognizing  the  right  of  a  city  to  redeem  city 
scrip,  issued  in  aid  of  a  railroad,  which  was  In- 
valid because  the  act  under  which  it  purported 
to  be  issued  did  not.  as  required  by  the  Consti- 
tution, place  a  limit  on  the  amount  of  the  is- 
sue, insufllclent  as  a  ratification  of  the  scrip 
because  it  left  the  duty  to  limit  the  amount  un- 
performed. 

III.  Power  in  respect  to  officers  and  local  ad- 
ministration. 

People  ecf  reU  Le  Roy  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich. 
44,  0  Am.  Rep.  103,  supra,  which  announced 
the  doctrine  of  an  Implied  guaranty  of  self- 
government  in  respect  to  purely  local  matters, 
involved  a  statute  which  established  a  board  of 
public  works  and  attempted  to  appoint,  for 
the  full  terms,  the  members  thereof.  The  opin- 
ion of  Justice  Cooley,  which  holds  the  statute 
unconstitutional  as  an  unwarranted  Interfer- 
ence with  the  right  of  local  self-gcivernment, 
does  not  deny  all  right  of  Interference  by  the 
legislature  in  local  concerns,  but  says  that  the 
right  in  the  state  Is  a  right,  not  to  run  and 
operate  the  machinery  of  local  government,  but 
to  provide  and  put  it  in  motion.  More  specifi- 
cally, it  held  that  It  was  competent  for  the 
legislature  to  abolish  the  old  municipal  boards 
and  provide  for  a  new  one  to  take  their  place. 
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public  laws  than  as  oontracts.  They  related 
to  public  interests.  They  changed  aa  those 
interests  demanded.  The  grantees  likewise, 
the  towns  being  mere  organizations  for  pub- 
lic purposes,  were  liable  to  have  their  public 
powers,  rights,  and  duties  modified  or  abol- 
ished at  any  moment  by  the  legislature. 
They  are  incorporated  for  public,  and  not 
private,  objects.  They  are  allowed  to  hold 
privileges  or  property  only  for  public  pur- 
poses. The  members  are  not  shareholders 
nor  joint  partners  in  any  corporate  estate 
which  they  can  sell  or  devise  to  others,  or 
which  can  be  attached  or  levir  I  on  for  their 
debts.  Hence,  generally,  the  doings  between 
them  and  the  legislature  are  in  the  nature 
of  legislation.,  rather  than  compact,  and  sub- 
ject to  all  the  legislative  conditions  just 
named,  and  therefore  to  be  considered  as  not 
Violated  by  subsequent  legislative  changes. 


It  is  hardly  possible  to  conceive  the  grounds 
on  which  a  different  result  could  be  vindi- 
cated  without  destroying  all  legislative  sov- 
ereignty, and  checking  most  legislative  im- 
provements and  amendments,  as  well  as  su- 
pervision over  its  subordinate  public  bodies. 
Thus,  to  go  a  little  into  details,  one  of  the 
highest  attributes  and  duties  of  a  legislature 
is  to  regulate  public  matters  with  all  pub- 
lic bodies,  no  less  than  the  community,  from 
time  to  time,  in  the  manner  which  the  publie 
welfare  may  appear  to  demand.  It  can  nei- 
ther devolve  these  duties  permanently  on 
other  public  bodies,  nor  permanently  suspend 
or  abandon  them  itself,  without  being  usually 
regarded  as  unfaithful,  and,  indeed,  attempt- 
ing what  is  wholly  beyond  its  constitutional 
competency.  It  is  bound,  also,  to  continue 
to  regulate  such  public  matters  and  bodies, 
as  much  as  to  organize  them  at  first.  Where 


and,  further,  that  It  might  make  provisional 
appointments  to  put  a  new  system  In  operation, 
but  that  It  exceeded  Its  power  when  it  made 
appointments  which  were  not  provisional  and 
which  were  for  full  terms. 

The  limitations  of  the  doctrine  were  still 
farther  explained  in  People  es  rel.  Park  Comrs. 
V.  Detroit.  28  Mich.  228.  16  Am.  Rep.  202,  in 
which  Judge  Cooley  said,  referring  to  People 
€9  rel.  Le  Roy  v.  Hurlbnt,  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am. 
Rep.  108 :  "We  Intended  in  that  case  to  con- 
cede most  fully  that  the  state  must  determine 
for  each  of  its  municipal  corporations  the  pow- 
ers it  should  exercise  and  the  capacities  It 
should  possess,  and  that  it  must  also  decide 
what  restrictions  should  be  placed  on  these,  aa 
well  to  prevent  clashing  of  action  and  Interest 
In  the  state,  as  to  protect  individual  corpora- 
tors against  injustice  and  oppression  at  the 
hands  of  the  local  majority.  And  what  we  said 
in  that  case  we  here  repeat,  that  while  It  Is  a 
fundamental  principle  In  this  state,  recognized 
and  perpetuated  by  express  provisions  of  the 
Constitution,  that  the  people  of  every  hamlet, 
town,  and  city  of  the  state  are  entitled  to  the 
benefits  off  local  self-government,  the  Constitu- 
tion has  not  pointed  out  the  precise  extent  of 
local  powers  and  capacities,  but  has  left  them 
to  be  determined  in  each  case  by  the  legisla- 
tive authority  of  the  state,  from  considerations 
of  general  policy  as  well  as  those  which  pertain 
to  the  local  beneOt  and  local  desires." 

The  limitations  of  the  doctrine  are  further 
illustrated  by  People  ex  rek  Atty.  Qen.  v.  De- 
troit, 29  Mich.  108,  which  upholds  a  statute  so 
far  as  it  transfers  to  a  board  of  public  worlcs, 
to  he  appointed  by  the  mayor  and  common  coun- 
cil, powers  formerly  exercised  by  the  board  of 
sewer  commissioners.  Judge  Cooley,  who 
wrote  the  opinion,  assented  to  the  position  that 
the  common  council  of  a  city — i.  e.,  the  board 
commonly  Iinown  by  that  name — is  a  distinc- 
tive and  inseparable  feature  in  municipal  gov- 
ernment, and  that  the  legislature  can  neither 
abolish  It  nor  strip  it  of  its  legislative  powers. 
He  did  not  pass  upon  the  question  whether 
sny  of  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  board 
were  legislative  in  their  nature,  or  whether  any 
of  them  were  unconstitutional,  but  held  that 
the  powers  formerly  exercised  by  the  board  of 
sewer  commissioners  were  not  legislative,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  act  was  not  unconstitutional 
in  toto.  That  was  as  far  as  a  decision  was 
necessary. 

As  already  observed  in  discussing  the  Mich- 
igan cases  in  subdivision  I.,  the  doctrine  of 
local  self-government  is  limited  to  matters  per- 
taining to  the  private,  as  distinguished  from 
the  public,  functions  of  the  municipality. 
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This  distinction  is  Illustrated  by  Davock  v. 
Moore,  105  Mich.  120,  28  L.  R.  A.  783,  eS  N.  W. 
424,  which  upholds  an  act  establishing  a  city 
l>oard  of  health  to  be  appointed  by  the  gover- 
nor with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate. 
The  opinion  refers  to  the  distinction  between 
public  and  private  functions,  and  says  that  in 
the  discharge  of  public  duties  there  is  no  right 
of  local  self-government  Involved,  and  that  the 
care  of  the  public  health  is  within  the  police 
power,  and  therefore  within  the  control  of  the 
legislature. 

So,  slso.  People  em  rek  Psrk  Comrs.  v.  De- 
troit, 28  Mich.  228,  15  Am.  Rep.  202,  cites 
with  approval  People  e^  rel.  Drake  v.  Mahaney, 
18  Mich.  481,  Bupra,  which  upheld  an  act  ap- 
pointing police  commissioners  for  a  city. 

People  ea  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Lothrop,  24  Mich. 
235,  held  that  the  functions  of  park  commis- 
sioners of  the  city  of  Detroit  were  local  and 
municipal,  and  that  their  selection  could  not 
properly  be  made  without  the  assent  of  the 
people  of  the  city  or  the  local  authorities,  but 
also  held  that  the  common  council,  by  ratify- 
ing the  acts  of  commissioners  designated  by 
statute  in  selecting  a  location  for  a  park,  ad- 
mitted their  right  to  assume  the  agency. 

The  right  of  local  self-government  Is  not  in- 
fringed by  a  statute  which  leaves  It  to  a  state 
officer  to  supervise  the  appropriation  of  state 
lands  to  a  local  Improvement.  Sparrow  v. 
State  Land  Office  Commissioner,  66  Mich.  567, 
28  N.  W.  315. 

As  already  observed,  the  matter  Involved  In 
the  principal  case  was  one  of  public  concern, 
and  therefore  the  provisions  of  the  act  which 
place  the  highway  and  bridge  district  under 
the  control  of  commissioners,  not  selected  by 
the  town,  but  who  are  empowered  to  draw  upon 
it  for  funds,  do  not  come  within  the  doctrine. 

The  doctrine  wss  recognized  and  enforced  by 
State  ea  ret.  Jameson  v.  Denny,  118  Ind.  382, 
4  L.  R.  A.  79,  21  N.  E.  252,  which  held  that  a 
statute  which  undertook  to  place  in  the  hands 
of  a  board  of  public  works  appointed  by  the 
legislature  the  exclusive  control  of  all  the 
streets,  alleys,  lanes,  thoroughfares,  etc.,  of 
each  city  of  a  certain  size,  without  the  consent 
of  those  to  be  affected  thereby,  and  with  full 
power  to  Improve,  alter,  or  change  them,  was 
on  unconstitutional  Interference  with  local  self- 
government. 

State  ew  reh  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Moores,  55  Neb. 
480,  41  L.  R.  A.  624,  76  N.  W.  175.  held  an 
act  authorizing  the  governor  to  appoint  flre  and 
police  commissioners  in  cities  of  the  metropoli- 
tan class  void  as  an  unlawful  Interference  with 
the  right  of  local  self-government.  The  court 
held  that,  conceding  the  legislature  might  pro- 
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not  reetrained  by  some  eonstitTitional  provi- 
cion,  this  power  is  inherent  in  its  nature,  de- 
«ign,  and  attitude;  and  the  community  pos- 
«e88  as  deep  and  permanent  an  interest  in 
such  power  remaimng  in  and  being  exercised 
by  the  legislature,  wnen  the  public  progress 
and  welfare  demand  it,  as  individuals  or  cor- 
porations can,  in  any  instance,  possess  in  re- 
straining it."  Ea^t  Hartford  v.  Hartford 
Bridge  Co.  10  How.  511,  533,  13  L.  ed.  518, 
627. 

In  view  of  these  principles  of  constitution- 
al law,  an  act  was  passed  by  the  general  as- 
sembly in  1887,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
-this  same  bridge  a  free  public  highway,  and 
throwing  the  burden  of  its  support  on  the 
towns  which  would  be  especially  benefited  by 
such  a  change.  At  that  time  there  were 
three  toll  bridges  across  the  Connecticut 
river  in  Hartford  county.  By  this  act,  which 


was  entitled  "An  Act  to  Establish  Free  Pub- 
lic Highways  across  the  Connecticut  River 
in  Hartford  County"  (Pub.  Acts  1887,  p. 
746,  chap.  126),  the  state's  attorney  was  di- 
rected to  bring  a  complaint,  in  the  name  of 
the  state,  to  the  superior  court  for  that  coun- 
ty, against  the  corporations  owning  these 
bridges,  for  the  purpose  of  making  each  of 
them  a  free  public  highway.  Notice  of  the 
pendency  of  the  proceedings  was  to  be  given 
to  all  towns  interested,  and  any  town  might 
appear  and  become  a  party.  Commissioners 
were  to  be  appointed  by  the  court,  who 
should  "lay  out  and  establish  highways 
across  the  Connecticut  river  where  the  toll 
bridges  in  said  county  now  are,  and  across  said 
bridges,  and  across  and  along  the  causeways 
and  approaches  appurtenant  to  and  connect- 
ed therewith." 

The  commissioners,  after  such  notice  as 


vMe  the  mode  of  selecting  police  officers,  It  had 
no  power  or  autliortty  to  deprive  the  munici- 
pality of  the  right  to  select  officers  whose  du- 
ties are  solely  of  a  local  nature,  such  as  officers 
«onnected  with  the  fire  department.  The  opin- 
ion adopts  the  doctrine  of  People  ew  reU  Le 
Koy  V.  Hurlhut,  24  Mich.  44.  9  Am.  Rep.  103, 
supra,  as  to  an  implied  guaranty  of  local  self- 
government,  and  expressly  overrules  State  ea 
^el.  SImeral  v.  Seavey,  22  Neb.  454,  35  N.  W. 
-228,  which  upheld  a  similar  statute. 

And  Evansvllle  v.  State  ecp  rel.  Blend,  118 
Ind.  426,  4  L.  R.  A.  08,  21  N.  E.  267,  held  that 
-an  act  providing  for  a  board  of  metropolitan 
police  and  a  fire  board  to  be  appointed  by  the 
legislature  for  cities  of  a  certain  class,  which  Is 
to  have  supreme  control  of  both  departments 
and  power  to  contract  debts.  Is  unconstitutional 
as  a  denial  of  the  right  of  local  self-government. 
The  opinion  said  that  "if  the  net  related  alone 
to  the  management  of  the  police  department, 
and  the  state  was  proposing  to  take  upon  Itself 
the  burden  of  maintaining  the  department  as 
well  as  Its  management,  or  if  It  were  made 
to  appear  that  the  city  had  failed  to  furnish  a 
police  force  or  one  that  was  sufficient  f6r  the 
protection  of  persons  and  property,  then  a 
very  different  question  would  be  presented. 
.  .  .  Except  so  far  as  an  efficient  police. de- 
partment goes,  which  Is  for  the  protection  of 
the  public  at  large,  the  people  of  the  state  are 
not  Interested  in  any  of  the  matters  to  which 
the  said  act  of  the  legislature  relates;  .  .  . 
the  two  cities  to  which  the  act  applies  are  alone 
Interested.  It  therefore  becomes  a  question 
whether  or  not  the  legislature  may  take  from 
the  people  of  these  two  cities  the  right  of  local 
self-government,  the  right  to  manage  and  con- 
trol their  own  purely  local  affairs  In  their  own 
way,  and  place  the  management  of  all  such 
local  affairs  under  state  control.  We  do  not  be- 
lieve that  the  legislature  has  any  such  power. 
Before  written  constitutions  the  people  pos- 
sessed the  power  of  local  self-goyemment. 
.  .  .  All  the  power  which  the  people  have 
delegated  is  what  has  passed  from  them  by  the 
Constitution.** 

State  ev  rel.  Terrs  Haute  v.  Kolsem,  180 
Ind.  434,  14  L.  R.  A.  566,  20  N.  E.  695.  up- 
holds the  constitutionality  of  an  act  establish- 
ing boards  of  metropolitan  police  consisting  of 
commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  state  officers. 
This  decision  Is  put  upon  the  ground  that,  In 
providing  for  the  appointment  of  officers  con- 
nected with  the  constabulary  of  the  state, 
there  is  not  an  invasion  of  the  right  of  local 
self-government,  but  simply  the  exercise  of  the 
power  to  provide  for  the  selection  of  peace  offi- 
cers of  the  state. 
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State  em  rel,  Atwood  v.  Hunter,  88  Kan. 
678,  17  Pac.  177,  upholds  the  validity  of  the 
metropolitan  police  act,  which  provides  for  the 
appointment  of  a  board  of  police  commissioners 
by  the  executive  council,  consisting  of  state  of- 
ficers. This  case  recognises  the  distinction  be- 
tween private  and  governmental  functions,  and 
holds  that  the  police  Is  a  matter  pertaining  to 
governmental  functions. 

Diamond  v.  Cain.  21  La.  Ann.  800,  holds 
that  the  omission  from  the  Constitution  of 
1868  of  article  133  of  the  Constitution  of  1864, 
giving  to  the  citizens  of  New  Orleans  the  ap- 
pointment of  officers  necessary  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  police  of  the  city,  left  the  whole 
subject  of  the  city  police  under  the  power  and 
discretion  of  the  legislature,  enabling  it  to 
create  a  board  of  police  commissioners  to  be 
appointed  by  the  governor. 

Baltimore  v.  State  ew  reL  Board  of  Police,  16 
Md.  876,  74  Am.  Dec.  672,  upholds  the  con- 
stitutionality of  an  act  providing  a  permanent 
police  for  the  city  of  Baltimore,  under  the  con- 
trol of  a  board  of  police  consisting  of  commis- 
sioners appointed  by  the  legislature.  The 
court  held,  in  reply  to  the  criticism  of  a  section 
of  the  statute  which  transferred  the  use  of  the 
station  house,  etc.,  that  that  was  not  private 
property  within  the  protection  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. It  remarks  that  the  use  of  the  property 
is  the  same,  and  the  character  and  title  of  the 
property  is  not  changed  by  authorising  only  a 
change  in  the  agency  by  which  the  nse  is  to  be 
directed. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  create  a  board 
of  police  for  a  city,  to  be  appointed  by  the 
governor  and  council  from  the  two  principal 
political  parties.  It  was  suggested  that  the 
act  In  question  was  unconstitutional  because  It 
took  from  the  city  the  power  of  self-govern- 
ment in  matters  of  Internal  police.  The  court 
said  that  there  was  no  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution with  which  it  conflicted,  and  that  the 
court  could  not  declare  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture invalid  because  it  abridged  the  exercise  of 
the  privilege  of  local  self-government  in  a 
particular  in  regard  to  which  such  privilege  is 
not  guaranteed  by  any  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution. Com.  V.  Plalsted,  148  Mass.  876, 
2  L.  R.  A.  142,  10  N.  E.  224. 

But  see  Rathbone  v.  Wirt,  160  N.  T.  460,  84 
L.  R.  A.  408,  46  N.  E.  16,  infra,  to  the  contrary 
effect. 

State  em  rel,  Atty  Gen.  v.  Covington,  20  Ohio 
St.  102,  upheld  the  constitutionality  of  an  act 
which  vested  police  powers  and  duties  of  cities 
in  a  board  to  be  appointed  by  the  governor.  It 
was  urged  that  the  statute  violated  art.  1,  | 
2,  of  the  Constitution,  which  orovided  that  all 
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the  court  should  prescribe  as  to  those  towns 
which  they  should  deem  interested,  were  to 
"estimate  and  assess  the  damages  caused  by 
the  layout  and  establishment  of  such  free 
highways,  and  shall  estimate  and  assess  said 
damages  upon  the  several  towns  which  they 
shall  find  will  be  specially  benefited  by  the 
layout  and  establishment  of  said  highways, 
as  benefits  accruing  to  said  several  towns, 
in  such  proportion  as  said  commissioners 
shall  find  to  be  equitable."  Their  report,  if 
accepted  by  the  court,  was  to  be  "final  and 
conclusive  as  to  all  matters  therein  con- 
tained, and  said  court  shall  render  judg- 
ment thereon  against  said  several  towns  for 
the  amount  assessed  against  them  respective- 
ly; and  the  clerk  of  said  court  shall  forth- 
with notify  each  of  said  towns  of  the  judg- 
ment against  it  by  mailing  to  the  clerk  there- 
of a  notice  specifying  the  date  and  amount 
of  such  judgment." 


The  act  also  contained  the  following  pro- 
visions : 

"Sec.  5.  Said  towns  so  assessed  shall,  with- 
in three  months  from  the  rendition  of  said 
judgment,  deposit  with  the  treasurer  of  this 
state  the  sums  so  severally  assessed  against 
them,  and  at  the  expiration  of  said  three 
months  the  comptroller  shall  draw  his  order 
on  the  treasurer  in  favor  of  the  several  per- 
sons or  corporations  in  whose  favor  damages 
have  been  assessed,  for  the  amount  of  dun- 
ages  so  assessed  respectively,  and  said  treas- 
urer shall  hold  the  amount  thereof  for  the 
benefit  and  subject  to  the  order  of  the  sev- 
eral parties  in  whose  favor  said  orders  were 
drawn,  and  shall  notify  said  several  partiee 
that  he  so  holds  said  amounts,  and  there- 
upon sqid  highways  so  laid  out  as  aforesaid 
shall  become  and  remain  public  highways* 
In  case  any  town  shall  fail  to  pay  the  judg- 
ment rendered  against  it  as  aforesaid,  with> 


powers  not  delegated  remain  with  the  peo- 
ple. The  argument  was  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution,  the  police  of  the 
several  cities  and  villages  were  elected  by  the 
electors  resident  therein,  or  appointed  by  boards 
or  officers  elected  by  such  electors.  The  opinion 
rejects  this  view,  and  cites  as  in  harmony  with 
its  position,  People  ew  reh  Wood  v.  Draper,  15 
N.  Y.  532. 

As  the  cases  last  cited  Involved  matters  re- 
lating to  the  police  power,  they  did  not  fall 
within  the  doctrine  of  local  self-government  as 
laid  down  by  the  cases  previously  cited,  but 
the  opinions  do  not  refer  to  the  distinction  be- 
tween public  and  private  functions  of  munici- 
palities. 

The  right  of  local  self-government  in  respect 
to  local  officers  was  recognised  by  article  10 
of  the  New  York  Constitution  of  1846,  which 
required  all  county,  city,  town,  and  village  of- 
ficers whose  election  or  appointment  was  not 
provided  for  by  the  Constitution  to  be  elected 
by  the  electors  of  the  respective  localities,  or 
appointed  by  such  authorities  thereof  as  the 
legislature  designates  for  that  purpose.  This 
provision  seems  to  make  no  distinction  between 
the  public  and  private  character  of  municipal 
corporations,  and  It  was  held  by  People  ew  rel. 
Wood  V.  Draper,  15  N.  Y.  582,  that  officers  of 
the  police  department  of  a  city  would  be  with- 
in the  constitutional  provision  If  the  act  which 
attempted  to  make  appointments  of  such  officers 
was  limited  territorially  to  the  city.  The  act 
Involved  in  that  case,  however,  was  not  so 
limited,  but  purported  to  create  a  metropolitan 
police  district  including  the  cities  of  New  York 
and  Brooklyn.  The  opinion  admitted  that  the 
recognition  by  the  Constitution  of  counties 
and  cities  had  the  effect,  not  only  to  guarantee 
their  preservation,  but  to  prevent  the  legisla- 
ture from  doing  anything  respecting  them 
which  would  render  them  less  suitable  for  the 
purposes  for  which  they  were  recognized  and 
employed  by  the  Constitution.  It  says,  how- 
ever, that  the  matters  of  police,  though  they 
have  generally  been  of  local  cognisance,  have 
not  by  any  constitutional  provision  or  arrange- 
ment been  irrevocably  committed  to  the  civil 
divisions  recognised  by  the  Constitution,  and 
therefore  It  was  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature to  create  new  districts  for  police  pur- 
poses. 

That  case  also  held  that  the  constitutional 
provision  was  limited  to  officers  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  and 
upon  the  authority  of  that  decision  People  v. 
Pinckney,  32  N.  Y.  877,  upheld  the  constitu- 
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tlonallty  of  an  act  which  created  a  metropoli- 
tan fire  district,  notwithstanding  the  commis- 
sioners whose  appointment  is  directed  by  the 
act  were  limited  in  their  authority  and  func- 
tions to  the  city  of  New  York  alone,  and  there- 
fore were  not  in  any  real  sense  officers  of  a  new 
civil  district.  The  act  was  upheld  upon  the 
ground  that  the  officers  created  by  the  act 
were  new  in  respect  to  their  substantial  func- 
tions, and  therefore  not  within  the  constitu- 
tional provision,  although  if  their  duties  and 
functions  had  been  substantially  the  same  as- 
those  of  corresponding  officers  under  the  city 
of  New  York  the  act  would  have  been  unconsti- 
tutional. 

People  ew  rel.  McMulIen  v.  Shepard,  36  N. 
Y.  285,  upheld  the  constitutionality  of  an  act 
which  Included  In  a  new  police  d'strlct  certain 
cities  and  the  territory  between  them  Included 
within  the  lines  of  the  property  of  a  railroad 
company.  The  court  refused  to  inquire  into 
the  motives  of  the  legislature  In  creating  the 
new  district. 

People  ea  rel.  Bolton  v.  Albertson,  65  N.  Y. 
50,  however,  held  that  the  constitutional  re- 
quirement that  city  officers  shall  be  elected  by 
the  electors  of  the  city  was  violated  by  an 
act  establishing  a  new  police  district  which 
included  a  city  and  a  small  fragment  of  ter- 
ritory outside  of  the  city  limits,  and  pro- 
viding for  the  appointment  by  the  governor  of 
magistrates  of  the  proposed  district,  and  the 
appointment  of  the  police  force  by  commission- 
ers to  be  appointed  by  the  governor.  The  de- 
cision is  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  purpose 
of  the  constitutional  provision  Is  to  secure  to 
the  several  recognised  civil  and  political  divi- 
sions of  the  state  the  right  of  local  self-govern- 
ment, that  the  police  powers  are  among  the 
most  important  conferred  upon  city  govern- 
ments, and  that  the  main  object  of  the  act  in 
question  was  the  establishment  of  a  police  force, 
under  a  new  organisatloQ,  for  the  city.  The 
opinion  criticises  People  «p  rel.  Wood  v.  Drap- 
er, 15  N.  Y.  632,  but  distinguishes  it  upon  the 
ground  that  in  that  case  there  was  occasion 
for  the  exercise  of  legislative  discretion  in  the 
creation  of  a  police  district,  while  in  the  case 
at  bar  there  was  not.  The  opinion  says  if 
any  civil  division  other  than  those  recognised 
by  the  Constitution  is  allowable,  it  can  only  be 
when  neither  of  the  others  will  serve  or  an- 
swer the  purpose,  or  the  objects  cannot  be  ac- 
complished by  organising  the  territory  in  view 
under  one  or  the  other  forms  of  municipal  gov- 
ernment authorised  by  the  Constitution. 

People  «p  rel.  Townsend  v.  Porter,  90  N.  Y.. 
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in  the  time  aforesaid,  said  court  shall  order 
execution  upon  said  judgment  to  be  issued 
against  said  town  in  favor  of  the  state." 

Each  town  so  assessed  was  given,  by  (  6, 
power  to  issue  bonds  to  raise  the  money  to 
pay  its  assessment. 

"Sec.  7.  When  said  highways,  so  estab- 
lished as  aforesaid,  shall  have  become  free 
ffublic  highways  as  aforesaid,  the  same  shall 
thereafter  be  maintained  by  said  towns  so 
assessed  in  proportion  to  the  assessment  upon 
said  towns  as  hereinbefore  proyided.  The 
first  selectmen  of  said  several  towns  shall 
meet  on  the  2d  Monday  after  said  highways 
shall  have  become  free  highways  as  afore- 
said, at  the  ofiice  of  the  selectmen  in  Hart^ 
ford,  and  annually  thereafter  and  at  such 
other  times  as  they  shall  deem  necessary,  and 
said  several  first  selectmen  shall  constitute 
a  board  for  the  care,  maintenance,  and  con- 
trol of  said  highways.    Said  board  shall  ap- 


point a  chairman,  secretary,  and  treasurer ; 
and  said  board  shall  apportion  the  expense 
of  repairing  and  maintaining  said  highways 
upon  the  said  several  towns  in  proportion 
to  the  assessment  against  said  towns  as 
aforesaid,  and  said  chairman  shall  draw  his 
order  on  the  respective  treasurers  of  said 
towns  to  the  order  of  the  treasurer  of  said 
board  for  the  proportional  amount  payable 
by  said  towns,  as  aforesaid,  for  such  repairs 
and  maintenance.  Any  damages  resulting 
from  the  defective  condition  of  8>iid  high- 
ways or  the  bridges  upon  the  same  shall  be 
paid  by  said  towns  in  proportion  to  the  said! 
assessment.  For  the  purpose  embraced  in 
this  section  said  board  shall  be  a  body  poli- 
tic and  corporate  bv  the  name  of  the  "Board 
for  the  Care  of  Highways  and  Bridges  across- 
the  Connecticut  River  in  Hartford  County,' 
and  actions  may  be  brought  against  said 
board  by  sendee  upon  its  secretary,  and  any 


68.  condemned  an  act  creating  a  separate  po- 
lice district  upon  the  same  ground  as  the  pre- 
cedlnsr  case. 

Rathbone  v.  Wirth,  150  N.  Y.  459,  84  L.  R. 
A.  408,  45  N.  B.  15,  held  that  such  constitution- 
al provision  was  violated  by  an  act  which  In 
effect  conferred  npon  the  members  of  the  com- 
mon council  of  a  city  who  are  members  of  the 
political  party  having  a  minority  representation 
In  the  council  the  appointment  of  two  of  the 
four  police  commissioners.  The  decision  Is 
placed  by  a  majority  of  the  court  upon  the 
ground  that  such  minority  Is  not  a  city  author- 
ity within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional 
provision. 

LoTlngston  t.  Wider,  58  III.  802,  and  Wider 
T.  East  St.  Louis,  56  111.  136,  denied  the  con- 
stitutionality of  an  act  which  vested  the  con- 
trol of  the  police  department  of  certain  cities 
In  commissioners  appointed  by  the  governor 
with  the  consent  of  the  senate,  and  authorized 
them  to  incur  Indebtedness  in  behalf  of  the 
city.  These  decisions,  however,  do  not  rest 
upon  the  general  doctrine  of  an  Implied  guar- 
anty of  local  self-government,  but  upon  the  ex- 
press provision  of  the  Illinois  Constitution,  al- 
ready cited,  that  the  legislature  may  give  the 
corporate  authorities  of  cities  and  towns  the 
right  to  tax  for  corporate  purposes.  The  court 
held  that  this  constitutional  provision  prevented 
the  legislature  from  granting  the  right  of  cor- 
porate or  local  taxation  to  any  other  person 
than  the  coriK>rate  or  local  authorities ;  that 
sucb  commissioners  were  not  corporate  author- 
ities, since  they  were  neither  directly  elected 
by  the  people  nor  appointed  In  a  mode  to  which 
the  people  had  given  their  assent ;  and  that 
the  power  to  create  a  debt  against  the  city  is 
substantially  the  same  thing  as  power  to  levy 
a  tax.  The  ground  on  which  the  decision  rests 
is  illustrated  by  the  remark  In  the  latter  case 
that  the  police  force  organised  by  the  police 
commissioners  appointed  under  the  act  would 
dovMless  have  a  legal  right  to  serve,  If  they 
chose  to  do  so,  gratuitously,  and  to  that  extent 
the  law  might  be  upheld. 

Speed  T.  Crawford,  8  Met.  (Ky.)  207,  holds 
that  the  members  of  a  police  board  of  a  city 
are  ofllcers  for  the  city  within  the  meaning  of 
a  constitutional  provision  providing  that  of- 
ficers for  dtles  and  towns  shall  be  ''elected  for 
sucb  terms  and  In  such  manner  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  law,"  and  that  an  act  providing  for 
the  appointment  of  such  members  by  the  chan- 
cellor or  governor  Is  anconstltatlonal. 

Metropolitan  Bd.  of  Health  v.  Helster.  87  N. 
Y.  661,  held  that  the  constitutional  provision 
aJi^ady  alluded  to  did  not  prevent  the  leglslsp 
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tare  from  establishing  new  dvll  districts  for 
the  administration  of  the  health  laws. 

But  It  was  held  by  People  t.  Acton,  48  Barb. 
524,  to  be  violated  by  an  act  Investing  the 
board  of  metropolitan  police,  appointed  by  the 
governor,  with  the  powers  and  duties  previously 
conferred  upon  the  mayor  and  the  common 
council  in  respect  to  places  of  public  amuse- 
ment, etc.  The  opinion  says  that,  although  the 
legislature  might  have  the  power  to  take  the 
discharge  of  such  duties  from  the  mayor  or 
common  council,  they  were  required  to  place  the 
performance  of  them  with  local  ofllcers  or 
boards,  and  could  not  vest  ofllcers  appointed 
under  authority  of  the  state  with  the  perform- 
ance thereof. 

A  similar  decision  was  made  by  Schuster  v. 
Metropolitan  Bd.  of  Health,  49  Barb.  450,  Id 
respect  to  an  act  which  attempted  to  confer 
upon  the  metropolitan  board  of  health,  holding 
ofllce  under  appointment  of  the  governor,  legis- 
lative powers  previously  exercised  by  the  com- 
mon council  of  the  city. 

Re  Central  Park  Comrs.  85  How.  Pr.  255, 
held  that  the  act  of  1865,  so  far  as  It  author- 
ized the  commissioners  of  Central  Park,  Instead 
of  the  common  council  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
to  apply  to  the  court  for  the  opening  of  a  road 
or  public  drive  above  50th  street,  was  not  un- 
constitutional. This  decision  rests  upon  the 
ground  that  the  common  council  has  never  had 
authority  since  1807  to  lay  out  streets  or  public 
places  in  that  part  of  the  city.  The  court 
says,  however,  that  the  right  to  grade  the 
streets  In  the  city  has  always  been  exercised  by  . 
the  common  council,  and  that  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  the  legislature  can  take  from  the  com- 
mon council  this  power  and  confer  it  on  state 
ofllcers. 

Astor  V.  New  York,  62  N.  Y.  567.  held  that 
the  provision  of  the  New  York  Constitution  al- 
ready cited  was  not  -violated  by  the  act  of  1867 
which  confers  upon  the  commissioners  of  Cen- 
tral Park  the  exclusive  care,  management,  and 
control  of  a  portion  of  an  avenue  and  certain 
streets  for  the  purpose  of  regulating,  grading, 
and  otherwise  Improving  it.  This  decision  rests 
upon  the  ground  that  the  acts  referred  to  have 
an  especial  relation  to  and  connection  with  the 
park  system.  The  opinion  says  it  would  be 
carrying  the  doctrine  of  noninterference  with 
local  officers  far  beyond  any  reported  case,  to 
hold  that  In  no  case  whatever  could  any  of  the 
powers  existing  In  a  local  officer  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  be  taken  away 
without  violating  the  constitutional  provision. 

State  ex  rel.  Howe  v.  Des  Moines,  103  Iowa, 
70,  80  L.  B.  A.  286,  72  N.  W.  630,  holds  that 
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judgment  recovered  therein  shall  be  paid  by 
aaid  towns  in  said  proportions  and  in  the 
same  manner  as  herein  proyided  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  expenses  of  repairs  and  mainte- 
nance as  aforesaid.  Said  board  shall  annu- 
ally report  to  said  several  towns  the  ex- 
penses incurred  and  paid  by  them  during  the 
preceding  year." 

By  a  joint  resolution,  approved  on  the 
same  day,  it  was  provided  that  this  act 
should  not  affect  the  bridge  between  Wind- 
sor Lockp  and  Warehouse  Point,  nor  that  be- 
tween Nuffield  and  Enfield. 

Due  proceedings  were  had  under  the  act, 
resulting  in  a  final  judgment,  in  1889,  estab- 
lishing a  free  public  highway  across  the  river 
between  Hartford  and  East  Hartford,  in- 
cluding the  bridge  and  causeway  of  the  Hart- 
ford Bridge  Company,  and  awarding  it  $210,- 
000  damages.    The  court  also  "found  that 


the  towns  of  Hartford,  East  Hartford,  Qias- 
tonbury.  South  Windsor,  and  Manchester 
will  be  specially  benfited  by  the  layout  and 
establishment  of  such  free  highway,  and  es- 
timated and  assessed  said  damages  upon  said 
several  towns  as  benefits  accruing  to  said 
several  towns  in  such  proportion  as  said  com- 
missioners found  to  be  equitable;  that  is  to 
say,  as  follows:  To  the  town  of  Hartford, 
ninety-five  thousand  ($95,000)  dollars;  to 
the  town  of  East  Hartford,  sixty-six  thou- 
sand ($66,000)  dollars;  to  the  town  of  Glas- 
tonbury, twenty-five  thousand  ($25,000)  dol- 
lars; to  the  town  of  South  Windsor,  twelve 
thousand  ($12,000)  dollars;  to  the  town  of 
Manchester,  twelve  thousand  ($12,000)  dol- 
lars." 

Pending  the  action,  the  general  assembly 
in  1889  appropriated  $84,000  from  the  treas- 
ury of  the  state,  for  the  purpose  of  paying 


the  legislature  cannot  delegate  the  power  to  fix 
find  determine  the  amount  of  a  tax  for  a  public 
library  which  must  be  levied  by  the  common 
council,  to  a  board  not  chosen  by  and  directly 
responsible  to  the  taxpayers,  unless  the  people 
assent  thereto.  This  decision  rests  upon  the 
ground  that  there  is  an  implied  limitation 
upon  the  power  ot  the  legislature  to  delegate 
the  power  of  municipal  taxation,  and  that  it 
cannot  delegate  it  to  other  than  municipal  au- 
thorltiea 

The  legislature  has  power  to  appoint  officers 
within  a  city  for  a  specific  purpose,  such  as 
laying  out  a  street  and  assessing  the  damages 
and  benefits  arising  to  the  property  taken  for 
that  purpose.  Daly  v.  St.  Paul,  7  Minn.  890, 
Oil.  811. 

People  M  rel.  Kilmer  v.  McDonald,  69  N.  Y. 
862,  holds  that  the  constitutional  provision  be- 
fore referred  to  did  not  prohibit  the  legislature 
from  appointing  commissioners  to  widen  a 
designated  highway  In  a  village  by  proceedings 
dilferent  from  those  which  could  be  taken  by 
the  commissioners  of  highways  under  the  exist- 
ing laws  of  the  state,  the  commissioners  of 
highways  to  continue  in  office,  and  to  have 
charge  of  the  widened  avenue  after  the  fulfil- 
ment of  the  office  of  the  avenue  commissioners. 

The  validity  of  a  statute  providing  for  the 
laying  out  or  improvement  of  a  dty  street  is 
not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  power  to  do 
the  work  is  conferred  upon  commissioners  ap- 
pointed by  the  act,  instead  of  upon  the  munici- 
pal authorities.     Re  Woolsey,  95  N.  Y.  135. 

Illinois  Constitution,  art.  9.  |  9,  providing 
.  that  for  corporate  purposes  all  municipal  cor- 
porations may  be  vested  with  authority  to  as- 
sess and  collect  taxes,  and  |  10,  providing  that 
the  general  assembly  shall  not  Impose  taxes 
upon  municipal  corporations  or  the  inhabitants 
or  property  thereof  for  corporate  purposes,  but 
shall  require  that  ail  the  taxable  property 
within  the  limits  of  municipal  corporations 
shall  be  taxed  for  the  payment  of  debts  con- 
tracted under  authority  of  law,  prevent  the  leg- 
islature from  granting  the  right  to  assess  and 
collect  taxes  to  any  other  than  the  corporate 
authorities  of  the  municipalities  or  districts  to 
be  taxed,  and  prevent  such  taxation  from  being 
Imposed  without  the  consent  of  the  taxpayers 
to  be  affected.  Wetherell  v.  Devlne,  116  111. 
681,  6  N.  B.  696,  8  N.  B.  788.  This  case  holds 
that  "corporate  authorities"  are  those  author- 
ities who  are  directly  elected  by  the  population 
to  be  taxed,  or  are  appointed  In  some  mode  to 
which  they  have  given  their  assent,  but  that 
when  the  people  of  the  city,  by  a  vote  duly 
authorised,  adopt  an  election  law  providing  for 
the  appointment  of  election  commissioners  who 
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are  to  be  appointed  by  the  county  court,  and 
are  to  incur  indebtedness,  such  commlsslonen 
will  be  regarded  as  corporate  authorities. 

The  taxpayers  of  a  village  have  no  inherent 
right  to  have  the  assessment  of  their  property 
made  by  an  officer  elected  by  them,  or  to  haye 
their  taxes  collected  by  such  officer.  Jones  t. 
Kolb,  56  Wis.  263.  14  N.  W.  177. 

David  V.  Portland  Water  Committee,  14  Or. 
98,  12  Pac.  174,  upholds  the  constitutionality 
of  an  act  which  empowers  a  city  to  establish  or 
purchase  waterworks,  and  provides  that  such 
power  shall  be  exercised  by  a  committee  ap- 
pointed by  the  act.  The  opinion  recognizes  the 
distinction  between  the  public  and  private  func- 
tions of  a  municipal  corporation,  and  says  the 
power  of  the  legislature  over  municlpaJ  corpora- 
tions, in  the  absence  of  constitutional  restric- 
tions, is  unlimited  except  so  far  as  they  are 
endowed  with  rights  Incident  to  a  private  cor- 
poration, and  refers  to  the  fact  that  some  de- 
cisions have  undertaken  to  draw  lines  between 
powers  which  are  governmental  In  their  natare 
and  those  which  relate  to  local  convenience 
for  the  cltisen,  and  to  place  those  relating  to 
water,  gas,  and  public  parks  on  the  quasi- 
private  side  of  the  corporation,  but  says :  "Pub- 
lic parks,  gas,  water,  and  sewage  in  towns 
and  cities  may,  ordinarily,  be  classed  as  pri- 
vate affairs,  but  they  often  become  mat- 
ters of  public  importance;  and  when  the  leg- 
islature determines  that  there  Is  a  public  ne- 
cessity for  their  use  in  a  certain  locality  I 
do  not  think  they  can  be  designated  as  mere 
private  affairs.  That  is  a  relative  questloD." 
The  court  further  said  that  It  must  regard  the 
matter  iu  question  as  public  in  character.  In 
view  of  the  legislative  action. 

Luehrman  v.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Dist.  2 
Lea,  425,  upheld  the  constitutionality  of  the 
provisions  of  an  act  creating  municipal  cor- 
porations, conferring  legislative  power  upon 
a  legislative  council,  one  half  of  the  members 
of  which  are  to  be  appointed  for  the  full  term 
by  the  governor  with  the  consent  of  the  senate, 
all  of  the  members  to  be  elected  by  the  people 
after  the  expiration  of  the  first  term.  The 
court  says,  conceding  that  it  may  admit  a  donbt 
whether  the  legislature  could  permanently  ap- 
point, under  "our"  Constitution  and  the  demo- 
cratic character  of  "our"  Institutions,  the  offi- 
cers and  governing  body  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration^ its  right  to  make  provisional  appoint- 
ments Is  beyond  doubt,  citing  People  ea  rtL 
Le  Roy  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Rep. 
103.  „       ^ 

The  Colorado  supreme  court,  in  Re  Senate 
Bill,  12  Colo.  188,  21  Pac.  481.  held  that  a  bill 
creating  a  board  of  public  works    for    a  dtj 
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40  per  cent  of  these  damages.  Special  Laws, 
▼ol.  10,  p.  1321.  In  view  of  this,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court  concluded  with  an 
order  that  "the  town  of  Glastonbury  shall, 
within  three  months  from  the  date  of  rendi- 
tion of  this  judgment,  deposit  with  the  treas- 
urer of  this  state  the  sum  of  fifteen  thou- 
sand ($15,000)  dollars,  the  same  being  GO 
per  cent  of  the  sum  so  assessed  against  it," 
and  a  like  provision  with  respect  to  the  as- 
sessment against  each  of  the  other  four 
towns,  and  a  further  order  that,  "at  the  ex- 
piration of  said  three  months  from  the  date 
of  the  rendition  of  this  judgment,  the  comp- 
troller of  the  state  shall  draw  his  order  on 
the  treasurer  in  favor  of  the  Hartford  Bridge 
Company  for  the  sum  of  $210,000,  the  same 
being  the  amount  of  the  damages  that  have 
been  so  assessed  in  its  favor,  and  that  the 
treasurer  shall  hold  the  amount  thereof,  vus,, 


said  two  hundred  and  ten  thousand  ($210,- 
000)  dollars,  for  the  benefit  and  subject  to 
the  order  of  said  Hartford  Bridge  Company, 
and  shall  forthwith  notify  said  Hartford 
Bridge  Company  that  he  so  holds  said 
amount,  and  thereupon,  as  soon  as  the  treas- 
urer shall  give  said  notice,  said  highway  so 
laid  out  as  aforesaid  shall  become  and  re- 
main a  public  highway.  The  treasurer  of 
the  state  shall  at  the  same  time  give  notice 
to  the  first  selectman  of  each  of  said  to¥ms, 
viz.,  Hartford,  East  Hartford,  Glastonbuiy, 
South  Windsor,  and  Manchester,  that  said 
highway  has  become  a  free  public  highway 
to  be  thereafter  maintained  by  ^id  towns." 
After  this  judgment  had  been  fully  exe- 
cuted the  general  assembly,  in  1893,  passed 
an  act  (Pub.  Acts  1893,  p.  395,  chap.  239) 
declaring  that  the  highway,  which  included 
the  bridge  and  its  approaches,  should  there- 


whose  members  are  to  be  appointed  by  the  gov- 
ernor with  the  consent  of  the  senate*  and  which 
Is  charged  with  numerons  duties  and  endowed 
with  extensive  powers  in  relation  to  the  ex- 
penditure of  city  funds,  the  payment  and  can- 
celation of  oatstandlng  city  warrants,  and  the 
making  of  public  Improvements,  does  not  vio- 
late art.  5,  I  85,  of  the  Constitution,  prohibit- 
ing the  legislature  from  delegating  to  any  spe- 
cial commission  power  to  make,  mpervlse,  or  in- 
terfere with  any  municipal  Improvement, 
money,  property,  or  effects,  or  perform  any  ma- 
nicipal  function  whatever.  The  court  said 
that  there  was  strong  reason  to  recognize  the 
right  of  local  self-government,  but  that  was  a 
matter  pertaining  to  the  policy  of  proposed 
legislation  rather  than  a  question  of  constl- 
tatlonal  construction. 

Coyle  T.  Qray,  7  Houst.  (Del.)  44,  80  Atl.  728. 
was  a  quo  warranto  proceeding  by  one  appointed 
chief  engineer  of  the  waterworks  of  a  city  by 
a  board  of  water  commissioners  appointed  by 
the  legislature,  who  were  vested  with  full  au- 
thority to  appoint  and  discharge  officers  and 
employees,  and  to  contract  Indebtedness  In  be- 
half of  the  city  for  the  Improvement  and  exten- 
sion of  a  water  plant  The  court  upheld  the 
appointee's  right  to  the  office  upon  the  ground 
that  all  the  agencies  of  the  city  can  be  abol- 
ished or  changed  at  the  will  of  the  legislature. 
The  court,  however,  expresses  no  opinion  as 
to  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  so  far  as 
it  undertakes  to  anthorlse  the  commissioners 
to  tnenr  Indebtedness  on  the  part  of  the  city. 
Counsel  for  defendant  urged  the  dual  character 
of  municipal  corporations,  and  that  the  matter 
In  question  pertained  to  the  private  as  distin- 
guished from  the  governmental  functions  of  the 
corporation,  and  therefore  was  beyond  the  con- 
trol of  the  legislature.  The  court  apparently 
repudiates  the  doctrine  of  the  dual  character 
of  such  corporations.  It  says,  however,  that 
while  the  corporation  exists  by  authority  of 
the  state,  authorised  to  purchase  and  hold  prop- 
erty for  the  inhabitants.  It  would  not  be  compe- 
tent for  the  state  to  take  away  the  property 
and  give  It  to  other  corporations  or  persons. 

State  e»  rel,  Herron  v.  Smith,  44  Ohio  St. 
848.  7  N.  B.  447,  12  N.  B.  829,  upholds  the 
constitutionality  of  an  act  creating  a  board  of 
public  affairs  for  dtles  of  a  certain  class,  to 
be  appointed  by  the  governor  and  to  have  all 
the  powers,  perform  all  the  duties  and  be  the 
successor  of  the  board  of  public  works.  This 
decislMi  Is  made  upon  the  authority  of  State  v. 
CoTlngton«  and  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that 
there  is  no  constitutional  restriction  against 
the  appointment  of  municipal  officers  by  the 
governor,  and  rsjeets  the  theory  of  local  self- 
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government  adopted  In  People  ea  reL  Le  Boy  t. 
Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Rep.  108. 

Municipal  charters  are  subject  to  repeal  or 
amendment  at  the  pleasure  of  the  legislative 
power  granting  them,  and  the  absolute  and  un- 
conditional repeal  of  a  municipal  charter,  abol- 
ishes all  offices  under  It.  People  ear  rek  Fowl- 
er V.  Brown,  83  111.  96. 

Corporations  having  municipal  powers  are 
mere  tenants  at  will  of  the  legislature  so  far  as 
the  officers  thereof  are  concerned.  State  v. 
Jennings,  27  Ark.  419. 

The  legislature  may  fix  the  salary  of  a  mu- 
nicipal officer,  and  unless  restrained  by  the  Con- 
stitution may  change  It  at  any  time,  even  during 
the  official  term,  and  may  delegate  such  power 
to  the  common  council.  Wyandotte  v.  Dren- 
nan.  46  Mich.  478,  9  N.  W.  500. 

The  legislature  may  fix  the  salary  of  a  city 
officer,  If  It  has  not  delegated  the  power  to  do 
so  to  the  city.  Speed  v.  Detroit,  100  Mich.  92, 
58  N.  W.  638. 

A  municipal  corporation  Is  a  legislative  cre- 
ation, and  Its  offlcea  are  mere  agencies  or  In- 
strumentalities through  which  the  corporate 
power  Is  exercised  and  jthe  corporate  duty  dis- 
charged, and  It  Is  competent  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  provide  for  filling  such  offices,  either  by 
election  or  appointment,  or  any  other  mode 
deemed  expedient.  Moulton  v.  Beld,  54  Ala. 
320. 

A  statute  which  requires  the  mayor  of  a 
city  to  prepare  rules  for  the  selection  of  city 
officers  which  rules  must  be  approved  by  the 
state  civil  service  commission  before  they  can 
go  into  effect,  does  not  subordinate  the  power  of 
the  local  authorities  to  that  of  the  state  author- 
ities In  violation  of  a  constitutional  provision 
delegating  the  appointing  power  to  the  munici- 
pal authorities.  Bogers  v.  Buffalo,  123  N.  Y. 
178,  9  L.  B.  A.  679,  25  N.  B.  274. 


IV.  Power  4n   retpeot   to   property  and   fran- 
ehUe; 


The  necessity  of  Invoking  the  doctrine  of  an 
Implied  guaranty  of  local  self-government  Is 
not  so  apparent  when  the  legislature  under- 
takes to  deprive  a  municipality  of  property 
which  it  has  already  acquired,  and  holds.  In  Its 
private  capacity,  as  when  the  legislature  un- 
dertakes to  prescribe  the  local  municipal  pur- 
poses for  which  taxes  shall  be  levied.  As  al- 
ready shown,  some  of  the  courts,  while  admit- 
ting the  power  of  the  legislature  to  compel  mu- 
nicipal corporations  to  exercise  their  power  of 
taxation   for  a   particular   purpose,   deny    Its 
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after  be  maintained  by  the  state  at  its  ex- 
pense, and  providing  for  the  appointment,  on 
the  nomination  of  the  governor,  of  a  board 
of  three  commiBsioners,  for  the  care,  mainte- 
nance, and  control  of  the  highway ;  such  ex- 
penses as  they  might  incur  for  repairing  and 
maintaining  it  to  be  paid  from  the  state 
treasury  on  the  order  of  the  comptroller. 
All  acts  inconsistent  therewith  were  re- 
pealed. 

Commissioners  were  duly  appointed  under 
this  act,  who  soon  afterwards,  the  bridge 
having  become  unsafe,  executed  a  contract 
in  behalf  of  the  state  with  the  Berlin  Iron 
Bridge  Company  for  the  erection  of  a  new 
one  at  a  cost  of  over  $300,000.  After  the 
company  had  begun  the  work  of  construc- 
tion, the  old  bridge  was  accidentally  de- 
stroyed by  fire,  and  the  commissioners  there- 
upon ordered,  under  one  of  the  provisions  of 


the  contract,  the   erection   of   a  temporary 
bridge  by  the  same  company. 

While  it  was  fulfilling  this  order  an  act 
was  passed,  which  was  approved  and  took 
effect  May  24,  1895  (Pub.  Acts  1805,  p.  530, 
chap.  168),  repealing  the  act  of  1893,  and 
requiring  the  towns  of  Hartford,  East  Hart- 
ford, Glastonbury,  South  Windsor,  and  Man- 
chester thereafter  to  maintain  the  highway 
across  the  Connecticut  river  where  the  old 
bridge  formerly  was,  with  the  proper  ap- 
proaches, and  to  erect  a  new  bridge  when- 
ever necessary,  and  maintain  the  same,  con- 
tributing to  any  expenses  to  which  they 
might  l^  thus  subjected  "in  proportion  to 
the  assessment  made  upon  said  towns  by  the 
superior  court  in  the  proceedings  in  which 
said  highway  was  laid  out  and  established; 
that  is  to  say,  Hartford,  95-210;  East  Hart- 
ford,  66-210;    Glastonbury,   25-210;    South 


power  to  subject  to  such  purpose  the  property 
acquired  by  a  municipal  corporation  In  its  pri- 
vate capacity.  Davidson  v.  New  York,  27  How. 
Pr.  342,  supra;  People  ea  rel.  Baldwin  v.  Haws, 
87  Barb.  440 ;  Baldwin  v.  New  York,  45  Barb. 
869,  2  Keyes,  387. 

The  following  cases  hold  that  the  property 
acquired  by  a  municipal  corporation  in  Its  pri- 
vate capacity  la  within  the  const! tnttonal  pro- 
vision as  to  due  process  of  law:  People  e» 
rel.  Park.  Comrs.  v.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228,  15 
Am.  Rep.  202 ;  Davidson  v.  New  York.  27  How. 
Pr.  342;  People  e0  reU  Baldwin  v.  Haws,  37 
Barb.  440:  Baldwin  v.  New  York,  45  Barb. 
859,  2  Keyes,  387 ;  Re  Jensen,  28  Misc.  878,  59 
N.  Y.  Supp.  658. 

A  municipal  corporation  exercising  powers 
conferred,  not  for  public  purposes,  but  for  Its 
private  benefit  and  emolument,  will  be  regarded 
quod  hoc  as  a  private  cori>oratlon.  Pater- 
eon  V.  Society  for  Establishing  Useful  Manu- 
factures, 24  N.  J.  L.  385. 

Towns  and  other  public  corporations  may 
have  private  rights  and  Interests  vested  in  them 
under  their  charter,  and  as  to  those  rights  they 
are  to  be  regarded  and  protected  the  same  as 
If  they  were  the  rights  and  Interests  of  Indi- 
viduals or  of  private  corporations.  Montpeller 
V.  East  Montpeller,  29  Vt.  12,  67  Am.  Dec.  748. 

So  far  as  a  municipal  corporation  is  endowed 
by  law  with  the  power  of  contracting,  and  as 
such  Is  made  capable  of  acquiring,  holding,  and 
disposing  ot  property.  It  must  stand  on  the 
same  ground  of  exemption  from  legislative  con- 
trol and  Interference  as  a  private  corporation. 
Atkins  V.  Randolph,  31  Vt.  226. 

The  doctrine  is  well  settled  In  respect  to  pub- 
lic corporations  created  for  public  purposes, 
that  the  legislature  has  the  exclusive  right,  as 
trustee  of  the  public  interest,  to  regulate,  con- 
trol, and  direct  the  corporation  and  Its  funds 
and  franchises,  for  the  reason  that  the  whole 
interest  and  franchises  are  given  by  the  act  of 
incorporation  for  the  public  use  and  advantage. 
Bush  V.  Sblpman,  5  111.  190. 

Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  opinion  in  the  case 
•of  Dartmouth  College  t.  Woodward,  4  Wheat. 
-694,  4  L.  ed  673,  remarked :  "Corporations 
for  mere  public  government,  such  as  towns, 
cities,  and  counties,  may  In  many  respects  be 
subject  to  legislative  control.  But  It  will 
hardly  be  contended  that  even  In  respect  to  such 
corporations  the  legislative  power  Is  so  tran- 
scendent that  it  may  at  Its  will  take  away  the 
private  property  of  the  corporation  or  change 
the  uses  of  Its  private  funds  acquired  under  the 
pubUc  faith." 

Terrett  v.  Taylor,  9  Cranch.  43,  8  L.  ed.  650, 
«ays:  "In  respect  also  to  public  corporations, 
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which  exist  only  for  public  purposes,  such  at 
counties,  towns,  cities,  etc.,  the  legislature  may 
under  proper  limitations  have  a  right  to  change, 
modify,  enlarge,  or  restrain  them,  securing  how- 
ever, the  property  for  the  uses  of  those  for 
whom  and  at  whose  expense  It  was  originally 
purchased.*' 

Mr.  Justice  Matthews.  In  New  Orleans,  M.  A 
T.  R.  Co.  V.  Ellerman,  105  U.  8.  166.  26  L.  ed. 
1015,  says:  "Whatever  powers  the  municipal 
body  rightfully  enjoys  over  the  subject  Is  de- 
rived from  the  legislature.  They  are  merely 
administrative,  and  may  be  revoked  at  any 
time,  not  touching,  of  course,  any  property  of 
the  city  actually  acquired  In  the  course  of  ad- 
mlnlsfratlon." 

Savannah  v.  Steam  Boat  Co.  R.  M.  Charlt 
(Ga.)  342,  while  admitting  that  the  legislature 
has  a  superintending  and  controlling  power  over 
a  mimlclpal  corporation,  holds  that  It  cannot 
take  away  property  acquired  by  It,  or  vested  In 
such  corporation  by  legislative  acts. 

Even  municipal  corporations,  though  their 
charters  are  In  no  sense  contracts,  are  pro- 
tected by  the  Constitution  In  the  property  they 
rightfully  acquire  for  local  purposes,  and  the 
state  cannot  despoil  them  of  It.  Detroit  v. 
Detroit  ft  H.  PI.  Road  Co.  43  Mich.  140,  6  N. 
W.  275. 

A  city,  though  a  dvll  Institution  created  to 
be  employed  to  some  extent  as  an  Instrument  of 
government.  Is  not  the  government  Itself,  but  a 
.  distinct  though  subordinate  being,  and  although 
as  a  public  corporation  it  holds  Its  existence 
and  peculiar  forms  and  faculties  at  the  will 
of  the  government  of  which  it  Is  an  Instrument, 
or  In  some  sense  a  part.  It  Is  not  so  identified 
with  It  that  all  Its  acts  and  acquisitions  must 
necessarily  be  ascribed  to  the  government  or 
Inure  to  Its  benefit,  and  It  may  acquire  cor^ 
porate  rights  beyond  the  control  of  the  govern- 
ment. Louisville  V.  University  of  Louisville, 
16  B.  Mon.  642. 

The  legislature  has  no  power,  either  directly 
or  Indirectly,  to  devest  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion of  its  private  property  without  the  con- 
sent of  ts  Inhabitants.  Milwaukee  v.  Mil- 
waukee, 12  Wis.  94.  This  decision  was  made 
in  a  case  Involving  the  question  whether  an 
act  extending  the  limits  of  a  city  so  as  to  em- 
brace land  formerly  Included  In  a  town  de- 
vested the  town's  title  to  land  within  the  an- 
nexed territory.  The  court  remarked  It  did  not 
hold  that  the  legislature  might  not,  upon  a  re- 
peal of  the  charter  of  a  municipal  corporation 
or  a  division  of  Its  territory,  provide  for  a 
fair  and  equitable  disposition  or  division  of  Its 
public  property  ;  but  where  the  legislature  takes 
from  a  town  a  portion  of  Its  territory  which 
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Windsor,  12-210;  Manchester,  12-210."  Half 
the  taxes  received  by  the  state  during  the 
next  five  years  from  any  street-railway  com- 
panies using  the  bridge  was  to  be  paid  over 
to  the  towns  in  proportion  to  their  assess- 
ments, and  10  per  cent  of  such  receipts  dur- 
ing each  succeeding  year.  A  commission 
was  also  appointed  to  hear  and  determine  all 
l^^l  claims,  not  exceeding  in  all  $40,000,  for 
any  contract  obligations  already  incurred  by 
the  bridge  commissioners, — their  decision  in 
favor  of  such  claimants  to  be  final  against 
the  state,  and  any  sums  awarded  by  them, 
not  exceeding  $40,000,  to  be  paid  from  the 
Btate  treasury.  If  any  claimant  was  dis- 
satisfied with  their  decision,  he  was  at  lib- 
erty to  bring  suit  against  the  state  in  the 
superior  court,  and  should  the  Berlin  Bridge 
Company  so  sue,  then  whether  it  proved  the 
existence   of    any   valid   contract  with  the 


bridge  commissioners  under  the  act  of  1S93, 
or  not,  it  was  to  be  entitled  to  recover  for 
all  materials  furnished  or  expenses  incurred 
under  or  in  connection  with  any  contract 
with  the  commissioners,  ineluding  all  legal 
expenses.  Any  judgment  of  the  court  in  fa- 
vor of  the  claimant  in  any  suit  was  to  be 
paid  from  the  state  treasury.  If  the  contract 
already  described  between  the  Berlin  Iron 
Bridge  Company  and  the  bridge  commission- 
ers should  be  adjudged  valid,  then  the  comp- 
troller was  directed  to  carry  it  out  and  pay 
the  contract  price.  In  such  case  the  towns 
were  not  to  receive  half  the  railway  taxes 
for  five  years,  but  were  to  receive  10  per 
cent  of  them  annually,  and  were  to  remain 
charged  with  the  perpetual  maintenance  and 
repair  of  the  highway  over  the  river,  in- 
cluding the  new  bridge. 

On  June  28,  1805  (Special  Acts  1895,  p. 


Includes  lands  to  which  it  has  the  exclusive 
title,  and  annexes  the  same  to  another  town  or 
tnunlclpalitj  without  providing  for  the  disposal 
of  such  lands,  and  under  such  circumstances 
that  the  assent  of  the  town  to  part  with  its 
title  cannot  be  presumed,  such  town  still  con- 
tinues to  be  the  owner  of  such  lands,  notwith- 
standing the  separation. 

But  Bristol  v.  New  Chester,  8  N.  H.  524. 
upholds  the  constitutionality  of  a  provision  of 
an  act  forming  a  new  town  from  parts  of  two 
existing  towns,  that  certain  portions  of  the 
property  of  the  old  towns  shall  belong  to  the 
new.  The  court  says  that,  even  If  the  act  In- 
corporating the  original  town  Is  a  contract  the 
ohllgatioa  of  which  cannot  be  impaired,  still, 
the  provision  in  question  does  not  have  the  ef- 
fect to  impair  It. 

Grogan  v.  San  Francisco,  18  Cal.  590,  held 
that  an  act  which  attempted  to  confirm  an  un- 
authorized sale  of  property  granted  to  a  city 
by  the  state  was  Invalid.  The  opinion,  which 
was  by  Field,  Ch.  J.,  afterwards  an  associate 
justice  of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court, 
based  the  decision  upon  the  ground  that  a  legis- 
lative grant  was  an  executed  contract,  and  as 
such  within  the  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion prohibiting  the  state  from  impairing  the  ob- 
ligations of  contracts,  and  that  there  was  no 
difference  in  the  Inviolability  of  the  contract  be- 
tween a  grant  of  property  to  an  individual  and 
a  like  grant  to  a  municipal  corporation.  Chief 
Justice  Field  said :  "Though  a  municipal  cor- 
poration Is  the  creature  of  the  legislature,  yet 
when  the  state  enters  Into  a  contract  with  it 
the  subordinate  relation  ceases,  and  that  equal- 
ity arises  which  exists  between  all  contracting 
parties.  And  however  great  the  control  of  the 
legislature  orer  the  coriK>ration,  It  can  be  ex- 
ercised only  In  subordination  to  the  principle 
which  secures  the  inviolability  of  contracts." 
The  opinion  distinguishes  Hart  t.  Burnett,  15 
Cal.  530,  and  Payne  v.  Treadwell,  16  Cal.  222, 
which  asserted  authority  of  the  legislature  over 
pueblo  lands  held  by  municipal  corporations, 
upon  the  ground  that  those  lands  were  held 
originally  by  the  pueblo,  and  afterwards  the 
city  as  its  successor,  In  trust  for  public  munlci- 
pcj  purposes,  the  trust  being  subject  to  the  di- 
rection, supervision,  and  control  of  the  gov- 
ernment, and  the  cases  were,  therefore,  held 
to  have  no  application  to  a  case  like  the  one 
at  bar,  where  the  legislature  had  undertaken  to 
devest  property  not  held  upon  any  such  trust, 
without  the  city's  previous  consent  or  subse- 
quent acceptance  of  Its  acts. 

The  same  distinction  applies  to  Gordon  v. 
San  Diego,  101  Cal.  522,  86  Pac.  18,  which  held 
that  the  legislature  might  validate  a  convey- 
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ance  of  pueblo  lands  by  the  city  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, originally  invalid  for  want  of  a  corporate 
seal. 

Proprietors  of  Mount  Hope  Cemetery  v.  Bos- 
ton, 158  Mass.  509.  33  N.  B.  696,  denied  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  compel  the  city  of 
Boston  to  transfer  without  compensation  to  a 
private  corporation  property  purchased  and  im- 
proved by  it  for  the  purpose  of  a  cemetery.  The 
decision  rests  upon  the  ground  that  such  prop- 
erty is  held  In  the  private,  and  not  in  the  pub- 
lic or  political,  character  of  the  city.  The 
court  said  that  the  legislative  power  over  mu- 
nicipal property,  when  it  exists,  does  not  ex- 
tend so  far  as  to  enable  the  legislature  to  re- 
quire a  transfer,  without  compensation,  to  a 
private  person  or  private  corporation.  The  con- 
trol which  the  legislature  may  exercise  Is  lim- 
ited. It  must  act  by  piibllc  agencies  and  for 
public  uses  exclusively.  If  the  city  has  pur- 
chased property  for  purposes  which  are  strictly 
and  purely  public,  as  a  mere  Instrumentality  of 
the  state,  such  property  is  so  far  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  legislature  that  other  instru- 
mentalities of  the  state  may  be  substituted  for 
Its  management  and  care,  but  even  the  state 
Itself  has  no  power  to  requlr^  the  city  to  trans- 
fer the  title  from  public  to  private  ownership. 

Webb  V.  New  York,  64  How.  Pr.  10,  held  that 
the  provision  of  an  act  for  the  removal  of  a  res- 
ervoir situated  upon  land  the  fee-simple  ab- 
solute of  which  was  ^n  the  city  of  New  York 
was  unconstitutional.  The  opinion  says  that 
the  property,  which  New  York  holds  in  its  pro- 
prietary or  private  character,  and  which  con- 
cerns the  private  advantage  of  the  corporation 
as  a  distinct  legal  personality.  Is  stamped  with 
so  many  of  the  rights  and  powers  of  natural 
persons  or  private  corporations  as  that  the  city 
cannot  be  deprived  of  the  reservoir  without  due 
process  of  law  and  without  just  compensation. 
The  opinion  further  says  that  the  contention 
of  defendants  that  the  legislature  may  direct 
to  what  use  such  property  shall  be  put  may 
within  certain  limits  be  conceded  to  be  correct. 
"Indeed,  in  the  exercise  of  its  superintending 
and  governmental  powers  as  parena  patrias,  the 
legislature  doubtless  may  designate  the  par- 
ticular Instrument  In  the  varied  and  some- 
what complex  machinery  of  this  vast  municipal- 
ity for  discharging  Its  duties,  and  for  the  pro- 
tection of  Its  rights.  But  I  cannot  assent  to 
the  proposition  that  the  state  may  absolutely 
and  unqualifiedly  direct  the  use  which  shall  be 
made  by  the  city  of  its  property  held  in  fee, 
when  the  use  named  by  necessary  intendment* 
and  the  mode  adopted  of  changing  an  old  pub- 
lic use  to  another.  Involve  a  denial  of  all  ths 
essentials  entering  Into  proprietorship.*' 
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485,  chap.  343),  a  private  act  waa  passed, 
entitled  An  Act  Creating  the  Connecticut 
River  Bridge  and  Highway  District."  Bv 
this  the  towns  of  Hartford,  East  Hartford, 
Glastonbury,  Manchester,  and  South  Wind- 
sor were  constituted  a  corporation  under  the 
name  of  the  "Connecticut  river  bridge  and 
highway  district,"  "for  the  construction,  re- 
construction, care,  and  maintenance  of  a  free 
public  highway  across  the  Connecticut  river 
at  Hartford,  and  the  causeway  and  ap- 
proaches appertaining  thereto,  as  described 
in  a  decree  of  the  superior  court  of  Hart- 
ford county,  passed  on  the  10th  day  of  June, 
1880,  in  which  decree  said  highway  was  laid 
out  and  established." 

Four  citizens  of  Hartford  and  one  from 
each  of  the  other  towns  were  appointed  "com- 
missioners for  said  district,  with  authority 
to  maintain  said  free  public  highway,  and. 


whenever  public  safety  or  convenience  may 
require,  to  erect  new  bridges  along  or  upon 
said  highway,  to  reconstruct,  raise,  and 
widen  the  causeway  and  approaches  appur- 
tenant to  or  a  part  of  said  highway,  at  the 
expense  of  the  towns  named  in  §  1  of  thia 
act,  and  composing  said  bridge  district,  at 
a  cost  not  exceeding  $500,000."  This  board 
was  to  report  annually  to  the  several  towna 
the  expenses  incurred  and  paid  by  it  during 
the  year  preceding.  It  was  authorized  to  is- 
sue the  bonds  of  the  district  to  an  amount 
not  exceeding  $500,000  to  provide  means  for 
building  a  new  bridge  or  improving  the  high- 
way across  the  river.  Each  of  the  five 
towns,  in  order  to  meet  the  principal  and 
interest  due  and  to  become  due  upon  these 
bonds,  was  to  pay  over  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  commission,  on  his  written  order,  an- 
nually, 25  cents  on  each  $1,000  of  its  grand 


In  State  v.  SayanDah,  R.  M.  Cbarit  (Ga.) 
250,  the  dty  of  Savannah  bad  built  a  county 
Jail,  and  afterwards  by  an  act  of  the  legislature 
was  vested  with  the  sole  and  entire  government 
of  the  jail.  That  act  was  afterwards  repealed 
by  an  act  which  vested  the  Jail  in  the  Justice 
and  the  sheriff.  The  court  upheld  the  latter 
act.  It  says  that  private  corporations  cannot 
be  deprived  of  their  franchises  except  by  a  Ju- 
dicial Judgment,  but  that  all  such  as  are  made 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  city  government  are 
so  far  creatures  of  the  legislature  that  they  may 
be  controlled  by  It.  and  have  their  constitutions 
altered  and  amended  by  the  government  In  such 
manner  as  the  public  interest  may  require. 

Columbus  V.  Columbus,  82  Wis.  374,  16  L.  R. 
A.  695,  52  N.  W.  425,  decided  that  where  a 
town  holds  the  naJced  legal  title,  in  trust  for  the 
inhabitants  of  a  town  and  city,  of  cemetery 
grounds  within  the  city,  exclusively  for  burial 
purposes,  the  legislature  may  enact  that  the 
city  shall  have  exclusive  care  and  management 
of  the  cemetery  for  the  beneflclnries.  The  court 
distinguishes  the  case  from  Milwaukee  v.  Mil- 
waukee, 12  Wis.  94,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
town  in  that  case  held  the  absolute  title  In  fee 
to  the  land,  and  that  there  was  no  trust  for  a 
particular  purpose. 

In  Sklnkle  v.  Essex  Public  Road  Board,  47 
N.  J.  L.  93,  the  court  discussed  the  question 
whether  property  purchased  by  a  municipal 
body  for  unpaid  taxes  laid  to  enable  it  to  ex- 
ercise its  granted  functions  of  government 
passes  beyond  legislative  control,  save  through 
the  power  of  eminent  domain,  and  expressed 
its  opinion  that  it  does  not.  It  says  the  cases 
draw  a  distinction  as  to  property  rights  of  a 
strictly  private  character  vested  in  municipal 
corporations,  and  remarks  that  if  such  a  cor- 
poration has  power  to  hold  devises  and  legacies 
to  charitable  uses  the  legislature  cannot  seize 
and  appropriate  them  to  other  purposes,  but 
even  in  such  a  case  the  legislature  may  deprive 
the  public  body  of  the  capacity  to  act  as  trustee, 
in  which  event  equity  will  substitute  a  trustee 
to  perpetuate  the  trust,  as  was  done  in  Mont- 
pelier  v.  East  Montpelier,  29  Vt.  12,  67  Am. 
Dec.  748.  With  reference  to  municipal  property, 
such  as  city  halls,  markets,  waterworks,  and 
ferries,  it  says,  upon  general  principles,  immu- 
nity from  legislative  control  must  be  conceded  to 
an  extent  that  will  prohibit  the  lawmakers  from 
devesting  the  title  for  the  purpose  of  devoting  it 
to  private  nsea  or  diverting  it  to  the  support 
or  benefit  of  other  municipal  bodies. 

State,  Millbum,  Prosecutor,  v.  South  Orange, 
65  N.  J.  L.  254,  26  Atl.  75,  upheld  an  act  which 
requires  the  consent  of  the  township  committee 
within  whose  boundaries  the  lands  are  located, 
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before  any  city  which  has  theretofore  acqolred 
land  outside  Its  limits,  may  use  the  same  for 
sewage  purposes.  The  court  says  the  author- 
ity granted  to  a  municipal  corporation  to  pur- 
chase property  must  be  presumed  to  be  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  it  to  discharge  its  public 
functions  In  a  beneficial  way,  and  its  title  can- 
not be  regarded  as  so  absolute  as  to  strip  the 
legislature  of  all  control  whatever  over  lt» 
uses,  in  exercising  its  unquestionable  rlf^bt  to 
regulate  and  modify  the  powers  bestowed  upon 
the  local  government.  It  further  says  that 
while  it  may  be  conceded  that  the  leglslature 
cannot  deprive  a  municipality  of  the  title  to 
its  land  and  bestow  it  upon  another  political 
district,  the  legislature  has  not  denuded  itself 
of  the  capacity  to  prescribe  the  mode  in  which 
such  property  shall  be  enjoyed  by  the  public 
corporation.  If  a  contract  between  the  state 
and  the  public  corporation  can  be  deduced  from 
the  fact  that  there  is  legislative  authority  to 
purchase  property  for  a  specified  public  pur- 
pose, the  extreme  limit  of  the  restraint  it  im- 
poses upon  the  legislature  is  that,  while  it  may 
regulate  or  change  the  uses  to  which  such 
property  may  be  devoted,  it  cannot  deprive  the 
corporation  of  it. 

Poultney  v.  Wells,  1  Alk.  (Vt.)  180.  held 
that  a  share  or  right  of  land,  granted  by  the 
charter  of  a  township  to  those  persons  whose 
names  are  entered  on  the  back  of  the  charter, 
for  the  benefit  of  a  school  in  the  town,  t>elong» 
to  the  town  so  that  the  legislature  can  exer- 
cise no  power  over  It  to  vary  the  appropriation 
without  the  consent  of  the  town,  and  that  such 
consent  must  be  by  those  who  are  inhabitants 
of  the  town  at  the  time  the  assent  is  given. 
The  legislature  had  set  off  a  part  of  one  town 
to  another,  and  it  was  held  that  they  could  not 
give  the  latter  the  control  of  any  part  of  the 
fund  arising  from  the  school  lot  in  the  former, 
without  the  former's  consent. 

The  legislature  cannot  without  the  consent 
of  a  town  make  any  change  in  the  appropria- 
tion of  the  rents  from  a  right  of  land  re- 
served by  its  charter  for  che  use  of  schools  in 
the  town.     White  v.  Fuller,  38  Vt.  193. 

Grants  of  property  to  municipal  corporations 
in  trust  for  other  purposes  than  corporate  and 
municipal  use'  are  not  more  the  subject  of 
legislative  control  than  are  the  private  and 
vested  rights  of  Individuals.  Montpelier  v. 
East  Montpelier,  29  Vt.  12,  67  Am.  Dec.  748. 
In  this  case  a  town  was  a  trustee  of  certain 
rights  of  land  reserved  for  public  uses,  such  as 
the  support  of  the  Gospel  and  schools.  The 
original  town  was  extinguished  and  the  terri- 
tory Incorporated  into  two  new  towna  The 
court  held  that  a  new  trustee  should  be  ap> 
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liBt»  until  its  share  of  the  whole  had  been 
fully  aatitfied,  in  the  proportion  of  Hart- 
ford, 79-100,  Eaat  Hartford,  12-100,  Glaston- 
bury, 3-100,  Manchester,  3-100,  and  South 
Windsor,  3-100;  and  for  the  ordinary  sup- 
port and  maintenance  of  said  highway  each 
town  was  also  directed  to  pay  upon  the 
orders  of  the  commission,  from  time  to  time, 
such  further  sums  as  the  commission  might 
determine  as  its  proper  proportion  of  the 
total  expense  under  the  provisions  of  the  act, 
and  to  provide  for  such  payments  in  voting 
its  annual  tax  levy.  Half  of  all  taxes  re- 
ceived by  the  state  during  the  next  five 
years  from  street-railway  companies  using 
the  bridge,  and  10  per  cent  annually  of  ail 
future  receipts  of  the  same  character,  were 
to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  commis- 
sion. The  commissioners  were  given  full 
power  to  construct  and  reconstruct  all  neces- 


sa^ry  bridges  and  approaches,  and  their 
orders  were  made  obligatory  upon  the  towns, 
and  sufficient  authority  for  the  town  treas- 
urers to  pay  any  sums  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
commission  which  the  commission  might  di- 
rect. The  courts  were  empowered  to  en- 
force, by  mandamus  or  otherwise,  any  orders 
of  the  commissioners  made  under  authority 
of  the  act.  The  commissioners  under  the 
act  of  1893  were  directed  to  turn  over  ail 
property  and  papers  in  theii  hands  to  the 
new  board.  The.  latter  was  authorized  to  as- 
sume the  cost  of  constructing  the  temporary 
bridge  which  was  in  course  of  erection  un- 
der the  contract  made  by  the  commissioners 
undrr  the  act  of  1893.  So  much  of  the  pub- 
lic act  of  May  24,  1895,  as  fixed  the  propor- 
tion in  which  each  town  was  to  contribute 
to  the  cost  of  constructing  and  maintaining 
the  bridge  and  highway,  was  repealed. 


pointed  to  take  charge  of  the  property  and  ex- 
ecute the  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  territory  wbicb  comprised  the  orig- 
inal township. 

Philadelphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  169,  upheld  the 
constitutionality  of  an  act  which  transferred 
the  discbarge  of  charitable  trusts  from  a  city 
to  a  board  composed  in  part  of  persons  to  be 
appointed  by  the  courta  The  court  said : 
*'The  city  Is  merely  an  agency  instituted  by 
tbe  sovereign  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  oat 
in  detail  the  objects  of  government,—- essen- 
tially a  revocable  agency, — having  no  vested 
right  to  any  of  its  powers  or  franchises,  .  .  . 
and  therefore  fully  subject  to  the  control  of 
the  legislature,  who  may  enlarge  or  diminish  Its 
territorial  extent  or  its  functions,  may  change 
or  modify  its  Interaal  arrangement,  or  destroy 
its  very  existence  with  the  mere  breath  of 
arbitrary  discretion.  .  .  .  It  Is  nothing  to 
the  purpose,  then,  to  show  that  a  city  may  act 
in  certain  particulars  as  a  private  corporation, 
may  make  contracts  as  such,  and  that  It  can- 
not impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract  en- 
tered into  by  it  in  that  capacity.  .  .  . 
When,  therefore,  the  donors  or  testators  of 
these  charitable  funds  granted  or  devised  them 
in  trust  to  the  municipality,  they  must  be  held 
to  have  done  so  with  the  full  knowledge  that 
their  trustee  so  selected  was  a  mere  creature  of 
tbe  state,  an  agent  acting  under  a  revocable 
power.  .  .  .  No'  one,  I  think,  can  doubt 
that  U  was  entirely  competent  for  that  au- 
thority to  vest  the  entire  management  and 
control  of  all  municipal  affairs  in  just  such  a 
body  as  that  constituted  by  this  act.  If  they 
could  do  the  greater  they  can  do  the  less." 

An  act  incorporating  a  city,  and  relinquish- 
ing to  the  corporation  certain  lands  in  trust 
for  tbe  use  and  beneflt  of  the  city,  with  power 
to  sell  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  the  erection 
of  a  jail  and  courthouse  for  the  use  of  the 
county,  the  balance  to  be  applied  to  the  pur- 
poses of  education,  did  not  confer  a  vested 
right  in  the  city  to  have  the  property  so  ap- 
plied, and  until  the  trust  had  been  executed 
it  was  competent  for  the  legislature  to  change 
or  abolish  it ;  and  both  trusts  were  in  fact  ex- 
tinguished by  the  repeal  of  the  charter,  so 
that  a  trustee  could  not  be  appointed  by  the 
court  to  administer  them.  Bass  v.  Pontleroy, 
11  Tex.  698. 

Hagerstown  v.  Schner,  87  Md.  180,  holds 
that  even  If  a  private  individual  or  corpora- 
tion would  have  a  vested  right  to  immunity 
from  liability  after  the  fall  of  the  bar  of  the 
eUtute  of  limitations,  which  could  not  be  de- 
vested by  the  repeal  of  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations or  the  extension  of  the  limitation,  a 
48L.B.A. 


municipal  corporation  would  not  have  such  a 
right.  The  action  was  ex  delicto  against  the 
city  for  damages  caused  by  a  mob. 

Lawrence  v.  Louisville,  96  Ky.  595,  27  L.  R. 
A.  560,  24  8.  W.  450  (an  action  against  a  city, 
for  damages  for  personal  injuries  caused  by  a' 
defective  bridgre),  however,  holds  that  the  right 
to  plead  the  statute  of  limitations  after  the 
fall  of  the  bar  is'  a  vested  right  which  cannot 
be  taken  away  by  a  subsequent  repealing  stat- 
ute. The  opinion  does  not  recognize  or  con- 
sider the  question  whether  there  is  any  dis^ 
tlnction  in  this  respect  between  actions  against 
private  individuals  or  corporations  and  munici- 
pal corporatons. 

Spaulding  v.  Andover,  54  N.  H.  88.  held  that 
an  act  which  attempted  to  divert  to  certain 
Individuals  a  portion  of  a  fund  previously  as- 
signed by  the  legislature  to  a  town  was  invali<l 
as  in  violation  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  art. 
1,  I  10,  declaring  that  no  state  shall  pass  any 
law  .impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.  This 
case  recognizes  the  distinction  between  the  put>- 
lic  and  private  characters  of  municipal  cor- 
porations. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  direct  that 
fines  collected  in  the  enforcement  of  city  or- 
dinances shall  be  applied  to  the  support  of  In- 
corporated homes  for  friendless  women  situated 
within  the  city.  Indianapolis  v.  Indianapoila 
Home  for  Friendless  Women,  50  Ind.  215.  The 
court  held  that  the  home  in  question  was  so 
far  a  public  Institution  that  to  appropriate  the- 
funds  in  question  to  its  support  was  not  an 
appropriation  of  money  to  a  private  purpose. 

State  ew  rel.  Board  of  Eklu.  v.  Haben,  22  Wis. 
660,  denies  the  power  of  the  legislature,  with- 
out the  assent  of  a  city  or  its  inhabitants,  to 
divert  money  raised  in  a  city  by  taxation  for 
the  erection  of  a  high  school  building  to  the 
purchase  of  a  site  for  a  normal  school. 

The  legislature  may  relieve  a  city  from  the 
trust  to  hold  for  public  use  as  a  park  land  the 
title  of  which  is  In  the  city,  and  authorize  a 
sale  of  the  land  free  from  the  trust.  Brooklyn 
Park  Comrs.  v.  Armstrong,  45  N.  Y.  234,  6 
Am.  Rep.  70. 

The  control  of  city  parks  Is  a  matter  of 
purely  local  concern,  as  held  and  owned  by  the 
city  not  In  Its  political  or  governmental  capac- 
ity, but  In  a  quaal-prlvate  capacity,  In  which, 
the  municipal  authorities  act  for  the  excluslve- 
beneflt  of  the  corporation  whose  Interests  they 
represent.  State  ew  rel.  Wood  v.  Schweick- 
ardt,  109  Mo.  496.  19  S.  W.  47. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  regulate  the- 
use  of  piers  and  wharves  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  although  the  same  are  the  property  of* 
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Tbe  judgment  brought  up  for  review  by 
this  appeal  directed  the  issue  of  a  writ  of 
peremptory  mandamus  to  enforce  the  pay- 
ment by  the  treasurer  of  the  town  of  Glas- 
tonbury of  an  order  drawn  upon  him  by  vote 
of  the  commissionerB  for  the  Connecticut 
river  bridge  and  highway  district  for  3-100 
of  the  sum  of  $500,  required  to  meet  expenses 
incurred  by  the  board  for  the  ordinary  sup- 
port an<i  maintenance  of  the  highway  under 
their  charge.  In  behalf  of  the  town  it  is 
contended  that  it  cannot  thus  be  compelled 
to  contribute,  at  the  dictation  of  officials  not 
of  its  own  choosing,  to  the  cost  of  maintain- 
ing a  highway  which  is  wholly  outside  of  its 
territorial  bounds. 

It  has  undoubtedly  been  the  general  policy 
of  the  state  to  leave  the  expense  of  public 
improvements  for  highway  purposes  to  the 
determination  of  the  municipal  corporations 


within  the  limits  of  which  the  highways  may 
be  situated,  and  to  charge  them  only  with 
such  obligations  as  may  1^  incurred  in  their 
behalf  by  officers  of  their  own  selection. 
But  when  the  state  at  large  or  the  general 
public  have  an  interest  in  the  construction 
or  maintenance  of  such  works,  there  is  noth- 
ing in  our  Constitution,  or  in  the  principles 
of  natural  justice  upon  which  it  rests,  to 
prevent  the  general  assembly  from  assuming 
the  active  direction  of  afTairs  by  such  agents 
as  it  may  see  fit  to  appoint,  and  apportion- 
ing whatever  expenses  may  be  incurred 
among  such  municipalities  as  may  be  found 
to  be  especially  benefited,  without  first  stop- 
ping to  ask  their  consent.  Nortoic/i  v. 
Hampshire  County  Comrs.  13  Pick.  60; 
Rochester  v.  Roberta,  29  N.  H.  360;  Philadel- 
phia v.  Field,  58  Pa.  320 ;  Simon  v.  Narthup, 
27  Or.  487,  30  L.  R.  A.  171,  40  Pae.  660.    Aa 


the  porporatlon.  New  York  v.  B'ulton  Market 
Fishmongers'  Asbo.  8  Haw.  Pr.  N.  S.  401. 

No  principle  la  better  established  or  more 
fundamental  In  Its  character  than  that  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation,  being  organized  for  pollti- 
cai  purposes,  is  constantly  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  legislature,  and  Is  liable  at  all  times 
to  have  its  public  powers,  rights,  and  duties 
modified,  changed,  or  abolish^  as  the  legisla- 
ture may  deem  proper.  Frederick  y.  GroBhon, 
30  Md.  436,  96  Am.  Dec.  691.  This  case  held 
that  the  power  or  privilege  conferred  upon  a 
town  to  open  and  widen  a  creek  vested  In 
the  town  no  rights  beyond  the  interference  of 
the  legislature,  and  that  It  might  be  absolutely 
abolished  by  the  legislature.  The  action  was 
to  restrain  the  city  from  appropriating  land 
after  the  power  had  been  abrogated. 

In  New  Orleans  v.  New  Orleans  Waterworks 
•Co.  142  U.  S.  70,  35  L.  ed.  043.  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
142,  it  was  held  that  an  act  of  the  legislature 
incorporating  a  waterworks  company,  which 
provided  that  the  city  should  be  allowed  to 
use  water  for  municipal  purposes  free  of  charge, 
and  in  consideration  thereof  the  franchise  and 
property  of  the  company  should  be  exempt  from 
taxation,  did  not  constitute  a  contract  within 
the  protection  of  the  clause  of  the  Federal 
-Constitution  forbidding  the  Impairment  of  the 
obligation  of  contracts.  The  opinion  says  that 
the  authorities  are  full  and  conclusive  to  the 
point  that  the  municipality,  being  a  mere  agent 
of  the  state,  stands  in  its  governmentaJ  or  pub- 
lic character  in  no  contract  relation  with  its 
sovereign,  at  whose  pleasure  Its  charter  may 
•be  amended,  changed,  or  revoked  without  the 
impairment  of  any  constitutional  obligation, 
while  with  respect  to  Its  private  or  proprietary 
rights  and  Interests  It  may  be  entitled  to  the 
-constitutional  protection.  The  case  seems  to 
assume  that  tbe  matter  in  question  pertains  to 
the  governmental  or  public,  rather  than  to  the 
private  or  proprietary,  character  of  the  city. 

As  contra-distinguished  from  a  private  cor- 
poration, municipal  or  public  grants  of  fran- 
chises are  always  subject  to  the  control  of  the 
legislative  power  for  the  purpose  of  amendment, 
-modification,  or  entire  revocation.  Memphis  v. 
Memphis  Water  Co.  6  Heisk.  495. 

This  case  held  that  the  power  of  a  city  to 
«rect  waterworks  to  supply  tbe  city  and  its  in- 
habitants with  water  was  one  of  the  powers 
•subject  to  amendment,  modification,  limitation, 
x>r  revocation  by  the  legislature,  and  that  the 
power  in  question  had  been  impliedly  abrogated 
^j  an  act  incorporating  a  private  corporation 
with  exclusive  power  to  erect  waterworks  In 
the  city,  which  was  passed  before  the  city  had 
taken  any  steps  under  the  power  conferred 
^8  L.  R.  A. 


upon  It,  other  than  causing  maps,  estimates, 
etc..  to  be  made,  preparatory  to  commencing  the 
actual  construction  of  waterworks.  The  opin- 
ion says  that  the  question  to  what  extent.  If 
at  all.  the  legislature  can  intenere  with  in- 
terests acquired  and  vested  in  the  due  exercise 
of  its  corporate  powers  by  a  public  corporation 
is  not  necessary  to  be  examined  or  determined. 

The  exclusive  right  to  regulate,  improve,  and 
lease  wharves,  conferred  upon  a  city  by  stat- 
ute. Is  a  private  right  of  the  corporation,  and 
not  subject  to  devestlture  without  due  legal 
process  and  compensation  therefor,  aa  contra- 
distinguished from  a  public  right,  which  may 
be  abrogated  by  the  state  at  its  pleasure.  El- 
lerman  v.  McMalns,  80  La.  Ann.  190,  31  Am. 
Rep.  218. 

St.  Louis  V.  Shields,  52  Mo.  351,  upheld  the 
constitutionality  of  an  act  repealing  ail  former 
acts  which  in  any  manner  authorized  municipal 
corporations  to  collect  a  wharfage  or  tonnage 
tax.  so  far  as  concerned  a  city  which  was  a 
party  to  the  action,  and  which  had  been  au- 
thorized by  a  previous  act  to  apply  all  net  re- 
ceipts from  wharfage  to  the  credit  of  the  wharf 
funds,  and  had  issued  t>ond8.  as  security  for 
which  the  revenues  to  be  derived  from  the 
wharfage  were  pledged.  Tbe  courts  said  tbii 
decision  was  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  leg- 
islature can  alter  or  repeal  at  will  all  the  acts 
giving  power  to  municipal  corporations,  unless 
the  language  of  the  act  Is  clear  that  they  parted 
with  that  power,  and  that  If  the  law  hnpalrs 
the  rights  of  the  bondholders  they  are  tbe 
proper  parties  to  apply  for  relief. 

East  Hartford  v.  Hartford  Bridge  Co  10 
How.  511,  13  L.  ed.  518.  holds  that  an  act  dis- 
continuing a  ferry  did  not  violate  the  provision 
of  the  United  States  Constitution  forbidding 
the  states  to  pass  any  law  impairing  the  obli- 
gation of  contracts,  although  the  legislature 
had  prev'ously  granted  the  franchise  to  the 
town.  This  decision  rests  upon  the  ground 
that,  in  view  of  the  public  character  of  tbe 
state  and  the  town  (the  parties  to  the  grant 
of  the  franchise)  and  the  subject-matter,  there 
was  nothing  In  the  nature  of  a  contract, 
though  there  might  have  been  If  the  grantee 
of  the  privilege  had  been  an  individual  or  a  pri- 
vate corporation,  Instead  of  a  public  corpora- 
tion. 

Benson  v.  New  York,  10  Barb.  223,  holds 
that  the  grant  of  a  franchise  to  a  municipal 
corporation  to  maintain  a  ferry  creates  a  vested 
right  which  cannot  be  taken  away  by  tbe  leg- 
islature, first  because  It  Is  protected  by  the 
provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution  prohibit- 
Ing  the  sUtes  from  impairing  the  obligation  of 
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ftgainst  legislation  of  this  character,  Amer- 
ican courts  generally  hold  that  no  plea  can 
be  set  up  of  a  right  of  local  self-government, 
implied  in  the  nature  of  our  institutions. 
People  ex  rel.  Wood  v.  Draper,  15  N.  Y.  532, 
543 ;  People  ex  rel.  Mc  Lean  v.  Flagg,  46  N. 
Y.  401-404;  Com.  v.  Plaiated,  148  Mass.  375, 
2  L.  R.  A.  142,  19  N.  E.  224. 

The  Constitution  of  Connecticut  was 
ordained,  as  its  preamble  declares,  hy 
the  people  of  Connecticut.  It  contem- 
plates the  existence  of  towns  and  coun- 
ties, and  without  these  the  scheme  of  gov- 
ernment which  it  established  could  not  exist. 
It  secured  to  these  territorial  subdivi- 
sions of  the  state  certain  political  privil^es 
in  perpetuity,  and,  among  others,  the  elec- 
tion by  each  county  of  its  own  sheriff,  and  by 
each  town  of  its  own  representatives  in  the 
general  assembly,  and  its  own  selectmen,  and 


such  officers  of  local  police  as  the  laws  might 
prescribe.  It  secured  them  because  it  grants 
ed  them,  not  because  they  previously  existed. 
Towns  have  no  inherent  rights.  They  have 
always  been  the  mere  creatures  of  the  colony 
or  the  state,  with  such  functions,  and  such 
only,  as  were  conceded  or  recognized  by  law. 
Webater  v.  Ba/rwinton,  32  Conn.  131.  The 
state  possesses  all  the  powers  of  sovereignty, 
except  so  far  as  limited  by  the  Constitution 
of  the  United*  States.  Its  executive  and  ju- 
dicial powers  are  each  distributed  among 
different  magistrates,  elected  some  for  coun- 
ties, and  some  for  the  state  at  large;  but  its 
whole  legislative  power  is  vested  in  the  gen- 
eral assembly.  Our  Constitution  imposes  a 
few,  and  only  a  few,  restrictions  upon  its  ex- 
ercise, and  except  for  these  the  general  as- 
sembly, in  all  matters  pertaining  to  the  do- 
main of  legislation,  is  as  free  and  untram- 


oontracts,  and,  second,  because  of  the  sacred- 
nees  of  vested  rights.  It  says  franchises  of 
thts  description  are  partly  of  a  public,  and 
partly  of  a  private,  nature.  So  far  as  the  ac- 
commodation of  passengers  is  concerned  they 
are  puhlici  juris ;  so  far  as  they  require  capital 
and  produce  revenue  they  are  privati  juris. 
The  opinion  distinguishes  this  case  from  East 
Hartford  v.  Hartford  Bridge  Co.  10  How.  511, 
13  L.  ed.  518,  upon  the  ground  that  the  fran- 
chise in  that  case  waa  claimed  by  a  town, 
which  Is  at  most  but  a  quasi-corporation,  differ- 
ing essentially  from  a  chartered  city,  and  that 
the  grant  was  made  to  the  town  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  legislature,  and  not  In  fee.  The 
opinion  on  this  point  was,  however,  oMier  as 
shown  by  Darlington  v.  New  York,  81  N.  Y. 
104,  68  Am.  Dec.  248. 

Police  Jury  v.  Shreveport,  6  La.  Ann.  661, 
held  that  a  provision  of  an  act  Incorporating 
a  town,  giving  the  municipal  authorities  Uie  ex- 
clusive right  to  establish  ferries  across  a  river, 
did  not  create  a  contract  or  vested  right  In  that 
corporation  which  the  legislature  could  not 
change  or  annul.  The  court  says  the  corpora- 
tion of  a  town  is  established  for  public  pur- 
poses alone,  and  to  administer  a  part  of  the 
sovereign  power  of  the  state  over  a  small  por- 
tion of  its  territory.  It  Is  created  by  the  legis- 
lature, and  is  entirely  subject  to  legislative  con- 
trol. 

A  city  has  no  vested  right  to  the  privilege 
conferred  upon  it  by  a  provision  of  the  act  In- 
corporating it,  giving  it  the  exclusive  right  to 
fix  license  rates  for  the  sale  of  spirituous  liq- 
uors.    Sloan  V.  State,  8  Blackf.  361. 

The  legislature  may  take  from  a  city  the 
power  conferred  by  its  charter  to  grant  licenses 
to  sell  spirituous  liquors,  notwithstanding 
that  the  receipts  from  such  licenses  are  ap- 
propriated to  the  support  of  paupers.  Outa- 
weller  v.  People,  14  111.  142. 

A  town  acquires  no  vested  rights  under  a 
«tatute  by  virtue  of  which  the  expense  of  main- 
taining a  bridge  is  apportioned  between  cer- 
tain towns,  to  have  such  towns  contribute, 
which  cannot  be  devested  by  a  subsequent  stat- 
ute. Weymouth  &  B.  Fire  Dist.  v.  Norfolk 
-County  Comrs.  108  Mass.  142. 

Davock  V.  Moore,  105  Mich.  120,  28  L.  R.  A. 
783,  63  N.  W.  424,  while  conceding  that  the 
property  which  a  municipal  corporation  ac- 
-quires  In  the  exercise  of  Its  corporate  powers  Is 
protected  from  legislative  interference  as 
Tested  rights,  holds  that  the  legislature  may 
<hange,  modify,  or  altogether  take  away  a  par- 
ticular source  of  revenue, — e.  p.,  a  liquor  tax. 

The  power  or  franchise  of  a  village  to  grant 
licenses  to  grocers  to  sell  spirituous  liquors  is 
48L.B.A. 


not  a  vested  right  which  cannot  be  impaired 
or  taken  away  by  the  legislature.  The  court 
says  that  the  power  conferred  by  the  charter  is 
wholly  political.  People  v.  Morris,  18  Wend. 
325. 

Aberdeen  t.  Saunderson,  H  Braedes  ft  M.  663, 
and  Aberdeen  Female  Academy  v.  Aberdeen,  18 
Smedes  A  M.  645,  hold  that  a  provision  of  a 
charter  of  a  town  granting  it  the  sole  power  to 
grant  liquor  licenses,  and  to  appropriate  the 
money  arising  therefrom  to  city  purposes,  cre- 
ated a  vested  interest  in  the  avails  of  the  exer- 
cise of  the  franchise  which  cannot  be  devested 
by  the  legislature  so  long  as  the  franchise  ex- 
ists, although  the  legislature  has  power  to  de- 
stroy the  franchise  itself.  In  the  latter  case 
the  decision  seems  to  rest  upon  the  ground  that 
the  franchise  is  both  public  and  private  in 
character;  i,  e.,  that  the  power  to  grant  a  li- 
cense was  given  for  public  purposes,  and  may 
have  been  intended  as  a  municipal  and  police 
regulation,  but  that  the  fund  itself  arising  from 
the  license  is  for  the  private  advantage  and 
emolument  of  the  town. 

Williamson  v.  New  Jersey,  180  U.  S.  189,  32 
L.  ed.  915,  9  Sup.  CL  Rep.  453,  upholds  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  repeal  an  act  pro- 
viding that  a  poor  farm  belonging  to  a  city  and 
situated  in  a  township  should  at  all  times  be 
liable  and  subject  to  taxation  by  the  township. 
The  court  says  that  such  a  grant  of  the  power 
of  taxation  does  not  form  a  contract  between 
the  state  and  the  township,  within  the  protec- 
tion of  the  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
against  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts. 

Bowdolnham  v.  Richmond,  6  Me.  112,  19  Am. 
Dec.  197,  held  that  a  town  acquired  a 
vested  right  to  have  a  new  town  contribute  a 
proportionate  part  of  the  expense  of  maintain- 
ing the  paupers  of  the  original  town  at  the  time 
of  the  division,  and  that  the  legislature  had 
no  power  to  impair  that  right. 

The  species  of  property  which  shall  be  the 
subject  of  municipal  taxation  or  exemption  Is 
a  matter  purely  within  the  legislative  discre- 
tion, and  a  city  charter  is  not  a  contract  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  city  securing  to  the 
latter  the  absolute  power  of  taxation  beyond 
the  control  of  modification  by  the  legislature. 
Richmond  v.  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  21  Oratt. 
604. 

A  city  is  entirely  under  the  control  of  the 
legislature,  and  its  charter  may  be  repealed  or 
modified  by  the  legislature,  and  >t  has  no  vested 
right  to  tax  particular  property  for  municipal 
purposes,  which  nuiy  not  be  taken  away  by  the 
legislature.     State  Bank  v.  Madison,  3  Ind.  43. 

A  Judgment  that  a  town  shall  be  assessed 
for  the  erection  and  maintenance  of  a  bridge  in 
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meled  as  the  people  would  themselveB  have 
been,  had  they  retained  the  law-making 
power  in  their  own  hands,  or  as  they  are  in 
adopting  such  constitutional  amendments 
from  time  to  time  as  they  think  fit.  PrcUt 
v.  Allen,  13  Conn.  119,  125;  Booth  v.  Wood- 
bury, 32  Conn.  118,  126.  It  has  not  infre- 
quently, from  early  colonial  days,  made  spe- 
cial provision  for  particular  highways  or 
bridges,  and  in  several  instances,  by  the  ap- 
pointment of  agencies  of  its  *  own  to  con- 
struct or  alter  them  at  the  expense  of  those 
upon  whom  it  thought  fit  to  cast  the  burden. 
1  Col.  Rec.  p.  417;  6  Col.  Rec.  p.  80;  13  Col. 
Rec.  p.  601;  14  Col.  Rec.  pp.  605,  630;  1  Pri- 
vate Laws,  282,  285.  By  legislation  of  this 
nature  the  city  of  Hartford  was  recently 
compelled  to  contribute  a  large  sum  for  a 
separation  of  grades  at  the  Asylum  street 


railroad  crossing,  and  we  held  the  act  to  b* 
not  unconstitutional.  Woodruif  v.  Catlin^ 
54  Conn.  277,  6  Atl.  849;  Woodruff  v.  New 
York  d  N,  E.  R.  Co,  59  Conn.  63,  83,  20  Atl. 
17.  That  BO  many  laws  of  this  general  de- 
scription have  been  enacted  by  the  genera} 
assembly,  both  before  and  since  the  adoption 
•of  our  Constitution,  is,  of  itself,  entitled  to- 
no  small  weight  in  determining  whether  they 
fall  within  the  legitimate  bounds  of  what 
that  instrument  describes  as  "legislative 
power."  Maynard  v.  Hill,  125  U.  S.  190^ 
204,  31  L.  ed.  654,  656,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  723; 
Wheeler's  Appeal,  45  Conn.  306.  One  of 
those  to  which  reference  has  been  made  (1 
Private  Laws,  p.  285)  required  the  town  of 
Granby  to  build  and  maintain  a  bridge 
across  the  Farmington  river,  half  of  which 
was  in  the  town  of  Windsor,  and  was  ad- 
judged to  be  valid  by  this  court,  notwith- 


an  adjoining  town  does  not  vest  In  the  latter 
a  right  to  have  the  former  contribute  to  the 
cost  of  erection  and  maintenance,  which  cannot 
be  taken  away  by  the  legtslatare.  Underhill  v. 
Essex,  64  Vt.  28,  28  Atl.  617. 

But  Strafford  v.  Sharon,  61  Yt.  126,  4  L.  R. 
A.  499,  17  Atl.  793,  18  Atl.  808.  held  that  a 
town,  by  recovering:  a  Judgment  for  contrlbo- 
tion  agalnat  another  town  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding for  contribution  between  the  towns  In  the 
construction  of  bridges,  acquired  a  vested  right. 

Layton  v.  New  Orleans,  12  La.  Ann.  515,  holds 
that  a  provision  of  the  statute  consolidating 
municipalities,  that  the  debt  of  the  consoli- 
dated municipality  should  be  borne  by  the  re- 
spective constituent  municipalities  In  propor- 
tion to  the  debts  which  they  had  Incurred  be- 
fore the  consolidation,  did  not  create  a  vested 
right  in  such  constituents,  and  that  the  legis- 
lature might  change  Its  policy,  and  direct  that 
the  taxes  should  be  equal  and  uniform  within 
the  entire  limits  of  the  consolidated  munidpai- 
ity. 

The  opinion  of  Judge  Beck,  in  Dubuque  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  89  Iowa,  56,  denies  the  right 
of  the  legislature  to  release  a  railroad  company 
from  municipal  taxes  already  levied,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  city  had  a  valid  legal  claim 
against  the  railroad  company  for  the  amount 
of  the  assessment,  which  was  within  the  con- 
stitutional provisions  against  depriving  per- 
sons of  property  without  due  procefts  of  law 
and  impairing  the  obligations  of  contracts. 
The  opinion  says  that  the  right  of  a  city  to 
hold  property,  and  the  binding  nature  of  obli- 
gations entered  into  with  it,  are  protected  by 
those  constitutional  guaranties.  A  municipal 
corporation,  though  a  public  and  political  in- 
stitution, deriving  its  life  and  powers  from  the 
state,  possesses  a  private  and  proprietary 
character,  and,  as  such,  may  acquire  and  hold 
property  and  make  contracts.  It  Is  protected 
in  its  property  by  the  same  constitutional  guar- 
anties that  extend  over  natural  persons,  and 
rights  held  by  it  in  that  character  are  beyond 
legislative  control  and  interference.  In  reply 
to  the  argument  ^f  counsel  that  "rights"  exer- 
cised by  a  municipal  corporation,  which,  like 
the  right  to  collect  taxes^  can  never  be  exercised 
by  a  private  person  or  corporation,  are 
necessarily  public  and  subject  to  the  legis- 
lative control,  the  opinion  says  that  rights  can- 
not be  classilied  or  distinguished  as  public  and 
private;  that  rights  held  oy  political  corpora^ 
tions,  as  to  every  element  inhering  therein 
which  is  necessary  to  create  a  right,  differ 
In  no  respect  from  rights  secured  by  the  law 
to  private  persona,  and  that  while  such  rights 
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may  be  subject  to  control  that  cannot  be  exer- 
cised over  the  rights  of  an  Individual,  they  can- 
not be  taken  away  or  Impaired  by  any  power 
In  the  state.  The  point  of  the  opinion  seems 
to  be  that  while  the  potoer$  of  a  municipal 
corporation  may  be  distinguished  as  public  and 
private,  and  that  while  the  potcer$  of  a  mnni- 
clpai  corporation  are  conferred  by  the  legisla- 
ture and  may  be  taken  away  by  the  same 
authority,  a  right  acquired  by  the  exercise  of 
a  power  while  in  existence  cannot  be  affected 
by  the  abrogation  of  the  power.  For  Instance, 
the  power  under  which  the  levy  was  made  may 
be  taken  away  by  the  legislature,  but  the  prop- 
erty right  In  the  liability  for  the  taxes  cannot 
be  taken  away.  The  opinion  on  this  point  must 
be  regarded  as  merely  expressing  the  view  of 
the  Judge  who  wrote  it.  as  none  of  the  other 
Judges  concurred  with  him  on  this  point. 

Upon  the  general  question  as  to  the  authority 
of  the  legislature  over  city  streets,  see  note  to^ 
Iron  Mountain  R.  Co.  v.  Bingham  (Tenn.)  4 
L.  R.  A.  622. 

Upon  the  question  as  to  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  vacate  or  discontinue  city  streets, 
see  note  to  Moffltt  v.  Bralnard  (Iowa)  26  L.  R. 
A.  821. 

The  plenary  control  of  the  legislature  over 
the  streets  has  been  generally  upheld.  Thus : 

The  legislature  may  authorise  the  construc- 
tion of  railroads  along  streets  without  the  con- 
sent of  municipal  authorities.  State  es  rel. 
Jacksonville  v.  Jacksonville  Street  R.  Co.  29 
Fla.  500.  10  So.  590. 

The  legislature  may  grant  to  a  street  rail- 
way the  right  to  run  through  the  streets  and 
squares  of  a  city  without  compensation  to  it. 
Savannah  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Savannah,  45  Ga.  602. 

Clinton  V.  Cedar  Rapids  ft  M.  River  R.  Co. 
24  Iowa,  455,  upholds  the  right  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  authorize  a  railroad  to  construct  Its 
road  through  streets,  the  fee  of  which  was  In  a 
city,  without  the  consent  of.  or  compensation 
to,  the  city.  The  opinion  says  that  the  city 
holds  the  fee  In  trust  for  the  public,  not  for 
the  people  of  the  city  alone,  but  the  general 
public  as  well.  It  says  a  city  by  Its  constituent 
act  may  be  authorised  to  acquire  property  for 
a  market  house,  a  public  hall,  or  the  like,  and 
that  of  that  kind  of  property  the  city  cannot 
be  deprived  by  the  legislative  act,  except  It  be 
taken  for  public  use,  and  If  so  taken  the  city 
is  entitled  to  compensation. 

The  legislature  may  grant  to  a  street  rail- 
road company  the  right  to  lay  its  tracks  in  the 
streets  of  a  city  without  the  consent  of  the 
municipal  authorities,  notwithstanding  that  the 
city  charter  confers  upon  the  dty  the  super- 
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■tanding  then,  as  now,  the  General  Statutes 
provided  that  bridges  over  rivers  dividing 
towns  should  be  built  and  maintained  at 
their  joint  cost.  Oranhy  v.  Thurston,  23 
Conn.  416.  There  is  no  principle  of  free  gov- 
ernment or  rule  of  natural  justice  which  de- 
mands that  the  support  of  highways  and 
bridges  shall  be  imposed  only  on  those  ter- 
ritorial subdivisions  of  the  state  in  which 
they  are  situate.  If  it  be  required  of  them, 
it  is  only  by  virtue  of  a  statute  law,  which 
the  l^islature  can  vary  or  repeal  at  pleas- 
ure. Chidsey  v.  Canton,  17  Conn.  476,  478. 
The  burden  is  one  that  the  le^slature  can 
put  on  such  public  agencies  as  it  may  deem 
•equitable,  and  transfer  from  one  to  another, 
from  time  to  time,  as  it  may  judge  best  for 
the  public  interest.  Dow  v.  Wakefield,  103 
Mass.  267;  Agatoam  v.  Hampden  County, 
130  Mass.  528;  Mobile  County  v.  KimbaU, 
102  U.  S.  691,  703,  26  L.  ed.  238,  241 ;  Washer 
T.  BuUitt  County,  110  U.  S.  558,  28  L.  ed. 
^9,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  249. 

The  defendant  urges  that  taxation   and 
representation  are  indissolubly  connected  by 


the  underlying  principles  of  free  govern- 
ment, and  that  this — the  commission  which 
directs  the  affairs  of  the  bridge  district  and 
makes  requisitions  on  the  towns  for  such 
funds  as  it  deems  necessary  not  having  been 
selected  by  them — is  a  sufficient  defense 
against  the  payment  of  the  order  which  has 
been  drawn  upon  him,  since  it  can  be  paid 
only  out  of  moneys  raised  by  town  taxation. 
Taxes  can,  indeed,  under  our  system  of 
government,  only  be  imposed  by  the  free  con- 
sent of  those  who  pay  them,  or  their  repre- 
sentatives, and  for  purposes  which  they  ap- 
prove. But  the  inhabitants  of  tiiese  towns 
were  represented  in  the  general  assembly  )iy 
which  the  laws  now  brouf^ht  in  question 
were  enacted.  The  legislative  power,  after 
defining  the  general  purees  of  taxation,  to 
confer  upon  local  public  corporations  the 
right  to  determine  the  amount  of  the  levy 
within  the  territory  under  tiieir  jurisdic- 
tion, is  unquestionable;  and  in  its  exercise 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  corporations  to 
which  that  function  is  entrusted  or  between 
which   it  is   shared  be  called   counties   or 


Tlsion  of  the  public  streets.  Jersej  City  v. 
Jersey  City  ft  B.  B.  Co.  20  N.  J.  Eq.  860. 

People  T.  Kerr,  27  N.  Y.  188,  upheld  the  right 
•of  the  legislature  to  authorize  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  construct  its  road  through  the  streets 
•of  New  York  without  the  consent  of  or  com- 
pensation to  the  city.  This  decision  rests  npon 
the  ground  that  the  fee  of  the  streets  acquired 
*by  the  city  under  the  act  of  1818,  i  118,  was 
held  In  trust  for  the  public  use  of  all  the 
:people  of  the  state,  and  not  as  a  corporate  or 
mnnlclpal  property. 

New  Orleans,  M.  ft  T.  R.  Co.  t.  Bllerman,  105 
U.  8.  166,  26  L.  ed.  1015,  held  that  the  charter 
-of  New  Orleans  and  a  statute  o^  Louisiana 
authorising  the  city  to  erect  and  maintain 
wharves  within  Its  limits,  and  to  collect  wharf- 
age, did  not  prevent  the  legislature  from  grant- 
ing to  a  railroad  company  the  authority  to  In- 
close and  occupy  for  its  purposes  and  uses  a 
portion  of  the  levee  and  batture,  and  main- 
tain the  wharf  it  had  theretofore  erected  on  Its 
property  within  those  limits,  or  from  exempt- 
ing it  from  the  supervision  and  control  which 
the  municipal  authorities  exercised  in  the  mat- 
ter of  public  wharves. 

New  Orleans,  M.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  New  Orleans, 
26  La.  Ann.  478,  holds  that  the  legislature  had 
no  power  to  grant  a  railroad  company  the  right 
to  construct  and  maintain  a  depot  upon  public 
squares,  the  title  of  which  In  fee  was  vested 
in  a  city.  The  court  says  that  after  a  care- 
ful consideration  of  the  question  It  has  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  a  municipal  corporation 
may  own  property  to  and  over  which  the  legis- 
lature has,  while  such  corporation  exists,  no 
right  of  control  in  opposition  to  or  Independ- 
ently of  the  will  or  consent  of  the  corporation. 
That  a  municipal  corporation  possesses  two 
classes  of'  powers  and  two  classes  of  rights, 
public  and  private.  In  all  that  relates  to 
one  class  it  is  merely  the  agent  of  the  state 
and  subject  to  its  control ;  In  the  other  it  Is  the 
agent  of  the  Inhabitants  of  the  place,  and  in 
not  subject  to  the  sbsolute  control  of  the  legis- 
lature. Its  creator.  Among  this  latter  class  Is 
the  right  to  acquire,  hold,  and  dispose  of  prop- 
erty. 

Portland  ft  W.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Portland,  14 

Or.  188,  58  Am.  Rep.  299,  12  Pac.  265,  holds 

that  the  title  which  a  city  has  in  its  streets 

or  public  places  is  not  private  property  in  the 
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sense  that  it  cannot  be  taken  for  public  use 
without  Just  compensation,  but  It  Is  public,  and 
the  power  of  regulating  the  use  thereof  resides 
In  the  legislature.  The  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture over  property  dedicated  to  a  public  use 
Is  not  absolute.  It  may  regulate  the  use  of 
the  property  or  promote  its  Improvement,  but 
cannot  divert  it  or  subject  It  to  any  use  clearly 
Inconsistent  with  the  contract  of  dedication. 
The  act  Involved  In  this  case  granted  a  rail- 
road the  right  to  use  for  Its  depot  buildings 
and  tracks  property  dedicated  by  the  owner  to 
public  use  as  a  levee  or  public  landing  and 
subsequently  deeded  to  the  city  by  the  dedica- 
tor. 

People  ex  rel.  New  York  v.  Brooklyn  Bd.  ot 
Assessors,  111  N.  Y.  505,  2  L.  R.  A.  148,  19 
N.  B.  90,  held  that  a  landing  \>lace  in  Brook- 
lyn, owned  by  the  city  of  New  York  and  used 
by  it  as  an  Incident  to  its  ferry  franchise, 
was  exempt  from  taxation  under  the  principle 
that  property  of  a  municipality  acquired  and 
held  for  governmental  and  public  uses 
and  used  for  public  purposes  Is  not 
a  taxable  subject  within  the  purview  of 
the  tax  laws.  The  court  says  It  does 
not  desire  to  express  an  opinion  on  the 
question  whether  there  is  m  principle  a  dis- 
tinction between  taxation  of  the  property  of 
a  municipality  strictly  devoted  to  public  use, 
and  property  which  it  owns,  though  not  ac- 
quired for  a  public  use,  although  it  may  be 
held  on  the  general  trust  applicable  to  all 
property  of  the  corporation,  but  the  acquisi- 
tion or  holding  of  which  has  no  connection 
with  the  public  functions  of  the  municipality, — 
iUijstratlng  by  supposing  that  the  city  of  New 
York  had  acquired  a  building  lot  in  Brooklyn. 
The  opinion  says  that  the  ferry  franchise  in 
connection  with  which  the  landing  place  was 
used  was  conferred  for  a  public  use,  and  that 
that  fact  <s  clearly  recognized  in  all  the  char- 
ters. 

A  municipal  corporation  has  no  proprietary 
rights  in  streets,  levees,  or  other  public  grounds 
within  its  territorial  limits,  but  whatever 
rights  it  has  in  them  are  held  merely  in  trust 
for  the  public.  St.  Paul  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  63  Minn.  330,  84  L.  R.  A.  184,  63  N.  W. 
267,  66  N.  W.  649,  68  N.  W.  468. 
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towns,  school  districts  or  bridge  districts. 
^Vllen  a  levy  is  voted,  the  action  is  corporate 
action,  deriving  its  obligatory  force  wholly 
from  Uie  authority  of  the  state.  Towns  can- 
not tax  their  inhabitants  for  any  purpose  ex- 
cept  by  virtue  of  statute  law.  That  law  for 
many  years  required  them  annually  to  tax 
for  moneys  to  be  paid  over  to  the  state  treas- 
urer for  state  expenditures.  It  now  re- 
quires them  to  tax,  as  occasion  may  require, 
for  moneys  to  be  paid  over  to  the  county 
treasurer  for  county  expenditures.  It  can 
equally  require  any  town  or  towns  to  tax  for 
Dioneys  to  be  paid  over  to  the  treasurer  of  a 
bridge  or  highway  district  in  which  they 
are  included,  for  district  expenditures. 
Kingman,  Petitioner,  153  Mass.  566,  12  L.  R. 
A.  417,  27  N.  E.  778. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  in  colonial 
times  it  was  the  right  of  the  inhabitants  of 
every  town  themselves  to  order  the  munici- 
pal duties  assigned  to  them,  and  choose  the 
officers  by  whom  only  it  could  be  placed  un- 
der a  pecuniary  obligation,  and  that  this  is 
one  of  those  rights  and  privileges  "derived 
from  our  ancestors,"  to  "define,  secure,  and 
perpetuate"  which  our  Constitution  was 
adopted,  and  to  which  its  preamble  refers. 
If  it  can  be  said  that  such  a  right  ever  ex- 
isted, it  was  not  one  of  the  nature  of  those 
which  were  described  by  the  framers  of  the 
Constitution.  They  were  speaking  of  rights 
personal  to  the  individual,  as  a  citizen  of  a 
free  commonwealth,  civil  as  distinguished 
from  political,  and  belonging  alike  to  each 
man,  woman,  and  child  among  the  people  of 
Connecticut.  Such  of  them  as  they  deemed 
most  essential  they  proceeded  to  specify  in 
the  Declaration  of  Rights,  and  here  we  find 
asserted  (art.  1,  fi  2)  that  "all  political 
power  is  inherent  in  the  people,  and  all  free 
governments  are  foundea  on  their  author- 
ity," and  subject  to  such  alterations  in  form, 
from  time  to  time,  "as  they  may  think  ex- 
pedient." If  there  were  any  absolute  right 
in  the  inhabitants  of  our  towns  to  regulate 
their  town  finances  and  affairs,  which  was 
superior  to  all  legislative  control,  it  would 
be  a  great  "political  power."  It  would  cre- 
ate an  impei'ium  in  imperio,  and  invest  a 
certain  class  of  our  people — those  qualified 
to  vote  in  town  meetings — with  the  preroga- 
tive of  defeating  local  improvments  which 
the  general  assembly  deemed  it  necessary  to 
construct  at  the  expense  of  those  most 
benefited  by  them,  under  the  direction  of 
ajf^onts  of  the  state,  unless  the  work  were 
done  and  its  cost  determined  under  town 
control.  No  set  of  men  can  lay  claim  to  such 
a  privilege  under  the  Constitution  of  Con- 
necticut. 

The  defendant  further  insists  that  the  act 
of  June  28th  is  void  because,  in  §  4,  it  re- 
quires payments  from  the  town  treasuries 
without  providing  the  necessary  means;  the 
authority  given  to  raise  the  necessary  funds 
in  the  annual  tax  levy  being  of  no  avail,  be- 
caiise  the  bridge  district  is  not  required  to 
submit  any  estimate  of  the  amount  needed 
for  the  ensuing  year  before  the  time  for  lay- 
ing the  tax.  There  is  no  substance  to  this 
objection.  So  far  as  concerns  the  principal 
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and  interest  of  any  bonds  that  may  be  is^ 
sued,  each  town  is  expressly  directed  to  pay 
to  the  district  annually  25  cents  for  each 
$1,000  of  its  grand  list,  until  enough  has 
been  thus  received  to  satisfy  its  proportion- 
ate share.  As  to  the  ordmary  expenses  of 
maintenance,  the  commission  is  to  draw  or- 
ders on  each  town  from  time  to  time  for 
such  sums  as  it  may  determine  as  the  pro- 
portion of  such  town  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act.  The  rule  for  ascertaining  this 
proportion  is  that  previously  laid  down  in 
the  same  section,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  the  commission  will  make  such  reports 
to  each  town  before  its  annual  town  meeting 
as  will  enable  it  to  lay  all  taxes  necessary 
to  meet  its  probable  expenses  for  the  succeed- 
ing year.  As  to  those  of  the  first  year,  there 
ib  nothing  on  the  record  to  indicate  that  the 
share  of  any  town  could  have  been  large 
enough  to  cause  it  the  slightest  embarrass- 
ment. 

No  valid  exception  can  be  taken  to  this 
rule  of  apportionment,  according  to  which 
the  expenses  of  the  bridge  district  are  to  be 
distributed  among  the  several  towns. 

The  acts  of  1895,  under  which  the  present 
action  has  arisen,  both  refer  to,  and  in  a 
sense  rest  upon,  the  act  of  1887.  That  was 
designed  to  secure  the  perpetual  mainte-^ 
nance  of  the  Hartford  bridge  as  a  free  high- 
way at  the  expense  of  those  towns  to  which 
it  might  be  found  to  be  of  especial  benefit. 
The  duty  of  ascertaining  which  towns  would 
be  thus  benefited  was  intrusted  to  the  supe- 
rior court.  It  might  have  been  undertakeQ 
by  the  legislature  itself,  but  it  was  entirely 
proper  to  make  it  the  subject  of  proceedings 
of  a  judicial  character,  to  be  instituted  by 
the  state.  Salem  Tump,  d  C.  Bridge  Corp^ 
V.  Essex  County,  100  Mass.  282.  This  duty 
was  fulfilled,  and  since  the  date  of  the  final 
decree  in  that  cause  there  has  been,  and  there 
could  l>e,  no  material  change  in  any  of  the 
conditions  by  which  it  was  determined. 
Whatever  towns  were  most  benefited  in  1889 
by  the  perpetual  maintenance  of  a  free  bridge 
must  be  most  benefited  by  it  in  1895.  This 
was  purely  a  question  of  proximity.  Hart- 
ford is  the  natural  market  of  all  the  neif?h- 
boring  towns  lying  within  easy  driving  dis- 
tance. From  several  of  these  she  is  separat- 
ed by  a  navigable  river,  which  is  outside  of  her 
boundaries  as  well  as  of  theirs.  Ferries  had 
been  tried  as  a  means  of  communication,  and 
found  inadequate.  A  toll  bridge  had  then^ 
bpen  established,  and  with  the  same  result. 
The  next  step,  naturally,  was  to  provide  for 
a  free  bridfre.  Four  towns  east  of  the  river 
have  been  judicially  found  to  derive  a  spe- 
cial benefit  from  this,  and,  while  tlje  propor- 
tionate benefits  accruing  to  each,  as  well  as 
those  to  Hartford,  may  vary  from  time  to 
time,  with  changes  in  population  and  indus- 
trial or  social  conditions,  some  benefit,  and 
some  especial  benefit,  to  each  of  the  group, 
must,  in  the  nature  of  thinsrs.  always  be  felt. 
On  this  poiiit  they  were  fully  heard  before 
a  cK)mpetent  tribunal,  which,  after  due  no- 
tice to  every  town  in  the  state,  and  long  con- 
sideration, selected  them  out  of  all  the  res^ 

Complaint  is  made  because,  while,  by  the 
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deeree  of  the  superior  court,  Glastonbury 
was  charged  with  25-210  of  the  cost  of  erect- 
ing and  maintaining  a  bridge  at  this  point, 
and  this  proportion  was  reaffirmed  by  the 
general  assembly  in  the  act  of  May  24,  1894), 
by  that  of  June  28,  1895,  it  was  cut  down  to 
3-100,  and  other  changes  made,  with  the  re- 
sult of  reducing  the  assessment  of  every 
town  except  Hartford,  the  burden  thrown 
upon  which  was  largely  increased.  There  is 
no  reason  why  the  relative  amount  of  bene- 
fits, which  each  of  the  five  towns,  as  com- 
pared with  the  rest,  derives  from  the  bridge, 
may  not  vary  from  one  period  of  time  to  an- 
other, and  any  such  variation  might  present 
an  equitable  ground  for  making  a  corre- 
sponding change  in  its  proportionate  assess- 
ment for  the  expenses  oi  construction  or 
maintenance.  That  what  was  the  proper 
share  of  each  was  determined  in  1889  by  a 
judicial  proceeding  did  not  preclude  a  read- 
justment for  due  cause,  in  1895,  by  a  legis- 
lative proceeding;  nor  did  the  act  of  May 
24,  1895,  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly  to  reconsider  its  action,  as 
was  in  effect  done  by  the  act  of  June  28. 
Bcituate  v.  Weymouth,  108  Mass.  128.  We 
arc  bound  to  presume  that  there  was  due 
cause  for  making  the  apportionment  finally 
determined  on,  for  it  is  certain  that  there 
might  have  been.  A  comparison  of  the  cen- 
suses of  the  United  States  for  1880  and  1890, 
between  which  dates  the  proceedings  under 
the  act  of  1887  were  brought  to  a  conclusion, 
shows  that  while,  during  the  intervening 
decade,  the  population  of  Hartford,  East 
Hartford,  and  Manchester  had  been  largely 
increased,  that  of  Glastonbury  and  South 
Windsor  had  suffered  a  substantial  loss. 
The  organization  of  modem  society  it  such 
as  to  foster  the  growth  of  cities  and  their 
suburbs,  at  the  expense  of  country  towns  de- 
pendent for  their  prosperity  on  agricultural 
pursuits.  The  street  railways,  from  the 
taxes  paid  by  which  the  treasury  of  the 
bridge  district  was  to  be  in  part  supplied, 
run  from  Hartford  to  the  towns  across  the 
river,  and  from  their  inhabitants  a  large 
part  of  the  fares  collected  may  be  deriv^. 
In  view  of  all  these  matters  the  general  as- 
sembly may  well  have  concluded,  when  by 
the  act  of  June  28  they  were  about  to  supply 
the  necessary  machinery  for  carrying  into 
effect  the  main  object  of  the  act  of  May  24, 
that  Hartford,  with  its  rapidly  increasing 
business  and  population,  ought  in  fairness  lo 
relieve  the  lesser  towns  in  the  bridge  dis- 
trict of  part  of  the  burden  to  which  they 
were  subject  under  previous  legislation. 

Nor  IS  it  of  any  importance  that  in  1893 
the  state  had  taken  the  maintenance  of  the 
bridge  upon  itself.  This  was  merely  a  gra- 
tuitous act,  with  no  element  of  a  contract, 
and  gave  rise  to  no  vested  rights,  except 
such  as  might  accrue  from  obligations  on 
the  part  of  the  state  subsequently  assumed 
by  virtue  of  its  provisions. 

It  is  contended  that  such  an  obligation 
was  contracted  in  favor  of  the  Berlin  Iron 
Bridge  Company,  and  was  impaired  by  the 
legislation  of  1895.  If  so,  this  legislation 
would  be  so  far  forth  invalid,  as  against  that 
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company,  under  article  1, 1  10,  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States.  The  result 
would  be  that  the  contract  made  between  it 
and  the  bridge  conunissioners,  acting  under 
the  act  of  1893,  would  remain  in  force,  but 
not  that  the  state  could  not  compel  the  towns 
especially  benefited  by  its  execution  to  pay 
for  the  benefits  received.  In  fact,  however, 
the  pleadings  show  that  the  bridge  company, 
availing  itself  of  the  remedy  tendered  by  the 
act  of  May  24,  1895,  presented  its  claim  for 
breach  of  contract  to  the  commission  ap- 
pointed to  examine  it,  and  pending  this  ac- 
tion has  accepted  their  award,  and  dis- 
charged the  state  from  all  demands.  This, 
at  all  events,  left  the  towns  or  their  repre- 
sentatives in  no  position  to  raise  this  objec- 
tion on  constitutional  grounds.  In  manda- 
mus proceedings,  matters  occurring  after  the 
suit  is  brought  can  be  properly  considered 
in  determining  whether  the  writ  shall  be 
made  peremptory. 

The  defendant  also  urges  that  the  act  of 
June  28  violates  the  14th  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  in  that  it 
deprives  the  town  of  Glastonbury  of  jjroperty 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  denies  to  it 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  No  right, 
as  against  a  state,  to  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws,  is  secured  to  its  municipal  cor- 
porations by  this  amendment,  which  can 
limit  in  any  way  legislation  to  charge  them 
with  public  obligations.  Nor  have  their  in- 
habitants, in  their  capacity  of  members  of 
such  corporations,  any  greater  rights  or  im- 
mimities!.  New  Orleans  v.  New  Orleans 
Waterworks  Co.  142  U.  S.  79,  93,  35  L.  ed. 
943,  948,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  142.  No  prop- 
erty of  the  town  of  Glastonbury  has  been  or 
is  to  be  taken.  Booth  v.  Woodbury,  32  Conn. 
118,  130;  Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Otos 
County,  16  Wall.  667,  676,  21  L.  ed.  375,  381. 
A  duty  to  lay  taxes  for  public  purposes  hae 
been  imposed,  and  for  reasons  already  stated 
it  was  competent  to  the  general  assembly  to 
create  that  duty,  as  it  was  created.  Their 
proceedings  were  due  proceedings.  The 
process  by  which  it  is  now  sought  to  compel 
the  defendant  to  pay  the  sum  in  controversy 
is  due  process.  The  town  can  found  no 
claim,  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  any  more  than  under  that  of  Con- 
necticut, to  such  right  of  local  self-govern- 
ment as  precludes  the  general  assembly  from 
exacting  this  payment,  notwithstanding  the 
demand  conies  from  another  municipal  cor- 
poration, the  bridge  district,  in  choosing 
whose  members  or  directing  whose  affairs  it 
has  had  no  share.  Giozza  v.  Tieman,  148 
U.  S.  657,  062,  37  L.  ed.  599,  601,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  721. 

We  have  spoken  of  the  bridge  district  as 
a  municipal  corporation,  although  it  may 
not  answer  the  common-law  definition  of  that 
term,  since  not  composed  of  the  inhabitants 
of  any  territory  as  such.  In  modem  times 
corporations,  both  public  and  private,  have 
often  been  constituted  by  a  union  of  other 
corporations.  Such  were  the  United  States 
of  America  after  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence, and  until  the  adoption  of  theit 
present  Constitution.    Such  are  the  varioui 
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ooimties  of  this  state,  once  quasi-oorporao 
lions  and  now  full  corporations,  the  con- 
stituents of  which  have  always  been  the 
several  towns  within  their  boundaries.  The 
power  of  the  bridge  district  over  the  towns 
oomposing  it  is  no  less  than  it  would  have 
been  had  their  inhabitants  individually  been 
made  its  members.  The  district  and  the 
towns  are  alike  agencies  of  the  state  for  gov- 
ernmental purposes,  and,  whether  they  be 
styled  public  or  municipal  corporations, 
their  relations  to  it  and  to  each  other  are 
the  same,  and  equally  subject  to  modifica- 
tion at  its  pleasure. 

The  defendant  having  refujsed  to  pay  an 
order  lawfully  drawn  upon  him  in  behalf  of 
the  bridge  district  the  writ  was  properly  is- 
sued against  him.  There  was  no  necessity 
for  making  the  several  towns  or  the  bridge 
district  parties  defendant.  The  bridge  dis- 
trict was  in  effect  the  relator,  no  town  other 
than  Glastonbury  had  any  legal  interest  in 
the  controversy,  and  Glastonbury  itself  had 
none  in  this  suit,  by  which  it  was  charged 
with  no  wrong,  and  in  which  the  only  remedy 
sought  was  one  to  compel  the  performance 
of  a  statutory  duty  incumbent  on  its  treas- 
urer as  such.  The  writ  of  mandamus  must 
nm  singly  to  the  party  who  is  bound  to  do 
the  particular  act  commanded.  FarreU  v. 
Kififff  41  Conn.  453.  While  not  necessarv 
parties^  the  superior  court  might  and, 
no  doubt,  would,  have  summoned  in  any 
or  all  of  the  five  towns,  or  the  bridge 
district,  or  admitted  any  of  them  as  in- 
terveners, had  application  to  that  effect 
been  made;  for  each  had  a  vital  interest  in 
the  questions  of  law  on  which  the  case  must 
turn.  Gen  Stat.  §§  884,  887,  890.  No  or- 
der of  this  nature,  however,  having  been 
sought  from  any  quarter,  their  absence  can 
furnish  no  ground  of  appeal. 

There  ia  no  error  in  the  judgment  appealed 
from, 

Torrance  and  Fenn,  JJ.,  concur.  An- 
drews, Ch.  J.,  and  Hamersley,  J.,  dis- 
sent 

Andrews,  Gh.  J.,  dissenting: 

I  deem  it  clear  and  certain  that  the  duty 
which  the  act  referred  to  authorized  the  re- 
lators to  perform  was  a  town  duty.  No- 
where in  the  act  are  relators  made  state  of- 
ficers and  charged  with  state  duties.  But, 
on  the  contrary,  they  are  spoken  of  as  town 
ofiicers  set  to  transact  town  affairs.  The 
maintenance  of  the  highway  of  which  the  re- 
lators have  the  care  cannot  be  regarded  as 
anything  other  than  a  town  duty  without 
imputing  to  the  legislature  the  intent  to  in- 
flict on  these  towns  the  monstrous  injustice 
of  making  their  inhabitants  liable  to  pay  the 
damages  caused  by  the  nonfeasance  or  a  mis- 
feasance of  a  duty  not  imposed  on  them  by 
law.  The  relators  are  totally  unlike  the 
commissioners  appointed  in  the  case  of  the 
Asylum  street  railroad  crossing.  In  that 
case  the  state  in  the  exercise  of  its  sovereign 
authority  appointed  its  own  ofl^cera  to  abate 
a  nuisance  dangerous  to  human  life,  for  the 
existence  of  which  the  three  corporations 
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named  were  jointly  responsible.  Woodrvff 
V.  Catlin,  54  Conn.  295,  6  AU.  849;  Wood- 
ruff  V.  2^eto  York  d  N.  E.  B.  Co.  59  Conn.  63, 
20  Atl.  17. 

The  relators,  although  appointed  to  trans- 
act town  affairs,  are — six  of  them — ^not  in- 
habitants of  Glastonbury.  They  were  not 
elected  by  the  inhabitants  of  that  town,  nor 
has  that  town  any  control  over  their  conduct. 
And  from  so  much  of  the  opinion  as  holds 
that  the  order  of  the  relators  is  obligatory 
on  that  town  through  the  town  treasurer,  I 
wholly  dissent. 

It  would  be  admitted  without  dispute  that 
it  would  be  incompetent  for  the  legislature 
to  engage  in  the  i^rformance  of  the  affairs 
of  a  private  corporation  by  officers  of  its  own 
appointment.  The  legislature  chartered  the 
New  York,  New  Haven,  &  Hartford  Railroad 
Company,  and  may  alter  or  repeal  that  char- 
ter at  pleasure.  But  the  legislature  cannot 
appoint  a  superintendent  or  a  general  man- 
ager of  the  affairs  of  that  company  without 
its  consent,  for  whose  acts  or  n^ligence  the 
corporation  should  b»  liable.  Such  an  ap- 
pointment, if  by  any  possibility  the  legisla- 
ture should  ever  make  one,  would  probably 
be  held  void  as  not  being  a  legislative  act. 
But  if  held  valid  it  could  only  be  on  the 
ground  that,  as  the  legislature  might  put  an 
entire  end  to  the  existence  of  that  corpora^ 
tion,  it  could  do  the  same  thing  by  piecemeal 
or  by  indirection. 

The  difficulty  with  the  appointment  of 
these  commissioners  is  not  with  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  establish  agencies  for 
the  execution  of  governmental  functions,  nor 
with  its  power  to  provide  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  certain  public  highways  through 
the  state,  as  distinguished  from  municipal 
agencies,  and  for  the  cost  of  such  mainte- 
nance by  taxation  of  the  inhabitants  of 
those  localities  most  directly  interested  in 
such  maintenance.  The  real  difficulty  is 
with  the  power  of  the  legislature,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  state  (>>nstitution,  to  give 
the  whole  execution  and  control  of  duties  and 
powers  assigned  to  towns,  to  persons  in 
whose  selection  the  towns  have  no  agency,  di- 
rect or  indirect,  and  over  whose  conduct  they 
have  no  control. 

It  will  be  a  surprising  doctrine  to  the  peo- 
ple of  this  state,  even  if  only  suggested,  that 
the  Constitution  by  the  grant  of  legislative 
power  has  conferred  on  the  legislature  the 
authority  to  take  from  them  the  manage- 
ment of  their  local  concerns  and  the  choice  of 
their  own  local  officers.  It  would  be  hardly 
more  surprising  to  them  to  be  told  that  by 
adopting  the  Constitution  they  had  granted 
to  their  own  representatives  the  legal  author* 
ity  to  take  away  their  liberties  altogether. 

The  building  and  repair  of  highways  has 
always  been  one  of  the  principal  duties  of  a 
town.  In  Ludlow's  Code  of  1650  it  was  or- 
dered that  each  town  should  every  year 
choose  one  of  its  inhabitants  as  surveyor  to 
take  care  of  the  highways,  with  power  to  call 
out  the  persons  fit  for  labor  for  as  many 
days  as  might  be  necessary  to  keep  the  same 
in  repair.  Subsequently  the  work  was  pro- 
vided for  by  town  taxation,  and  the  over- 
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«ight  committed  to  the  selectmen,  who  were 
specially  charged  with  mending  and  repair- 
ing the  bridges  and  roads  used  by  the  stage 
that  carried  the  mails.  From  1643  to  the 
present  time  the  duty  and  the  corresponding 
jpowers  in  reference  to  the  support  of  high- 
waya  has  been  recognized  as  essentially  a 
•corporate  duty  belonging  to  the  towns  to  be 
performed  by  town  officers  (Neto  Ha/ven  y. 
Sargent,  38  Conn.  63,  0  Am.  Rep.  360;  Buf- 
field  V.  Hathaway,  44  Conn.  521,  26  Am.  Rep. 
483 ) ;  and  it  cannot  now  be  maintained  that 
«u'ch  burden  can  be  imposed  on  towns  while 
«11  the  powers  necessary  for  their  perform- 
ance are  committed  to  persons  not  officers  or 
agents  of  the  town,  without  holding  that  the 
inhabitants  of  the  several  towns  may  be  held 
responsible  to  the  whole  extent  of  their  prop- 
-erty  for  the  performance  of  every  corporate 
-duty,  without  the  power  of  selecting  or  con- 
trolling the  persons  who  are  charged  with 
the  performance  of  such  duties. 

The  legislature  has  appointed  the  relators, 
and  has  authorized  them  to  perform  a  town 
-duty  respecting  a  highway.  If  the  lej^isla- 
ture  may  do  this,  it  may  appoint  the  same 
-or  other  commissioners  to  pevfnrni  any  or  all 
other  town  dp  ties.  There  is  no  ai<^ment 
which  will  sustain  the  former  which  will  not 
sustain  the  latter.  And  if  this  is  the  law, — 
that  the  legislature  in  this  state  may  take  to 
Itself  the  entire  and  exclusive  government  of 
a  town  through  officers  of  its  own  appoints 
ment, — then  this  judgment  is  correct;  and 
if  the  legislature  may  not  do  so,  then  this 
judgment  is  erroneous.  Stated  broadly  and 
nakedly,  the  question  in  this  case  can  be 
nothing  short  of  this:  Is  or  is  not  town 
government  in  this  state  a  mere  privilege 
eonceded  by  the  legislature  in  its  discretion, 
and  one  which  may  be  withdrawn  at  any 
time  at  its  pleasure?  While  the  major- 
ity of  the  court  do  not  assert  so  extreme  a 
view,  yet  the  argument  of  the  majority  opin- 
ion involves  the  theory  of  the  existence  in 
the  legislature  of  this  plenary  and  sovereign 
right.  And  unless  such  right  exists  that  ar- 
gument fails. 

It  is  true  that  in  some  decisions  the  courts 
•of  this  state  have  spoken  of  towns  possess- 
ing no  inherent,  original,  or  reserved  powers, 
l>ut  only  such  powers  as  have  been  delegated 
to  them  and  which  may  be  regulated  and  con- 
trolled by  the  legislature.  It  is  from  these 
expressions  that  the  claim  is  made  that 
towns  are  nothing  but  mere  agencies  which 
the  state  employs  for  the  convenience  of  gov- 
ernment, clothing  them  from  time  to  time 
with  a  portion  of  its  sovereignty,  but  recall- 
ing the  whole  or  any  part  thereof  whenever 
the  necessity  or  the  usefulness  of  the  delega- 
tion is  no  longer  apparent.  In  those  cases 
where  these  expressions  have  been  used  they 
may  not  have  been  inappropriate.  In  none 
of  them  was  the  actual  exercise  by  the  lejris- 
lature  of  any  such  power  the  subject  of  the 
<lecision.  Such  expressions,  however,  are 
very  seldom  true  in  anything  more  than 
a  general  sense.  They  never  are,  and 
in  this  state,  never  can  be,  literally  accepted 
in  practice.  There  are  also  cases  the  conclu- 
sion in  which  is  not  consistent  with  the  ex- 
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istence  in  the  legislature  of  the  power 
claimed,  and  one  in  which  the  conclusion  is 
antagonistic.  Farrell  v.  Derby,  58  Conn.  234, 
7  L.  R.  A.  776,  20  Atl.  460;  Taylor  v.  Dan- 
bury  Public  Hall  Co.  35  Conn.  430 ;  Burling- 
ton V.  Sohwarzman,  52  Conn.  181,  52  Am. 
Rep.  671. 

The  people  of  this  state,  when  they  formed 
the  present  Constitution,  found  the  whole  of 
its  territory  occupied  by  those  municipal 
corporations  called  towns,  each  embracing 
all  the  inhabitants  of  a  certain  portion  of  the 
territory.  These  corporations  were  governed 
by  their  own  inhabitants  in  town  meetings, 
and  their  affairs  were  managed  by  of- 
ficers chosen  by  themselves,  and  who  were 
always  inhabitants  of  the  town.  And  they 
provided  in  that  instrument  that  the  rights 
and  duties  of  all  corporations  should  remain 
as  if  the  Constitution  had  not  been  adopted, 
except  so  far  as  therein  restricted  or  limited. 
Art.  10,  S  3.  They  also  provided  (art.  6) 
that  electors  should  only  be  admitted  from 
the  inhabitants  of  a  town  and  by  the  select- 
men and  town  clerk.  And  by  articles  3  and 
4,  that  meetings  by  the  electors  for  the  choice 
of  state  officers  should  be  held  in  the  several 
towns  and  carried  on  by  town  officers.  And 
by  article  3,  that  the  house  of  representatives 
should  consist  of  representatives  from  each 
town,  being  electors  and  residents  in  that 
town,  and  that  town  representation  should 
be  substantially  equal,  and  that  no  town 
should  be  abolished  or  deprived  of  its  repre- 
sentation without  its  own  consent.  And  by 
art.  10«  §  2,  that  each  town  should  annually 
elect  selectmen  and  such  other  officers  of 
local  police  as  the  laws  may  prescribe. 

The  relation  of  the  towns  in  this  statis  to 
the  state  government  is  different  from  that 
in  other  states.  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution  the  state  government  consisted 
mainly  of  an  assembly  of  delegates  from  the 
towns;  and  those  towns  had  been  uniformly 
treated  as  entitled  to  local  self-government. 
While  it  could  not  be  said  that  an  act  of  that  - 
assembly  vesting  the  functions  of  a  town 
meeting  or  the  duties  of  selectmen  in  a  com- 
mission appointed  by  the  assembly  would  be 
unconstitutional, — strictly  there  was  in 
those  days  no  constitution, — ^yet  everyone  fa- 
miliar with  our  history  knows  that  such  an 
act  would  have  been  regarded  as  revolution- 
ary, and  that  its  passage  was  practically  im- 
possible. 

This  right  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  town  to 
themselves  order  the  municipal  duties  as- 
signed to  the  town  was  plainly  one  of  those 
"rights  and  privileges  derived  from  their  an- 
cestors" which  the  Constitution  was  adopted 
"in  order  more  effectually  to  define,  secure, 
and  perpetuate."  By  the  several  articles  of 
the  Constitution  above  mentioned,  that  in- 
strument intended  to  make  sufficient  provi- 
sions to  that  end.  It  did  guarantee  the  per- 
petual existence  of  the  several  towns,  with 
selectmen  to  manage  their  local  affairs,  and 
a  town  clerk  to  record  their  doings  at  town 
meetings,  although  it  left  the  variety  and  du- 
ties of  the  officers  of  the  local  police  subject 
to  legislative  change. 

In  studying  these  parts  of  the  Constitu- 
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tion  we  should  always  keep  in  mind  that  the 
terms  used  had  a  settled  meaning  before  it 
was  adopted.  So  far  as  it  relates  to  the  form 
of  administration  the  Constitution  is  in  the 
main  no  more  than  a  recognition  and  re-en- 
actment of  an  accepted  system.  The  rights 
preserved  are  ancient  rights,  and  the  mu- 
nicipal bodies  recognized  in  it  and  required 
to  be  perpetuated  were  already  existing, 
with  known  elements  and  funcuons.  And 
when  the  Constitution  guarantees  the  perpet- 
ual continuance  of  towns  it  means  towns 
with  the  same  essential  characteristics  which 
towns  at  that  time  exercised;  for  if  these  es- 
sential characteristics  do  not  remain,  the 
town  as  known  to  the  Constitution  does  not 
remain.  It  is  the  town  as  it  then  actually 
existed  with  which  the  Constitution  deals. 

Let  us,  then,  ascertain  what  a  town  was 
as  then  existing.  In  that  way  only  can  we 
give  to  these  proyisiont  of  the  Constitution 
respecting  towns  their  full  and  true  effect. 
The  form  of  words  by  which  a  town  corpora- 
tion was  created  sufficiently  appears  in  a  sin- 
gle instance.  In  the  year  1779  Southington 
was  incorporated,  and  the  record,  abbreviat- 
ed, is  that,  "upon  the  memorial  of  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  Society  of  Southington  by  their 
agents  shewing  that  •  .  .  and  praying 
to  be  incorporated  into  a  distinct  town 
...  it  was:  Resolved  by  this  Assembly 
that  the  memorialists  (i.  e.,  the  inhabitants 
of  the  territory  named)  with  all  the  lands 
lying  within  the  following  limts  and  bounds 
.  .  .  be  and  the  same  are  hereby  incorpo- 
rated into  a  distinct  and  separate  town  with 
all  the  powers  and  privileges  that  other 
towns  by  law  have  and  do  enjoy."  2  State 
Records,  429.  For  all  the  general  purposes 
of  municipal  administration  the  state  was 
divided  only  into  towns.  And  what  the 
town  was  as  an  actual  living  entity  is  shown 
by  the  statutes  then  in  force.  Statutes  of 
1808:  Titles,  ToumSt  Town  Meetings,  Town 
Clerk,  Seleotmeny  and  Highways.  The  towns 
were  substantially  the  only  territorial  sub- 
divisions used.  Counties  as  municipal 
corporations  or  agencies  did  not  exist.  They 
were  the  mere  territorial  limits  within 
which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts 
was  exercised,  and  they  were  named  and  des- 
ignated in  connection  with  the  establishment 
of  such  courts.  2  Col.  Records,  35.  And 
the  courts  administered  the  construction  as 
well  as  the  management  of  the  jails  and 
courthouses,  as  well  as  the  other  matters 
pertaining  to  the  maintenance  of  such 
courts.  Statutes  1808:  Title,  Gaols,  Coun- 
ties had  no  powers  except  such  as  were  exer- 
cised by  the  courts  and  no  officers  except  those 
appointed  by  the  courts  and  a  sheriff  appoint- 
ed by  the  general  assembly.  Towns  are  the 
only  subdivision  mentioned  in  the  Constitu- 
tion, save  that  the  general  assembly  is  re- 
quired to  appoint  a  sheriff  in  each  county 
who  shall  serve  for  three  years. 

These  statutes  and  rules  respecting  towns 
were  a  necessary  result  from  the  origin,  for- 
mation, and  history  of  the  peculiar  form  of 
government  in  this  state.  In  stating  that  his- 
tory, in  order  to  have  it  as  connected  as  pos- 
sible, some  slight  repetition  will  be  made. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


In  1633-34  a  strong  dissent  developed  in 
some  prevailing  notions  of  government  in  the 
infant  colony  of  Massachusetts  Bay.  The 
opposition  was  strongest  in  the  towns  of 
Dorchester,  Newtown,  and  Watertown.  In 
1631  Watertown  had  protested  against  pay- 
ing a  tax  assessed  by  the  board  of  assistanta 
on  the  ground  that  they  could  not  be  taxed, 
save  by  their  own  consent.  All  these  towns 
were  foremost  in  insisting  on  a  general  gov- 
ernment based  on  town  representation. 
From  these  three  towns,  induced  largely  by 
dissatisfaction  with  the  ecclesiastiou  and 
centralizing  views  of  the  dominant  party  in 
the  Bay,  the  pioneers  of  Connecticut  came. 
By  1636  three  towns  or  plantations  were  es- 
tablished in  Connecticut,  and  were  called 
Dorchester,  Newtown,  and  Watertown,  but 
shortly  after  called  Windsor,  Hartford,  and 
Wethersfield.  In  March  of  that  year  the 
general  court  of  Massachusetts  named  eight 
persons  "to  govern  the  people  at  Connecticut 
for  the  space  of  a  year.^  At  the  end  of  that 
year  the  three  towns  on  their  own  behalf  ap- 
pointed committees  and  magistrates  who,  as 
a  general  court,  directed  the  affairs  common 
to  the  three  towns,  and  so  until  January  14, 
1638-39.  At  this  time  the  essential  feature 
of  town  government  became  fixed,  and  have 
never  since  been  changed.  They  were:  A 
town  meeting  composed  of  all  the  inhabitants 
exercising  au  power ;  an  executive  board  for 
the  general  management  of  town  affairs ;  and 
a  constable  for  the  service  of  the  town  war- 
rants and  the  conduct  of  the  necessary  phy- 
sical force, — all  chosen  by  the  town  meeting. 

The  "Fundamental  Orders,"  or  Constitu- 
tion of  1639,  was  a  combination  and  confed- 
eration entered  into  by  the  inhabitants  and 
residents  of  Windsor,  Hartford,  and  Weth- 
ersfield, "to  associate  and  conjoin  ourselves 
to  be  as  one  public  state  or  conmionwealth," 
and  to  be  "guided  and  governed  in  our  civil 
affairs"  according  to  such  laws  as  shall  be 
made  in  the  manner  provided.  The  Orders 
provided  that  each  year  there  should  be  hdd 
two  general  courts  composed  of  deputies 
from  each  town  chosen  by  "all  that  are  ad- 
mitted inhabitants  in  the  towns." 

To  said  general  courts  was  committed  the 
supreme  power  of  the  oonmionwealth, — i.  e.» 
they  only  shall  have  power: — (1)  To  make 
and  repeal  laws ;  (2)  To  grant  levies  for  the 
commonwealth;  (3)  To  admit  freemen  only 
those  already  admitted  inhabitants  by  the 
towns;  (4)  To  dispose  of  lands  undisposed 
of,  not  belonging  to  some  particular  town; 
(5)  to  discipline  either  towns  or  magis- 
trates or  any  other  person  for  any  misde- 
meanor, and  "to  deal  in  any  other  matter 
that  concerns  the  good  of  the  common- 
wealth." 

This  power,  exclusive  and  permissive, 
given  to  the  general  court,  developed  to  the 
unlimited  extent  which  afterwards  charac- 
terized it — ^not  so  much  from  this  (the  tenth 
order)  as  from  the  eighth  order,  which  pro- 
vided that  Windsor,  Hartford,  and  Wethers- 
field should  each  have  power  to  send  four  of 
their  freemen  as  their  deputies  to  every  gen- 
eral court,  "which  deputies  should  have  the 
power  of  the  whole  town  to  give  their  votes 
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and  allowance  to  all  such  laws  and  orders 
as  may  be  for  the  public  good  and  unto 
which  the  said  towns  are  to  be  bound."  The 
power  which  any  one  of  said  general  courts 
might  exercise  was  unlimited,  but  the  power 
was  that  of  the  several  towns  exercised  by 
its  deputies  for  the  purpose  of  binding  the 
towns  by  all  laws  and  orders  made  for  the 
public  good.  For  this  purpose  the  inhabi- 
tantB  of  the  towns  as  self-governing  bodies 
did  "associate  and  conjoin  themselves  to  be 
as  one  public  state  or  conmionwealth/'  and 
did  "for  ourselves  and  our  successors, — i.  e,, 
inhabitants  of  each  town, — and  such  as  shall 
be  adjoined  to  us  at  any  time  hereafter, — i. 
e.,  towns  hereafter  admitted, — enter  into  com- 
bination and  confederation  together"  to  be 
governed  by  such  laws  as  are  made  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  fundamental  orders;  and 
as  a  further  means  by  which  each  town 
might  protect  itself  against  unequal  treat- 
ment by  the  confederacy  the  final  order  pro- 
hibits the  levy  of  any  tax  on  the  towns  un- 
less the  amount  of  the  whole  tax  to  be  paid 
l^  each  town  is  apportioned  by  a  committee 
consisting  of  an  equal  number  out  of  each 
town.  Five  years  later  Farmington  was  ad- 
mitted and  the  order  provided:  "They 
also— the  inhabitants — are  to  have  the  like 
liberties  as  the  other  towns  upon  the  river 
for  making  orders  among  themselves."  1  Col. 
Records,  134. 

About  the  same  time  Southampton  on 
Long  Island  was  admitted.  Owin^  to  its 
separation  by  the  sound  from  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  Connecticut,  and  the  greater  difficul- 
ties of  participatinff  in  the  doings  of  the 
general  court,  as  well  as  the  doubt  whether 
its  inhabitants  were  included  among  those 
subject  to  the  power  of  the  original  towns, 
a  formal  combination  was  negotiated  by 
which  the  town  of  Southampton,  as  the  then 
river  towns  had  already  done,  did  **by  iiieir 
said  deputies  for  themselves  and  their  suc- 
cessors associate  and  join  themselves  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  Connecticut."  1  Col.  Rec- 
ords, 566. 

In  1662  fortified  by  the  charter  of  Charles 
II.  in  their  claim  of  jurisdiction,  the  general 
court  admitted  by  simple  vote  the  town  of 
Southold,  L.  I.,  and  the  following  year  or- 
dered that  Southold  "shall  have  and  enjoy 
th  same  privileges  as  Southampton  doth  by 
virtue  of  their  combination."  1  Col.  Records, 
386,  406. 

The  Fundamental  Orders  consummated  the 
union  of  independent  and  self-governing 
bodies  for  the  purposes  of  their  own  better 
government  and  of  extending  their  jurisdic- 
tion. The  combination  provided  for  an  ex- 
ercise of  power,  limited  only  by  the  fact  that 
the  governing  body  could  last  but  six  months, 
and  must  consist  of  deputies  from  each  town, 
clothed  with  the  whole  power  of  the  town; 
but  by  the  very  terms  of  the  combination 
each  town  must  continue  a  self-governing 
body;  and  from  that  time  on  the  power  of 
local  self-government  was  recognized  as  nec- 
essarily involved  in  the  existence,  as  well  of 
the  original  towns  who  had  associated  and 
conjoined  themselves  to  be  as  one  state,  as 
of  those  described  as  such  towns  "as  shall  be 
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adjoined  to  us  at  any  time  hereafter."  Tha 
Fundamental  Orders  were  adopted  January 
14,  1638-39.  The  first  general  court  was 
held  in  May,  1639.  The  second  in  Septem- 
ber. There  was  an  adjourned  meeting 
of  this  court  held  in  October;  and  in 
this  the  existing  self-governing  power  of 
the  towns  was  recognized.  "The  towns 
of  Hartford,  Windsor,  and  Wethersifield, 
or  any  other  of  the  towns  within 
this  jurisdiction,  shall  each  of  them  have 
power  to  dispose  of  their  own  lands  undis- 
posed of,  ...  as  also  to  choose  their 
own  officers  and  make  such  orders  as  may  be 
for  the  well  ordering  of  their  own  towns,  be- 
ing not  repugnant  to  any  law  here  estab- 
lished." 1  Col.  Records,  36.  That  this  dec- 
laration was  not  regarded  as  a  law  neces- 
sary to  give  towns  power  not  before  pos- 
sessed is  certain,  because  if  it  were  so,  such 
law  would  have  been  passed  at  the  first 
court  held  in  the  preceding  May,  which  held 
several  sessions,  or  the  illegal  acts  pre* 
viously  passed  by  the  towns  would  have  been 
validated;  because  a  law  necessary  to  en- 
able a  town  to  exercise  any  power  must  have 
been  approved  in  Ludlow's  Ck>de,  adopted  in 
1650;  and  because  if  a  law  were  necessary 
to  enable  towns  to  dispose  of  their  own  prop- 
erty it  was  equally  necessary  to  have  such 
a  law  to  authorize  them  to  'establish  and  de- 
fine the  duties  of  their  principal  officers. 
Now,  the  office  and  duty  of  townsmen  (not 
known  as  selectmen  until  1691  or  later)  had 
been  established  in  the  several  towns,  with 
power  defined,  by  a  town  vote  prior  to  tha 
adoption  of  the  Fundamental  Orders  (Hart- 
ford Town  Records,  January  1,  1638-39)  ; 
and  these  votes  remained  unchanged,  except 
by  town  meetings,  for  many  years  after- 
wards. In  fact,  the  towns  after,  as  well  as 
before,  the  "Constitution"  of  1639  con- 
ducted by  town  meeting  their  own  affairs 
and  chose  their  own  officers,  and  continued 
so  to  do  until  the  Constitution  of  1818;  the 
only  interruption  being  an  edict  of  Sir  Ed- 
mund Andros,  during  his  brief  usurpation, 
which  strictly  defined  the  duties  of  select- 
men, and  prohibited  any  town  meeting  ex- 
cept the  necessary  annual  one  for  their 
choice.     3  Col.  Records,  429. 

In  1818  the  town  was  a  territorial  and 
municipal  corporation  exercising  the  rights 
of  local  self-government  through  a  town 
meeting  and  officers  of  its  own  choosing.  It 
had  existed  with  these  rights  from  a  time 
prior  to  the  combination  of  the  first  towns 
under  a  joint  jurisdiction.  It  had  been  con- 
tinuously the  main  instrument  by  which  all 
the  operations  of  government  were  set  in 
motion  and  carried  on;  and  when  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution  speak  of  "towns" 
they  speak  of  that  kind  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration whose  character,  rights,  and  privi- 
leges had  been  thus  defined  and  settled  for 
nearly  two  centuries. 

After  a  struggle  of  more  than  thirty  years 
the  general  assembly  yielded  to  the  general 
demand  that  the  people  have  an  opportunity 
to  frame  a  Constitution  for  their  own  gov- 
ernment; that  is,  embody  in  one  funda- 
mental plan  "their  supreme,  original  will, 
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in  retpeot  to  tli«  organization  and  perpetua- 
tion of  a  state  government;  the  diviaion  and 
dlAtribution  of  its  powers;  the  officers  by 
whom  those  powers  are  to  be  exercised,  and 
the  limitation  necessary  to  restrain  the  ac- 
tion of  each  and  all  for  the  preservation  of 
the  rights,  liberties,  and  privileges  of  all 
...  to  which  the  legislature,  as  well  as 
every  other  branch  of  Sie  government^  and 
every  officer  in  the  performance  of  his  du- 
ties, must  conform."  Opinion  of  the  Judges, 
30  Conn.  693.  For  this  purpose  in  May,  1818, 
a  resolution  was  passed,  recommending  to 
the  people  to  assemble  in  their  respective 
towns,  at  their  usual  place  of  holding  town 
meetings,  and,  having  chosen  their  presiding 
officer,  to  elect  as  many  delegates  as  said 
town  now  chooses  representatives,  to  meet 
in  convention  in  the  following  August^  and 
when  so  convened,  if  by  them  deemed  expe- 
dient, to  "proceed  to  the  formation  of  a  Con- 
stitution of  civil  government  for  the  people 
of  this  state."  A  copy  of  which  Constitu- 
tion when  so  formed  was  to  be  transmitted 
bv  said  convention  forthwith  to  each  town 
clerk,  to  be  by  him  submitted  to  the  voters 
in  his  town,  assembled  at  such  time  as  said 
convention  might  designate  for  their  appro- 
bation and  ratification.  Said  Constitution, 
"when  ratified  and  approved  by  sucli  majori- 
ty  of  said  qualiflecl  voters  convened  ns  afore- 
said as  shall  be  directed  by  said  convention, 
shall  be  and  remain  the  supreme  law  of  this 
state."  Journal  Const.  Conv.  p.  6.  The 
committee  which  framed  this  resolution  in 
their  report  say  that  "from  resolutions 
adopted  in  many  towns  and  petitions  from 
.  .  .  citizens  in  others"  they  can  enter- 
tain no  doubt  of  a  general  manifestation  of 
a  desire  for  "the  eatablishment  of  a  consti- 
tutional compact,"  and  that  the  political 
happiness  heretofore  enjoyed  "is  to  be 
ascribed  to  other  causes  rather  than 
to  any  peculiar  intrinsic  excellence 
in  the  form  and  character  of  the 
government  itself.  Destitute  of  fundament- 
al laws  defining  and  limiting  the  powers  of 
the  legislature,  the  citizen  has  no  security 
against  encroachments  on  his  most  sacred 
rights  and  violations  of  the  first  principles 
of  a  free  government,  except  what  may  be 
found  in  the  dependence  of  that  body  on  the 
frequency  of  popular  elections.  Yet  even 
these  boasted  barriers  against  arbitrary  pow- 
er may  at  any  time  be  prostrated  by  the  lejr- 
islative  will."  J.  H.  Trumbull's  Notes  on 
Const.  Conn.  43. 

Upon  the  ratification  by  a  majority  of  the 
people  of  the  state  of  the  Constitution 
formed  by  the  delegates  from  each  town  ap- 
pointed for  that  purpose  in  town  meetinc^s, 
the  former  government  by  general  assembly 
was  finally  and  forever  dissolved.  The  peo- 
ple in  the  exercise  of  their  sovereignty  es- 
tablished a  new  government  in  three  sepa- 
rate and  independent  departments,  whose 
powers  were  to  be  exercised,  and  exercised 
only,  in  accordance  with  their  "supreme 
ori.^inal  will  embodied  in  the  Constitution." 
As  declared  in  its  preamble  the  main  object 
in  establishing  this  Constitution  by  the  peo- 
ple was  "in  order  more  effectually  to  define. 
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secure,  and  perpetuate  the  liberties,  rights, 
and  privileges  which  they  have  derived  from 
their  ancestors."  This  purpose  was  accom- 
plished, first  by  the  declaration  of  certain 
principles  of  free  government  which  were 
made  a  fundamental  condition  on  which  all 
powers  to  each  department  of  government 
were  granted;  and,  second,  by  incorporating 
into  the  framework  of  the  government  es- 
tablished such  provisions  as  were  deemed 
apt  and  necessary  to  preserve  the  most  es- 
sential of  their  ancient  privileges.  Among 
these  the  one  cherished  above  all  others  was 
the  right  and  privilege  of  local  self-govern- 
ment as  represented  in  the  towns,  the  town 
meeting,  and  the  town  officers.  The  town 
was  the  germ  from  which  all  government  in 
Connecticut  has  developed,  and  under  the 
Constitution,  as  this  court  has  recently  said, 
"The  annual  town  election  is  the  single  en- 
trance to  our  whole  system  of  state  govern- 
ment" 0*Flaherty  v.  Bridgeport,  64  Conn. 
165,  29  Atl.  466.  Through  all  its  history  it 
had  played  the  most  conspicuous  part; 
with  all  the  arbitrary  power  from 
time  to  time  exercised  by  the  general 
court,  the  ordering  of  town  affairs 
through  its  own  officers  had  never 
been  disturbed.  The  suppression  of  the 
town  meeting  was  associated  with  tyranny 
under  the  usurpation  of  Andros,  and  its 
maintenance  was  by  common  consent  deemed 
both  the  source  and  protection  of  that 
sturdy  independence  and  respect  for  law 
which  had  ever  characterized  our  people.  It 
was  to  be  expected  that  when  the  delegates 
from  the  towns  met  in  convention  to  form  a 
constitution  that  should  perpetuate  their 
ancient  rights  and  privileges  a  local  self- 
government  would  not  fail  to  be  secured; 
and  so  we  find  this  principle  embodied  in  the 
whole  framework  of  the  new  government. 

When  article  8  provides  that  electors 
should  only  be  admitted  from  the  inhabi- 
tants of  a  town  and  by  the  selectmen  and 
toAvn  clerk  of  the  several  towns,  the  perpet- 
ual existence  of  the  several  towns,  with  an 
executive  board  to  manage  their  affairs  and 
a  town  clerk  to  record  the  doings  at  town 
meeting,  is  guaranteed.  The  same  is  true 
when  article  3  prohibits  any  meetinfl;  of  the 
electors  for  the  choice  of  state  officers  ex- 
cept in  the  towns  and  when  carried  on  only 
by  town  officers ;  and  the  same  article  in  pro- 
vulinj?  that  the  house  of  representatives 
should  consist  of  representatives  from  each 
town,  being  electors  residing  in  that  town, 
and  that  town  representation  shall  be  sub- 
stantially equal,  and  that  no  town  should  be 
abolished  or  deprived  of  its  representation 
without  its  consent,  not  only  established  a 
lesrialative  department  where  the  people  as 
corporators  of  town  corporations  are  repre- 
sented in  the  lower  branch,  and  as  individu- 
als in  the  upper  branch,  but  guaranteed  the 
rif?ht  and  privilege  in  the  inhabitants,  of 
each  town  to  remain,  so  long  as  they  will,  a 
town  corporation. 

The  legislature  may  reflate  the  conduct 
of  the  town  corporations,  may  determine  the 
local  duties  to  be  assigned  to  them, — and  in 
that  sense  the  towns  derive  their  powers 
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from  the  legislature, — ^but  the  poBsession  of 
some  local  duties  and  powers,  the  adminis- 
tration of  such  duties  by  themselves  or  their 
own  ofiicers,  is  inherent  in  the  town,  which 
the  Constitution  makes  the  basis  of  the  new 
government,  and  the  legislature  has  no  power 
to  destroy  this  town.  The  Constitution  as- 
sumes the  existence  of  towns  as  local  munici- 
palities, and  contemplates  that  they  shall 
continue  as  they  have  hitherto  been.  It  does 
not  expressly  provide  that  every  portion  of 
the  state  shall  have  a  town  organization. 
It  names  certain  officers  who  are  to  be  chosen 
by  the  inhabitants  of  the  towns,  and  confers 
on  the  inhabitants  the  right  to  choose  these 
officers,  but  it  does  not  define  their  duties, 
nor  preclude  the  legislature  from  establish- 
ing new  offices  and  giving  the  incumbents 
the  general  management  of  the  municipal 
affairs.  If,  therefore,  there  are  no  restraints 
imposed  upon  the  legislative  discretion  be- 
yond those  specifically  stated,  the  towns  of 
this  state  might  be  abolished  and  their  peo- 
ple subjected  to  the  rule  of  commissioners 
appointed  at  the  state  capitol.  The  people 
of  these  towns  might  be  kept  in  a  sort  of 
pupilage  for  any  period  of  time  or  to  any  ex- 
tent the  legislature  might  choose.  And  it 
assumes  either  an  intention  that  the  legis- 
lative control  should  be  constant  and  abso- 
lute, or,  on  the  other  hand,  that  there  are 
certain  fundamental  principles  in  our  gener- 
al^ framework  of  government  which  were 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  people  when 
they  agreed  upon  the  Constitution,  subject  to 
which  the  delegation  of  authority  to  the  sev- 
eral  departments  of  government  was  made. 
That  this  last  is  the  case  appears  too  plain 
for  serious  controversy.  The  implied  re- 
strictions upon  the  power  of  the  legislature 
as  regards  local  governments,  though  their 
limits  may  not  be  as  plainly  defined  as  ex- 
press provisions  might  have  made  them,  are 
nevertheless  equally  imperative  in  charac- 
ter; and  whenever  a  question  arises  that  is 
clearly  within  them,  there  is  no  alternative 
but  to  bow  to  their  authority. 

Article  10,  in  providing  that  each  town 
shall  annually  elect  selectmen  and  such  of- 
ficers of  local  police  as  the  laws  may  pre- 
scribe, guarantees  the  management  of  town 
affairs  by  town  officers  of  their  own  choice. 
By  directing  the  selectmen — ^the  more  mod- 
em name  for  the  ancient  townsmen,  to  whom 
had  been  committed  the  important  affairs  of 
the  town  since  the  first  settlement  of 
the  river  towns — to  be  elected  by  each  town 
annually,  the  direction  that  all  officers  and 
agents  of  the  town  shall  derive  their  ap- 
pointment from  the  town  is  affirmed  by  an 
implication  so  absolute  as  not  to  be  escaped; 
otherwise  every  officer  and  agent  of  the  town 
except  selectmen  and  the  local  police  pre- 
aeribed  by  law  may  be  appointed  by  the  legis- 
lature. The  town  clerk  is  certainly  not  a 
selectman;  if  he  is  an  officer  of  local  police 
he  is  not  such  an  one  "as  the  laws  may  pre- 
scribe." His  title  comes  directly  from  the 
Constitution.  Yet  no  one  would  have  the 
hardihood  to  claim  that  the  next  legislature 
may  appoint  every  town  clerk  for  a  term  of 
twenty  years.  The  selectmen  must  be  elect- 
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ed  by  the  towns  annually,  because  they  are 
the  ordinary  and  permanent  agents  of  the 
town,  and  unless  this  provision  means  that 
all  these  agents  must  derive  their  authority 
from  the  town,  then  the  legislature  may  di- 
rect that  the  town  duties  appertain- 
ing to  selectmen,  as  well  as  every  function  of 
a  town,  shall  be  performed  by  special 
town  agents  to  be  appointed  by  the  legisla- 
ture. I  do  not  understand  the  majority  of 
the  court  to  justify  such  legislation;  plainly 
it  would  be  void,  but  it  would  be 
void  only  because  the  Constitution  in 
placing  a  town  beyond  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  destroy  takes  under  its 
protection  the  right  (without  which  th.e 
towns  of  the  Constitution  cease  to  be  mu- 
nicipal corporations,  and  become  something 
unknown  to  our  laws)  of  self-government 
through  its  own  officers  and  agents  in  all 
those  matters  included  by  law  within  its  mu- 
nicipal, powers  and  duties. 

This  right  of  local  self-government  is  as- 
sured by  the  provisions  of  articles  3,  6,  and 
10  of  the  Constitution.  It  enters  into  the 
whole  framework  of  the  government.  Be- 
cause of  its  existence  the  continuance  of  the 
body  of  electors,  the  election  of  state  officers, 
the  constitution  of  the  house  of  representa- 
tives, were  made  dependent  on  the  towns  and 
subject  to  the  specific  provisions  mentioned. 
A  guaranty  so  bulwarked  should  be  more  po- 
tent than  any  naked  restriction.  When  the 
Bill  of  Rights  forbids  the  taking  of  private 
property  for  public  use  without  compensa- 
tion it  forbids  the  taking  of  such  property 
for  any  but  a  public  use,  and  the  guaranty 
implied  is  not  less  sacred  than  the  guaranty 
expressed. 

When,  therefore,  the  legislature  had  in- 
cluded within  the  municipal  duties  of  Glas- 
tonbury and  the  four  other  towns  named  the 
maintenance  of  the  highway  described,  it 
could  not  appoint  the  agents  who  on  behalf 
of  the  town  were  to  exercise  those  duties  and 
powers.  "The  theory  of  the  Constitution  is 
that  the  several  .  .  .  towns  .  .  . 
are  of  right  entitled  to  choose  whom  they 
will  have  to  rule  over  them;  and  that  this 
right  cannot  be  taken  from  them  and  the 
electors  and  inhabitants  disfranchised  by  any 
act  of  the  legislature,  or  of  any  or  all  of  the 
departments  of  the  state  government  com- 
bined." People  em  reL  Bolton  v.  Alhertson, 
65  N.  Y.  66.  "Local  self-government  having 
always  been  a  part  of  the  English  and  Amer- 
ican systems  we  shall  look  for  its  recognition 
in  any  such  instrument.  And  even  if  not 
expressly  recognized,  it  is  still  to  be  under- 
stood that  all  these  instruments  are  framed 
with  its  present  existence  and  anticipated 
continuance  in  view."  Cooley  Const.  Lim.  6th 
ed.  47;  People  ew  reL  Le  Roy  v.  Hurlbut, 
24  Mich.  44,  0  Am.  Rep.  103;  People  em 
rel.  Park  Comra.  v.  Detroit,  28  Mich.  228, 
15  Am.  Rep.  202;  People  ex  reL  McCaqg 
V.  Chicago,  51  111.  17,  2  Am.  Rep.  278.  "The 
right  of  local  self-government  cannot  be 
taken  away  because  all  our  constitutions  as- 
sume its  continuance  as  an  undoubted  right 
of  the  people  and  as  an  incident  to  repub- 
lican governments"    Cool^,  Const.  Lim.  6tb 
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ed.  207.  "In  the  examination  of  American 
constitutional  law  we  shall  not  fail  to  notice 
the  care  taken  and  the  means  adopted  to 
bring  the  agencies  by  which  power  is 
to  be  exercised  as  near  aa  possible  to 
the  subjects  upon  which  the  power  is  to  oper- 
ate. In  contradistinction  to  those  govern- 
ments where  power  is  concentrated  in  one 
man,  or  one  or  more  bodies  of  men,  whose 
supervision  and  active  control  extend  to  all 
the  objects  of  government  within  the  terri- 
torial limits  of  the  state,  the  American  sys- 
tem is  one  of  complete  decentralization,  the 
primary  and  vital  idea  of  which  is  that  local 
affairs  shall  be  managed  by  local  authorities 
and  general  affairs  only  by  the  central  au- 
thority." Id.,  233;  Ordronaux,  Const.  Leg- 
islation, 62. 

This  opinion  has  been  drawn  out  further 
than  was  intended.  The  question  of  local 
self-government  as  an  ingredient  essential  to 
constitutional  administration  has  been  set 
forth  so  clearly  in  the  language  of  Judge 
Cooley,  in  People  ex  rel,  Le  Roy  v.  Hurlhut, 
24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Kep.  103,  already  cited, 
a  case  in  which  the  legislature  had  under- 
taken "to  appoint  commissioners  to  govern 
the  city  of  Detroit,  that  I  quote  th«  passage 
in  full.  After  reviewing  the  history  of  local 
and  municipal  government  in  various  states 
he  said:  '^In  view  of  these  historical  facts 
and  of  these  general  principles  the  question 
recurs  whether  our  state  Ck)nstitution  can  be 
BO  construed  as  to  confer  upon  the  legislature 
the  power  to  appoint  for  the  municipalities 
the  officers  who  are  to  manage  the  property, 
interests,  and  rights  in  which  their  own  peo- 
ple alone  are  concerned.  If  it  can  be,  it  in- 
volves these  consequences.  As  there  is  no 
provision  requiring  the  legislative  interfer- 
ence to  be  upon  any  general  system,  it  can 
and  may  be  partial  and  purely  arbitrary. 
As  there  is  nothing  requiring  the  persons 
appointed  to  be  citizens  of  the  locality,  they 
can  and  may  be  sent  in  from  abroad,  and  it 
is  not  a  remote  possibility  that  self-govern- 
ment of  towns  may  make  way  for  a  govern- 
ment by  such  influences  as  can  force  them- 
selves upon  the  legislative  notice  at  Lansing. 
As  the  municipal  corporation  will  have  no 
control,  except  such  as  the  state  may  volun- 
tarily give  it,  as  regards  the  taxes  to  be 
levied,  the  buildings  to  be  constructed,  the 
pavements  to  be  laid,  and  the  conveniences 
to  be  supplied,  it  is  inevitable  that  parties 
from  mere  personal  considerations  shall  seek 
the  offices  and  endeavor  to  secure  from  the 
appointing  body,  whose  members  in  general 
are  not  to  feel  the  burden,  a  compensation 
such  as  would  not  be  awarded  by  the  people 
who  must  bear  it,  though  the  chief  tie  bind- 
ing them  to  the  interests  of  the  people  gov- 
erned might  be  the  salaries  paid  on  the  one 
side  and  drawn  on  the  other.  As  the  legisla- 
ture could  not  be  compelled  to  regard  the 
local  political  sentiment  in  their  choice,  and 
would  in  fact  be  most  likely  to  interfere 
where  that  sentiment  was  adverse  to  their 
own,  the  government  of  cities  might  be  taken 
to  itself  by  the  party  for  the  time  being  in 
power,  and  municipal  governments  might 
easily  and  naturally  become  the  spoils  of 
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party,  as  state  and  national  offices  unfortu- 
nately are  now.  All  these  things  are  not 
only  possible,  but  entirely  within  the  range 
of  probability,  if  the  positions  assumed  on 
behalf  of  the  state  are  tenable.  It  may  be 
said  that  these  would  be  mere  abuses  of 
power,  such  as  may  creep  in  under  any  sys- 
tem of  constitutional  freedom;  but  what  is 
constitutional  freedom?  Has  the  ad- 
ministration of  equal  laws  by  magistrates 
freely  chosen  no  necessary  place  in  it?  Con- 
stitutional freedom  certainly  does  not  consist 
in  exemption  from  governmental  interference 
in  the  citizen's  private  affairs;  in  his  being 
unmolested  in  his  family,  suffered  to  buy, 
sell,  and  enjoy  property  and  generally  to  seek 
happiness  in  his  own  way.  All  this  might 
be  permitted  by  the  most  arbitrary  ruler, 
even  though  he  allowed  his  subjects  no  de- 
gree of  political  liberty.  The  government  of 
an  oligarchy  may  be  as  just,  as  regardful  of 
private  rights,  and  as  little  burdensome  as 
any  other;  but  if  it  were  sought  to  estab- 
lish such  a  government  over  our  cities  by 
law  it  would  hardly  do  to  call  upon  a  pro- 
testing people  to  show  where  in  the  Consti- 
tution the  power  to  establish  it  was  prohib- 
ited; it  would  be  necessary,  on  the  other 
hand,  to  point  out  to  them  where  and  by 
what  unguarded  words  the  power  had  been 
conferred.  Some  things  are  too  plain  to  be 
written.  If  this  charter  of  state  govern- 
ment which  we  call  a  constitution  were  all 
there  was  of  constitutional  command;  if  the 
usages,  the  customs,  the  maxims  that  have 
sprung  from  the  habits  of  life,  modes  of 
thought,  methods  of  trying  facts  by  the 
neighborhood,  and  mutual  responsibility  in 
neighborhood  interests;  the  precepts  which 
have  come  from  the  revolutions  which  over- 
turned tyrannies;  the  sentiments  of  manly 
independence  and  self-control  which  impelled 
our  ancestors  to  summon  the  local  commu- 
nity to  redress  local  evils,  instead  of  relying 
upon  king  or  legislature  at  a  distance  to  do 
so, — if  a  recognition  of  all  these  were  to  be 
stricken  from  the  body  of  our  constitutional 
law  a  lifeless  skeleton  might  remain,  but  the 
living  spirit;  that  which  gives  it  force  and 
attraction;  which  makes  it  valuable  and 
draws  to  it  the  affections  of  the  people;  that 
which  distinguishes  it  from  the  numberless 
constitutions  so-called  which  in  Europe  have 
been  set  up  and  thrown  down  within  the  last 
hundred  years,  many  of  which  in  their  ex- 
pressions have  seemed  equally  fair  and  to 
possess  equal  promise  with  ours,  and  have 
only  been  wanting  in  tho  support  and  vital- 
ity which  these  ^  alone  can  give, — this  living 
and  breathing  spirit  which  supplies  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  words  of  the  written 
charter  would  be  utterly  lost  and  gone. 
"Mr.  Justice  Story  has  well  shown  that 
constitutional  freedom  means  something  more 
than  liberty  permitted;  it  consists  in  the 
civil  and  political  rights  which  are  absolute- 
ly guaranteed,  assured,  and  guarded  in 
one's  liberties  as  a  man  and  a  citizen;  his 
right  to  vote,  his  right  to  hold  office,  his 
right  to  worship  God  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  his  own  conscience;  nis  equality 
with  all  others  who  are  his  fdlow  citizens; 
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all  these  guarded  and  protected  and  not  held 
at  the  mercy  and  discretion  of  any  one  man 
or  of  any  popular  majority.  Story,  Miscel- 
laneous Writings,  620.  If  these  are  not  now 
the  absolute  right  of  the  people  of  Michigan 
[this  state]  they  may  be  allowed  more  liber- 
ty of  action  and  more  privileges,  but  they  are 
little  nearer  to  constitutional  freedom  than 
Europe  was  when  an  imperial  city  sent  out 
consuls  to  govern  it.  The  men  who  framed 
our  institutions  have  not  so  understood  the 
facts.  With  them  it  has  been  an  axiom  that 
our  system  was  one  of  checks  and  balances ; 
that  each  department  of  the  government  was 
a  check  upon  the  others,  and  each  grade  of 
government  upon  the  rest;  and  they  have 
never  questioned  or  doubted  that  the  corpo- 
rators in  each  municipality  were  exercising 
their  franchises  under  the  protection  of  cer- 
tain fundamental  principles  which  no  power 
in  the  state  could  override  or  disregard. 
The  state  may  mould  local  institutions  ac- 
cording to  its  views  of  policy  or  expediency; 
but  local  government  is  matter  of  absolute 
right,  and  the  state  cannot  take  it  away.  It 
would  be  the  boldest  mockery  to  speak  of  a 
city  as  possessing  municipal  liberty,  where 
the  state  not  only  shapea  its  government, 
but  at  discretion  sent  in  its  own  agents  to 
administer  it;  or  to  call  that  system  one  of 
constitutional  freedom  under  which  it  should 
be  equally  admissible  to  allow  the  people  full 
control  of  their  local  affairs  or  no  control  at 
all." 

In  this  state  we  are  not  obliged  to  invoke 
the  underlying  principle  of  American  con- 


stitutional law  in  order  to  protect  the  inhab- 
itants of  our  towns  in  their  right  to  local 
self-government;  the  express  provisions  and 
necessary  implications  of  our  own  Constitu- 
tion plainly  guarantee  that  right.  There- 
fore, the  private  act  by  which  the  legislature 
undertook  to  appoint  these  relators  to  exe- 
cute the  powers  and  perform  the  duties  com- 
mitted by  the  public  act  to  the  town  of  Glas- 
tonbury and  the  four  other  towns  as  town 
corporations  violates  a  clear  mandate  of  the 
Constitution,  and  to  that  extent  is  void. 

I  think  there  is  error  in  the  judgment  of 
the  superior  court. 

Hamersley,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  dissent  from  the  decision  of  a  majority 
of  my  colleagues,  and  cannot  but  believe  that 
a  different  conclusion  would  have  been 
reached  had  it  seemed  to  them  as  clear  as  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  legislation  in  question 
necessarily  involves  the  appointment  of  the 
relators  by  the  legislature,  not  as  state  of- 
ficers, but  as  town  officers;  not  to  perform 
duties  directly  in  behalf  of  the  state,  but  du- 
ties by  the  very  terms  of  the  statute  assigned 
to  the  towns  as  the  local  municipal  duties  of 
a  town  corporation. 

I  dissent  from  the  opinion  as  announced 
by  Judge  Baldwin,  and  concur  in  the  opinion 
of  Chief  Justice  Andrews. 

The  decision  in  this  case  was  affirmed  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  un- 
der the  name  of  Williams  v.  Eggleston,  in 
170  U.  S.  304,  42  L.  ed.  1047,  18  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  617. 
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W.  T.  WALTERS  ei  al. 

V. 

CHARLESTON   MILLS  ei  al, 

John  H.  MONTGOMERY  e*  aZ.,  Petitioner*, 
Appta,, 

V. 

City  of  CHARLESTON  et  al,,  Respta, 
(99  Fed.  Rep.  825.) 

1.  A  pvrcbaaer  of  land  of  a  corpora- 
tion on  foreclosnre,  "vrbo,  before  tbe 
■ale  fa  approved  or  he  baa  compiled 
TPvith  bis  bid,  ▼olnntarfly  pays  a  claim 
for  taxes,  without  Imowled^e  of  any  dispute 
af  to  Its  Talidity,  and  is  denied  credit  there- 
for when  completing  his  purchase,  may  be 
subrogated  to  the  claim  for  such  part  of  the 
taxes  as  the  property  was  clearly  subject 
to;  but  the  court  will  not  require  a  receiver 
of  the  property  to  recognize  such  roluntary 
payment  of  that  part  of  the  taxes  which 


Nora. — For  subrogation  to  lien  for  taxes  In 
ease  of  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  see  also  Ran- 
kin T.  Coar  (N.  J.)  11  L.  R.  A.  661. 

For  subrogation  of  persons  paying  tax,  see, 
In  g^eraJ,  note  to  Bibbins  t.  Clarlc  (Iowa)  29 
L.  B.  A.  on  page  282:  also  Ferguson  v.  Quinn 
(Tenn.)  88  L.  R.  A.  688 ;  and  Mercantile  Trust 
Co.  T.  Hart  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  85  L.  B.  A. 
852. 
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was  in  dispute,  or  to  assume  the  burden  and 
responsibility  of  litigation  upon  it. 
2.     A  pnrcbaser  at  a  sale  under  fore- 
closure is  not  sncb  a  party  to  tbe  suit 

as  to  entitle  him  to  bring  In  a  new  party  or 
to  raise  new  Issues,  although  he  becomes  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  for  all 
orders  necessary  to  compel  the  perfecting  of 
his  purchase,  with  the  right  to  be  heard  up- 
on all  questions  thereafter  arising  which  af- 
fect his  bid  and  are  not  foreclosed  by  the 
terms  of  the  decree  of  sale,  or  are  expressly 
reserred  to  him  by  such  decree. 

iWadmi,  DUirict  Judge,  diseente.) 

(February  6,  1900.) 

A  PPEAL  by  intervening  petitioners  from 
ijL  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  South  Car- 
olina refusing  to  return  to  a  petitioner 
money  paid  by  him  as  taxes  upon  property 
which  he  had  purchased  at  a  sale  in  a  suit 
for  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  thereon.  Mod- 
ified. 

Before  Simonton,  Circuit  Judge,  and  Paul 
and  Waddill,  District  Judges. 

Statement  by  Bimontoii,  Circuit  Judge: 

This  case  oomes  up  on  appeal  from  the 

circuit  court  of  the  United  states  for  the 
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difitrict  of  South  Carolina.  In  order  to  a 
complete  understandins  of  the  case,  it  is 
necessary  to  state  the  facts  somewhat  in  de- 
tail: 

On  8th  February,  1888,  there  was  incorpo- 
rated the  Charleston  Cotton  Mills,  a  corpo- 
ration organized  for  the  purpose  of  manu- 
facturing cotton  cloth  in  the  city  of  Charles- 
ton, South  Carolina.  It  erected  a  mill  build- 
ing on  its  lands,  and  owned  real  estate  ad- 
jacent thereto,  on  which  were  a  cotton  ware- 
house and  residences  for  its  operatives.  In 
March,  1806,  it  became  embarrassed,  ceased 
operations,  and  finally,  under  decrees  for 
foreclosure,  its  property  was  sold  under  two 
n.ortgages  executed  by  it, — the  one  to  secure 
certain  bondholders,  and  the  other  to  secure 
a  debt  due  to  0.  H.  Sampson  &  Co.  O.  H. 
Sampson  &  Co.  purchased  the  parcel  of 
realty  mortgaged  to  them.  The  bondholders 
through  a  committee  purchased  the  mill  site, 
buildings,   and   machinery.     On   6th   April, 

1897,  the  Charleston  Mills  was  incorporated 
under  a  general  law,  composed  of  the  bond- 
holders of  the  Charleston  Cotton  Mills  and 
new  stockholders.  To  this  corporation  the 
committee  of  bondholders  conveyed  all  the 
property  purchased  by  them  under  the  fore- 
closure proceedings.  The  new  company  ex- 
pended large  sums  of  money  in  providing 
new  machinery  and  repairing  that  purchasea 
at  the  sale,  and  engaged  in  the  business  of 
manufacturing  cotton  goods. 

The  Constitution  of  South  Carolina  adopt- 
ed 4th  December,  1806,  authorized  cities  and 
towns  to  exempt  from  all  taxes,  except  those 
for  school  purposes,  manufactories  estab- 
lished within  their  limits;  the  exemption  to 
be  for  five  years;  the  exempting  ordinance  to 
be  ratified  by  a  majority  of  the  qualified 
electors  of  the  municipality.  Article  8,  §  8. 
In  1896  the  city  council  of  Charleston,  un- 
der this  authority,  passed  an  ordinance  ex- 
empting for  five  years  from  taxation,  except 
for  school  purposes,  all  manufactories  estab- 
lished after  the  ratification  of  this  ordinance 
by  the  qualified  voters  of  Charleston,  within 
the  corporate  limits  of  said  city,  and  doing 
business  therein,  employing  ten  hands,  and 
having  a  paid-up  capital  of  $10,000,  with 
this  proviso:  ^'Provided,  however,  that 
should  any  manufactory  entitled  under  this 
ordinance  to  such  exemption  from  taxes  fail 
in  business,  and  be  reorganized  or  convey  its 
plant  and  property  to  another  person,  firm, 
or  new  company  or  corporation,  the  exemp- 
tion of  said  plant  or  property  shall  be  con- 
tinued or  extended  for  the  five  years  from 
the  original  establishment  of  said  manufac- 
tory, and  no  longer."  This  ordinance  was 
ratified  by  popular  vote  on  the  4th  Tuesday 
in  April,  1896. 

The  Charleston  Mills  set  up  a  claim  for 
exemption  under  this  ordinance,  and  so  noti- 
fied the  city  authorities.     On  19th  November, 

1898,  pending  this  claim  for  exemption  on 
the  part  of  the  Charleston  Cotton  Mills,  Wal- 
ters and  others  filed  their  bill  for  foreclos- 
ure in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  of  South  Carolina  against 
the  Charleston  Mills,  praying  sale  and  fore- 
closure of  its  property;  and  under  it  C.  0. 
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Witte,  Esq.,  was  appointed  receiver.  0» 
13th  December,  1898,  the  city  council  of 
Charleston  filed  its  petition  in  the  cause,  set- 
ting  forth  that  the  Charleston  Mills  was  in- 
debted  to  it  for  municipal  taxes  in  the  fiun> 
of  $3,356.52,  and  that  they  were  unpaid,  and, 
recognizing  that  the  property  of  its  debtor 
was  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  of  that  court,, 
and  so  out  of  reach  of  an  execution,  prayed 
that  provision  be  made  for  these  taxes  out 
of  the  first  moneys  coming  into  the  hands  of 
the  receiver.  After  that  an  order  for  the 
sale  of  the  property  under  a  decree  for  fore- 
closure was  had.  The  property  was  sold  for 
$100,000,  and  was  bid  in  by  John  H.  Mont- 
gomery for  himself  and  others,  who  organ- 
ized themselves  into  a  corporation  in  due 
form  of  law,  under  the  name  of  the  Vesta 
Mills.  Before  he  complied  with  his  bid,— 
indeed,  the  day  after  the  sale, — ^Mr.  Mont- 
gomery paid  the  state  and  county  taxes  due 
upon  the  property  of  the  Charleston  Mills^ 
and  also  paid,  without  protest  or  exception, 
the  amount  of  the  taxes  claimed  by  the  city 
council  of  Charleston,  and  took  full  acquit- 
tance and  discharge  therefor.  When  he  was 
ready  to  comply  with  his  bid,  he  produced 
the  receipted  tax  bill  for  state  and  county 
purposes,  and  asked  the  special  master  that 
it  be  received  as  so  much  cash.  This  wa» 
assented  to.  He  Uien  produced  the  tax  re- 
ceipt of  the  city  council,  and  made  a  simi- 
lar request.  This  was  refused,  the  special 
master  (knowing  that  the  claim  was  dis- 
puted) not  feeling  himself  authorized  so  tO' 
receive  it  without  the  decision  and  order  of 
the  court.  Thereupon  it  was  agreed  between 
them  that  the  matter  be  brought  before 
the  court.  Accordingly  Mr.  Montgomery 
and  the  Vesta  Mills  filed  their  petition  in 
the  cause,  setting  forth  the  matters  above 
stated ;  "that  Mr.  Montgomery  now  has  been 
informed  that  the  liability*  of  the  property 
of  the  Charleston  Mills  to  general  municipal 
taxes  is  denied;"  that,  wholly  ignorant  of 
this,  on  the  day  the  property  was  sold  he 
paid  the  city  taxes  upon  it,  securing  thereby 
a  remission  of  all  penalties,  and  also  in  or- 
der to  anticipate  a  levy  on  the  property  un- 
der execution ;  that,  having  so  paid  this  tax^ 
he  sought  credit  therefor  in  completing  the 
terms  of  sale,  and  that  the  special  master 
declined  to  recognize  the  payment  of  the 
taxes  made  to  the  city;  "that  thereafter 
your  petitioners  arranged  with  the  said  spe- 
cial master  to'  pay  into  his  hands  the  pur- 
chase money  for  the  property  bought  at  said 
sale,  including  the  amount  of  the  city  taxe» 
aforesaid  (the  said  special  master  not  feel- 
ing himself  authorized  to  allow  such  reduc- 
tion without  the  decision  and  order  of  the 
court)  ;  but  that  it  was  at  the  same  time 
agreed  that  the  said  matter  of  the  city  taxes 
should  be  forthwith  brought  to  the  attenticm 
of  the  court  in  this  case,  so  that  the  said 
court  oould  decide  whether  or  not  the  city 
taxes  were  by  law  due  and  payable  and  a 
lien  upon  the  property  of  the  Charleston 
Mills,  and  that  if  the  said  taxes  were  decided 
by  the  said  court  to  have  been  so  due  and 
payable,  and  a  lien  as  claimed,  then  the  said 
amount  should  be  refunded  to  your  petition- 
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era  by  the  special  master,  as  having  been  al- 
ready paid  on  account  of  the  purchase 
money ;  but  that,  if  the  said  court  should  de- 
cide that  the  taxes  were  not  due  and  pay- 
able, then,  by  proper  order  of  this  courts  the 
city  council  of  Charleston  should  be  directed, 
after  proper  hearing  and  adjudication,  to  re- 
fund ami  repay  into  the  registry  of  this 
oourt  the  amount  of  city  taxes  paid  to  it  by 
the  said  John  H.  Mon^omery,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  $3,076.02."  The  petition  prayed  that 
a  copy  of  it  be  served  on  the  city  council  of 
Charleston  and  on  C.  O.  Witte,  special  mas- 
ter, and  that  the  court  would  afford  relief. 
The  city  council  of  Charleston  answered  the 
complaint,  stating,  in  effect,  that  the  tax  on 
the  Charleston  Mills  was  due  and  unpaid, 
and  that  execution  had  been  issued  therefor 
in  the  sum  of  $3,356.52;  that  it  was  stayed 
by  the  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court,  and 
that  petition  had  been  filed  for  its  payment 
under  the  order  of  court;  that  afterwards 
Mr.  Montgomery  paid  the  sum  of  $3,076.02, 
and  obtained  a  receipt  in  full ;  "that  the  said 
payment  was  made  freely  and  voluntarily, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  remission 
of  the  penalties."  The  answer  denies  in  ioto 
the  exemption  claimed  for  the  Charleston 
Mills,  and  adds  that  this  honorable  oourt 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  the  matters 
set  forth  in  said  petition,  as  between  John 
H.  Montgomery  and  the  said  city,  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  simply  an  attempt  on  the 
part  of  the  said  John  H.  Montgomery  to  re- 
cover money  from  the  city  council  of  Charles- 
ton in  a  matter  entirely  foreign  and  outside 
of  the  purpose  and  purport  of  the  bill  filed 
herein.  The  answer  of  the  special  master 
admits  the  offer  of  Mr.  Montgomery  to  de- 
duct the  amount  paid  to  the  city,  and  insists 
that  the  Charleston  Mills  are  exempt  from 
taxation. 

The  matters  set  out  in  the  petition  and 
answers,  with  testimony,  were  heard  by  the 
circuit  court.  The  court  was  of  the  opinion 
that  the  city^  council  of  Charleston,  having 
received  satisfaction  in  pais,  was  no  longer 
a  party  to  the  controversy,  and  declin€wi,  un- 
der these  circumstances,  to  pass  upon  the  va- 
lidity of  the  exemption.  To  this  action  on 
the  part  of  the  court,  exception  was  taken, 
an  appeal  was  allowed,  and  the  cause  is  here 
on  several  assignments  of'  error  directed  to 
the  reasons  given  by  the  court  for  its  action, 
and  ending  with  the  following:  "Because 
his  honor  should  have  held  that  the  city  taxes 
were  a  lien  on  the  property  purchased,  le- 
gally, and  payable  by  the  seller,  and  that 
under  the  law,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
agreement  made  at  the  time  of  settlement 
with  the  receiver  and  special  master,  referred 
to  and  set  out  in  the  record,  the  portion  of 
said  purchase  money  so  paid  twice — to  wit, 
the  sum  of  $3,076.02,  by  the  purchaser — 
should  be  repaid  him;  it  being  against  the 
law  and  equity  and  good  conscience  to  have 
such  sum  retained  by  said  special  master  and 
receiver." 


Messrs,  Bmythe,  X«ee,  A  Frost,  for  ap- 
pellants: 

The  petitionees  wAre  the  purchasers,  un- 
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der  the  decree  of  the  court,  of  property  sold 
by  its  receiver  under  its  decree.  The  pur- 
chaser thus  became  a  quasi-party  to  the  pro- 
ceedings, with  the  right  to  bring  his  suit  in 
the  main  cause,  and  prosecute  his  righta 
against  all  parties  to  the  said  cause. 

2  Dan.  Ch.  PI.  &  Pr.  p.  1052,  note  5;  Gor- 
don V,  Saunders,  2  M'Cord  Eq.  165;  Dun- 
ham V.  Minard,  4  Paige,  441;  Dorsey  v, 
Campbell,  1  Bland  Ch.  363;  12  Am.  &  £ng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  229. 

The  original  bill  in  the  main  cause  was  a 
creditor's  bill.  An  order  had  been  filed  di- 
recting creditors  to  come  in  and  prove  their 
claims.  In  accordance  with  this  order  the 
city  council  of  Charleston  filed  its  interven- 
ing petition  setting  up  its  lien  for  taxes. 

By  this  act  the  city  council  of  Charleston 
became  a  party  to  the  case. 

Hook  V.  Chicago  d  G.  8.  R,  Co.  23  Fed.  Rep. 
356;  Ex  parte  Jordan,  94  U.  S.  248,  24  L.  ed» 
123;  Wright  v.  Herlong,  16  S.  C.  620;  Wa/r^ 
lato  V.  Erskine,  21  S.  C.  361 ;  Gee  v.  Humph- 
Hes,  49  S.  C.  256,  27  8.  £.  101 ;  Bethia  v. 
McKay,  Cheves,  Eq.  97  j  2  Dan.  Ch.  PI.  k  Pr. 
p.  1212;  Chesnut  v.  Fire  d  Marine  Ins.  Co,  2 
Hill,  Eq.  84. 

The  receiver  and  special  master  appointed 
by  the  court  had  a  perfect  right  to  expect 
instruction  from  the  court. 

Gluck,  Receivers,  §  45,  p.  130;  Cammack 
V.  Johnson,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  163;  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Teofas  d  P.  R,  Co.  31  Fed.  Rep.  862,  4 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  434. 

The  city  council  of  Charleston  had  not  the 
right  to  withdraw  its  petition,  and  thus  re- 
tire from  the  case. 

An  order  dismissing  the  pleading  will  not 
be  granted,  if  such  dismissal  will  be  injuri- 
ous to  the  rights  of  the  other  parties  to  the 
case. 

Bethia  v.  McKay,  Cheves,  Eq.  93;  1  Dan. 
Ch.  PI.  &  Pr.  p.  790,  and  note,  p.  793 ;  Bank 
of  the  State  v.  Rose,  1  Rich.  Eq.  292;  Foster, 
Fed.  Pr.  p.  434. 

The  court  can  construe  the  ordinance,  even 
if  the  city  is  not  a  party. 

De  Treville  v.  Smalls,  98  U.  8.  617,  25  L. 
ed.  174;  Sherry  v.  McKinlcy,  99  U.  8.  498, 
25  L.  ed.  330;  Van  Brocklin  v.  Tennessee, 
117  U.  S.  179,  sub  nam.  Van  Brocklin  v.  An- 
derson, 29  L.  ed.  864,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  670; 
Philadelphia  Asso.  for  ReUef  of  Disabled 
Firemen  v.  Wood,  39  Pa.  73;  Denegre  v. 
Gerac,  35  La.  Ann.  952 ;  25  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc 
Law,  p.  731;  Sharp  v.  Speir,  4  Hill,  76; 
Beaty  v.  Knowler,  4  Pet  152,  7  L.  ed.  813; 
Conway  v.  Cable,  37  HI.  82,  87  Am.  Dec.  240; 
Thompson  v.  Roe,  eca  dem.  Carroll,  22  How» 
422,  16  L.  ed.  387. 

Money  paid  by  a  person  to  prevent  an  ille- 
gal seizure  of  his  person  or  property  by  an 
officer  claiming  authority  to  seize  the  same, 
or  to  liberate  his  person  or  property  from  il- 
legal detention  by  such  officer,  may  be  re- 
covered back  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  on  the  ground  that  the  payment 
was  compulsory  or  by  duress  or  extortion. 

Lambom  v.  Dickinson  County  Comrs.  97 
U.  8.  185,  24  L.  ed.  928 ;  Union  P.  R,  Co,  v. 
Dodge  County  Comrs.  98  U.  8.  543,  25  L. 
ed.  197;  Little  v.  Bowers,  134  U.  8.  547,  Sa 
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L.  ed.  1016,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  620;  Torhitt 

y.  Louisville  (Ky.)  4  S.  W.  345;  Louisville 
V.  Anderson,  70  Ky.  334,  42  Am.  Rep.  220; 
Murray  v.  Moorer,  Cheves,  Ii.  113;  Hopkins 
V.  Mazyck,  1  Hill,  £q.  251 ;  Loumdes  v.  Chis- 
olm,  2  M'Cord,  £q.  455,  16  Am.  Dec.  667; 
Broun  v.  Boyoe,  4  Rich.  L.  385;  25  Am.  & 
Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  460;  ^tna  Ins,  Oo,  v. 
New  York,  153  N.  Y.  340,  47  N.  E.  503. 

When  it  is  contrary  to  the  rule  of  ea  cequo 
et  bono,  that  the  city  should  retain  the 
money  illegally  collected,  the  court  will  order 
its  return. 

Culhreath  v.  Culhreath,  7  Ga.  67,  50  Am. 
Dec.  378;  Stotsenburg  v.  Fordice,  142  Ind. 
400,  41  N.  E.  313,  810;  Lawrence  v.  Beau- 
Men,  2  Bail.  L.  647,  23  Am.  Dec.  155;  Gal- 
veston V.  Sydnor,  39  Tex.  236. 

Money  paid  under  a  mistake  of  fact  can  be 
collected  back  again. 

Olenn  v.  Shannon,  12  S.  C.  572. 

The  ordinance  in  this  case  was  an  ordi- 
nance of  the  city  of  Charleston,  of  which 
Mr.  Montgomery,  a  citizen  of  the  city  of 
Spartanburg,  could  not  be  presumed  to  have 
knowledge. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  864;  Haven  v.  Foster, 

9  Pick.  112,  19  Am.  Dec.  367. 

Mr.  Montgomery  was  acting,  not  for  him- 
self, but  as  agent  for  other  parties  who  aft- 
erwards organized  the  Vesta  Mills.  As  such 
agent  he  had  no  authority  to  pay  an  illegal 
tax,  and,  even  assuming  that  Mr.  Montgom- 
ery had  knowledge,  which  he  did  not,  the 
principals  for  whom  he  acted  were  not 
chargeable  with  that  knowledge,  and  the 
payment  cannot  be  considered  as  a  voluntary 
payment  by  them. 

/Etna  Ins.  Oo.  v.  New  York,  153  N.  Y.  341, 
47  N.  E.  593. 

Mr.  W.  A.  Holman,  with  Mr,  George 
8.  Iiesare,  for  appellee  City  Council  of 
Charleston: 

The  city  council  of  Charleston  was  not  a 
party  to  the  original  proceedings,  and  only 
came  into  the  case  by  filing  its  petition  pray- 
ing that  funds  arising  from  the  sale  of  the 
property  of  the  Charleston  Mills  be  applied 
first  to  the  satisfaction  of  its  claim  for  taxes. 
The  property  of  the  Charleston  Mills  then 
being  in  custodia  legis,  the  city  could  not  en- 
force its  execution  for  taxes  against  such 
property,  and  it  was  therefore  proper  that 
the  city  council  should  file  its  petition  ad- 
dressed to  the  court,  praying  that  its  claim 
for  taxes  be  recognized  and  declareid  a  first 
lien,  and  be  paid  accordingly. 

Montgomery  paid  the  taxes  due  as  claimed 
by  the  said  city  council  of  Charleston.  The 
object  and  purpose  of  the  petition  filed  by 
the  city  council  of  Charleston  was  thus  fully 
met  when  said  taxes  were  paid,  and  there 
was  nothing  upon  which  the  court  could 
make  any  adjudication  in  respect  to  the  mat^ 
ter,  and  this  ended  the  whole  case  in  so  far 
as  the  city  council  of  Charleston  was  in- 
volved or  concerned,  and  terminated  its  con- 
nection therewith. 

Shipp  V.  Williams,  22  U.  S.  App.  380,  62 
Fed.  Rep.  4,  10  C.  C.  A.  247 ;  Wetherhy  v. 
Btinson,  18  U.  S.  App.  714,  62  Fed.  Ren.  173, 

10  C.  C.  A.  243. 
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An  action  will  not  lie  to  recover  tha 
amount  of  taxes  illegally  assessed  and  yd* 
untarily  paid. 

Bunnell  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Newell,  16  R.  I.  233, 
2  Atl.  766;  Louisville  v.  Anderson,  79  Ky. 
334;  California  v.  San  Pablo  d  T.  R.  Co.  149 
U.  S.  308,  37  L.  ed.  747,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
876. 

When  the  taxes  were  paid  to  the  city  by 
the  appellant,  John  H.  Montgomery,  there 
was  no  substantial  controversy  between  any 
of  the  parties  in  so  far  as  the  city  was  con- 
cerned; and  this  court  will  not  now  pass 
upon  or  consider  the  validity  of  the  law  un- 
der which  such  assessment  was  made,  or 
whether  the  Charleston  Mills  was  liable 
therefor. 

California  v.  San  Pablo  d  T.  R.  Co.  149 
U.  S.  308,  37  L.  ed.  747,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
876. 

Where  a  tax  is  paid  voluntarily  and  with- 
out protest,  the  same  cannot  be  recovered 
back  under  any  circumstances,  whether  the 
law  under  which  such  tax  is  collected  is 
legal  or  illegal. 

Peebles  v.  Pittsburgh,  101  Pa.  304,  47  Am. 
Rep.  714;  Bucknall  v.  Story,  46  Cal.  589,  13 
Am.  Rep.  220;  Phelps  v.  New  York,  2  L.  R. 
A.  626,  112  N.  Y.  216,  19  N.  E.  408;  18  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1st  ed.  p.  220;  Little  v. 
Bowers,  134  U.  S.  547,  33  L.  ed.  1016,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  620. 

Mr.  Henry  A,  M.  Bmitli,  also  for  appel- 
lees : 

A  mere  volunteer  is  not  favorably  regard- 
ed in  equity.  The  assistance  of  Uie  court 
is  very  reluctantly  given  him. 

Fonblanque,  Eq.  349 ;  Jefferys  y.  Jefferys, 
Craig  &  P.  141. 

One  of  the  principles  lying  at  the  founda- 
tion of  subrogation  in  equity  is  that  the  per- 
son seeking  subrogation  must  have  paid  the 
debt  under  some  necessity  to  save  himself 
from  loss  which  might  arise  or  accrue  to  him 
by  the  enforcement  of  the  debt  in  the  hands 
of  the  original  creditor. 

JEtna  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Middleport,  124  U.  S. 
534,  31  L.  ed.  537,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  625;  Shel- 
don, Subrogation,  §240;  Gadsden  v.  Brown, 
Speers,  Eq.  41 ;  Hedges  v.  Diwon  County,  150 
U.  S.  191,  37  L.  ed.  1048,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
71 ;  Prairie  State  Bank  v.  United  States,  164 
U.  S.  231,  41  L.  fd.  416,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
142;  McNeil  v.  Miller,  29  W.  Va.  480,  2  S. 
E.  335;  Suppiger  v.  Garrels,  20  111.  App.  625. 

Mr.  J.  N.  NathaiM  for  Charleston  MUls 
et  al. 

Bimonton,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

In  discussing  this  case,  these  facts  must 
be  kept  in  mind:  That  under  the  Walters 
bill  the  property  of  the  Charleston  Mills  had 
been  put  into  tiie  hands  of  a  receiver,  and, 
under  an  order  of  the  court,  had  been  sold. 
That  pending  the  suit  the  city  council  of 
Charleston  had  presented  its  claim  for  the 
tax  of  1898,  and  had  prayed  that  it  be  paid 
out  of  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver. 
That  anterior  to  the  suit  the  Charleston 
Mills  had  set  up  its  claim  to  exemption  from 
the  tax.    That  the  petitioner,  John  H.  Mont- 
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Bomery,  was  the  highest  bidder  at  the  sale. 
That  the  day  after  the  sale  he  paid  to  the 
city  the  sum  of  $3,076.02  in  full  of  its  claim 
against  the  Charleston  Mills.  That,  in  set- 
tlement of  his  bid,  Mr.  Montgomery  demand- 
ed credit  for  this  payment,  which  demand 
the  special  master  did  not  recognize,  and  re- 
fused to  admit,  except  under  the  instruction 
of  the  court.  Thereupon  John  H.  Montgom- 
ery and  the  Vesta  Mills,  a  corporation  for 
which  he  had  been  acting,  filed  their  peti- 
tion praying  that  the  court  pass  upon  the 
validity  of  the  tax,  and,  if  it  be  declared 
valid,  that  the  money  paid  by  Montgomery 
on  account  thereof  be  refunded  to  him  out  of 
the  purchase  money,  and,  if  it  be  declared 
invalid,  that  the  city  council  be  instructed  to 
return  it  to  him. 

If  the  tax  be  valid,  he,  in  effect,  claims  the 
equity  of  subrogation;  that  is,  having  paid 
the  tax^  he  stands  in  the  place  of  the  city 
council,  and  is  entitled  to  the  money  paid  to 
it.  He  was  under  no  obligation  whatever  to 
pay  the  tax,  nor  was  any  proceeding  threats 
ened  against  the  property  of  which  he  was 
the  prospective  owner.  The  city  council  had 
already  submitted  itself  to  the  court,  and 
had  asked  that  it  be  paid  out  of  funds  in 
the  control  of  the  court;  in  effect  transfer- 
ring its  claim  from  the  property  to  these 
funds.  Its  hand  was  stayed,  and  any  at- 
tempt by  execution  to  collect  its  claim  would 
have  been  in  contempt  of  court.  Re  Tyler, 
149  U.  S.  164,  37  L.  ed.  689,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
786.  Mr.  Montgomery  was  not  bound  to  pay 
the  tax,  and  he  had  an  unquestionable  right 
to  demand  that  it  be  satisfied  before  comply- 
ing with  his  bid. 

In  Qadsden  v.  Brown,  Speers,  Eq.  37,  Da- 
vid Johnson,  Chancellor,  lays  down  the  law 
of  subrogation,  and  his  language  has  re- 
ceived the  unqualified  approval  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  in  Hedges 
V.  Dwon  County,  150  U.  S.  191,  37  L.  ed. 
1044,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  71;  and  in  Prairie 
State  Bank  v.  United  States,  164  U.  S.  231, 
41  L.  ed.  416,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  142.  "The 
doctrine  of  subrogation,"  says  the  chancel- 
lor, "is  a  pure,  unmixed  equity,  having  its 
foundation  in  the  principles  of  natural  jus- 
tice, and,  from  its  nature,  never  could  have 
been  intended  for  the  relief  of  those  who 
were  in  a  condition  in  which  they  were  at 
liberty  to  elect  whether  they  would  or  would 
not  be  bound." 

In  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Middleport,  124 
U.  8.  634.  31  L.  ed.  537,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  625, 
the  Supreme  Court  says :  "One  of  the  prin- 
ciples lying  at  the  foundation  of  subrogation 
in  equity,  in  addition  to  the  one  already 
stated,  that  the  person  seeking  this  subro- 
tion  must  have  paid  the  debt,  is  that  he  must 
have  done  this  under  some  necessity  to  save 
himself  from  loss  which  might  arise  or  ac- 
crue to  him  by  the  enforcement  of  the  debt 
in  the  hands  of  the  original  creditor."  The 
■ame  case  adopts  this  language  of  Sheldon, 
Subrogation,  {  240:  "The  doctrine  of  sub- 
rogation is  not  applied  for  the  mere  stranger 
or  volunteer  who  has  paid  the  debt  of  an- 
other, without  any  assignment  or  agreement 
for  subrogation,  without  being  under  any 
48  L.  R.  A. 


legal  obligation  to  make  the  payment,  and 
without  Ming  compelled  to  do  so  for  the 
preservation  of  any  rights  or  property  of  his 
own."  And  in  Suppiger  v.  Garrets,  20  111. 
A  pp.  625,  it  is  said:  "A  stranger,  within 
the  meaning  of  this  rule,  is  not  necessarily 
one  who  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  trans- 
action out  of  which  the  debt  grew.  Anyone 
who  is  under  no  legal  obligation  or  liability 
to  pay  the  debt  is  a  stranger,  and,  if  he  pays 
the  debt,  a  mere  volunteer." 

A  mere  volunteer  is  not  favorably  regard- 
ed in  equity.  Fonblanque,  Equity,  349. 
Volenti  non  fit  injuria.  Apart  from  this, 
the  creditors  of  the  Charleston  Mills,  to 
whom  the  proceeds  of  sale  belong,  and  who 
must  suffer  by  any  diminution  of  them,  re- 
pudiate the  act  of  Mr.  Montgomery,  and  deny 
all  liability  for  the  tax.  Nor  is  this  posi- 
tion without  plausibility.  The  Constitution 
of  South  Carolina  of  1895  gave  authority  to 
municipalities  to  grant  exemption  from  tax- 
ation to  manufacturers  for  five  years,  upon 
certain  conditions.  The  city  council  of 
Charleston  fulfilled  these  conditions,  and  by 
ordinance  exempted  from  taxation  all  manu- 
factories established  after  the  4th  Tuesday 
in  April,  1896,  within  the  corporate  limits 
of  said  city,  and  doing  business  therein,  em- 
ploying ten  or  more  hands,  and  having  a 
paid-up  capital  of  $10,000.  The  Charleston 
Mills,  having  over  $50,000  capital,  and  em- 
ploying more  than  ten  hands,  was  established 
April  6,  1897,  within  the  corporate  limits  of 
Charleston,  and  doing  business  therein,  and 
thus  may  be  said  to  come  within  the  words 
of  the  ordinance,  and  would  be  entitled  to 
the  exemption,  unless  precluded  by  the  pro- 
viso. This  proviso  is  in  these  words: 
"Should  any  manufactory  entitled  under 
this  ordinance  to  such  exemption  from  taxes 
fail  in  business,  and  be  reorganized  or  convey 
its  plant  and  property  to  another  person, 
firm,  or  a  new  company  or  corporation,  the 
exemption  of  said  plant  or  property  shall  be 
continued  or  extended  for  the  five  years 
from  the  original  establishment  of  said  man- 
ufactory, and  no  longer." 

The  mill  and  a  large  part  of  the  plant 
owned  by  the  Charleston  Mills  were  former- 
ly the  property  of  the  Charleston  Cotton 
Mills,  which  failed,  was  put  up  for  sale,  and 
its  mill  house  and  plant  were  purchased  by 
persons  who  subsequently  formed  the 
Charleston  Mills.  But  the  Charleston  Cot- 
ton Mills  was  incorporated  and  established 
February  8,  1888, — anterior  to  the  consti- 
tutional provision,  and  anterior  to  the  ordi- 
nance of  1896.  It  therefore  can,  with  much 
plausibility,  be  said  not  to  have  been  one  of 
the  manufactories  referred  to  in  the  proviso 
of  the  ordinance,  as  it  was  not  a  manufac- 
tory entitled  under  the  ordinance  of  1896  to 
such  exemption  from  taxes,  and  so  the 
Charleston  Mills  may  not  be  affected  by  that 
proviso.  Under  these  circumstances  the 
creditors  may  well  complain  of  the  action  of 
John  H.  Montgomery,  and,  as  far  as  they 
can,  repudiate  the  same.  There  can  exist 
here  no  equity  of  subrogation. 

The  petitioner  again  sets  up  an  equity  of 
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mistake.  He  knew  nothing  of  the  claim  of 
exemption  set  up  by  the  Charleston  Mills, 
nor  had  he  any  knowledge  of  the  petition  oi 
the  city  council  in  the  main  cause.  There  is 
no  question  that  a  court  of  equity  will  re- 
lieve a  party  from  the  consequences  of  a 
mistake  of  fact, — ^sometimes  of  a  mistake  of 
law,  if  the  matter  be  executory.  But  it  will 
grant  such  relief  only  when  the  mistake  is 
mutual,  material,  and  not  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  party  seeking  relief.  Foster, 
Fed.  Pr.  §  2.  Mr.  Story,  in  his  Equity  Juris- 
prudence, vol.  1,  S  146,  says:  "It  is  not, 
nowever,  sufficient  in  all  cases,  to  ^ive  the 
party  relief,  that  the  fact  is  material,  but 
it  must  be  such  as  he  could  not,  by  reason- 
i^le  diligence,  get  knowledge  of  when  he  waa 

Sut  on  inquiry;  for  if,  by  such  reasonable 
iliffenoe,  he  could  have  obtained  knowledge 
of  the  fact,  equity  will  not  relieve  him,  since 
that  would  be  to  encourage  culpable  negli- 
gence. Thus,  if  a  party  has  lost  his  cause 
at  law  from  the  want  of  proof  of  a  fact 
which  by  ordinary  diligence  he  could  have 
obtained,  he  is  not  relievable  in  equity;  for 
the  general  rule  is  that  if  a  party  becomes 
remmliless  at  law  by  his  own  negligence, 
equity  will  not  relieve  him." 

In  the  case  at  bar  Mr.  Montgomery,  before 
the  sale  was  approved,  before  he  had  com- 
plied with  his  bid,  and,  under  the  rules  of 
the  court,  before  he  could  comply,  paid  off 
this  claim.  A  question  to  his  counsel  would 
have  informed  him  of  the  course  taken  by 
the  city  council  in  applying  to  the  court  for 
its  claim.  A  question  put  to  the  special 
master  selling  the  property  would  have  put 
him  in  the  possession  of  the  fact  that  the 
daim  of  the  city  was  denied.  The  fact  that 
he  was  a  stranger  in  the  community,  with  no 
opportunity  theretofore  of  knowing  the  laws 
of  the  municipality,  should  have  put  him 
doubly  upon  his  guard,  and  have  induced  in- 
quiry before  action.  Instead  of  this,  con- 
sulting no  one,  asking  no  question,  relying 
upon  his  own  knowledge,  he  paid  off  a  claim, 
not  his  own  or  which  could  affect  him,  an- 
ticipated and  forestalled  the  action  of  the 
court,  and,  in  so  far  as  lay  in  his  power,  de- 
cided the  controversy  of  the  creditors  with 
the  city  against  them.  The  petitioner  can- 
not set  up  this  equity.  Nor  can  he,  under  it, 
obtain  relief  from  the  city  council.  Asking 
no  questions,  making  no  protest,  threatened 
with  no  proceedings,  of  his  own  motion  he 
paid  this  sum  in  full  of  the  tax. 

In  Little  V.  Bowers,  134  U.  S.  548,  33  L. 
ed.  1016,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  620,  there  had 
been  a  controversy  between  the  Central  Rail- 
road Company  of  New  Jersey  and  the  city 
of  Elizabeth  relative  to  its  taxes.  The  de- 
cisions of  the  courts  of  New  Jersey  were 
against  the  railroad  company,  and  by  writ  of 
error  the  case  was  carried  to  the  supreme 
court.  Pending  the  writ  of  error  the  taxes 
in  dispute  were  paid.  This  ended  the  case, 
notwithstanding  that  the  appellants  insisted 
that  there  was  no  right  to  the  tax  in  the 
city  of  Elizabeth.  In  that  case  the  Supreme 
Court  quote  with  approval  the  language  of 
Chief  Justice  Shaw  in  Preston  v.  Boston,  12 
Pick.  7 :  "Where,  therefore,  a  party  not  liable 
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to  taxation  is  called  on  peremptorily  to  pay 
upon  such  a  warrant,  and  he  can  save  himself 
and  his  property  in  no  other  way  than  by  pay- 
ing the  illegal  demand,  he  may  give  notice 
that  he  so  pays  it  by  duress,  and  not  volun- 
tarily, and,  by  showing  that  he  is  not  liable,, 
recover  it  back  as  money  had  and  received.'' 
But,  say  the  court,  this  rule  does  not  ap- 
ply when  no  attempt  has  been  made  by  the 
treasurer  to  serve  nit  warrant,  no  demand 

Sersonallv  made  on  the  company,  nothing 
one  to  show  an  intent  to  use  the  l^al  proc- 
ess; when  all  that  appears  is  that  the  com- 
pany was  charged  with  the  tax  on  the  tax 
list;  that  it  was  delinquent;  that,  before  any 
active  steps  were  taken  to  enforce  collec- 
tion, the  company  presented  itself  at  the 
treasurer's  office,  and,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  paid  in  full  everything  against 
it,  under  protest. 

In  Robinson  v.  Charleston,  2  Rich.  L.  319, 
45  Am.  Dec.  739,  the  plaintiff  had  been  called 
upon  to  pay,  and  had  paid,  a  tax  imposed  by 
the  city  council  of  Charleston,  which  the 
court,  in  Charleston  v.  State  ex  rel,  Adger^ 
2  Speers,  L.  719,  had  decided  unlawful.  He 
brought  his  action  to  recover  it  back.  It 
was  dismissed.  Says  the  court:  "In  the 
case  under  consideration,  the  plaintiff  paid 
his  money  without  objection  or  reservation* 
He  could  have  tendered  the  sum  really  de- 
mandable,  and  have  gone  on  and  submitted 
to  legal  proceedings  against  him,  and  in  such 
proceedings  he  must  have  succeeded.  .  .  . 
In  waiving  his  legal  right,  he  may  be  regard- 
ed as  having  voluntarily  given  so  much  money 
to  the  city  council  for  the  privilege  of  letting 
his  slaves  work  in  the  city  without  molesta^ 
tion.  Like  many  others  who  have  not  com- 
plained, he  may  not  have  thought  the  tax 
wrong  at  the  time,  and  may  have  regarded  it 
.  .  .  as  the  price  of  protection  and  profit- 
able employment."  In  Peebles  v.  Pittsburgh^ 
101  Pa.  304,  47  Am.  Rep.  714.  it  was  held 
that  an  assessment  for  municipal  improve- 
ments, voluntarily  paid,  cannot  be  recovered 
back,  although  the  payment  was  under  pro- 
test and  the  law  authorizing  the  assessment 
was  subsequently  adjudged  unconstitutional. 
Many  cases  are  cited  in  the  opinion. 

The  petitioner  cannot  rely  upon  his  want 
of  knowledge.  The  means  of  knowledge  were 
within  his  touch.  He  sought  none,  used 
none.  His  own  ignorance  suggested  inquiry* 
This  cannot  avail  him.  Under  these  circum- 
stances the  court  below  refused  to  entertain 
the  petition.  It  was  of  the  opinion  that  the 
city  council  of .  Charleston  was  not  properly 
a  party  to  the  petition.  But,  even  admitting 
that  it  was  a  party,  how  could  the  court  pass 
upon  the  question  of  the  validity  or  invalid- 
ity of  this  tax,  when  the  action  of  the  peti- 
tioner precluded  absolutely  any  question? 
The  creditors  and  the  corporation  wished  the 
question  decided.  At  the  threshold  the  court 
was  met  by  the  fact  that  a  decision  was  un- 
necessary, and  could  not  be  made,  as  the  tax 
was  already  paid.  California  v.  San  Pabla 
d  T.  R,  Co.  149  U.  S.  308,  37  L.  ed.  747,  13 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876;  Little  v.  Botoers,  134  U. 
S.  558,  33  L.  ed.  1016,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  620, 
Exception  was  taken  and  error  assigned  to 
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the  ruling  of  the  circuit  court  that  the  city 
council  was  not  a  party  before  it.  When  the 
main  case  was  pending,  the  city  council,  pur- 
suing the  course  most  advisable  under  the 
circumstances,  intervened  in  the  cause,  and 
presented  its  petition  that  the  tax  claimed 
by  it  be  paid  by  the  receiver.  The  only 
means  of  paying  the  tax  was  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale.  Before  this  petition  was  an- 
swered, before  it  could  be  heard,  before  the 
<only  funds  out  of  which  it  could  be  paid  ( the 
proceeds  of  sale)  were  realized,  Mr.  Mont- 
gomery forestalled  the  action  of  the  court, 
and  paid  the  tax,  satisfying  the  claim  of  the 
■dty.  Thenceforward  there  was  no  oontro- 
▼ersy.  There  was  nothing  upon  which  the 
petition  or  the  court  could  operate,  and  the 
whole  thing  fell  to  the  ground.  Ban  Mateo 
County  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  116  U.  S.  141, 
29  L.  ed.  591,  6  Sup.  Ctw  Rep.  317;  Kimhall 
V.  Kimball,  174  U.  S.  163,  43  L.  ed.  934,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  639.  The  sole  purpose  of  the 
intervention  was  accomplished,  and  the  con- 
nection of  the  city  council  with  the  case,  due 
solely  to  this  intervention,  ceased.  When, 
therefore,  the  present  petitioner  filed  his  pe- 
tition the  city  council  was  practically  out  of 
the  court;  and  he  endeavored  to  bring  it  in 
again,  not  ui)on  an  issue  necessarily  or  inci- 
dentally arising  out  of  the  main  case  and 
the  issues  there  involved,  but  to  protect  him- 
self from  an  improvident  act  on  his  part. 
A  purchaser  at  a  sale  under  foreclosure  is 
not  a  party  to  the  suit  for  all  intents  and 
purposes.  By  his  bid  he  makes  himself  a 
|)arty  to  the  proceedings,  and  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  for  all  orders  nec- 
essary to  compel  the  perfecting  of  his  pur- 
chase, and  with  a  right  to  be  heard  on  all 
questions  thereafter  arising  affecting  his  bid, 
which  are  not  foreclosed  by  the  terms  of  the 
decree  of  sale,  or  are  expressly  reserved  to 
him  by  such  decree.  Kneeland  v.  American 
Loan  d  T.  Co,  136  U.  S.  95,  34  L.  ed.  379, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  950.  But  this  does  not  au- 
thorize him  to  bring  in  a  new  party,  or  to 
raise  new  issues. 

The  court  below,  having  reached  the  con- 
clusion that  the  eity  council  was  not  a  party 
to  the  suit,  declined  to  pass  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  validity  of  the  exemption  claimed 
by  the  Charleston  Mills,  in  the  absence  of 
the  city  council.  This  is  assigned  as  error. 
That  the  appellant  considered  the  city  coun- 
cil a  necessary  party  is  shown  by  his  seek- 
ing to  make  it  a  party.  By  his  prayer  he 
demonstrated  the  necessity.  He  sought  re- 
imbursement for  his  outlay  In  paying  this 
tax, — from  the  receiver  if  the  claim  for  ex- 
emption was  invalid,  and  from  the  city  coun- 
cil if  the  claim  for  exemption  was  valid.  In- 
deed, under  the  well-known  principle  of 
equity  "that  a  court  of  chancery  will  not 
make  a  decree  unless  an  those  who  are  sub- 
stantially interested  be  made  parties  to  the 
suit"  {Onhom  v.  Bank  of  United  Biates,  9 
Wheat.  842,  6  L.  ed.  204),  the  city  council 
was  a  necessary  party.  It  is  said,  however, 
that  it  was  competent  for  the  court  to  go 
on  and  decide  this  question,  as  between  the 
receiver  and  Mr.  Montgomery,  without  the 
presence  of  the  dty.  Cases  are  cited  in 
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which  a  course  like  this  was  pursued.  Thus, 
courts  frequently  pass  upon  the  validity  of 
acts  of  tne  legislature,  and  construe  acts 
whose  validity  is  not  disputed,  in  questions 
between  citizen  and  citizen,  without  requir- 
ing or  deeming  it  necessary  to  make  the 
state  a  party.  This  is  perfectly  true,  and 
the  rule  exists  because  of  the  impossibility 
of  making  the  state  a  party  without  imperil- 
ing the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  See  Os- 
hom  V.  Bank  of  United  Btatea/Q  Wheat.  842, 
6  L.  ed.  204.  In  cases  arising  under  tax 
titles  from  municipalities,  the  municipality 
has  no  interest  in  the  result  of  the  action; 
for  its  interest  had  ceased,  and  the  purchas- 
er had  taken  under  the  rule  of  caveat  emptor. 
But  in  the  present  case  there  is  no  question 
of  the  invalidity  of  the  ordinance.  The 
question  made  is  one  in  which  the  city  coun- 
cil had  a  direct,  immediate  pecuniary  inter- 
est involving  the  right  to  $3,076.02.  One  of 
the  alternatives  relied  on  by  the  petitioner 
is  that,  when  he  paid  the  money  to  the  city 
sheriff,  it  was  a  gratuitous  act;  that  the 
money  was  received  in  violation  of  the  con- 
tract of  exemption  made  by  the  city  with  the 
Charleston  Mills,  under  which  the  former  ex- 
empted the  latter  from  ttixation  for  five 
years;  that  under  these  circumstances,  e» 
(eqiM  et  bono,  the  city  must  return  it.  The 
other  alternative  is  that  there  was  no  such 
contract  of  exemption.  The  petitioner, 
standing  in  court,  claimc  that  one  or  other — 
the  receiver  or  the  city  council — ^must  make 
him  whole.  To  sustain  him,  both  of  these 
parties  must  be  before  the  court.  The  con- 
clusion reached  by  the  circuit  court  in  dis- 
missing  the  petition  is  affirmed. 

Waddlill,  District  Judge,  dissenting: 
I  am  unable  to  concur  with  the  reasoning 
or  in  the  result  reached  by  the  majority  in 
this  case.  The  appellant  John  H.  Montgom- 
ery was  a  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale,  and, 
after  making  his  purchase  (imprudently,  it 
may  be,  but  in  good  faith),  paid  the  taxes 
due  on  the  property  for  the  year  1898  to  the 
city  of  Charleston.  The  special  master,  from 
whom  he  purchased,  refused  to  allow  him,  in 
making  settlement,  a  credit  for  the  taxes 
thus  paid;  and  he  thereupon,  in  pood  faith, 
paid  the  same  again  to  the  special  master, 
who  brought  the  amount  into  court.  The 
court,  in  my  judgment,  should  at  least  have 
determined  the  question  of  whether  the  taxes 
were  due  to  the  city.  If  due,  the  fund  was 
not  prejudiced  by  payment  of  the  same  to 
the  city,  and  the  amount  paid  to  the  special 
master  should  be  refunded.  If  the  taxes 
were,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  due,  the  city  will 
have  received  the  same  from  this  purchaser 
at  a  judicial  sale,  and  the  court  by  this  de- 
cision will  take  the  same  money,  and  give  it 
to  the  lien  creditors,  who,  confessedly,  would 
not  be  entitled  to  the  amount  if  the  city  was. 
A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  is  neither  a 
volunteer  nor  a  stranger  to  the  proceedings. 
The  city  council  having,  prior  to  the  sale,  in- 
tervened to  have  this  question  of  the  right 
to  its  taxes  for  that  year  settled,  the  city 
and  the  purchaser  were  before  the  court,  and 
subject  to  its  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  of 
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the  determination   of   their   rights   in  the 
premises. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been  filed, 
the  following  response  was  afterwards  hand- 
ed down: 

Per  Cnriamt 

The  opinion  of  the  court  having  been  filed 
in  this  case,  affirming  the  conclusions 
reached  by  the  circuit  court,  the  appellant 
has  filed  a  petition  for  rehear injgf.  This  pe- 
tition has  been  carefully  considered.  The 
cause  was  fully  argued  before  this  court  by 
able  and  exhaustive  briefs  and  oral  argu- 
ments. No  new  point  has  been  presented, 
and  no  change  has  been  effected  in  the  mind 
of  the  court  in  the  general  principles  set 
forth  in  the  opinion.  It  cannot  see  why  the 
receiver  should  be  instructed  to  recognize  the 
voluntary  payment  of  the  claim  of  the  city 
council  made  by  Mr.  Montgomery,  while  the 
validity  of  the  claim  is  denied,  and  we  think 
with  reason,  by  the  creditors  of  the  Charles- 
ton Mills.  Nor  would  it  be  proper  to  order 
the  receiver  to  indemnify  Mr.  Montgomery 
for  his  voluntary  payment,  and  to  assume 
the  burden  and  responsibility  of  litigation 
upon  it  with  the  city  council  of  Charleston. 


The  prayer  of  the  petition,  therefore,  will  not 
be  granted. 

But  the  petition  for  rehearing  brings  to 
the  attention  of  the  court  a  fact  which  has 
been  overlooked  in  the  case,  and  which  was 
not  considered.  The  ordinance  of  the  city 
council  of  Charleston  exempte  manufactur- 
ing companies  from  all  municipal  taxes,  ex- 
cept taxes  for  school  purposes.  When  he  paid 
the  claim  of  the  city  council,  Mr.  Montgom- 
ery paid  the  entire  claim,  in  which  was  in- 
cluded a  tax  for  school  purposes.  The 
Charleston  Mills  was  certeinly  liable  for  this 
school  tax.  To  this  extent  Mr.  Montgomery 
is  clearly  entitled  to  be  repaid.  Provision 
for  such  repayment  should  have  been  made 
for  him.  it  is  therefore  ordered  that  the 
circuit  decree  appealed  from  be  modified  in 
this  respect.  The  cause  is  remanded  to  the 
circuit  court,  with  instructions  in  this  re- 
spect to  modify  ite  decree,  and  to  order  that, 
out  of  the  funds  in  court,  repayment  be  made 
to  John  H.  Montgomery  of  so  much  of  the 
claim  of  the  city  council  paid  by  him  as  em- 
braces the  tax  for  school  purposes.  The 
costs  of  this  court  will  be  paid,  one  half  by 
the  appellant,  and  the  other  half  out  of 
funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  and  special 
master. 
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1.  Wlietber  or  not  an  aoeepted  offer 
to  pnrcbase  insured  property  constitutes  a 
breach  oX  a  condition  in  the  policy  against 
change  o<  ownership  is  a  question  for  the 
courtt  and  not  for  the  Jury. 

8.  The  acceptance  of  a  proposition  to 
buy  real  property,  which  is  definite  in 
nothing  except  the  amount  to  be  paid,  does 
not  defeat  insurance  thereon,  under  a  policy 
providing  that  it  shall  be  void  if  the  interest 
of  the  assured  becomes  other  than  "the  en- 
tire, unconditional,  unencumbered,  and  sole 
ownership." 

(March  8,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Faulkner  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a 
policy  of  fire  insurance.     Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Wood,  J. : 

This  suit  was  brought  by  appellees  to  re- 
cover on  a  fire  insurance  policy.  The  de- 
fense was  that  the  policy  was  void  because 
of  a  violation  of  a  provision  of  the  policy 

Note. — For  executory  agreement  to  sell,  as 
a  change  of  title  or  Interest  in  property,  see 
Forward  v.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  25  L. 
R.  A.  687 :  and  Erb  v.  German-American  Ins. 
Co.  (Iowa)  40  L.  R.  A.  845. 
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that  if  the  property  be  unoccupied  for  more 
than  fifteen  days  consecutively,  the  policy 
would  be  void  unless  agreement  therefor 
was  indorsed  on  the  policy;  also,  because  of 
a  violation  of  the  provision  that  if  the  inter- 
^t  of  the  assured  became  other  than  the  en- 
tire, unconditional,  unencumbered,  and  sole 
ownership,  the  policy  should  be  void  unless 
agreement  therefor  was  indorsed  on  the  pol- 
icy. 

The  answer  enumerates  four  particulars 
in  which  this  provision  was  violated,  name- 
ly? "First,  that  the  property  had  been 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and  was 
burned  while  in  his  hands;  second,  that  at 
the  July  term,  1896,  of  the  Faulkner  cir- 
cuit court,  judgments  had  been  rendered 
against  Wilson  which  were  liens  on  the  prop- 
erty; third,  that  Wilson  had  sold  the  prop- 
erty before  the  fire;  fourth,  that  at  the  April 
term,  1897^  of  the  Faulkner  probate  court 
a  judgment  had  been  rendered  gainst  Wil- 
son, as  administrator,  which  was  a  lien  on 
the  property."  The  cause  was  submitted 
to  a  jury,  who,  after  hearing  the  evidence 
and  the  instructions  of  the  court,  rendered 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  (appel- 
lees). Judgment  was  entered,  and  this  ap- 
peal duly  prosecuted. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Harrod  for  appellant, 
Messrs.  John  G.  B.  Bimms,  XL  A.  Bol-' 
ton,  J.  T.  Yonng,  and  Bam  Franenthal, 

for  appellees: 

Tlie  placing  of  this  property  in  the  hands 
of  the  receiver  in  no  wise  changed,  altered, 
abridged,  or  encumbered  the  interest  of  J.  B. 
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Wilson  in  this  property,  and  in  no  way  vio- 
lated this  ciauae  in  the  policy.  , 

Kceney  y.  Borne  Ins,  Co,  71  N.  T.  396,  27 
Am.  Rep.  60;  Terpenmng  y.  Affricultural 
Inn,  Co,  14  Hun,  299;  1  May,  Ins.  §  276; 
German  Jns.  Co,  v.  Churohill,  26  111.  App. 
206;  Haight  v.  Continental  Ine.  Co,  92  N. 
Y.  51 ;  Phenix  Ine.  Co.  y.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  101  Ind.  392. 

An  agreement  to  soil  the  property  would 
not  he  such  a  change  in  the  interest  or  own- 
ership, nor  would  any  such  agreement  exe- 
cuted by  Wilson  in  writing,  to  sell  this  prop- 
erty, be  a  change  in  the  interest  or  owner- 
ship of  the  property,  until  such  proposed 
sale  was  carried  out  by  the  execution  of  s(Mne 
legal  conveyance  of  the  property. 

Orahle  v.  Oerman  Ins.  Co.  32  Neb.  646,  49 
N.  W.  713;  Kempton  y.  State  Ins,  Co,  62 
Iowa,  83,  17  N.  W.  194;  Hill  r.  Cwnher- 
land  Valley  Mut.  Protection  Co.  59  Pa.  474; 
Biddle,  Ins.  §  206;  Richards,  Ins.  9  147; 
Ayres  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins,  Co,  17  Iowa,  176, 
85  Am.  Dec  553. 

No  executory  contract  would  affect  his  in- 
terest or  ownership,  and  certainly  no  parol 
contract  within  the  statute  of  frauds  (as 
this  is)  would  affect  his  title,  interest,  or 
ownership. 

Keatts  y.  Rector,  1  Ark.  421;  Purcell  y. 
Coleman,  4  Wall.  513,  18  L.  ed.  435;  Lester 
y.  Foxorofi,  1  Colles,  P.  C.  108 ;  1  White  & 
T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  Am.  notes,  pt.  2,  p.  1027 ; 
Peekham  y.  Baloh,  49  Mich.  179,  13  N.  W. 
506. 

Wood,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  propositions  upon  which  appellant  re^ 
lies  for  a  reversal  are:  First,  that  the  con- 
ditions of  the  policy  were  broken,  and  the 
policy  thereliy  forfeited,  and  upon  the  undis- 
puted facts  the  court  should  have  directed  a 
verdict  for  defendant;  second,  that  the  court 
erred  in  not  declaring  that  the  evidence 
showed  a  sale  of  the  property  by  Wilson  to 
Dnnaway ;  third,  that  the  court  erred  in  not 
giving  the  sixth  instruction  asked  by  defend- 
ant; fourth,  that  the  court  erred  in  refus- 
ing to  permit  the  defendant  to  introduce  in 
evidence  the  judgments  against  Wilson; 
fifth,  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  al- 
low defendant  to  read  in  evidence  the  trans- 
fer of  the  policy  to  Kincheloe;  sixth,  that 
the  court  erred  in  directing  the  jury  to  find 
a  special  verdict  as  to  whether  there  had 
been  a  sale  of  the  property.  We  will  con- 
sider these  in  the  order  uamed. 

It  is  contended  that  the  policy  was  for- 
feited by  a  sale  of  the  property  to  one  Duna- 
way.  The  proof  upon  this  proposition  was 
substantially  as  follows:  Dunaway  testi- 
fied that  he  bought  the  property  from  Wil- 
son ;  that  he  wrote  Mr.  Wilson  a  letter  makr 
Ing  him  an  offer  for  the  property,  and  re- 
ceived in  answer  the  following  letter : 

Pettui,  Ark.,  May  6,  1897. 
Mr.  J.  G.  Dunaway. 

Kind  Sir:— 

I  will  take  your  proposition  in  regard  to 
my  place  at  Conway.  I  would  have  written 
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I  to  you  sooner,  but  I  saw  Mr.  Collier  and  Bol- 
ton and  Young,  and  they  advised  me  to  wait 
until  I  heard  from  the  Building  &  Loan.  So 
I  will  be  up  to  Little  Rock  about  next  Sun- 
day or  Monday,  and  I  will  stop  and  see  you, 
if  you  are  in.  I  told  your  pa  that  I  would 
let  you  have  the  place  at  your  figures.  So 
I  will  see  you  soon. 

Yours,  truly, 

[Signed]  J.  B.  Wilson. 

He  says  that  he  paid  Wilson  $2.50  on  the 
property  when  he  bought  it;  that  this  pay- 
ment was  made  on  the  13th  of  May,  1897,— 
two  days  before  the  fire;  that  on  the  12th  of 
November,  1897,  Wilson  tried  to  get  him  to 
take  the  money  back  that  he  had  paid.  He 
did  not  take  possession  or  exercise  any  con- 
trol over  the  property.  On  May  17,  1897, 
he  wrote  Wilson  tne  following  letter: 

May  17,  1897. 
J.  B.  Wilson,  Esq.,  Pettus,  Ark. 

Dear  Sir: — 

I  suppose  that  you  have  heard  before  this 
that  your  house  was  burned  on  last  Friday 
night  I  believe  pa  wrote  me,  so  I  guess 
this  will  break  into  our  trade.  There  was  a 
mistake  or  two  in  the  deed,  anyway;  and  I 
had  prepared  new  deed  for  you  to  sign,  but 
will  not  send  it  now,  until  matters  are  set- 
tJed.  I  understand  that  you  have  $1,500  in- 
surance on  it;  so,  if  you  can  get  that,  it  will, 
no  doubt,  help  you  out.  Pa  stated  that 
there  was  a  man  by  the  name  of  Jones  in  the 
house  at  the  time,  and  that  it  was  not  known 
how  the  fire  caught  Please  bring  the  deed 
in  with  you  when  you  come. 
Yours,  truly, 

J,  G.  Dunaway. 

Dunaway  says  that  he  supposed  he  used 
the  language  "your  house  was  burned,"  in 
the  letter,  just  hurriedly,  in  writing  same. 
He  says  that  he  had  written  a  deed  for  the 
property,  and  Wilson  had  consented  to  the 
terms  of  it,  but  had  never  signed  and  re- 
turned it;  that  the  proposition  he  made  Wil- 
son  was  to  give  him  $100,  and  assume  the 
mortgage  that  the  building  and  loan  associa- 
tion held,  and  that  was  the  proposition  he 
answered  in  the  letter  of  May  6th.  Duna- 
way said  that  he  never  wrote  the  building 
and  loan  association  a  letter  agreeing  to  as- 
sume the  Wilson  mortgge,  and  never  told 
anyone  representing  it  that  he  would  assume 
the  mortgage,  but  considered  that  he  had  as- 
sumed it;  that  he  never  took  any  receipt  for 
the  $2.50  he  paid  Wilson  at  the  time  of  the 
trade,  and  never  tried  to  enforce  specific  per- 
formance. Wilson,  on  this  point,  testified: 
That  he  never  sold  the  house  to  Dunaway; 
that  he  borrowed  $2.50  from  Dunaway,  but 
did  not  accept  it  as  payment  for  the  house. 
He  and  Dunaway  were  just  talking  about  a 
trade.  He  offered  to  pay  the  $2.50  at  one 
time  when  there  were  no  witnesses,  and  at 
another  time  when  he  took  witnesses  with 
him,  but  Dunaway  would  not  take  it. 

At  plaintiffs'  request  the  court  instructed 
the  jury  as  follows:  "The  court  instructs 
the  jury  that  if  you  believe  from  the  evi- 


£12 


Abkan&ib  Suprbmb  Couht. 


M4B., 


dence  that  the  defendant  did  insure  the 
plaintiilV  frame  building,  on  the  lot  de- 
scribed in  the  policy,  for  $1,500,  against  di- 
rect lofis  by  fire  from  September  29,  1894,  to 
September  29,  1897,  and  that  said  building 
was  between  said  dates  totally  destroyed  by 
iire,  and  that  no  condition  contained  in  the 
policy  of  insurance  was  violated,  then  you 
will  find  for  the  plaintiffs  the  amount  for 
which  said  building  was  insured  by  said  pol- 
icy/' And  at  the  defendant's  request,  on 
this  point,  as  follows:  ''(3)  You  are  in- 
structed that  if  you  find  from  the  evidence 
that  at  any  time  after  the  issuance  of  the 
policy,  and  before  the  fire,  the  interest  of 
Mr.  Wilson  in  the  insured  property  became 
other  than  entire,  unconditional,  unencum- 
bered and  sole  ownership,  you  will  find  for 
the  defendant,  except  the  mortgage  of  the 
plaintifT  building  and  loan  association." 
Lut  refused  to  grant  defendant  the  follow- 
ing requests :  "  ( 5 )  You  are  instructed  that 
.the  evidence  shows  that  Wilson  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  Julian  and  Sharp  Dunaway,  and  that 
such  sale  forfeited  the  policy,  unless  you  find 
that  the  defendant's  agreement  or  consent 
was  indorsed  on  the  policy,  or  was  otherwise 
given.  (0)  If  you  find  from  the  evidence 
that  after  the  issuance  of  the  policy,  and  be- 
fore the  fire,  Julian  and  Sharp  Dunaway 
made  to  J.  B.  Wilson  a  written  offer  to  buy 
the  property  insured,  for  $100,  and  assum- 
ing; the  mortgage  to  the  building  and  loan 
association,  and" that  J.  B.  Wilson  before  the 
fire  accepted  the  offer,  in  writing,  you  are 
instructed  that  this  avoided  the  policy  un- 
\e»B  defendant  consented  thereto,  and  plain- 
tiffs cannot  recover  in  this  action." 

The  instruction  given  at  plaintiff's  request 
was  proper,  as  wsia  also  No.  3  given  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant.  No.  5  was  prop- 
erly refused.  The  evidence,  at  most,  only 
showed  an  executory  contract  for  the  sale  of 
the  property.  There  was  no  sale,  but  only 
an  offer  on  the  one  side,  and  an  acceptance 
of  such  offer  on  the  other,  but  the  absolute 
sale  could  not  take  place  until  the  execution 
and  delivery  of  a  deed  to  the  property.  But 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  written  offer  of 
Dunaway  to  buy  the  property,  and  the  .ac- 
ceptance thereof  by  Wilson,  constituted  a 
breach  of  the  policy  which  barred  recovery, 
was  a  question  for  the  court,  and  not  for 
the  jury.  The  offer  wae  shown  to  have  been 
in  writing,  and  the  acceptance  war*,  in  writ- 
ing. Judsre  Parsons,  in  his  chapter  on  the 
"Interpretation  and  Construction  of  Con- 
tracts,*' lays  it  down  as  the  very  first  rule 
'*that  what  a  contract  means  is  a  question  of 
law."  2  Parsons,  Contr.  8th  ed.  pp.  492,610, 
and  nnthorities  cited.  The  court,  then, 
should  have  granted  appellant's  request  No. 
6.  ftiipra,  if  an  executory  contract  of  that 
kind  would  avoid  the  policy,  under  the  pro- 
vifHon  that  "the  policy  should  be  void  if  the 
interest  of  the  assured  became  other  than  the 
entire,  unconditional,  unencumbered,  and 
sole  ownership."  This  is  the  real  and  only 
serious  question  in  the  ca-se.  In  proceeding 
to  a  discussion  of  this  provision  of  the  pol- 
icy we  must  remember  that  such  clauses  are 
alwavs  and  justly  construed,  when  there  is 
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any  doubt  about  the  intuit,  with  the  utmost 
strictness  against  the  insurer,  and  always 
with  reference  to  their  only  legitimate  ob- 
ject; «.  €.,  the  protection  of  the  insurer 
against  risks  that  are  materially  different 
from  those  which  he  has  undertaken.  8mith 
V.  rhoenia  Ins,  Go.  91  C&l.  323,  13  L.  R.  A. 
476,  27  Pao.  738.  As  Judge  Dillon  express- 
es it:  "The  object  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany, by  this  clause,  is  that  the  interest 
shall  not  change  so  that  the  assured  shall 
have  a  greater  temptation  or  motive  to  burn 
the  property,  or  less  interest  and  watchful- 
ness in  guarding  and  preserving  it  from  de- 
struction by  fire."  Ayrea  ▼.  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co.  17  Iowa,  176.  We  think  there  is 
sufficient  ambiguity  in  the  condition  under 
consideration  to  invoke  the  application  of 
the  rule  that  oourts  do  not  favor  forfeitures 
under  such  provisions.  Chandler  v.  8t. 
Paul  F.  d  M.Ins.  Co.  21  Minn.  86,  18  Am. 
Rep.  386;  Symonds  v.  Nortkioestem  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co,  23  Minn.  491 ;  Hoffman  v.  /Etna  F. 
Ins.  Co.  32  N.  Y.  405,  414,  88  Am.  Dec.  337 ; 
CaiUn  V.  Sjfring field  F.  Ins.  Co.  1  Siunn. 
434-440,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,522;  McAllister  v. 
Ne^o  England  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  101  Mass. 
558,  3  Am.  Rep.  404;  Kentucky  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Jenfcs,  6  Ind.  103. 

It  is  a  matter  of  nice  discrimination  to 
determine  whether  the  word  "interest,*'  as 
used  in  the  condition,  is  synonymous  with 
the  word  "title,"  or  whether  it  means  that 
and  something  besides.  The  authorities  gen- 
erally establish  the  rule  that,  where  the  con- 
dition is  against  any  change  in  the  legal 
title,  an  executory  contract  of  sale  is  not  a 
violation  of  the  condition;  so  that  if  the 
word  "interest,"  as  usod  in  this  proviso, 
meant  "title,"  there  would  be  no  difiiculty 
in  reaching  the  conclusion  that  the  policy 
was  not  forfeited.  Smith  v.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  91  Cal.  323,  13  L.  R.  A.  475,  27  Pac.  738 : 
Knmpton  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  62  Iowa,  83,  17 
N.  W.  194;  arable  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  32 
Neb.  645,  49  N.  W.  713;  Washington  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Kelly,  32  Md.  421,  3  Am.  Rep.  149; 
Home  Ins.  Co.  v.Bethel,  142  111.537,  32  N.E. 
510;  Masters  v.  Madison  County  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  11  Barb.  024;  Uill  v.  Cumberland  Valley 
Mut.  Protection  Co.  59  Pa.  474:  Brouming 
V.  Home  Ins.  Co.  71  N.  Y.  508,  27  Am.  Rep. 
867.  What,  then,  does  the  word  "interest," 
in  the  provision,  "if  the  interest  of  the  as- 
sured be  or  become  other  than  the  entire, 
unconditional,  unencumbered,  and  sole  own- 
ership of  the  property,"  etc.,  mean?  la  it 
synonymous  with  "title?"  In  Gibb  v.  Phila- 
delphia F.  Ins.  Co.  69  Minn.  267,  61  N.  W. 
137,  the  provision  was,  "This  entire  policy, 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  asrreement  in- 
dorsed hereon  or  added  hereto,  shall  be  void 
.  .  .  if  any  change,  other  than  by  the 
death  of  an  insured,  take  place  in  the  ir.ter- 
est,  title,  or  possession  of  the  subject  of  in- 
surance," etc.  The  facts,  ap  they  pertained 
to  this  provision,  were  that  the  assured  had 
made  a  contract  in  writing  whereby  he  sold 
and  agreed  to  convey  to  the  grantee  the  in- 
sured premises,  by  deed  of  warranty,  on 
prompt  and  full  performance  by  her  of  th« 
agreement,  which  was  that  she    (grantee) 
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WM  to  pay  therefor  the  sum  of  $2,500 — $300 
-cash,  and  $1,000  in  instalments  of  $50  every 
aixty  days  thereafter  until  paid;  the  bal- 
ance to  be  paid  in  assuming  a  certain  mort- 
^^age.  The  grantee  was  to  have  possession 
of  the  premises  until  default  in  payment, 
and  in  case  of  default  she  agreed  to  surren- 
der possession  on  demand,  and  that  the 
agreement  should  be  void  at  the  option  of 
the  vendor.  She  (the  grantee)  entered  into 
possession  of  the  buildings  and  premises, 
And  occupied  the  same  until  the  time  of  the 
fire,  and  made  all  her  payments  during  that 
time,  and  was  not  in  default  in  any  manner 
upon  said  contract.  Upon  these  facts,  the 
•court  ruled  that  there  was  a  forfeiture  of 
the  policy.  In  Germond  v.  Home  Ins,  Oo.  2 
Hun,  540,  a  p<^iey  of  insurance  provided 
that  if  the  property  should  be  sold  or  con- 
veyed, or  the  interest  of  the  parties  therein 
•changed,  it  should  be  null  and  void.  After 
the  issuing  of  the  p(^i(^  the  owner  con- 
tracted, under  seal,  to  sell  the  property  oov- 
•ered  thereby  to  one  S.,  who  paid  part  of  the 
purchase  price.  In  an  action  upon  the  pol- 
icy it  was  held  that  such  contract  of  sale 
and  payment  constituted  a  change  of  inter- 
est m  the  property  insured,  and  rendered 
the  pc^icy  void.  These  cases  are  relied  upon 
by  the  learned  counsel  for  appellant  to 
support  its  contention  for  a  forfeiture  of 
the  policy,  and,  indeed,  they  are  more  nearly 
in  point  than  any  others  we  have  been  able 
to  find.  In  the  Minnesota  case  there  is  a 
very  marked  difference  in  the  language  of 
the  provision  from  that  in  the  case  at  bar. 
That  provision  is,  "if  any  change,"  etc., 
'"take  place  in  the  interest,  title,  or  posses- 
aion."  Here  the  grammatical  arrangement 
and  punctuation  (a  comma  being  used  be- 
tween the  words  "interest"  and  "title") 
would  indicate  clearly  that  "interest"  and 
^'title"  were  intended  to  represent  different 
ideas, — ^were  not  used  synonjrmously, — while 
in  the  provision  of  the  policy  under  consider- 
ation, ''if  the  interest  of  the  assured  be  or  be- 
comes other  than  the," etc,  "sole  ownership," 
there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  the  word  "in- 
terest" was  used  in  any  other  sense  than  as 
synonymous  with  "ownership"  or  "title." 
The  New  York  case,  however,  on  this  point, 
is  perfectly  analogous,  and  directly  decides, 
under  the  facts  of  that  case,  that  the  policy 
was  forfeited.  But  if  we  concede,  upon  the 
authority  of  these  cases,  that  the  word  "in- 
terest" is  not  used  synonymously  with  "ti- 
tle," the  question  still  remains,  Was  there 
such  a  change  of  interest,  under  the  facts  of 
this  case,  as,  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties,  worked  a  forfeiture?  In  the  Min- 
nesota case,  above,  there  could  be  no  ques- 
tion about  that,  for  the  reason  that  the 
^antee  had  gone  into  and  was  in  possession 
at  the  time  the  loss  occurred,  and  had  fully 
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complied  with  the  terms  of  the  oontraot, 
which  was  definite  as  to  the  manner  and 
time  of  performance.  Likewise,  in  the  New 
York  case  the  contract  was  under  seal,  and, 
we  may  therefore  assume,  was  definite  and 
certain  in  its  terms.  A  part  of  the  purchase 
price  had  been  paid, — ^how  much  is  not  stat- 
ed. In  both  cases  the  courts  might  very 
well  have  concluded  that  the  conti'acts  to 
convey  conferred  rights  on  the  grantee  there- 
in, capable  of  enforcement  according  to  their 
terms,  which  materially  changed  the  status 
of  the  insurer  and  the  insured  towards  each 
other,  as  to  the  risks  to  the  premises,  which 
such  condition  is  intended  to  protect  against. 
Not  so  under  the  facts  here.  Dunaway  had 
made  a  proposition  by  letter  to  buy  the  prem- 
ises, which  is  definite  in  nothing  except  the 
amount  he  was  to  pay.  Wilson  accepted  the 
proposition.  There  was  no  proof  as  to  when 
the  contract  was  to  become  executed.  Dun- 
away  says  he  paid  $2.50  on  the  purchase 
price  just  two  oays  before  the  fire  occurred, 
and  that  the  money  was  paid  when  the  trade 
was  made.  Wilson  denies  that  the  $2.50 
was  paid  as  purchase  money.  But  it  is  evi- 
dent that,  under  the  indefinite  executory 
contract  (if  we  may  so  call  it)  for  the  sale 
of  the  property,  the  same  was  not  to  be  per- 
formed until  after  the  loss  occurred,  because 
a  part  of  that  performance  on  the  part  of 
Dunaway  involved,  in  addition  to  the  pay- 
ment of  $100,  the  assumption  of  a  mortgage; 
and,  of  course,  the  deed  was  not  to  be  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  and  possession  taken  by 
Dunaway  until  the  purchase  money  was 
paid.  At  least,  such  would  be  the  presump- 
tion in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary. 
Under  such  circumstajices  the  loss  by  fire 
would  necessarily  fall  on  Wilson.  He  still 
had  the  insurable  interest  in  the  property. 
He  could  not  after  the  fire,  have  compelled 
Dunaway  to  take  the  place.  Wells  v.  Gal- 
nan,  107  Mass.  514,  9  Am.  Rep.  65,  and  au- 
thorities cited.  Both  parties  seem  to  have 
recognized  the  fact  that  the  letters  were 
simply  an  offer  by  the  one  to  buy,  and  an 
agreement  by  the  other  to  sell  at  some  time 
in  the  future,  when  the  purchase  money 
should  be  paid  and  the  deed  made  and  de- 
livered. Before  that  time  came  both  recog- 
nized that  the  consideration  had  failed,  and 
the  contract  was  not  enforceable.  We  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  alleged  contract  for 
the  sale  of  the  premises  did  not  in  any  man- 
ner aiTect  the  risk  which  *the  parties  to  the 
contract  of  insurance  contemplated  and  pro- 
vided against  in  the  condition  named. 
Hence  the  court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to 
grant  appellant's  request  for  instruction 
numbered  6.  The  other  grounds  urged  for 
reversal  are  not  well  taken. 

The  judgment   of   the   Faulkner   Circuit 
Court  is  therefore  in  all  things  affirmed. 
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1.  Tlie  pnbllnlied  reports  of  a  bank, 
purporting  to  aliow  tta  reaonrcea  and 
llabllltlea,  but  not  made  to  Induce  a  per- 
son to  sign  the  bond  of  an  employee  of  the 
bank,  will  not  relieve  such  surety,  who  re- 
lied upon  them,  from  liability  because  the  re- 
ports failed  to  show  previous  defalcations  by 
such  employee,  which  be  had  concealed  by 
false  entries. 

2.  StatementK  made  by  the  caabler  of 
a  bank  without  authority,  for  the  purpose 
of  inducing  a  person  to  become  a  surety  on 
the  bond  of  a  teller,  will  not  bind  the  bank 
so  as  to  relieve  the  surety  If  the  statements 
are  not  tru«. 

8.  Concealment  of  tbe  defalcation  of 
a  bank  teller  prevents  the  running  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  In  favor  of  the  surety 
on  his  bond,  as  well  as  In  his  own  favor,  un- 
til the  discovery  of  the  defalcation. 

(January  19,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiflf  from  a  decree  of  the 
Chancery  Court  in  favor  of  defendants 
in  a  proceeding  brought  to  enjoin  the  en- 
forcement of  executions  under  judgments  up- 
on bonds  given  by  the  teller  of  the  defendant 
bank  upon  which  plaintiff  was  surety.  Af- 
firmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Benjamin  Nields,  for  appellant: 

If  the  false  statements  made  by  the  cash- 
ier, or  the  false  statements  made  by  the 
bank,  which  complainant  believed  to  be  true 
and  thereby  became  surety,  were  negligently 
or  carelessly  made  without  knowing  whether 
the  same  were  true  or  false,  such  statements 
are  held  in  equity  to  be  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations. 

The  false  statements  made  by  the  cashier, 
or  the  false  statements  made  by  the  bank, 
upon  which  statements  complainant  relied 
and  became  surety,  are  in  equity  fraudulent 
representations,  notwithstanding  the  cashier 
and  the  directors  may  have  believed  them  to 
be  true. 

2  Brandt,  Suretyship,  2d  ed.  8  422;  2  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  §§  887,  888. 

Any  contract,  of  however  solemn  charac- 
ter, may  within  certain  limits  be  rescinded 
for  constructive,  and  a  fortiori  for  actual, 
fraud. 

1  Bigelow,  Fraud,  p.  411. 

In  order  to  sustain  an  action  for  deceit 
there  must  be  proof  of  fraud.' 

Derry  v.  Peek,  L.  R.  14  App.  Cas.  337; 
Arktoright  v.   Netohold,  L.  R.   17   Ch.  Div. 


Note. — As  to  liability  of  surety  on  bond  of 
bank  employee,  see  McShane  v.  Howard  Bank 
(Md.)  10  L.  R.  A.  552:  Walden  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Birch  (N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  211 :  Westervelt  v. 
Mohrenstecher  (C.  C.  A.  8th  C.)  84  L.  R.  A. 
477;  and  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Briggs  (Vt.)  87 
L.  R.  A.  846. 
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320;  Smith  v.  Chadtoiok,  L.  R.  9  App.  Caa. 
193. 

In  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  rescission  or 
avoidance  of  a  contract,  it  is  only  necessary 
to  prove  that  there  was  misrepresentation. 
Notwithstanding  it  may  have  been  honestly 
made,  the  contract,  having  been  obtained  by 
misrepresentation,  cannot  stand. 

Derry  v.  Peek,  L.  R.  14  App.  Cas.  337; 
Reese  River  Silver  Min.  Co,  v.  Smith,  L.  R. 
4  H.  L.  64;  Rawlins  v.  Wiokham,  3  DeG.  ft 
J.  304;  Cetitral  R,  Co.  v.  Kisch,  L.  R.  2  H. 
L.  99 ;  Redgrave  v.  Eurd,  L.  R.  20  Ch.  Div. 
1;  Oravea  v.  Lebanon  Nat.  Bank,  10  Buah, 
23,  19  Am.  Rep.  50;  Deposit  Bank  v.  Heame, 
20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1019,  48  S.  W.  160;  American 
Surety  Co.  v.  Pauly,  170  U.  S.  133,  42  L.  ed 
977,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  552;  Holden  v.  New 
York  4&  E.  Bank,  72  N.  Y.  286. 

The  facts  in  this  case  clearly  warrant  the 
court  in  determining,  not  only  that  the  com- 
plainant could  avoid  the  bond  on  the  ground 
of  misrepresentation,  but  that  the  facts  con- 
stitute fraud  which  would  be  a  ground  of  ac- 
tion, and  a  fortiori  a  ground  of  defense. 

1  Bigelow,  Fraud,  p.  609;  Townsend  v. 
Williams,  117  N.  C.  330,  23  S.  E.  461 ;  Solo- 
mon V.  Bates,  118  N.  C.  311,  24  8.  E.  478; 
Tate  V.  Bates,  118  N.  C.  287,  24  S.  E.  482; 
Cole  V.  Cassidy,  138  Mass.  437,  52  Am.  Rep. 
284. 

The  right  of  the  First  National  Bank  to 
proceed  on  said  bonds,  or  either  of  them,  is 
barred  by  the  statutes  of  this  state. 

Martin  v.  Talley,  72  Ala.  23. 

The  cause  of  action  having  accrued  more 
than  two  years  before  the  execution  was  is- 
sued, the  execution  is  such  an  action  as 
comes  within  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and 
is  barred. 

Orimshato  v.  Wilmington,  6  Del.  Ch.  183. 

Equity  will  not  enlarge  the  legal  liability 
of  a  party  who  is  under  no  moral  or  equi- 
table obligation.  Equity  will  not  hold  a 
surety  liable  where  he  is  discharged  at  law. 

United  States  v.  Price,  9  How.  83,  13  L. 
ed.  56;  Bunt  v.  Rhodes,  1  Pet.  1,  7  L.  ed.  27 ; 
Wright  v.  Russell,  3  Wils.  630;  Simpson  v. 
Field,  2  Cas.  in  Ch.  22;  Waters  v.  Riley,  2 
Harr.  &  G.  310,  18  Am.  Dec.  302;  Harrison 
V.  Field,  2  Wash.  (Va.)  136;  Weaver  ▼. 
Shryock,  6  Serg.  &  R.  262;  Kennedy  v.  Car- 
penter, 2  Whart.  361 ;  Diwon  v.  Vandenherg, 
35  N.  J.  Eq.  47;  Pickersgill  v.  Lahcns,  16 
Wall.  140,  21  L.  ed.  119;  United  States  r. 
Marks,  3  Wall.  Jr.  358,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,- 
722;  Fielden  v.  Lahens,  6  Blatchf.  525,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,773 ;  Pratt  v.  Northam,  6  Mason, 
95,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,376. 

A  surety  cannot,  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
be  bound  farther  than  he  is  bound  by  the 
very  terms  of  his  undertaking. 

Miller  v.  Stewart,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  28,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,591;  Leggett  v.  Humphreys,  21 
How.  66,  16  L.  ed.  50;  Weaver  v.  Shryook,  » 
Serg.  &  R.  262;  Oetty  v.  Binsse,  49  N.  Y. 
385,  10  Am.  Rep.  379;  Bank  of  Wilmington 
V.  Wollaston,  3  Harr.  (Del.)  91;  Sparks  v. 
Farmers'  Bank,  8  Del.  Ch.  274. 
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The  statute  of  limitations  comm^ices  run- 
Bing  in  favor  of  a  surety  or  guarantor  from 
the  time  he  is  liable  to  suit;  and  this  may  or 
may  not  be  at  the  same  time  the  principal 
becomes  so  liable. 

1  Brandt,  Suretyship,  f  143 ;  State  use  of 
St,  Louis  County  v.  Dailey,  4  Mo.  App.  172; 
United  States  v.  Babbitt,  95  U.  S.  334,  24 
L.  ed.  480;  People  v.  Burkhart,  76  Cal.  606, 
18  Pac  776;  The  Oovemor  v.  Stonum,  11 
Ala.  670. 

Mr.  Lewla  O.  Vandesrlft,  for  appel- 
lees: 

"Concealed  fraud"  is  a  good  replication  to 
such  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Sparks  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  3  Del.  Ch.  274; 
Bradford  y.  MoCormiok,  71  Iowa,  129,  32  N. 
W.  93 ;  Boone  County  ▼.  Jones,  64  Iowa,  699, 
2  N.  W.  987,  7  N.  W.  155;  Bailey  v.  Clover, 
21  Wall.  342.  22  L.  ed.  636;  Kirby  v.  Lake 
Shore  d  M.  5.  R.  Co.  120  U.  S.  130,  30  L.  ed. 
569,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  430;  Reynolds  v.  Hen- 
nessy,  17  R.  I.  174,  20  Atl.  307,  23  Atl.  639; 
Snodgrass  v.  Brwnoh  Bank,  25  Atl.  161,  60 
Am.  Dec.  605. 

What  estops  the  principal  estops  the  sure- 
ty- 

McCabe  ▼.  Raney,  32  Ind.  309;  Com,  v. 
Kendig,  2  Pa.  448;  Zent  v.  Heart,  8  Pa.  337 ; 
Wayne  v.  Commeroidl  Nat,  Bank,  62  Pa. 
343;  Amherst  Bank  y.  Root,  2  Met.  622; 
Weston  V.  Sprague,  64  Vt.  395;  Charles  ▼. 
Hoskins,  14  Iowa,  471,  83  Am.  Dec.  378; 
Pendleton  ▼.  Bank  of  Kentucky,  1  T.  B.  Mon. 
181;  Sparks  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  8  Del.  Ch. 
274;  Bradford  v.  McCormick,  71  Iowa,  129, 
82  N.  W.  93;  Boone  County  r.  Jones,  54 
Iowa,  699,  2  N.  W.  987,  7  N.  W.  165. 

To  plead  any  statute  in  this  easels  against 
good  conscience,  and  therefore  eqmty  will 
not  permit  such  a  plea. 

Reynolds  v.  Hennessy,  17  R.  I.  174,  20 
Atl.  307,  23  AU.  639;  Sparks  ▼.  Farmers' 
Bank,  3  Del.  Ch.  274;  Com.  v.  Kendig,  2  Pa. 
451;  Bond  v.  Hopkins,  1  Sch.  ft  Lef.  413, 
Appx. 

The  statute  of  limitations  is  a  good  shield, 
but  it  should  not  be  used  to  protect  fraud. 

Chambers  v.  Fennemore,  4  Harr.  (Del.) 
376. 

Reports  to  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency are  not  made  or  published  for  the  ben- 
efit of  those  persons  likely  to  become  sure- 
ties on  the  bonds  of  the  officers  of  the  bank. 

Ashuelot  Sav.  Bank  v.  Albee,  63  N.  H.  152. 

Connivance  on  the  part  of  the  bank — the 
corporation — ^would  be  the  only  thing  that 
would  discharge  the  surety. 

Sparks  v.  Farmers*  Bank,  3  Del.  Ch.  301 ; 
United  States  v.  Kirkpatriok,  9  Wheat.  720, 
6  L,  ed.  199;  Minor  v.  Mechanics*  Bank,  1 
Pet.  46,  7  L.  ed.  47 ;  Taylor  v.  Bank  of  Ken- 
tucky, 2  J.  J.  Marsh.  665;  Phillips  v.  Bos- 
sard,  35  Fed.  Rep.  99. 

There  was  no  concealment  of  the  bank's 
condition  intended  by  the  published  state- 
ments, because  it  was  not  known  that  any- 
thing was  wrong. 

Wayne  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  52  Pa, 
343;  Ashuelot  Sav.  Bank  ▼.  Albee,  63  N.  H. 
152. 

Representations  by  the  cashier  were  not 
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within  the  course  of  the  business  intrusted 
to  him,  nor  near  it»  within  the  authority  con- 
ferred upon  him. 

American  Surety  Co.  v.  Pauly,  170  U.  S, 
133,  42  L.  ed.  977.  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  652. 

The  recital  and  condition  of  the  bonds  are 
amply  broad  to  cover  any  duty  the  bank 
should  choose  to  assign  to  Smith  as  teller. 

Minor  v.  Mechanics*  Bank,  1  Pet  46,  7  L. 
ed.  47;  New  York  v.  Kelly,  98  N.  Y.  467; 
Detroit  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ziegler,  49  Mich.  157, 
43  Am.  Ren.  456,  13  N.  W.  496. 

Mere  delay  of  the  creditor  to  proceed 
against  the  principal  is  not  sufficient  to  dis- 
charge the  surety. 

Hunt  V.  Bridgham,  2  Pick.  684,  13  Am. 
Dec.  458. 

The  only  limitation  of  the  appellant's  lia- 
bility as  surety  was  Smith's  employment  by 
the  bank,  his  payment  and  delivery  to  it,  at 
the  end  of  his  employment,  of  all  money  and 
property  in  his  hands,  and  otherwise  fully 
complying  with  the  terms  of  the  bonds. 

Bank  of  Wilmington  v.  Wollaston,  3  Harr. 
(Del.)  96;  Sparks  v.  Farmers*  Bank,  3  Del. 
Ch.  289. 

If  the  statutes  of  limitations  ever  were 
applicable,  the  bar  of  the  statutes  was  raised 
by  Smith's  acknowledgment  of  the  debt. 

Burleigh  v.  Stott,  8  Barn,  ft  C.  36;  Chan- 
nell  V.  Ditchbum,  6  Mees.  ft  W.  494;  Boone 
County  V.  Jones,  64  Iowa,  699,  2  N.  W.  991, 
7  N.  W.  166 ;  Zent  v.  Heart,  8  Pa.  341 ;  Com. 
V.  Kendig,  2  Pa.  452;  Chambers  v.  Fenne- 
more, 4  Harr.  (Del.)  374;  Newlin  v.  Duncan, 
1  Harr.  (Del.)  204,  26  Am.  Dec.  66;  Robin- 
son V.  Burton,  1  Houst  (Del.)   540. 

There  is  no  difference  in  the  liabilitv  of 
principal  and  sureties  on  an  official  bond. 

Harris  v.  Clap,  1  Mass.  308,  2  Am.  Rep. 
27 ;  Wyman  v.  Robinson,  73  Me.  384,  40  Am. 
Rep.  360. 

I«ore,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Nathan  Lieberman,  the  appellant,  one  of 
the  sureties  on  two  official  bonds  of  Peter 
T.  E.  Smith,  late  paying  teller  of  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Wilmington,  has  appealed 
in  this  case  from  the  decree  of  the  chancellor 
made  December  3,  1898,  which  dissolved  a 
preliminary  injunction  granted  by  the  late 
Chancellor  Wolcott  November  6,  1893,  re- 
straining the  bank  from  coUectincr  the 
amount  of  certain  defalcations  of  Smith, 
made  by  him  while  acting  as  teller  of  the 
said  bank.  The  bonds  bore  date,  respective- 
ly, November  1, 1879,  and  July  6,  1885.  Each 
bond  was  in  the  penal  sum  of  $15,000,  and 
set  forth  that  said  Smith  had  been  duly 
elected  and  chosen  teller  of  the  bank  during 
the  pleasure  of  the  board  of  directors;  that 
each  was  conditioned  for  the  faithful  dis- 
charge of  the  duties  of  his  office  as  teller  of 
the  said  bank.  Annexed  to  each  bond  was  a 
joint  and  several  warrant  of  attorney  to  en- 
ter judgment  thereon.  During  the  life  of 
the  first  bond,  between  November  1, 1879,  and 
July  6,  1885,  Smith  fraudulently  abstracted 
funds  of  the  bank  to  the  amount  of  $11,050. 
During  the  life  of  the  second  bond,  between 
July  6,  1885,  and  July  6,  1891,  he  so  ah- 
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Btracted  $27,750.  These  defalcationa  were 
fraudulently  ooncealed  by  false  entries  made 
by  Smith  on  the  books  of  the  bank.  The  de- 
falcations were  discovered  about  February 
18,  1893,  and  a  full  confession  was  made  by 
Smith.  Upon  the  24th  day  of  February, 
1893,  judgment  was  entered  in  the  superior 
court  of  the  state  of  Delaware  on  each  of 
said  bonds;  said  judgments  being  No.  299  to 
February  term,  1893,  on  the  bond  of  Novem- 
ber 1,  1879,  and  No.  301  to  the  said  term  on 
bond  of  July  6,  1885.  On  the  latter  judg- 
ment, execution  was  issued  October  19,  1893, 
and  thereunder  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
Lieberman  were  taken  in  execution,  and 
were  about  to  be  advertised  and  sold,  when 
further  proceedings  were  restrained  by  the 
preliminary  injunction  of  November  6,  1893. 

The  chief  assignments  of  error  relied  on 
and  urged  in  the  brief  and  argument  in  be- 
half of  the  appellant  were  ( 1 )  that  the  bonds 
were  void  as  to  Lieberman  because  he  was  in- 
duced to  become  eurety  thereon  bv  fraudu- 
lent representations  of  the  respondent;  (2) 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  entry  of  the  judg- 
ments, action  on  the  bonds  was  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

1.  The  appellant  contends  that  under  the 
evidence  in  this  case  there  is  dear  proof  that 
immediately  before  complainant  became 
surety  on  the  bond  of  November  1,  1879,  he 
had  a  conversation  with  George  D.  Arm- 
strong, cashier  of  said  bank;  that  Armstrong 
then  told  him  that  he  would  run  no  risk  in 
becoming  surety  for  Smith,  as  he  was  "a 
good,  reliable,  honest  man,  and  his  accounts 
are  all  straight,  and  as  paying  teller  he  can- 
not take  anything,"  and  that  he  had  read  the 
published  statements  of  the  bank,  showing 
its  then  resources  and  liabilities;  that  im- 
mediately before  complainant  became  surety 
on  the  bond  of  July  6,  1885,  he  had  a 
further  conversation  with  George  D.  Arm- 
strong, cashier  of  the  bank ;  that  Armstrong 
then  told  him  that  Smith's  books  and  every- 
thing were  straight,  and  that  "there  was  no 
risk  whatever  in  going  on  his  bond  again;" 
and  that  he  had  read  the  statements  of  the 
bank,  with  its  then  resources.  Complain- 
ant avers  that  he  was  induced  to  become 
surety  for  Smith  because  of  such  statements 
made  to  him  by  the  cashier,  and  by  the  pub- 
lished reports  of  the  bank,  showing  its  re- 
sources and  liabilities,  immediately  before  he 
became  surety;  that  these  reports  were  made 
and  published  pursuant  to  an  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  the  cashier,  who  made  oath  there- 
to, and  the  directors,  who  certified  to  the 
correctness  thereof,  did  so  under  the  author- 
ity conferred  upon  them,  and  in  discharge 
of  a  duty  imposed  upon  them  by  law;  that, 
from  the  facts  thus  proved,  the  bonds  signed 
by  the  complainant  are  void  as  to  him  be- 
cause he  became  surety  thereon  by  reason  of 
such  fraudulent  representations  of  the  re- 
spondent. It  nowhere  appears  in  the  testi- 
mony that  Armstrong,  the  cashier,  was  au- 
thorised by  the  bank  in  any  way  to  make  rep- 
resentations in  this  matter  of  surety  on 
Smith's  bonds,  or  that  it  was  in  the  line  of 
his  duty  as  cashier  to  do  so.  Any  state- 
ments made  by  him  to  Lieberman  as  to 
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Smith's  honesty,  the  condition  of  his  books 
and  accounts,  and  the  probable  risk  to  his 
surety  could,  therefore,  in  no  wise  bind  the 
bank.  Lieberman  took  them  at  his  own  risk, 
as  the  individual  judgments  of  Armstrong. 
The  supreme  court  of  Kentucky,  in  Oraoea 
V.  Lebanon  Nat,  Bank,  10  Bush,  23,  19  Am. 
Rep.  50,  held  that  published  reports  of  the 
assets  and  liabilities  of  a  national  bank,  un- 
der the  acts  of  Congress,  which  were  false, 
but  which,  under  the  proof,  induced  a  person 
to  become  surety  on  the  official  bond  of  the 
cashier  of  the  bank,  made  the  bond  void  as 
to  such  surety,  and  relieved  him  from  liabili- 
ty thereon.  The  contrary  doctrine  is  main- 
tained in  Aahueloi  8av.  Bank  v.  Alhee,  68  N. 
H.  152,  where,  after  reviewing  the  €hrav€9 
Case,  the  court  says :  Such  "report  was  not 
due  to  persons  considering  the  question  of 
becominji^  sureties  of  the  treasurer.  It  was 
a  duty  imposed  by  statute  for  the  benefit  of 
depositors,  and  not  to  enable  a  reader  of  the 
published  reports  to  determine  whether  the 
treasurer  was  a  man  whose  official  bond  he 
could  safely  sign."  This  reason  applies  with 
equal  force  to  the  case  now  before  us.  It  is 
difficult  to  perceive  upon  what  principle  of 
law  or  equity  such  published  reports  of  the 
bank  can  bd  held  as  an  inducement  to  Lieb- 
erman to  become  surety  on  Smith's  bond. 
They  were  not  made  by  the  bank  for  that 
purpose.  Their  publicaUon  from  time  to 
time  had  no  relation  to  such  suretyship,  nor 
did  they  disclose  upon  their  face  whether 
Smith  was  honest  or  dishonest.  If  Lieber- 
man saw  fit  to  draw  from  such  reports  the 
conclusion  that  he  could  safely  become  sure- 
tjr  on  Smith's  official  bond,  it  was  unques- 
tionably his  own  volition,  and  without  par- 
ticipation of  the  bank,  and  for  which  the 
bank  should  not  be  held  responsible.  There 
seems  to  be,  therefore,  nothing  either  in  the 
statements  of  the  cashier,  Armstrong,  or  in 
the  published  reports  of  the  bank,  thai 
would  relieve  Lieberman  of  his  liability  as 
surety  on  the  bonds. 

2.  The  main  and  most  important  question 
in  this  case  is  raised  by  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations. The  statute  relating  to  bonds  of 
this  character  is  as  follows:  "No  action 
shall  be  brought  upon  any  bond  given  to  the 
president,  directors,  and  company  of  any 
bank,  or  to  any  corporation,  by  any  officer 
of  such  bank  or  corporation,  with  condition 
for  his  good  behavior  or  for  the  faithful  dis- 
charge of  the  duties  of  his  station^  or  touch- 
ing the  execution  of  his  office,  against 
either  principal  or  sureties,  after  the  expirap 
tion  of  two  years  from  the  accruing  of  the 
cause  of  such  action ;  and  no  action  shall  be 
brought,  and  no  proceeding  shall  be  had,  up- 
on any  such  bond  or  upon  any  judgment 
thereon;  against  either  principal  or  sureties, 
for  any  cause  of  action  accruing  after  the  ex- 
piration of  six  years  from  the  date  of  such 
bond."  Rev.  Laws,  p.  889,  (  H-  No  ques- 
tion in  this  case  arises  under  the  last  dauss 
of  the  law,  as  the  evidence  shows  that  all  the 
defalcations  occurred  within  six  vears  from 
the  date  of  the  bond  under  whidi  they  ars 
claimed  in  each  case.  We  have,  therefors, 
only  to  deal  with  the  two  years'  lunitatikM 
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in  the  flrat  clause.  Judgmeni  was  entered 
February  24«  1S93.  Three  items  of  defaloa- 
tion  under  the  bond  of  July  6,  1885, — viz., 
April  11,  1891,  $500;  July  2,  1891,  $500; 
July  3,  1891,  $1,500;  amounting  to  $2,500,— 
are  within  the  two  years,  and  would  not  be 
affected  by  the  statute  in  any  event.  The 
residue  of  the  defalcations  are  without  the 
two  years.  Does  the  statute  of  limitations 
bar  recovery,  as  claimed  by  the  appellant? 
It  was  shown  in  the  evidence  that  Smith  had 
fraudulently  abstracted  $4,600  of  bank  funds 
at  the  date  of  the  first  bond,  November  1, 
1879;  that  unaer  that  bond  he  so  abstracted 
$11,650,  and  under  the  bond  of  July  6,  1885, 
$27,750;  that  all  these  peculations  were 
fraudulently  concealed  by  entries  and  altera- 
tions so  skilfully  made  by  him  on  the  books 
of  the  bank  as  to  escape  detection  until  he 
made  disclosure  of  the  same  about  February 
18,  1893 ;  that  during  all  that  time  he  was  a 
capable  and  trusted  officer  of  the  bank,  en- 
joying the  confidence  of  his  employers  and 
of  the  community.  The  respondent  contends 
that  the  bar  of  the  statute  is  removed  by  the 
concealed  fraud  of  Smith. 

The  question  whether  the  fraudulent  con- 
cealment of  the  existence  of  the  cause  of 
action  will  hinder  the  operation  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  Is  one  which  has  been 
much  discussed,  and  upon  which  there  has 
been  a  radical  difference  of  opinion.  On  one 
side  it  is  said  that  the  statute  in  plain  terms 
fixes  the  time  when  action  shall  be  brought 
after  the  cause  of  action  accrues ;  that  the 
cause  of  action  accrues  when  the  act  is  done 
and  the  fraud  is  consummated,  and  from 
that  time,  and  not  from  the  time  the  plain- 
tiff discovered  it,  the  statute  interposes  as 
a  protection;  that  while  courts  of  equity 
may  make  an  exception  in  cases  of  fraud,  be- 
cause thev  are  not  strictly  bound  by  the  stat^ 
ute,  yet  for  courts  of  law  to  do  the  same  is 
to  except  from  the  law  cases  which  are  plain- 
ly within  its  terms.  On  the  other  side  it  is 
said  that  the  statute  must  be  expounded  rea- 
sonably, so  as  to  suppress,  and  not  to  extend, 
the  mischiefs  it  was  intended  to  cure;  that 
it  was  intended  to  suppress  fraud  by  pre- 
venting unjust  claims  from  starting  up  aft- 
er a  great  laj^se  of  time;  when  evidence  by 
which  they  might  be  repelled  was  forgotten 
or  had  ceased  to  exist;  that  it  should  not, 
therefore,  be  so  construed  as  to  encourage 
fraud  by  enabling  those  who,  through  false- 
hood or  deceit,  have  managed  to  keep  one  in 
ignorance  of  the  fact  that  he  had  a  cause  of 
action,  to  take  advantage  of  their  own 
wrongdoing,  under  a  plea  of  the  statute. 
"We  think,"  says  the  court  in  Reynolds  v. 
Henneasy,  17  R.  I.  174,  20  Atl.  307,  23  Atl. 
639,  "the  latter  position  is  best  sustained  by 
reason  and  authority.  It  is  certainly  in  the 
line  of  justice  and  morality,  and  the  only  ob* 
jection  to  it  is  that  it  introduces  an  excep- 
tion into  the  statute."  The  same  objection 
lies  to  claims  in  favor  of  the  government, 
and  to  cases  of  new  promise.  The  statute 
does  not  take  away  the  debt,  but  simply  af- 
fects the  remedy.  Hence,  if  one  by  fraud 
conceals  the  faet  of  a  right  of  action,  it  is 
not  ingrafting  an  exception  on  the  statute 
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to  say  that  he  is  not  protected  thereby,  but 
it  is  simply  saying  that  he  never  was  with- 
in the  statute,  since  its  protection  was  never 
designed  for  such  as  he.  By  fraud  he  has 
put  himself  outside  of  its  pale.  Whether 
this  be  taken  as  an  exception,  or  only  a  lim- 
itation, of  the  statute,  it  rests  upon  sound 
reason  and  just  policy.  Ihid.j  Bree  v.  Hoi- 
heoh,  2  Dougl.  655  (Lord  Mansfield) ;  South 
Sea  Co.  V.  Wymondaell,  3  P.  Wms.  143.  Such 
a  construction  has  b^n  so  frequently  ap- 
plied to  the  statute  that  it  is  now  said  to 
nave  the  weight  of  authority  in  its  favor. 
Massachusetts,  Maine,  New  Hampshire, 
Pennsylvania,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Texas 
are  among  the  states  supporting  this  view, 
while  the  contrary  has  been  held  in  New 
York,  Virginia,  North  Carolina,  South  Car- 
olina, and  New  Jersey.  In  Firai  Masactohu- 
Betis  Tump.  Corp.  v.  Field,  3  Mass.  201,  8 
Am.  Dec  124,  Chief  Justice  Parsons  uses 
this  language:  That,  where  ''the  delay  of 
bringing  the  suit  is  owing  to  the  fraud  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  cause  of  action 
against  him  ought  not  to  be  considered  as 
having  accrued  until  the  plaintiff  could  ob- 
tain the  knowledge  that  he  had  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. If  this  knowledge  is  fraudulently  con- 
cealed from  him  by  the  defendant,  we  [the 
court]  should  violate  a  sound  rule  of  law  if 
we  permitted  the  defendant  to  avail  himself 
of  his  own  fraud."  The  reason  given  by 
Lord  Redesdale  in  Hovenden  v.  Annesley,  2 
Sch.  ft  Lef.  634,  why  the  statute  should  not 
operate  as  a  bar  where  fraud  has  been  con- 
cealed by  one  party  until  it  has  been  discov- 
ered by  the  other,  is  "that  the  statute  ought 
not,  in  conscience,  to  run;  the  conscience  of 
the  party  being  so  affected  that  he  ought  not 
to  be  allowed  to  avail  himself  of  the  length 
of  time."  Whatever  may  be  the  conflict  in 
courts  of  law  upon  this  point,  it  is,  without 
controversy,  the  settled  doctrine  in  courts  of 
equity.  Angell,  Limitations  of  Actions,  9 
183;  Coster  v.  Murray,  5  Johns.  Ch.  522. 

But  it  is  insisted  that,  while  this  rule  pre- 
vails against  the  person  who  committed  the 
fraud,  a  different  rule  exists  in  favor  of  in- 
nocent sureties,  who  had  no  knowledge  of, 
and  did  not  participate  in,  such  fraud ;  that 
while  Smith,  who  fraudulently  concealed  his 
peculations,  would  not  be  suffered  to  shield 
himself  behind  the  statute,  Lieberman,  his 
surety,  who  is  innocent  of  fraud,  has  a  right 
to  set  up  the  statute  as  his  protection.  In 
cases  like  this,  is  there  any  such  distinction 
between  the  liability  of  principal  and  surety? 
In  Charles  v.  Hoskins,  14  Iowa,  473.  83  Am. 
Dec.  378,  which  was  an  action  against  sher- 
iff's sureties  for  wrongful  seizure  of  goods 
under  an  execution,  the  court  says:  "The 
governing  principle  is  that  the  liability  of 
the  surety  is  dependent  upon  that  of  the 
principal."  In  Zent  v.  Heart,  8  Pa.  337, 
which  was  an  action  against  a  surety  on  a 
promissory  note  barred  by  the  statute,  where 
the  principal  had  paid  interest  within  six 
years,  Chief  Justice  Gibson  held  that  "the 
decisions  at  length  have  settled  that  the  pay- 
ment of  one  is  the  acknowledgment  by  both, 
wherever  it  has  been  made  during  their  joint 
responsibility, — ^in  other  words  before  it  haa 
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been  seyered  by  the  death  of  one  of  them." 
In  Boehmer  ▼.  Schuylkill  County,  46  Pa. 
452,  which  waa  an  action  against  sureties  on 
a  county  treasurer's  bond,  where  the  defense 
was  that  the  county  commissioners  had  ex- 
ceeded their  power  in  borrowing  the  money 
which  came  into  the  treasurer's  hands,  and 
that  the  money  so  received  was  not  within 
the  bond^  the  court  (Chief  Justice  Wood- 
ward) says:  "In  so  far  as  the  principal  is 
liable  by  the  mere  force  and  terms  of  the 
bond,  the  surety  is  bound  with  him."  In 
Patterson's  Appeal,  48  Pa,  342,  the  sureties 
of  an  absconding  assignee,  who  was  trustee 
for  the  benefit  of  cr^Litors,  were  held  not 
entitled  to  credit  on  account  which  their 
principal  could  not  claim,  by  reason  of  fraud. 
Strong,  J.,  says :  "The  sureties  stand  in  no 
better  position  than  Smith,  their  principal. 
•  .  .  The  measure  of  his  responsibili- 
ty is  the  measure  of  theirs."  In  Bradford 
V.  McCormiok,  71  Iowa,  129,  32  N.  W.  94, 
which  was  an  action  against  the  sureties  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace  for  money  collected 
and  fraudulently  concealed  until  the  statute 
had  run,  the  court  says:  "The  statute  in 
this  case  is  pleaded  by  the  sureties,  and  they 
have  not  been  guilty  of  any  fraud ;  but  they, 
without  doubt,  we  think,  are  bound  by  the 
fraudulent  conduct  of  the  principal  defend- 
ant. The  liability  of  a  surety  is  dependent 
upon  the  liability  of  the  principal.  The  or- 
dinary rule  is«  if  the  principal  is  bound,  so 
is  the  surety."  This  point  has  been  directly 
adjudged  in  this  state.  In  Sparks  v.  Farm- 
ers' Bank,  3  Del.  Ch.  275,— a  case  against  the 
sureties  of  a  defaulting  cashier  of  the  bank, 
— the  precise  question  was  determined.  The 
chancellor  there  held  that  the  bank  was  enti- 
tled to  collect  of  the  sureties  so  much  of  the 
defalcations  as  occurred  more  than  two  years 
previous  to  the  entering  of  the  judgment  on 
the  bond,  for  the  reason  that  "their  equity 
to  do  so  arises  ont  of  the  fact  that  the  defal- 
cation was  a  fraud  concealed  from  the  bank, 
with  respect  to  which  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  permit  the  statutory  bar  to  be  set  up 
until  the  lapse  of  the  prescribed  term  after 
discovery  of  the  fraud."  This  case  was 
argued  by  some  of  the  ablest  lawyers  of  the 
state.  While  it  is  true  that  the  distinction 
between  the  liability  of  surety  and  principal 
in  cases  like  this,  where  there  is  concealed 
fraud,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  raised  and 
dwelt  upon  by  counsel  for  the  sureties,  still 
it  is  only  fair  to  assume  that  the  failure  to 
do  so  did  not  arise  from  any  lack  of  knowl- 
edge or  research,  but,  rather^  from  lack  of 
material  for,  and  confidence  in,  such  a  de- 
fense. The  case  of  Orimshato  v.  Wilming- 
ton, 6  Del.  Ch.  183,  which  was  against  the 
sureties  of  a  defaulting  treasurer  of  the  city 
of  Wilmington,  has  been  urged  as  counter- 
vailing this  doctrine.  The  chaneellor,  in  his 
opinion,  expressly  excepts  cases  like  the  pres- 
ent out  of  his  consideration,  in  the  following 
language:  "I  shall  not  enter  into  a  general 
discuASion  of  the  principle  applicable  to  a 
case  where  a  concealment  of  fraud  has  been 
proved  to  exist  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
in  a  suit  brought  against  him  after  the  dis- 
covery of  the  fraud  has  been  made,  but  not 
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within  the  period  mentioned  in  the  etatuia 
in  that  respect,  to  make  him  account  for  the 
amount  of  said  fraud,  because  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  principles  adjudged  in  eases 
of  that  kind,  where  the  statute  of  limitation 
has  been  pleaded  as  a  bar  to  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, are  not  applicable  to  the  case  before 
me.  .  .  .  It  is  true  .  .  .  that  where 
one  person  defrauds  another  of  his  jost 
rights,  and  the  fraud  is  concealed  at  the 
time  of  its  commission,  and  not  discovered 
within  the  period  embraced  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  the  party  defrauded  has  a  right 
to  bring  his  action  for  the  recovery  of  the 
amount  of  which  he  has  been  defrauded  at 
any  time  within  the  proper  legal  period  for 
bringing  actions."  Tne  cases  of  Hudson  r* 
Bishop,  32  Fed.  Rep.  519;  United  States  r. 
Mark,  3  Wall.  Jr.  358,  and  of  Pratt  v.  North- 
am,  5  Mason,  95,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,376,  relied 
upon  by  counsel  for  the  appellant,  do  not 
seem  to  modify  this  prineiple  relating  to 
sureties. 

It  therefore  seems  to  be  established  that, 
in  oases  on  official  bonds,  eoncealed  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  principal  will  deprive  both 
principal  and  surety  of  the  benefit  of  the 
statute  of  limitations;  that  the  statute  does 
not  begin  to  run  until  the  fraud  is  discovered. 
The  reason  seems  to  be  that  in  such  bonds 
the  sureties  guarantee  the  good  conduct  and 
faithfulness  of  the  principal  in  the  discharge 
of  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  that»  in  equity 
and  good  conscience,  they  should  not  be  ex- 
empt from  liability  for  his  misconduct  and 
peculations  because  by  fraudulent  conceal- 
ment he  has  prevented  discovery  until  the 
time  limited  by  the  statute  to  bring  action 
has  expired.  Any  other  construction  would 
make  the  very  frauds  against  which  the 
sureties  covenanted  the  means  for  relief  from 
liability.  The  bond  in  such  case,  instead  of 
securing  the  faithfulness  of  the  officer, 
would  tend  to  promote  on  his  part  skilful 
and  fraudulent  concealed  peculations,  and 
would  be  an  inducement  to  fraud.  If  con- 
cealed fraud,  which  the  principal  undertakes 
not  to  perpetrate,  deprives  such  principal  of 
the  protection  of  the  statute,  is  it  not  equal- 
ly reasonable  that  the  undertaking  of  the 
surety  that  such«fraud  should  not  be  perpe- 
trated excludes  the  surety,  also?  The  prin- 
cipal undertakes  not  to  commit  fraud.  The 
surety  guarantees  that  he  shall  not  commit 
fraud.  There  would  seem  to  be  no  substan- 
tial reason  why  their  respective  liabilities 
for  such  fraud  should  be  different.  It  may 
seem  hard  that,  by  reason  of  the  fraud  of  a 
principal,  the  liability  of  an  innocent  surety 
should  be  continued  for  many  years  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  named  in  the  statute 
of  limitations.  The  hardship  would  be 
greater  if  another  equally  innocent  person 
should  be  made  to  suffer  by  such  fraud  in 
cases  where  the  surety  undertakes  that  the 
principal  shall  be  faithful  and  honest  in  that 
very  matter.  The  equities  being  equal  as 
to  innocence,  the  added  burden  of  his  obliga- 
tion rests  upon  the  surety. 

"It  is  true  that  equity  will  not  relieve 
I  against  the  bar  of  the  statute,  in  favor  of  a 
party  who  has  been  in  laches  in  not  using 
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means  within  his  power  to  disooyer  the 
fraud."  Sparks  ▼.  Farmera*  Bank,  3  Del. 
Ch.  306.  It  must  be  remembered  that  in 
theee  bonds  Lieberman  undertook  for  the  fi- 
delity of  Smith  absolutely  and  at  all  events, 
and  engaged  unconditionally  to  make  good 
his  defaults.  True  it  is,  he  contracted  in 
view  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  It  is 
equally  true  that  he  contracted  in  view  of  the 
law  contained  in  adjudged  cases  in  this  state 
controlling  the  amplication  of  the  statute. 
The  rule  is  that  "it  is  good  faith,  and  not 
diligence,  which  is  required  of  the  creditor 
as  a  condition  of  his  right  to  hold  the  sure- 
ty; .  .  .  but  the  creditor  or  obligee  in 
a  bond  is  not  obliged,  for  the  benefit  of  sure- 
ties, to  watch  the  principal.  It  is  because 
it  is  really  impracticable  for  this  to  be  done 
effectually  and  at  all  times,  on  the  part  of 
large  institutions,  that  official  bonds  are  re^ 
quired.  To  subject  the  responsibility  of 
sureties  to  so  indefinite  a  question  as  wheth- 
er due  diligence  has  been  exercised  by  direct- 
ors would  render  these  securities  worthless." 
Id.  302.  Judge  Thompson,  in  Wayne  v. 
Commercial  Nat,  Bank,  52  Pa.  349,  thus  de- 
fines the  diligence  required  in  the  officers  of 
a  bank :  "I  know  of  no  positive  duty  resting 
on  the  officers  of  the  bank  to  investigate  with 
a  view  to  inform  a  surety,  in  the  absence  of 
any  inquiry  or  request  of  him  to  do  so.  Had 
such  a  request  been  made,  and  it  had  been 
denied  or  evaded,  a  different  question  might 
have  been  presented.  .  .  .  Neither  the 
bank  nor  its  officers  knew  or  had  reason  to 
suspect,  so  far  as  we  can  learn,  the  defalca- 
tion afterwards  discovered."  Chief  Justice 
Shaw  tersely  says  in  Amherai  Bank  v.  Root, 
2  Met.  540,  that  "negligence  of  directors  and 
their  agents  is  no  excuse."  In  a  case  cited 
by  the  appellants  {Oravea  r.  Lebanon  Nat, 
Bank,  10  Bush,  28,  10  Am.  Rep.  60)  the 
measure  of  diligence  is  thus  defined:  "The 
directors  may  have  been  negligent  in  the  dis- 
charge of  their  duties,  and  this  negb'^ronce 
may  have  enabled  Mitchell  for  the  time  to 
misappropriate  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and 
to  conceal  its  true  condition  by  the  false 
reports  made  to  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency, and  by  false  entries  upon  the  books 
of  the  association.  But  this  negligence  can- 
not avail  the  sureties,  who  covenanted  that 
their  principal  should  well  and  truly  per- 
form the  duties  of  his  position.  .  .  . 
Their  covenant  is  unconditional,  and  no  fail- 
ure of  du^,  upon  the  part  of  the  directors 
of  the  association,  short  of  actual  fraud  or 
bad  faith,  can  be  deemed  sufficient  to  exoner- 
ate them  from  its  performance."  The  t«s*ti- 
mony  in  this  case  discloses  no  such  laches  aa 
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would  discharge  the  surety.  It  shows  that 
Smith  was  generally  esteemed  as  an  honest 
and  capable  officer;  that  the  usual  examina- 
tions of  the  condition  of  the  bank  from  time 
to  time  were  had  both  by  the  officers  of  the 
bank  and  by  a  government  examiner;  that 
no  suspicion  of  the  defalcations  of  Smith  ex- 
isted in  the  mind  of  anyone  at  any  time  prior 
to  February,  1893 ;  that  Lieberman  made  no 
request  for  an  examination  of  Smith's  ac- 
counts; that  the  defalcations  were  therefore 
concealed  by  Smith,  who  was  a  skilled  ac- 
countant. There  is  no  claim  that  the  bank 
did  not  exercise  good  faith  towards  the  sure- 
ty at  all  times. 

A  careful  examination  of  this  case  disclos- 
es no  ground  for  the  relief  of  the  surety. 
The  decree  of  the  chancellor  in  that  respect 
is  therefore  affirmed.  Inasmuch,  however, 
as  it  appears  from  the  entire  record  that  cer- 
tain errors  have  been  inadvertently  incorpo- 
rated into  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  in  re- 
spect to  the  date  of  the  first  bond,  the  dura- 
tion of  the  defalcation  under  the  second  bond, 
and  the  allowance  of  interest  on  the  penal 
sum  of  each  bond,  it  is  the  judgment  of  this 
court  that  said  surety  is  liable  for  the  defal- 
cations of  said  Smith,  with  interest  from  the 
date  of  each  defalcation  to  the  3d  day  of  De- 
cember, 1898,  the  date  of  the  decree  of  the 
chancellor  in  this  case,  provided  the  aggre- 
gate sum  of  the  principal  and  interest  as- 
certained to  said  date  on  each  bond  shall  not 
exceed  the  penalty  thereof;  and  the  said 
surety  is  also  further  liable  for  interest  on 
such  aggregate  sum  so  ascertained  from  the 
said  3d  day  of  December,  1898,  the  date  of 
said  decree.  And  now,  to  wtt,  this  the  19th  day 
of  January,  1900,  it  appearing  to  the  court 
that  on  the  3d  day  of  December,  1898,  it  was 
ascertained  by  the  decree  of  the  chancellor 
in  this  case  that  there  was  due  on  each  of  the 
said  bonds  a  sum  in  excess  of  $15,000,  the  • 
penalty  thereof:  Now,  therefore,  it  is  or- 
aered:  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  said 
the  First  National  Bank  of  Wilmington,  the 
respondent,  have  liberty  to  collect  on  each  of 
its  judgments  entered  on  each  of  the  said 
bonds  in  the  superior  court  of  the  state  of 
Delaware,  in  and  for  Newcastle  county, 
against  Nathan  Lieberman,  the  appellant, 
the  sum  of  $15,000,  with  interest  thereon 
from  the  3d  day  of  December,  1898,  the  date 
of  the  said  decree,  and  the  date  of  the  au- 
thoritative and  leffal  ascertainment  of  the 
amount  due  on  each  of  the  said  bonds.  And 
it  is  further  ordered  that  the  appellant  pay 
the  costs  in  this  case  within  three  months,  or 
attachment  issue. 
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been  seyered  by  the  death  of  one  of  them." 
In  Boehmer  v.  Schuylkill  County,  46  Pa. 
452,  which  was  an  action  against  sureties  on 
a  county  treasurer's  bond,  where  the  defense 
was  that  the  county  commissioners  had  ex- 
ceeded their  power  in  borrowing  the  money 
which  came  into  the  treasurer's  hands,  and 
that  the  money  so  received  was  not  within 
the  bond,  the  court  (Chief  Justice  Wood- 
ward) says:  "In  so  far  as  the  principal  is 
liable  by  the  mere  force  and  terms  of  the 
bond,  the  surety  is  bound  with  him."  In 
Patterson's  Appeal,  48  Pa.  342,  the  sureties 
of  an  absconding  assignee,  who  was  trustee 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  were  held  not 
entitled  to  credit  on  account  which  their 
principal  could  not  claim,  by  reason  of  fraud. 
Strong,  J.,  says :  "The  sureties  stand  in  no 
better  position  than  Smith,  their  principal. 
.  .  .  The  measure  of  his  responsibili- 
ty is  the  measure  of  theirs."  In  Bradford 
V.  McCormioky  71  Iowa,  129,  32  N.  W.  94, 
which  was  an  action  against  the  sureties  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace  for  money  collected 
and  fraudulently  concealed  until  the  statute 
had  run,  the  court  says:  "The  statute  in 
this  case  is  pleaded  by  the  sureties,  and  they 
have  not  been  guilty  of  any  fraud ;  but  they, 
without  doubt,  we  think,  are  bound  by  the 
fraudulent  conduct  of  the  principal  defend- 
ant. The  liability  of  a  surety  is  dependent 
upon  the  liability  of  the  principal.  The  or- 
dinary rule  is,  if  the  principal  is  bound,  so 
is  the  surety."  This  point  has  been  directly 
adjudged  in  this  state.  In  Sparks  v.  Farm- 
ers!' Bank,  3  Del.  Ch.  275, — a  case  against  the 
sureties  of  a  defaulting  cashier  of  the  bank, 
— the  precise  question  was  determined.  The 
chancellor  there  held  that  the  bank  was  enti- 
tled to  collect  of  the  sureties  so  much  of  the 
defalcations  as  occurred  more  than  two  years 
previous  to  the  entering  of  th«  judgment  on 
the  bond,  for  the  reason  that  "their  equity 
to  do  so  arises  ont  of  the  fact  that  the  defal- 
cation was  a  fraud  concealed  from  the  bank, 
with  respect  to  which  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  permit  the  statutory  bar  to  be  set  up 
until  the  lapse  of  the  prescribed  term  after 
discovery  of  the  fraud."  This  case  was 
argued  by  some  of  the  ablest  lawyers  of  the 
state.  While  it  is  true  that  the  distinction 
between  the  liability  of  surety  and  principal 
in  cases  like  this,  where  there  is  concealed 
fraud,  does  not  seem  to  have  been  raised  and 
dwelt  upon  by  counsel  for  the  sureties,  still 
it  is  only  fair  to  assume  that  the  failure  to 
do  so  did  not  arise  from  any  lack  of  knowl- 
edge or  research,  but,  rather,  from  lack  of 
material  for,  and  confidence  in,  such  a  de- 
fense. The  case  of  Orimshaw  v.  Wilming- 
ton, 5  Del.  Ch.  183,  which  was  against  the 
sureties  of  a  defaulting  treasurer  of  the  city 
of  Wilmington,  has  been  urged  as  counter- 
vailing this  doctrine.  The  chancellor,  in  his 
opinion,  expressly  excepts  cases  like  the  pres- 
ent out  of  his  consideration,  in  the  following 
language:  "I  shall  not  enter  into  a  general 
discussion  of  the  principle  applicable  to  a 
case  where  a  concealment  of  fraud  has  been 
proved  to  exist  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
in  a  suit  brought  against  him  after  the  dis- 
covery of  the  fraud  has  been  made,  but  not 
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within  the  period  mentioned  hi  the  statute 
in  that  respect,  to  make  him  account  for  the 
amount  of  said  fraud,  because  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  principles  adjudged  in  cases 
of  that  kind,  where  the  statute  of  limitation 
has  been  pleaded  as  a  bar  to  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, are  not  applicable  to  the  case  before 
me.  .  .  .  It  is  true  .  .  .  that  where 
one  person  defrauds  another  of  his  jost 
rights,  and  the  fraud  is  concealed  at  the 
time  of  its  commission,  and  not  discovered 
within  the  period  embraced  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  the  party  defrauded  has  a  right 
to  bring  his  action  for  the  recovery  of  the 
amount  of  which  he  has  been  defrauded  at 
any  time  within  the  proper  legal  period  for 
bringing  actions."  The  eases  of  Hudson  v. 
Bishop,  32  Fed.  Rep.  519;  United  States  t. 
Mark,  3  Wall.  Jr.  358,  and  of  Pratt  v.  North- 
ern, 5  Mason,  95,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,376,  relied 
upon  by  counsel  for  the  appellant,  do  not 
seem  to  modify  this  prineiple  relating  to 
sureties. 

It  therefore  seems  to  be  eetoblished  that, 
in  cases  on  ofiicial  bonds,  concealed  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  principal  will  deprive  both 
principal  and  surety  of  the  benefit  of  the 
statute  of  limitations ;  that  the  statute  does 
not  begin  to  run  until  the  fraud  is  discovered. 
The  reason  seems  to  be  that  in  such  bonds 
the  sureties  guarantee  the  good  conduct  and 
faithfulness  of  the  principal  in  the  discharge 
of  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  that»  in  equity 
and  good  conscience,  they  should  not  be  ex- 
empt from  liability  for  his  misconduct  and 
peculations  because  by  fraudulent  conceal- 
ment he  has  prevented  discovery  until  the 
time  limited  by  the  statute  to  bring  action 
has  expired.  Any  other  construction  would 
make  the  very  frauds  against  which  the 
sureties  covenanted  the  means  for  relief  from 
liability.  The  bond  in  such  case,  instead  of 
securing  the  faithfulness  of  the  officer, 
would  tend  to  promote  on  his  part  skilful 
and  fraudulent  concealed  peculations,  and 
would  be  an  inducement  to  fraud.  If  con- 
cealed fraud,  which  the  principal  undertakes 
not  to  perpetrate,  deprives  such  principal  of 
the  protection  of  the  statute,  is  it  not  equal- 
ly reasonable  that  the  undertaking  of  the 
surety  that  such  •  fraud  should  not  be  perpe- 
trated excludes  the  surety,  also?  The  prin- 
cipal undertakes  not  to  commit  fraud.  The 
surety  guarantees  that  he  shall  not  commit 
fraud.  There  would  seem  to  be  no  substan- 
tial reason  why  their  respective  liabilities 
for  such  fraud  should  be  different.  It  may 
seem  hard  that,  by  reason  of  the  fraud  of  a 
principal,  the  liability  of  an  innocent  surety 
should  be  continued  for  many  years  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  named  in  the  statute 
of  limitations.  The  hardship  would  be 
greater  if  another  equally  innocent  person 
should  be  made  te  suffer  by  such  fraud  in 
cases  where  the  surety  undertekes  that  the 
principal  shall  be  faithful  and  honest  in  that 
very  matter.  The  equities  being  equal  as 
to  innocence,  the  added  burden  of  his  obliga- 
tion reste  upon  the  surety. 

"It  is  true  that  equity  will  not  relieve 
against  the  bar  of  the  statute,  in  favor  of  a 
party  who  has  been  in  laches  in  not  using 
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meana  within  his  power  to  discoyer  the 
fraud."  Sparks  v.  Farmers'  Banky  3  Del. 
Ch.  306.  It  must  be  remembered  that  in 
these  bonds  Lieberman  undertook  for  the  fi- 
delity of  Smith  absolutely  and  at  all  events, 
and  engaged  unconditionally  to  make  good 
his  defaults.  True  it  is,  he  contracted  in 
yiew  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  It  is 
equally  true  that  he  contracted  in  view  of  the 
law  contained  in  adjudged  cases  in  this  state 
controlling  the  application  of  the  statute. 
The  rule  is  that  "it  is  good  faith,  and  not 
diligence,  which  is  re<]^uired  of  the  creditor 
as  a  condition  of  his  right  to  hold  the  sure- 
ty; ...  but  the  creditor  or  obligee  in 
a  bond  is  not  obliged,  for  the  benefit  of  sure- 
ties, to  watch  the  principal.  It  is  because 
it  is  really  impracticable  for  this  to  be  done 
effectually  and  at  all  times,  on  the  part  of 
large  institutions,  that  official  bonds  are  re^ 
quired.  To  subject  the  responsibility  of 
sureties  to  so  indefinite  a  question  as  wheth- 
er due  diligence  has  been  exercised  by  direct- 
ors would  render  these  securities  worthless." 
Id.  302.  Judge  Thompson,  in  Wayne  v. 
Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  62  Pa.  349,  thus  de- 
fines the  diligence  required  in  the  officers  of 
a  bank :  "I  know  of  no  positive  duty  restine 
on  the  officers  of  the  bank  to  investigate  with 
a  view  to  inform  a  surety,  in  the  absence  of 
any  inquiry  or  request  of  him  to  do  so.  Had 
such  a  request  been  made,  and  it  had  been 
denied  or  evaded,  a  different  question  might 
have  been  presented.  .  .  .  Neither  the 
bank  nor  its  officers  knew  or  had  reason  to 
suspect,  so  far  as  we  can  learn,  the  defalca- 
tion afterwards  discovered."  Chief  Justice 
Shaw  tersely  says  in  Amherst  Bank  v.  Root, 
2  Met.  540,  that  "negligence  of  directors  and 
their  agents  is  no  excuse."  In  a  case  cited 
by  the  appellants  {Orates  v.  Lebanon  Nat. 
Bank,  10  Bush,  28,  10  Am.  Rep.  60)  the 
measure  of  diligence  is  thus  defined:  "The 
directors  may  have  been  negligent  in  the  dis- 
charge of  their  duties,  and  this  negb'^ronce 
may  have  enabled  Mitchell  for  the  time  to 
misappropriate  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and 
to  conceal  its  true  condition  by  the  false 
reports  made  to  the  Comptroller  of  the  Cur- 
rency, and  by  false  entries  upon  the  books 
of  the  association.  But  this  negligence  can- 
not avail  the  sureties,  who  covenanted  that 
their  principi^  should  well  and  truly  per- 
form the  duties  of  his  position.  .  .  . 
Their  covenant  is  unconditional,  and  no  fail- 
ure of  du^,  upon  the  part  of  the  directors 
of  the  association,  short  of  actual  fraud  or 
bad  faith,  can  be  deemed  sufficient  to  exoner- 
ate them  from  its  performance."  The  t«4ti- 
mony  in  this  case  discloses  no  such  laches  aa 
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would  discharge  the  surety.  It  shows  that 
Smith  was  generally  esteemed  as  an  honest 
and  capable  officer;  that  the  usual  examina- 
tions of  the  condition  of  the  bank  from  time 
to  time  were  had  both  by  the  officers  of  the 
bank  and  by  a  government  examiner;  that 
no  suspicion  of  the  defalcations  of  Smith  ex- 
isted in  the  mind  of  anyone  at  any  time  prior 
to  February,  1893 ;  that  Lieberman  made  no 
request  for  an  examination  of  Smith's  ac- 
counts; that  the  defalcations  were  therefore 
concealed  by  Smith,  who  was  a  skilled  ac- 
countant. There  is  no  claim  that  the  bank 
did  not  exercise  good  faith  towards  the  sure- 
ty at  all  times. 

A  careful  examination  of  this  case  disclos- 
es no  ground  for  the  relief  of  the  surety. 
The  decree  of  the  chancellor  in  that  respect 
is  therefore  affirmed.  Inasmuch,  however, 
as  it  appears  from  the  entire  record  that  cer- 
tain errors  have  been  inadvertently  incorpo- 
rated into  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  in  re- 
spect to  the  date  of  the  first  bond,  the  dura- 
tion of  the  defalcation  under  the  second  bond, 
and  the  allowance  of  interest  on  the  penal 
sum  of  each  bond,  it  is  the  judgment  of  this 
court  that  said  surety  is  liable  for  the  defal- 
cations of  said  Smith,  with  interest  from  the 
date  of  each  defalcation  to  the  3d  day  of  De- 
cember, 1898,  the  date  of  the  decree  of  the 
chancellor  in  this  case,  provided  the  aggre- 
gate sum  of  the  principal  and  interest  as- 
certained to  said  date  on  each  bond  shall  not 
exceed  the  penalty  thereof;  and  the  said 
surety  is  also  further  liable  for  interest  on 
such  aggregate  sum  so  ascertained  from  the 
said  3d  day  of  December,  1898,  the  date  of 
said  decree.  And  now,  to  wtt,  this  the  19th  day 
of  January,  1900,  it  appearing  to  the  court 
that  on  the  3d  day  of  December,  1898,  it  wiis 
ascertained  by  the  decree  of  the  chancellor 
in  this  case  that  there  was  due  on  each  of  the 
said  bonds  a  sum  in  excess  of  $15,000,  the  • 
penalty  thereof:  Now,  therefore,  it  is  or- 
ncred:  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  said 
the  First  National  Bank  of  Wilmington,  the 
respondent,  have  liberty  to  collect  on  each  of 
its  judgments  entered  on  each  of  the  said 
bonds  in  the  superior  court  of  the  state  of 
Delaware,  in  and  for  Newcastle  county, 
against  Nathan  Lieberman,  the  appellant, 
the  sum  of  $15,000,  with  interest  thereon 
from  the  3d  day  of  December,  1898,  the  date 
of  the  said  decree,  and  the  date  of  the  au- 
thoritative and  leffal  ascertainment  of  the 
amount  due  on  each  of  the  said  bonds.  And 
it  is  further  ordered  that  the  appellant  pay 
the  costs  in  this  case  within  three  months,  or 
attachment  issue. 
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TRUST   COMPANY  OP   GEORGIA  et   aZ., 

Plffa,  in  Err., 

«. 

STATE  of  Georgia. 
( Ga. ) 

•1.  IVIten  an  aetion  fa  tnatttnted  tn  tlie 
name  of  the  state  for  the  purpose  of 
preventtnv  *  "rtolatton  of  the  proYlsIons 
of  par.  4,  8  2,  art.  4,  of  the  Constitution 
(Civil  Code,  8  5800),  the  questions  whether 
auch  action  is  well  brought  and  Is  maintain- 
able depend  upon  the  pleadings  and  the  eyi- 
dence  introduced  in  support  thereof,  and  not 
upon  the  motives  Inspiring  thoae  at  whose 
Instance  the  governor  was  Induced  to  order 
the  ault  to  be  filed,  or  the  argameats  pre- 
sented to  him  to  that  end. 

J.  Tite  rentedr  for  anelt  a  pnrpoae  may 
be  Injnnetton,  and  it  is  not  in  every  in- 
stance essential  to  resort  to  the  harsher  pro- 
ceeding to  forfeit  a  charter. 

8.  Titat  portion  of  the  abo^re-men- 
tioned  paragraph  of  tbe  Conatttntion 
which  denies  to  the  general  assembly  *'power 
to  authorize  any  corporation  to  buy  shares 
or  stock  In  any  other  corporation*'  is  not 
absolute  in  its  terms,  but  it  was  designed 
only  to  prevent  the  general  assembly  from 
authorising  one  corporation  to  purchase 
shares  or  stock  in  another  when  doing  so 
"may  have  the  effect,  or  be  intended  to  have 
the  effect,  to  defeat  or  lessen  competition 
in  their  respective  businesses,  or  to  encour- 
age monopoly." 

4.  Thta  clanae  of  the  Conatltntton  ap- 
pllea  to  and  tnclndea  all  corpora- 
tions, and  consequently  Is  applicable  to 
street-railway  companies,  and  enforceable  as 
to  them  whenever  they  directly  or  indirectly 
violate  its  provislona 

B.  Under  tbe  charter  of  tbe  Trnat  Com- 
pany of  Oeorffla,  that  corporation  has  au- 
thority to  buy  the  shares  or  stock  of  any 
other  corporation,  provided  that  in  so  doing 
it  does  not  violate  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  this  state. 

6.  Placlnv  vpon  the  word  <<eon&pett- 
tlon,'*  as  used  in  this  paragraph,  the  inter- 
pretation given  to  it  in  the  case  of  State  v. 
Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co,  (decided  at  this 
term)  86  S.  B.  87,  and  taking  Into  view  the 
evidence  In  the  present  record,  the  court 
erred  in  holding  that  the  proposed  purchase 
of  stock  would  be  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provisions  referred  to,  and  in  granting 
on  that  ground  the  injunction  sought. 

(February  27.  1000.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Fulton 
County  to  reviefw  a  judgment  in  ffivor  of 
the  state  in  a  proceeding  brought  to  prevent 

•Headnotes  by  Lewis,  J. 


Note. — As  to  right  of  corporation  to  deal  tn 
stock  of  other  corporations,  see  Buckeye  Marble 
ft  F.  Co.  V.  Harvey  (Tenn.)  18  L.  R.  A.  252, 
and  note;  Cowling  v.  Zenith  Iron  Co.  (Minn.) 
88  L.  R.  A.  508. 

As  to  what  constitutes  competing  railroads 
within  prohibition  against  consolidation,  see 
State  OB  rel.  Nolan  v.  Montana  R.  Co.  (Mont.) 
45  L.  R.  A.  271,  and  note  on  Restrictions  on 
consolidation  of  poraKel  or  competing  railroad*, 
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the  consolidation   of   certain   street-railway 
companies.     Reversed. 

Tlie  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Kins  A  Anderson  and  Iicwi» 
W.  Thomas  for  Trust  Company  of  Geor- 
gia, Goodwin  Sc  Hallman  and  C.  P» 
Ooree  for  Atlanta  Railway  ft  Power  Com- 
pany, and  Pajne  A  Tye,  for  Atlanta  Rail- 
way Company,  plaintiffs  in  error : 

Suits  to  prohibit  combinations  and  bring- 
ing about  monopoly  will  not  be  entertain^ 
by  the  courts  where  they  are  inspired  by  ri- 
val interests. 

People  eos  rel,  Moloney  r.  General  Eleotrie 
R.  Co.  172  111.  129,  50  N.  K  168;  3  Cook, 
Corp.  S  Old,  p.  2231. 

Quo  warranto  is  the  proper  remedy;  di- 
rect suit  in  the  name  of  um  state  for  injunc- 
tion is  not  proper;  and  the  proceeding 
should  have  been  on  the  relation  of  the  at* 
tomey  general. 

5  Thomp.  Corp.  SS  0033,  0035,  and  notes; 
27  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc  Law,  let  ed.  p.  410; 
High,  Eztr.  Legal  Rem.  S  060;  Whelchel  y. 
State  ea  rel.  Wiley,  70  Oa.  044;  People  v. 
Albany  d  V.  R.  Co,  24  N.  Y.  261,  82  Anu 
Dec.  295 ;  UoveWnan  v.  Kansas  City  Horse  R*. 
Co.  79  Mo.  632;  Presoott  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  But- 
ler, 167  Mass.  648,  32  N.  K  909. 

Paragraph  4,  §  2,  art.  4,  of  the  Constitu- 
tion prohibits  the  legislature  from  author- 
izing corporations  to  purchase  stocks,  or 
make  contracts,  as  therein  specified.  It  i» 
not  self-acting,  and  leffislation  to  vivify  and 
make  it  effective  is  indispensable.  Nor  does 
it  apply  to  companies  not  engaged  in  the 
same  lines  of  business,  so  as  to  prohibit  one 
of  such  companies  from  buying  stock  in  the- 
other;  e.  g,,  a  trust  company  and  a  street- 
railroad  company,  where  the  charter  of  the 
former  authorizes  it  to  buy  stock  in  other 
companies. 

Clarke  v.  Richmond  d  W,  P.  Terminal  i?«. 
d  Warehouse  Co.  23  U.  8.  App.  597,  62  Fed. 
Rep.  333,  10  C.  C.  A.  387. 

If  the  contract  is  limited  as  to  time  and 
place,  and  is  not  a  general  restraint  upon 
freedom  of  trade  or  on  the  exercise  of  one's 
vocation,  the  court  upholds  it;  otherwise  it 
is  declared  invalid. 

Hakestraw  v.  La/nier,  104  Ga.  188,  30  8. 
E.  735. 

If  prices  are  not  raised  above- reasonable- 
amounts,  though  contracts  made  to  prevent 
competition,  the  same  are  not  void. 

Manchester  d  L,  R.  Co.  v.  Concord  R. 
Corp.  66  N.  H.  100,  9  L.  R.  A.  689,  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  319,  20  Atl.  383. 

There  must  be  real,  substantial  competi- 
tion between  the  companies,  to  render  the 
oonsolidation  illegal.  Incidental  competi- 
tion, or  competition  insignificant  in  amouni' 
when  compared  to  the  volume  of  business 
transacted  by  the  companies,  will  not  rendef 
the  consolidation  or  combination  ill^al. 

Kimball  v.  Atchison,  T.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  40 
Fed.  Rep.  888 ;  Cumberland  Valley  R.  Co.  v. 
Gettysburg  d  H.  R.  Co.  177  Pa.  619,  35  Atl. 
952;'  People  v.  O'Brien,  111  N.  Y.  64.  2  L.  IL 
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A.-  255,  18  N.  E.  692;  Aleofander  v.  Car 
Floats  No8.  1,  S,  4,  d  5y  64  Fed.  Rep.  888; 
Rogers  v.  'Sashville,  C,  d  Bt,  L.  R,  Co.  62  U. 
8.  App.  49,  607,  91  Fed.  R«p.  317,  33  C.  C. 
A.  517  ;  Coc4te,  Trade  &  Labor  Gombiaations, 
120;  Manohester  d  L,  R.  Co.  v.  Concord  R, 
Corp,  06  N.  H.  100,  9  L.  R.  A.  689,  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  319,  20  Atl.  383;  State  y.  Ameri- 
can Cotton  Oil  TriMt,  40  La.  Ann.  8,  3  So. 
409. 

It  is  not  illegal  for  two  corporations  en- 
gaged in  the  same  general  line  of  business 
to  consolidate. 

Cameron  v.  New  York  d  Mt.  V,  Water  Co, 
62  Hun,  269,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  757,  133  N.  Y. 
336,  31  N.  E.  104;  Holmes  d  G.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Holmes  d  W.  Metal  Co.  127  N.  Y.  252,  27  N. 
£.  831. 

The  leasing  of  competing  lines,  or  the 
bringing  of  them  under  one  friendly  manage- 
ment, does  not  violate  such  a  provision  as 
that  in  our  Constitution. 

State  ex  rel.  Nolan  v.  Montana  R.  Co.  21 
Mont.  221,  45  L.  R.  A.  271,  63  Pac.  623. 

The  question  is  one  of  mixed  law  and  fact^ 
and  the  jury  on  final  hearing  can  settle  the 
matter. 

South  Florida  R.  Co.  v.  Rhodes,  25  Fla. 
40,  3  L.  R.  A.  733,  5  So.  633. 

Street-railroad  companies,  from  their  very 
nature,  do  not  fall  within  the  provisions  of 
statutes  or  constitutions  prohibitinff  com- 
binations to  defeat  competition,  and  such 
statutes  and  constitutional  provisions  do 
not  apply  to  them. 

Booth,  Street  Railways,  $  429;  Oyger  v. 
Philadelphia  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  136  Pa.  96, 
suh  nam.  Montgomery  v.  Philadelphia  City 
Pas9.  R.  Co.  9  L.  R.  A.  369,  20  Atl.  399. 

Messrs.  J.  IC  Terrell,  Attorney  General, 
Gray,  Brown,  A  Randolph,  and  Frasler 
ft  Hyndfl,  for  defendant  in  error : 

It  is  a  part  of  the  sworn  duty  of  the  chief 
executive  of  the  state  to  enforce  the  laws, 
and  to  prevent  violations  of  the  same  where 
it  is  brought  to  his  knowledge  that  such  vio- 
lations have  been  or  are  about  to  be  commit- 
ted. Instituting  the  suit  thus,  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  official  duties,  it  is  neither  ne- 
cessary to  show  the  grounds  which  moved 
the  governor  to  institute  the  suit,  nor  are 
such  grounds  germane  to  the  questions 
raised  thereby. 

McDaniel  v.  Oate  City  Gaslight  Co.  79  6a. 
61,  3  S.  E.  693;  Alexcmder  v.  Searcy,  81  Ga. 
54G,  8  S.  E.  630;  Macon  d  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Oib- 
son,  85  Ga.  22,  11  S.  E.  442;  People  v.  Milk 
Exchange,  145  N.  Y.  267,  27  L.  R.  A.  437.  39 
N.  E.  1062;  Mayo  v.  Renfroe,  66  Ga.  408; 
Alewander  v.  State,  56  Ga.  478;  Parker  v. 
Hughes,  25  Ga.  374;  Central  R.  d  Bkg.  Co. 
V.  Macon,  48  Ga.  605;  Atlanta  v.  Oate  City 
Gaslight  Co.  71  Ga.  106. 

The  suit  is  properly  brought  in  the  name 
of  tbe  state. 

State  V.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  24  Tex.  80; 
State  ex  rel.  Cla/pp  v.  Minnesota  Thresher 
Mfg.  Co.  40  Minn.  213,  3  L.  R.  A.  510,  41  N. 
W.  1020;  Petmsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  (Pa.^ 
4  CJent.  Rep.  495,  7  Atl.  368;  5  Thomp.  Corp. 
f  6614;  Com.  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Pittsburg 
d  C,  R.  Co.  68  Pa.  46;  State  ex  rel.  Childs  v. 
48Ii.IL  A. 


American  Sav.  d  Loan  Asso.  64  Minn.  849,. 
67  N.  W.  1 ;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Chicago  d  N.  TF» 
R.  Co.  35  Wis.  630;  People  v.  Ballard,  134 
N.  Y.  269,  17  L.  R.  A.  737,  32  N.  E.  54;  2^ 
Cook,  Ck)rp.  §  635;  Louisville  d  N.  R,  Co.  v. 
Com.  97  Ky.  675,  31  S.  W.  476. 

The  attorney  general  is  the  proper  officer 
to  bring  this  action  in  the  name  of  the  state, 
and  an  injunction  and  receiver  is  th«  appro«^ 
priate  remedy. 

3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  S  1093;  Atty.  Gen.  v. 
Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  35  Wis.  434;  Ang.  & 
A.  Priv.  Corp.  §  734,  p.  793 ;  Com.  v.  Fowler^, 
10  Mass.  290;  People  v.  MUk  Exchange,  14& 
N.  Y.  207,  27  L.  R.  A.  437,  39  N.  E.  1062; 
People  y.  Geneva  College,  5  Wend.  212; 
Stockton  V.  Central  R.  Co,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  52, 
17  L.  R.  A.  97,  24  Atl.  964;  State  v.  Moore, 
19  Ala.  614;  2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  % 
1043;  Beach,  Monopolies  &  Trusts,  9  221; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Com,  (Pa.)  4  Cent. 
Rep.  601,  7  Atl.  374. 

Article  4,  §  2,  If  4,  of  the  Constitution  pro- 
vides: ''The  general  assembly  of  this  state 
shall  have  no  power  to  authorize  any  cor- 
poration to  buy  shares  or  stock  in  any  other 
corporation  in  this  state  or  elsewhere." 

The  clause  of  the  Constitution  in  question 
is  self-operative,  and  needs  no  legislation  to 
enforce  it. 

Hamilton  v.  Sa/voAnnah,  F.  d  W.  R.  Co.  49 
Fed.  Rep.  424;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  ColUns,  40 
Ga.  682;  Metnphis  d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Woods,  88 
Ala.  630,  7  L.  R.  A.  605,  7  So.  108;  Cook, 
Stock  ft  Stockholders,  9§  667^72;  Central 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  139 
U.  8.  24,  35  L.  ed.  56,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  478; 
Langdon  v.  Branch,  37  Fed.  Rep.  449,  sub 
nom.  Langdon  v.  Central  R.  d  Bkg.  Co.  2  L. 
R.  A.  120. 

A  constitutional  provision  is  to  be  con- 
strued with  reference  to  the  principles  of  the 
common  law. 

6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  931; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  76;  State  ex  rcL 
Hovey  v.  Noble,  118  Ind.  366,  4  L,  R.  A.  lOU 
21  N.  E.  244. 

The  common  law  will  be  upheld  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  apparent  contrary  intention. 

McGinnis  v.  State,  9  Humph.  43,  49  Am. 
Dec.  697;  Cadwallader  v.  Harris,  76  111.  370; 
Brotcn  v.  Fifield,  4  Mich.  322 ;  State  v.  Lash, 
16  N.  J.  L.  380,  32  Am.  Dec.  397;  Moyer  ▼. 
Pennsylvania  Slate  Co.  71  Pa.  293. 

The  constitutional  or  statutory  provision 
against  the  consolidation  of  competing  rail- 
ways includes  any  agreement  whereby  the 
roadbed,  rolling  stock,  and  equipment  of  one 
competing  line  are  to  be  operated  or  eon- 
trolled  by  another.  The  word  is  used  in  the 
sense  of  "join"  or  "unite,"  and  is  held  to  in- 
clude leases  by  the  one  to  the  other. 

6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  825; 
State  ex  rel.  Leese  v.  Atchison  d  N.  R.  Co. 
24  Neb.  164,  38  N.  W.  43 ;  Manchester  d  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Concord  R.  Corp.  66  N.  H.  100,  9  L. 
R.  A.  689,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  319.  20  Atl. 
383;  Currier  v.  Concord  R.  Cop.  48  N.  H. 
325;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Owens,  1  Tex. 
App.  Civ.  Cas.  (White  &  W.)  §  384,  p.  163; 
McCutcheon  v.  Merz  Capsule  Co.  71  Fed. 
Rep.  787,  37  U.  S.  App.  586,  19  C.  C.  A.  108, 


Gborqia  Supkbmb  Court. 


Fib., 


31  L.  R.  A.  415;  American  Preservers*  Trust 
▼.  Taylor  Mfg,  Co,  46  Fed.  Rep.  152;  People 
ew  rel.  Peabody  ▼.  Chicago  Qas  Trust  Co.  130 
111.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  497,  22  N.  E.  798;  Pear- 
son V.  Concord  R.  Corp.  62  N.  H.  537;  El- 
kins  V.  Camden  d  A.  R.  Co.  36  N.  J.  Eq. 
6;  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  121 
N.  Y.  682,  9  L.  R.  A.  33,  24  N.  E.  834;  Mal- 
lory  V.  Hanaur  Oil  Works,  86  Tenn.  598,  8 
S.  W.  396;  Langdon  v.  Branch,  37  Fed.  Rep. 
449,  suh  nom.  Langdon  v.  Central  R.  d  Bkg. 
Co.  2  L.  R.  A.  120;  Hamilton  v.  Savannah, 
P.  d  W.  R.  Co.  49  Fed.  Rep.  412;  Central 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  139 
U.  8.  24,  35  L.  ed.  65,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  478; 
East  8i.  Louis  Connecting  R.  Co.  v.  Jarvis 
92  Fed.  Rep.  735,  34  C.  C.  A.  639;  MorHll 
V.  Boston  d  M.  R.  Co.  66  N.  H.  531 ;  Gulf, 
C.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  72  Tex.  404,  1  L. 
R.  A.  849,  2  Inters.  Ck)m.  Rep.  335,  10  S.  W. 
81;  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co.  101  U.  S. 
71,  25  L.  ed.  950 ;  Clarke  v.  Central  R.  d  Bkg. 
Co.  50  Fed.  Rep.  338,  15  L.  R.  A.  683;  Stock- 
ton V.  Central  R.  Co.  50  N.  J.  Eq.  52,  17  L. 
R.  A.  97,  24  Atl.  964. 

A  railroad  company  has  no  power  to  lease 
its  road  unless  the  power  has  been  expressly 
conferred  upon  it. 

Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co.  101  U.  S. 
71,  25  L.  ed.  950;  Stockton  v.  Central  R.  Co. 
50  N.  J.  Eq.  62,  17  L.  R.  A.  97,  24  Atl.  964; 
Black  V.  Delaware  d  R.  Canal  Co.  24  N.  J. 
Eq.  456;  Mills  v.  Central  R.  Co.  41  N.  J. 
Eq.  4,  2  Atl.  453. 

To  warrant  a  lease,  both  companies  must 
have  the  requisite  authority;  the  one  to 
make  and  the  other  to  take  the  lease. 

East  Line  d  R.  River  R.  Co.  v.  Rushing, 
69  Tex.  313,  6  S.  W.  834;  Louisville  d  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Kentucky,  161  U.  S.  691,  40  L.  ed.  856, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  714;  Stockton  v.  Central  R. 
Co.  50  N.  J.  Eq.  52,  17  L.  R.  A.  102,  24  Ati. 
964;  Camden  d  A.  R.  Co.  ▼.  May's  Landing 
d  E.  H.  City  R.  Co.  48  N.  J.  L.  559,  7  Atl. 
523;  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co.  101  U. 
S.  71,  25  L.  ed.  950;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
St.  Louis,  A.  d  T.  H.  R.  Co.  118  U.  8.  309, 
30  L.  ed.  92,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1004;  Central 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  139 
U.  S.  24,  35  L.  ed.  56,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  478. 

The  consolidation  of  competing  roads  is 
without  authority  of  law  as  against  public 
policy  and  as  tending  to  monopoly,  and  is 
a  public  injury. 

People  ex  rel.  Peahody  v.  Chicago  Oas 
Trust  Co.  130  111.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  497,  22  N. 
E.  798;  Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich.  032, 
6  L.  R.  A.  467,  43  N.  W.  1102;  People  v. 
North  Rtver  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  582, 
9  L.  R.  A.  33,  24  N.  E.  834,  54  Hun,  364,  5 
L.  R.  A.  386,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  406;  State  ex 
rel.  Watson  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  49  Ohio  St. 
137,  15  L.  R.  A.  145,  30  N.  E.  279;  Morris 
Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.  68  Pa.  184, 
8  Am.  Rep.  169. 

Two  lines  of  railroad  need  not  be  geo- 
graphically parallel  in  order  to  be  competing 
lines. 

East  St.  Louis  Connecting  R.  Co.  v.  Jar- 
vis,  92  Fed.  Rep.  736,  34  C.  C.  A.  639 ;  East 
Line  d  R.  River  R.  Co.  v.  State,  75  Tex.  434, 
12  S.  W.  690;  G^lf,  C.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


72  Tex.  404,  1  L.  R.  A.  849,  2  Inters.  Cqul 
Rep.  335,  10  S.  W.  81 ;  Texas  d  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Southern  P.  R.  Co.  41  La.  Ann.  970,  6  So. 
888;  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  161 
U.  S.  077,  40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  714. 

The  fact  that  rates  of  freight  had  not  been 
raised,  or  that  schedules  had  not  been 
changed,  or  that  there  is  no  intention  to  do 
either,  cannot  affect  the  case. 

Pearsall  v.  Orcf^t  Northern  R.  Co.  101  U. 
S.  648,  40  L.  ed.  839,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  705; 
State  ex  rel.  Watson  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  49 
Ohio  St  137,  16  L.  R.  A.  159,  30  N.  E.  279; 
Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich.  632,  6  L.  R.  A 
466,  43  N.  W.  1102;  Stockton  v.  Central  R. 
Co.  60  N.  J.  Eq.  62,  17  L.  R.  A.  102,  24  AU. 
964. 

A  corporation  cannot  do  any  act,  nor  make 
any  contract,  not  expressly  nor  impliedly  au- 
thorized by  its  charter. 

Central  R.  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  582; 
Hazlehurst  v.  Savannah,  O.  d  N.  A.  R.  Co. 
43  Ga.  13;  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co. 
101  U.  S.  71,  26  L.  ed.  950;  Marhury  v.  Tod, 
22  U.  S.  App.  267,  62  Fed.  Rep.  342,  10  C. 
C.  A.  393;  Central  Transp.  Co.  v.  Pullman's 
Palace  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  24,  36  L.  ed.  65,  11 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  478;  Hamilton  v.  Savannah, 
F.  d  W.  R.  Co.  40  Fed.  Rep.  412;  Frederick 
V.  Augusta,  5  6a.  661 ;  McLeod  v.  Savannah, 
A.  d  G.  R.  Co.  25  Ga.  457 ;  Vernon  SheU  Road 
Co.  y.  Savannah,  95  Ga.  389,  22  S.  £.  625. 

The  bank  has  not  only  become  an  investor 
in  the  stock  of  other  corporations  not  con- 
nected with  its  legitimate  banking  business, 
but  it  has  by  its  own  confession  bought  tke 
entire  stock  of  two  railroad  corporations. 

It  has  transgressed  all  of  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  it  by  its  charter,  and  has  em- 
barked in  a  speculation  to  the  amount  of 
nearly  twenty  times  its  capital. 

People  ew  rel.  Peahody  v.  Chicago  Oas 
Trust  Co.  130  III.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  604.  22 
N.  E.  798;  Hazlehurst  v.  Savannah,  O.  d 
N.  A.  R.  Co.  43  Ga.  13 ;  Thomas  v.  West  Jer- 
sey R.  Co.  101  U.  S.  82,  26  L.  ed.  962. 

Doubtful  provisions  of  the  charter  are  con- 
strued against  the  company. 

Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  161  U. 
S.  685,  40  L.  ed.  863,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  714. 

It  is  utterly  without  authority  to  make 
the  purchase  which  it  is  admitted  it  has 
made;  its  ownership  of  the  stock  of  these 
two  railway  corporations  is  illegal  and  void, 
ultra  vires,  and  without  authority  of  law; 
and  tiie  court  should  have  appointed  a  re^ 
ceiver  to  take  charge  of  all  of  these  securi- 
ties and  dispose  of  them  for  the  interest  of 
those  who  are  legitimately  entitled  to  the 
proceeds,  and,  if  the  securities  are  out  of 
the  court's  jurisdiction,  then  of  the  prop- 
erty. 

Franklin  Bank  v.  Commercial  Bank,  36 
Ohio  St  355,  38  Am.  Rep.  694 ;  Franklin  Co. 
V.  LeuAston  Inst,  for  Savings,  68  Me.  46,  28 
Am.  Rep.  9;  Central  Transp.  Co.  v.  Pull- 
man's Palace  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  69,  36  L.  ed, 
68,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  478;  Columbian  Ath- 
letic Club  V.  State  ex  rel.  McMahan,  143  Ind. 
98.  28  L.  R.  A.  727,  40  N.  E.  914;  Smith, 
Receivers,  364,  and  note;  Stockton  v.  Cen- 
tral R.  Co.  60  N.  J.  Eq.  489,  26  Ati.  942. 
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liewls,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  the  lat  day  of  July,  1899,  certain  citi- 
zens of  Fulton  county,  Georgia,  filed  with 
the  governor  of  the  state  a  petition  charging 
that  certain  corporations,  namely,  the  Trust 
Company  of  G^rgia,  the  Atlanta  Railway 
Company,  and  the  Atlanta  Railway  &  Power 
Company  (formerly  known  as  the  Atlanta 
Consolidated  Street-Rail  way  Company),  had, 
by  certain  contracts  and  agreements,  vio- 
lated art.  4,  §  2,  par.  4,  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  state,  and  were  about  to  enter  into 
other  contracts  in  violation  of  this  clause 
of  tiie  Constitution.  They  prayed  for  an  ex- 
ecutive order  requiring  the  attorney  general 
to  bring  such  suits  in  the  name  of  the  state 
as  might  be  necessary  to  set  aside  such  con- 
tracts and  have  them  declared  null  and  void. 
His  excellency,  the  governor,  passed  an  or- 
der directing  a  suit  to  be  brought  as  prayed 
for;  and  accordingly  the  attorney  general 
filed,  in  the  name  of  the  state,  a  petition  in 
the  superior  court  of  Fulton  county  against 
the  corporations  named.  This  petition  ali 
leged,  in  substance,  that  the  Atlanta  Rail- 
way Company  for  a  number  of  years  oper- 
ated lines  of  street  railroads  extending  from 
the  central  portion  of  the  city  of  Atlanta, 
along'  Forsyth,  Fair,  Cooper,  Richardson,  and 
other  streets,  to  MePherson  Barracks,  out- 
ride of  the  city,  and  in  Fulton  county,  Geor- 
S'a,  in  one  direction,  and  by  way  of  Forsyth, 
tinrch,  Ellis,  and  other  streets,  to  Decatur, 
in  Dekalb  county,  Georgia,  in  another  direc- 
tion; also,  another  line  running  along  For- 
syth, Cooper,  and  other  streets  to  Grant 
Park,  in  said  dty.  The  Atlanta  Railway 
Company  purchased  this  property  at  receiv- 
er's sale,  the  former  owner  being  the  At- 
lanta Traction  Company.  The  Atlanta 
Railway  ft  Power  Company  during  the  same 
time  operated  competitive  lines  of  street 
railroad  running  on  Decatur  street  and  other 
streets  in  the  city  of  Atlanta,  to  Decatur; 
also,  along  Alabama  and  Pryor  streets  and 
Georgia  avenue  to  Grant  Park,  in  the  city  of 
Atlanta;  and  also  along  Fair  street  and 
Park  avenue  to  Grant  Park.  Said  company 
also  operated  a  line  out  Whitehall  street 
in  saia  city,  and  had  lately  applied  for  a 
franchise  running  on  and  along  various 
streets  to  MePherson  Barracks,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  constructing  a  competing  line  with 
the  Barracks  line  of  the  Atlanta  Railway 
Company.  It  finally  changed  this  franchise 
and  constructed  a  line  practically  to  Ft.  Me- 
Pherson. This  company  (the  Atlanta  Rail- 
way A  Power  Company)  also  owned  and  op- 
erated a  line  out  Edgewood  avenue  to  Inman 
Park,  and,  beyond  Inman  Park,  to  and  along 
Euclid  avenue,  to  Morel  and  Park  and  the 
county  line,  where  it  paralleled  and  finally 
crossed  the  tracks  of  the  Atlanta  Railway 
Company.  It  also  operated  other  lines  com* 
peting  with  the  Atlanta  Railway  Company 
at  many  points.  The  notable  places  of  com- 
petition were  in  the  vicinity  of  Grant  Park, 
at  Decatur,  Moreland  Park,  Edgewood,  the 
intersection  of  Pryor  and  Ormond  streets. 
Whitehall  and  Fair  streets.  Pea  eh  tree  and 
Ellis  streets,  Ellis  street  and  Courtland  av- 
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enue,  Houston  and  Hilliard  streets,  Irwin 
and  Jackson  streets,  Irwin  street  and  the 
Boulevard.  A  map  was  attached  to  the  pe- 
tition, showing  the  various  routes  of  the 
lines  operated  by  the  two  companies.  The 
petition  further  charged  that  the  Trust 
Company  of  Georgia  had  recently,  contrary 
to  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  state, 
bought  up  all  the  stocks  and  securities  of 
the  Atlanta  Railway  Company,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  causing  said  company  to  convey  all 
its  property  to  the  Atlanta  Railway  &  Power 
Company,  or  whatever  new  company  should 
be  organized,  in  order  to  control  both  sys- 
tems of  railway,  and  for  the  same  purpose 
bought  up  all  or  nearly  all  of  the  stock  of 
said  power  company,  and  is  now  practically 
the  holder  of  all  the  stock  of  both  compan- 
ies. The  trust  company  caused  to  be  elected 
for  the  principal  officers  of  the  Atlanta  Rail- 
way Company  the  same  persons  who  were 
managers  of  the  Atlanta  Railway  &  Power 
Company  namely.  Woodruff,  elected  presi' 
dent  of  each  company;  Hurt,  superintendent 
of  each  company;  and  Glenn,  the  secre- 
tary of  each  company, — so  that  the  Atlanta 
Railway  Company  passed  under  the  corn* 
plete  management  of  the  officers  who  con- 
trolled the  other  company.  Practically  all 
the  stock  and  securities  of  both  companies 
were  held  and  owned  by  the  Trust  Company 
of  Georgia,  and  the  Atlanta  Railway  Com- 
pany was  operated  by  persons  who  controlled 
both  the  trust  company  and  the  Atlanta 
Railway  &  Power  Company.  The  purpose 
of  the  managers  of  the  trust  company  was 
to  have  the  properties  of  both  these  corpor- 
ations conveyed,  so  that  one  corporation 
would  own,  control,  and  operate  both  prop- 
erties, to  the  destruction  of  competition  be- 
tween the  two.  The  combination  results  in 
injury  to  property  alone:  the  lines  of  the 
railways  and  at  competing  points,  and  with 
the  exception  of  about  10  miles  of  tracks 
running  along  Walton  and  other  streets  to 
the  Chattahoochee  river,  and  lying  mainly 
outside  of  the  city  limits,  the  other  two  lines 
of  railway  were  the  only  two  competing 
lines  in  the  city.  The  petition  alleges  some- 
what in  detail  that  the  effect  of  these  con- 
tracts, which  it  attacks  as  illegal,  has  been 
to  lessen  competition  at  the  various  points 
named ;  that,  since  the  reported  combination 
of  the  two  lines,  the  service  and  accommoda- 
tions thereon  have  not  been  as  satisfactory 
to  the  people  generally,  and  especially  to 
those  patronizing  the  street  railways.  The 
petition  charges  that  if  the  threatened  il- 
legal acts  of  the  defendants  were  not  en- 
joined, and  the  illegal  combination  be  al- 
lowed to  stand,  the  street-railway  accommo- 
dations and  facilities  of  the  city  of  Atlanta, 
and  the  means  of  trpnsportation  for  the  peo- 
ple of  Fulton  and  Dekalb  counties,  and  of 
the  cities  of  Atlanta,  Decatur,  Edgewood, 
and  Oakland  City,  and  the  people  of  the 
state  visiting  this  territory,  will  be  placed 
in  the  sole  control  and  power  of  one  corpora- 
tion, competition  will  be  excluded,  and  the 
rates  of  fare  controlled  in  the  interest  of 
those  connected  with  the  monopoly.  One 
among  the  prayers  of  the  petition  was  that 
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the  trust  company  be  enjoined  "from  vot- 
ing said  stock  in  the  Atlanta  Railway  & 
Power  CJompany,  and  said  stock  in  Atlanta 
Railway  Company,"  and  that  the  two  rail- 
way companies  be  enjoined  from  receiving 
the  votes  of  said  stock  controlled  by  the 
trust  company;  that  the  Atlanta  Railway  k 
Power  Company  be  enjoined  from  purchas- 
ing or  acquiring  the  ownership,  control,  or 
operation  of  the  lines  of  railway,  franchises, 
and  property  of  the  Atlanta  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  that  it  be  enjoined  from  selling 
its  roads,  railways, '  franchises,  etc.,  to  the 
Atlanta  Railway  &  Power  Company,  or  any 
other  corporation,  that  will  have  the  effect 
to  defeat  or  lessen  competition  or  to  encour- 
age monopoly;  that  the  defendant  corpora- 
tions be  enjoined  from  entering  into  any 
agreement  whatever  by  which  the  properties 
of  said  two  railway  companies  would  be  con- 
solidated, merged,  or  combined;  that  a  re- 
ceiver be  appointed  by  the  court  to  take  pos- 
session of  the  stocks  and  bonds  of  the  At- 
lanta Railway  Company,  to  hold,  manage, 
and  dispose  of  the  same  under  the  orders  and 
direction  of  the  court,  in  order  that  compe- 
tition may  be  preserved,  which  was  guar- 
anteed to  the  public,  and  the  public  interests 
protected.  There  was  a  prayer  that  a  re- 
straining order  be  granted,  restraining  the 
defendant  corporations  from  doing  or  per- 
forming the  acts  against  which  injunction 
was  prayed  until  the  final  hearing  of  the 
cause.  To  this  petition  each  of  the  defend* 
ant  companies  filed  demurrers  upon  various 
grounds ;  and  the  trust  company,  the  Atlan- 
ta Railway  Company,  and  the  Atlanta  Rail- 
way &  Power  Company  filed  their  answers, 
specifieally  answering  the  charges  in  the  pe- 
tition, denying  its  various  allegations  about 
defeating  or  lessening  competition,  or  tend- 
ing to  defeat  or  lessen  competition ;  denying 
that  thf»  two  railway  systems  were  compet- 
ing  lines,  in  the  sense  of  the  Constitution 
and  laws  of  the  state;  and  setting  up  ad<- 
vantages  that  would  accrue  to  the  public 
generally  if  the  two  systems  were  consoli- 
dated, and  particularly  in  respect  to  the  re- 
duction of  fares  by  transfer  tickets  from  the 
lines  of  one  to  the  other,  which  would  often 
enable  passengers  to  travel  for  one  fare  on 
various  routes  through  the  city,  which 
would  otherwise  require  the  payment  of  two 
fares.  In  this  way  expense  in  the  operation 
of  these  various  lines  would  be  greatly  re- 
duced, accommodations  and  conveniences  to 
the  traveling  public  increased,  roads  better 
equipped,  etc. 

At  the  September  term,  1899,  of  the  su- 
perior court  of  Fulton  county,  the  case  came 
on  to  l>e  heard  on  the  prayers  above  stated, 
for  injunction,  receiver,  etc.,  before  Judge 
John  S.  Candler,  of  the  Stone  Mountain  cir- 
cuit, who  presided  because  of  the  disquali- 
fication of  Judge  J.  H.  Lumpkin,  of  the  At- 
lanta circuit.  Quite  a  volume  of  evidence 
was  introduced,  both  in  behalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendants.  The  decision  of  the 
judge  on  the  issues  made  by  the  demurrers 
and  answers  was  reserved  until  November 
7,  1899.  He  enjoined  the  Trust  Company  of 
Georgia  from  selling  or  transferring  any  of 
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the  stock  or  bonds  owned  by  it  in  and  of  th» 
Atlanta  Railway  Company  and  the  Atlanta. 
Railway  &  Power  Company,  and  from  trans- 
ferring any  of  the  stock  or  bonds  of  the  lat- 
ter company  to  the  Atlanta  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  from  transferring  the  stock  or 
bonds  of  either  of  the  railway  companies  to 
any  other  company  or  association  of  per- 
sons the  object  of  which  transfer  would 
bring  about  the  consolidation  of  said  street- 
railroad  companies  into  one  company.  The 
Atlanta  Railway  &  Power  Company  was  en- 
joined from  purchasing  or  in  any  way  ac- 
quiring the  possession  or  control  of  any  of 
the  stock  or  bonds  of  the  Atlanta  Railway- 
Company,  and  the  latter  company  was  en- 
joined from  purchasing  or  acquiring  any  of 
the  stock  or  bonds  of  the  Atlanta  Railway  &. 
Power  Company.  Both  companies  were  en- 
joined from  taking  up  any  of  the  tracks  of 
their  respective  lines,  or  from  discontinuing 
the  running  of  reasonable  schedules  upot» 
the  same,  without  first  obtaining  the  consent 
of  the  city  or  county  authorities  from  whon» 
they  hold  franchises,  or  without  further  or- 
der from  the  court,  in  cases  where  said  line» 
of  road  are  not  located  in  the  streets  of  any 
city  or  town,  or  where  the  public  roads  are 
not  occupied  under  franchises  granted  hj 
county  authorities.  The  judge  denied  the 
prayer  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
and  further  provided  in  his  judgment  thai 
as  the  interests  of  the  two  defendant  street- 
railroad  companies,  as  well  as  those  of  the 
public,  may  be  subserved  by  the  interchange 
of  business  between  said  roads,  and  by  trans- 
fer  of  passengers  from  the  lines  of  one  road 
to  those  of  the  other,  they  were  permitte<^ 
to  make  any  physical  connections  with  the 
rails  of  each  other,  and  enter  into  such  traf- 
fic arrangement  as  may  be  necessary  to  en- 
able each  of  said  companies  to  grant  trans- 
fers or  interchangeable  tickets  over  the 
lines  of  the  other.  To  this  judgment  of  the 
court  the  defendant  companies,  in  their  bill 
of  exceptions,  assign  error. 

1.  It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  de- 
fendants' counsel  called  upon  the  plaintiff 
or  its  attorneys  to  produce,  upon  notice 
which  had  been  duly  served,  the  contracts 
between  the  parties  petitioning  the  governor 
to  direct  the  suit  brought,  and  also  the  con- 
tract under  which  the  attorneys  filing  the 
suit  were  employed.  In  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions complaint  is  made  that  the  court  erred 
in  not  requiring  the  production  of  the  pa- 
pers called  for.  In  the  argument  of  the  case 
here  in  behalf  of  plaintiffs  in  error,  it  is 
contended  that  the  contracts  made  by  the 
parties  petitioning  the  governor  would  have 
disclosed  that  rival  interests  were  actuating 
this  proceeding,  and  that  the  contracts  be- 
tween counsel  for  defendant  in  error  and 
their  clients  would  have  disclosed  that  their 
authority  was  limited  to  appearing  before 
the  mayor  and  council  of  Atlanta  to  prevent 
the  removal  of  the  tracks  on  Richardson 
street  alone.  It  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  a  petition  was  presented  by  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Atlanta  Railway  Company  to  the- 
city  council  of  Atlanta,  asking  for  the  privi- 
lege of  removing  the  tracks  of  that  oompanj' 
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<m  Richardson  street.  This  was  protested 
•aeainst  by  certain  citizens  on  that  street, 
hereupon  the  application  for  removal  of 
«uch  tracks  was  withdrawn  hj  the  president 
of  that  company.  It  further  apfxears  that 
the  names  of  those  persons  appearing  in  the 
petition  presented  to  the  governor  for  this 
«uit  were  some  of  the  citizens  on  that  street. 
We  think  it  was  immaterial  in  this  case  to 
liave  entered  into  an  investigation  as  to  the 
motives  of  the  parties  who  petitioned  the 
^vemor  for  the  institution  of  this  suit,  with 
the  view  of  determining  whether  the  cause 
of  action  was  properly  brought.  That  ques- 
tion— a?  to  whether  the  action  is  well 
brought  or  maintainable — ^must  necessarily 
depend  upon  the  pleadings  before  the  court 
trying  the  case,  and  the  evidence  introduced 
in  support  thereof.  The  court  trying  the  is- 
«ue  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  motives  ac- 
tuating the  parties  who  instigated  the  pro- 
ceedings before  the  governor.  The  governor 
is  presumed  to  take  care  of  himself  in  such 
matters,  and  we  do  not  think  that  his  action 
is  the  subject-matter  of  review  by  the  courts 
in  a  case  that  he  has  directed  to  be  brought. 
We  are  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  at' 
tomey  general  has  the  power  to  institute 
«uit8  necessary  to  the  protection  of  the  in- 
terests of  the  state  (in  a  case,  for  instance, 
where  the  state's  property  is  involved,  or 
where  public  righte  are  jeopardized)  with- 
out direction  from  the  governor;  but  when 
-directed  by  the  governor,  as  in  this  case,  to 
proceed,  he  has  no  discretion  in  the  matter, 
Dut  should  obey  the  mandates  of  the  chief 
-executive.  Whether  or  not  the  action  is 
miiintainable  is  dependent  at  last  upon  the 
pleadings  and  the  evidence  introduced  in 
•support  thereof,  and  not  upon  the  motives  in- 
«piring  those  at  whose  instence  the  governor 
'was  induced  to  order  the  suit  filed. 

2.  Among  the  several  grounds  of  demur- 
rer, the  main  one  that  seems  to  be  relied  up- 
on by  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error  is  that 
the  suit  was  improperly  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  state  for  injunction,  but  that 
quo  warranto  was  the  proper  remedy  for  the 
wrongs  complained  of,  and  the  proceeding 
should  be  on  the  relation  of  the  attorney 
^neral.  Upon  this  point  neither  the  au- 
thorities in  England  nor  in  this  country  are 
entirely  reconcilable;  some  holding  that  the 
remedy  by  injunction  in  favor  of  the  state 
will  not  lie  to  restrain  a  corporation  from 
the  exercise  of  powers  ultra  vires,  and  others 
holding  that  this  is  the  proper  remedy.  We 
liave  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  sounder 
reasoning  is  in  favor  of  allowing  to  the 
atate  relief  by  injunction  whenever  it  is  pro- 
ceeding in  the  interest  of  the  public  to  pre- 
vent a  threatened  injury.  As  harsh  as  the 
remdy  by  injunction  is  generally  considered, 
it  is  certainly  not  as  severe  as  would  be  a 
proceeding  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto, 
instituted  for  the  purpose  of  forfeiting  the 
charter  of  a  corporation.  The  one  is  insti- 
tuted, not  for  the  purpose  of  causing  a  de- 
struction of  the  corporation,  but  to  prevent 
it  from  entering  into  transactions  violative 
of  the  public  policy  of  the  stete,  and  to  pro- 
tect the  interest  of  the  publio  against  a 
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threatened  wrong.  The  other  remedy,  if  en- 
forced, would  cause  the  death  of  the  corpora- 
tion,— thus  forever  preventing  it  from  serv- 
ing the  public  intereete  or  meeting  the  public 
demands  upon  ite  business, — and  often  re- 
sult in  a  wreckage  of  the  property  of  ite 
owners.  We  can,  therefore,  see  no  reason 
why,  if  the  remedy  for  the  wrongs  threat- 
ened can  be  as  well  prevented  by  injunction, 
it  would  not  be  the  more  readily  and  prop- 
erly applied,  than  the  harsher  one  of  forfeit- 
ure or  confiscation.  This  question  is  dis- 
cussed in  2  Ck>ok,  Ck>rp.  p.  1223,  9  635.  It 
is  there  recognized  that  the  state  has  four 
remedies  for  relief  against  corporations  ex- 
ercising powers  ultra  vires:  (1)  The  legis- 
lature may  repeal  the  charter  of  the  corpora- 
tion, under  the  reserved  right  of  the  stete 
to  repeal;  (2)  or  the  stete  may  institute  a 
proceeding  to  forfeit  the  charter  for  misuser 
of  powers;  (3)  or  such  proceeding  may  be 
only  to  oust  the  corporation  from  the  exer- 
cise of  the  usurped  power;  (4)  or,  according 
to  some  authorities,  a  suit  may  be  com- 
menced in  equity  for  an  injunction  restrain- 
ing the  corporation  from  committing  the 
ultra  vires  acts.  On  page  1227,  however, 
the  author  says:  "It  is  very  doubtful 
whether  the  stete  may  file  a  bill  in  equity  to 
enjoin  a  corporation  from  committing  an  ul- 
tra vires  act.  The  remedy  of  the  stete  is 
quo  warranto."  The  author  recognizes,  how- 
ever, considerable  English  and  American 
authorities  to  the  contrary.  In  this  same 
connection  he  declares :  "The  stete  may  en- 
join a  railroad  corporation  from  purchasing 
a  competing  line  in  violation  of  the  Consti- 
tution," We  gather  from  the  entire  text 
that  the  author  seems  to  conclude  that  the 
weight  of  authority  is  that  the  remedy  of 
the  state  is  by  quo  warranto,  and  not  by  bill 
in  equity  for  an  injunction;  but  we  do  not 
think  all  the  authorities  cited  in  support  of 
the  text  fully  sustein  it.  For  instence,  in 
the  case  of  Atty,  Oen.  v.  Ch'eat  Northern  R, 
Co.  1  Drew.  &  S.  154,  it  was  held  that  the 
attorney  general  cannot  enjoin  a  corporate 
act  merely  because  it  is  ultra  vires.  Some 
injury  to  the  public  must  be  involved.  The 
attorney  general's  suit,  at  the  instance  of  a 
manufacturer,  to  enjoin  one  railroad  from 
leasing  its  rolling  stock  to  another,  failed. 
This  decision  probably  at  last  gives  the  clew 
by  which  apparent  conflict  of  authorities  on 
this  subject  may  be  reconciled,  and  we  think 
it  is  the  correct  doctrine.  The  stete  has  no 
right  to  an  adjudication  by  the  courts  de- 
claring void  such  contracts  merely  and  solely 
for  the  reason  that  they  are  ultra  vires,  but 
phe  is  entitled  to  this  relief  when  injury  to 
the  public  is  involved. 

This  question  was  directly  made  in  the 
case  of  Louisville  d  N,  R.  Co.  v.  Com.  97  Ky. 
676,  31  8.  W.  476.  It  was  there  held:  "A 
court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  in  an  action 
by  the  stete  to  enjoin  a  corporation  from  ex- 
ceeding ite  chartered  powers,  or  doing  acte 
otherwise  illegal  and  injurious  to  the  pub- 
lic. Therefore  the  stete  may  by  injunction 
prevent  a  railroad  company  from  consum- 
mating the  purchase  of  a  'parallel  or  com- 
peting line'  in  violation  of  §  201  of  the  state 
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Constitution."  This  case  was  carried  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States^  and 
there  the  judgment  was  affirmed.  See  Louia- 
ville  d  N.  R,  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  161  U.  S.  677, 
40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  714.  In 
Atty.  Qen.  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co,  35 
Wis.  425  et  seq,,  this  right  of  the  state,  actr 
ing  through  the  attorney  general,  and  the 
remedy  by  injunction,  are  clearly  recognized. 
See  headnotes  4  and  43.  In  Uiat  case  an 
elaborate  opinion  was  written,  thoroughly 
discussing  this  subject,  which  will  appear  on 
pages  523  to  553,  where  the  decisions  both 
in  £ngland  and  this  country  are  well  con- 
sidered and  analyzed.  It  was  there  conclud- 
ed that  the  English  court  of  chancery  enter- 
tains jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  and  it  was 
declared  that  the  ''English  books  leave  little 
room  for  a  denial  of  such  jurisdiction."  On 
page  532  it  is  stated:  "We  have  not  found 
this  jurisdiction  as  directly  and  succinctly 
stated  in  American  treatises  as  in  English, 
although  it  is  fully  recognized  by  the  best 
of  our  elementary  writers."  The  author 
quotes  from  2  Redf.  Railways,  the  following 
principle:  ''Injunctions  in  courts  of  equity, 
to  restrain  railways  from  exceeding  the  pow- 
ers of  their  charters,  or  committing  irrepar- 
able injury  to  other  persons,  natural  or  arti- 
ficial, have  been  common  for  a  long  time  in 
England  and  this  country."  Says  the  court 
in  the  Wisconsin  case  above  cited,  on  page 
524,  in  speaking  of  the  right  to  proceed  by 
injunction:  "It  seems  to  proceed  on  the 
presumption  that  it  may  better  serve  the 
public  interest  to  restrain  a  corporation  than 
to  punish  it  by  penal  remedies,  or  to  forfeit 
its  charter."  In  Atiy.  Qen.  v.  Delaware  d 
B.  B.  R.  Co.  27  N.  J.  Eq.  631,  it  was  decided: 
"The  attorney  general  has  the  right,  where 
the  property  of  the  sovereiffn  or  the  inter- 
ests of  the  public  are  directly  concerned,  to 
institute  suit  for  their  protection  by  an  in- 
formation at  law  or  in  equity,  without  a  re- 
lator." See  also  Stockton  v.  Central  R.  Co. 
50  N.  J.  Eq.  52,  17  L.  R.  A.  97,  24  Atl.  964, 
where  the  court  enjoined  a  lease,  upon  ap- 
plication of  the  attorney  general,  when  its 
effect  was  to  create  a  combination  in  trans- 
portation of  coal,  and  to  destroy  competition 
in  production  and  sale.  See  also  State  v. 
Merchants*  Ins.  d  Trust  Co.  8  Humph.  235, 
254,  where  an  insurance  company  was  re- 
strained from  banking.  We  quote  the  fol- 
lowing from  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  p.  1623,  S  1093 : 
"When  the  managing  body  are  doing  or  are 
about  to  do  an  ultra  vires  act,  of  such  a  na- 
ture as  to  produce  public  mischief,  the  at- 
torney general,  as  the  representative  of  the 
public  and  of  the  government,  may  maintain 
an  equitable  suit  for  preventive  relief."  In 
a  note  to  that  text  it  is  recognized  that  some 
of  the  cases  seem  to  hold  that  the  attorney 
general  may  thus  interfere  to  restrain  every 
ultra  vires  proceeding  of  a  corporation,  on 
the  ground  that  the  public  and  governmental 
rights  must  necessarily  be  invaded  thereby. 
But  it  is  declared,  "The  later  decisions,  how- 
ever, have  established  the  limitation  as 
stated  in  the  text." 

As  far  as  our  investigation  has  extended 
in  reviewing  the  authorities  cited  to  the  con- 
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trary  in  the  text-books  and  by  counsel  for 
plaintiffs  in  error,  we  fail  to  find  such  con- 
tiict  as  seems  to  be  contended  for.  For  in- 
stance, in  the  case  of  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Tudor  Io9 
Co.  104  Mass.  239,  6  Am.  Rep.  227,  it  waa 
simply  decided  that  there  was  no  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity  of  an  information  by  the  at- 
torney general  against  a  private  trading  cor- 
poration whose  proceedings  are  not  »Lown 
to  have  injured  or  endangered  any  public  or 
private  rights,  and  are  objected  to  solely  on 
the  ground  that  they  are  not  authorized  by 
the  act  of  incorporation,  and  are  therefore 
against  public  policy.  Gray,  J.,  in  his  opin- 
ion in  that  case,  on  page  242,  Am.  Rep.,  page 
230,  draws  a  clear  distinction  between  that 
case  and  modern  English  cases  upon  the  sub- 
ject. He  says :  "The  modern  English  cases 
cited  in  support  of  this  information  were  of 
suits  against  public  bodies  or  officers  exceed- 
ing the  powers  conferred  upon  them  by  law» 
or  against  corporations  vested  with  the  pow- 
er oi  eminent  domain,  and  doing  acts  wnich 
were  deemed  inconsistent  with  rights  of  the 
public."  In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Vtioa  Ins.  Co.  2 
Johns.  Ch.  371,  it  was  held  that  equity  had 
no  jurisdiction  over  offenses  against  a  pub- 
lic statute,  or  to  restrain  a  person  from 
carrying  on  business  of  banking  in  violaticm 
of  a  certain  act  of  the  legislature;  and  a 
motion  to  enjoin  by  the  attorney  general  waa 
refused.  But  in  the  opinion  delivered  in 
that  case,  on  page  377,  it  was  stated  that  the 
acts  complained  of  were  too  much  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  criminal  offense,  penalty  being  pre- 
scribed therefor  by  the  statute ;  and  on  pages 
378-380  of  the  same  opinion  it  appears  that 
no  public  mischief  was  threatened  in  that 
case,  and  hence  it  was  distinguished  from 
several  cases  cited  in  which  this  remedy  was 
recognized  as  a  proper  one  in  case  public  in- 
terests were  involved.  Our  conclusion,  there- 
fore, both  from  reason  and  a  decided  weight 
of  authority,  is  that  the  state,  in  her  sov- 
ereign capacity,  can  appeal  to  the  courts  for 
relief  by  injunction,  whenever  either  her 
property  is  involved,  or  public  interests  are 
threatened  and  jeopardized  by  any  corpora- 
tion— especially  one  of  a  public  nature,  like 
a  railroad  company — seeking  to  transcend  its 
powers  and  to  violate  the  public  policy  of 
the  state.  We  think  this  court  has  clearly 
recognized  this  sovereign  right  of  the  state. 
As  stated  by  Judge  Warner  in  case  of  Cen- 
tral R.  d  Bkg.  Co.  V.  Macon,  43  Ga.  642: 
"If  the  state  had  any  interest  in  the  contro- 
versy, it  was  in  her  sovereign  capacity,  as 
the  representative  of  the  whole  people  of  the 
state,  and  should  have  appeared  before  the 
court  in  her  sovereign  capacity,  by  the  ap- 
propriate mode  of  procedure  in  such  cases." 
We  are  equally  well  satisfied  of  the  correct- 
ness of  the  proposition  that,  if  the  state  has 
no  interest  in  tJie  matter  in  controversy,  she 
will  not  be  heard  to  ask  for  such  extraordi- 
nary relief,  and  she  can  have  no  interest  un- 
less her  property  rights  or  the  public  inter- 
ests ane  involved.  The  allegations  in  the  pe- 
tition for  such  relief  in  this  case  are  suffi- 
ciently full,  clear,  and  explicit  touching  the 
rights  of  'the  public  involved  to  give  the 
court  jurisdiction  of  the  complaint,  and  we 
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therefore  think  there  was  no  error  in  over- 
Tuling  the  demurrer  to  the  petition. 

It  is  further  contended  by  counsel  for 
plaintiffs  in  error  that  the  constitutional 
provision  in  question  is  not  self-active,  and 
that  some  legislation  was  necessary  in  order 
to  ghre  a    court   of    equity  jurisdiction  to 

frant  the  extraordinary  relief  prayed  for. 
his  question  was  practically  decided  in  the 
case  of  State  v.  Central  of  Georgia  B.  Co, 
(decided  at  this  term)  35  S.  £.  37,  where  it 
was  held  that  the  provision  in  the  Constitu- 
tion in  question  declared  no  new  principle, 
but  was  simply  the  embodiment  of  the  com- 
mon law.  In  sustaining  the  jurisdiction  of 
courts  of  chancery  in  such  matters,  both  in 
England  and  this  country,  the  decisions  are 
resuly  based  upon  the  principles  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  not  upon  special  legislation 
prescribing  the  particular  procedure  that 
should  be  instituted  in  court  in  such  cases. 
This  will  clearly  appear  by  an  investigation 
into  the  cases  above  cited. 

3.  It  is  further  contended  that  under  the 
Constitution  (Civil  Code,  S  5800)  the  pro- 
vision in  relation  to  corporations  buying 
shares  or  stock  in  any  other  corporation  has 
no  reference  whatever  to  the  effect  of  such 
purchases  upon  competition  or  monopoly, 
and  that  they  are  absolutely  void,  although 
they  may  have  no  tendency  to  defeat  or  less- 
en competition  or  to  encourage  monopoly. 
We  think  that  this  is  an  entire  misconcep- 
tion of  this  provision  in  the  Constitution. 
The  prohibition  against  the  legislative  grant 
to  corporations  of  power  to  buy  shares  of 
stock  in  another  corporation  is  clearly  qual- 
ified by  that  portion  of  the  section  cited 
which  restricts  such  purchases  only  when 
they  have  the  effect,  or  are  intended  to  have 
the  effect,  to  defeat  or  lessen  competition  in 
their  respective  businesses,  or  to  encourage 
monopoly.  This  necessarily  follows  from 
the  punctuation  of  the  clause  itself.  That 
portion  of  it  in  relation  to  the  purchase  of 
shares  or  stock  is  only  separated  from  the 
balance  of  the  sentence  by  a  comma,  and  the 
relative  clause  that  follows  with  the  words 
"which  may  have  the  effect,"  we  think,  was 
evidently  intended  to  relate  to  what  was  said 
about  shares  and  stock,  just  as  much  as  to 
the  words  "contract  or  agreement."  If  the 
convention  that  framed  the  Constitution  in- 
tended to  enact  an  absolute  prohibition 
against  the  purchase  of  shares  or  stock  by 
one  corporation  from  another,  their  mean- 
ing could  have  been  made  manifest  and  clear 
by  a  separation  of  the  first  clause,  either  by 
a  period  or  semicolon  from  what  followed; 
and.  If  such  had  been  the  purpose  of  the 
convention,  the  construction  of  the  sentence, 
as  to  its  punctuation,  would  evidently  have 
been  quite  different.  Besides,  the  view  of  an 
absolute  prohibition  of  such  a  sale  and  pur- 
chase would  be  entirely  inconsistent  with  the 
provision  in  the  Constitution  just  preceding, 
embodied  in  9  5799  of  the  Civil  Code.  In 
that  section  the  policy  is  indicated  of  encour- 
aging "any  existing  road  to  take  stock  in  or 
aid  in  the  building  of  any  branch  road.'' 
Our  view  of  this  question  has  been  the  uni- 
form construction  placed  upon  this  provision 
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in  the  Constitution  by  the  legislature  after 
its  adoption.  One  of  the  first  charters  grant* 
ed  by  the  l^islature  after  the  adoption  of 
this  Constitution  will  be  found  in  Acts  1878- 
79,  p.  196,  where  the  power  of  a  corporation 
to  invest  its  money  "in  any  good  stocks" 
was  granted.  Various  acts  were  passed  by 
subsequent  l^islatures  delegating  to  corpo- 
rations the  power  of  purchasing  and  selling 
stock.  It  is  true,  such  acts  would  be  void 
if  clearly  shown  to  be  in  violation  of  a  con- 
stitutional provision;  but  we  think  the  legis- 
lative construction  in  this  matter  was  rea- 
sonable and  proper,  and,  if  there  be  any  seri- 
ous doubt  as  to  what  the  convention  meant 
by  the  words  employed,  the  benefit  should  be 
given  to  the  interpretation  placed  upon  it  by 
the  legislative  branch  of  the  government,  and 
acted  on  for  over  twenty  years  by  the  people 
of  the  state  in  transactions  involving  im- 
portant rights.  See  Pulaski  County  v. 
Thompson,  83  Ga,  274,  275,  9  S.  E.  1065.  We 
are  cited  by  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error 
to  the  decision  of  Judge  Speer  in  the  case  of 
Hamilton  v.  Savannah,  F.  d  W.  R.  Co,  49 
Fed.  Rep.  412.  It  will  be  seen  in  the  opin- 
ion, on  page  422,  that  Judge  Speer  indorsed 
a  statement  relating  to  this  question,  made 
by  Mr.  Walter  G.  Charlton,  in  which  an  an- 
alysis of  the  section  of  the  Constitution  un- 
der consideration  was  made,  to  the  effect  that 
what  the  provision  meant  was  that  the  gen- 
eral assembly  shall  have  no  power  to  author- 
ize any  corporation  to  buy  shares  or  stock  in 
any  other  corporation  in  this  state  or  else- 
where, which  may  have  the  effect,  or  be  in- 
tended to  have  the  effect,  to  defeat  or  lessen 
competition  in  their  respective  businesses. 

4.  It  was  further  contended  by  counsel  for 
plaintiffs  in  error  that  street-railway  com- 
panies, from  their  very  nature,  do  not  fall 
within  the  provisions  of  statutes  or  consti- 
tutions prohibiting  combinations  to  defeat 
competition.  From  the  language  in  9  5800, 
it  was  evidently  the  intent  to  apply  the 
principle  to  all  corporations ;  for  it  declares. 
The  general  assembly  of  this  state  shall 
have  no  power  to  authorize  any  corporation 
to  buy  snares  or  stock,"  etc.  There  is  cer- 
tainly, then,  nothing  in  the  words  to  au- 
thorize the  inference  that  street-railway 
companies  were  not  contemplated,  just  as 
much  as  any  other  corporation.  This  con- 
struction of  the  Constitution  was  placed  on 
it  by  the  legislature  under  Acts  1890-91,  p. 
170,  embodied  in  9  2184  of  the  Civil  Code. 
There  the  power  was  given  street-railroad 
companies  to  lease  or  sell  their  roads,  fran- 
chises, and  other  property  to  any  other  cor- 
poration for  street-railroad  purposes;  but  it 
is  stipulated  that  the  act  snail  not  be  con- 
strued to  authorize  any  such  company  to 
sell,  lease,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  any  of 
its  property  or  franchises  so  as  to  defeat  or 
lessen  competition  or  to  encourage  monopoly. 
The  only  authority  relied  on  by  counsel  is 
Booth,  Street  Railways,  S  429,  which  simply 
refers  to  a  decision  on  this  subject  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania.  The  case 
referred  to  is  Gyger  v.  Philadelphia  City 
Pass,  R.  Co.  136  Pa.  96,  auh  nom.  Montgom- 
ery V.  Philadelphia  City  Pass.  R.  Co,  9  L. 
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R.  A.  369»  20  Ail.  399.  It  was  simply  held 
in  that  case  that,  on  account  of  the  meaning 
in  which  the  terms  "railroad"  and  "railway" 
were  used  in  the  Constitution  of  Pennsylva- 
nia, the  word  "railroad"  applied  to  steam 
railroads  and  "railway"  to  street  railways, 
and  that  therefore  the  provision  in  the  Ck>n- 
«titution  against  consolidation  of  "railroads" 
with  parallel  or  competing  lines  did  not  ap- 
ply to  streetrrailwav  companies,  and  the  lat- 
ter, though  parallel,  would  not  be  enjoined 
from  consoliaating.  It  is  quite  patent,  then, 
that  this  authority  has  no  bearing  upon  the 
question  before  us;  for  the  word  employed 
in  the  Constitution  of  this  state  is  neither 
"railroad"  nor  "railway,"  but  "any  corpora- 
tion." It  is  true,  it  may  be  a  much  more  dif- 
ficult matter  to  show  that  by  a  consolida- 
tion of  street  railways  in  a  populous  city 
any  effect  is  had  upon  competition  and  mo- 
nopoly contemplated  by  the  Constitution. 
On  page  108,  136  Pa.,  page  371,  9  L.  R.  A., 
And  page  400,  20  Atl.,  in  the  Pennsylvania 
•case  cited,  Green^  J.,  delivering  the  opinion, 
said:  "It  is  quite  clear  that  the  sense  of 
'competing,'  which  is  the  essential  sense  of 
the  prohibition,  is  not  applicable  to  the 
travel  upon  the  streets  of  cities  and  towns 
over  passenger  railways."  He  further  said : 
''The  travel  over  parallel  streets  is  not  nec- 
essarily a  competing  travel.  Each  street 
has  travel  of  its  own,  which  is  conducted 
upon  its  own  railway."  But  the  argument 
of  the  court  in  that  case  only  tends  to  show 
the  greater  difficulty  in  showing  a  defeating 
or  lessening  of  competition,  to  the  injury  of 
the  public,  by  combining  two  parallel  street- 
car lines,  than  would  be  the  case  between  two 
steam  railroads  engaged  in  competition  for 
traffic  between  distant  points.  The  question 
is,  at  last,  one  of  fact,  and,  in  ite  adjudica- 
tion in  any  particular  case,  the  oourte  should 
be  governed  by  the  fundamental  principle  as 
to  whether  there  was  such  a  creation  of  a 
monopoly  or  defeating  of  competition  as 
would  result  in  injury  to  the  public. 

6.  It  is  further  insisted  that  the  Trust 
Company  of  Georgia  has,  under  its  charter, 
no  power  to  purchase  stock  in  other  corpora- 
tions. It  is  claimed  that  it  was  chartered  as 
a  banking  company,  and  that  the  investing 
in  stock  in  railrosud  companies  has  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  the  business  for  which 
it  was  created.  It  is  true  that  this  trust 
company  was  incorporated,  by  an  act  ap- 
proved September  21,  1891,  as  the  Commer- 
oial  Travellers'  Savings  Bank.  See  2  Acte 
1890-01,  pp.  310-313.  That  act  was  amend- 
ed so  as  to  change  the  name  and  capital 
stock.  See  Acte  1893,  p.  142.  In  the  orig- 
inal act  are  incorporated,  and  made  a  part 
of  ite  charter,  the  provisions  in  SS  6,  7,  8, 
and  11  of  an  act  to  incorporate  the  Ogle- 
thorpe Savings  &  Trust  Company,  approved 
December  18, 1886.  By  reference  to  the  pro- 
visions in  that  act,  it  will  be  seen  tiiat  there 
was  an  unmistakable  delegation  of  power  by 
the  legislature  to  this  Commercial  Travelers' 
Savings  Bank  (now  known  as  the  Trust 
Company  of  Georgia)  to  purchase  stock.  It 
further  appears  from  the  record  that,  while 
it  was  chartered  m  a  hanking  company, 
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other  powers  were  given  it,  'almost  ad  infini- 
tum, and  that  the  main  business  it  has  been 
following  is  that  of  a  trust  company,  rather 
than  a  regular  banking  company.  It  is  in- 
sisted by  counsel  that  there  was  at  common 
law  no  power  in  any  corporation  to  purchase 
stock  in  another;  but  it  is  equally  true  that 
at  common  law  corporations  had  no  power 
to  make  contracte,  or  enter  into  transactions 
that  would  defeat  competition  or  promote 
mono{>oly.  But  it  has  never  been  questioned 
that,  in  the  absence  of  any  constitutional 
provision  on  the  subject,  the  legislature  can 
confer  such  power  upon  corporations.  1^ 
truth  is  that  a  corporation,  which  is  a  crea- 
ture of  the  stete,  can  exercise  no  power  ex- 
cept what  is  delegated  to  it,  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly, by  ite  creator,  the  legislature.  This 
power  of  purchasing  stock  the  Trust  Com- 
pany of  Georgia  has,  under  ite  charter,  and 
the  only  limitation  upon  it  is  that  it  cannot 
exercise  it  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  mo- 
nopoly or  defeating  competition,  to  the  in- 
jury of  the  public 

6.  The  only  question  remaining  in  this 
case  for  consideration  is  whether  or  not,  un- 
der the  evidence  before  the  judge  below  on 
the  trial  of  this  application  for  temporary 
injunction,  such  wrong,  injury,  or  damage  to 
the  public  intereste  was  either  contemplated 
or  tnreatened  as  would  justify  a  court  of 
equity  in  granting  the  prayers  of  the  peti- 
tion. The  interpretation  given  the  word 
"competition"  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Central 
of  Georgia  R.  Co,  (decided  at  this  term)  35 
S.  £.  37,  renders  it  unnecessary  to  enter  into 
a  further  discussion  of  that  subject  It  is 
well  enough,  however,  to  bear  in  mind  in  this 
connection  the  vast  difference  between  the 
business  of  street-railway  companies,  con- 
structed generally  simply  for  the  purpose  of 
passenger  travel  from  one  portion  of  a  city 
to  another,  and  steam-railroad  companies, 
whose  business  is  the  transportation  of 
freight  and  passengers  for  long  distances, 
and  involving  business  in  extensive  territory. 
The  Atlanta  Railway  &  Power  Company 
(formerly  known  as  the  Consolidated  Street- 
Railway  Company)  owned  and  operated 
about  65  miles  of  street-car  lines.  This  com- 
pany was  formed  in  1891  by  a  consolidation 
of  half  a  dozen  street-car  companies,  each  of 
which  operated  independently  a  line  of  small 
mileage, — some  run  oy  dummy,  and  some  by 
horse  or  mule  power,  and  none  of  them  hav- 
ing systems  of  transfers,  or  extending 
through  lines  across  the  city.  The  evidence 
shows  that  in  many  instances  these  lines 
were  parallel  to  each  other,  running  upon 
streets  only  a  block  apart  for  considerable 
distenees,  and  at  many  places  crossing  or  in- 
tersecting each  other.  These  systems  were 
in  1891  brought  together  and  consolidated, 
not  only  under  authority  given  by  the  city 
council  of  Atlante,  but  under  general  and 
special  legislative  enactmente  of  the  general 
assembly.  Bee  Civil  Code,  fi  2184.  For  the 
special  act  on  this  subject,  see  Acte  1890-01, 
vol.  1,  p.  279,  where  the  MetropoliUn  Street- 
Railroad  Company  was  authorized  to  extend 
and  operate  ite  road  in  any  part  of  Dekalb 
and  Cobb  counties,  increase  ite  stock  to  $1,- 
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000,000,  and  to  sell  its  railroad  property 
«nd  franchises  to  any  otlier  company;  also 
to  purchase  property  and  franchises  of  any 
other  company,  or  to  unite  with  the  same, 
and  in  such  event  to  change  Its  name  to  the 
Consolidated  Street-Railroad  Company,  of 
Atlanta.  See  also  special  acts  in  same  vol- 
ume, on  pages  283,  340.  After  this  consol- 
idation the  lines  were  electrically  equipped. 
It  does  not  appear  that  there  has  heen  any 
opposition  to  this  consolidation  during  the 
oight  or  nine  years  of  its  operation,  and  the 
record  indicates  that  it  was  of  great  benefit 
to  the  public,  by  the  connection  of  discon- 
nected lines,  and  affording  to  the  public  gen- 
erally much  greater  facilities  for  transporta- 
tion. The  other  defendant,  the  Atlanta 
Railway  Company,  comprised  a  system  of 
4tbout  15  miles  of  street-car  lines.  It  was 
composed  of  two  companies,  known  as  the 
Atlanta  Street-Railroad  Company  and  the 
Atlanta  Traction  Company.  These  two 
•companies  after  existing  for  several  years, 
t)ecame  unsuccessful  in  business,  passed  into 
the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and  were  finally  oon- 
aolidated  by  purchase  and  combination  as  the 
Atlanta  Railway  Company.  This  last-named 
•company  has  never  paid  any  dividends  to  its 
stockholders,  acooraing  to  the  evidence,  and 
liad  acquired  from  the  city  franchises  to  en- 
ter territory  into  which  no  street-car  lines 
tiad  been  built^  but,  for  want  of  means,  was 
unable  to  avail  itself  of  this  privilege.  It  is 
contended  in  behalf  of  counsel  for  Vie  Trust 
Company  of  Georgia  that  that  company  real- 
ized that  the  Atlanta  Railway  Company  was 
not  in  a  position  to  complete  the  lines  under 
the  franchises  it  had  acquired,  thus  making 
of  it  a  really  important  system,  and  if  the 
lines  of  that  company  should  then  be  con- 
nected with  those  of  the  Atlanta  Railway  & 
Power  Company,  and  transfers  issued  to  and 
from  all  the  lines  of  the  entire  system,  there 
would  be  an  increase  in  the  volume  of  busi- 
ness, because  of  increase  in  facilities  to  the 
public,  and  that  the  public  would  even  be 
more  benefited  by  this  arrangement  than  it 
bad  been  by  the  consolidation  in  1801.  It 
was  made  patent  that  with  the  disconnected 
lines  a  passenger,  by  paying  the  usual  fare 
of  5  cents,  could  only  go  in  one  direction,  and 
only  to  a  point  on  the  line  which  he  first 
takes;  and,  with  the  separate  lines  connect- 
•ed,  one  could  start  upon  any  line  of  the  sys- 
tem, and  for  the  same  fare,  by  procuring  a 
transfer  to  any  other  line  in  the  system,  he 
•could  reach  at  the  same  expense  any  point 
upon  any  of  the  lines  that  are  controlled  by 
the  entire  system.  It  further  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  a  street-car  company  could 
not  be  operated,  except  at  a  loss,  unless  there 
was  considerable  patronage  from  those  resi- 
lient along  the  route  of  line  it  operated ;  that 
•shortrtrip  passengers  left  a  profit  with  the 
company  which  would  pay  tne  expenses  of 
transporting  the  one  taking  the  Ions  trip. 
"We  think  the  evidence  in  tnis  record  iulij 
•sustains  the  conclusion,  to  say  the  least  of  it, 
that  the  consolidation  of  these  two  lines 
would  nrobably  lead  to  granting  the  public 
generally  along  their  routes  greater  and  less 
expensive  facilities  and  conveniences  of 
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transportation.  This  is  certainly  a  most 
important  consideration,  when  a  court  of 
chancery  is.  appealed  to,  to  restrain  by  in- 
junction the  accomplishment  of  such  an  end, 
for  the  only  business  of  street-car  companies 
is  the  transportation  of  passengers  who  pat- 
ronize their  lines.  This  record  indicates 
there  was  on  the  trial  below  testimony  from 
over  100  witnesses  to  the  effect  that  a  com- 
bination of  these  two  systems  as  contem- 
plated would  inure  to  the  general  interests 
of  the  people  interested  in  the  operation  of 
these  roads  as  means  of  transportation. 
After  a  careful  review  of  the  entire  testi- 
mony in  the  case,  which  consumed  about  one 
and  one  half  days  of  our  time  in  its  investiga- 
tion, we  have  reached  the  conclusion  that 
there  is  really  no  serious  conflict  among  the 
witnesses  touching  the  general  effect  upon  the 
public  interest  of  the  transactions  sought  to 
be  enjoined.  The  main  point  of  conflict  seems 
to  us  to  be  limited  to  certain  intersections 
and  terminal  points  of  these  two  railway 
companies.  There  was  quite  a  quantity  of 
evidence  introduced  in  behalf  of  the  state 
showing  competition  at  some  intersections  of 
these  roads  within  the  city,  and  also  at  some 
of  their  terminal  points.  There  was,  on  the 
other  hand,  much  evidence  in  behalf  of  the 
railway  companies  showing  that  whatever 
competition  existed  at  these  points  was  insig- 
nificant in  its  nature,  and  amounted  to  noth- 
ing compared  to  the  extent  of  the  business 
transacted  by  the  companies.  There  was 
testimony  in  behalf  of  the  state  to  the  effect 
that^  while  these  two  lines  were  running  ab- 
solutelv  independent  one  of  the  other, 
schedules  at  some  points  were  so  arranged 
as  to  be  more  convenient  to  the  public;  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  there  was  testimony  in 
behalf  of  the  railway  companies  to  show  that 
at  other  points  schedules  and  accommoda- 
tions to  uie  public  were  increased  since  the 
two  roads  were  acting  more  in  harmony  one 
with  the  other.  In  this  connection  we  will 
allude  to  the  Decatur  lines  of  the  two  roads 
as  being  the  lines  which,  counsel  seem  to  in- 
sist upon,  were  most  strongly  in  competition 
with  one  another.  This  line  of  the  power 
company  runs  from  near  the  center  of  the 
city  of  Decatur,  on  the  north  side  of  the 
stream  railroad.  The  other  line  also  runs 
from  near  the  center  of  the  city,  on  the  south 
side  of  the  steam  railroad.  They  both  termi- 
nate in  the  town  of  Decatur,  at  points  about 
600  or  more  feet  apart.  Under  the  evidence 
there  was  no  competition  whatever,  it  seems, 
between  them  after  leaving  Decatur  along 
their  routes  to  the  city,  their  distahce  being 
about  a  mile  or  more  apart ;  and  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  amount  of  business  at  Decsr 
tur,  where  there  was  some  competition  for 
passengers  en  route  to  Atlanta,  did  not 
amount  to  more  than  8  per  cent  of  the  entire 
business  of  the  line.  We  will  not  undertake 
to  give  in  this  connection  a  synopsis  of  the 
conflicting  evidence  touching  the  competing 
points  on  these  lines  particularly  at  Grant 
Park,  Oakland,  Ft.  McPherson,  and  some 
points  of  intersection  on  the  streets.  Our 
conclusion  is  that  the  evidence,  fairly  consid- 
ered,  is  that  the  competition  at  these  point* 
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it  unimportant  and  insignificant  when  com- 
pared to  what  appears  to  be  the  general  in* 
terests  of  the  public,  and  to  the  amount  of 
business  done  hj  these  companies  along  their 
lines  where  no  manner  of  competition  exists 
at  all.  Street-car  companies,  like  all  other 
transportaUcMi  companies,  should  be  oper- 
ated in  such  a  way  as  to  afford  the  greatest 
convenience,  comfort,  and  facilities  for 
traveling  to  the  greatest  number  of 
people  who  live  near  enough  their 
lines  to  want,  and  to  be  able  readily,  to 
use  them  for  transportation.  It  is  utterly 
impracticable  for  the  same  facilities  to  be 
granted  every  one,  so  that  the  people  at 
every  point  would  fare  exactly  alike;  and, 
when  tne  question  arises  whether  a  few  shall 
suffer  some  inconsiderable  inconvenience  by 
the  inauguration  of  a  system  which  is  of  ad- 
vantage to  the  general  public,  we  know  of 
no  safer  principle  to  apply  than  the  old 
adage  of  'hhe  greatest  good  to  the  greatest 
number."  In  any  event,  as  we  think  we 
have  shown  both  by  reason  and  authority, 
whenever  the  state  proceeds  in  such  a  matter 
in  its  sovereign  capacity,  in  law  the  founda- 
tion of  its  action  must  be  based  upon  the 
public  good,  and  when  it  fails  to  show  any 
danger  to  the  public  interests  a  right  of  ac- 
tion of  this  sort  fails. 

The  judge  below,  in  his  decision,  states 
that  the  determination  of  the  matter  before 
him  "rests  upon  the  finding  as  to  the  truth 
of  the  following  questions  of  fact,  viz, :  Does 
the  consolidation  of  these  two  street  rail- 
roads in  question  defeat  competition  at  any 
point  on  any  of  their  lines?  Does  it  tend  to 
defeat  competition  f  Does  it  lessen  competi- 
tion T  If  either  proposition,  under  the  evi- 
dence offered,  is  determined  in  favor  of  the 
petitioner,  then  such  consolidation  will  be 
violative  of  the  organic  law  of  the  state,  and 
will  not  be  permitted."  It  is  true,  this  court 
has  repeatedly  decided,  and  it  is  unquestion- 
ably a  sound  rule  in  such  matters,  that  when 
a  decision  of  the  court  below  granting  an  in- 
terlocutory injunction  is  based  upon  a  con- 
flict of  evidence,  if  there  be  sufficient  testi- 
mony to  sustain  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below,  under  the  law,  its  discretion  in  grant- 
ing or  refusing  an  injunction  will  not  be 
controlled.  The  question  involved  in  this 
case,  as  well  as  in  nearly  all  cases  which  are 
litigated,  depends  upon  the  facts  developed 
by  the  evidence.  But  evidently,  from  the  de- 
cision itself,  we  think  the  judge  below,  in 
reaching  a  conclusion  on  the  case,  has  ap- 
plied to  it  a  wrong  principle  of  law.  His 
conclusion  is  that  if  the  consolidation  of  the 
two  street  railroads  defeats  competition  at 
any  point  on  any  of  their  lines,  or  tends  to 
defeat  such  competition,  or  lessen  it,  the 
oourts  will  interfere  to  restrain  and  set  aside 
such  a  combination.  This  thought  in  his 
opinion,  coupled  with  the  character  of  the 
evidence  in  this  record,  which  we  have  only 
in  general  terms  undertaken  to  outline 
above,  we  think  necessarily  leads  to  the  con- 
elusion  of  misconception  on  the  part  of  the 
|udge  below  as  to  the  true  meaning  and  spir- 
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it  of  the  Gonstitution  and  laws  of  the  state 
on  this  subject,  aa  construed  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  State  v.  Central  of  Georgia  R^ 
Co,  We  therefore  conclude  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  granting  the  injunc- 
tion prayed  for  should  be  revers^. 

We  have  said  nothing  in  the  foregoing 
opinion  touching  the  allegations  in  the  plead- 
ings and  the  evidence  in  regard  to  the  Atlan- 
ta Railway  Company  removing  its  tracka 
from  Richardson  street.  The  judge  below,  m 
his  judgment,  enjoins  the  street-railriad 
companies  from  taking  up  any  of  the  tracka 
of  tneir  respective  lines.  In  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions the  plaintififs  in  error  expressly  "ex- 
cept to  so  much  of  the  order  as  prohibita 
them  from  taking  up  any  part  of  the  tracks 
of  their  respective  lines,  except  the  track  of 
the  Atlanta  Railway  Company  on  Richard- 
son street,  particularly  referred  to  in  the  pe- 
tition." The  effect  of  not  excepting  to  that 
portion  of  the  order  leaves  that  part  of  the 
court's  order  unaffected  by  this  judgment. 
In  giving  the  reasons  for  his  judgment,  the 
judge  below  says:  "Where  these  lines  are 
in  cities,  and  where  they  hold  their  fran- 
chises from  city  government,  it  is  possible 
for  them  to  be  controlled;  but  large  parts  of 
the  lines  of  each  of  these  companies  are  lo- 
cated outside  of  cities,  and  are  not  even  lo- 
cated on  public  roads."  We  think,however, 
in  the  consideraticm  of  this  case,  although 
some  of  the  lines  run  in  the  country  and  in 
an  adjoining  county,  yet  all  of  them  being 
connected  with  the  lines  permeating  the  iaty 
in  various  directions,  constituting  a  compar- 
atively small  portion  of  a  grand  system  of 
street  railways,  the  effect  of  consoUdatioD 
upon  the  public  generally  should  be  consid- 
ered, including,  not  only  the  intereats  of  the 
people  in  the  country, — and,  so  far  as  the 
record  discloses,  they  do  not  seem  to  be  com- 
plaining,— ^but  also  the  people  interested  in 
all  portions  of  the  lines.  In  the  latter  part 
of  his  decision  the  judge  states :  "Believing, 
further,  that  the  interests  of  the  two  defend- 
ant street-railroad  companies,  as  well  as 
those  of  the  public,  may  be  subserved  by  the 
interchange  of  business  between  said  roads, 
and  by  transfer  of  passengers  from  the  lines 
of  one  of  the  roads  to  those  of  the  other,  said 
companies  are  permitted  to  make  any  physi- 
cal connections  with  the  rails  of  each  other, 
and  they  are  further  permitted  to  enter  into 
any  traJfic  arrangement  which  may  be  neces- 
sary to  enable  each  of  said  companies  to 
grant  transfers  or  interchangeable  tickets 
over  the  lines  of  the  other."  The  evidence  is 
uncontradicted  that  the  purpose  of  the  trans- 
actions among  the  defendant  companies  was 
substantially  to  effect  this  result;  that  the 
trust  company  purchased  the  stock  in  both 
companies,  and  the  bonds  in  one  of  them, 
none  of  which  it  now  holds,  but,  it  seems,  had 
sold  or  hypothecated  them  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  money,  partly  with  the  view  of 
carrying  out  this  scheme,  and  also  with  the 
view  of  aiding  the  Atlanta  Railway  Com- 
pany in  completing  its  contemplated  line* 
through  territory  and  to  points  in  the  city 
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i^iere,  it  seenift,  there  are  but  little  or  no 
■treet-car  acoomiliodationB.  While  the 
Judge  seems  to  recognize  in  this  connection 
the  public  interests,  yet  the  effect  of  his  in- 
junction, it  seems  to  us,  would  be  to  restrain 
the  parties  in  such  a  way  that  they  could  not 


avail  themsdvet  of  the  means  of  acoomplisli- 
ing  the  end  which  he  himself  thinks  desira- 
ble. 
Judgment  reversed. 

All  the  Justices  ooncur. 
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TERRE  HAUTE  ft  INDIANAPOLIS  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  Appi,, 

V. 

Alfred  FOWLER,  Admr.  of  Robert  P.  Fow- 
ler, Deceased. 
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1.  Tbe  eondvetor  of  a  frelvlit  traln^ 
nrko  takefl  the  enrlne  and  voe«  for- 
iprard  m  mile  or  t^ro  from  a  station  by 
order  of  the  road  superintendent,  to  see 
whether  certain  culverts  are  safe,  or  whether 
they  have  been  Injured  by  a  recent  heaTy 
storm.  Is  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 
while  riding  on  the  oigine  between  two  of 
such  culverts  over  a  trestle,  which  breaks 
down,  causing  his  death. 

S.  The  breaking  of  a  railroad  treatle 
by  a  flood  and  the  drift  carried  thereby  ren- 
ders the  railroad  company  liable  to  an  em- 
ployee injured  thereby,  on  the  ground  of  neg- 
ligence. If  the  character  of  the  flood  and  drift 
is  such  as  might  reasonably  be  anticipated. 

S.  Tlio  aveatioa  vrlietlier  or  not  a  flood 
wliieli  broke  a  railroad  treatle  was 
such  as  could  have  been  reasonably  antici- 
pated is  for  the  Jury. 

4.  Tbe  negrllflreaeo  of  tbe  ooaductor  of 
a  freight  train  In  going  forward  with  the  en- 
gine to  examine  culverts  after  a  storm,  under 
the  order  of  the  roadmaster,  is  a  question 
for  the  Jury. 

(February  28,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Montgomery  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  negligent 
lulling  of  plaintiff's  intestate.  Afppned. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mesera.  John  O.  WilUanui  and  Thomas 
*  IXniittiiictoii  for  appellant. 

Meeara,  Oraae  9c  Andemon  for  appellee. 

Hadley,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  tbe  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Suit  by  appellee  to  recover  damages  for 
wrongfully  causing  the  death  of  Robert  P. 
Fowler.  After  formal  averments,  it  is  al- 
leged in  the  complaint  that  "for  twenty-flve 
years  prior  to  the  1st  day  of  March,  1806, 
aaid  road  was  carried  over  a  stream  in  said 


Note. — For  a  flood  considered  as  an  act  of 
God,  see  also  BIythe  v.  Denver  ft  R.  O.  R.  Co. 
(Colo.)  11  L.  R.  A.  616,  and  note;  also  Smith 
▼.  Western  Railway  of  Alabama  (Ala.)  11  L.  R. 
A.  610;  Long  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  14 
Ii.  R.  A.  741 :  Lang  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.) 
20  L.  R.  A.  860 ;  Libby  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (Me.) 
20  L.  R.  A.  812 ;  and  Wald  v.  Pittsburg,  C.  C. 
*  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (111.)  86  L.  R.  A.  856. 
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Montgomery  county,  known  at  "Walnut 
fork/  on  a  Howe  truss  bridge  of  one- span 
of  about  150  feet  between  the  abutments  on 
the  banks  of  said  stream;  that  the  bottom 
of  said  bridge  was  about  25  feet  above  the 
bed  of  said  stream,  which  at  that  point  con- 
sisted of  smooth  rock  in  place;  that  said 
stream  flowed  between  well-defined  banks 
about  150  feet  apart,  and  said  road  and  said 
bridge  crossed  said  stream  at  an  angle  of 
about  30  degrees;  that  said  stream,  at  the 
place  crossed  by  said  bridge,  haa  a  great 
fall,  and  for  some  distance  fuwve  said  bridge 
the  current  is  very  rapid,  and  the  stream 
approaches  said  bridge  upon  a  curve  or  bend, 
being  about  300  feet  up  stream  from  the 
bridge;  that  said  stream  nas  always  been  ac- 
customed to  sudden  and  great  floods,  rising 
with  great  rapidity,  and  carrying  great  quan- 
tities of  water  and  driftwood  down  said 
stream  and  under  said  bridge,  frequently  ris- 
ing to  a  height  of  12  or  15  feet  above  the 
ordinary  flow  of  the  water ;  that  frequently, 
during  the  time  prior  to  the  taking  down  of 
said  oridge,  as  hereinafter  alleged,  said 
stream  rose  suddenly  to  a  height  of  12  or 

15  feet  above  the  ordinary  st^e,  carrying 
with  it  large  quantities  of  driftwood,  con- 
sisting in  part  of  logs,  stumps,  and  tops  of 
large  trees,  all  of  which  safely  passed 
through  and  under  said  bridge  without  in- 
jury thereto  or  to  said  railroad,  of  all  of 
which  facts  then,  and  at  all  times  thereafter, 
the  defendant  had  full  notice  and  knowledge; 
that  on  the  said  1st  day  of  March,  1896,  the 
defendant  removed  said  bridge,  and  in  the 
place  thereof  carelessly,  negligently,  and  un- 
skilfully constructed  and  placed  on  the 
smooth  surface  of  the  bottom  rock  of  said 
stream  another  bridge,  consisting  of  a  series 
of  bents  constructed  of  pine  timber  about 

16  inches  square,  resting  on  mudsills  placed 
upon  the  smooth  surface  of  said  rock  bottom, 
without  stays  or  anchors  or  other  fastenings 
to  hold  them  in  place,  at  about  an  angle  of 
30  degrees  with  the  thread  of  the  stream, 
and  at  right  angles  with  the  line  of  said 
road ;  that  twelve  of  said  bents  were  placed 
parallel  to  each  other,  at  the  angle  and  in 
the  manner  aforesaid,  on  said  rock  bottom, 
12  feet  apart,  and  in  such  position  with  ref- 
erence to  said  stream  that  an  unobstructed 
opening  of  1  to  2  feet  was  left  for  the  pass- 
age of  water  and  driftwood  between  said 
bents;  that  said  bents  acted  as  an  obstruc- 
tion to  the  flow  of  said  stream,  and  caught 
the  driftwood  in  time  of  high  water;  that 
about  6  o'clock  on  the  afternoon  of  July  28, 
1806,  while  said  trestlework  was  standing  as 
aforesaid,  a  heavy  and  severe  rain  fell  in 
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eaid  oounty,  along  the  line  of  said  stream, 
above  said  larestlework,  and  said  stream  rose 
suddenly  to  a  height  of  about  10  feet  above 
the  ordinary  stage  of  said  stream,  carrying 
upon  and  against  said  trestlework  large 
quantities  of  drift,  stumps>  and  large  trees, 
which  lodged  against  said  trestlework,  and 
about  12  o'clock  p.  M.  of  said  day  the  force 
of  the  current  of  said  stream,  and  the  back- 
water caused  by  said  trestlework  and  drift, 
forced  said  bents  out  of  position,  and  car- 
ried them  several  feet  down  stream,  and  out 
of  line  with  said  road,  and  so  destroyed  said 
trestle  that  it  was  impossible  for  a  locomo- 
tive engine  or  train  to  cross  the  same  with 
safety;  that  on  said  July  28,  1896,  nlaintiff's 
decedent  was  in  the  employ  of  the  defendant 
in  the  capacity  of  a  conductor  of  a  freight 
train,  and  upon  said  day  had  in  charge  a 
freight  train  running  from.Terre  Haute  to 
Logansport;  that  plaintiff's  decedent  arrived 
with  his  train  at  11:30  p.  M.  on  said  day  at 
Crawfordsville  Junction,  a  point  on  said 
road  about  1  mile  south  of  said  trestlework, 
and  was  there  informed  by  John  S.  Brothers, 
who  was  then  road  superintendent  of  said 
road,  of  the  severe  rainstorm  above  men- 
tioned, and  of  apprehended  danger  to  said 
road  at  a  culvert  about  halfway  between  said 
junction  and  said  trestlework,  and  at  an- 
other place  a  mile  or  so  north  of  and  beyond 
said  trestlework ;  that  said  Brothers  was  the 
roadmaster  of  defendant,  having  in  charge 
the  care,  maintenance,  and  inspection  of  the 
line  of  said  road,  and  knew  and  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  condition  of  the  roadbed,  bridges, 
and  trestles,  and  resided  in  Crawfordsville, 
in  said  county,  within  1  mile  of  said  trestle- 
work,  and  upon  the  night  of  said  storm  was 
looking  after  the  line  of  said  road  to  ascer- 
tain the  extent  of  the  injuries  that  might 
have  resulted  from  said  storm;  that  said 
Brothers  was  at  said  junction,  and  informed 
decedent  of  the  apprehended  injuries  to  said 
road  at  the  two  pnoints  above  mentioned,  and 
no  others,  and,  after  said  Brothers  and  said 
decedent  had  consulted  with  reference  to  said 
matters,  said  locomotive  was  detached  from 
said  train,  and  run  forward,  with  said  Broth- 
ers and  plaintiff's  decedent  and  the  engineer 
and  fireman  and  a  brakeman  thereon,  to  said 
<nilvert,  where  it  was  stopped,  and  the  road 
inspected  and  found  to  be  uninjured;  that 
thereupon  the  plaintiff's  decedent,  and  said 
engineer,  brakeman,  and  fireman  boarded 
said  engine,  and,  without  any  notice  or 
knowledge  of  the  faulty  construction  and 
•condition  of  said  trestlework,  and  believing 
the  same  to  be  safe,  and  upon  the  order  of 
said  Brothers,  started  forward  to  inspect 
said  place  of  apprehended  danger  north  of 
and  beyond  said  trestlework;  that,  as  said 
locomotive  approached  said  trestlework,  the 
engineer  discovered  that  said  trestle  and 
track  were  out  of  line,  and  before  said  loco- 
motive could  be  stopped,  or  the  persons  there- 
on could  get  off  from  said  locomotive,  it  ran 
upon  said  trestlework,  which  gave  way,  and 
precipitated  eaid  looomotive  to  the  ground 
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below  and  into  said  stream,  whereby  the  de- 
cedent was  caught  between  the  en^ne  and 
tender  of  said  locomotive,  and  cru^ed,  and 
carried  into  the  water  below,  and  drowned 
and  killed," — all  without  fault  of  the  deced- 
ent. Demurrer  to  the  complaint  overruled. 
Answer  in  general  denial.  Verdict  and  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff.  Motion  for  new  trial 
overruled.  Error  assigned  by  appellant  on 
both  adverse  rulings. 

The  point  made  against  the  complaint  is 
that  the  decedent>  at  the  time  he  lost  his 
life,  was,  without  the  direction  or  acquies- 
cence of  his  employer,  acting  without  the 
scope  of  his  employment;  that»  being  the 
conductor  of  a  freight  train,  it  was  no  part 
of  his  duty  to  inspect  the  track;  and  that 
when  he  detached  the  locomotive,  and  went 
forward  on  it  to  inspect  reported  impair- 
ments, he  was  performing  m-ork  which  be 
was  not  employed  to  perform,  and  in  respect 
of  which  appellant  owed  him  no  duty  to  fur- 
nish him  a  safe  trestle  over  which  to  pass; 
and  he  was  therefore  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence.  We  concede  the  rule  to  be  as 
contended, — ^that  the  master's  duty  to  the 
servant  only  extends  to  the  particular  work, 
or  class  of  work,  which  the  servant  is  em- 
ployed to  perform,  and  that  when  the  serv- 
ant, without  the  command  or  acquiescence 
of  the  master,  voluntarily  undertakes  haz- 
ardous work  outside  of  his  employment,  he 
puts  himself  beyond  the  protection  of  the 
master's  implied  obligation,  and  if  he  is  in- 
jured he  is  without  remedy.  Brown  v.  By- 
roadSy  47  Ind.  436;  PitUhurgh,  C.  d  8t,  L. 
R,  Co,  V.  Adams,  106  Ind.  151,  6  N.  E.  187; 
Jorgenaon  v.  Johnson  Chair  Co.  169  111.  429, 
48  N.  E.  822;  Mellor  v.  Merchants'  Mfg.  Co. 
160  Mass.  362,  6  L.  R.  A.  792,  23  N.  E.  100; 
Knox  V.  Pioneer  Coal  Co,  90  Tenn.  646,  18 
8.  W.  266;  Freeherg  v.  St.  Paul  Ploto-Works, 
48  Minn.  09,  109,  60  N.  W.  1026.  But  the 
rule  stated  does  not  have  strict  application 
in  all  cases.  In  the  presence  of  an  emer- 
gency, when  an  unusual  situation  presents 
itself,  and  the  employee,  having  in  view  the 
general  scope  of  his  duty,  voluntarily  steps 
outside  the  strict  bounds  of  his  employment, 
he  is  justified  if,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  common  prudence  fairly  and  rea- 
sonably called  for  the  act.  The  principle  is 
clearly  stated  by  an  eminent  author  in  these 
words :  "While,  as  a  general  rule,  the  serv- 
ant has  no  claim  for  damages  for  injury  re- 
ceived while  voluntarily  assuming  to  do 
something  which  the  master  did  not  employ 
him  to  do,  yet,  in  case  of  emergency,  he  may 
of  his  own  volition  step  outside  of  the  line 
of  his  usual  duties,  and  if  this  departure  is 
only  such  as  the  necessities  of  the  case  fairly 
and  reasonably  call  for,  keeping  in  view  the 
character  of  the  work  he  is  required  to  do, 
it  will  not  of  itself  defeat  a  recovery  of  dam- 
ages in  case  he  is  injured.  Whether  he  is 
guilty  of  negligence  is  a  question  for  the 
jury,  and  his  conduct  must  be  tried  in  the 
light  of  all  the  surroundings.  Hence  it  was 
held  that  an  engineer  who  left  his  engine  in 
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«faarge  of  the  fireman,  in  violation  of  the 
rules  of  the  company,  and  stepped  on  the 
main  track,  and  signaled  the  fireman  to  move 
his  train  on  the  side  track,  and  while  thus 
engaged  was  run  over  and  killed  by  a  hand 
car  in  charge  of  section  men,  was  not  so 
without  the  scope  of  his  employment^  or  neg- 
ligent)  but  that  his  representatives  could  re- 
cover from  the  master  damages  for  his 
deat^."  2  Bailey,  Personal  Injuries  relatr 
ing  to  Master  and  Servant,  S  3524.  In  the 
ease  referred  to  by  the  author  it  is  said: 
"While  it  was  not  the  duty  of  an  eiu^neer  to 
leave  his  engine  for  the  purpose  of  getting 
signals,  still  it  cannot  be  ruled,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  must  fail  in  this 
suit  because  Bany  stepped  out  on  the  main 
trade  to  get  the  signals,  even  though  it  was 
no  part  of  his  general  duties  thus  to  do." 
Barry  v.  HawrUhal  d  St.  J,  R.  Co.  98  Mo.  62, 
11  8.  W.  308.  In  Seley  v.  Southern  P,  R.  Co. 
6  Utah,  319,  23  Pac.  761,  it  was  held  that  the 
duties  of  a  freight  conductor  are  "somewhat 
general,"  and  that  when  the  conductor,  upon 
failure  of  the  brakeman  to  successfully  make 
a  ooui>ling,  stepped  in,  and,  in  attempting  to 
make  it,  lost  his  life,  he  was  not  so  tar  from 
the  scope  of  his  employment  as  to  preclude 
a  recovery.  In  Somerset  d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Gal- 
hraith,  109  Pa.  32,  1  AU.  371,  it  was  said: 
"Galbraith  was  the  conductor  of  the  train. 
He  was  bound  to  exercise,  in  the  interest  of 
his  employer,  all  due  Care  and  caution.  If 
he  knew  of  any  obstruction  on  the  track,  or 
had  reason  to  expect  any,  it  was  his  clear 
duty  to  guard  against  it.  'The  conductor 
.  .  .  is  held  responsible  for  the  safe  trans- 
port of  his  train,  and  that  requires  of  him, 
in  cases  of  this  kind,  to  use  judgment.' 
.  .  .  He  was  held,  of  course,  to  the  rea- 
sonable observance  of  all  these  rules,  but  he 
had  a  general  duty  and  discretion  to  exer- 
cise in  an  emergency."  To  the  same  eJQTect 
see  Bailey,  Personal  Injuries  relating  to 
Master  and  Servant,  S  3400.  See  also 
Thomp.  Neg.  1017;  Seara  v.  Central  R.  d 
Bkg.  Co.  53  Ga.  630. 

As  conductor  of  the  train  it  was  Fowler's 
duty  to  take  it  safely  to  its  destination  on 
schedule  time,  or  in  accordance  with  such 
special  orders  as  he  might  receive  from  his 
superiors.  In  the  orderly,  timely,  and  safe 
movement  of  the  train,  he  was  the  respon- 
sible agent,  and,  in  respect  of  controlling  and 
safeguarding  the  train  in  its  progress,  the 
scope  of  his  employment  required  of  him 
sucn  care  and  caution  as  the  nature  and 
magnitude  of  his  trust  fairly  demanded.  The 
complaint  shows  that  he  arrived  at  the  junc- 
tion about  midnight.  He  was  there  informed 
that  there  had  Iwen  a  heavy  rainfall  in  the 
vicinity;  that  two  culverts,  one  %  mile 
and  the  other  about  2  miles  north  of  the 
junction,  had  probably  been  rendered  unsafe 
to  the  passage  of  his  train.  His  informant 
was  appellant's  roadmaster  in  charge  of  all 
that  particular  part  of  the  road,  and  who 
lived  in  the  neighborhood,  and  but  a  mile 
distant  from  the  fatal  trestle,  and  whose 
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duty  it  was  to  keep  well  informed  of  the 
condition  of  the  road,  and  who,  in  describ- 
ing to  Fowler  apprehended  injuries  to  the 
trade,  had  made  no  mention  of  the  trestle. 
As  an  employee  alert  to  his  employer's  in- 
terest and  to  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as 
the  responsible  manager  of  the  train,  what 
was  the  deceased  to  doT  To  have  run  the 
train  forward  heedless  of  the  warnings 
would  have  been  positive  negligence.  To 
have  run  the  whole  train  forward  to  the  first 
point  of  apprehended  injury,  with  the  prob- 
able result  of  being  forced  to  return  for  ma- 
terials and  men  to  make  repairs,  would  seem 
unwise  and  a  needless  waste  of  time.  To 
have  remained  impassive  at  the  junction 
with  his  train,  until  the  roadmaster  could 
have  found  his  way  to  the  questionable 
places  and  returned  with  information  that 
it  was  safe  to  proceed,  would  seem  wholly 
inconsistent  with  his  general  duty  to  move 
his  train  safely  and  on  time.  In  any  view 
of  the  case,  it  is  very  clear  that  his  prompt 
detaching  of  the  engine,  and  taking  on  board 
one  of  his  brakemen  and  the  roadmaster, 
probably  as  helpers  if  need  be,  and  proceed- 
ing to  the  reported  danger  points  for  per- 
sonal inspection,  to  see,  with  his  own  eyes, 
the  character  and  extent  of  the  new  peril  to 
be  encountered  by  his  train,  was  not  such  a 
departure  from  the  work  he  was  employed 
to  perform  as  will  warrant  the  court  in  rul- 
ing, as  a  matter  of  law,  that  he  was  thereby 
guilty  of  negligence.  Beyond  all  question, 
the  averments  of  the  complaint  are  sufficient 
to  withstand  a  demurrer. 

As  a  reason  for  a  new  trial,  it  is  insisted 
that  the  verdict  is  not  sustained  by  sufficient 
evidence.  It  is  claimed  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence to  show  either  negligence  on  the  part 
of  appellant  or  freedom  from  contributory 
n^ligenoe  on  the  part  of  the  deceased.  The 
negligence  charged  against  appellant  is  in 
constructing  and  maintaining  the  trestle,  in 
failing  and  neglecting  to  maintain  a  proper 
and  suitable  bridge  to  carry  the  railroad  over 
the  stream,  and  in  failing  to  properly  guard 
and  inspect  the  bridge.  The  evidence  tends 
to  prove  that  the  stream  of  Walnut  Fork 
runs  through  a  timbered  district;  that  its 
current  is  rapid,  and  subject  to  sudden  rises, 
and  when  at  flood  carries  a  large  amount 
of  driftwood.  On  three  previous  occasions, 
namely,  1875,  1883,  and  September,  1895,  the 
stream  was  as  high,  and  in  1883  2  feet  high- 
er, than  it  was  on  the  night  of  July  28,  1896, 
when  Robert  P.  Fowler  lost  his  life.  For 
more  than  twenty-five  years  prior  to  1896 
appellant  had  maintained  across  the  stream 
a  Howe  truss  bridge,  having  a  span  of  more 
than  100  feet  of  clear  space  between  the 
abutments,  and  during  the  previous  floods  of 
1876,  1883,  and  1895  the  stream  was  well 
known  to  have  carried  down,  with  its  other 
drift,  large  trees  and  logs,  and  passed  them, 
without  injury,  under  the  railroad  bridge. 
In  January,  1896,  the  appellant  removed  its 
Howe  truss  bridge,  and  replaced  it  with  a 
trestle  bridge.    In  the  new  bridge  there  were 
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t«n  bents,  placed  at  right  angles  with  the 
line  of  the  railroad,  and  12^4  feet  apart  from 
center  to  center,  with  11  feet  of  clear  space 
between  them,  the  trestle  posts  standing 
upon  mudsills  resting  on  the  leveled  rock 
stratum  at  the  bottom  of  the  credc.  The 
rock  stratum  dipped  to  the  southwest,  or 
down  stream,  and  ths  level  for  the  mudsills 
was,  as  a  rule,  but  not  without  exception, 
produced  by  hewing  down  the  rock  at  the 
upper  end.  There  were  no  anchors  placed  in 
the  mudsills.  The  railroad  crossed  the 
stream  at  an  angle  less  than  a  right  angle, 
and  there  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  that 
the  trestle  bents  were  placed  at  such  an 
angle  to  the  channel  and  current  of  the 
Btream  that  a  straight  line  up  and  down  the 
center  of  the  channel  would  show  not  ex- 
ceeding 3  feet  of  clear  space  between  the 
bents  for  the  passage  of  driftwood.  On  the 
morning  after  the  accident  four  or  five  posts 
of  the  trestle  were  found  broken  and  Icxlged 
in  a  drift  down  stream,  and  a  large  tree  that 
had  never  been  there  before  was  found  restr 
ing  on  the  bank  a  few  hundred  yards  below 
the  bridge.  The  trestle  was  new,  well  con- 
structed for  a  bridge  of  its  kind,  except  as 
may  be  inferred  from  the  failure  to  anchor 
the  mudsills,  in  good  repair,  and  sufficient  to 
carry  four  times  the  weight  of  the  locomo- 
tive that  fell  through  it,  or  four  times  the 
weight  of  the  decedent's  train.  As  the  party 
on  the  engine  approached  the  trestle,  the  en- 
gineer, a  moment  before  the  accident,  but  not 
in  time  to  stop  the  engine,  discovered  that 
the  track  on  the  bridge  was  several  feet  out 
of  line  down  stream.  It  is  argued  that  the 
flood  of  July  28th  was  most  unusual  and  ex- 
traordinary, and  carried  an  unusual  amoimt 
and  quality  of  drift,  and  that  the  law  does 
not  require  the  appellant  to  provide  against 
such  events,  and  that,  the  bridge  being  suffi- 
cient and  saie  against  usual  flo^s  and  drifts, 
negligence  cannot  be  imputed  to  it  in  the 
erection  of  the  trestle.  If  the  flood  of  July 
28th  had  been  unprecedented,  there  would  be 
substance  in  this  contention.  If  such  flood 
had  never  occurred  within  the  memory  of 
those  residing  in  the  neighborhood,  prior  to 
the  erection  of  the  trestle,  then  the  appellant 
had  the  right  to  assume  that  it  womd  not 
occur  at  all,  and  would  have  been  excused 
in  not  providing  against  it.  But  the  evidence 
tends  to  show  that  in  1875,  1883,  and  in  Sep- 
tember, 1895,  the  stream  had  been  as  high, 
and  the  drift  as  great,  and  in  1883  higher 
and  greater,  than  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
Of  these  events  appellant  was  bound  to  take 
notice.  It  had  been  in  possession  of  that 
part  of  the  stream  for  twenty-seven  years, 
and  must  be  held  to  know,  concerning  its 
nature  and  characteristics  as  to  floods  and 
drift,  what  it  might  have  known  upon  rea- 
sonable inauiry.  The  master  carpenter  in 
charge  of  uiat  division  of  appellant's  road, 
and  who  had  been  in  its  employ  for  twenty- 
seven  years,  testified  that  he  had  known  the 
stream  for  twenty-seven  years,  remembered 
48  L.  R.  A. 


the  floods  of  1875  and  1895,  and  had  fre- 
quently seen  brush,  rails,  and  loss  being  car- 
ried by  its  current)  and  that  he  knew  aa 
much  about  the  stream  as  the  neighbors  when 
the  trestle  was  put  in.  Because  the  flood 
was  unusual  and  extraordinary  will  not  ex- 
cuse the  appellant,  if  the  character  and  his- 
tory of  the  stream  showed  that  such  a  flood 
might  at  some  time  be  reasonably  expected. 
In  constructing  the  trestle,  it  was  required 
to  provide  against  such  dangers  as  could 
have  been  reasonably  foreseen,  and  to  adopt 
such  precautions  as  men  of  ordinary  sagacity 
and  caution  would  anticipate  and  look  for- 
ward to.  Scagel  v.  Chicago,  M.  d  Bt.  P,  R, 
Oo.  83  Iowa,  380,  388,  49  N.  W.  990;  Bogart 
V.  DelcMKure,  L.  d  W.  R.  Co.  145  N.  Y.  283, 
40  N.  E.  17 ;  Doyle  v.  Chicago,  8t.  P.  d  K.  C. 
R.  Co.  77  Iowa,  607,  4  L.  R.  A.  420,  42  N. 
W.  555  j  Carney  v.  Caraquet  R.  Oo.  29  N.  B. 
425.  In  the  last  case  cited  it  is  said  at  pa^ 
431:  "I  have  no  doubt  .  .  .  that,  if 
the  bridge  had  given  way  whilst  a  train  with 
passengers  had  been  crossing  over  it,  the 
railway  company  would  have  been  liable  in 
law  for  all  damage  which  resulted,  and  that 
liability  would  have  arisen  because  the 
bridge  had  been  insecurely  and  insufficiently 
built.  There  was  no  'act  of  God,'  or  via  ma- 
jor about  it.  The  bridge  yielded  and  gave 
way  when  there  came  more  ice,  a  higher  tide, 
and  a  greater  storm-  than  usual,  but  not 
greater  nor  higher  than  a  person  living  in 
that  section  of  the  country  might  reasonably 
expect  would  come."  If,  therefore,  the  flood 
and  character  of  the  drift  that  broke  the 
bridge  on  the  night  of  July  28th  might  have 
reasonably  been  foreseen,  the  railrmui  com- 
pany was  required  to  provide  against  it; 
and,  however  substantially  constructed  and 
strong  the  trestle,  we  cannot  say,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  that  the  appellant  was  free  from 
negligence  in  placing  the  bents  athwart  the 
current  of  the  stream,  which  was  known  to 
be  liable  to  sudden  and  great  floods,  and  to 
carry  a  large  amount  of  heavy  and  dangerous 
drift  to  beat  against  it.  The  question  of 
appellant's  negligence  was  properly  left  to 
the  jury,  as  was  also  the  question  of  the  de- 
cedent's contributory  negligence,  and  the  ver- 
dict is  sufficiently  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

The  action  of  the  court  in  refusing  to  give 
to  the  jury  appellant's  request  No.  7  is  com- 
plained of.  It  presents  the  appellant's  the- 
ory that  the  detaching  of  the  engine  by  the 
decedent,  without  the  order  or  acquiescence 
of  appellant,  and  voluntarily  proceeding  on 
the  engine  to  inspect  the  track,  was  such  a 
departure  from  the  duties  of  his  employment 
as  constituted  negligence  por  se.  The  same 
question  arose  on  the  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, and,  for  reasons  there  given,  we  hold 
that  the  instruction  was  properly  refused. 
We  flnd  no  error  in  the  record. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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8oard  oi  Directors,  etc.,  of  District  TOWN- 
SHIP OF  ADAMS  et  ah 
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ft.  Tbe  rtvlit  of  tbe  -▼otera  of  m  dUtrlet 
towiiflhlp  to  rescind  a  Tote  for  m  tAX 
to  bvlld  a  flcl&oollioiiflo  In  a  subdistrict, 
at  a  regalar  meeting  subsequent  to  that  at 
which  the  tax  is  voted,  exists  by  necessary 
Implication  from  the  power  to  Tote  the  tax, 
when  they  rescind  the  Tote  before  the  tax 
has  been  collected,  levied,  or  certified  to  the 
board  of  supervisors  for  that  purpose. 
3.  A  vested  rlvbt  to  bave  a  tax  for 
•  bwlldlav  a  schoollioiiae  levied  and  col- 
lected is  not  acquired,  so  as  to  prevent  re- 
scission of  the  vote  for  the  tax,  by  com- 
mencing an  action  to  compel  the  certifica- 
tion of  the  tax  for  levy  and  collection. 

iOiven,  J.,  dUtenU,) 

(January  23,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Mahaska  County 
in  faTor  of  defendants  in  a  proceeding 
4>roueht  to  compel  the  certification  of  a  tax 
€or  the  erection  of  a  schoolhouse.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  li.  O.  Blaaehardy  for  appellant: 

After  the  tax  is  voted,  the  duty  of  the 
'board  of  directors  is  clearly  specified  by  the 
-statute:  They  shall  make  all  contracts, 
purehases,  payments,  and  sales  necessary  to 
earry  out  any  vote  of  the  district. 

Code  1873,  §  1723;  Austin  v.  Colony  Diat. 
Ttop.  51  Iowa,  102,  49  N.  W.  1051. 

And  S  1777  of  Code  1873  (McClain's  Anno. 
-Code,  9  2895)  requires  the  board  at  their 
regular  annual  xneeting  in  March  of  each 
year  to  "cause  the  secretary  to  certify  the 
same,  together  with  the  amount  voted  for 
schoolhouse  purposes,  within,  five  days  there- 
jiiter,  to  the  board  of  supervisors.'' 

This  statute  is  mandatory;  the  board  has 
•no  discretion  in  the  matter. 

When  a  positive  official  duty  is  enjoined  by 
law  upon  any  officer,  and  as  to  the  mode  or 
manner  of  performance  he  has  no  discretion, 
^e  only  adequate  remedy,  ordinarily,  is  that 
of  mandamus. 

Benjamin  v.  MoXaha  Diet.  Twp.  50  Iowa, 

Plaintiff's  rights  had  become  vested  Ions 
'before  the  action  to  rescind  was  taken.  Such 
ji  tax  cannot  be  rescinded  after  rights  become 
vested. 

Ihid.;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  443;  2 
Beach,  Modem  Law  of  Contracts,  §  1637, 
oote;  Henderson  d  N,  R.  Oo.  v.  Diokerson, 


Note. — ^The  above  case  is  believed  to  make 
•the  first  precedent  on  the  question  of  the  rlsht 
-to  rescind  a  vote  for  a  tax. 
-iSL-R.  A. 


17  B.  Mon.  173«  66  Am.  Deo.  148;  Paoifio 
Mail  S.  8.  Co.  v.  Joliffe,  2  Wall.  460,  17  L. 
ed.  806;  Farringion  v.  Tennessee,  95  U.  S. 
670,  24  L.  ed.  558;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  p.  956,  and  notes;  Jordan  v.  Wimer, 
45  Iowa«  65. 

We  commenced  this  action  to  secure  the 
rights  which  the  law  gave  us.  We  have  ex- 
pended time  and  money  in  good  faith  in  the 
endeavor  to  compel  the  board  to  do  what  the 
law  said  they  should  do.  Our  rights  under 
such  conditions  are  vested  rights. 

Wilson  V.  Tucker,  105  Iowa,  55,  74  N.  W. 
908;  McDonald  v.  Jackson,  65  Iowa,  37,  7 
N.  W.  408;  Brodt  v.  Rohkar,  48  Iowa,  36. 

Messrs.  Bolton,  MeCoy,  A  Bolton,  and 
J.  C.  Williams,  for  appellees: 

There  was  no  necessity  for  two  school- 
houses  in  this  district.  The  schoolhouse  is 
shown  to  be  in  good  repair  and  large  enough 
to  accommodate  all  the  pupils.  Under  these 
facts  the  tax  is  illegal,  and  should  not  be 
levied,  and  the  board  was  justified  in  recus- 
ing to  instruct  the  derk  to  certify  the  tax. 

Casey  v.  Nutt  Independent  Dist.  64  Iowa, 
659,  21  N.  W.  122 ;  Seaman  v.  Baughman,  82 
Iowa,  216;  11  L.  R.  A.  354,  47  N.  W.  1091. 

The  power  that  creates  law  can  certainly 
destroy.  If  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  had 
no  vested  rights  by  reason  of  the  vote  in  fa- 
vor of  the  tax,  then  they  have  no  legal  right 
to  complain  of  the  rescinding  of  the  tax.  A 
repeal  of  the  law  authorizing  the  vote  takes 
away  the  power  to  levy  the  tax,  even  though 
a  favorable  vote  has  been  already  taken,  but 
the  rate  not  fixed. 

Covington  d  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Kenton  County 
Ct.  12  B.  Mon.  150;  2  Desty,  Taxn.  p.  1122. 

Under  an  act  authorizing  counties  and 
townships  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  rail- 
roads, a  railroad  company  has  not,  and  can- 
not acquire,  any  legal  right  to  or  interest  in 
a  tax  voted,  until  such  tax  has  been  levied 
and  collected  and  a  valid  subscription  made 
on  behalf  of  the  township. 

Jager  v.  Doherty,  61  Ind.  528;  2  Desty, 
Taxn.  p.  1204;  Crawford  County  Comrs.  v. 
Louisville,  N.  A.  d  St.  L.  Air  Line  R.  Co, 
39  Ind.  192;  Bittinger  v.  Bell,  65  Ind.  453; 
Sankey  v.  Terre  Haute  d  S.  W.  R.  Co.  42  Ind. 
402. 

The  mere  vote  of  the  electors  to  subscribe 
to  the  stock  of  a  railroad  company  is  not  an 
executed  oontraot,  under  the  protection  of 
the  Federal  Constitution. 

Land  Orant  R.  d  Trust  Co.  r.  D<pvis  Cow^ 
ty  Comrs.  0  Kan.  256. 

The  act  of  voting  a  tax  is  not  of  itself  a 
levy. 

School  Dist.  No.  6  v.  School  Dist.  No.  9, 13 
Neb.  173.  12  N.  W.  921 ;  Iowa  Railroad  Land 
Co.  V.  Woodbury  County,  39  lowa,  172. 

A  tax,  to  be  valid,  must  be  levied.  A  vote 
of  the  people  alone  does  not  make  it  valid. 

Iowa  Railroad  Land  Co.  T.  Woodburp 
County,  39  Iowa,  172. 
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DeemeTy  J^  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  district  township  of  Adams  is  divided 
into  eight  subdistricts.  In  each  of  these 
there  is  a  schoolhouse.  The  village  of  Lacey, 
a  station  on  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad,  is 
situated  near  the  west  line  of  the  township, 
about  IVIb  miles  from  the  schoolhouse  in 
that  subcQstrict,  and  has  sixteen  or  seven- 
teen pupils  of  school  age.  At  the  regular 
annual  meeting  of  the  electors  of  the  district 
township  held  March  8,  1897,  it  was  voted 
"that  there  be  levied  a  tax  by  Adams  town- 
ship to  build  a  schoolhouse  at  Lacey,  not  to 
cost  more  than  seven  hundred  ($700)  dol- 
lars." Twenty-one  votes  were  cast  in  favor 
of  the  proposition  and  twelve  against.  This 
proceeding  seems  to  have  been  entirelv  reg- 
ular, but  the  board  and  secretary  failed  to 
certify  the  tax  to  the  board  of  supervisors 
for  levy  and  collection,  as  required  by  law. 
On  the  29th  day  of  March,  1897»  plaintiff 
commenced  this  action  to  compel  the  certifi- 
cation of  the  tax  so  voted.  After  the  action 
was  commenced,  and  on  the  1st  day  of  March, 
1898,  a  petition  was  presented  to  the  district 
township  board,  signed  by  thirteen  electors 
and  property  owners  of  the  township,  ask- 
ing the  board  to  submit  to  the  voters  of  the 
district  township  at  the  regular  meeting  to 
be  held  March  14,  1898,  a  proposition  to  re- 
scind the  tax  voted  at  the  previous  annual 
meeting  for  the  purpose  of  building  the 
schoolhouse  at  or  near  Lacey.  The  board 
ordered  the  submission  of  the  proposition  at 
said  meeting,  and  instructed  the  secretary  to 
insert  the  same  in  the  annual  call  for  the 
election,  which  was  accordingly  done.  At 
said  annual  meeting  in  the  year  1898,  and 
before  the  trial  of  uie  case  in  the  court  be- 
low, said  proposition  was  voted  on  by  ballot, 
fifty-six  votes  being  cast,  fifty-three  of  which 
were  for  rescinding  and  three  against. 
While  other  matters  are  presented  in  answer, 
the  only  question  for  us  to  consider  is  the 
effect  of  this  vote  rescinding  the  former  vote 
authorizing  the  tax.  That  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  board  to  certify  the  tax  voted  at  the 
1897  meeting  there  can  be  no  question.  But 
it  did  not  do  so,  and,  before  any  tax  was  in 
fact  certified  or  levied,  the  electors,  at  a  reg- 
ular meeting,  and  by  a  large  majority,  voted 
to  rescind  the  order  voting  the  tax.  What 
effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  order  or  vote  of 
rescission?  Appellant  contends  that,  having 
once  voted  the  tax,  the  electors  have  no  pow- 
er of  rescission.  It  is  fundamental  that 
electors  of  a  district  township  can  only  exer- 
cise such  powers  as  are  conferred  by  statute, 
either  expressly  or  by  reasonable  implication. 
Washington  Dist.  Twp.  v.  ThomaSy  69  Iowa, 
60,  12  N.  W.  767.  By  section  2749  of  the 
Code  of  1897  they  are  given  power  "to  vote  a 
schoolhouse  tax,  not  exceeding  10  mills  on 
the  dollar  in  any  one  year,  for  the  purchase 
of  grounds,  conetruction  of  school  houses, 
the  payment  of  debts  contracted  for  the  erec- 
tion of  schoolhouses,"  etc.  Having  the  pow- 
er to  vote  the  tax,  they,  by  necessary  impli- 
cation, have  the  right  to  rescind  that  vote, 
unless  by  so  doing  they  interfere  with  vested 
rights.  Po^^er  to  do  necessarily  implies  the 
48  L.  R.  A. 


power  not  to  do;  so  that,  having  voted  at  <»ie> 
regular  annual  meeting  to  vote  a  school- 
house  tax,  they  may,  at  a  subsequent  meet- 
ing, vote  not  to  levy  a  tax,  unless,  as  we  have- 
said,  some  vested  right  has  intervened. 
Whenever  the  electors  meet  in  annual  aeesion,. 
and  fail  to  vote  a  schoolhouse  tax,  they  vir- 
tually determine  that  no  schoolhouse  tax 
shall  be  levied ;  and  the  mere  fact  that  they 
have  previously  voted  to  levy  such  a  tax  is- 
not  in  itself  controlling  on  the  question  of 
power. 

But  it  is  said  that»  as  soon  as  the  tax  was- 
voted  by  the  electors,  plaintiff  and  others^ 
interested  in  securing  the  schoolhouse,  be- 
came possessed  of  a  vested  right,  which  could 
not  be  interfered  with  by  subsequent  vote. 
Let  us  see  what  that  right  is.  As  has  beei» 
stated,  the  board  and  its  officers  failed  to  cer- 
tify the  tax  to  the  board  of  supervisors  for 
levy  and  collection.  Plaintiff's  right  was  to- 
bring  action  to  compel  them  to  do  so.  Oclen- 
dahl  V.  Russell,  86  Iowa,  673,  63  N.  W.  336. 
No  tax  had,  in  fact,  been  levied,  and  none- 
had  been  collected.  The  electors  had  simply 
determined  that  a  tax  should  be  levied,  but» 
before  anything  had  been  done  thereunder^ 
they  decided  to  rescind  their  action.  True^ 
plaintiff  had  commenced  his  action  to  com- 
pel the  board  of  directors  to  certify  the  tax^ 
but  this  did  not  give  him  a  vested  right. 
Huff  V.  Cook,  44  Iowa,  639.  A  case  must  bo 
decided  on  the  facts  as  they  appear  at  the 
time  of  trial.  In  Benjamin  v.  Malaka  Dist, 
TtDp.  50  Iowa,  648,  relied  on  by  appellant^ 
the  tax  had  been  levied  and  collected,  and,  as^ 
said  in  the  opinion,  "by  the  payment  of  the- 
taxes  levied  and  collected  for  the  purpose  of 
erecting  the  house,  the  plaintiff's  right  there- 
to became  vested,  and  no  subsequent  action^ 
of  the  electors  without  his  consent  could 
have  the  effect  of  depriving  him  of  such 
right."  The  distinction  between  that  case- 
and  this  is  so  apparent  that  we  need  not  say 
more. 

The  trial  court  was  right  in  dismissing^ 
plaintiff's  petition,  and  t]^  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 

Grander,  Ch.  J.^  not  sitting. 

GiTeiiy  J.,  dissenting: 

I  do  not  concur  in  the  conclusion  that  the- 
voters  had  power  to  vote,  in  1898,  to  rescind 
the  tax  regularly  voted  in  1897.  Their  pow- 
ers being  expressed  in  the  statute,  all  powers 
not  expressly  or  by  reasonable  implication 
conferred  are  excluded.  The  power  to  re- 
scind is  not  expressly  given,  and,  as  I  view 
it,  may  not  be  reasonably  implied.  The 
power  to  vote  on  a  question  of  a  tax  implies 
the  power  to  vote  against  it,  but  not  to  vote- 
to  rescind  it  after  it  has  been  regularly  au- 
thorized. As  well  may  it  be  implied  that 
power  to  vote  for  or  against  a  person  for  an 
office  confers  power  to  rescind  his  election 
regularly  made  by  a  subsequent  vote  of  tho 
electors.  The  law  provides  how  the  will  of 
the  voters  shall  be  ascertained,  and,  when 
their  will  is  expressed,  as  provided  by  law^ 
nothing  remains  but  to  carry  it  into  effect. 

It  is  said  that  the  power  to  rescind  exists 
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^'iinkM  hj  80  doing  they  interfere  with  Test- 
ed rights."  While  I  do  not  agree  that  the 
power  to  rescind  exists,  yet,  conceding  that 
it  does  until  some  adverse  right  is  vested, 
how  is  it  in  this  case?  By  the  vote  of  1897 
the  tax  was  regularly  authorized,  and  it  was 
then  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  cause 
that  tax  to  be  certified  for  levy  and  collec- 
tion, and  to  apply  it  to  the  authorized  use; 
but  this  they  wrongfully  and  obstinately  re- 
fused to  do.  It  is  beyond  question  that,  as 
matters  stood  on  March  29,  1897,  the  day 
plaintiff  filed  his  petition,  he  was  entitled  to 
an  order  commanding  the  certification  of 
said  tax.  It  was  because  he,  in  common 
with  others  alike  interested,  had  become 
vested  with  the  right  to  have  the  tax  certi- 
fied, collected,  and  applied  as  authorized  by 
the  vote  of  1897.    This  right  was  completely 


vested  long  before  the  attempted  rescission,, 
and,  according  to  the  opinion,  barred  a  re- 
Bcisadon.  A  is  regularly  elected  to  an  office^ 
and  thereby  has  become  vested  with  the  right 
to  qualify  and  hold  the  office.  Will  it  be- 
pretended  that  no  right  has  become  vested 
until  he  qualifies,  and  therefore  the  voters 
may  rescind  the  election  before  he  qualifies? 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  no  power  is  given  to 
rescind  the  vote  by  which  this  tax  was  au- 
thorized; that  none  such  should  be  implied; 
and  that«  if  it  may,  the  right  of  plaintiff  to- 
have  the  tax  certified,  collected,  and  applied 
had  become  a  vested  right.  I  do  not  think 
it  was  intended  to  introduce  such  an  element 
of  uncertainty  into  the  administration  of  the- 
affairs  of  school  districts  as  may  follow  un- 
der sanction  of  this  opinion. 
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FORT  JEFFERSON  IMPROVEMENT 
COMPANY  et  aL,  Appta., 

V. 

J.  B.  DUPOYSTER  et  al. 


( Ky ) 

1.  A  deed  of  m  tract  of  land  by  one  In 
po««e««lon  of    only    a  part  of    It,  at  a 

time  when  third  persons  were  In  possession 
of  the  greater  portion  claiming  under  a  su- 
perior title,  is  not  absolutely  void  under  the 
champerty  statute,  but  only  voidable  at  the 
Instance  of  the  parties  in  adverse  possession. 

S.  A  deed  to  one  vrko  pureliasee  vrbea 
a  portion  of  tbe  traet  Is  In  adverse 
poeeeeelon  of  third  persons  cannot  be  at- 
tacked by  his  vendee  after  the  former  has 
purchased  in  the  outstanding  title,  to  avoid 
taking  the  title  tendered  under  the  contract. 

S.  A  deed  to  one  durlngr  his  natural 
life,  who  is  to  deed  or  will  the  lands  to  the 
bodily  heirs  of  another,  the  former  having 
the  discretion  of  allotting  the  lands  as  to 
may  see  proper,  confers  a  life  estate  on  the 
first  taker,  with  vested  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  the  other  person  mentioned,  which 
will  open  to  let  in  afterbom  children;  and 
the  Interests  of  children  dying  before  the  life 
tenant  will  pass  to  their  heirs. 

4.  Upon  reeclNBlon  of  a  deed  of  real 
estate  because  the  grantors  had,  to  their 
knowledge,  no  title  which  they  could  conyey, 
of  which  fact  the  vendee  was  ignorant,  a  lien 
for  purchase  money  wrongfully  received  by 
the  vendors  may  be  decreed  upon  any  portion 
of  the  land'  of  which  the  vendors  were  the 
owners. 

(June  16,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Ballard  County 
in  favor  of  cross  complainants  in  a  proceed- 
ing to  enforce  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract to  purchase  real  estate  which  was  re- 
scinded without  awarding  a  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty for  the  money  already  paid.    Reversed, 


Nora. — On  the  question  of  the  effect  of  ad- 
verse possession  upon  the  validity  of  a  deed, 
see  also  Reyes  v.  Middleton  (Fla.)  29  L.  B.  A. 
66. 
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The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mosara.  J.  H.  Nlehols  A  Son,  for  appel- 
lants: 

All  sales  or  conveyances,  including  those- 
made  under  execution,  of  any  land,  or  of  the- 
pretended  right  or  title  to  the  same,  of 
which  any  ot£er  person,  at  the  time  of  such 
sale,  contract,  or  conveyance,  has  adverse- 
possession,  shall  be  null  and  void. 

Ky.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  A2,  S  2. 

Void  acts  are  not  good  to  some  purpose. 

Wait,  Fraud.  Conv.  S  412;  Cardwell  v. 
Sprigg,  7  Dana,  36;  Chiles  v.  Conley,  9  Dana» 
386;  Oriffith  v.  Dicken,  4  Dana,  563;  Baley 
V.  Deakins,  6  B.  Men.  161;  Crowley  v. 
Vaugttan,  11  Bush,  518;  Oately  ▼.  Wilder,  12* 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  621,  14  S.  W.  680. 

The  deed  is  not  only  void  as  to  the  occu- 
pant of  the  land,  but  it  is  void  as  between 
the  parties  to  the  deed. 

Qravea  v.  Leathera,  17  B.  Mon.  667. 

The  deed  being  void,  no  estoppel  can  be 
founded  upon  it. 

CardweU  v.  Sprigg,  1  B.  Mon.  372;  JTer- 
oheval  v.  Triplett,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  493. 

A  champertous  deed  is  void,  and  oonfers- 
no  right  of  entry. 

BentUy  v.  Childera,  7  8.  W.  629;  Bowling 
V.  Roark,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  499,  24  S.  W.  4; 
Wait,  Fraud.  Conv.  {  413;  28  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  475. 

If  a  man  has  accepted  and  holds  a  void 
deed  which  gives  him  no  right  to  enter,  and, 
the  land  being  occupied,  he  cannot  enter;  and 
he  then  buys  the  same  land  from  the  party 
in  possession,  who  has  the  title  and  posses- 
sion; and  after  this  seoond  purchase  he  en- 
ters and  takes  possession, — ^his  entry  and 
holding  will  be  in  right  of  and  under  this- 
second  purchase. 

Taylor  v.  Watkina,  4  B.  Mon.  566. 

The  claim  that  all  the  purchases  of  this 
land  made  after  the  deed  of  March  16,  1859, 
were  made  to  quiet  that  title,  has  no  founda- 
tion in  law  or  fact. 

Bowling  v.  Roark,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  499,  2^ 
S.  W.  4. 
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When  DupoyBter  bought  from  the  parties 
'who  had  the  title,  and  took  possession,  his 
Allegiance  was  to  t^at  title,  and  he  was  never 
•under  an  estoppel  as  to  the  deed  of  March 
16,  1859,  nor  on  those  who  hold  under  him. 

Lyne  v.  Bank  of  Kentucky,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
^79. 

Innocent  purchasers  are  protected  in  a 
•deed  which  was  not  aduiowledged  or  proved 
«nd  lodged  for  record  as  prescribed  by  law. 

Dozier  v.  Bamett,  13  Bush,  467;  Patrick 
V.  Marshall,  2  Bibb,  46,  4  Am.  Dec.  670;  Du- 
4>all  V.  Outhrie,  3  Bibb,  532;  Hughes  v. 
Eaaten,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  573,  20  Am.  Dec.  230; 
Dickerson  v.  Talbot,  14  B.  Mon.  62 ;  Lyne  v. 
Batik  of  Kentucky,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  658;  Win^ 
•look  v.  Hardy,  4  Litt.  273;  Womack  v. 
Hughes,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  295. 

A  deed,  though  acknowledged  and  left  in 
the  clerk's  office  for  registration,  is  not  con- 
structive notice  until  the  tax  is  paid  thereon 
'  (Rev.  Stat.  chap.  24,  §  32)  and  as  to  them 
the  vendee  has  but  an  equitable  title. 

Phillips  V.  Clark,  4  Met.  (Ky.)  848,  83 
Am.  Dec.  471. 

If  the  certificate  is  insufficient,  the  fact 
that  the  deed  was  deposited  for  record  in  due 
time  and  recorded  avails  nothing. 

Miller  v.  Henshaw,  4  Dana,  327. 

The  clerk  fails  to  make  the  certificate  as 
required  by  the  statutes,  in  this:  he  fails  to 
^'certify  the  time  when  the  instrument  was 
lodged  in  his  office  for  record.''  This  is  a 
fatal  defect. 

Womack  v.  Hughes,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  294; 
Lyne  v.  Bank  of  Kentucky,  5  J.  J.  Marsh. 
658 ;  M'Connell  v.  Brown,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  464; 
Walker  v.  Walker,  42  111.  311,  89  Am.  Dec. 
445;  Rivard  v.  Walker,  39  111.  413;  RoUn- 
^on  V.  Oould,  26  Iowa,  89. 

The  recording  of  a  deed  is  not  constructive 
notice  of  its  contents,  where  it  is  not  entitled 
to  be  recorded. 

Prentice  v.  Duluth  Storage  d  Fortoarding 
Oo,  19  U.  S.  App.  100,  68  Fed.  Rep.  438,  7 
•C.  C.  A.  293 ;  Lowry  v.  Harris,  12  Minn.  256, 
<3il.  166;  Morton  v.  Smith,  2  Dill.  316,  Fed. 
•Cas.  No.  9,867;  O'Brien  v.  Qaslin,  20  Neb. 
347,  30  N.  W.  274;  Oreenwood  v.  Jenswold, 
«9  Iowa,  53,  28  N.  W.  433;  Ely  v.  Wilcox,  20 
Wis.  623,  91  Am.  Dec.  436;  Fisher  v. 
Vaughn,  75  Wis.  609,  44  N.  W.  831. 

No  deed  can  take  effect,  as  having  been  de- 
livered, until  such  act  of  delivery  has  been 
■assented  to  by  the  grantee,  and  he  has  done 
something  equivalent  to  an  actual  accept- 
ance. 

2  Waahb.  Real  Prop.  p.  681 ;  Com.  v.  Jack- 
son, 10  Bush,  429;  Walker  v.  Walker,  42  111. 
311,  89  Am.  Dec.  446;  Rivard  v.  Walker,  39 
HI.  413;  Robinson  v.  Chuld,  26  Iowa,  80; 
Ford  V.  Gregory,  10  B.  Mon.  180. 

The  words  "bodily  heirs  of  J.  C.  Dupoy- 
-eter,"  used  in  the  deed,  do  not  mean  the  chil- 
dren of  J.  C.  Dupoyster. 

True  V.  Nioholls,  2  Duv.  647;  Johnson  v. 
Johnson,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  331. 

The  grantor  used  the  words  **bodily  heirs" 
in  their  legal  and  technical  sense,  meaning 
48L.il  A. 


the  lineal  descendanU  of  J.  C.  Dupoyster  to 
the  remotest  degree. 

This  is  simply  a  deed  to  B.  S.  Dupoyster 
for  his  life,  and  then  to  the  heirs  of  J.  C.  Du- 
poyster, whoever  they  may  happen  to  be. 

Appellees  must  lose  this  action,  though  it 
mav  be  true  that  if  their  father  was  dead, 
and  it  was  thus  ascertained  that  they  were 
the  heirs  of  J.  C.  Dupoyster,  they  might  re- 
cover. 

Williamson  v.  Williamson,  18  B.  Mon.  368. 

There  have  been  born  to  J.  C.  Dupoyster 
four  children,  two  of  whom  are  dead,  and 
they  died  in  infancy  and  without  issue.  J. 
C.  Dupoyster  is  their  next  of  kin  and  heir  at 
law.  Therefore  he  owned  an  undivided  one- 
half  interest  in  the  land,  which  by  his  deed 
passed  to  appellant,  and  in  which  appellees 
have  no  interest. 

Walters  v.  Crutcher,  15  B.  Mon.  10. 

Dupoyster  represented  the  title  to  the  land 
clear  and  perfect.  It  was  not,  and  he  is 
guilty  of  a  fraud  which  cannot  be  cured. 

Breckinridge  v.  Moore,  3  B.  Mon.  635; 
Bibb  V.  Prather,  Sneed  (Ky.)  136,  2  Am. 
Dec.  711;  Upshau)  v.  Debow,  7  Bush,  442. 

Mr.  Thomas  P.  Basliaw,  also  for  appel- 
lants : 

If  the  habendum  discovers  a  plain  inten- 
tion to  invest  Ben  S.  Dupoyster  with  a  life 
estate  only,  the  granting  clause,  standing 
alone,  gives  him  the  fee. 

There  is  then  a  clear  repugnancy  between 
the  granting  clause  and  the  habendum, — ^the 
former  giving  him  the  fee,  the  latter  a  life 
estate  only,  with  absolutely  nothing  else 
anywhere  in  the  deed  throwing  the  least  light 
on  the  intention  of  the  grantor. 

The  grantee  will  take  the  fee. 

Ratliffe  v.  Marrs,  87  Ky.  26;  3  Washb. 
Real  Prop.  439;  13  Am.  h,  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p. 
708,  and  note;  ComweU  v.  Orton,  126  Mo. 
355,  27  S.  W.  636. 

If  Mrs.  Edwards  and  Joe  B.  Dupoyster 
actively  participated  in  the  fraud,  they  are, 
by  way  of  estoppel,  devested  of  their  interest 
in  the  lands  as  against  appellees. 

Heck  V.  Fisher,  78  Ky.  643;  Holloway  v. 
LouieviUe  R.  Co,  92  Ky.  244,  17  S.  W.  572; 
BuU  V.  Sevier,  88  Kv.  515,  11  S.  W.  506. 

Mr.  D.  G.  Park,  for  appellees: 

By  the  terms  of  the  deed,  Ben  S.  Dupoy- 
ster took  a  life  estate,  with  contingent  re- 
mainder to  the  bodily  heirs  of  J.  C.  Dupoy- 
ster, as  a  dass,  with  power  of  allotment 
among  them  by  the  Hfe  tenant  by  deed  or 
will. 

Williamson  t.  Williamson,  .18  B.  Mon. 
365;  Thompson  y.  Vance,  1  Met  (Ky.)  670; 
Howell  Y.  Ackerman,  89  Ky.  22,  11  8.  W. 
819 :  Lewis  v.  Citizens*  Nat.  Bank,  05  Ky.  79, 
23  S.  W.  667;  Turman  v.  White,  14  B.  Men. 
670. 

The  language  of  the  deed:  "Then  to  said 
heirs  of  said  J.  C.  Dupoyster,  and  second 
party  has  the  discretion  of  allotting  said 
lands  between  said  heirs  as  he  may  see 
proper," — ^precludes  the  vesting  of  the  land 
until  the  death  of  Ben  S.  Dupoyster. 
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Turman  v.  White,  14  B.  Mon.  570;  Howell 
Y.  Ackermam,  89  K7.  22,  11  S.  W.  819;  WiX- 
Uam9on  y.  WiUiamsony  18  B.  Mon.  373; 
Lewis  Y.  Cf^idrefitf'  Hat,  Bank,  95  Ky.  83,  23 
fl.  W.  667. 

The  power  created  in  the  life  tenant  was 
not  general,  hut  special,  and  could  not  be  ex- 
ercised in  faYor  ctf  any  other  than  the  class 
named. 

The  appellanta  are  in  no  attitude  to  rely 
on  either  the  statutes  of  champerty  or  lim- 
itation. Having  purchased  from  and  come 
into  possession  through  the  life  tenant,  Ben 
8.  Dupoyster,  they  can  no  more  deny  the  va- 
lidity of  his  title,  or  allege  his  possession  to 
be  adverse  to  appellees  as  remaindermen, 
than  Ben  S.  Dupoyster  himself  could  have 
denied  such  title  or  alleged  that  his  posses- 
sion was  adverse  as  against  them. 

The  possession  should  be  held  according  to 
the  title  by  which  it  was  acquired. 

Kirk  v.  IfiohoU,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  470. 

No  cause  of  action  accrued  to  the  appellees 
until  the  death  of  the  life  tenant,  and  of 
eourse  their  cause  of  action  for  the  land  is 
not  barred  by  any  statute  of  limitation. 

Butler  V.  McMillan,  88  Ky.  420,  11  S.  W. 
362;  Board  v.  Board,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  48. 

The  champerty  statute  is  not  available  to 
the  appellanta.  Neither  the  life  tenant  nor 
his  alienee  can  dispute  the  title  of  the  rever- 
eioner. 

Kirk  Y.  Nichols,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  470 ;  2  Her- 
man, Estoppel  &  Res  Adjudicata,  9  892,  p. 
1014;  Board  Y.  Board,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  48; 
Bigelow,  Estoppel,  5th  ed.  555;  Newell, 
Ejectment,  p.  602,  SI 5. 

Though  the  deed  would  be  void  as  to  the 
person  holding  adversely  at  the  time  it  was 
made,  and  those  claiming  under  him  between 
the  parties  and  as  to  the  rest  of  the  world  it 
would  be  effectual  and  valid. 

Martindale,  Conv.  2d  ed.  fi  24;  Luen  v. 
Wilson,  85  Ky.  503.  3  S.  W.  911. 

Mr.  'W.  G.  Bullitt  also  for  appellees. 

Hmaeliim;,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

It  is  the  contention  of  appellees  that, 
claiming  under  paper  title  from  one  Langdon 
and  others,  Thomas  Dupoyster  and  his  son 
Joe  C.  settled  in  1848  upon  the  tract  of  land 
in  controversy,  containing  some  3,600  acres, 
in  Ballard  and  Carlisle  counties;  that  they 
occupied  a  small  portion  of  the  land  that  was 
cleared,  made  some  little  improvements,  cut 
timber,  and  cleared  a  few  more  acres  of  land, 
and  asserted  their  ownership  to  the  entire 
tract.  Appellees  further  contend  that  on 
March  16,  1859,  Thomas  Dupoyster,  who  had 
three  children  living  at  that  time  (Joe  C., 
Ben  8.,  and  Thomas  Dupoyster),  by  deed 
duly  signed,  acknowledged,  and  recorded  in 
the  proper  office,  conveyed  this  land  to  his 
eon  Ben  S.  for  life,  and  then  to  the  children 
of  Joe  G.  Dupoyster,  under  conditions  to  be 
considered  presently.  In  September,  1890, 
Joe  G.  Dupoyster,  his  wife,  and  the  brother 
Ben  8.  Dupoyster,  claiming  to  own  this  land, 
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conveyed  the  same  to  appellant,  the  Ft.  Jef- 
ferson Improvement  Company,  for  the  con- 
sideration of  $50,000,  part  to  be  paid  in 
stock,  $10,000  to  be  paid  in  cash  when  deed 
was  made,  and  $25,000  six  months  thereaft- 
er. The  company  had  paid  something  over 
$8,000  on  the  trade,  when  Joe  C.  Dupoyster, 
in  his  own  right  and  as  the  administrator  of 
his  brother  Ben  S.,  who  had  died  in  March, 
1891,  filed  in  the  Ballard  circuit  court,  De- 
cember, 1891,  the  present  action  to  recover  of 
the  appellant  company  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  money.  To  this  action,  Harkless, 
Trimble,  and  others,  claiming  liens  on  the 
land,  were  made  parties ;  but  there  is  no  ap- 
peal from  any  judgment  on  their  behalf,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  their  interests. 
To  this  action  the  Ft.  Jefferson  Improvement 
Company  set  up  several  defenses,  but  we  will 
discuss  the  only  material  one,  in  which  they 
charged  fraud  upon  the  part  of  their  ven- 
dors in  makinff  the  sale.  It  is  charged  that 
liens  of  HarUess  and  others  were  on  the 
lands  when  sold,  and  that  since  the  purchase 
the  company  had  discovered  that  Joe  G.  had 
theretofore  sold  a  large  portion  of  the  land 
to  one  McGombs,  all  of  which  Joe  C.  Dupoy- 
ster had  fraudulently  concealed  from  the 
company,  representing  that  the  latter  waa 
getting  a  clear  title.  The  company  therefore 
asked  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract  of  sale, 
and  for  a  lien  on  the  land  to  secure  to  it  the 
money  already  paid.  An  amended  answer 
of  the  company  charged  that  in  NovembM", 
1883,  Ben  S.  Dupoyster  had  conveyed  the  en- 
tire tract  to  Joe  B.,  son  of  Joe  G.  Dupoyster, 
and  assigned  this  aa  additional  ground  for 
rescission.  It  appears  that  this  deed  of  1883 
conveys  about  1,000  acres  of  the  3,600  acres 
in  controversy,  and  that,  though  it  was  of 
record,  it  was  not  indexed. 

In  1803  Joe  B.  Dupoyster,  infant,  and 
Dalva  D.  Edwards,  the  only  living  children 
of  Joe  G.  Dupoyster,  came  into  this  suit  bv 
cross  action,  and  set  up  the  deed  of  Marcm 
16,  1859,  from  old  man  Thomas  Dupoyster 
to  his  son  Ben  S.,  alleging  that  by  the  terms 
of  the  deed  a  life  estate  in  the  land  in  con- 
troversy was  given  to  Ben  8.  Dupoyster,  and 
at  his  death  the  remainder  vested  in  the  then 
living  children  of  Joe  G.  Dupoyster;  that 
they  were  the  only  living  children  of  Joe  G. 
Dupoyster  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Ben 
Dupoyster;  and  they  prayed  for  judgment 
awarding  them  the  complete  title  and  pos- 
session of  the  whole  tract  of  land  in  contro- 
versy. The  company  made  defense  to  this 
cross  action,  denying  that  Thomas  Dupoy- 
ster executed  the  deS  of  1859  to  Ben  Dupoy- 
ster, and  alleging  that  the  latter  never  ac- 
cepted it;  denied  that  the  deed  was  ever  ac- 
knowledged or  recorded  until  1893,  while 
this  suit  was  pending.  Indeed,  they  at- 
tacked the  deed  and  certificate  as  a  forgery, 
and  assailed  it  as  not  genuine  in  many  other 
respecte.  After  a  great  volume  of  proof  was 
taken  on  the  issues  joined,  the  court  made 
an  order  rescinding  the  contract  of  sale,  and 
awarding  judgment  to  the  company  against 
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Joe  G.  DupoyBter  in  his  own  right,  and 
against  him  as  administrator  of  Ben  S.  Du- 
poyster,  for  the  sum  of  about  $10,000,  pur- 
chase money  the  company  had  paid,  but  de- 
clined to  adjudge  the  company  a  lien  on  the 
land  in  controversy  to  secure  payment  of 
judgment.  The  court  further  adjudged  the 
whole  tract  of  land  to  Joe  B.  Dupoyster  and 
Dalva  D.  Edwards,  as  prayed  for  in  their 
eross  action,  and  from  this  judgment  the  Ft. 
Jefferson  Improvement  Company  has  ap- 
pealed. 

The  first  and  most  important  question  that 
presents  itself  to  us  for  decision  is  as  to  the 
genuineness  of  the  deed  of  March  16,  1859. 
The  old  gentleman  Thomas  Dupoyster,  at  the 
time  of  uie  alleged  execution  of  this  deed  had 
three  sons ;  and  we  cannot  discern  what  rea- 
sonable motive  he  could  have  had  in  deeding 
all  this  land  to  one  child  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  unborn  children  of  one  of  his 
other  sons,  making  no  provision  for  two  of 
his  children.  This  alleged  original  deed  is 
before  us  for  examination.  The  writing  in 
the  body  of  the  deed  is  singularly  similar  to 
the  certificate  written  on  the  back  of  the 
deed.  Joe  C.  Dupoyster  admits  that  he 
wrote  the  body  of  the  deed,  but  it  is  claimed 
that  the  clerk,  J.  Corbett,  wrote  the  certifi- 
cate. Comparing  the  body  of  the  deed  of 
March  16,  1859,  with  the  Lauderdale  deeds, 
we  are  not  entirely  satisfied  that  the  same 
person  wrote  them.  At  least,  it  hardly  seems 
possible  that  they  could  have  been  written 
by  the  same  man  at  the  time  they  are  dated, 
and  they  are  dated  only  a  little  over  a  year 
apart.  Joe  C.  Dupoyster  says  that  he  wrote 
them  all.  If  this  is  true,  the  evidence  of 
Chowning  and  Asthorpe  would  lead  us  to  be- 
lieve that  the  deed  dated  1859  was  written 
many  years  after  the  deeds  to  Lauderdale. 
These  witnesses  say  this  1859  deed  is  written 
in  a  more  mature  hand.  Indeed,  the  testi- 
mony of  Asthorpe,  Ort,  L.  W.  Corbett,  Keith, 
Chowning,  and  an  examination  of  the  several 
original  admittedly  genuine  handwritings  of 
Corbett,  and  the  fact  that  the  alleged  deed 
was  recorded,  if  at  all,  out  of  its  regular 
place,  conduce  strongly  to  support  the  con- 
tention that  the  deed  of  1859  is  not  genuine. 
Yet  to  dispel  this  conclusion  there  is  the  tes- 
timony of  Hogancamp,  Powell,  Overly,  Sto- 
vall,  Shelton,  Thomas,  Sprouse,  and  others, 
tending  strongly  to  establish  its  genuineness. 
Judge  White  testifies  that  he  saw  of  record 
a  deed  from  Thomas  Dupoyster  to  his  son 
Ben  S.,  but  does  not  remember  the  contents. 
Mr.  Bugg  does  not  remember  that  the  deed 
filed  here  is  the  original  deed,  but  a  long 
time  prior  to  this  suit  Joe  C.  Dupoyster 
stated  to  him  that  Thomas  Dupoyster  had 
deeded  the  land  to  his  son  Ben,  and  offered 
it  to  Bugg  for  examination;  but  the  latter 
failed  to  examine  same,  and  cannot  testify 
that  the  deed  filed  here  is  the  original  deed. 
The  deed  of  Ben  S.  to  his  nephew  Joe  B.,  of 
1883,  refers  to  the  fact  that  Thomas  Dupoy- 
ster had  deeded  these  lands  to  his  son  Ben. 
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The  county  records,  having  been  destroyed  by 
fire,  cannot  give  us  any  light  on  the  subject. 
Taking  the  evidence  as  a  whole,  and  lending 
some  weight  to  the  finding  of  the  chancellor 
below,  we  conclude  that  the  deed  filed  hers 
is  the  original  and  genuine  deed  of  Thomas 
Dupoyster  to  his  son  Ben. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellant  that, 
even  if  this  deed  of  1859  is  genuine,  it  must 
be  declared  void  under  the  champerty  stat- 
ute. This  question  is  thoroughly  and  ably 
discussed  by  counsel,  and  we  have  given  it 
much  consideration.  It  may  well  be  conced- 
ed, as  contended  by  counsel,  that  there  was 
a  superior  title  to  that  of  the  Langdons  and 
others,  and  that  at  the  time  Thomas  Dupoy- 
ster settled  upon  a  portion  of  the  land  in 
controversy  there  were  several  parties  in  ac- 
tual possession  of  the  greater  portion  of  this 
land,  claiming  it  under  the  superior  title. 
We  think  the  evidence  clearly  establishes  the 
fact  that  these  parties  were  holding  a  great 
portion  of  this  land  under  the  superior  title 
adversely  to  Thomas  Dupoyster  at  the  time 
he  made  the  deed  of  March  16,  1859,  to  his 
son  Ben.  Taking  this  view  of  the  case,  coun- 
sel contends  that  the  deed  is  therefore  abso- 
lutely void,  as  being  within  the  champerty 
statute,  and  respectable  authority  is  cited 
sustaining  counsel's  position;  but,  constru- 
ing the  statute  as  a  wnole,  and  in  view  of  the 
decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Luen  v. 
WiUon,  86  Ky.  503,  3  S.  W.  911,  we  are  of 
opinion-  that  the  deed  is  not  void,  but  only 
voidable  at  the  instance  of  the  parties  in  ad- 
verse possession.  The  evidence  clearly 
shows  that  Ben  S.  Dupoyster  and  his  brother 
Joe,  claiming  under  this  deed  of  1859,  pur- 
chased all  these  adverse  claims  for  Ben,  and 
took  the  actual  possession  of  the  whole  tract, 
and  were  so  holding  it  under  this  deed  at  the 
time  it  was  sold  to  the  appellants.  If  A 
should  sell  to  B  lands  at  t£e  time  in  the  ad- 
verse possession  of  others,  and  B  claiming 
under  his  deed,  should  purchase  in  the  ad- 
verse titles,  and  would  thereafter  sell  it  to  C, 
we  do  not  understand  upon  what  grounds  C 
could  complain  of  his  title,  so  as  to  have  the 
deed  from  A  to  B  declared  void.  A  different 
rule  would  apply  if  the  parties  in  adverse 
possession  were  complaining.  And  so,  in 
this  case,  as  Ben  Dupoyster  had  acquired  the 
fee  to  this  land  under  the  deed  of  1859,  we 
do  not  think  that  appellants  can  be  heard 
to  complain,  the  outstanding  titles  having 
been  theretofore  bought  in  by  Ben. 

Having  held  this  deed  of  1859  to  be  gen- 
uine, and  not  void  as  within  the  champerty 
statutes,  we  now  find  it  necessary  to  construe 
this  writing,  in  order  to  determine  who  are 
the  owners  of  the  land  in  controversy.  The 
deed  reads  as  follows: 

"This  indenture,  made  and  entered  into  by 
and  between  Thos.  Dupoyster,  party  of  the 
first  part,  and  Ben  S.  Dupoyster,  party  of 
the  second  part,  all  of  Ballard  county,  Ken- 
tucky, this,  the  16th  day  of  March,  1869,  to 
wit,  said  party  of  the  first  part,  for  the  fol- 
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lowing  contiderfttion,  to  wit»  that  said  seo^ 
•end  party  has  certain  lands  in  MiBaissippi 
^ovaitj,  Mo.,  which  the  second  party  is  to 
•convey  to  the  first  party,  or  such  parties  as 
the  first  party  may  direct  to  be  conveyed  to, 
4ftnd  also  one  dollar  in  hand  paid  by  second 
party  to  first  party,  the  receipt  whereof  is 
ner^y  acknowledged,  said  first  party  does 
bargain,  sell,  and  convey  unto  second  party 
the  following  described  lands,  to  wit:  All 
of  section  three,  township  five,  range  four 
west,  not  in  Mississippi  river;  also,  all  of 
section  ten  in  same  township  and  range,  not 
in  said  river;  also,  all  of  section  two  and 
section  one  in  same  township  and  range; 
4il80,  all  of  sections  eleven  and  twelve  in  same 
township  and  range,  not  covered  by  the  Wm. 
dark  and  Walter  Scott  surveys;  also,  all  of 
«ection  seven  and  the  south  half  of  section 
«ix  in  township  five,  range  three  west;  also, 
the  south  half  of  section  thirty-four  and  the 
aouthwest  quarter  of  section  thirty-five, 
township  six,  range  four  west.  All  of  said 
lands  are  <hi  the  waters  of  Mayfield  creek,  on 
the  Mississippi  river,  in  Ballard  county,  of 
Kentucky.  It  is  expressly  agreed  and  un- 
"derstood  that  said  second  party  is  to  deed  or 
will  said  lands  to  the  boaily  heirs  of  J.  G. 
Dupoyster, — ^in  other  words,  the  title  and 
possession  of  said  lands  is  only  invested  in 
said  second  partv  during  his  natural  life- 
time, then  to  said  heirs  of  J.  G.  Dupoyster; 
4uid  second  party  has  the  discretion  of  allot- 
ting said  lands  between  said  heirs  as  he  may 
aee  proper ;  said  second  party  to  have  and  to 
hold  said  lands  during  his  natural  lifetime, 
and  said  heirs,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
together  with  all  the  appurtenances  thereun- 
to belonging,  forever,  with  covenant  of  gen- 
-eral  warranty." 

The  lower  court  construed  this  deed  to 
mean  that  Ben  S.  Dupoyster  took  a  life  es- 
-tate,  with  a  contingent  remainder  to  the  bod- 
ily heirs  of  J.  G.  Dupoyster,  with  power  of 
appointment  in  the  liie  tenant.  We  think  it 
•quite  plain  that  the  grantor  intended  that 
Ben  Dupoyster  should  take  only  a  life  estate 
in  the  land  conveyed.  We  are  also  of  opin- 
ion that  the  word  "heirs"  and  "bodily  heirs," 
as  used  in  this  deed,  mean,  "children,"  and 
the  lower  court  properly  so  held ;  but  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  court  erred  in  deciding 
'that  the  intention  of  the  grantor  was  to  in- 
vest the  children  of  J.  G.  Dupoyster  with  a 
•mere  contingent  remainder.  The  intention, 
we  think,  was  to  vest  a  life  estate  in  Ben, 
with  remainder  to  the  children  of  Joe  G. ;  his 
-firstborn  taking  the  entire  remainder,  which, 
'however,  opened  up  to  let  in  the  afterbom 
children.  Ko  power  of  appointment  proper 
18  created  by  this  deed  in  the  life  tenant. 
At  any  rate,  the  power  was  an  expressly  lim- 
ited one,  and  was  directed  to  be  exercised  for 
■the  benefit  of  the  bodily  heirs  of  Joe  G.;  and, 
'to  make  the  meaning  plainer,  the  grantor 
adds:  "In  other  words,  the  title  and  pos- 
-eeesion  of  said  lands  is  only  vested  in  said 
«eoond  party  during  his  natural  lifetime^ 
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then  to  the  heirs  of  J.  G.  Dupoyster.^  Then 
follows  a  provision  merely  giving  to  Ben  the 
"discretion"  of  allotting,  of  dividing  out  or 
partitioning,  "as  he  may  see  proper,"  these 
lands  among  the  children  of  Joe  G.  The  lan- 
guage used  does  not  suggest  an  unequal  al- 
lotment or  partition,  nor  create  the  power 
of  cutting  on  or  lessening  the  right  or  inter- 
est of  any  one  of  these  heirs  or  children.  We 
must  suppose  the  allotment  or  division  was 
intended  to  be  an  equal  one,  but  that  the  dis- 
cretion was  vested  in  Ben  to  designate  the 
location  of  each  child's  interest  or  share. 
And  this  designation  or  allotment  he  might 
make  by  will  or  deed.  It  follows  that  the 
children  of  J.  G.,  as  they  were  born,  took 
vested  remainders.  It  appears  from  the  rec- 
ord that  durinff  the  married  life  of  J.  G.  Du- 
poyster there  have  been  born  to  him  four 
children,  two  of  whom  are  dead.  Hence,  un- 
der our  construction  of  this  deed,  the  interest 
of  the  dead  children  passed  by  the  law  of 
descent  to  their  lawful  heir  or  heirs.  If  it 
should  appear  that  the  child  of  Joe  B.  Du- 
poyster has  received  by  the  deed  of  1883  more 
than  his  proportion  of  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, as  fixed  under  our  construction  of  ^e 
deed  of  1869,  then  that  deed  should  be  held 
void  to  that  extent. 

At  the  time  of  the  conveyance  of  the  land 
in  controversy  by  J.  G.  Dupoyster  and  Ben  S. 
Dupoyster  to  the  appellant  company,  it  is 
quite  certain  that  the  Dupoysters  knew  of 
the  existence  of  this  deed  of  1859,  and  knew 
that  they  could  not  convey  to  the  company 
the  fee-simple  title, — all  of  which,  from  the 
evidence,  was  unknown  to  the  company. 
This  fact,  in  connection  with  other  evidence 
here  tending  to  show  fraud  and  misrepresen- 
tation upon  the  part  of  the  I>upoysters,  jus- 
tified the  lower  court  in  ordering  a  rescission' 
of  the  contract.  On  whatever  of  the  land  J. 
G.  may  be  the  owner  of  by  inheritance  from 
his  dead  children  there  will  be  a  lien  in  favor 
of  appellant  for  the  purchase  money  wrong- 
fully received  by  him. 

A  brief  has  been  filed  on  behalf  of  the 
Langdon  heirs,  but  there  are  no  pleadings 
filed  or  issues  made  in  this  action  froin  whidi 
we  can  intelligently  discuss  their  interests, 
if  any. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  cause  re- 
manded for  proceedings  consistent  herewith. 

Motions  for  various  modifications  of  the 
decree  having  been  filed,  Haselriss,  Gh.  J., 
on  March  17,  1900,  handed  down  the  follow- 
ingresponse: 

We  think  the  writ  of  possession  rightfully 
issued,  and  the  motion  to  quash  the  same  was 
properly  overruled.  The  motion  for  receiver 
here  and  the  petition  for  rehearing  and  mod- 
ification are  overruled.  The  question  of 
what  estate  was  inherited  by  J.  G.  Dupoy- 
ster, and  all  questions  pertaining  thereto, 
and  of  rent  and  other  matters  not  specially 
passed  on,  are  not  decided. 
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MaxcuB  L.  TOURTELLOTTB. 
(167  Mass.  69.) 

l.  Tbe  mere  fact  thmt  In  an  entplor- 
ee'B  Jndvntent  an  act  required  by  the  em- 
ployer U  unsafe  does  not,  ai  matter  of  law, 
render  him  guilty  of  negligence  in  perform- 
ing it.  If  the  employer  aasurea  him  that 
there  if  no  danger. 

S.  A  partr  fearinv  that  an  Inatrnetlon 
will  be  taken  by  the  jury  in  a  broader 
■ense  than  he  deemi  conilatent  with  the  law 
must  call  the  court's  attention  to  the  lan- 
guage, to  render  It  subject  to  review. 

S.  That  an  enftplor««  <■  told  br  a  tlilrd 
perMon  that  the  work  is  not  safe  will  not 
prevent  his  recovery  for  an  injury,  if  he  be- 
lieves his  employer's  assurance  that  it  is  safe. 

(October  28,  1896.) 

EXCEPTIOKS  by  defendant  to  rulingB  of 
the  Superior  (3ourt  for  Hampden  0:>un- 
ty  made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 


to  recover  damages  for  alleged  negligence  re- 
sulting in  injury  to  plaintiif,  which  resulted 
in  a  verdict  in  plaintiff's  favor.    Overruled. 

The  facte  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  C  Ii.  Lone  for  defendant. 

Mr.  W.  H.  M eClintoek  for  plaintiff. 

Holmes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  for  injuries  suffered  in 
consequence  of  the  caving  in  of  a  ditch  bank 
while  the  plaintiff  was  at  work  connecting 
water  pipes  in  the  ditch.  The  defendant  does 
not  deny  that  he  knew  of  the  danger,  but>  on 
the  contrary,  says  that  it  was  obvious,  and 
that  he  and  others  warned  the  plaintiff  of  it, 
and  that  he  told  him  not  to  work  there.  The 
plaintiff's  evidence  is  that  he  was  working 
there  by  the  implied  command  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  the  defendant  declared  the 
ditch  to  be  all  right.  Seemingly,  the  plain- 
tiff knew  that  the  bank  overhung  a  couple  of 
feet. 

The  defendant  asked  for  a  ruling  that  it 
was  no  part  of  the  plaintiff^s  duty  to  follow 
instructions  of  the  defendant  to  work  in  a 


Nora. — Bfteot  of  an  aaturanoe  of  tafety  given 
by  the  maeter  or  a  ooeervani. 

I.  General  rule. 
II.  Jlluetrative  caeee. 

III.  Rationale  of  rule. 

IV.  When  an  aesuranoe  of  eafety  ia  not  oofi- 

olueive  in  the  eervanVe  favor. 
y.  Whoee  oeeuronoee  \t4nd  the  moeter. 

I.  Oeneral  rule, 

.  A  subject  which  is  closely  connected  with 
that  of  the  effect  of  a  positive  order  to  do  a 
dangerous  act,  as  to  which  see  note  to  Dalle- 
mand  v.  Saalfeldt  (111.)  pott, — is  the  effect  pro- 
duced upon  the  servant's  right  of  recovery  by 
evidence  that  he  received  from  his  master  or 
some  superior  coservant  an  express  assurance 
that  the  work  undertaken  by  him  involved  no 
danger,  or  that  proper  precautions  would  be 
taken  to  protect  him  while  he  was  doing  the 
work. 

In  many  of  the  cases  a  specific  order  and 
an  assurance  of  safety  are  both  factors  to  be 
reckoned  with ;  but  as  this  circumstance  is  not 
invariable,  and  each  factor  obviously  has  its 
own  characteristic  significance,  it  has  been 
deemed  better  to  treat  the  latter  separately, 
even  though,  by  so  doing,  we  shall  find  our- 
selves brought  once  more  into  contact  with 
conceptions  similar  to  those  already  dealt  with 
in  connection  with  the  former. 

The  doctrine  of  the  cases  on  the  assurance 
of  safety  may  be  enumerated  in  its  most  gen- 
eral form  as  follows: 

If  the  servant  is  shown  to  have  entered  upon 
the  performance  of  certain  work,  relying  upon 
an  assurance  of  his  master  or  his  master's  rep- 
resentative that  such  work  would  not  unduly 
imperil  his  safety,  the  mere  fact  that,  before 
he  received  the  assurance,  his  apprehensions  as 
to  the  possibility  of  injury  had  been  excited  by 
circumstances  which  had  come  to  his  knowl- 
edge will  not,  as  matter  of  law,  render  him 
chargeable  either  with  an  assumption  of  the 
risk  involved  in  the  work  or  with  contributory 
negligence.  It  should  be  remarked  that,  al- 
though the  effect  el  such  evidence  In  respect 
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to  both  defenses  named  is  recognized  by  the 
courts  (Nelson  v.  8t  Paul  Plow  Works  (1894) 
57  Minn.  48,  68  N.  W.  868),  the  large  majority 
of  the  cases  in  which  an  assurance  of  safety 
is  an  element  deal  with  the  servant's  rights 
from  the  standpoint  of  contributory  negligence. 
The  assurances  of  safety  with  which  we  are 
now  concerned  are  the  more  or  less  explicit 
statements  which  are  made  by  masters  or  su- 
perior servants  to  allay  the  apprehension  of 
their  subordinates ;  but  it  should  be  remembered 
that,  as  a  master  is  under  the  duty  of  keeping 
the  place  of  work  reasonably  safe  or  giving 
notice  of  its  Insecurity,  the  invitation  whidi  ts 
inferentially  extended  to  servants  te  make  use 
of  any  part  (rf'  the  premises  which  is  required 
for  the  due  performance  of  their  duties  may 
be  regarded  as  being  accompanied  by  an  im- 
plied assurance  that  they  will  not  be  exposed 
to  any  danger  from  which  ordinary  care  can 
protect  them.  See  Salem  Stone  &  Lime  Co. 
V.  Oriflln  (1894)  189  Ind.  141,  88  N.  B.  411. 

II.  niuetrative  oaeee. 

The  most  frequent  examples  of  the  applica> 
tion  of  the  above  doctrine  are  the  decisions  1» 
which  the  contributory  negligence  of  the  serv- 
ant is  held  to  be  for  the  jury,  on  the  ground 
that  he  relied  upon  an  expression  of  opinion  as 
to  the  condition  of  the  appliances,  taking  that 
term  in  its  broadest  sense. 

An  employer  who  ties  two  ladders  together 
to  make  one  sufllciently .  long  to  reach  to  the 
roof  of  his  bam,  and  directs  his  employee  to- 
asoend,  assuring  him  that  it  is  safe,  and  that 
he  is  an  old  sailor  and  skilful  tier  of  knots,  is 
liable  where  the  employee  relies  on  his  anmr- 
ances  without  examining  the  fastening,  and  1» 
injured  by  its  giving  way  because  it  Is  improp- 
erly tied.  Denning  v.  Gould  (1898)  157  Hasa 
568,  82  N.  E.  862. 

An  employee  who  does  not  know  a  safe  rate 
of  speed  for  a  grindstone  turned  by  machinery 
has  the  right  to  rely  on  a  statement  by  the 
superintendent  of  the  employer  that  the  speed 
at  which  it  is  revolving  is  safe.  Heifensteln  ?. 
Medart    (1896)    186   Mo.   596,   88    8.   W.  294,. 
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dangeroiM  place,  and  if  the  plaintiff  knew, 
or  luid  reasonable  cause  to  know,  that  it  was 
dangerous  to  work  in  the  ditch,  he  could  not 
recover,  although  the  defendant  may  have 
said  to  him  that  the  ditch  was  all  right. 
This  was  not  given  in  the  words  of  the  re- 
quest, but,  as  we  interpret  the  instructions, 
was  meant  to  be  given  in  substance,  pretty 
nearly,  so  far  as  correct.  The  court  said: 
''If  you  should  find  that  he  was  not  bound 
to  anticipate  the  danger  of  the  earth  caving 
in,  that  ne  was  warranted  in  assuming  that 
that  part  was  left  safe  for  him,  and  if  you 
should  find,  upon  the  evidence,  that  the  mas- 
ter, standing  by,  observed  him  doing  the 
work,  and  made  a  declaration  that  it  was 
safe,  still  that  would  not  protect  him  against 
the  obvious  perils  and  dangers  that  existed, 
and  which  you  have  a  right  to  take  into  con- 
sideration." But,  later  in  the  charge,  the 
eourt  added:  ''The  mere  fact  that  a  man 
knows  the  unsafe  oondition  of  a  thing  doe? 
not  necessarily,  as  matter  of  law,  consti- 
tute him  negligent  in  case  he  does  that 
thing."  This  contradicted  the  ruling  asked, 
and  rightly,  although  possibly  the  illustra^ 
tions  were  not  the  most  apposite  that  could 
have  been  chosen.  When  we  say  that  a  man 
appreciates  a  danger,  we  mean  that  he  forms 


a  judgment  as  to  the  future,  and  that  his 
judgment  is  right.  But  if  against  this  judg- 
ment is  set  the  judgment  of  a  superior,— one» 
too,  who  from  the  nature  of  the  callings  of 
the  two  men,  and  of  the  superior's  duty,, 
seems  likely  to  make  the  more  accurate  fore- 
cast,— and  if  to  this  is  added  a  command  to 
go  on  with  his  work  and  to  run  the  risk,  it 
becomes  a  complex  question  of  the  particular 
circumstances    whether  the  inferior  is  not 

J'ustified,  as  a  prudent  man,  in  8urrenderiii|^ 
lis  own  opinion  and  obeying  the  command. 
The  nature  and  the  degree  of  the  danger,, 
the  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  appreciation  of 
it,  and  the  exigency  of  the  work,  all  enter 
into  consideration,  and  no  universal  rule  can 
be  laid  down.  See  Henneagy  v.  Boston,  161 
Mass.  602,  37  K.  E.  668;  Coan  v.  Marlbor^ 
ough,  164  Mass.  206,  41  K.  £.  238;  Burgesm 
V.  Dams  Sulphur  Ore  Co.  166  Mass.  71,  42  N. 
E.  501. 

The  instructions  of  the  court  on  this  point 
were  excepted  to,  but  no  attention  was  called 
to  any  matter  of  objection  other  than  their 
inconsistency  with  the  request  which  has 
been  stated.  In  the  course  of  tiiis  part  of  hia 
charge,  the  judge  mentioned  the  plaintiff's 
evidence  that  the  other  men  were  at  work  in> 
the  same  place,  and  said  to  the  jury:  "If  taiy 


Afilrming  on  Rehearing  186  Mo.  610,  86  8.  W. 
863,  37  S.  W.  829. 

A  carpenter  employed  by  an  electric  com- 
pany has  a  right  to  rely  on  a  statement  by  the 
foreman  that  uninsulated  wires  near  which  he 
Is  required  to  work  are  not  dangeroas,  where 
there  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  any  electrical 
current  is  passing  throagh  them.  Chicago  Edi- 
son Co.  V.  Hudson  (1896)  66  111.  App.  689. 

In  Haas  v.  Balch  (1898)  12  U.  8.  App.  634, 
•  C.  C.  A.  201,  56  Fed.  Rep.  984,  the  pialntifr, 
when  called  to  engage  in  shoveling  gravel  into 
cars  under  an  overhanging  bank,  noticed  its 
appearance,  and  inquired  of  the  foreman  as  to 
Its  safety.  The  foreman,  who  had  previously 
been  upon  the  bank,  endeavoring  to  throw  it 
down,  went  np  again,  when  thus  appealed  to, 
for  the  purpose  of  examining  it,  and  he  then 
repeated  the  assurance  of  safety,  accompanied 
with  the  order  which  he  had  given  when  he  first 
Instructed  the  plaintiff  to  assist  in  the  loading 
of  the  cars.  The  court  said:  "It  certainly 
cannot  be  said,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  justified  in  giving  some 
weight  to  and  placing  some  reliance  upon  as- 
sarances  thus  given  and  repeated.  There  were 
other  facts  to  be  weighed  in  ooxmectlon  with 
the  assurances  given  by  the  foreman,  upon  the 
qaeartion  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff, — such  as  the  composition  of 
tlie  bcmk,  the  character  of  the  overhanging 
crust,  the  fact  that  it  had  remained  in  its  then 
condition  since  the  previous  day,  and  that  it 
l&ad  resisted  the  efforts  of  the  foreman  to  throw 
It  down.  Under  these  circumstances,  we  think 
tbat  the  questions  of  the  assumption  of  the 
risk  and  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  were  for  the  jury,  and  not  for 
the  court,  and  that  It  was  error  to  withdraw 
tbem  from  the  jury." 

See  also  Bradbury  v.  Goodwin  (1886)  108 
Ind.  286,  9  N.  E.  302  (master  assured  servant 
tbat  the  appliances  for  lowering  a  heavy  safe 
•were  adequate  for  the  purpose)  ;  Lake  8uperlor 
Iron  Co.  V.  Erickson  (1878)  89  Mich.  492.  38 
Am.  Rep.  423  (miner  injured)  ;  Daley  v.  Schaaf 
<1882)  28  Hun,  314  (servant  assured  that  there 
<waM  no  dsnger  of  the  fall  of  bricks  of  which 
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he  was  apprehensive)  ;  Chsdwick  v.  Brewsher 
(1891)  39  N.  T.  8.  B.  718,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  698 
(servant  a  house-painter  Injured  by  the  fall  of 
a  scaffold,  the  planks  of  which  were  not  tied  by 
him  in  consequence  of  his  reliance  on  the  as- 
surance of  the  master  that  they  would  hold 
without  being  tied)  ;  Warner  v.  (Thicago,  B.  I. 
k  P.  R.  Co.  (1896)  62  Mo.  App.  192  (servant 
was  assured  that  ladder  with  worn  rounds  was 
safe)  ;  Jones  v.  St.  Louis,  N.  &  P.  Packet  Co; 

(1891)  43  Mo.  App.  898  (plaintiff  called  the  at- 
tentlon  of  the  second  mate  to  a  defect  in  a 
plank,  and  was  assured  that  It  could  be  safely- 
used)  ;  American  Wire  Nail  Co.  v.  Connellr 
(1898)  8  Ind.  App.  398,  36  N.  E.  721  (foreman 
assured  workman  that  a  new  and  more  dan- 
gerous kind  of  work  was  safe) ;  Monahan  v. 
Kansas  City  Clay  &  C.  Co.  (1894)  68  Mo.  App. 
68  (miner  injured  by  falling  of  unlined  shaft  haA 
been  assured  it  was  safe) ;  Davles  v.  Griffith 

(1892)  27  Ohio  L.  J.  180  (carpenter  employed 
by  a  builder  objected  tbat  a  scaffold  was  made 
of  insufficient  material,  and  mounted  it  after 
the  builder  had  assured  him  that  It  was  al> 
right). 

Other  groups  of  cases  governed  by  the  same 
principle  are  those  in  which  there  has  been  sa 
explicit  assertion  by  the  master,  or  some  agent 
for  whose  statements  he  is  responsible,  that  cer- 
tain dangerous  conditions  of  which  the  servant 
has  acquired  knowledge  have  been  remedied. 

Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  McKee  (1887) 
87  Kan.  692,  16  Pac.  484  (superintendent  told 
plaintiff  that  machine  complained  of  had  been 
repaired)  ;  Nelson  v.  8t.  Paul  Plow  Works 
(1894)  67  Minn.  48,  68  N.  W.  868 ;  Lawrence  v. 
Hagemeyer  &  Co.  (1892)  93  Ky.  691,  20  8.  W. 
704  (servant  had  refused  to  use  a  saw  unless 
it  was  repaired,  and  only  resumed  work  when 
informed  by  the  machinist  that  it  was  "al^ 
right")  ;  Ooggin  v.  D.  M.  Osborne  k  (^.  (1896) 
116  Cal.  487,  47  Pac.  248  (same  facts)  ;  8oph. 
ersteln  v.  Bertels  (1896)  178  Pa.  401,  36  Atl. 
1000  (employee,  after  discovering  that  a  ma> 
chine  was  out  of  order  and  informing  the  su- 
perintendent thereof,  continued  to  operate  it 
after  the  superintendent  had  done  some  work 
upon  it  and  pronounced  It  all  right). 
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▼.  St.  Looli,  N.  k  p.  Packet  Co.  (1891)  43  Mo. 
App.  S98. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  decisions  embody- 
ing this  latter  doctrine  were  all  rendered  In 
Mlssoari,  where  the  courts  have  gone  much 
further  than  in  most  of  the  other  states  In  re- 
fusing to  draw  peremptory  inferences  of  law 
from  proof  of  the  servant's  knowledge.  But 
the  authorities  for  a  similar  doctrine  in  cases 
which  inyolye  the  additional  element  of  a  spe- 
cific order  are  not  thus  localized.  As  to  such 
eases  it  is  explicitly  held  that  the  mere  fact 
that  a  servant  knows  the  unsafe  condition  of 
a  thing  does  not  necessarily,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  render  him  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  continuing  to  work  in  its  Ticinlty, 
where  the  master  assures  him  that  it  is  safe 
and  commands  him  to  go  on  with  the  work. 
IIcKbb  ▼.  TouBTBLOTTB ;  Kcegan  t.  Kavanaugh 
(1878)  62  Mo.  230  (question  for  Jury  whether 
a  hod  carrier,  engaged  in  helping  to  build  a 
wall  at  the  foot  of  an  embankment  of  earth  20 
or  80  feet  deep  and  not  shored  or  propped  up, 
was  negligent  in  obeying  orders  to  go  down, 
although  reluctant  to  do  so,  when  he  was  told 
that  there  was  no  danger)  ;  Jackson  ▼.  Georgia 
R.  Co.  (1886)  77  Ga.  82  (section-hand  ordered 
with  a  curse,  after  inquiry  as  to  danger,  to  obey 
or  leave,  and  told  there  was  no  danger)  ;  Chi- 
cago Anderson  Pressed  Brick  Co.  t.  Sobkowiak 
(1892)  45  111.  App.  317,  Affirmed  in  (1894)  148 
111.  673,  86  N.  E.  672  (servant  after  protest  had 
gone  to  dig  under  a  bank  of  earth  in  response 
to  an  express  order  and  an  assurance  of  safety). 

The  effect  of  the  servant's  knowledge  where 
his  assumption  of  the  risks  is  relied  u{>on  is 
open  to  no  doubt.  If  that  knowledge  is  imper- 
fect, and  excusably  so,  the  action  is,  upon  gen- 
eral principles,  not  barred.  Nelson  v.  St.  Paul 
Plow  Works  (1894)  67  Minn.  48,  58  N.  W.  868 
(superintendent  told  servant  that  a  machine 
the  defects  of  which  he  had  previously  dis- 
covered had  been  repaired,  case  for  Jury).  Com- 
pare Colorado  Fuel  &  I.  Co.  v.  CummingH  (1806) 
8  Colo.  App.  641,  46  Pac  875  (where  the  ab- 
sence of  any  such  statement  was  emphasized). 

But  an  assurance  that  appliances  are  in  good 
condition  manifestly  cannot  prevent  the  opera- 
tion of  a  defense  which  is  complete,  once  it  is 
shown  that  the  risk  was  known.  Colorado  Fuel 
A  I.  Co.  V.  Cummings  (1806)  8  Colo.  App.  541, 
46  Pac.  875 ;  Howery  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  B. 
Co.  (1895)  13  Misc.  641,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  1089. 

A  servant  *'assumes  the  risk  when  he  volun- 
tarily enters  into  danger  apparent  to  him,  not- 
withstanding an  agent  of  his  employer  tells  him 
there  is  no  danger."  Toomey  v.  Eureka  Iron 
&  8.  Works  '(1891)  89  Mich.  249.  50  N.  W.  850. 

An  employee  operating  a  planing  machine 
with  which  be  is  familiar  assumes  the  risk  of 
the  belt  by  which  it  is  run  breaking  apart, 
when  he  observes  that  the  fastenings  have  par- 
tially given  way,  and  continues  to  operate  it, 
although  he  calls  the  foreman's  attention  to  it, 
and  is  told  that  the  belt  is  all  right  and  to  go 
oo.  Anderson  v.  H.  C.  Akeley  Lumber  Co. 
(1891)  47  Minn.  128,  49  N.  W.  664. 

A  statement  by  a  foreman  to  a  boy  fifteen 
years  old  employed  on  a  pasting  machine,  that 
it  was  foolish  to  use  a  split  stock  to  put  the 
paper  between  the  belt  of  felting  and  a  heated 
cylinder,  and  that  he  could  use  his  hands  with- 
out danger,  was  not  an  assurance  that  his  hand 
would  not  be  drawn  into  the  machine  if  it  came 
In  contact  with  the  surface  of  the  belting  and 
cylinder  so  as  to  render  the  employer  liable  for 
an  injury.  Lowcock  v.  Franklin  Paper  Co. 
<1897)  169  Mass.  SIS,  47  N.  E.  1000  (verdict 
for  plaintiff  set  aside). 

Commenting  upon  the  circumstances  in  Wei- 
greffe  v.  Daw  (1891)  40  111.  App.  56,  the  court 
■aid :  '*Thls  case  is  not  analogous  to  that  upon 
48  L.  B.  A. 


which  so  many  authorities  have  been  cited,  of 
defective  machinery,  and  notwithstanding  sucb 
condition  the  employee  is  urged  by  the  employer 
that  he  can  safely  proceed  with  it,  but  it  is  m 
case  as  to  the  mode  of  proceeding  with  ma- 
chinery that  was  not  defective,  where,  as  to  tb» 
mode  or  way  of  safely  operating  it,  there  wa» 
an  hones^  difference  of  opinion  between  the  em- 
ployer and  employee.  It  cannot  be,  after  such 
difference  of  opinion  has  manifested  itself,  that 
the  employer  thereafter  becomes  an  insurer  of 
the  employee  against  an  accident,  even  if  it 
should  occur  through  a  mistaken  judgment  of 
the  employer,  where  the  employee  voluntarily 
continues  at  such  work.  In  such  case  it  would 
seem  that  the  hazard,  if  any,  thereafter  would 
be  incident  to  the  employee's  service,  which  h» 
voluntarily  assumes." 

In  Haas  v.  Balch  (1893)  12  U.  8.  App.  584, 
56  Fed.  Rep.  984,  6  C.  C.  A.  201,  the  casea 
which  declare  the  general  rule  to  be  that 
where  the  servant  is  of  mature  age,  and  of 
ordinary  intelligence,  he  assumes  the  risk  of  a 
known  situation,  even  though  assured  by  an 
agent  or  representative  of  the  master  that  there^ 
is  no  danger,  have  been  thus  commented  upon : 
"In  all,  or  nearly  all,  these  cases  the  employee- 
had  equal  knowledge  of  the  risk  to  be  ap- 
prehended with  the  master  or  his  representa- 
tive, and  hence  was  not  relieved  from  the  duty 
of  exercising  his  own  judgment  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  he  would  or  would  not  subject 
himself  to  the  known  dangers  of  the  situation. 
There  are  other  cases  which  hold  the  rule  to  be 
that,  when  a  servant  is  directed  by  the  master 
or  his  representative  to  place  himself  in  a  situ- 
ation of  danger,  the  law  will  not  charge  hlra 
with  the  risks  of  the  situation,  or  hold  him 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  unless  the 
danger  is  so  glaring  that  no  prudent  man  would 
subject  himself  thereto  even  in  obedience  to  the 
commands  of  a  master.  The  difference  observ- 
able in  these  cases,  in  the  weight  given  to  an 
assurance  of  safety  on  the  part  of  the  master 
or  his  representative,  is  mainly  due  to  the  dif- 
ferent state  of  facts  proved  in  the  several  cases 
upon  the  point  of  equal  knowledge  or  means  of 
knowledge,  between  the  master  and  servant,  of 
the  risk  to  be  incurred  In  the  given  instance. 
The  fact  that  the  assurance  of  safety  has  been 
given  is  one  to  be  weighed  in  each  case.  The 
weight  to  be  given  thereto  is  dependent  upon 
the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case.  If 
in  a  given  instance,  the  servant,  being  of  ma- 
ture age  and  of  ordinary  Intelligence,  has  equal 
knowledge  with  the  master  of  the  dangers  to  be^ 
apprehended,  and  he  voluntarily  subjects  him- 
self thereto,  knowing  of  their  existence,  the 
mere  fact  that  he  had  received  an.  assurance 
that  there  was  no  risk  to  be  dreaded  or  avoided 
might  be  of  little  avail  in  relieving  him  from  a 
charge  of  contributory  negligence.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  master  or  his  representative 
has  superior  knowledge  or  means  of  knowledge- 
of  a  given  situation  and  of  its  safety,  or  the 
contrary,  and  he  assures  the  servant  that  he 
can  safely  undertake  a  given  work,  such  an  aa* 
surance  may  justify  the  servant  in  undertaking, 
the  work  in  reliance  upon  the  superior  knowl- 
edge of  the  master,  and  without  being  liable  to- 
the  charge  of  negligence  in  so  doing,  unless  the- 
danger,  in  the  language  of  the  Supreme  Court 
m  District  of  Columbia  v.  McEliigott  (1886> 
117  U.  8.  633,  29  L.  ed.  949.  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
884,  is  'so  imminent  or  manifest  as  to  prevent  m 
reasonably  prudent  man  from  risking  it.'  " 

y.  Who9e  a88wranoe9  Itind  the  moBUr, 

The  cases  dealing  with  the  question,  B^ 
whose  assurances  is  the  master  bound? — ars- 
not   less  wanting   in   ezplicitness   than    thos» 
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wMch  tnrolTe  the  repretentatlTe  character  of 
the  agents  who  give  orders. 

There  ie  authority  for  the  view  that  only  a 
▼ice  principal  can  bind  the  master.  "If  the 
condnctor  who  quieted  the  plaintiff's  appre- 
hensions of  danger,  and  reassured  him  of  his 
safety  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  rope,  was  a 
vice  principal,  acting  for  and  in  lieu  of  the  mas- 
ter in  the  control  of  the  hands  and  the  superin- 
tendence of  the  work  and  machinery,  we  think 
the  defendant  would  have  been  liable  notwith- 
standing the  plaintiff  may  have  believed  the 
rope  to  be  unsafe.  ...  If  the  conductor 
did  not  occupy  the  position  of  master  to  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  his  injury,  then  what 
Ifte  said  and  did  with  reference  to  the  rope 
eonld  no  more  bind  the  master  than  the  words 
or  conduct  of  any  one  of  the  eleven  laborers 
who  were  working  at  the  log  in  conjunction 
with  the  plaintiff."  McGowan  v.  St.  Louis  &  I. 
M.  R.  Co.    (1876)   61  Mo.  528. 

In  some  cases  the  assurances  were,  as  a 
naatter  of  fact,  given  by  a  vice  principal,  but 
no  restrictive  emphasis  Is  laid  upon  this  circum- 
stance. Goggln  V.  D.  M.  Osborne  St  Co.  (1896) 
115  Cal.  437,  47  Pac.  248  (local  manager)  ; 
Monahan  v.  Kansas  City  Clay  &  C.  Co.  (1894) 
58  Mo.  App.  68  (foreman  of  mine)  ;  Atchison, 
T.  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  McKee  (1887)  37  Kan.  592, 
13  Pac.  484  (superintendent)  ;  Jones  v.  St. 
Louis,  N.  &  P.  Packet  Co.  (1891)  48  Mo.  App. 
398   (second  mate  of  ship). 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  cases  in  which 
the  servant  for  whose  statements  the  master 
was  compelled  to  answer  was  not  a  vice  prin- 
cipal under  the  decisions  of  the  state  where 
the  action  was  brought. 

A  workman  is  entitled  to  rely  on  the  repre- 
sentation of  a  fellow  servant  whose  province  it 
Is  to  Inform  the  workmen  whether  they  may 
safely  work  or  not  in  a  given  place.  Paterson 
V.  Wallace  (1854)  1  Macq.  H.  L.  Oas.  748  (un- 
derground manager  of  mine). 

A  trackmaster,  as  incident  to  his  right  to  em- 
ploy laborers  for  a  railroad  company,  Is  au- 
thorized to  give  them  an  assurance  that  he  will 
warn  them  of  the  approach  of  trains.  Bradley 
▼.  New  Tork  C.  R.  Co.  (1874)  3  Thomp.  St  C. 
288;  Pool  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
(1882)  56  Wis.  227  (servant  in  charge  of  hand 
car  assured  a  detective  in  the  company's  em- 
ploy that  he  might  saiely  sit  with  his  feet 
hanging  down).  But  In  this  last  case  the  In- 
jured servant  was  in  a  different  department. 

C.  B.  L. 


President,  etc.,  of  HARVABD   COLLEGE 
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1..  Domtltorfes  and  dining  lialls  fur- 
nished by  a  college  for  the  use  of  students 
are  devoted  to  college  purposes,  and  there- 
fore exempt  from  taxation  under  Pub.  Stat. 
chap,  lit  S  6,  d.  3,  as  amended  by  Stat. 
1889,  chap.  465. 


2.  A  d'vrelllnv  house  oeenpled  br  thm 
president  of  a  eoUeve  and  his  family, 
built  with  funds  given  expressly  for  the  pur- 
pose of  erecting  a  dwelling  house  for  the 
president  and  his  successors  In  office,  and 
situated  on  the  college  grounds,  and  kept  in 
order  and  repair  at  college  expense;  while 
the  whole  lower  floor,  except  possibly  the 
kitchen,  Is  used  for  class-day,  commencement, 
and  other  receptions,  and  for  many  hospital- 
ities incident  to  the  president's  functions, 
and  the  hall  and  drawing-room  are  also  used 
for  the  convenience  of  the  college  and  the 
president,  for  meetings  of  the  faculty  and 
committees,  for  conferences  with  university 
officers  and  students,  for  calls  on  university 
business,  and  for  the  annual  meetings  of  the 
corporation  at  which  degrees  are  voted, — is 
exempt  from  taxation  as  property  occupied 
by  the  institution  or  an  officer  thereof  for  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  incorporated. 

8.  Houses  oeenpled  br  eoUeve  pro- 
fessors, with  the  permission  of  the  college 
and  without  their  having  any  estate  therein 
or  paying  any  rent  therefor,  but  for  the  use 
of  which  an  allowance  Is  made  as  part  of  the 
compensation  for  their  services,  while  the 
principal  or  dominant  consideration  in  re- 
gard to  the  occupation  has  reference  to  the 
performance  of  their  duties  in  the  offices 
which  they  hold  as  professors  and  otherwise, 
rather  than  to  the  private  benefit  which  they 
would  receive  in  the  way  of  homes  for  them- 
selves and  their  families, — are  exempt  from 
taxation  under  Stat.  chap.  11,  |  6,  d.  8,  as 
amended  by  Stat.  1889,  chap.  466. 

(January  4,  1900.) 

REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Mid- 
dlesex (bounty  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  after  judgment  in 
favor  of  petitioner,  of  an  action  to  recover 
back  taxes  alleged  to  have  been  wrongfully 
assessed  against  property  of  petitioner  and 
to  quash  the  assessment.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Samuel  Hoar  and  William 
SnlliTaiiy  for  petitioner: 

The  English  colleges  .were  primarily 
boarding  houses. 

1  V.  A.  Huber«  English  Universities,  p. 
178;  Yale  University  v.  "Seio  Haven,  71 
Conn.  316.  43  L.  R.  A.  490,  42  Atl.  87;  G. 
C.  Broderick,  History  of  Oxford  University, 
chap.  2,  pp.  18-20,  61,  62;  Atkinson  &  Clark, 
History  of  Cambridge  University,  p.  243. 

In  the  buildings  of  which  an  English  col- 
lege usually  consisted  are  the  president's 
chamber,  the  fellows'  rooms,  scholars'  rooms, 
warden's  lodgings,  the  treasury,  the  li- 
brary, the  chapel^  the  h&U  or  commons,  but- 
tery, kitchen,  brewery,  storehouse,  offices, 
and  stables. 

C.  G.  Robertson,  University  of  Oxford,  All 
Souls,  chap.  I;  Stokes,  University  of  Cam- 
bridge,   Corpus    Christi,    chap.    2;     Gray, 


NoTB. — ^As  to  exemption  of  property  of  insti- 
tutions of  learning  from  taxation,  see  Catlln  v. 
Trinity  College  (N.  Y.)  S  L.  R.  A.  206;  De- 
troit Home  St  Day  School  v.  Detroit  (Mich.)  6 
Li.  R.  a.  97 ;  Auditor  General  v.  University  of 
Michigan  (Mich.)  10  L.  R.  A.  376.  and  note; 
Philadelphia  v.  Overseers  of  Public  Schools 
(Pa.)  29  L.  R.  A.  600;  Brown  University  v. 
Granger  (R.  I.)  86  L.  R.  A.  847 ;  Kentucky  Fe- 
48  L.R.  A. 


male  Orphan  School  v.  Louisville  (Ky.)  40  L. 
R.  A.  119 ;  Yale  University  v.  New  Haven 
(Conn.)  43  L.  R.  A.  490;  White  v.  Smith  (Pa.) 
43  L.  R.  A.  498 ;  and  Phillips  Academy  v.  An- 
dover  (Mass.)  post,  550. 

As  to  exemption  of  property  used  by  such  In- 
stitutions for  revenue,  see  also  note  to  Book 
Agents  of  M.  B.  Church  South  v.  HlntOB 
(Tenn.)  19  L.  R.  A.  289. 
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Queen*8  College,  chaps.  2,  7 ;  Broderick,  Hii- 
tory  of  the  University  of  Oxford,  chap.  2. 

In  like  manner  Harvard  College,  from  its 
foundation,  was  a  conmiunity  of  teachers 
and  students  living  in  the  college,  housed 
and  fed  by  the  college. 

1  Quincy,  History  of  Harvard  University, 
462;  A.  McF.  Davis,  Early  College  Build- 
ings, p.  3. 

The  second  college  building  was  the  presi- 
dent's house. 

1  Quincy,  History  of  Harvard  University, 
appx.  No.  VII.  p.  473. 

From  the  beginning  the  corporation  and 
the  overseers  of  Harvard  College  have  con- 
sidered the  college  to  be  essentially  a  com- 
munity of  teachers  and  students,  housed  and 
fed  in  the  college,  living  in  college  buildings. 

They  considered  it  absolutely  necessary 
for  the  accomplishment  of  the  purposes  for 
which  the  college  was  incorporated,  that  It 
should  have  buildings  suitable  for  housing 
and  feeding  its  president  and  teachers  and 
students. 

It  would  be  a  very  strange  and  illogical 
policy  for  the  colony,  the  province,  or  the 
commonwealth  to  put  a  tax  upon  buildings 
which  they  considered  so  essential  to  the 
college  that  they  strained  their  own  re- 
sources to  help  build  and  maintain  them. 

The  exemption  granted  by  the  colony  in 
the  charter  has  ever  since  been  respected  by 
the  province  and   the  commonwealth. 

Hardy  v.  Waltham,  7  Pick.  108 ;  Harvard 
College  v.  Boston,  104  Mass.  470. 

The  word  "occupied,"  in  the  statute,  is 
not  used  in  the  general  sense  in  which  a 
corporation  or  individual  may  be  said  to 
occupy  their  real  estate  when  it  is  not  occu- 
pied by  anyone  else,  but  in  the  sense  in 
which  an  incorporated  college,  academy, 
hospital,  or  like  institution  occupies  its  col- 
lege, academy,  or  hospital,  and  the  land  and 
buildings  connected  therewith. 

Lynn  Workingmen*8  Aid  Asso,  v.  Lynn, 
136  Mass.  285.   . 

The  occupancy  by  "officers,"  required  by 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  1836  and  the  subse- 
quent enactments,  is  the  same  kind  of  occu- 
pancy,— actual  occupancy  by  the  party  des- 
ignated, without  qualification  as  to  the  de- 
gree or  completeness  of  the  occupant's  con- 
trol, unqualified  as  to  the  rfght  or  title  un- 
der which  the  occupancy  is  maintained,  and 
qualified  in  the  statute  of  1836  and  its  sub- 
sequent revisions  only  in  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  maintained. 

The  premises  are  not  in  the  exclusive  con- 
trol of  the  president;  they  are  occupied  in 
part  by  the  college  and  its  officers.  The 
president  occupies  so  much  of  them  as  he 
occupies,  not  as  a  lessee,  but  as  licensee. 
There  is  no  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant, 
but  mere  permission  to  occupy,  on  one  side, 
and  on  the  other,  no  obligation  either  to 
occupy  or  to  pay  rent. 

Pierce  v.  Cambridge,  2  Cush.  613. 

The  students  are  not  lessees.  Their  rela- 
tion is  more  that  of  lodgers. 

White  v.  Maynard,  111  Mass.  260,  16  Am. 
Rg}.  28. 

It  is  the  dealings  of  the  college  with  its 
48L.R.A. 


Sroperty,  the  use  it  makes  of  it,  that  is  to 
ecide  the  question  of  its  exemption. 

Mount  Hermon  Boya*  School  v.  QUI,  145 
Mass.  148,  13  N.  £.  354;  Chapel  of  Good 
Shepherd  v.  Boston,  120  Mass.  212;  Mass- 
achusetta  General  Hospital  v.  SomerviUe, 
101  Mass.  319;  Wesleyan  Academy  v.  WH- 
hraham,  99  Mass.  699;  Salem  Lyceum  v. 
Salem,  154  Mass.  16,  27  N.  E.  672;  New 
England  Hospital  for  Women  d  Children  v. 
Boston,  113  Mass.  618;  Trinity  Church  v. 
Boston,  118  Mass.  164. 

Dormitories  and  dining-halls  are  exempt 

Yale  University  v.  New  Haven,  71  Conn. 
316,  43  L.  R.  A.  490,  42  Atl.  87. 

Mr.  Gilbert  A.  A.  PeTey,  for  defend- 
ants: 

Exemptions,  being  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  are  regarded  as  in  derogation 
of  equal  rights,  and  the  tendency  of  the 
courts  is  to  construe  them  strictly. 

Boston  Soc.  of  Redemptorist  Fathers  v. 
Boston,  129  Mass.  178;  Mount  Hermon 
Boys'  School  V.  Qill,  146  Mass.  144,  13  N.  E. 
354;  Cincinnati  College  v.  State,  19  Ohio, 
115;  Third  Cong.  Soc.  v.  Springfield,  147 
Mass.  396,  18  N.  E.  68. 

Prior  to  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1836, 
certain  exemptions  had  been  provided  by  law 
for  Harvard  College,  with  certain  exceptions 
in  favor  of  local  taxation  in  Cambridge. 

Harvard  College  v.  Boston,  104  Mass.  489; 
Harvard  College  v.  Kettell,  16  Mass.  204; 
Stat.  1821,  chap.  107,  §  6;  Stat  1830,  chap. 
151,  §  6. 

The  intent  of  the  legislature  by  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  the  subse- 
quent later  provisions  as  newfound  in  chap- 
ter 465  of  the  Acts  of  1889,  waa  to  restrict 
the  terms  of  the  then  (1835)  existing  law. 

Williams  College  v.  Williamstown  Asses- 
sors, 167  Mass.  507,  46  N.  E.  394. 

If  the  exemption  is  not  applicable  to  the 
houses,  neither  does  it  apply  to  the  several 
pieces  of  land  appurtenant  to  the  houses. 

Trinity  Church  v.  Boston,  118  Mass.  167. 

To  relieve  from  taxation,  the  property 
must  be  shown  to  have  been  necessarily 
occupied  by  the  institution  or  its  officers  for 
the  purpose  for  which  the  institution  was 
incorporated. 

Massachusetts  General  Hospital  v.  Somer- 
ville,  101  Mass.  321;  Proprietors  of  South 
Cong.  Meetinghouse  v.  Lowell,  1  Met.  541; 
Amherst  College  v.  AmJierst  Assessors,  173 
Mass.  233,  53  N.  E.  815. 

Rooms  occupied  by  tenants  for  hire  of  a 
corporation  established  for  charitable  uses 
are  not  exempt. 

Chapel  of  Good  Shepherd  v.  Boston,  120 
Mass.  212. 

The  principal  use  was  not  that  for  college 
purposes. 

Salem  Lyceum  v.  Salem,  164  Mass.  16,  27 
N.  E.  672. 

The  question  of  rent  or  lease,  or  the  man- 
ner of  payment  of  the  rent,  is  important 
only  as  bearing  upon  the  nature  of  the  oc- 
cupation, and  whether  the  occupation  is  in 
fact  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  plaintiif 
was  incorporated. 

Pierce  v.  Cambridge,  2  Cush.  611;  Mass- 
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achusetia  Oeneral  Hospital  y.  Somerville, 
101  Mass.  326;  Mount  Hermon  Boys'  School 
y.  Gill,  145  Mass.  145,  13  N.  E.  354;  WiU- 
ianis  College  y.  Williamstoton  Assessors, 
167  Mass.  509,  46  K.  £.  394;  Wesleyan  Acad- 
emy y.  WUhrahcMi,  99  Mass.  603. 

Exemption  from  taxation  of  church  prop- 
erty depends  upon  the  use  for  which  the 
building  in  question  is  intended,  and  is  lim- 
ited by  such  use. 

Old  South  Soo,  y.  Boston,  127  Mass.  379. 

This  exemption  is  extended  only  to  the 
part  of  the  property  which  was  used  as  a 
place  of  worship  and  for  the  purposes  con- 
nected with  it,  such  as  the  yestry,  the  fur- 
nace, and  the  like. 

Proprietors  of  South  Cong,  Meeting- 
house y.  Lowell,  1  Met.  538 ;  Old  South  Soo. 
y.  Boston,  127  Mass.  379;  Trinity  Church  y. 
Boston,  118  Mass.  164. 

M«»rto]i,  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt: 

This  is  an  action  to  reooyer  back  taxes 
that  were  assessed  by  the  defendants  on  cer- 
tain parcels  of  real  estate  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff  corporation,  situated  in  Cambridge, 
which  the  plaintiff  contends  were  exempt 
from  taxation  under  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  11,  § 
6,  cl.  3,  as  amended  by  Stat.  1889,  chap.  465. 
llie  case  was  heard  by  a  justice  of  the  supe- 
rior court  without  a  jury,  on  what  are  called 
agreed  facts,  but  which  we  interpret  as  au- 
thorizing the  court  to  draw  such  inferences 
from  them  as  he  thought  they  justified ;  and 
he  found  that  the  property  was  exempt,  and 
found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  entire  amount, 
and  reported  the  case  to  this  court  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  present  the  question  of  the  as- 
sessability  of  each  of  the  parcels. 

We  think  that  the  ruling  of  the  superior 
court  was  right,  and  that  all  of  the  property 
was  exempt  from  taxation.  Many  of  the 
principles  and  considerations  and  authori- 
ties applicable  to  this  case  haye  been  stated 
and  referred  to  somewhat  at  length  in  Phil- 
lips Academy  y.  Andover,  post,  550,  55 
N.  E.  841,  and  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary 
to  repeat  them  here. 

The  history  of  Haryard  College,  and  of 
like  institutions,  shows,  we  think,  that  from 
the  beginning  dormitories  and  dining  halls 
haye  l^n  furnished  by  the  college  for  the 
use  of  the  students,  and  haye  been  regarded 
as  devoted  to  college  purposes.  In  addition 
to  this,  the  effect  of  the  decisions  in  Wes- 
leyan  Academy  y.  Wilbraham,  99  Mass.  .599, 
and  Mount  Hermon  Boyt^  School  y.  Gill, 
145  Mass.  139,  13  N.  E.  354,  is  plainly  to 
exempt  property  applied  to  such  uses.  See 
also  Yale  University  y.  New  Haven,  71 
Conn.  316,  43  L.  R.  A.  490,  42  Atl.  87,  and 
State  y.  Ross,  24  N.  J.  L.  497.  We  do  not 
think  that  it  makes  any  difference  in  princi- 
ple that  the  college,  instead  of  itself  furnish- 
ing board,  provides  a  place,  without  rent  or 
compensation  in  any  form,  or  a  lease  or  any 
agreement  for  a  fixed  term,  for  the  use  of 
students  who  club  together  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  for  themselves,  with  the  assist- 
ance of  the  college,  food  at  cost.  Property 
■o  used  is  occupied  for  the  purposes  for 
48L.R.  A. 


which  the  college  was  incorporated.  Many 
particulars  are  stated  in  the  agreed  facts  in 
regard  to  No.  17  Kirkland  street,  which  is 
the  parcel  that  we  are  now  considering,  that 
we  ao  not  think  it  necessary  to  refer  to,  as 
it  seems  to  us  plain  that  the  property  is  ex- 
empt from  taxation. 

The  history  of  the  college,  and  of  the  leg- 
islation relating  to  it,  also  shows,  we  think, 
that  the  president's  house,  during  the  earlier 
years  of  the  college  at  any  rate,  was  re- 
garded as  almost,  if  not  <iulte,  as  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  the  institution  as  dor- 
mitories and  dining  halls.  Public  money 
was  appropriated  by  the  general  court  t6 
build  it,  as  it  had  been  to  build  the  college 
buildings;  and  the  occupancy  of  it  evident- 
ly was  considered  as  altogether  official.  The 
present  house  was  built  with  funds  given 
expressly  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a 
dwelling  house  for  the  president  and  his  suc- 
cessors in  office,  and  since  it  was  built  has 
been  occupied  by  them  and  their  families. 
The  president  pays  no  rent  or  compensation 
for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  house,  and 
has  no  lease,  but  occupies  it,  if  he  chooses, 
so  long  as  he  performs  the  duties  of  presi- 
dent. It,  with  several  of  the  other  houses 
that  were  taxed,  namely,  Kos.  11,  25,  and  37 
Quincy  street, — this  being  17  Quincy  street, 
are  now,  and  were  at  the  time  of  the  assess- 
ment, within  the  college  grounds,  and  the 
premises  are  kept  in  order  and  repair,  in- 
cluding gradinp^,  graveling  walks,  fertilis- 
ing, and  repairmg  and  cleaning  furnace,  re- 
moval of  ashes,  etc.,  under  the  direction  of 
the  college  superintendent  of  buildings  and 
the  superintendent  of  grounds,  and  at  the 
college  expense.  The  whole  lower  floor,  ''ex- 
cept, possibly,  the  kitchen,  is  used  for  class- 
day,  commencement,  and  other  receptions, 
and  for  many  hospitalities  incident  to  the 
president's  functions."  The  hall  and  draw- 
ing-room are  also  used  for  the  convenience 
of  the  college  and  the  president,  for  meet- 
ings of  the  faculty  and  committ^,  for  con- 
ferences with  university  officers  and  stu- 
dents, for  calls  on  university  business,  and 
for  the  annual  meetings  of  the  corporation 
at  which  degrees  are  voted.  The  rest  of 
the  house  consists  of  the  usual  living  and 
housekeeping  rooms  and  chambers,  and  is 
used  by  the  president  and  his  family  as  a 
dwelling  house.  It  seems  to  us  that,  on 
these  facts,  the  dominant  or  principal  pur- 
pose of  the  occupancy  by  the  president  can- 
not fairly  be  regarded  as  other  than  that 
for  which  the  college  was  incorporated,  and 
that  the  justice  who  heard  the  case  in  the 
superior  court  was  justified  in  so  finding. 
His  occupation  is  official,  as  the  head  of  the 
university,  just  as,  for  instance,  the  presi- 
dent occupies  the  White  House;  and  it  can- 
not be  said,  in  any  just  sense,  we  think,  that 
it  is  a  private  occupation,  for  his  own  bene- 
fit. 

The  remaining  six  houses  are  occupied  by 
professors,  three  of  whom  are  deans,  each 
charged  with  a  portion  of  the  administra- 
tive duties  formerly  devolving,  exclusively 
on  the  president.  Three  of  the  houses,  as 
already    observed,   are   within   the   college 
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grounds.  All  of  them  Are  kept  in  order  And 
repair  at  the  expense  of  the  college,  in  the 
same  maimer  and  to  the  same  extent  as  the 
house  occupied  by  the  president.  The  halls 
and  drawing-rooms  in  all  of  them,  except 
No.  37  Quincy  street,  occupied  by  Prof.  Lang- 
dell,  are  used  partly  for  the  oonvenienoe  of 
the  college,  and  partly  for  that  of  the  pro- 
fessor,— ^for  different  college  uses  and  pur- 
poses incident  to  his  duties  as  professor, 
chairman  of  committees,  dean,  and  the  like. 
In  the  case  of  No.  11  Quincy  street,  the 
drawing-room  and  hall  are  used  by  the  pro- 
fessor for  regular  college  exercises  during 
the  college  year.  In  the  case  of  No.  16 
Quincy  street,  the  professor  is  chairman  of 
the  "Freshman  Advisors  Committee  of  the 
Faculty  of  Arts  and  Sciences,"  consisting 
of  about  twenty  persons,  and  he  has  a  great 
number  of  interviews  in  his  drawing-room 
with  students  and  parents.  In  the  case  of 
No.  25  Q|uincy  street,  the  college,  in  1892, 
made  additions  and  improvemenU  at  its  own 
expense,  so  as  to  make  it  more  convenient 
for  the  transaction  of  college  business,  and 
the  entertaining  of  guests  on  college  ac- 
count. The  additions,  as  well  as  the  draw- 
ing-room and  hall,  are  used  for  different 
college  purposes  incident  to  the  several  du- 
ties of  the  occupying  professor.  The  parts 
of  the  houses  to  which  no  reference  has  been 
made  are  used  by  the  professors  and  their 
families,  and  consist  of  the  usual  living 
and  housekeeping  rooms  and  chambers.  In 
the  fall  of  the  year,  when  the  salaries  of 
the  professors  are  voted,  they  are  fixed  at 
certain  sums,  "and  the  use  of  the  house 
$750,"  or  whatever  the  sum  may  be.  Other- 
wise, the  professor  pays  no  rent,  and  has  no 
other  agreement  for  his  use  and  occupation 
of  the  house,  but  uses  it  as  such  professor. 

We  think  that  it  was  competent  for  the 
justice  who  heard  the  case  to  find,  on  these 
facts,  that  the  principal  or  dominant  consid- 
eration in  regard  to  the  occupation  of  the 
houses  by  the  several  professors  had  refer- 
ence to  the  performance  of  their  duties  in 
the  ofiices  which  they  held  as  professors  and 
otherwise,  rather  than  to  the  private  bene- 
fit which  they  would  receive  in  the  way  of 
homes  for  themselves  and  their  families,  and 
that  he  was  justified  in  finding  that  the  oc- 
cupancy was  for  the  purpose  for  which  the 
college  was  incorporated.  This  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable, we  think,  from  Williams  Col- 
lege V.  Williamstotim  Aaaessora,  167  Mass. 
505,  46  N.  E.  394.  In  the  first  place,  there 
was  no  question  in  that  case  as  to  the  taxa- 
tion of  a  building  used  for  a  dormitory 
and  dining  hall  for  the  students.  In  the  next 
place,  the  occupation  by  the  professors  in 
this  case  clearly  lacks  the  exclusive  charac- 
ter which  it  was  held  to  have  in  that  case. 
In  the  third  place,  no  such  use  for  college 
purposes  is  shown  to  have  been  made  of  the 
nouses  occupied  by  the  professors  in  that 
case  as  appears  in  this  case.  In  the  fourth 
place,  the  sums  fixed  as  compensation  for 
the  use  of  the  houses  in  that  case  were  paid 
and  received  as  rent,  and  the  court  so 
treated  it  in  the  opinion.  In  this  case  the 
sums  fixed  for  the  use  of  the  houses  were  al- 
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lowed  as  part  of  the  eompensatlon  for  serv* 
ices  as  professor,  thus  tending  to  show,  as 
said  in  Massckchusetta  General  Hospital  v. 
Somerville,  101  Mass.  326,  that  "the  occupa- 
tion was  one  merely  by  reason  of  service," 
and  that  the  value  put  upon  the  use  of  the 
house  was  merely  "a  convenient  mode  of  ad- 
justing the  compensation,  .  .  .  and  not 
as  the  income  or  fruit  of  an  estate  granted." 
Lastly,  this  case  seems  to  be  one  where  the 
buildings  are  occupied  "with  the  permissioa 
of  the  college,  and  without"  the  professors 
"having  any  estate  therein  or  paying  any 
rent  therefor;"  in  which  case  it  was  said  in 
Pieroe  v.  Cambridge,  2  Cush.  611,  the  build- 
ings would  be  exempt  from  taxation.  The 
defendant  relies  on  Third  Cong,  8oc.  v. 
Springfield,  147  Mass.  396, 18  N.  £.  68,  which 
was  a  case  where  a  parsonage  was  declared 
to  be  unexempt.  The  court  held  that  reli- 
gious societies  dia  not  come  within  the  clause 
that  we  have  been  considering,  but  within 
the  seventh  clause,  and  that  the  exemption 
was  limited  to  houses  of  religious  worship 
only.  That  case  is  not  applicable  to  tlLis. 
We  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court  should  be  affirmed* 
So  ordered. 
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1.  The  oeenpaaer  of  real  estate  by  an 
educational  lastltvtlon  or  its  officer* 
for  the  purposes  for  which  It  was  Incorpo- 
rated, In  order  to  exempt  the  property  from 
taxation  under  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  11,  I  5,  d.  S, 
as  amended  by  Stat.  1889.  chap.  465,  mutt 
have,  or  be  supposed  to  haye,  a  direct  connec- 
tion with  such  purposes. 

a.  Premises  oeenpled  br  tbe  profeas- 
or«  of  an  aeadentr  and  their  families 
may  be  ezemiM:  from  taxation,  under  Pub. 
Stat.  chap.  11,  I  6,  cl.  8,  as  amended  by  Stat. 
1889,  chap.  465,  exempting  real  estate  of 
such  institutions  when  occupied  by  them  or 
their  officers  for  the  purposes  for  which  they 
are  incorporated. 

8.  Abnttlnff  propertr  m*y  1>«  conatl- 
tntloaallT  aiisessed  for  benefits  from  the 
watering  of  streets. 

4.  A  ▼ote  appropriating  noner  for 
street  sprinklinvy  expressly  stating  that 
it  is  appropriated  under  Stat.  1895,  chap. 
186,  means  that  the  provisions  of  that  act 
are  to  be  applied  in  regard  to  the  expendi- 
ture, and,  in  the  absence  of  anything  limiting 
the  amount  of  the  assessment  the  fair  in- 
ference is  that  the  whole  cost  Is  to  be  as- 
sessed on  the  abutting  property. 

(January  4,  1900.) 

pASE  submitted  upon  s^preed  statement  of 
\J  facts  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Ja- 
dicial  Court  as  to  the  right  to  recover  back 
taxes  assessed  upon  property  belonging  to 


NOTS. — As  to  exemption  of  property  of  edu- 
cational institutions  from  taxation,  see  preced- 
ing case  and  footnote  thereto. 
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ylaintiffs  aad  paid  under  protest.  New  trial 
4irdered, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Tltomas  H.  RiuMell,  for  plaintiffs  ^ 

Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  have  abated  the 
f»art  of  said  tax  assessed  upon  nine  houses 
'Which  at  the  time  of  said  assessment  were 
occupied  by  Ihe  professors;  also  they  are  en- 
titled to  have  abated  $192.27,  assessed  upon 
them  and  included  in  said  tax,  for  a  part  of 
the  expense  of  sprinkling  the  streets  of  An- 
clover. 

Mr.  William  Odlin,  for  defendants: 

E^ch  professor  is  the  sole  occupant  of  his 
premises,  has  complete  and  undisturbed  pos- 
«e8sion  thereof,  and  uses  the  property  strict- 
ly for  his  private  purposes. 

This  occupation  of  widely  separated  indi- 
vidual houses  by  separate  individuals  as 
their  place  of  residence,  and  residence  only, 
is  not  such  a  use  by  the  corporation  as  to  be 
within  the  purpose  for  which  the  corpora^ 
tion  was  formed. 

Williams  College  v.  Williamstoum  Asaesa- 
ore,  167  Mass.  505,  46  K.  £.  394. 

The  legislature  had  the  authority  to  pass 
chapter  186  of  the  Acts  of  1895,  and  the  se- 
lectmen had  the  right  to  water  the  streets 
«s  they  did,  and  assess  the  costs  on  the  es- 
tates benefited. 

Boeton  Seamen's  Friend  Boo,  v.  Boston, 
116  Mass.  181. 

The  assessment  for  street  watering  is  a 
tax  for  a  local  improvement,  and  is  not  a  tax 
imposed  for  the  general  purpose  of  govern- 
ment, from  which  exemption  imder  the  stat- 
utes can  be  properly  claimed. 

Morton,  J.«  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
«ourt: 

This  case  was  heard  on  agreed  facts,  and 
the  principal  question  is  whether  the  proper- 
ty for  which  the  plaintiffs  were  assessed  was 
exempt  from  taxation  by  virtue  of  Pub.  Stat. 
«hap.  11,  9  5,  cl.  3,  as  amended  by  Stat.  1889, 
«hap.  465,  which  provides  that  ''the  personal 
property  of  literary,  benevolent,  charitable 
and  scientific  institutions  and  temperance  so- 
cieties incorporated  within  this  common- 
wealth, and  the  real  estate  belonginff  to  such 
institutions  occupied  by  them  or  uieir  offi- 
cers for  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  in- 
corporated," shall  be  exempt  from  taxation. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Phillips  Acade- 
my is  an  institution  within  the  meaning  of 
the  exempting  clause,  and  that,  with  perhaps 
a  possible  doubt  in  the  case  of  Prof.  Park, 
the  persons  occupying  the  various  houses 
were  officers  of  the  institution.  Williams 
Oollege  v.  Williamstown  Assessors,  167 
Mass.  505«  46  N.  £.  394.  The  more  difficult 
'question  is  whether  the  property  was  occu* 
pied  by  them  for  the  purposes  for  which  the 
institution  was  incorporated.  It  is  not  easy, 
and  perhaps  not  possible,  to  define  what  will 
constitute  such  an  occupancy  under  all  cir- 
cumstances, and  we  shall  not  attempt  it; 
t>ut  there  are  some  general  rules  and  consid- 
erations which  we  deem  it  proper  to  state, 
notwithstanding  the  disposition  which  is 
made  of  this  case. 

The  occupancy  referred  to  usually  will  re- 
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suit  from  the  official  connection  of  the  offi- 
cer with  the  institution,  and  commonly  will 
continue  only  so  long  as  such  connection 
lasts.  The  legislature  could  have  provided, 
as  it  did  formerly  in  the  case  of  Harvard 
College  (in  tax  act  of  1818,  and  prior  and 
subsequent  tax  acts) ,  that  such  occupancy  of 
itself  should  exempt  the  estate  from  taxa- 
tion, or  even  that  all  of  the  real  estate  be- 
longing to  any  of  the  favored  institutions 
should  be  exempt.  Previous  to  the  adoption 
of  the  Kevised  Statutes  this  seems  to  have 
been  the  case,  with  a  qualification  after  a 
time  in  regard  to  Harvard  College  and  Phil- 
lips Academy.  The  exemptions  were  incor- 
porated each  year  in  the  annual  tax  acts,  and 
the  institutions  exempted  were  described  by 
name,  except  that,  beginning  with  1801, 
there  was  in  each  act  a  general  provision  ex- 
empting academies  estalished  by  the  law  of 
this  commonwealth.  Phillips  Academy  came 
under  this  general  provision,  but  by  a  pro- 
viso in  the  act  of  1821  (chap.  107,  §  6)  and 
in  succeeding  acts  it  was  provided  (and  this 
is  the  qualification  referred  to  above)  that 
nothing  contained  in  the  act  should  ''pre- 
vent the  town  of  Andover  from  taxing  such 
real  estate  belonging  to  the  corporation  of 
Phillips  Academy  situate  in  said  town  aa 
shall  not  be  under  the  immediate  occupation 
and  improvement  of  said  corporation,  or  of 
any  person  or  persons  connected  with  said 
corporation  exempted  from  taxation  by  this 
act."  The  persons  who  were  exempted  from 
taxation  that  were  connected  or  likely  to  be 
connected  with  Phillips  Academy  were  min- 
isters of  the  gospel,  preceptors  of  academies, 
and  Latin  grammar  school  masters.  These 
and  other  personal  exemptions  relating  to 
"the  president,  professors,  tutors,  librarians, 
and  students  of  Harvard,  Williams,  and  Am- 
herst Colleges  and  of  all  other  theological, 
medical,  and  literary  institutions,"  were  re- 
pealed by  Stat.  1828,  chap.  143.  The  effect 
of  this  repeal,  so  far  as  Phillips  Academy 
was  concerned,  seems  to  have  been  to  cause 
the  omission  in  subsequent  tax  acts  from 
the  proviso  of  the  concluding  clause,  which 
had  provided  by  implication  that  real  estate 
belonging  to  the  corporation  and  occupied  by 
any  person  connected  with  it  should  be  ex- 
empt from  taxation.  By  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes a  general  rule  was  established,  which 
described  in  a  single  phrase  the  institutions 
to  be  exempted,  and  limited  the  exemption 
to  the  real  estate  belonging  to  them,  and 
"actually  occupied  by  them  or  by  the  officers 
of  said  institutions  for  the  purposes  for 
which  they  were  incorporated."  Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  7,  §  5,  cl.  2.  This  statute,  with  certain 
additions  and  amendments  not  now  mate- 
rial, has  been  continued  by  successive  re-enr 
actments  to  the  present  time.  It  is  mani- 
fest that  under  the  Revised  Statutes  and 
succeeding  statutes  the  mere  fact  that  real 
estate  belonging  to  an  exempted  institution 
was  occupied  by  it  or  by  one  of  its  officers 
could  not  be  regarded  as  sufficient,  without 
anything  more,  to  exempt  the  property  from 
taxation,  and  it  has  not  been  so  regarded. 
Pierce  v.  Cambridge,  2  Cush.  611;  Williamm 
College    v.    Williamstown    Assessors,    167 
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Ma8B.  505«  46  N.  K  394;  Amherst  College  t. 
AmKerat  Aaaeasors,  173  Mass.  233,  53  N.  £. 
815.  In  any  other  view  the  words  "for  the 
purposes  for  which  they  are  incorporated" 
would  be  unnecessary  and  meaningless.  The 
omission  from  subsequent  statutes  of  the 
word  "actually/'  which  was  in  the  Revised 
Statutes,  does  not  affect  the  construction. 
Lynn  Workingmen'a  Aid  Aaao,  v.  Lynn,  136 
Mass.  283,  285.  Whatever  else,  therefore, 
may  be  said  of  the  occupancy,  it  must  be  for 
the  purposes  for  which  the  institution  was 
incorporated,  and  this  renders  it  necessary  to 
inquire  into  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
occupancy.  If  they  are  such  that,  taking  all 
of  the  circumstances  and  all  the  legitimate 
considerations  into  account,  it  can  he  fairly 
said  that  the  purpose  of  the  occupancy  is 
that  for  which  the  institution  was  incorpor- 
ated, then  the  property  is  exempt;  otner- 
wise,  not. 

The  occupancy  contemplated  by  the  stat- 
ute means«  we  think,  something  more  than 
that  which  results  from  ownership  and  pos- 
session on  the  part  of  the  institution,  or  the 
use  of  the  property  for  investment  purposes. 
It  must  have,  or  be  supposed  to  have,  direct 
reference  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  in- 
stitution was  incorporated,  and  must  tend, 
or  be  supposed  to  tend,  directly  to  promote 
them.  In  a  sense,  any  occupancy  on  the  part 
of  the  institution  or  its  officers  may  be  said 
to  have  reference  to  those  purposes,  and  to 
promote  them.  But  the  language  of  the 
statute  implies,  we  think,  a  direct,  or  what 
is  supposed  to  be  a  direct,  connection  between 
the  occupation  and  the  purposes  for  which  the 
institution  was  incorporated,  and  not  an  in- 
direct one.  It  is  not  enough,  for  instance,  that 
an  income  is  aerived  from  the  occupancy, 
which  is  applied  to  carrying  on  the  institu- 
tion. Chapel  of  Oood  Shepherd  v.  Boaton,  120 
Mass.  212.  At  the  same  time  the  occupancy 
may  be  of  the  sort  contemplated  by  the  stat- 
ute, notwithstanding  that,  as  incident  to  it, 
rent  is  received,  or  the  pecuniary  vsAue  to 
the  officer  occupying  it  is  taken  into  account 
in  some  other  manner.  Maaaachuaetia  Gen- 
eral Hoapital  v.  Somerville,  101  Mass.  319; 
The  distinction  lies,  it  seems  to  us,  between 
an  occupancy  which  is  for  the  private  bene- 
fit and  convenience  of  the  officer,  and  which 
is  so  regarded  by  the  parties, — as  in  the  ordi- 
nary case  of  landlord  and  tenant, — and  an 
occupancy  where,  although  necessarily  to 
some  extent  the  relation  of  landlord  and  ten- 
ant enters  into  it»  the  dominant  or  principal 
matter  of  consideration  is  the  effect  of  the 
occupancy  in  promoting  the  objects  of  the  in- 
stitution, and  upon  the  efficiency  and  influ- 
ence of  the  officer  as  such,  and  upon  Uiose 
whom  the  institution  is  designed  to  benefit. 
In  the  former  case  the  property  would  not 
be  exempt,  and  in  the  latter  it  would;  and 
the  fact  that  the  institution  incidentally  de- 
rived some  pecuniary  advantage  from  the 
occupancy  would  not  deprive  the  property  of 
the  exemption  to  which  it  otherwise  would 
be  entitled.  In  considering  whether  proper- 
ty is  occupied  so  as  to  be  exempt,  regard  may 
be  had,  among  other  things,  to  the  situation 
of  the  institution.  If,  for  instance,  it  is  so 
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situated  that  desirable  residences  are  not  or 
may  not  be  easily  obtainable,  and  those  ii» 
charge  of  it  are  of  opinion  that  such  offioera 
as  the  best  interests  of  the  institution  and 
of  those  resorting  to  it  require  can  be  more 
readily  obtained  if  the  i'nstitution  provides 
places  for  them  to  live  in,  and  it  does  so,  thia 
may  be  taken  into  account  in'  determining 
whether  the  occupancy  is  for  the  purposes 
for  which  the  institution  was  incorporated. 
Or,  again,  if,  with  the  best  interests  of  th» 
institution  as  an  educational  institution  in 
view,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  ita 
advantages  to  students,  and  of  promoting 
discipline  and  good  conduct,  and  greater  free- 
dom of  intercourse  between  students  and 
Srofessors  and  instructors,  those  in  charge 
eem  it  advisable  that  the  president  and  pro- 
fessors and  others  connected  with  the  insti- 
tution should  occupy  residences  in  the  col- 
lege yard  or  in  proximity  to  the  coll^» 
buildings,  this  also  may  be  taken  into  ac- 
count. The  dominant  purpose  of  the  occu- 
pancy under  such  or  similar  circumstancea 
may  be  as  truly  that  for  which  the  institu- 
tion was  incorporated,  as  the  occupancy  of 
buildings  for  recitation  purposes  or  for  offi- 
ces or  for  other  like  purposes  would  be.  And 
the  occupancy  does  not  lose  what  may  be 
termed  its  institutional  character  and  pur- 
pose because,  as  incidental  to  it,  the  presi- 
dent and  professors  and  other  officers  and 
their  families  are  provided  with  homes,  for 
the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  which  by 
them  compensation  is  allowed  or  taken  into 
account  in  some  manner.  In  many,  if  no^ 
most,  New  England  colleges  and  academies, 
the  presence  of  the  families  of  the  president 
and  professors  and  other  officers  has  been 
and  is  rmrded  as  advantageous  to  the  stu- 
dents and  as  beneficial  to  the  institution. 
The  occupation,  therefore,  by  them,  as  homes, 
of  property  belonging  to  such  institutions, 
would  not  necessarily  be  inconsistent  with 
the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  exempting 
clause.  In  considering  the  purpose  of  the 
occupancy,  due  weight  is  also  to  be  given  to 
the  intentions  of  those  in  charge  of  the  in- 
stitution. The  institution  can  only  act 
through  agents.  In  Maaaaohuaeiia  General 
Hoapital  v.  Somerville,  101  Mass.  310,  322» 
it  is  said:  "What  lands  are  reasonably  re- 
quired, and  what  uses  of  land  will  promote 
the  purposes  for  which  the  institution  was 
incorporated,  must  be  determined  by  its  offi- 
cers. ...  In  the  absence  of  anything  to 
show  abuse,  or  otherwise  to  impeach  their 
determination,  it  is  sufficient  that  the  lands 
are  intended  for,  and  in  fact  appropriated  to, 
those  purposes."  And  again,  later:  "The 
presumption  is  in  favor  of  their  judgment, 
and  it  requires  something  more  than  mere 
difference  of  opinion  upon  a  matter  of  opin- 
ion especially  confided  to  them  to  overcome 
that  presumption."  Their  conclusions  are 
not  final.  But,  if  consistent  with  other  facts 
tending  to  show  that  the  purpose  of  the  oc- 
cupancy is  that  for  which  the  institution 
was  incorporated,  they  well  may  be  allowed 
to  have  a  controlling  effect.  The  question 
whether,  in  any  given  case,  the  property  is 
or  is  not  exempt^  is  to  be  determined  by  oon- 
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sidering  all  of  the  facts  and  circumstances, 
and  the  intentions  and  purposes  of  those  in 
charge  of  the  institution  respecting  the  use 
and  occupation  of  the  property  will  or  may 
have  a  material  bearing  upon  the  proper  de- 
termination of  the  question. 

In  applying  the  principles  thus  laid  down, 
it  is  clear  that  not  only  may  premises  used 
by  officers  as  homes  for  themselves  and  their 
families  be  so  occupied  by  such  officers  as  to 
be  exempt,  but  also  dormitories  and  dining 
halls  and  boarding  houses,  gymnasiums,  and 
other  buildings  intended  primarily  for,  and 
actually  devoted  to«  the  use  and  benefit  of 
students  and  those  attending  the  institution 
for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  incorporat- 
ed. The  statute  is  not  to  be  construed  nar- 
rowly, but  in  a  fair  and  liberal  sense,  and  so 
as  to  promote  tn&t  spirit  of  learning,  chari- 
ly, and  benevolence  which  it  has  always  been 
one  of  the  fundamental  objects  of  the  people 
of  this  state  to  encourage. 

We  think  that  there  is  nothing  in  Pierce 
V.  Cambridge,  2  Gush.  611 ;  Williamg  College 
V.  Williamatoum  Aaaesaore,  167  Mass.  605, 
46  N.  £.  304,  and  Amherst  College  v.  Am- 
Herat  Asaeaaora,  173  Mass.  233,  63  N.  £.  816, 
necessarily  inconsistent  with  the  views  ex- 
pressed above.  In  Pieroe  v.  Cambridge,  the 
question,  as  stated  in  Williama  College  v. 
Williamatoton  Aaaeaaora,  167  Mass.  605,  46 
X.  £.  394,  ''was  whether  the  real  estate  was 
taxable  to  Pierce  as  tenant;"  and  the  deci- 
sion was  put  on  the  ground  that  the  facts 
were  such  as  to  create  in  Prof.  Pierce  an  es- 
tate as  tenant,  for  which  he  was  taxable. 
Perhaps  the  case  might  have  stood  equally 
well  on  the  ground  that  the  occupation  ap- 
peared to  be  rather  for  the  private  benefit 
and  convenience  of  Prof.  Pierce  ^an  for  the 
purpose  for  which  the  college  was  incorpo- 
rated. So,  in  Williama  College  v.  Williama- 
toton Aaaeaaora,  the  occupation  was  held  by 
a  noajority  of  the  court  to  be  for  private  pur- 
poses. The  case  stands  on  its  own  facts,  and 
was  not  supposed  by  a  majority  of  the  court 
to  overrule  any  prior  cases,  or  to  change  the 
law  as  it  had  been  previously  practis^  and 
understood.  Amherat  College  v.  Amherat 
Aaaeaaora  followed  the  Williamatown  Caae, 
and  went  on  the  gro^ind  that  il  could  not  be 
held,  as  matter  of  law, — which  was  the  rul- 
ing of  the  superior  court, — that  the  house 
was  exempt,  though  it  was  intimated  in  the 
opinion  that  it  could  have  been  found  "that 
the  dominant  purposes  of  the  president's  oc- 
cupation were  not  private,  but  those  for 
which  the  college  was  incorporated."  On 
the  other  hand,  we  think  that  the  conclusions 
which  we  have  reached  are  abundantly  sup- 
ported by  Wealeyan  Academy  v.  Wilbraham, 
90  Maes.  590;  Maaaachuaetta  General  Hoapi- 
tal  V.  Bomerville,  101  Mass.  319,  322,  and 
Mount  Herman  Boya*  School  v.  Oill,  145 
Mass.  139,  13  N.  £.  354,  in  this  state;  and 
State  V.  Roaa^  24  N.  J.  L.  497,  and  Yale  Uni- 
veraity  v.  Ifew  Haven,  71  Conn.  316,  43  L. 
R.  A.  490«  42  Atl.  87.  In  addition  to  these 
cases,  the  case  of  Salem  Lyceum  v.  Salem, 
154  Mass.  15,  27  N.  E.  672,  should  be  referred 
to.  The  property  in  that  case  was  held  to 
be  inexempt»  but  it  was  said  that,  "if  the 
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principal  occupation  is  by  the  plaintiff  for 
those  purposes  [i.  e.,  the  purposes  for  which 
the  plaintiff  was  incorporated],  occasional 
and  incidental  use  for  other  purposes  might 
not  render  it  liable  to  taxation;"  thus  rec- 
ognizing that  it  is  or  may  be  the  dominant 
purpose  which  gives  character  to  the  occu- 
pation. As  illustrating  still  further  the  ef- 
fect of  intention,  not  only  upon  the  charac- 
ter of  the  occupation,  but  as  establishing  tho 
fact  of  occupancy  for  a  purpose  entitling  the 
property  to  exemption,  see  New  England 
Hoapital  for  Women  d  Children  v.  Boaton, 
113  Mass.  518,  and  Trinity  Church  v.  Boa- 
ton,  118  Mass.  164.  See  also  Proprietora  of 
Rural  Cemetery  v.  Woroeater  xjounty  Comra. 
152  Mass.  408,  10  L.  R.  A.  365,  25  N.  E.  618. 
In  this  last  case  the  petitioner,which  was  a 
cemetery  corporation,  was  authorized  to 
purchase  additional  lands,  to  be  "applied  ex- 
clusively" to  the  objects  oi  the  corporation. 
It  purchased  lands  on  which  there  was  a 
dwelling  house  and  bams,  and  it  was  as- 
sessed for  these  lands.  At  the  time  of  the 
assessment  comolained  of,  no  burial  lots  had 
been  laid  out  on  them.  But  it  was  held  that 
it  could  not  be  said  that  the  land  was  not 
devoted  exclusively  to  the  objects  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  that  the  exemption  from  taxa- 
tion of  the  dwelling  house  and  bams  was 
justified  by  the  fact  that  the  buildings  and 
their  occupation,  as  described,  Were  neces- 
sary for  the  business  of  the  corporation  and 
the  management  of  the  cemetery;  and  the 
property  was  accordingly  declared  to  be  ex- 
empt. This  case  would  seem  to  show  that, 
even  if  the  occupation  was  required  to  be  ex- 
clusively for  the  purposes  for  which  the  in- 
stitution was  incorporated  (which  we  do  not 
think  it  is),  an  occupation  bv  an  officer  and 
his  family  migiib  be  rep^araed  under  some 
circumstances  as  exclusively  for  siich  pur- 
poses, notwithstanding  the  element  of  pri- 
vate benefit.  Whether  the  occupancy  of 
Prof.  Taylor  should  be  referred  to  his  life 
estate  or  to  his  connection  with  the  academy 
as  professor,  or  whether  the  academy  is  taxa- 
ble for  its  reversionary  interest,  we  do  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  consider  now. 

Down  to  this  point,  we  are  all  substantial- 
ly agreed.  But  some  of  my  brethren  think 
that  the  facts  are  not  stated  with  sufficient 
fullness  to  enable  us  to  pass  satisfactorily 
upon  the  question  thus  far  considered,  and 
that  the  agreed  facts  should  be  discharged 
and  the  case  sent  back,  so  that  the  facts  can 
be  presented  more  fully.  Others  of  my 
brethren  and  myself  are  inclined  to  construe 
the  agreed  facts  somewhat  liberally,  and  to*' 
think  that  we  can  decide  the  case  now.  But 
with  this  expression  I  yield  to  the  views  of 
those  of  my  brethren  who  think  otherwise, 
and  am  content  that  the  agreed  facts  should 
be  discharged  and  the  case  sent  back  for  an- 
other trial. 

There  remains  the  question  as  to  the 
street-watering  assessments.  It  is  hardly  to 
be  expected  that  any  new  facts  which  may  be 
developed  will  affect  that  question.  It  will 
save  time  and  further  trouble,  therefore,  if 
we  express  our  opinion  on  it  now,  and  we 
see  no  objection  to  doing  so.    The  asaesa- 
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meats  were  made  under  Stat.  1896,  chap.  186, 
the  constitutionality  of  which  is  attacked  by 
the  plaintiffs.  A  similar  question  under  a 
flimilar  statute  was  considered  in  Sears  v. 
Boston,  173  Mass.  71,  43  L.  R.  A.  834,  53  N. 
E.  138,  and  the  constitutionality  of  the  stat- 
ute was  there  upheld.  We  deem  it  enough 
on  this  point  to  refer  to  that  case.  It  is  set- 
tled that  local  or  special  assessments  like 
these  do  not  come  within  the  exemptions 
from  general  taxation.  Boston  Seamen's 
Friend  Soo.  v.  Boston,  116  Mass.  181.  But 
it  is  contended  that  the  provisions  of  the  act 
were  not  complied  with,  because  the  vote  ap- 
propriating uie  money  for  street  watering 
did  not  provide  that  the  assessofs  should  as- 
sess the  coet  of  watering  on  estates  abutting 
«n  the  streets  that  were  watered.    The  vote 


did,  however*  contain  an  express  referoioe  to 
Stat.  1895,  chaip.  186,  and  stated  that  the 
money  was  appropriated  under  that  act.  We* 
think  that  tiie  plain  meaning  of  the  vote 
was  that  the  provisions  of  that  act  were  to 
be  applied  in  regard  to  the  expenditure  that 
was  authorized,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of 
anything  limiting  the  amount  of  the  assess- 
ment, the  fair  inference  was  that  the  whole 
cost  was  to  be  assessed  on  the  estates  that 
abutted  on  the  streets  that  were  watered.  All 
of  the  other  provisions  of  the  act  were  duly 
complied  with,  and  we  see  no  ground  on  which 
it  can  be  held  that  the  assessments  were  in- 
valid. The  result  is  that  the  agreed  facts 
are  to  be  discharged,  and  the  oast  is  to  stamd 
for  another  triaL 
So  ordered. 


ILLINOIS  SUPREME  COURT. 


CHICAGO,    WILMINGTON,   &    VERMIL- 
ION COAL  COMPANY,  A^^t., 

V. 

PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 
(181  lU.  270.) 

t.  Ifo  restrl^^t'on  on  the  polflee  po'vrei* 
of  the  levlslatnre  to  provide  for  the  safe- 
ty of  miners  by  means  of  the  inspectloii  of 
mines,  or  otherwise,  Is  made  by  Const,  art. 
4,  i  29,  which  expressly  requires  the  legisla- 
ture to  pass  laws  for  the  protection  of  opera- 
tive miners  by  providing  for  ventilation  and 
for  the  construction  of  escapement  shafts,  or 
such  other  appliances  as  may  secure  safety 
In  all  coal  mines. 

"9*  ImpoMlnv  upon  mine  ovrners  the  bur- 
den of.  paying  the  cost  of  Inspection  of  the 
mines,  as  provided  by  act  July  1,  1895,  as 
amended  in  July,  1897,  Is  a  valid  exercise  of 
the  police  power  which  does  not  depend  upon 
any  constitutional  grant  of  power  to  legis- 
late concerning  mines. 

«.  The  failure  to  limit  the  nnmher  of 
Inspections  of  nilnes  does  not  make  act 
July  1,  1896,  as  amended  July,  1897,  provid- 
ing for  an  inspection  of  mines  at  the  cost  of 
the  mine  owners,  void  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  oppressive  and  may  impose  a  burden  by 
Imposition  of  fees  which  would  destroy  the 
business  of  the  mine  owners,  where  the  stat- 
ute, after  providing  that  the  inspection  shall 
be  made  at  least  four  times  a  year  and  as 
-often  as  the  inspectors  deem  necessary,  pro- 
vides that  they  may  be  removed  for  neglect 
or  malfeasance,  and  prohibits  them  from  do- 
ing any  act  to  the  injury  of  the  operators  of 
mines. 

(October  16,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Sangamon  County 
in  favor  of  the  People  in  a  proceeding  to 


NoTS. — As  to  statutory  provisions  for  pro- 
tection of  miners,  see  Consolidated  Coal  &  Min. 
•Co  V.  Floyd  (Ohio)  26  L.  R.  A.  848,  and  note; 
also  Re  Morgan  (Colo.)  47  L.  R.  A.  62. 

As  to  limitation  of  hours  of  latK)r  in  mines, 
see  Holden  v.  Hardy  (Utah)  87  L.  R.  A.  103 ; 
«nd  State  v.  Holden  (Utah)  87  L.  R.  A.  108, 
Affirmed  by  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
iStates  in  169  U.  8.  866,  42  L.  ed.  780. 
4SL.  R.  A. 


compel  payment  of  fees  for  the  inspection  of 
defendant's  mines.    Af/irtned. 

Statement  by  Phillips,  J.: 

The  plaintiff,  the  people  of  the  state  of 
niinois,  brought  suit  against  the  defendant 
coal  company  to  recover  on  account  of  in- 
spection fees  of  the  state  mine  inspector  for 
certain  mines  theretofore  inspected.  The 
suit  is  brouffht  to  recover  for  the  fees  pro- 
vided for  under  an  act  entitled  "An  Act  Pro- 
viding for  the  Health  and  Safety  of  Persons 
Employed  in  Coal  Mines/'  approved  May  28, 
1879,  and  amendments  thereto.  The  case 
was  tried  under  a  stipulation  as  to  the  facts. 
It  appears  that  the  appellant  owns  six  coal 
mines  in  this  state,  in  each  of  which  more 
than  six  men  are  employed.  One  of  these 
mines  is  in  the  second  mining  district  and 
five  are  in  the  first  district  Between  the 
1st  day  of  November,1895,  and  the  1st  day 
of  July,  1807,  in  the  first  district,  the  mines 
were  inspected  twenty-two  times,  for  which 
the  aggregate  sum  of  $216  was  charged,  and 
between  the  1st  day  of  July,  1897,  and  the 
27th  day  of  April,  1898,  seven  inspections 
were  made,  for  which  $70  was  charged.  The 
mine  in  the  second  district,  between  the  1st 
day  of  November,  1895,  and  the  27th  day  of 
April,  1898,  was  inspected  four  times,  for 
which  $40  was  charged.  The  aggregate  of 
the  charges  for  the  inspections  thus  made 
was  $32C.  The  defendant,  by  the  stipula- 
tion, admitted  the  amount  was  due  if  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  and  8ul>- 
mitted  two  propositions  of  law  to  be  held,  to 
the  effect  there  could  be  no  recovery  under 
either  coimt  of  the  declaration,  which  were 
refused,  and  exception  taken.  A  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment  was  entered,  which  was 
denied,  and  a  finding  and  judgment  had  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  $326,  to  which 
the  defendant  excepted.  The  question  is 
presented  whether  the  act  of  July  1,  1895» 
and  the  amendment  thereto  in  force  Juiy, 
1897,  providing  for  the  payment  into  the 
state  treasury,  by  owners  or  operators  of 
coal  mines  of  tills  state,  of  the  charges  ]     * 
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bj  state  mine  inspectors  for  inspecting  the 
,  are  yalid  enactments. 


Meaara.  Gliarlea  W.  Tl&omaa  and 
Choree  S.  Hovae  for  appellant. 

Meaara,  C.  A.  Hill  and  B.  D.  Monroe, 

with  Mr.  E.  C.  Akin,  Attorney  General,  for 
Appellee: 

The  police  power  is  inherent  in  all  govern- 
ments, and  its  exercise  and  application,  ex- 
cept as  limited  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
the  state  or  of  the  United  States,  rests  in 
the  discretion  of  the  legislature. 

This  police  power  of  the  state  extends  to 
the  protection  of  the  lives,  limbs,  health, 
<x>mfort,  and  quiet  of  all  persons,  and  the 
protection  of  all  property  within  the  state. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  706;  Charleaton  y. 
Xogera,  2  McCord,  L.  495;  Margan'a  L.  d  T. 
H.  d  8,  8.  Co.  V.  Loviaicma  Bd,of  Health,  118 
U.  S.  455,  30  L.  ed.  237,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1114; 
Daniela  v.  Hilgard,  77  111.  640;  People  v. 
Harper,  91  111.  367;  Parker  &  W.  Public 
Health  ft  Safety,  9  261;  Com,  ex  rel.  WiU 
iiama  v.  BonneU,  8  Phila.  534. 

The  word  "appliances,"  as  used  in  the  Con- 
«titution,  is  not  confined  or  limited  to  mere 
physical  annexations,  tools,  machinery,  or 
apparatus,  but  may,  and  does,  include  "any- 
thing through  or  by  which  something  is  ef- 
fect^ or  aocomplisned,"  or  "that  which  is'' 
^apted  to  the  accomplishment  of  a  purpose." 

When  a  Constitution  confers  a  power,  or 
«n joins  a  duty,  it  also  confers  by  implication 
any  incidental  power  necessary  to  the  exer- 
cise of  the  one  or  the  performance  of  the 
other. 

6  Am.  A,  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  928. 

Courts  ought  not  to  declare  an  act  of  the 
legislature  invalid  unless  it  is  in  plain  and 
obvious  conflict  with  the  Constitution. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  pp.  216-218; 
WiUon  V.  8anitary  Diet,  133  111.  443,  27  N. 
S.  203;  23  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  351. 

Flilllipa,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
•court: 

Section  29  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution 
is  as  follows:  "It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
general  assembly  to  pass  such  laws  as  may 
f)e  necessary  for  the  protection  of  operative 
miners,  by  providing  for  ventilation  when 
the  same  may  be  required,  and  the  construc- 
tion of  escapement  shafts,  or  such  other  ap- 
pliances as  may  secure  safety  in  all  coal 
mines,  and  to  provide  for  the  enforcement  of 
eaid  laws  by  such  penalties  and  punishments 
■as  may  be  deemed  proper."  This  provision 
requires  the  legislature  to  pass  such  laws  as 
may  be  necessaiy,  etc.,  and  leaves  to  that 
iMdy  the  determination  of  the  policy  of  the 
state  as  to  what  legislation  is  necessary  to 
conform  to  its  requirements.  The  legisla- 
ture has  seen  proper,  in  the  act  entitled  "An 
Act  Providing  for  the  Health  and  Safety  of 
Persons  Employed  in  Coal  Mines/'  approved 
May  28,  1879,  and  in  force  July  1,  1879,  and 
1>y  the  amendments  thereto,  to  require  cer- 
tain duties  to  be  done  and  performed  by  the 
owner,  operator,  or  manager  of  a  coal  mine. 
Bome  of  these  duties  are  as  follows:  Sec- 
tion 1  provides  that  the  owner  shall  make^ 
48L.R.A. 


or  cause  to  be  made,  an  accurate  map,  to  bo 
furnished  to  the  state  inspector,  of  mines  of 
the  district.  Section  2  provides  the  inspect- 
or may  make  a  map  at  the  expense  of  the 
owner,  should  he  neglect  or  refuse  so  to  do» 
Section  3  is  as  to  the  manner  of  construction 
of  escapement  shafts,  etc  Section  4  is  as  ta 
the  ventilation  of  mines.  Section  5  requires, 
that  bore  holes  shall  be  kept  20  feet  in  ad- 
vance of  each  working  place  under  certain 
circumstances.  Section  6  is  as  to  hoistways, 
and  who  may  be  employed,  etc.  Section  7 
is  as  to  operating  the  hoistways.  Section  8 
is  as  to  fencing  the  shaft.  Section  11  pro- 
vides for  the  division  of  the  state  into  dis- 
tricts, for  the  appointment  of  inspectors, 
and  prescribes  their  duties  and  fixes  their 
salaries.  This  latter  section  was  amended 
in  1805.  Prior  to  that  time  the  inspector 
was  paid  wholly  by  the  state,  but  after  the 
amendment  of  1895,  and  by  the  amendment 
of  1897,  it  was  provided  that  fees  might  be 
charged,  which  were  required  to  be  paid  by 
the  mine  owner.  It  is  these  two  amenda- 
tory statutes  which  the  appellant-  contends 
are  unconstitutional,  as  placing  a  burden 
that  is  unreasonable  and  unjust  on  the  mine 
owner. 

The  object  and  purpose  of  the  statute  are 
the  protection  of  miners  working  in  coal 
mines.  While  the  act  is  an  effort  on  the 
part  of  the  general  assembly  to  stricHy  com- 
ply with  9  29  of  article  4  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, by  providing  for  the  ventilation  of 
mines,  the  construction  of  escapement  shafts, 
and  such  other  appliances  as  shsJl  secure 
safety  in  all  coal  mines,  the-  general  assem- 
bly has  seen  proper  to  indude  a  provision 
for  the  preparation  of  maps  and  the  filing 
of  the  same  with  the  chief  mine  inspector  of 
the  district,  and  that  on  neglect  or  default 
of  the  owner  to  make  such  map  the  inspector 
may  make  the  same  at  his  expense,  and  this 
is  one  of  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
which  has  been  held  constitutional  by  this 
court.  In  Dcmiela  v.  Hilgard,  77  111.  640,  it 
was  held  (page  643) :  "Our  legislature,  in 
an  act  having  for  its  avowed  object  the  pro- 
viding for  the  health  and  safety  of  persons 
employed  in  coal  mines,  has  thought  it  prop- 
er to  incorporate  this  provision  for  the  mak- 
ing of  a  map.  Hie  lawmaking  powers  else- 
where, as  it  IS  seen  in  their  laws  for  the  same 
object^  have  adopted  this  same  provision. 
This  would  seem  to  indicate  as  the  legisla- 
tive understanding  that  the  provision  is  one 
in  aid  of  the  accomplishment  of  the  purpose 
of  such  acts, — the  protection  of  persons  en- 
gaged in  such  mines, — a  proper  part  of  the 
system  adopted  to  that  end.  The  (question 
is  properly  <»ie  of  le^slative  determination. 
A  court  should  not  lightly  interfere  in  such 
case.  The  legislature  must  have  manifestly 
transcended  its  province  for  it  to  do  so.  We 
are  of  opinion  Uiat  it  is  not  for  a  court  to 
say  that  the  provision  here  which  is  called 
in  question  is  anything  more  than  a  fair  and 
reasonable  police  regulation  with  reference 
to  the  Bubjectrmatter  of  the  act,  which  the 
legislature,  in  its  discretion,  has  seen  proper 
to  adopt,  and  that  it  should  not  be  set  asido 
as  unconstitutional.^' 
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To  a  much  greater  extent  the  proyisions 
of  §  11,  which  prescribe  the  duties  of  the  in- 
8pector»  and  require  his  reports  and  state- 
ments to  be  posted  in  a  conspicuous  place, 
showing  the  condition  of  the  mine,  and  what, 
in  his  judgment,  is  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  lives  and  health  of  persons  em- 
ployed in  such  mine,  etc,  are  an  exercise  of 
the  police  power  of  the  state.  The  examina- 
tion of  the  condition  of  the  mine  would  also 
necessarily  require  the  inspector  to  examine 
and  report  as  to  whether  the  manner  of  con- 
struction of  escapement  shafts,  air  shafts, 
and  the  ventilation  of  the  mine  is  in  con- 
formity with  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute. Inspections  are  necessary  in  determin- 
ing health  and  quarantine  laws,  and  also  with 
reference  to  the  examination  of  articles  to  be 
used  as  food,  and  it  never  has  been  held  that 
a  provision  looking  to  the  inspection  of  cer- 
tain articles  that  may  be  offered  for  sale  for 
tiie  purposes  of  human  food,  or  a  law  provid- 
ing for  inspection  with  reference  to  health, 
IB  an  improper  exercise  of  the  police  power. 
Nor  could  it  be  held  that  the  provision  of 
the  statute  with  reference  to  the  appointment 
of  inspectors  for  coal  mines,  who  are  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  imposed  upon  them  by  § 
11,  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police  pow- 
er of  the  state.  The  very  purpose  and  ob- 
ject of  the  statute  are  in  regard  to  the  health 
«  and  safety  of  miners;  and  requiring  that 
mine  owners  should  permit  an  inspection  of 
their  mines  for  this  purpose  is  but  an  exer- 
cise of  such  police  power. 

We  do  not  understand  the  contention  of 
the  appellant  to  be,  however,  that  these  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  are  an  improper  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power,  but  unuerstand  the 
contention  is  that  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute which  require  a  fee  to  be  paid  for  such 
inspection  by  the  mine  owner  are  an  improp- 
er exercise  of  the  police  power.  It  was  held 
in  Morgan's  L,  d  T.  R.  d  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Louiai- 
ana  Bd,  of  Health,  118  U.  S.  455,  30  L.  ed. 
237,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1114,  that  an  inspection 
fee  imposed  by  the  state  of  Louisiana  on  a 
vessel  passing  a  quarantine  station,  for  ex- 
amination as  to  her  sanitary  condition  and 
the  ports  from  which  she  came,  is  a  compen- 
sation for  services  rendered  the  vessel,  and 
not  a  tax  imposed,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
provision  of  the  Constitution  concerning  a 
tonnage  tax  imposed  by  the  states,  and  that 
the  act  imposing  such  fee  is  a  valid  enact- 
ment. Inspection  fees  are  not  taxes,  but  are 
imposed  under  the  principle  that  they  are 
compensation  for  services  rendered  in  and 
about  making  such  inspection,  which  is  pre- 
sumably beneficial  to  the  person  upon  whom 
the  fees  are  imposed,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  general  police  powers  of  the  state. 
Charleston  v.  Rogers,  2  McCord,  L.  495; 
Oooley,  Taxn.  413.  It  was  held  in  People 
V.  Harper,  91  111.  857,  that  the  legislature 
had  full  power  to  pass  a  law  committing  the 
inspection  of  grain  to  a  board  created  for 
that  purpose;  that  the  expenses  occasioned  by 
such  inspection  may  be  required  to  be  borne 
48  L.  R.  A. 


by  those  presumably  benefited  by  it;  that  the 
fixing  of  fees  for  such  services,  and  prescrib- 
ing the  manner  of  their  collection  and  upon 
whom  they  shall  be  imposed,  do  not  fall  with- 
in the  constitutional  limitations  concerning 
the  imposition  of  a  local  burden  by  way  of 
taxation.  In  that  case  the  board  of  ware* 
house  commissioners  fixed  the  fees  for  the 
inspection  of  grain.  The  court  held  (page 
309)  :  "There  is  no  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution which,  either  expressly  or  by  neces- 
sary implicaticm,  inhibits  the  general  assem" 
bly  from  committing  the  inspection  of  grain 
to  a  board  created  for  that  purpose,  and  we 
are  not  authorized  to  say  that  the  board  of 
commissioners  of  railroads  and  warehouses 
is  not  quite  as  legitimate  as  any  other  board 
that  could  have  be^i  selected  or  created  for 
that  purpose.  It  evidently  was  not  designed 
that  the  inspection  should  be  made  a  source 
of  revenue,  either  to  the  state  or  to  munici- 
palities; for  it  is  not  enjoined  as  a  means  of 
raising  revenue,  but  solely  for  the  'protec- 
tion of  producers,  shippers,  and  receivers  of 
grain  and  produce;'  and  there  is  natural  jus- 
tice in  requiring  that  the  expenses  occasioned 
by  the  inspection  should  be  borne  by  those 
presumably  benefited  by  it.  Certainly  no 
clause  of  the  Constitution  is  violated  by  this 
requirement." 

The  mining  of  coal  is  recognized  as  a 
dangerous  and  hazardous  business,  and  is  a 
productive  industry  of  the  greatest  impor- 
tance. For  many  years  in  fiiis  state  many 
thousands  of  men  have  been  engaged  in  that 
character  of  work,  and  a  proper  safeguard 
of  their  lives  and  health  is  a  matter  of  so 
great  interest  and  necessity  that  no  subject 
can  be  mentioned  where  there  is  a  more  posi- 
tive necessity  for  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power  than  in  seeking  to  subserve  their  safe- 
ty. With  a  recognition  of  the  fact  that  un- 
der the  police  power  the  legislature  has  the 
right  to  provide  for  the  inspection  of  mines, 
it  may  also  provide  for  the  payment  of  fees 
for  such  inspection,  and  may  place  the  bur- 
den of  the  payment  of  such  fees  on  the  busi- 
ness that  requires  the  employment  of  men  in 
such  dangerous  and  hazardous  work,  to  an 
equal  extent  as  it  may  place  the  burden  on 
commerce  in  the  shipment  of  grain,  and  ap- 
peals much  more  strongly  for  a  proper  en- 
forcement of  this  character  of  law  by  proper 
inspection  than  the  mere  protection  of  trade. 
If  an  inspection  is  to  be  had,  it  is  attended 
with  expense.  The  expense  Uius  incurred  is 
imposed  because  of  the  peculiar  dangers  of 
the  surrounding  situation,  and  subserves, 
not  only  the  interest  of  the  miners,  but  alike 
protects  the  mine  owner ;  and  hettce  the  bur- 
den of  the  payment  of  the  fee  can  be  prop- 
erly imposed  upon  the  mine  owner  without 
violating  any  provision  of  the  Constitution. 

Appellant  contends  that  legislation,  under 
the  provisions  of  S  29  of  article  4,  can  only 
be  had  with  reference  to  ventilation  and  es- 
capement shafts.  Such  contention  cannot  be 
sustained,  because  that  section  requires  leg- 
islation for  a  particular  purpose,  having  in 
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vi«w  the  safe^  of  miners,  and  submits  to 
the  legislature  the  policy  to  be  pursued  for 
the  accomplishment  of  that  end,  and  which 
cannot  lightly  be  interfered  with  by  a  court. 
Appellant,  from  the  jposition  taken,  seems  to 
disregard  the  fact  that  the  legislature  miy 
legislate,  under  the  police  power  which  it 
possesses,  outside  of  the  mere  mandates  of 
that  provision  of  the  Constitution.  The 
contention  is  entirely  too  narrow. 

Appellant  further  contends  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  specific  time  or  occasion  when  inspec- 
tions are  to  be  made  is  not  limited,power  ex- 
ists in  the  inspectors  to  inspect  daily  and 
unnecessarily,  and  impose  a  burden  by  the 
imf«oeition  of  fees,  which  would  in  effect  de- 
stroy the  business  of  the  mine  owner.  While 
the  act  requires  that  there  must  be  nt  least 
four  inspections  a  year,  and  imposes  the 
duty  on  the  inspectors  to  make  the  inspec- 
tion as  often  as  may  be  deemed  necessary 
and  proper,  yet  they  are  made  subject  to  re- 
moval for  neglect  of  duty  or  malfeasance  in 
the  discharge  of  duty,  and  it  is  expressly 
provided  that  they  "shall  not  be  guilty  of 
any  act  tending  to  the  injury  of  miners  or 
operators  of  mines  during  their  term  of  of- 
fice." An  attempt  to  impose  unreasonable 
inspections,  such  as  it  is  insisted  by  counsel 
for  appellant  they  may  do,  would  be  an  act 
tending  to  the  injury  of  the  operators  of 
mines,  for  which  the  very  provisions  of  the 
act  provide  a  means  of  prevention,  and  the 
law  is  not  so  powerless  that  it  could  not  pre- 
vent extortions  of  this  character.  From  the 
stipulation  of  facts  under  which  this  case 
was  tried,  it  appears  that  appellant's  mines 
were  inspected  thirty-three  times  between 
November  1,  1805,  and  March  30,  1898, — a 
period  of  two  years  and  five  months,— dur- 
ing which  time  the  appellant  owned  and  op- 
eiated  six  mines.  Hence  there  was  only  an 
average  of  one  inspection  every  five  and  one 
third  months.  It  is  true  that  mine  No.  2, 
as  appears  from  the  facts,  was  inspected 
March  5,  1897,  and  was  again  inspected 
March  10,  1897.  The  facts  and  circumstan- 
ces which  induced  the  second  inspection  so 
«oon  after  the  other  are  not  in  any  manner 
explained;  but  it  may  well  be  that  because 
of  the  explosion  of  gas,  or  the  obstruction  to 
ventilation  in  the  mine,  or  from  some  other 
cause  resulting  in  inability  to  reach  the  es- 
capement shaft,  loss  of  life  resulted,  which 
necessarily  induced  prompt  examination 
thereafter.  We  hold  that  it  was  within  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  provide  for  the 
inspection  of  mines  by  inspectors  so  ap- 
pointed, and  to  provide  for  fees  to  be  paid 
by  the  mine  owner  to  be  used  towards  the 
payment  of  the  expenses  of  such  inspection. 
8uch  fee  is  in  no  sense  a  tax,  but  a  mere 
compensation  for  services  rendered,  and  the 
act  is  therefore  not  unconstitutional.  It 
was  not  error  to  refuse  to  hold  the  proposi- 
tions asked  by  the  appellant,  and  the  jttdg' 
ftwni  of  the  Oircuit  Court  of  BcMgamon 
County  is  affirmed, 
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Joseph  HUDNALL  et  dl.,  A.ppt9^ 

V, 

0.  M.  B.  HAM  et  al. 


Mary  B.  TAYLOR,  Appt,, 

V. 

Joseph  HUDNALL  et  al. 
(183  111.  486.) 

1.  A  ^roman's  mere  lynoranee  of  tlie 
rule  of  law  that  marriage  will  revoke  her 
intended  husband's  will  1b  not  sufBcient  to 
overturn  an  antenuptial  settlement  by  which 
she  agrees  to  permit  his  property  to  go  as 
provided  in  the  will. 

9.  An  antenuptial  aarreement  in  sup- 
port of  a  ^rill  will  not  prevent  the  revoca- 
tion  of  the  will  by  the  subsequent  marriage 
where  the  statute  says  that  "a  marriage 
shall  be  deemed  a  revocation  of  a  prior  will. 

8.  A  ^ridovr's  release  by  an  antennp- 
tlal  contract,  of  all  Iter  clainks  on  tlte 
estate  of  Iter  Itnsband,  in  consideration 
of  a  specified  sum,  .does  not  preclude  her 
from  being  deemed  his  widow,  or  entitle  the 
descendants  of  his  deceased  mother  to  take 
his  estate,  under  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  89,  |  2, 
providing  that,  when  there  is  no  widow  or 
children  of  the  decedent,  the  estate  shall  go 
to  his  mother  and  her  children  and  their  de- 
scendants. 

4.  An  antennptial  contract  by  ^rbiclt 
a  ^rife  aarrees,  in  consideration  of  a 
certain  snnk  of  money,  to  release  all 
ber  interest  in  her  husband's  estate  in 
order  that  it  may  pass  by  certain  provisions 
of  his  will,  with  a  covenant  not  to  interfere 
In  any  way  with  the  disposition  of  the  prop- 
erty made  by  the  will,  will  preclude  her  from 
contesting  the  right  of  the  beneficiaries  under 
the  will  on  the  ground  that  the  will  was  re- 
yoked  by  the  marriage — especially  when 
she  has  ratified  the  contract  after  her  hus- 
band's death  by  accepting  the  consideration 
agreed  upon. 

(Oartwright,  Oh.  J,,  and  Phillipt  and  Magruder, 
JJ„  dUamt.) 


(December  18,  1899.) 

APPEALS  by  complainants  and  cross  com- 
plainant from  a  decree  of  the  Circuit 
Court  for  Jefferson  County  dismissing  the 
bills  in  a  proceeding  to  determine  the  right 
to  property  left  by  Jeremiah  Taylor,  de- 
ceased.   Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Carter,  J.: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  entered  in 
the  circuit  court  upon  the  final  hearing  of 
the  issues  made  upon  the  bill  filed  by  "the 
Hudnalls/'  as  they  are  spoken  of  in  the  reo- 


NoTB. — As  to  revocation  of  will  by  marriage^ 
see  cases  in  note  to  Rlggs  ▼.  Palmer  (N.  T.)  6 
L.  R.  A.  on  page  846 ;  and  in  note  to  Davis  T. 
Fogle  (Ind.)  7  L.  R.  A  485;  also  Roane  t. 
Holilngshead  (Md.)  17  L.  R  A.  502 ;  Re  Hew- 
lett (Minn.)  84  L.  R.  A.  884 ;  and  Ingersoll  t. 
Hopkins  (Ifass.)  40  L.  R.  A.  19J 
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ord,  and  upon  the  cross  bill  of  Mary  E.  T. 
Taylor,  the  widow  of  Jeremiah  Taylor,  de- 
ceased. The  bill,  in  brief,  alleged  that  Tay- 
lor was  the  son  of  Sallie  Taylor  and  her  then 
husband,  Thomas  Taylor,  and  that  five  years 
after  his  birth  Sallie  Taylor  lawfully  mar- 
ried one  Hudnall,  and  that  the  complainants 
are  the  children  and  descendants  of  deceased 
children  bom  of  such  marriage  with  Hud- 
nall, and  are  the  only  heirs  at  law  of  said 
Jeremiah  Taylor,  who  died  without  issue; 
that  in  1890  Taylor  made  a  will,  giving,  ex- 
cept a  few  small  legacies,  all  of  his  property 
to  C.  D.  and  O.  M.  D.  Ham,  sons  of  his  first 
wife,  and  afterward,  in  1892,  married  Mary 
E.  T.  Farmer,  and  died  in  1895;  that,  a  few 
days  before  such  marriage,  Taylor  and  Mrs. 
Farmer  entered  into  an  antenuptial  contract 
by  which  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  in 
lieu  of  dower,. award,  rights  of  inheritance, 
and  distribution  she  should,  if  she  survived 
him,  be  paid,  within  sixty  days  after  his 
death,  $2,000 ;  that  after  Taylor's  death  and 
the  probate  of  his  will  she  was  paid  by  the 
executor,  and  accepted  and  receipted  for, 
said  $2,000,  the  amount  due  her  under  the 
contract,  and  in  full  of  all  claims  against 
the  estate,  eifher  under  the  will,  or  the 
agreement,  or  otherwise;  that  by  her  agree- 
ment and  the  full  execution  of  its  terms  she 
renounced  and  relinquished  all  of  her  rights 
and  interests  in  and  to  said  estate,  as  heir  or 
otherwise;  that  by  the  marriage  between  her 
and  Taylor  the  will  which  had  been  previous- 
ly made  was  revoked,  and  Taylor's  property 
descended  as  intestate  estate  to  the  com- 
plainants, who  were  his  half-brothers  and 
sisters  and  descendants  of  deceased  half- 
brothers  and  sisters;  his  said  mother,  Sallie 
Taylor,  having  previously  died.  The  bill 
prayed  that  the  probate  of  the  will  be  set 
aside,  that  the  will  be  declared  void,  and 
that  a  distribution  of  the  estate  among  the 
complainants  be  made,  and  for  general  re- 
lief. The  Hams  and  the  widow  demurred  to 
the  bill.  The  demurrers  were  sustained,  and 
the  bill  dismissed,  but  on  a  writ  of  error 
sued  out  by  the  complainants  the  decree  was 
reversed  by  this  court,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  overrule  the  de- 
murrers, and  for  further  proceedings  in  con- 
formity with  the  opinion  rendered  by  this 
court.  Hudnall  v.  Ham,  172  111.  76,  49  N. 
E.  985.  When  the  case  was  redocketed  in 
the  circuit  court,  "the  Hams,"  as  they  are 
spoken  of  in  the  record,  and  other  legatees, 
and  the  executor,  answered  the  bill,  setting 
up  the  antenuptial  agreement,  and  alleged 
that  it  was  made  in  good  faith,  and  with 
full  knowledge,  and  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
firming and  approving  the  will;  that  it  re- 
ferred to  and  approved  the  will,  and  that  by 
reason  thereof  the  will  was  not  revoked  by 
the  subsequent  marriage;  and  alleged  that 
the  Hudnalls  were  not  within  the  contempla- 
tion of  either  of  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  it  could  not  operate  in  their 
favor.  The  answer  denied  that  Taylor  was 
of  legitimate  birth,  but  alleged  that  he  was 
the  illegitimate  son  of  Sallie  Taylor,  a  feme 
sole,  and  denied  that  the  Hudnalls  were  hia 
heirs.  The  answer  also  alleged  that  in  1848 
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Taylor,  then  without  means,  married  Fran- 
ces Ham,  a  widow,  and  the  mother  of  said 
C.  D.  and  O.  M.  D.  Ham,  who  were  then  of 
tender  years;  that  said  Frances  had  consid- 
erable property,  and  that  said  Taylor  todc 
possession  of  the  same  and  of  the  property 
derived  by  said  O.  M.  D.  and  C.  D.  Ham  from 
their  father,  and  that  with  this  as  a  start 
he  began  to  trade,  and  was  succes^sful  in 
business,  so  that  he  finally  accumulated  the 
property  which  he  had  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing said  will;  that  there  were  no  children 
of  said  marriage,  but  said  Taylor  adopted 
the  stepsons  as  his  own,  and  that  it  was  al- 
ways understood  by  said  Frances  and  said 
Jeremiah  that  the  said  O.  M.  D.  and  C.  D. 
Ham  were  to  be  treated  and  regarded,  in  all 
respects,  as  the  sons  of  said  Jeremiah ;  that 
they  treated  and  regarded  him  as  their  fath- 
er, and  labored  for  and  assisted  him,  and 
obeyed  him  as  though  they  were  his  sons; 
that  these  facts  were  well  known  to  Mrs. 
Farmer  when  she  entered  into  the  antenup- 
tial agreement,  which  was  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  Taylor's  design;  and 
the  answer  alleged  that  the  antenuptial 
agreement  and  will  constituted  an  equitable 
assignment  to  the  Hams,  and  that  in  equity 
and  good  conscience  they  were  entitled  to  the 
property.  Mary  E.  T.  Taylor,  the  widow,  in 
her  answer  alleged  that  when  she  signed  the 
antenuptial  agreement  she  was  not  informed 
as  to  the  extent  of  the  property  of  said  Tay- 
lor, or  as  to  his  illegitimacy,  which  she  had 
since  learned;  that  she  understood  he 
wished  his  property  to  go  to  the  children  of 
his  first  wife,  and  was  willing  that  such  pur- 
pose should  be  accomplished,  but  alleged 
that  she  would  not  have  been  so  willing  if 
she  had  known  how  much  property  he  had, 
or  that  he  was  illegitimate,  though  she  ad- 
mitted in  her  answer  that  when  the  antenup- 
tial agreement  was  signed  she  had  learned 
from  him  that  he  had  no  living  relatives; 
alleged,  also,  that  when  she  executed  the 
agreement  she  was  willing  to  release  her  fu- 
ture rights  in  the  estate  to  the  descendants 
of  his  first  wife,  and  believed  that  the  will 
would  have  that  effect,  and  that  she  regard- 
ed the  accomplishment  of  that  purpose  aa 
an  important  part  of  the  consideration  to 
induce  her  to  execute  the  antenuptial  agree- 
ment; that  at  the  time  she  signed  the  agree- 
ment, and  also  when  she  received  the  money, 
she  was  in  ignorance  of  her  rights,  and  of 
the  extent  and  value  of  Taylor's  property, 
which  value  was  concealed  from  her,  and 
that  the  $2,000  was  grossly  inadequate,  and 
was  disproportionate  to  the  value  of  the 
estate;  alleged,  also,  that  the  will  was  re- 
voked by  the  marriage,  and  that  one  of  the 
principal  objects  of  the  antenuptial  agree- 
ment, and  of  her  receiving  and  receipting  for 
the  $2,000,  has  failed,  and  cannot  be  accom- 
plished, and  that,  as  the  consideration  has 
failed,  said  agreement  is  not  binding  upon 
her;  and  oflfers  to  bring  into  court  said  $2,- 
000,  and  abide  the  order  of  the  court.  The 
widow  filed  her  amended  cross  bill  also,  in 
which  she  set  up  substantially  the  same 
facts,  and  prayed  that  the  will  and  probate 
be  declared  void,  and  set  aside,  and  the  ex* 
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•cuior  remoyedy  and  that  the  antenaptial 
Agreement  be  also  eet  aside,  and  her  receipt 
for  said  $2,000  be  declared  to  have  no  other 
effect  than  a  receipt  for  so  much  money,  and 
not  a  ratification  of  the  agreement^  and  that 
an  accounting  be  had. 

Mestra.  Blood  A  Blood,  Siina  A  Cot- 
iacton,  and  Jamea  A.  Watts,  for  appel- 
lants Iludnall  et  al.: 

The  widow  is  bound  by  the  antenuptial 
agreement,  and  has  no  claim  to  the  property. 

Jacobs  V.  Jacobs,  42  Iowa,  606 ;  Taylor  v. 
Taylor,  144  111.  436,  33  N.  E.  632;  Beebe  v. 
Swarttoout,  3  Gilm.  162;  Hudnall  y.  Ham, 
172  111.  76,  49  N.  E.  986;  Brenner  v.  Qauoh, 
85  111.  368;  Weaver  v.  Weaver,  109  111.  226: 
McMahill  y.  MoMahill,  113  111.  461;  7  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc  Law,  p.  189;  Wms.  Exrs.  7th 
Kng.  ed.  314;  Schouler,  Exrs.  &  Admrs.  i 
193;  Giles  y.  ChurohiU,  6  N.  H.  341. 

The  widow,  haying  elected  to  accept  the 
money,  is  bound  by  her  election. 

Wilhanks  y.  Wilhanks,  18  111.  19;  Waters 
y.  Uouxtrd,  1  Md.  Ch.  112;  Beall  y.  Sohley, 
2  Gill,  181,  41  Am.  Dec.  415;  Rodermund  v. 
Clark,  46  N.  Y.  354;  MorrU  v.  Rexford,  18 
N.  Y.  552;  Lilley  y.  Adams,  108  Mass.  60; 
Pickett  y.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  32  Ark. 
346. 

Ratification  is  the  adoption  of  a  preyious- 
ly  formed  contract,  notwithstanding  a  yice 
which  renders  it  relatively  void. 

Pearson  v.  Chapin,  44  Pa.  9. 

One  who  haa  an  option  whether  he  will 
afllrm  a  particular  act  or  contract  must 
elect  to  affirm  or  disafiirm  it  altogether. 

Chicago,  B,  d  Q,  R,  Co,  v.  Chamberlain, 
84  111.  833;  Louks  y.  Keninaton,  60  Vt.  116; 
Brotoer  v.  Callender,  106  111.  88 ;  Chicago 
Pkg.  d  Provision  Co.  v.  Tilton,  87  111.  547; 
Kile  y.  Tellotrhead,  80  111.  208;  Kimball  y. 
Lincoln,  7  111.  App.  470;  Frick  v.  Trtistees 
of  Schools,  99  111.  167;  Webster  y.  Nichols, 
104  111.  IGO. 

Having  treated  the  contract  as  subsisting, 
Mrs  Taylor  cannot  now  avoid  it. 

Jenmngs  v.  Cage,  13  111.  610,  66  Am.  Dec 
470;  Kellogg  y.  Turpie,  93  111.  266,  34  Am. 
Rep.  163;  Kimball  y.  Lincoln,  7  111.  App. 
470;  People  v.  Stephens,  71  N.  Y.  627. 

If  a  voidable  contract  is  voluntarily  acted 
on,  it  cannot  afterwards  be  avoided  when 
discovered  to  be  advantageous  to  be  avoided. 

Edwards  v.  Roberts,  7  Smedes  ft  M.  644; 
€ollier  v.  Thompson,  4  T.  Mon.  81. 

Where  a  party  to  a  contract  which  might 
be  set  aside  on  the  groimd  of  fraud  neverthe- 
less elects  to  treat  the  transaction  as  bind- 
ing, he  thereby  loses  his  right  to  rescind  it; 
for  fraud  only  gives  the  right  to  avoid  or  re- 
scind a  contract. 

Tisdale  v.  Buckmore,  33  Me.  461 ;  Bishbee 
T.  How,  47  Me.  543;  Evans  v.  Oale,  17  N.  H. 
673.  43  Am.  Dee.  614;  Nichols  v.  Michael  23 
N.  Y.  264,  80  Am.  Dec.  259;  Cobb  v.  Hatfield, 
46  N.  Y.  633;  Bishop  y.  Fletcher,  48  Mich. 
665.  12  N.  W.  37;  Chaffee  v.  Rutland  R,  Co, 
56  Vt  110;  Orusselle  v.  Reinhardt,  68  Qa. 
«19. 

The  effect  of  the  antenuptial  agreement 
was  a  positive  exclusion  of  the  marital 
48L.B.  A. 


rights  of  Mrs.  Taylor;  and  upon  the  death  of 
Taylor  intestate,  without  issuer  his  next  of 
kin  are  entitled  to  the  estate. 

Gamble  v.  Nenn,  6  Sneed,  466;  Loftus  y. 
Penn,  1  Swan,  445;  Orum  y.  Sawyer,  132  IIU 
463,  24  N.  £.  966. 

The  subeequent  marriage  revoked  the  will. 

Starr  &  C.  Stat  chap.  39,  §  10;  Cruim  v. 
Sawyer,  132  111.  443,  24  N.  E.  966;  Hudnali 
v.  Bam,  172  111.  76,  49  N.  E.  985;  McAnnul- 
ty  y.  McAnnulty,  120  111.  26,  60  Am.  Rep* 
562,  11  N.  E.  359. 

Ignorance  of  the  law  in  this  respect  will 
not  change  the  rule. 

Crutn  v.  Sawyer,  132  111.  443,  24  N.  K 
966. 

The  Hams  must  claim  as  legatees  and  de- 
visees, or  not  at  all.  The  antenuptial  con- 
tract  and  will  do  not  transfer  any  rights  to 
the  Hams. 

Sloniger  y.  Bloniger,  161  HI.  278,  43  N.  B. 
1111;  Woodward  v.  Wooduxird,  6  Sneed,  51. 

Expression  of  intention  to  make  a  gift 
will  not  amount  to  a  contract,  or  sustain  a 
decree  for  specific  performance. 

Galloway  v.  Garland,  104  111.  277;  Clarh 
v.  Clark,  122  111.  388,  13  K.  E.  653;  BaAl^ 
v.  Edmunds,  64  111.  125. 

The  instrument  was  not  intended  to  take 
effect  until  the  death  of  Taylor,  and  is  pure- 
ly testamentary  in  character  and  effect,  and 
is  ambulatory  and  revocable. 

Badgley  v.  Votrain,  68  111.  25,  18  Am. 
Rep.  541;  Cravy  v.  Rawlins,  8  Ga.  460;  Kin^ 
nebrew  v.  Kinnebrew,  35  Ala.  628;  Roth  v, 
Michalis,  125  111.  325,  17  N.  E.  809. 

An  existing  property  right  to  some  dis- 
tinct subject-matter  is  essential  to  the  ex- 
istence of  every  trust,  and  any  instrument^ 
however  perfect  otherwise,  which  fails  to  dis- 
close this,  cannot  properly  be  established  aa 
a  declaration  of  trust. 

Roth  y.  Michalis,  125  HI.  326,  17  N.  E. 
809. 

Where  anything  remains  to  be  done  to  de- 
vest the  title  of  the  person  declaring  the 
trust,  the  transaction  will  remain  incom- 
plete and  executory. 

Young  y.  Young,  80  N.  Y.  422,  36  Am. 
Rep.  634;  Bridge  v.  Bridge,  16  Beav.  316; 
Beech  v.  Keep,  18  Beav.  285. 

An  imperfect  conveyance  or  assignment 
without  consideration,  which  does  not  pasa 
the  legal  title,  will  not  be  aided  or  enforced 
in  equity. 

Roth  y.  MichaUs,  125  111.  825,  17  N.  E. 
809. 

A  claim  based  upon  a  resulting  trust  ia 
subject  to  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Quavle  y.  Guild,  91  111.  384;  Albretch  y. 
Wolf,  58  111.  190;  McLaflin  y.  Jones,  156  111. 
539,  40  N.  E.  330;  McNamara  v.  Garrity^ 
106  111.  388;  Reynolds  v.  Sumner,  126  IIU 
68,  1  L.  R.  A.  327,  18  N.  E.  334;  ElHs  r. 
Ward,  137  111.  609,  25  N.  E.  630. 

Proof  that  a  guardian  had  money  of  hia 
ward,  or  of  another  person,  at  the  time  he 
purchased  certain  property,  does  not  prove 
that  the  property  was  purchased  with  the 
ward's  or  other  person's  money. 

MoGinnis  v.  Jacobs,  147  111.  24,  36  N.  VL 
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214;  Franoia  v.  Roades,  146  HI.  635,  36  X. 
£.  232. 

Mention  made,  in  the  antenuptial  oan- 
tract,  of  a  will,  does  not  constitute  an  as- 
fiignment  to  the  beneficiaries. 

Orum  V.  Satcyer,  132  111.  462,  24  N.  E. 
«56;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  987. 

Messrs.  William  K.  Green  and  C.  8. 
-Conser*  ^or  appellant  Mary  £.  Taylor: 

The  antenuptial  contract  is  not  binding 
upon  the  complainant  in  the  cross  bill,  be- 
cause at  the  time  of  its  execution  she  was  ig- 
norant of  the  facts  conceminf^  Mr.  Taylor's 
property,  and  of  the  fact  of  his  ill^itimacy, 
and  also  because  its  terms  are  so  unjust  and 
manifestly  inequitable. 

Schouler,  Hush.  &  W.  §  360;  Kline's  Es- 
tate, 64  Pa.  124;  Bierer's  Appeal,  92  Pa. 
266;  Pieroo  v.  Pieroe,  71  N.  Y.  164,  27  Am. 
Rep.  22;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  144  111.  446,  33 
N.  E.  632;  Achilles  y.  Achilles,  151  111.  136, 
37  N.  £.  093;  Cleere  y.  Oleere,  82  Ala.  683, 
m  Am.  Rep.  750,  3  So.  107. 

Mrs.  Taylor  did  not  ratify  or  confirm  the 
antenuptial  contract  by  receiving  the  $2,- 
000,  and  executing  her  receipt  therefor. 

To  have  that  effect  she  must  have  elected 
to  receive  the  money  in  lieu  of  asserting  her 
rights  as  widow  and  heir,  with  fidl  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts,  and  not  in  ignorance  of 
any  fact  material  to  her  interest,  and  not 
imder  a  misapprehension  of  her  legal  rights. 

aHman,  C.  d  S.  R.  Co.  y.  Kelly,  77  111. 
426;  Wurster  v.  Reitzinger,  6  111.  App.  112; 
Oaufman  v.  Cauffma/n,  17  Serg.  ft  R.  26; 
Redif.  Wills,  Sfi  748-754;  Adair  v.  Brimmer, 
74  N.  Y.  539 ;  Cumberland  Coal  d  I.  Co.  y. 
Sherman,  20  Md.  117,  30  Barb.  576;  Lam- 
mot  v.  BowJy,  6  Harr.  &  J.  516;  Spurlock  y. 
Broion,  91  fenn.  243,  18  S.  W.  868;  Reaves 
V.  Garrett,  34  Ala.  658;  Watson  v.  Watson, 
128  Mass.  152;  United  States  v.  Duncan,  4 
Mcliean,  99,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,002;  Dahney 
▼.  Bailey,  42  Ga.  621;  2  Jarman,  Wills,  §§ 
40-42;  Bradford  v.  Kent,  43  Pa.  484;  Ander- 
son's Apj>eal,  36  Pa.  476;  Carder  v.  Fayette 
County  Comrs.  16  Ohio  St.  356;  Jfass  v. 
Vanswearingen,  7  Serg.  &  R.  192;  Wilson  v. 
Keller,  9  111.  App.  347 ;  Mulholland  v.  Bart- 
lett,  74  111.  63 ;  Hayes  v.  Massachusetts  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  125  111.  639, 1  L.  R.  A.  303,  18  N. 
E.  322;  Bailey  y.  Day,  26  Me.  88;  Kar^  v. 
Morehouse,  46  Conn.  305;  Northrop  y. 
Craves,  19  Conn.  648,  1  Am.  Dec.  264;  Pear- 
^oll  V.  Chapin,  44  Pa.  17 ;  Larrahee  y.  Van 
Alstine,  1  Johns.  307,  8  Am.  Dec.  333 ;  Bier- 
^*s  Appeal,  92  Pa.  266;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur. 
%  1097;  Coicdrey  v.  Hitchcock,  103  111.  271; 
Streat field  v.  Streatfield,  Cas.  t.  Talb.  176; 
White  &  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq.  570. 

The  widow  did  not  ratify  the  antenuptial 
agreement  by  receiving  the  $2,000:  (1) 
Because  she  had  no  knowledge  of  the  amount, 
kind,  or  character  of  the  property  of  Jere- 
miah Taylor,  deceased,  at  the  time  she 
signed  the  agreement;  (2)  because  she  did 
not  have  such  knowledge  at  the  time  she  re- 
ceived the  money,  and  was  not  advised  as  to 
her  rights  as  widow. 

Peaslee  v.  Peaslee,  147  Mass.  183,  17  N.  E. 
606;  Watson  y.  Watson,  128  Mass.  152; 
Pierce  y.  Pieroe,  71  N.  Y.  164,  27  Am.  Rep. 
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22;  Cowee  v.  Cornell,  76  N.  Y.  99,  31  Am. 
Rep.  428;  Graham  v.  Graham,  143  N.  Y.  680, 
88  N.  E.  722;  Rau  y.  Von  Zedlitz,  132  Mass. 
164;  Kline  v.  Kline,  67  Pa.  120;  Barnard  v. 
Gantz,  140  N.  Y.  268,  36  N.  £.  430;  Be 
Smith,  95  N.  Y.  623. 

The  acceptance  of  the  money  by  Mrs.  Tay- 
lor cannot  oe  r^^arded  as  an  estoppel,  or  an 
acquiescence  by  her  in  the  terms  of  the  ante- 
nuptial contract,  unless  she  was  fully  aware 
of  all  her  le^l  rights  at  the  time,  and  in- 
tended to  waive  them.  She  could  not  acqui- 
esce in  that  of  which  she  was  ignorant. 

Herman,  Estoppel  ft  Res  Judicata,  {  1062, 
p.  1193;  Krumdick  y.  White,  107  Cal.  37,  39 
Pac  1066;  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Woods,  54  Kan.  663,  39  Pac  189;  Blair  v. 
Watt,  69  N.  Y.  113;  Barnard  v.  Gantz,  140 
N.  Y.  251,  35  N.  E.  430;  Gamsey  v.  Mundy, 
24  N.  J.  Eq.  243;  Pratt  v.  Philbrook,  41  Me. 
132. 

The  will  was  revoked  by  the  subsequent 
marriage  of  Jeremiah  Taylor,  and  his  wid- 
ow at  his  death  became  his  sole  heir. 

Hudnall  v.  Hatn,  172  111.  76,  49  N.  E.  985; 
Crum  V.  Satoyer,  132  HI.  443,  24  N.  E.  956; 
McAnnuUy  v.  McAnnulty,  120  111.  26,  60 
Am.  Rep.  652.  11  N.  E.  397;  Sloniger  v. 
Sloniger,  161  111.  278,  43  N.  E.  1111;  Duryea 
V.  Duryea,  85  111.  41 ;  Tyler  y.  Tyler,  19  HI. 
161 ;  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  39,  S  2, 1[  3. 

The  antenuptial  agreement  was  not  an  as- 
signment of  the  prospective  rights  of  Mrs. 
Farmer  in  the  property  of  Jeremiah  Taylor, 
and  the  receipt  of  the  money  did  not  create 
an  equitable  assignment  of  her  rights  as 
widow  and  sole  heir  of  her  deceased  husband. 

Sloniger  v.  Sloniger,  161  111.  278,  43  N.  E. 
1111;  Barrett  v.  Geisinger,  179  111.  240,  53 
N.  E.  576;  Lennig's  Appeal,  182  Pa.  496,  38 
Atl.  466;  Whtion  y.  Whiton,  179  111.  32,  53 
N.  E.  722. 

Messrs.  Oeorse  W.  Wall  and  C*  H. 
Fatton,  for  appellees: 

Section  2,  chap.  39,  entitled  Descents,  pro- 
vides that  the  estate,  real  and  personal,  of 
vest  in  the  widow  or  surviving  husband  and 
an  illegitimate  person  shall  descend  to  and 
children,  and  if  there  are  no  children,  then 
in  the  widow  or  surviving  husband. 

Here  there  was  a  widow;  hence  the  com- 
plainants, who  are  the  children  and  descend- 
ants of  children  of  the  mother,  cannot  in- 
herit 

The  statute  is  in  derogation  of  the  rule  at 
common  law,  and  must  be  strictly  construed. 

Belanger  v.  Ucisey,  90  111.  70;  Stoltz  v. 
Doering,  112  111.  234;  Bales  v.  Elder,  118  111. 
436,  11  N.  E.  421;  Jenkins  v.  Drane,  121  111. 
217,  12  N.  E.  684;  Orthu>ein  v.  Thomas,  127 
111.  654,  4  L.  R.  A.  434,  21  N.  E.  430;  Cruse 
v.  Aden,  127  111.  232,  3  L.  R.  A.  327.  20  N. 
E.  73;  Williams  v.  Vanderhilt,  145  Dl,  233, 
21  L.  R.  A.  489,  34  N.  E.  476;  Douglass  v. 
Letois,  131  U.  S.  76,  33  L.  ed.  53,  9  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  797. 

The  statute  declares  that  marriage  will 
revoke  a  prior  will. 

Where  a  statutory  provision  is  but  declar- 
atory of  the  common  law,  the  statute  is  to  be 
construed  precisely  as  the  rule  was  at  com- 
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«non  law,  and  subject  to  all  the  exceptions 
which  prevailed  at  common  law. 

Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  No. 
127,  pp.  172,  173;  Black,  Interpretation  of 
Laws,  Nos.  96,  96,  p.  234;  Baker  v.  Baker, 
13  Cal.  87;  Miles  v.  Williams,  1  P.  Wni3. 
252;  Smith  v.  Laatsch,  114  111.  279,  2  N.  E. 
59 ;  Sedgw.  Stat.  &  Ck)nst.  L.  29. 

Kevocation  was  inferred  because  of  mar- 
riage, and  to  protect  those  who  came  in  by 
virtue  of  marriage.  Hence,  whenever  it  ap- 
peared that  the  testator  had  made  provision 
for  those  who  came  within  the  scope  of  his 
new  duty  thus  assumed  by  antenuptial 
agreement  or  otherwise,  the  reason  of  the 
rule  having  failed,  the  rule  itself  would  fail. 

4  Kent,  Com.  523;  Warner  v.  Beach,  4 
Gray,  163;  Kenehel  v.  Scrafton,  2  Bast,  530; 
BnMh  V.  Wilkine,  4  Johns.  Ch.  506 ;  Wheeler 
V.  W^heelcr,  1  R.  I.  373;  Oackenhaoh  v. 
Brouse,  4  Watts  &  S.  546. 

The  will  and  the  antenuptial  agreement 
are  one  instrument 

Bradish  y.  Gibha,  3  Johns.  Ch.  523; 
Brydges  v.  Chandoe,  2  Ves.  Jr.  417;  Ma/rl- 
borough  v.  Oodolphin,  2  Ves.  Sr.  78;  1  Jar- 
man,  Wills,  228. 

They  constitute  a  contract  which  the  par- 
ties had  power  to  make,  and  which  may  be 
enforced  at  the  instance  of  the  beneficiaries 
Intended  therein,  the  legatees  and  devisees 
in  the  will. 

Sedgw.  Stat  ft  Const  L.  87,  88;  Tombs  v. 
Bochester  d  S.  R,  Co.  18  Barb.  583;  Morri- 
son V.  Underwood,  5  Cush.  62 ;  Phyfe  v.  Eim- 
-CT-,  45  N.  Y.  102;  Rumsey  v.  Norih-Easiei-n 
R.  Co,  14  C.  B.  N.  S.  649;  Shutte  v.  Thomp- 
son, 15  Wall.  151,  21  L.  ed.  123. 

It  is  competent  for  one  to  make-  an  agree- 
ment for  a  certain  disposition  of  his  prop- 
-erty  by  will  or  otherwise,  and  this  may  be 
•enforced  in  equity,  if  upon  valuable  consid- 
•«ration.     Marriage  is  such  a  consideration. 

2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  10406,  note  4 ;  1  Storv, 
Eq.  Jur.  S  364;  2  Bl.  Com.  297;  1  Am.  A 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1st  ed.  p.  830;  Qreen  v. 
Broyles,  3  Humph.  167,  39  Am.  Dec.  156; 
Maddox  v.  Rowe,  23  Ga.  431,  68  Am.  Dec. 
535 ;  Frisby  v.  Parkhurst,  29  Md.  58.  96  Am. 
Dec.  503 ;  Gtipton  v.  Gupton,  47  Mo.  37 ;  Car- 
michael  v.  Carmicha^l,  72  Mich.  76,  1  L.  R. 
A.  596;  Bolman  v.  Overall,  80  Ala.  451,  2 
■So.  624;  Taylor  v.  Mitchell,  87  Pa.  518; 
Sharkey  v.  UcDermott,  91  Mo.  647,  60  Am. 
Rep.  270,  4  S.  W.  107;  Manning  v.  Pippen, 
•86  Ala.  357,  6  So.  572;  Ridgeway  v.  Under- 
wood, 67  111.  419;  Shophard  v.  Clark,  38  111. 
A  pp.  66. 

When  such  agreement  is  to  dispose  of 
property  by  will,  it  may  be  enforced  against 
the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  party  making  the 
agreement,  and  will  operate  upon  the  prop- 
-«rtv  descending  to  them. 

Whiton  v.  Whiton,  179  HI.  32,  53  N.  E. 
722;  Barrett  t.  Oeisinger,  179  111.  246,  53  N. 
E.  576;  Neves  y.  Scott,  9  How.  196,  13  L. 
■ed.  102,  13  How.  268,  14  L.  ed.  140;  Walker 
^.  Walker,  9  Wall.  753,  sub  nom.  Walker  v. 
BeaX,  19  L.  ed.  814;  Adams  v.  Adams,  21 
^Vall.  190,  22  L.  ed.  504. 

Even  if  by  the  letter  of  the  statute,  strict- 


revokes  a  prior  will  under  all  circumstances 
and  without  exceptions,  yet  the  will  may 
take  effect  as  a  part  of  the  antenuptial  set- 
tlement, and  will  estop  the  widow  from  in- 
terposing an  objection  to  its  full  enforce- 
ment 

LanVs  Appeal,  95  Pa.  279,  40  Am.  Rep. 
646. 

Carter,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Upon  the  final  hearing,  where  the  greater 
part  of  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  was 
heard  in  open  court,  the  chancellor  rendered 
the  decree  appealed  from,  finding  the  issues 
in  favor  of  the  Hams,  and  dismissing  both 
the  amended  bill  and  the  cross  bill.  From 
this  decree  the  Hudnalls  and  the  widow 
have  taken  separate  appeals,  but  these  ap- 
peals have  been  considered  together,  and 
will  be  disposed  of  here  as  one  case.  The 
cross  bill  was  not  before  us  when  the  case 
was  here  on  error,  172  111.  76,  49  N.  E.  985, 
and  it  was  there  said  that  the  rights  of  the 
widow  under  her  cross  bill  were  not  affected 
by  that  decision,  except  that,  as  the  bill  al- 
leged, the  antenuptial  contract  having  been 
fully  performed  by  her  acceptance  of  and 
receipt  for  the  money  under  it,  the  burden 
rested  upon  her  to  show,  if  she  could,  any 
sufficient  grounds  upon  which  it  could  be  set 
aside.  We  have  carefully  considered  all  of 
the  evidence,  and  cannot  avoid  the  conclu- 
sion, reached  also  by  the  court  below,  that 
she  has  not  sustained  this  burden,  but  has 
failed  to  establish  the  allegations  of  her 
cross  bill  that  she  was  deceived  by  Jeremiah 
Taylor  as  to  the  extent  and  value  of  his 
property,  and  as  to  the  facts  upon  which 
her  right  to  inherit  his  property  would  de- 
pend, or  that  the  same  were  concealed  from 
her.  We  cannot  find,  from  the  evidence, 
that  the  contract  was  not  fairly  entered  in- 
to, or  not  fairly  carried  out.  It  is  clearly 
shown  that  she  approved  and  joined  in  Tay- 
lor's desire  that  the  bulk  of  his  property 
should  go  to  his  said  two  stepsons,  whom,  aa 
she  knew,  he  had  brought  up  from  boyhood 
in  his  family,  with  the  same  affectionate  care 
as  if  they  had  been  his  own  children,  and 
who  had  aided  him  in  the  acquisition  of  his 
property.  While  it  is  doubtless  true  that 
she  accepted  and  receipted  for  the  $2,000  in 
ignorance  of  the  law  that  her  marriage  with 
Taylor  revoked  the  will  which  he  had  made 
in  favor  of  the  Hams,  still,  no  deception  was 
practised  upon  her,  and  the  Hams  seemed  to 
know  no  more  of  that  subject  than  she,  and 
evidently  Taylor  died  in  the  belief  that  his 
property  would  pass  in  accordance  with  his 
will  and  the  antenuptial  contract  Such 
was  the  intention  of  both  parties  to  this  con- 
tract, shown  both  by  the  contract  itself  and 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  en- 
tered into.  Her  mere  ignorance  of  the  law 
cannot  be  availed  of  by  her  to  overturn  the 
settlement 

Counsel  for  appellees  make  the  contentirn, 
and  cite  authorities  to  support  it  that  the 
marriage  was  only  a  presumptive  revocation 
of  the  will,  and  that  that  presumption  was 


1y  construed,  it  should  be  held  that  marriage   in   this   case   rebutted  by   the   antenuptial 
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agreement.  But  in  effect  the  decision  of 
this  court  when  the  case  was  here  before  on 
demurrer  to  the  bill  was  that  the  will  was 
revoked  by  the  subsequent  marriage,  not" 
withstanding  the  antenuptial  agreement. 
The  question  has  been  settled,  at  sdl  events, 
by  this  court,  in  McAnnulty  v.  MoAnnulty, 
120  111.  26,  11  N.  £.  397,  where  it  was  held 
that  under  the  provision  of  the  statute  that 
"a  marriage  shall  be  deemed  a  revocation  of 
a  prior  will"  a  marriage  operates  per  ae  aa 
such  revocation.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
Taylor's  will  was  revoked  by  his  subsequent 
marriage,  and  that  the  devisees  and  legatees 
therein  named  cannot  take  the  property  un- 
der that  instrument  as  a  will.  Nor  can 
they  take  it  at  all  imlesa  the  antenuptial 
agreement  and  the  instrument  executed  as  a 
will,  when  taken  and  construed  together, 
constitute  an  equitable  assignment  of  the 
property  to  them  which  a  court  of  equity 
will  enforce  to  carry  the  contract  into  effect 
in  accordance  with  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties to  it.  It  follows,  also,  that  the  widow 
is  barred  by  the  antenuptial  contract  and  its 
full  performance,  unless  the  inheritance  is 
cast  upon  her  as  the  sole  heir,  for  the  rea- 
son that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  it  can  go  no- 
where eUe.  Section  2  of  chapter  39  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  in  regard  to  descent,  after 
providing  that  an  illegitimate  child  shall  in- 
nerit  from  its  maternal  ancestor,  etc.,  pro- 
vides: "Second,  the  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, of  an  illegitimate  person,  shall  de- 
scend to  and  vest  in  the  widow  or  surviving 
husbnnd  and  children,  as  the  estate  of  other 
persons  in  like  cases;  third,  in  case  of  the 
death  of  an  illegitimate  intestate  leaving  no 
child  or  descendant  of  a  child,  the  whole  es- 
tate, personal  and  real,  shall  descend  to  and 
absolutely  vest  in  the  widow  or  surviving 
husband;  fourth,  when  there  is  no  widow  or 
surviving  husband,  and  no  child  or  descend- 
ants of  a  child,  the  estate  of  such  person 
shall  descend  to  and  vest  in  the  mother  and 
her  children,  and  their  descendants,— one 
half  to  the  mother,  and  the  other  half  to  be 
equally  divided  between  her  children  and 
their  descendants,  the  descendants  of  a  child 
taking  the  share  of  their  deceased  parent  or 
ancestor;  fifth,  in  case  there  Is  no  heir  aa 
above  provided,  the  estate  of  such  person 
shall  descend  to  and  vest  in  the  next  of  kin 
to  the  mother  of  such  intestate,  according  to 
the  rule  of  the  civil  law;  sixth,  when  there 
are  no  heirs  or  kindred,  the  estate  of  such 
person  shall  escheat  to  the  state,  and  not 
otherwise."  It  is  clear  from  the  evidence 
that  Taylor  was  the  illegitimate  son  of  Sal- 
lie  Taylor,  who,  by  her  subsequent  marriage, 
became  the  maternal  ancestor  of  the  appel- 
lants, the  Hudnalls,  and  that,  if  Taylor  had 
left  no  widow  they  would  have  been  his 
heirs  at  law;  his  mother,  Sallie  Taylor,  hav- 
ing prc\nously  died,  and  he  never  having 
had  any  child.  .  The  grounds,  then,  upon 
which  the  respective  parties  claim  the  prop- 
erty in  pontroversy  are  reduced  to  these: 
The  Hudnalls  claim  as  Taylor's  heirs  at  law 
under  tho  statute;  the  Hams  claim  as  equi- 
table assignees  under  the  antenuptial  agree- 
ment, coupled  with  tlie  instrument  which,  as 
48  L.  n.  A. 


a  will,  was  revoked  by  Taylor's  marriage^ 
the  widow  claims  that  Taylor  left  no  heir 
at  law  but  herself,  and  that,  being  the  8ol» 
heir,  under  the  statute  she  is  entitled  to  th<» 
property  notwithstanding  her  agreement 
The  Hudnalls,  by  their  bill,  are  the  moving 
parties  in  the  controversy,  and  their  con- 
tention will  be  considered  first. 

At  common  law  an  illegitimate  had  no  in- 
heritable blood;  could  neither  inherit  nor 
transmit  by  inheritance,  save  to  those  of  his* 
own  body.  The  right  of  an  illegitimate  to- 
inherit  property,  and  the  right  of  others,, 
though  legitimate,  to  inherit  from  him 
through  the  maternal  line,  are  conferred  by 
the  statute,  and  can  have  no  existence  in  any 
case  which  does  not  come  within  the  statute. 
The  second  paragrai)h — ^that  "the  estate,  real 
and  personal,  of  an  illegitimate  person,  shall 
descend  to  and  vest  in  the  widow  or  surviv- 
ing husband  and  children,  as  the  estate  of 
other  persons  in  like  cases" — ^has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  case  at  bar,  as  mistakenly  sup- 
posed by  appellants,  the  Hudnalls.  It  con<^ 
fers  no  rights  whatever  upon  collaterals.  It 
simply  gives  to  the  surviving  husband  or 
wife  and  children  of  an  illegitimate  the  same 
rights  of  inheritance  from  the  deceased  par- 
ent that  they  would  have  had  if  he  or  she 
had  been  legitimate.  And  by  the  third  par- 
agraph the  widow,  Mary  if.  T.  Taylor,  is 
made  the  sole  heir  of  her  deceased  husband. 
Counsel  for  Hudnalls  daim  under  the  fourth 
paragraph  of  the  statute.  Had  Mary  E.  T. 
Taylor  died  first,  or  had  there  been  no  wid- 
ow, it  is  plain  that  they  could  inherit  under 
this  clause,  as  they  were  children  and  de- 
scendants of  deceased  children  of  Sallie  Tay- 
lor, the  mother  of  Jeremiah  Taylor.  But 
the  difficulty  with  their  position  is  that  the 
statute  would  make  them  heirs  only  in  case 
Taylor  left  no  widow,  and  he  did  leave  a 
v/idow.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  widow- 
has  assigned,  or  has  barred  or  estopped  her- 
self from  taking  or  not,  as  their  right  to  in- 
herit does  not,  under  the  statute,  depend  on 
any  act  or  contract  of  hers,  but,  so  to  speak, 
on  her  nonexistence  at  Taylor's  death.  They 
cannot  take  under  the  statute  and  against 
the  statute  at  the  same  time.  They  are  not 
his  heirs  at  law  at  all,  because  he  left  sur- 
viving him  a  widow.  If  we  were  at  liberty 
to  interpolate  words  in  the  statute,  and 
make  it  read,  "When  there  is  no  widow  who 
has  not  released,  or  who  is  not  barred  or  es- 
topped by  contract,  the  estate  shall  de- 
scend," etc.,  the  Hudnalls  could,  be  declared 
the  heirs;  but  we  have  no  authority  to  add 
to  or  qualify  the  statute,  or  to  pervert  it» 
plain  meaning.  Mary  E.  T.  Taylor  is  no 
less  the  widow  of  Jeremiah  Taylor  because 
she  executed  the  antenuptial  agreement. 
She  was  his  lawful  wife,  and  upon  his  deatb 
became  his  lawful  widow,  and  her  antenup- 
tial contract  cannot  be  used  to  confer  heir- 
ship upon  these  appellants,  where  none  is 
conferred  by  law.  Heirship  is  not  created 
by  contract,  but  by  law  only.  Persons  who 
inherit  are  heirs  at  law,  not  heirs  by  con- 
It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  the  Hudnalls 
that  their  contention  is  supported  by  Crum 
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T.  Saipyer,  132  HI.  443,  24  N.  E.  956;  that  is, 
that  the  antenuptiai  agreement  had  the 
same  effect  to  make  them  the  heirs  as  would 
the  death  of  the  widow  before  the  death  of 
her  husband.  But  in  this  they  are  in  error. 
What  nvas  there  said  was  in  reference  to  the 
effect  of  the  antenuptial  contract  on  the 
rir;hts  of  the  surviving  husband  and  other 
heirs,  where  there  were  other  heirs  at  law 
of  the  wife,  he  being  only  one  of  such  heirs. 
It  was  not  held  or  intimated  that  the  effect 
of  the  contract  was  to  make  persons  heirs  at 
law  who  were  not  so  bv  law,  but  only  to  en- 
large the  portions  which  the  oUier  heirs 
would  take.  And  such,  of  course,  would  be 
the  necessary  effect,  for  the  release  of  one 
heir  to  the  estate  would  operate  to  increase 
the  shares  of  the  rest  without  at  all  chang- 
ing the  legal  status  of  heirship. 

Again,  it  is  diiBcult  to  see  upon  what  prin- 
ciple of  equity  a  court  of  equity  could  pro- 
ceed to  grant  the  relief  prayed  for.  To  give 
the  antenuptial  agreement  the  effect  con- 
tended for  would  violate  equities  of  the 
strongest  character,  and  would  be  to  enforce 
only  a  part  of  the  contract, — ^just  enough  of 
it  to  dispose  of  the  widow  out  of  the  way  of 
the  other  appellants, — and  then,  ignoring 
the  rest  of  it,  to  violate  the  clearly  expressed 
intention  of  the  contracting  parties  by  dis- 
posing of  the  property  in  utter  disregard  of 
the  sole  purpose  for  which  the  contract  was 
made.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  Hudnalls 
rely  upon  this  contract,  for  without  it  they 
concede  that  the  widow  would  be  the  sole 
heir,  and  they  would  have  no  rights,  as  heirs 
or  otherwise.  The  contract,  however,  shows 
on  its  fnce  that  it  was  not  made  for  their 
benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  others ;  that  is, 
to  dispose  of  the  property  at  Taylor's  death 
to  the  persons  as  named  in  his  will.  The 
Hudnalls  assume  the  same  position  toward 
the  contract  as  toward  the  statute;  that  is, 
while  claiming  by  virtue  of  it,  they  at  the 
same  time  claim  against  its  provisions.  This 
they  cannot  be  permitted  to  do.  They  can- 
not avail  themselves  of  so  much  of  the  con- 
tract as  is  favorable  to  them,  and  disregard 
or  override  that  which  is  against  them.  The 
contract  should  be  enforced  altogether,  if  at 
all,  and  not  partially  (2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§ 
986,  1077,  and  notes) ,  and  so  as  to  carry  into 
effect  the  intention  of  the  contracting  par- 
ties, and  not  to  thwart  that  intention. 

It  clearly  appearing,  then,  that  the  Hud- 
nalls are  not  entitled  to  the  property,  the 
question  remains  whether  the  widow,  as  solo 
heir  of  her  deceased  husband,  is  entitled  to 
it,  or  whether  there  was  an  equitable  as- 
fii«jnnient  of  it  to  the  Hams.  It  is  plain 
that  it  did  not  escheat,  for  the  sixth  para- 
graph of  the  statute  j/rovides  that,  "when 
there  are  no  heirs  or  kindred,  the  estate  of 
siich  person  shall  escheat  to  the  state,  and 
not  otherwise."  Clearly  then  unless  the 
antenuptial  contract,  in  connection  with  the 
instrument  revoked  as  a  will  by  operation  of 
law,  constitutes  an  equitable  assignment  to 
the  Hams. — the  persons  named  as  benefi 
ciaries*  in  the  so-called  will, — the  widow  is 
entitled  to  the  property  as  the  sole  heir,  for, 
if  the  contract  docs  not  have  this  effect,  it 
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cannot,  under  the  facta  in  this  case,  have  any 
effect  whatever.  As  a  mere  release  or  re- 
linquishment for  the  benefit  of  the  heirs  of 
the  deceased,  there  being  no  heir  but  herself, 
the  instrument  could  have  no  more  effect 
than  one  made  for  her  own  benefit.  But  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  contract  has  all 
the  effect  of  an  equitable  assignment  of  all 
her  interest  in  the  property  to  the  intended 
beneficiaries,  as  expressed  in  the  instrument 
executed  by  Taylor  for  his  last  will.  It  is 
too  well  settled  to  require  discussion  that 
contingent  interests  and  expectancies,  and 
things  having  no  present  existence,  but 
which  rest  only  in  possibility,  may,  by  con- 
tract bona  fide  made,  and  for  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration, be  assigned  so  as  to  be  binding  in 
equity.  Such  a  contract  will  be  enforced  in 
equity  after  the  subject-matter  of  it  ha» 
come  into  existence.  Crum  v.  Sawyer,  132 
111.  443,  24  N.  E.  956:  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.  1029,  and  notes.  Thus,  it  was 
said  by  this  court  in  Crumv.Sanoyer:  **Thifr 
court  has  repeatedly  held  that  estates  in  ex- 
pectancy, though  contingent,  are  proper  sub- 
jects of  contract,  and  therefore  that  assign- 
ments by  expectant  heirs  of  their  future 
contingent  estates,  when  made  fairly  and  up- 
on valuable  considerations,  though  inopera- 
tive at  law,  will  be  enforced  in  eouity  as  ex- 
ecutory agreements  to  convey.  132  IlL 
461,  24  N.  E.  960;  Ridgevoay  v.  Under- 
wood, 67  111.  419.  It  is  also  well  settled 
that  it  is  competent  for  persons  own- 
ing property  or  interests  therein  to  make  a 
contract  to  dispose  of  it,  by  will  or  other- 
wise, in  a  certain  way,  and  that  such  a  con- 
tract, based  upon  a  sufficient  consideration, 
will  be  enforced  in  equity.  Whiton  v.  Whit* 
on,  179  111.  32,  53  N.  E.  722;  Ba/rrett  v.  Gew- 
inger,  179  111.  240,  53  N.  E.  756.  It  is  also 
true  that  several  instruments  may  be  taken 
and  construed  together  as  constituting  one 
entire  contract.  Freer  v.  Lake,  115  111.  662, 
4  N.  E.  512;  Wilson  v.  Roots,  119  111.  379, 
10  N.  E.  204.  Taylor  had  been  appointed 
the  legal  guardian  of  his  stepsons  when  they 
were  infants,  and  had  received  certain  mon- 
eys belonging  to  them,  and  there  was  no  rec- 
ord or  other  evidence  whether  or  not  he  had 
ever  accounted  for  or  paid  the  same ;  but  the 
evidence  is  undisputed  that  he  stood  in  loco 
parentis  to  them  from  his  marriage  to  their 
mother,  and,  after  they  grew  to  manhood, 
still  regarded  them  as  his  sons,  and  until  his 
death  cherished  the  lifelong  purpose  of  mak- 
ing them  the  beneficiaries  of  all  of  his  prop- 
erty. To  accomplish  this  purpose,  he  made 
the  will  in  question,  and  the  contract  with 
his  second  wife  before  his  marriage.  The 
record  shows  that  she  was  fully  informed  of 
substantially  all  of  these  facts,  and  was  will- 
ing to  assist  him  in  carrying  out  his  long- 
cherished  purpose.  Under  these  circumstan- 
ces the  antenuptial  agreement  was  made, 
which,  in  addition  to  the  usual  provisions  of 
release  and  relinquishment  in  such  instru- 
ments, contained  this  provision:  "Said  par- 
ty of  the  second  part  hereby  declares  that 
she  has  been  informed  of  the  execution  of  a 
will  by  the  party  of  the  first  part,  by  the 
terms  of  which  his  entire  estate,  whether  in 
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possession  or  expectancy,  has  l^een  devised 
and  bequeathed  to  persons  other  than  herself ; 
and  she  further  declares  that  such  disposi- 
tion of  the  property  of  the  first  party  meets 
with  her  approval,  and  will  not  be  interfered 
with  by  her  in  any  way,  either  during  tho 
lifetime  of  the  party  of  the  first  part  or 
thereafter/'  It  appears,  also,  that  the  will 
in  question  was  the  will  referred  to,  and 
that  after  Taylor's  death  and  the  probate  of 
the  will  she  received  from  0.  M.  D.  Ham,  the 
executor,  the  $2,000,  and  gave  her  receipt  for 
the  same,  which  receipt  stated,  among  other 
things,  l^at  it  was  given  for  "the  amount 
due  me  by  the  terms  of  the  antenuptial 
agreement  between  the  undersigned  and  said 
Jeremiah  Taylor,  deceased,  and  in  full  of  all 
claims  against  said  estate,  either  under  said 
last  will  and  testament,  or  said  antenuptial 
agreement,  or  otherwise."  The  receipt  al- 
so recited  that  she  had  received  certain  other 
articles  of  personal  property  which  had  been 
given  to  her  by  Taylor  in  his  lifetime. 

It  seems  too  clear  for  argument,  upon  the 
facts  and  circumstances  under  which  the  will 
and  antenuptial  agreement  were  made,  and 
from  the  reference  to  the  will  in  the  agree- 
ment, and  her  covenant  not  to  interfere  with 
its  provisions,  that  the  written  instrument 
intended  as  a  will  became  a  part  of  the  whole 
agreement  between  the  parties,  notwith- 
standing the  operation  of  the  statute  revok- 
ing the  instrument  as  a  will.  It  was  still 
an  intelligible  written  declaration  of  Tay- 
lor's wishes  and  intentions  that  the  proper- 
ty should  go  'to  the  Hams  at  his  death,  and, 
though  inoperative  as  a  will,  the  written 
contract,  signed  bv  him  and  by  the  widow, 
who  was  his  sole  heir,  made  it  operative  as 
a  part  of  their  contract.  Her  contract  of 
approval  was  a  contract  of  confirmation, 
and  her  covenant  not  to  interfere  in  any  way 
with  the  disposition  of  the  property  thus 
made  is  binding  upon  her,  especially  in  view 
of  her  ratification  and  full  performance  of 
the  contract  after  Taylor's  death.  Constru- 
ing the  instrument  intended  as  a  will  and 
the  antenuptial  agreement  as  one  entire  con- 
tract, its  effect  was  a  binding  agreement  be^ 
tween  the  only  two  parties  having  any  inter- 
est in  the  property,  either  in  possession  or 
expectancy,  that  upon  Taylor's  death  the 
whole  title  of  the  property  should  vest  in  the 
Hams,  as  provided  in  the  instrument  called 
a  >vill. 

While  no  case  precisely  in  point  has  been 
<iited  by  counsel  on  either  side,  we  are  re* 
ferrcd  to  many  cases  which  announced  and 
applied  equitable  principles  to  carry  out  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  which  are  equally 
applicable  here.  Thus,  in  Lant*8  Appeal,  95 
Pa.  279,  40  Am.  Rep.  646,  on  the  eve  of 
marriage,  the  man  and  woman  agreed  verbal- 
ly that  she  should  dispose  of  her  property, 
which  was  of  large  value,  as  she  pleased, 
whereupon  she  made  a  will,  giving  a  liberal 
portion  to  her  intended  husband  and  the  rest 
to  relatives  and  charities,  and  thereupon 
they  were  married.  Two  years  thereafter 
she  died.  The  husband  contested  the  will, 
and  claimed  the  entire  estate,  but  it  was  held 
that,  while  the  will  was  revoked,  under  the 
48  L.  R.  A. 


statute,  by  the  marriage,  it  would,  in  oon< 
nection  with  the  verbal  agreement,  be  en< 
forced    in    equity   as    an   antenuptial   con- 
tract, and  that  the  husband  was  estopped 
from  interfering  with  its  full  enforcement. 
See  also  Bradiah  v.  Qihhs,  3  Johns.  Ch.  532; 
[Jones  V.  Morley^  1  Ld.  Raym.  290;  [RuU 
land  V.   Rutland]    2   P.   Wms.    209.    Also 
Nevea  v.  Scott,  9  How.  196,  13  L.  ed.  102; 
Id,  13  How.  268,  14  L.  ed.  140,--where  an 
antenuptial  agreement  was  enforced  which 
provided  that  the  property  of  each  of  the 
contracting  parties  should  be  held  in  com- 
mon after  their  marriage  during  their  joint 
lives,  and  by  the  survivor  during  his  or  her 
life,   and   then   should   be   equally   divided 
among  the  heirs  of  the  man  on  the  one  hand 
and  of  the  woman  on  the  other.    There  were 
no  direct  heirs,  and  evidently  none  were  con- 
templated by  the  contracting  parties,  and 
it  was  held  that  their  collateral  heirs  could 
enforce  the  contract;  that  they  were  not  vol- 
unteers, but  came  fairly  within  the  influence 
of  the  considerations  upon  which  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  was  founded,  and  were 
the  special  objects  of  their  bounty.     It  was 
said  by  the  court  in  that  case  that  "courts 
will  endeavor,  as  much  as  possible,  to  give 
effect  to  marriage  agreements  according  to 
the  understanding  of  the  parties."     There 
would  seem  to  be  no  serious  difficulty  in  the 
case  at  bar  in  carrying  into  effect  the  mar- 
riage settlement  under  consideration. 

Nor  do  we  regard  the  suggestion  of  coun- 
sel, even  if  it  be  correct,  that  Taylor  was  not 
deprived,  by  the  antenuptial  agreement,  of 
the  power  to  change  his  will,  but  that  it  re- 
mained ambulatory  till  his  death,  and  might 
have  been  changed  altogether,  as  fatal  to  the 
contentions  of  the  Hams.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  he  did  not  modify  or  change  it.  The 
antenuptial  agreement  would  not  have  been 
invalid  if  it  had  in  express  terms  reserved  to 
Taylor  the  power  to  make  a  different  dispo- 
sition of  his  property  freed  from  all  claims 
of  the  widow. 

It  is  further  suggested  that  the  contract 
was  not  sufficient  to  bar  or  release  the  wid- 
ow's dower.  She  was  the  sole  heir,  and 
there  was  no  separate  dower  interest,  and  no 
question  of  homestead  is  involved  in  the 
case. 

It  is  next  said  that,  as  the  Hams  filed  no 
cross  bill,  they  can  have  no  relief.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  the  decree  appealed 
from  granted  them  no  affirmative  relief,  but 
simply  found  the  issues  in  their  favor,  and 
dismissed  the  bill  of  the  Hudnalls  and  the 
cross  bill  of  the  widow,  which  attacked  their 
right  to  and  possession  of  the  property.  The 
Hudnalls  had  no  right  to  it  whatever,  and 
the  widow  had  disposed  of  her  right  to  it 
by  contract,  and  had  estopped  herself  from 
interfering  in  any  way  witn  the  Hams  in  the 
assertion  of  their  claims. 

The  decree  ie  right  from  every  standpoint, 
and  it  v?ill  he  affirmed. 

Cartwrisht,  Ch.  J.,  and  Phillips  and 
BCasnider»  JJ.,  dissent. 

Rehearing  denied  February  17,  1900. 
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Walter  F.  WYMAN,  AppU, 

V. 

FORT    DEARBORN    NATIONAL    BANK 
OF  CHICAGO  ei  al. 

(181  III.  279.) 

Tlie  bolder  of  a  elieolc  dravrn  by  m  banlc 
ivblcb  becomes  Insolvent  before  its 
presentation,  whereupon  the  drawee  bank, 
without  knowledge  of  the  check,  applies  the 
deposit  upon  its  own  claims  against  the  Insol- 
Tent  bank.  Is  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  any 
col  lateral  which  the  drawee  bank  has  after 
its  own  claims  are  satisfied. 

(October  16,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  re- 
versing a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court 
for  Cook  County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an 
action  brought  to  compel  payment  of  a 
check  drawn  upon  the  defendant  bank  by 
the  insolvent  First  National  Bank  of  Hele- 
na, Montana.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Phillips,  J.: 

On  September  1,  1896,  the  First  National 
Bank  of  Helena,  Montana,  drew  its  check 
upon  the  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank  of 
Chicago  for  $10,000,  in  favor  of  appellant. 
At  the  time  this  check  was  given,  the  Fort 
Dearborn  National  Bank  had  in  its  posses- 
sion, on  deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Helena,  $20,523.67.  The 
Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank  at  the  same 
time  held  a  certificate  of  deposit  of  date  May 
15,  1895,  from  the  First  National  Bank  of 
Helena,  in  the  sum  of  $25,000,  which  latter 
was  secured  by  collateral  for  the  face 
amount  of  $30,000  of  notes  taken  by  tho 
First  National  Bank  of  Helena  and  indorsed 
to  the  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank.  The 
Helena  bank  was  indebted  to  the  Fort  Dear- 
born National  Bank,  on  account,  $649.89. 
On  the  4th  day  of  September,  1896,  the  Hel- 
ena bank  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  re* 
ceiver,  and  on  the  same  day  the  Fort  Dear- 
bom  National  Bank  transferred  the  ac- 
count on  deposit  with  it  to  the  amount  of 
$20,523.67  to  itself,  and  credited  its  certifi- 
cate of  deposit  with  that  amount,  debiting 
the  Helena  bank  with  the  same  sum,  and 
leaving  a  balance  due  the  Fort  Dearborn  Na- 
tional Bank  of  $2,321.39,  with  interest  there- 
on. On  the  5th  day  of  September  the  fheck 
drawn  in  favor  of  appellant  was  presented 
for  payment  to  the  Fort  Dearborn  National 
Bank,  which  was  refused.  On  the  2l8t  day 
of  January,  1897,  the  appellant  filed  in  the 
superior  court  of  Cook  county  his  bill,  mak- 
ing the  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank  and 
the  receiver  of  the  Helena  bank  defendants, 
and  sought  to  marshal  assets.  To  this  bill  of 
complaint  a  demurrer  was  interposed  and 
overruled.  Subsequently  the  defendants  to 
the  bill  filed  an  answer,  and  the  cause  was 
submitted  upon  bill  and  answer,  and  a  de- 
cree was  entered  in  accordance  with  the 
prayer  of  the  bill,  to  reverse  which  the  de- 


NoTE. — As  to  subrogation  to  collateral,   see 
also  some  cases  in  note  to  Boone  v.  Clark  (111.) 
6  L.  B.  A.  on  pages  28&-290. 
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fendants  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  to  the  ap- 
pellate coui-t  for  the  first  district^  where 
the  decree  was  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  dismiss  the  bill, 
whereupon  the  appellee  in  the  appellate 
court  prosecuted  this  appeal. 

Messrs,  Feckhaniy  Brown,  A  Pack- 
ard, for  appellant: 

By  the  execution  and  delivery  of  its  check 
for  $10,000  on  a  deposit  account  of  banka- 
ble funds  in  the  Fort  Dearborn  Bank  suffi- 
cient in  amount  to  meet  it,  the  First  Nation- 
al Bank  of  Helena,  on  September  1,  1896, 
assigned  and  transferred  pro  tanto  to  Wy- 
man  that  deposit  account. 

National  Ba/nk  v.  Indiana  Bkg,  Go.  114 
111.  483,  2  N.  E.  401 ;  Abt  v.  American  Trust 
d  8av.  Bank,  169  111.  467,  42  N.  E.  856; 
Qage  Hotel  Co.  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  171  111. 
531,  39  L.  R.  A.  479,  49  N.  E.  420. 

Under  these  circumstances  equity  would 
compel  the  Fort  Dearborn  bank,  having  re- 
course on  two  funds,  to  exhaust  the  one  on 
which  it  alone  had  a  claim,  in  order  that  the 
other,  in  which  alone  Wyman  had  an  inter- 
est, should  go  as  far  as  possible  to  the  satis- 
faction of  his  claim  upon  it. 

Upon  this  theory  the  bill  in  this  cause 
was  framed,  and  upon  this  theory  the  de- 
cree was  entered,  and  it  presents  a  plainly 
proper  case  of  the  "marshaling  of  assets." 

2  Beach,  Modem  Eq.  Jur.  $  784;  1  Story, 
F^.  Jur.  S§  636,  630;  Aldrich  v.  Cooper,  8 
Ves.  Jr.  381,  2  White  A  T.  Lead.  Cas.  in  Eq. 
82;  27  Am.  L.  R^.  N.  S.  p.  739;  14  Am.  i 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  Marshaling  Assets;  Milmine 
V.  Bass,  29  Fed.  Rep.  632;  James  v.  Hubbard, 
1  Paige,  228 ;  Clowes  v.  Dickenson,  6  Johns. 
Ch.  236,  9  Cow.  402;  Ingalls  v.  Morgan^  10 
N.  Y.  178;  Campbell  v.  Carter,  14  111.  286; 
yoi*n^  V.  Morgan,  89  111.  200. 

It  is  sufficient  if  the  funds  were  both  in 
existence  when  the  "claims  or  interests"  ac- 
crued, and  if,  when  the  aid  of  equity  is  in* 
voked.  the  doctrine  of  marshaling  assets  can 
then  be  applied  without  injury,  delay,  or 
embarrassment  to   the  •  paramount  creditor. 

27  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  p.  739;  James  v. 
Hubbard,  1  Paige,  228;  Clowes  v.  Dioken- 
son,  6  Johns.  Ch.  236,  9  Cow.  402. 

In  e(]uity,  at  least  (no  other  change  tak- 
ing place  in  the  state  of  accounts  between 
the  banks,  no  money  or  security  passing  be- 
tween them,  and  no  other  check  being  given 
or  presented  before  the  presentation  of  ours 
or  before  the  filing  of  our  bill),  the  mere 
bookkeeping  entries  by  which  the  Fort  Dear- 
bom  Bank  "appropriated"  the  "fund"  on 
deposit  made  no  difference  in  the  actual  ex- 
istence of  the  two  funds. 

1  Beach,  Modem  Eq.  Jur.  S  7;  Young  v.  . 
Morgan,  89  HI.  199. 

Even  if  there  were  an  "appropriation"  ac- 
tually made  of  the  fund  on  deposit,  before 
notice  was  given  to  the  Fort  Dearborn  Bank 
of  the  assignment  to  Wyman  of  $10,000 
thereof,  and  in  consequence  that  fund  had 
ceased  to  exist,  yet,  nevertheless,  to  accom- 
plish the  purpose  of  protecting  Wyman 's 
undoubted  rights  so  far  as  it  could  be  done 
without  injury  to  itself  (no  third  parties* 
rights   having  intervened),   it  became  the 
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duty  of  the  Port  Dearborn  Bank  on  receiving 
notice  of  auch  assignment  to  Wyman  to  re- 
voke ita  "appropriation,"  and  bring  the  de- 
posit fund  again  into  ostensible  and  techni- 
cal, as  well  as  actual,  existence. 

1  J5each,  Modern  Eq.  Jur.  §  8 ;  Story,  Bq. 
Jur.  §  C40;  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §§  364-308. 

The  receiver  has  no  rights  beyond  those 
which  the  bank  itself  would  have  had. 

Gibson  V.  Seagrim,  20  Beav.  614. 

Messrs,  Gilbert  A  Fell  for  appellees. 

Phillips,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  insisted  by  the  appellant  that  by  the 
execution  and  delivery  of  its  check  for  $10,- 
000  against  the  deposit  account  of  the  Fort 
Dearborn  National  Bank  the  First  National 
Bank  of  Helena  assigned  and  transferred 
to  the  appellant,  from  that  deposit  account, 
an  amount  sufficient  to  pay  the  check  on 
September  1,  1890,  the  time  at  which  it  was 
drawn;  and  as  sustaining  this  contention 
appellant  cites  National  Bank  v.  Indiana 
Bkg.  Co,  114  III.  483,  2  N;  E.  401;  Abt  v. 
American  Trust  d  Sav,  Bank,  159  111.  407, 
42  N.  E.  856 ;  and  Gage  Hotel  Co.  v.  Unitm 
Nat.  Bank,  171  111.  531,  39  L.  R.  A.  479,  49 
N.  E.  420.  The  principle  is  clearly  estab- 
lished by  the  foregoing  and  other  authori- 
ties in  this  state,  that  the  check  of  a  deposi- 
tor upon  his  banker,  delivered  to  another  for 
value,  transfers  to  that  other  the  title  to  so 
much  of  the  deposit  as  the  check  calls  for, 
and  the  banker  becomes  the  holder  of  the 
money  for  the  use  of  the  holder  of  the  check, 
and  is  bound  to  account  to  him  for  the 
amount  thereof,  provided  the  party  drawing 
the  check  has  funds  to  that  amount  on  de- 
posit, subject  to  his  check,  at  the  time  the 
same  is  presented.  Munn  v.  Buroh,  25  111. 
3d.  The  check  operates  as  an  absolute  as- 
signment of  the  fund  on  which  it  is  drawn 
from  the  time  it  is  delivered,  as  between  the 
drawer  and  the  payee,  and  the  bank  is  bound 
as  soon  as  the  check  is  presented,  and  what- 
ever sum  stands  upon  the  books  to  the  credit 
of  the  depositor  at  the  time  of  such  presen- 
tation is  absolutely  assigned  to  the  holder 
of  the  check.  Bickford  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
42  111.  238,  89  Am.  Dec.  436;  Brown  v.  Leek- 
t€,  43  111.  497;  Fourth  Nat,  Bank  v.  City 
Nat.  Bank,  68  111.  398;  Union  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Oceana  County  Bank,  80  III.  212,  22  Am. 
Rep.  185;  Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank  v.  Jones, 
137  111.  634,  12  L.  R.  A.  492,  27  N.  E.  533; 
Nihlack  v.  Park  Nat.  Bank,  169  111.  517,  39 
L.  R.  A.  159,  48  N.  E.  438.  And  the  relation 
existing  between  the  drawer,  the  check 
holder,  and  the  banker  becomes  such,  when 
there  are  sufficient  funds  on  deposit  to  meet 
the  check  at  the  time  of  presentation,  that, 
because  such  funds  were  appropriated  at  the 
fime  of  the  drawing  of  the  check,  the  con- 
tract to  be  implied  between  the  depositor, 
the  banker,  and  the  check  holder  is  that  the 
check  holder,  whoever  he  may  be,  may  have 
his  action,  and  recover  against  the  bank  the 
amount,  pro  tanto,  of  the  check.  Gage  Ho- 
tel Co.  V.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  171  111.  531,  39 
L.  R.  A.  479,  49  N.  E.  420.  In  the  latter 
case  it  was  said  (page  536,  171  111.,  pa^ 
48  L.  R.  A. 


481,  39  L.  R.  A.,  and  page  422,  49  N.  E.) : 
"If  the  funds  are  in  the  bank  when  the  check 
is  drawn,  the  drawing  is  an  appropriation, 
as  between  the  drawer  and  the  payee,  of  the 
sum  of  money  named  in  the  check,  which  is 
to  lie  in  the  bank  until  called  for  by  a  pres- 
entation of  the  check.  It  is  true  that  in 
such  a  case  there  is  no  privity  between  the 
bank  and  the  check  holder  until  present- 
ment, and  that  priority  in  drawing  a  check 
does  not  give  priority  of  right  to  the  fund  as 
against  the  banker,  but  that  such  priority 
of  right  is  determined  by  the  order  of  pres- 
entation." It  was  held  in  Niblack  y.  Park 
Nat,  Bank  (page  521,  169  111.,  page  101.  30 
L.  R.  A.,  and  page  439,  48  N.  K) :  "It  is 
also  the  law,  where  a  bank  holds  a  demand 
note,  or  a  note  past  due,  it  has  the  right  to 
charge  such  obligation  up  against  the  mak- 
er's deposit  account;  and,  if  it  does  so  be- 
fore a  check  drawn  by  the  depositor  is  pre- 
sented for  payment,  it  will  be  entitled  to 
hold  the  deposit  against  any  check  after- 
wards presented."  In  this  case,  on  the  4th 
of  September — at  least  one  day  before  the 
presentment  of  the  check  for  payment — ^the 
Chicago  bank  transferred  the  account;  and 
by  proper  entries  on  its  books  credited  the 
Helena  bank  with  all  the  money  held  by  it 
to  the  credit  of  tiie  latter  bank,  which  credit 
was  made  on  a  certificate  of  deposit,  which 
was,  in  effect,  a  demand  note.  Bunt  v.  Di- 
vine, 37  111.  137;  Tripp  v.  Curtenius,  36 
Mich.  494,  24  Am.  Rep.  610.  Appropriating 
the  deposit  fund  in  good  faith,  in  pursuance 
of  strict  legal  rights,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting its  own  interests,  and  without  notice 
of  the  appropriation  of  the  money  by  draw- 
ing the  check  in  favor  of  appellant,  was  not 
a  wrongful  act,  but  one  authorized  by  law, 
and  absolutely  transferred  the  legal  and 
equitable  right  to  the  fund  so  deposited  to 
the  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank,  the  chedc 
not  having  been  presented  to  it,  nor  it  hav- 
ing any  notice  of  the  same,  until  the  day  af- 
ter the  transfer  of  the  account.  Under  the 
recognized  rule  in  this  state  there  was  be- 
tween the  Helena  bank  and  the  payee  of  the 
check  an  absolute  assignment  of  $10,000, 
then  on  deposit  with  the  Fort  Dearborn  Na- 
tional Bank,  and  no  right  existed  in  the  Hel- 
ena bank  to  change  that  deposit  in  any  way, 
or  to  so  draw  against  it  as  to  prevent  the 
assignment  pro  tanto  from  being  carried  out. 
It  is  clear  that  the  holder  of  the  check  had 
an  interest  in  the  fund  so  assigned,  while  it 
is  equally  clear  that  until  the  bank  had  no- 
tice it  could  pay  subsequently  drawn  checks, 
or  credit  the  amount  of  the  deposit  on  any 
overdue  paper  of  its  own.  The  equitable  in- 
terest of  the  check  holder,  however,  remained 
the  same. 

It  is  a  principle  controlling  the  marshal- 
ing of  securities  that  where  one  creditor  can 
resort  to  two  funds,  and  another  to  one  of 
them  only,  the  former  must  seek  satisfaction 
out  of  that  fund  which  the  latter  cannot 
touch.  In  3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1414,  it  is  said: 
"If,  therefore,  the  prior  creditor  resorts  to 
the  doubly  charged  fund,  the  subsequent 
creditor  will  be  substituted,  as  far  as  possi- 
ble, to  his  rights.    These  rules  must  be  tak« 
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«ii  with  the  modifications  and  exceptions 
^at  in  their  application  the  paramount  en- 
•cumbrancer  shall  not  be  delayed  or  incon- 
venienced in  the  collection  of  his  debt, 
.  .  .  that  the  rights  of  third  parties  shall 
SK>t  be  prejudiced,  and  that  the  parties  them- 
selves are  creditors  of  the  same  debtor." 
Numerous  authorities  are  there  cited  as  sus- 
taining these  propositions.  The  principle 
of  marshaling  securities  has  been  frequently 
applied  to  cases  where  there  is  an  equitable 
interest  or  lien  on  collateral  securities.  In 
Colebrooke  on  Collateral  Securities  it  is  said 
(§  98) :  "By  this  rule,  a  creditor  ha  vine  a 
lien  upon  two  funds  for  payment  of  nis 
-debt,  and  a  subsequent  creditor  a  lien  upon 
one  only  of  such  funds,  the  former  is  re- 
squired  to  exhaust  his  remedy  against  the 
fund  which  is  especially  given  for  his  secur- 
ity before  resorting  to  that  in  which  the  sub- 
sequent creditor  is  interested.  The  rule, 
however,  is  never  enforced  in  cases  where  it 
would  cause  an  injury  or  damage  to  a  credi- 
tor holding  such  liens  upon  separate  funds, 
-or  would  work  injustice  to  other  parties. 
The  rule  was  applied  where  a  merchant  had 
forwarded  his  note  to  a  broker  for  sale,  and 
the  proceeds,  less  commissions,  remitted. 
The  broker  fraudulently  pledged  the  note, 
with  other  collaterals,  to  a  bank,  to  secure  a 
loan  to  himself,  of  which  the  merchant  re- 
-ceived  nothing.  The  merchant,  learning  of 
the  misappropriation,  gave  notice  to  the 
bank,  and  claimed  to  be  subrogated  to  any 
surplus  arising  from  other  securities  held 
by  it  after  payment  of  the  loan.  Subse- 
-quently,  and  before  the  maturity  of  the  loan, 
the  note  fell  due,  and  was  paid  without  suit. 
Upon  realizing  the  other  securities,  the  bank 
lield  a  surplus  in  its  hands.  The  merchant 
was  entitled  to  be  paid  from  such  surplus, 
liis  voluntary  payment  not  affecting  his  right 
of  recoveiy."  This  principle  is  sustained  by 
I'arwell  v.  Importers'  d  T,  Nat.  Ba/nk,  90  N. 
Y.  483.  In  that  case  the  merchant  had  an 
equitable  interest  in  collaterals,  which,  with 
liis  note,  were  put  up  to  secure  the  loan  to 
the  broker  by  reason  of  the  broker's  misap- 
propriation of  the  note,  and  it  is  not,  equi- 
tably, a  stronger  case  for  the  marshaling  of 
assets  than  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  bank 
-had  as  security  for  its  certificate  of  deposit 
and  for  its  account  due  notes  aggregating 
about  $30,000,  and  a  deposit  of  over  $20,- 
OOO.  Here,  $10,000  of  the  amount  deposit- 
ed having  been  equitably  assigned  to  the 
•complainant,  by  reason  of  its  appropriation 
by  the  bank  before  receiving  notice  of  the 
drawing  of  the  check  the  complainant  was 
deprived  of  all  interest  in  the  deposit,  and 
the  Helena  bank,  or  its  receiver  (who  could 
have  no  greater  interest  than  the  bank  it- 
self), received  the  benefit  of  the  application 
of  the  deposit  by  the  Fort  Dearborn  Na- 
tional Bank  on  its  certificate  of  deposit,  and 
the  complainant,  as  holder  of  the  check,  had 
such  an  interest  in  the  sum  deposited  that 
he  should  be  subrogated,  as  against  the  Hel- 
ena bank  or  its  receiver,  to  the  notes  held 
=by  the  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank  after 
the  payment  of  the  residue  due  the  latter 
tMink;  and  this  principle  of  subrogation  is 
48L.R.A. 


applicable  because,  by  reason  of  the  appro- 
priation of  the  fund  by  the  bank  with  which 
the  deposit  was  made  to  the  payment  of  a 
debt  for  which  it  held  two  distinct  charac- 
ters of  securities,  one  of  those  securities  is, 
to  an  extent  suflicient  to  pay  the  complain- 
ant, released  from  liability  so  far  as  the  Fort 
Dearborn  National  Bank  was  concerned,  and 
the  latter  bank  had  lawfully  used  $10,000 
of  a  deposit  theretofore  assigned  to  the  com- 
plainant by  the  Helena  bank.  2  Beach, 
Modern  Eq.  Jur.  8  784;  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur. 
§§  635,  636. 

It  is  a  maxim  of  equity  that  "equity  re- 
gards and  treats  that  as  done  which  in  good 
conscience  ought  to  be  done,"  and  in  writing 
of  this  maxim  Mr.  Pomeroy,  in  his  work  on 
Equity  Jurisprudence  (vol.  1,  §  365),  says: 
"The  principle  involves  the  notion  of  an 
equitable  obligation  existing  from  some 
cause;  of  a  present  relation  of  equitable 
right  and  duty  subsisting  between  two  par- 
ties,—a  right  held  by  one  party,  from  what- 
ever cause  arising,  that  the  other  should  do 
some  act,  and  the  corresponding  duty — the 
ought — resting  upon  the  latter  to  do  such  act. 
Equity  does  not  regard  and  treat  as  done 
what  might  be  done  or  what  could  be  done, 
but  only  what  ought  to  be  done.  Nor  does 
the  principle  operate  in  favor  of  every  per- 
son, no  matter  what  may  be  his  situation 
and  relations,  but  only  in  favor  of  him  who 
holds  the  equitable  right  to  have  the  act  per- 
formed, as  against  the  one  upon  whom  the 
duty  of  such  performance  has  devolved.'' 
A  court  of  equity,  acting  upon  this  funda- 
mental principle,  may  go  beneath  the  ap- 
pearance of  things,  and  deal  with  the  real 
facts,  where  the  interest  is  a  purely  equi- 
table one,  recognized  by  courts  of  equity 
alone.  When,  therefore,  a  prior  encumbran- 
cer of  two  funds,  by  his  election  of  reme- 
dies, deprives  a  junior  encumbrancer  who 
has  a  lien  upon  one  of  the  funds  only,  from 
reaching  the  particular  fund  on  which  he 
has  a  lien,  the  junior  encumbrancer,  to  the 
extent  of  his  lien,  should  be  substituted  to 
the  lien  of  the  "paramount  encumbrancer  up- 
on the  other  fund  bound,  as  against  the 
debtor  and  all  claiming  under  him  by  lien 
or  title  subsequent  in  time.  Oihaon  v.  Sea- 
grim,  20  Beav.  614;  James  v.  Huhbard,  1 
Paige,  228;  Clotoes  v.  Dickenson,  5  Johns. 
Ch.  235.  Under  a  bill  for  marshaling  se- 
curities relief  may  be  had  in  that  character 
of  case.  The  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank 
had  a  right  to  apply  the  deposit  in  payment 
of  the  indebtedness  pro  tanto  to  the  extent 
of  the  deposit,  and  deprive  the  check  holder 
of  any  part  of  that  deposit  as  a  fund  as- 
signed to  him ;  but  he  had  such  an  equitable 
interest  in  that  fund,  by  reason  of  its  assign- 
ment by  the  check,  that  he  is  entitled  to  be 
subrogated  to  the  extent  of  his  check,  with 
interest  thereon  from  the  time  it  was  pre- 
sented, to  the  fund  to  be  derived  from  the 
collection  or  sale  of  the  collateral  securities 
held  by  the  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank 
as  security  on  its  certificate  of  deposit  and 
bank  account,  after  the  residue  is  paid  to 
it.  The  superior  court  erred  in  decreeing 
that    the    Fort    Dearborn    National   Bank 
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should  deliver  to  the  receiver  of  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Helena .  the  collateral 
notes,  but  did  not  err  in  decreeing  that  from 
the  proceeds  of  the  same  there  should  first 
be  paid  to  the  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank 
the  amount,  including  interest^  due  it,  and 
to  pay  to  Wyman  the  amount  due  on  said 
check  and  interest,  and  to  retain  the  balance 
as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  First  National 
Bank  of  Helena.  Nor  was  there  error  in  the 
decree  of  the  superior  court  in  directing,  if 
there  was  not  enough  to  pay  Wyman  in  full, 
the  amount  unpaid  shomd  be  allowed  as  a 
claim  against  said  First  National  Bank  of 
Helena,  to  be  paid  in  due  course  of  adminis- 
tration of  its  assets,  and  that  the  receiver 
pay  the  costs.  It  was  error  in  the  appellate 
court  for  the  first  district  to  reverse  the  en- 
tire decree  of  the  superior  court,  and  remand 
the  cause  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  bill. 
So  far  as  the  superior  court  decreed  that 
the  Fort  Dearborn  National  Bank  deliver  to 
the  receiver  of  the  First  National  Bank  of 
Helena  the  collateral  notes,  its  decree  is  re« 
versed,  but  in  all  other  respects  the  decree 
of  said  court  is  affirmed. 

For  the  error  of  the  appellate  court  for  the 
first  district  in  reversing  the  entire  case, 
and  remanding  with  directions  to  dismiss 
the  bill,  its  decree  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
is  remanded. 


INTER-OCEAN  PUBLISHING  COMPANY, 
Appt., 

V. 

ASSOCIATED  PRESS. 
(184  111.  438.) 

1.  A  corporation  enarased  In  collectlnar 
and  Teudlnar  news,  with  charter  power  to 
own  and  operate  telegraph  lines  and  exercise 
the  right  of  eminent  domain,  cannot  discrim- 
inate between  newspaper  publishers  In  the 
sale  of  Its  news,  since  Its  business  Is  affected 
with  a  public  Interest. 

2.  A  by-law  of  a  press  aasodatlon, 
which  provides  that  Its  metnbers  shall  not 
furnish  its  soecial  news  to,  or  receive  news 
from,  any  person  or  corporation  which  shall 
have  been  declared  antagnostic  to  such  asso- 
ciation, is  void  as  creating  a  monopoly. 

(February  19,  1900.) 

AP}*EAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  CJourt  for 
Cook  County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  to  enjoin  defendant  from  inter- 
fering with  plaintiff's  procurement  of  news 
for  its  paper.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Knight  A  Brown,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  appellee  did  not  have  the  right  to  can- 


NoTB — For  unlawful  discrimination  between 
newspapers  in  furnishing  news  by  telegraph, 
see  also  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  ▼.  Call  Pub.  Co. 
(Neb.)  27  L.  R.  A.  622. 

For  telegraph  companies  as  common  carriers 
which    cannot    discriminate    between    patrons, 
see  also  Kirby  v.  Weetem  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (S.  D.) 
80  L.  R.  A.  612. 
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oel  the  contract  between  the  appellant  and 
appellee,  and  thereby  deprive  appellant  of 
the  news  service  therein  provided  for,  on  the^ 
ground  that  appellant  was  receiving  news 
from  parties  deidared  by  the  appellee  antag- 
onistic to  it. 

People  ex  rel.  Porta  d  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Holden,. 
82  III.  93;  Sanger  v.  Chicago,  65  111.  506; 
Risinger  v.  Cheney,  7  111.  84;  Walker  v.Tucfc- 
er,  70  III.  527. 

If  any  part  of  the  contract  is  illegal  and 
void,  then  such  ill^al  and  void  parts  are 
separable  from  the  provisions  thereof  which 
provide  for  furnishing  to  the  appellant  the 
news  service  therein  specified. 

Brown  v.  Rounsavell,  78  III.  591;  Weltjt 
V.  Jacobs,  171  III.  632,  40  L.  R.  A.  98,  49  N. 
E.  723;  Baldwin  v.  Fletcher,  48  Mich.  604, 
12  N.  W.  873;  Oregon  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Winsor,  20  Wall.  64,  22  L.  ed.  316. 

Covenants  may  be  treated  as  independent. 

Pollak  V.  Brush  Electric  Asso.  128  U.  S. 
455,  32  L.  ed.  478,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  119 ;  Com- 
mercial Union  Teleg.  Co.  v.  New  England 
Teleph.  d  Teleg.  Co.  61  Vt  241,  5  L.  R.  A. 
161. 

Illegal  by-laws  are  not  binding  on  a  mem- 
ber, though  he  assents  thereto. 

Vierling  v.  Mechanics*  d  T.  Sav.,  Loan  d 
Bldg.  Asso.  179  111.  527,  53  N.  E.  979 ;  Peo- 
ple ea  rcl.  Elliott  v.  New  York  Cotton  Ex- 
change, 8  Hun,  216;  People  ex  rel.  Schmitt, 
V.  Saint  Francisous  Benev.  Soc.  24  How.  Pr. 
221;  Leech  v.  Harris,  2  Brewst.   (Pa.)   571. 

ITie  by-laws  and  contract,  in  so  far  as  they 
restrain  the  sale  of  the  stock,  are  void  as  be- 
ing against  public  policy. 

McNulia  V.  Com  Belt  Bank,  164  III.  427, 
45  N.  E.  954;  Morgan  v.  Struthers,  131  U.  S. 
246,  33  L.  ed.  132,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  726;  Peo- 
ple V.  Milk  Exchange,  145  N.  Y.  267,  27  L. 
R.  A.  437,  39  N.  E.  1062;  Humphreys  v.  Mc- 
Kissock,  140  U.  S.  304,  35  L.  ed.  473,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  779. 

Appellee,  by  reason  of  the  provisions  of 
its  charter  giving  to  it  the  power  of  eminent 
domain,  and  the  nature  of  its  business,  and 
the  fact  that  it  has  a  monopoly  of  that  busi- 
ness, is  bound  to  serve  appellant  without  dis- 
crimination, if  the  contract  shall  be  held  by 
the  court  to  be  null  and  void. 

Netc  York  d  C.  Grain  d  Stock  Exchange 
V.  Chicago  Bd.  of  Trade,  127  III.  153,  2  L. 
R.  A.  411,  19  N.  E.  855;  Danville  v.  Dan- 
ville Water  Co.  180  111.  235,  54  N.  E.  224, 
178  111.  299,  63  N.  E.  118;  Rogers  Park  Wa- 
ter Co.  v.  Fergus,  178  111.  571,  53  N.  E.  363; 
Wagner  v.  Rock  Island,  146  111.  139,  21  L. 
R.  A.  519,  34  N.  E.  545;  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94 
U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed.  77;  Budd  v.  New  York,. 
143  U.  S.  517,  36  L.  ed.  247,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
408 ;  People  ex  rel.  Cairo  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Wes- 
tern  U.  Teleg.  Co.  166  111.  15,  36  L.  R.  A. 
637,  46  N.  E.  731 ;  People  ex  rel.  Jackson  v. 
Suburban  R.  Co.  178  111.  594,  53  N.  E.  349; 
Amci'ican  Waterworks  Co.  v.  State  ex  reL 
Walker,  46  Neb.  194,  30  L.  R.  A.  447,  a4  N. 
W.  711 ;  People  v.  Budd,  117  N.  Y.  1,  5  L.  R. 
A.  559,  22  N.  E.  670,  682;  Friedman  v.  Gold 
d  Stock  Teleg.  Co.  32  Hun,  4;  Smith  v.  Gold 
d  Stock  Teleg.  Co.  42  Hun,  454;  Western  CT. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Call  Pub.  Co.  44  Neb.  326,  27 
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L.  R.  A.  622,  62  N.  W.  606;  Nash  v.  Page,  80 
Ky.  539,  44  Am.  Rep.  490 ;  Commercial  Un- 
ion Tcleg.  Co,  v.  iveu?  England  Teleph.  «£ 
releff.  Co.  61  Vt.  241,  5  L.  R.  A.  161,  17  Atl. 
1071 :  State  ex  rel  Webster  v.  Nebraska  Tel- 
eph, Co,  17  Neb.  136,  52  Am.  Rep.  404,  22  N. 
W.  237;  Ruggles  v.  People,  91  111.  256;  Chi- 
cago Dock  de  Canal  Co.  v.  Oarrity,  115  111. 
155,  3  N.  £.  448;  Munn  v.  People,  69  111.  80; 
State  ex  rcLAtty,  Oen.  y, Columbus  Gaslight 
d  Coke  Co.  34  Ohio  St.  572;  Zanesville  v. 
Zanesville  Gaslight  Co,  47  Ohio  St.  10,  23  N. 
E.  55. 

Appellee  in  the  conduct  of  its  business, 
and  as  shown  by  its  by-laws  and  contracts, 
is  and  has  created  to  itself  a  monopoly,  and 
is  violating  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois, 
thereby  subjecting  its  charter  to  forfeiture, 
against  which  any  stockholder  has  the  right 
to  an  injunction. 

Boldcn  V.  Alton,  179  111.  318,  53  N.  E.  556; 
Adams  v.  Brenan,  177  111.  194,  42  L.  R.  A. 
718,  52  N.  E.  314;  Fishbum  v.  Chicago,  171 
111.  338,  39  L.  R.  A.  482,  49  N.  E.  532;  Peo- 
ple ew  rel,  Mcllhany  v.  Chicago  lAve  Stock 
Exchange,  170  111.  556,  39  L.  R.  A.  373,  48 
N.  E.  1002;  Minnesota  Tribune  Co,  v.  Asso- 
ciated Press,  55  U.  S.  App.  136,  83  Fed.  Rep. 
350,  27  C.  C.  A.  542 ;  Craft  v.  McConoughy, 
79  111.  348,  22  Am.  Rep.  171;  United  States 
V.  Addyston  Pipe  d  S.  Co,  54  U.  S.  App.  723, 
85  Fed.  Rep.  271,  29  C.  C.  A.  141,  46  L.  R.  A. 
122;  Bishop  v.  American  Preservers*  Co.  157 
111.  284,  41  N.  E.  859;  Ford  v.  Chicago  Milk 
Shippers'  Asso,  155  111.  166,  27  L.  R.  A.  298. 
39  N.  E.  651;  People  v.  Milk  Excha/nge,  145 
N.  Y.  267,  27  L.  R.  A.  437,  39  N.  E.  1062; 
People  ex  rel.  Pedbody  v.  Chicago  Gas  Trust 
Co.  130  111.  268,  8  L.  R.  A.  497,  22  N.  E. 
708;  More  v.  Bennett,  140  111.  69,  15  L.  R.  A. 
361,  29  K.  E.  888;  Distilling  d  Cattle  Feed- 
ing Co,  V.  People  ex  rel.  Moloney,  156  111. 
448,  41  N.  E.  188;  Butchers*  Union  S,  E.  d 
L.  8.  L.  Co.  V.  Crescent  City  L.  8.  L.  d  S,  H, 
Co.  Ill  U.  S.  746,  28  L,  ed.  585,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  652;  Marseilles  Land  d  Water  Power 
Co,  V.  Aldrich,  86  111.  504;  DoAjis  v.  Old  Col- 
ony R,  Co,  131  Mass.  259,  41  Am.  Rep.  221; 
Stexoart  v.  Erie  Transp.  Co.  17  Minn.  398. 

Appellee  is  violating  the  anti-trus£  laws 
of  the  state  of  Illinois  and  of  the  United 
States. 

United  States  v.  Trans- Missouri  Freight 
Asso.  166  U.  S.  290,  41  L.  ed.  1007,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  540;  Kurd's  Stat.  1899,  p.  696. 

Appellant  is  entitled  to  injunction  to  en- 
join appellee  from  prohibiting  any  of  its 
members  from  dealing  or  having  business  re- 
lations with  the  appellant;  or,  in  other 
words,  it  is  entitled  to  enjoin  a  boycott. 

Jackson  v.  Stanfield,  137  Ind.  592,  23  L. 
R.  A.  588,  36  N.  E.  345,  37  N.  E.  14;  State 
v.  Glidden,  55  Conn.  46,  8  Atl.  890;  Beck  v. 
Railivay  Teamsters'  Protective  Union,  118 
Mich.  497,  42  L.  R.  A.  407,  77  N.  W.  13; 
Vegelahn  v.  Guntn&r,  167  Mass.  82,  35  L.  R. 
A.  722,  44  N.  E.  1077 ;  Minke  v.  Hopeman,  87 
111.  460,  29  Am.  Rep.  63;  Barrett  v.  Mount 
Greenwood  Cemetery  Asso.  159  111.  385,  31 
L.  R.  A.  109,  42  N.  E.  891;  Hopkins  v.  Ox- 
ley  Stave  Co.  49  U.  S.  App.  709,  83  Fed.  Rep.  f 
912,  28  C.  C.  A.  99;  People  y.  Milk  Exchange, 
48L.R.A.  '      , 


145  N.  y.  267,  27  L.  R.  A.  437,  39  N.  E. 
1062. 

Appellee  should  have  been  enjoined  from- 
depriving  appellant  of  the  news  service. 

New  York  d  C.  Grain  d  Stock  Exchange  v. 
Chicago  Bd.  of  Trade,  127  111.  153,  2  L.  R. 
A.  411,  19  N.  E.  866;  Friedman  v.  Gold  d 
Stock  Teleg,  Co.  32  Hun,  4;  Smith  v.  Gold 
d  Stock  Teleg.  Co.  42  Hun,  454;  Huston  v. 
Reutlinger,  91  Ky.  333,  15  S.  W.  867 ;  Walk- 
er V.  Converse,  148  111.  622,  36  N.  E.  202; 
McMillan  v.  James,  105  111.  194;  Cushman 
V.  Bonfield,  139  111.  219,  28  N.  E.  937;  Hol- 
den  V.  Uolden,  24  111.  App.  106. 

Appellee's  contract  with  appellant,  so  far 
as  relates  to  the  sale  of  stock,  and  the  by- 
laws of  appellee  in  reference  thereto,  are 
void. 

McNulta  V.  Com  Belt  Bank,  164  HI.  427, 
45  N.  E.  954. 

The  business  of  a  telegraph  company  is  a 
public  business. 

People  ex  rel.  Cairo  Teleph,  Co.  v.  Wes- 
tern U.  Teleg.  Co,  166  111.  15,  36  L.  R.  A. 
637,  46  N.  E.  731 ;  Danville  v.  Danville  Wa- 
tef^  Co.  ftO  111.  235,  54  N.  E.  224,  178  111. 
299,  53  N.  E.  118;  Rogers  Park  Water  Co,  v. 
Fergus,  178  111.  571,  53  N.  E.  303;  People 
ex  rel.  Mcllhany  v.  Chicago  Live  Stock  Ex- 
change, 170  111.  556,  39  L.  R.  A.  373,  48  N. 
E.  1062;  United  States  v.  Trans- Missouri 
Freight  Asso.  166  U.  S.  290,  41  L.  ed.  1007, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  540. 

The  appellee  has  by  its  by-laws  created  a 
monopoly. 

Minnesota  Tribune  Co.  v.  Associated 
Press,  55  U.  S.  App.  136,  83  Fed.  Rep.  350, 
27  C.  C.  A.  542 ;  Ford  v.  Chicago  Milk  Ship- 
pers' Asso.  156  III.  166,  27  L.  R.  A.  298,  39 
N.  E.  051 ;  Bishop  v.  American  Preservers^ 
Go.  157  111.  284,  41  N.  E.  765;  Craft  v.  Mc- 
Conoughy, 79  111.  348,  22  Am.  Rep.  171 ;  More 
V.  Bennett,  140  111.  69,  15  L.  R.  A.  361,  29^ 
N.  E.  888;  Jackson  v.  Stanfield,  137  Ind. 
592,  23  L.  R.  A.  588,  36  N.  E.  345,37  N.  E.  14. 

Appellee  should  be  enjoined  from  enforc- 
ing the  by-laws  so  far  as  they  tend  to  create 
a  boycott  against  the  appellant.  We  only 
need  to  refer  to  the  case  of — 

Beck  V.  RaAlujay  Teamsters*  Protective 
Union,  118  Mich.  497,  42  L.  R.  A.  407,  77 
N.  W.  13. 

A  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of 
this  state  can  only  adopt  such  by-laws  as 
are  necessary  to  carry  out  the  object  and 
purpose  of  its  creation,  and  it  cannot  adopt 
by-laws  that  are  illegal  or  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy.  Neither  can  it  make  any  con- 
tract in  furtherance  of  its  business  that  is 
illegal  or  contrary  to  the  public  policy  of 
this  state. 

In  so  far  as  by-laws  are  contrary  to  the 
laws  of  this  state  or  in  contravention  of  its 
public  policy,  any  stockholder  may  enjoin 
the  enforcement  of  the  same. 

McNulta  V.  Corn  Belt  Bank,  164  111.  427, 
45  N.  E.  964;  Morgan  v.  Struthers,  131  U. 
S.  246,  33  L.  ed.  132,  9  Sup.  Ct,  Rep.  726; 
Feckheimer  v.  National  Exchange  Bank,  79 
Va.  80;  Re  Klaus,  67  Wis.  401,  29  N.  W. 
582;  Humphreys  v.  McKissock,  140  U.  S^ 
304,  36  L.  ed.  473,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  779. 
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Appellee  has  instituted  and  proposes  to 
^arry  out,  as  against  the  appellant,  what  is 
known  as  a  boycott. 

Such  an  act  is  criminal,  and  will  injure 
and  destroy  to  a  great  extent  the  right  of 
appellant  to  deal  with  the  members  of  this 
Associated  Press  corporation. 

Such  proceedings  on  the  part  of  a  cor- 
poration, or  even  an  individual,  have  been 
declared  by  the  courts  to  be  abhorrent  to  the 
spirit  of  our  institutions,  and  cannot  be  too 
fitrongly  condemned  by  the  courts. 

Jackson  v.  Stanfield,  137  Ind.  592,  23  L. 
R.  A.  588,  3C  N.  E.  345,  37  N.  E.  14. 

The  business  of  a  telegraph  and  telephone 
•company  is  a  business  public  in  its  nature, 
upon  which  the  public  interest  is  impressed. 

People  ox  ml,  Cairo  Teleph,  Co,  v.  Wea- 
tern  U.  Teleg,  Co,  166  111.  15,  36  L.  R.  A. 
«37*  46  N.  E.  731. 

Appellee  should  be  bound  to  treat  all  per- 
sons and  corporations  alike  and  without  dis- 
<!rimination  in  its  business  of  collecting, 
transmitting,  and  selling  news  despatches. 

Danville  v.  Danville  Water  Co,  180  111. 
235,  54  N.  E.  224,  178  111.  299,  53  N.  K  118; 
Rogers  Park  Water  Co.  v.  Fergus,  178  111. 
571,  53  N.  E.  363. 

A  business  may  be  public  in  its  nature,  or 
it  may  be  of  that  nature  that  it  is  impressed 
with  the  public  interest;  in  either  case  no 
discrimination  should  be  made. 

Wagner  v.  Rock  Island,  146  111.  139,  21 
L.  R.  A.  519,  34  N.  E.  545;  Munn  v.  People, 
m  111.  80;  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  24 
L.  ed.  77 ;  Budd  v.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  517, 
30  L.  ed.  247,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  468;  Chi- 
cago, B,  d  Q.  R.  Co,  Y.  Jones,  149  111.  361,  24 
L.  R.  A.  141,  37  N.  E.  247;  State  ea  ret, 
Atty.  Oen,  v.  Columbus  Oaslight  d  Coke  Co, 
:J4  Ohio  St.  572,  32  Am.  Rep.  390;  Zanesville 
V.  Zanesville  Gaslight  Co.  47  Ohio  St.  1,  23 
N.  E.  55;  Rogers  Park  Water  Co,  v.  Fer- 
ifu^9,  178  111.  671,  53  N.  E.  363. 

As  to  water  companies,  gas  companies, 
telegraph,  and  telephone  companies,  they 
are  all  impressed  with  a  public  interest,  and 
•cannot  select  their  patrons  arbitrarily,  but. 
must  serve  all  who  apply,  on  equal  terms,  at 
reasonable  rates. 

Western  U,  Teleg,  Co.  v.  Call  Pub.  Co,  44 
Neb.  320,  27  L.  R.  A.  622,  62  N.  W.  506; 
American  Wateruoorks  Co.  v.  State  eat  rel. 
Walker,  40  Neb.  194,  30  L.  R.  A.  447,  64  N. 
AV.  711;  Williams  v.  Mutual  Cos  Co,  52 
Mich.  499,  18  N.  W.  236,  50  Am.  Rep.  266; 
ffhepard  v.  Milwaukee  Oaslight  Co.  6  Wis. 
T>39,  70  Am.  Dec.  479;  People  ex  rel.  Jack- 
f^ofi  V.  Suburban  R.  Co.  178  111.  594,  53  N. 
E.  349  ;Pricc  v.  Riverside  Land  d  Irrig.  Co, 
5G  Cal.  431 ;  Haugen  v.  Albina  Light  d  Wa- 
ter Co.  21  Or.  411,  14  L.  R.  A.  424,  28  Pac. 
244;  Chicago  Gaslight  d  Coke  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple's Gaslight  d  Coke  Co.  121  111.  530,  13  N. 
E.  169;  People  ex  rel.  Hunt  v.  Chicago  d  A, 
U.  Co.  130  111.  175,  22  N.  E.  857;  St,  Louis 
V.  licU  Tclcph.  Co.  96  Mo.  623,  2  L.  R.  A. 
^78,  10  S.  VV.  197;  State  ex  rel.  National 
Subway  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  145  Mo.  651,  42  L. 
H.  A.  113;  46  S.  W.  981;  New  York  d  C.\ 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Gi-ain  d  Stock  Exchange  ▼.  Chicago  Bd,  of 
Trade,  127  lU.  153,  2  L.  R.  A.  411,  19  N.  E. 
855;  Friedman  v.  Gold  d  Stock  Teleg,  Co. 
32  Hun,  4;  Smith  ▼.  Gold  d  Stock  Teleg, 
Co.  42  liun,  464;  People  ex  rel.  CantreU  ?. 
St.  Louis,  A.  d  T.  H,  R.  Co.  176  III.  512,  35 
L.  R  A.  656,  46  N.  E.  824,  62  N.  E.  292; 
Olmstead  v.  Camp,  33  Conn.  632,  89  Am.  Dec 
221 :  Nash  v.  Page,  80  Ky.  639,  44  Am.  Rep. 
490;  State  v.  Edwards,  86  Me.  102,  26  L.  R. 
A.  504,  29  Atl.  947;  Blair  v.  Cuming  Coun- 
ty, III  U.  S.  363,  28  L.  ed.  457,  4  Sup.  a 
Rep.  449;  Head  v.  Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.  113 
U.  S.  9,  28  L.  ed.  889,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  441; 
Stone  V.  Farmers*  Loan  d  T.  Co.  116  U.  S. 
307,  29  L.  ed.  636,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  334,  388, 
1191 ;  Chicago,  M,  d  St.  P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Minne- 
sota, 134  U.  8.  418,  33  L.  ed.  970,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  462,  702;  Stewart  v.  Great  North- 
ern R.  Co.  66  Minn.  515,  33  L.  R.  A.  427,  68 
N.  W.  208;  Commereial  Union  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
New  England  Teleph.  d  Teleg.  Co.  61  Vt 
241,  6  L.  R.  A.  161,  17  Ati.  1071;  Bank  of 
Kentucky  v.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  93  U.  S.  181, 
23  L.  ed.  876;  Chicago  Dock  d  Canal  Co.  v. 
Garrity,  115  111.  155,  3  N.  E.  448;  Ruggles 
Y.  People,  91  111.  256;  People  v.  King,  110 
N.  Y.  418,  1  L.  R.  A.  293,  18  N.  E.  246;  Ad^ 
ams  V.  Urcfian,  177  111.  194,  42  L.  R.  A.  718, 
52  N.  E.  314;  Fishbwm  v.  Chicago,  171  111. 
338,  39  L.  R.  A.  482,  49  N.  E.  632;  PeopU 
ex  rel.  Mcllhany  v.  Chicago  Live  Stock  Ex- 
change, 170  111.  656,  39  L.  R.  A.  373,  48  N. 
E.  1062;  United  States  T.  Trans-Missouri 
Freight  Asso.  16  U.  S.  290;  41  L.  ed.  1007, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  640 ;  Huston  v.  Reutlinger, 
91  Ky.  333, 15  S.  W.  867;  Minnesota  Tribune 
Co.  V.  Associated  Press,  65  U.  S.  App.  136, 
83  Fed.  Rep.  350,  27  C.  C.  A.  642. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  appellee  should 
have  a  complete  monopoly,  to  bring  it  with- 
in the  law  applying  to  monopolies. 

United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.  166  U. 
S.  1,  39  L.  ed.  326,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  249; 
Craft  V.  MoConouyhy,  79  111.  348,  22  Am. 
Rep.  171;  United  States  v.  Hopkins,  82  Fed. 
Rep.  529;United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  d 
S.  COy,  54  U.  S.  App.  123,  85  Fed.  Rep.  271, 
46  L.  R.  A.  122,  29  C.  C.  A.  121;  Bishop  v. 
American  Preservers*  Co.  157  111.  284,  41  N. 
E.  766:  People  ex  rel.  Peabody  v.  Chicago 
Gas  Trust  Co.  130  111.  268,  8  U  R.  A.  497, 
22  N.  E.  798;  More  v.  Bennett,  140  III.  69, 
15  L.  R.  A.  301,  29  N.  E.  888;  Ford  v.  Chi- 
caao  Milk  Shippers*  Asso.  155  111.  166,  27 
L.R.  A.  298,  39  N.  E.  661;  People  v.  Milk 
Exchange,  145  N.  Y.  267,  27  L.  R.  A.  437, 
39  N.  E.  1062;  Judd  v.  Harrington,  139  X. 
Y.  105,  39  N.  E.  790;  People  v.  Sheldon,  139 
N.  Y.  261,  23  L.  R.  A.  221,  34  N.  E.  785; 
Amot  V.  Pittston  d  E.  Coal  Co.  68  N.  Y. 
558,  23  Am.  Rep.  190. 

There  is  a  right  to  injunction  against 
boycott. 

Jackson  v.  Stanfield,  137  Ind.  692,  23  U 
R.  A.  588,  36  N.  E.  345,  37  N.  E.  14;  State 
V.  Gliddeti,  55  Conn.  46,  8  Atl.  890;  Beck  v. 
Railway  Teamsters*  Protective  Union,  118 
Mich.  497,  42  L.  R.  A.  407,  77  N.  W.  13; 
Vegelahn  v.  Guntner,  167  Mass.  92,  35  L.  R. 
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A.  722,  44  N.  E.  1077;  Hopkins  v.  OaUy 
JStave  Co,  4U  U.  S.  App.  709,  83  Fed.  Rep. 
fil2,  28  C.  C.  A.  99  J  Barrett  v.  Mount  Oreen- 
uood  Cemetery  Asso,  159  111.  385,  31  L.  R.  A. 
109,  42  N.  £.  891;  Minke  v.  Hopeman,  87 
Hi.  450,  20  Am.  Rep.  63. 

'Hie  courts  will  restrain  a  party,  upon 
proper  cause,  from  doing  certain  acts  in  vio- 
lation of  his  agreement,  not  requiring  per- 
foi-mance  of  skill,  personal  labor,  or  judg- 
ment. 

Western  U.  Teleg,  Co,  t.  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
1  McCrary,  568,  3  Fed.  Rep.  429;  8inger 
Sewing- Mach.  Co.  y.  Union  Button-hole  d 
Embroidery  Co.  Holmes,  253,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
12.904;  Fry,  Spec.  Perf.  §  863;  New  York 
d  C.  Grain  d  Stock  Exchange  v.  Chicago  Bd, 
of  Trade,  127  111.  153,  2  L.  R.  A.  411,  19  N. 
E.  855 ;  Friedman  v.  Gold  d  Stock  Teleg,  Co. 
32  Hun,  4;  Smith  v.  Gold  d  Stock  Teleg,  Co, 
42  Hun,  454;  Vash  t.  Page,  80  Ky.  539,  44 
Am.  Rep.  490;  Huston  v.  Routlinger,  91  Ky. 
333,  16  S.  VV.  867;  Vincent  v.  Chicago  d  A. 
R,  Co.  49  111.  33 ;  Hagan  v.  Fayette  Gas-Fuel 
Co,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  503 ;  Southern  Exp. 
Co.  V.  St.  Louts,  1,  M.  d  S.  R.  Co,  3  McCrary, 
147,  10  Fed.  Rep.  210,  869;  Re  Lennon,  160 
U.  S.  548.  41  L.  ed.  1110,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
658;  Robinson  v.  Byron,  1  Bro.  Ch.  588;  Her- 
vey  V.  Smith,  1  Kay  &  J.  389;  Beadle  v. 
Perry,  L.R.3  Eq.  465 ;  W^tf eoar  v.  Michenor, 
37  N.  J.  Eq.  6;  Broome  v.  New  York  d  N.  J. 
Telcph.  Co.  42  N.  J.  Eq.  141,  7  Atl.  851; 
Toledo,  A.  A.  d  N.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 
Co.  54  Fed.  Rep.  730,  19  L.  R.  A.  395;  Lough 
T.  Outerbridge,  143  N.  Y.  271,  25  L.  R.  A. 
674,  38  N.  E.  292;  Gregsten  v.  Chicago,  145 
ni.  451,  34  N.  E.  426;  Brass  v.  North  Da- 
kota ex  rel.  Stoeser,  153  U.  S.  391,  38  L. 
ed.  757,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  857;  Keeler  v.  Clif- 
ford, 165  111.  547,  46  N.  E.  24S;'Pollak  v. 
Brush  Electric  Asso.  128  U.  S.  446,  32  L. 
ed.  474,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  119;  Paige  v.  Hier- 
onymus,  180  HI.  637,  54  N.  E.  583;  Pull- 
man's Palace  Car  Co.  v.  CentrfU  Transp.  Co. 
171  U.  S.  138,  43  L.  ed.  108,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
808;  Hetcitt  v.  Dement,  57  111.  600;  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  S  942;  Cox  v.  Donnelly,  34  Ark.  762; 
Thomas  y.  RicJ^nond,  12  Wall.  355,  20  L.  ed. 
456. 

A  court  of  equity  will  enjoin  the  breach 
of  a  negative  covenant  when  it  is  expressed 
or  can  be  fairly  implied  from  the  stipula- 
tions of  the  parties,  and  injury  will  result  to 
the  complainant  by  its  breach. 

Postal  Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Tel- 
eg. Co.  155  III.  335,  40  N.  E.  587 ;  Consoli- 
dated Coal  Co,  v.  Schmisseur,  136  111.  371, 
26  N.  E.  705. 

When  a  corporation  takes  to  itself  the 
power  of  eminent  domain  it  needs  no  further 
evidence  to  show  that  it  is  created  for  pub- 
lic purposes.  Its  public  character  is  then 
and  at  once  established.  The  fact  that  it 
does  not  see  fit  to  exercise  all  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  it  does  not  change  the  char- 
acter of  its  business  which  it  does  perform. 

Gibbs  v.  Consolidated  Gas.  Co.  130  U.  S. 
397,  32  L.  ed.  979,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  553 ;  Thom^ 
as  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co.  101  U.  S.  71,  25  L. 
<^.  9.50;  4  Thomp.  Corp.  8  5367;  San  Dieqo 
Water  Co.  v.  San  Diego,  118  Cal.  556,  38  L. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


R.  A.  460,  50  Pac.  033;  Vincent  y.  Chicago 
d  A.  R.  Co.  49  111.  33. 

Messrs.  John  P.  Wilson  and  T.  A. 
Moran  for  appellee. 

Plilllipa,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Inter-Ocean  Publishing  Company,  a 
corporation  organized  under  the  laws  oi  the 
state  of  Illinois,  is  engaged  in  publishing 
two  newspapers  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  known 
as  the  Daily  Inter-Ocean  and  the  Weekly 
Inter-Ocean,  which  haver  a  wide  circulation 
in  the  states  and  territories  of  the  United 
States.  The  Associated  Press  is  a  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Illinois  in  1892.  The  object  of  its  creation 
was  "to  buy,  gather,  and  accumulate  infor- 
mation and  news ;  to  vend,  supply,  distribute, 
and  publish  the  same;  to  purchase,  erect, 
lease,  operate,  and  sell  telegraph  and  tele- 
phone lines  and  other  means  of  transmitting 
news;  to  publish  periodicals;  to  make  and 
deal  in  periodicals  and  other  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise."  It  has  alMut  eighteen 
by-laws  with  about  seventy-five  subdivisions 
thereof.  The  stockholders  of  the  Associated 
Press  arc  the  proprietors  of  newspapers,  and 
the  only  business  of  the  corporation  is  that 
enunciated  in  its  charter,  and  is  mainly  buy- 
ing, gathering,  and  accumulating  news,  and 
furnishing  the  same  to  persons  and  corpo- 
rations who  have  entered  into  contract  there- 
for. It  may  furnish  news  to  persons  and 
corporations  other  than  those  who  are  its 
stockholders,  and  the  term  "members,"  used 
in  its  by-laws,  applies  to  proprietors  of  news- 
papers, other  than  its  stockholders,  who  have 
entered  into  contracts  with  it  for  procuring 
news.  It  does  not  appear  that  it  has  availed 
itself  of  any  of  the  powers  conferred  by  its 
charter  other  than  that  of  gathering  news 
and  distributing  the  same  to  its  members. 
Under  the  by-laws  of  appellee  the  Inter- 
Ocean  Publishing  Company  became  a  stock- 
holder. Among  the  by-laws  having  reference 
to  stockholders  are  the  following : 

"Art  11,  §  8.  Sale  or  Purchase  of  Specials. 
No  member  shall  furnish,  or  permit  anyone 
to  furnish,  its  special  or  other  nev?s  to,  or 
shall  receive  news  from,  any  person,  firm,  or 
corporation  which  shall  have  been  declared 
by  the  board  of  directors  or  the  stockholders 
to  be  antagonistic  to  the  association ;  and  no 
member  shall  furnish  news  to  any  other  per- 
son, firm,  or  corporation  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  collecting  or  transmitting  news,  ex- 
cept with  the  written  consent  of  the  board 
of  directors." 

"Art.  14,  8  1.  Board  May  Suspend.  The 
board  of  directors  shall  have  the  power,  by  a 
two-thirds  vote  of  the  whole  board,  to  sus- 
pend a  member,  or  impose  upon  him  a  fine 
of  not  exceeding  $1,000,  for  furnishing  news 
to  any  person  or  association  antagonistic  or 
in  opposition  to  the  Associated  Press,  or  for 
purchasing  news  from  any  person  or  organ- 
ization formally  declared  by  the  board  of  di- 
rectors or  by  the  stockholders  of  the  asso- 
ciation, at  any  annual  or  special  meeting,  to 
be  in  such  antagonism  or  opposition,  or  for 
any   other  violation  of  the   by-laws  or   his 
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contract:  provided  always,  that  ten  days' 
notice,  in  writing,  of  a  complaint  be  first 
served  upon  the  offending  member ;  and  said 
member  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard  in  his  own  defense,  and,  if  said  mem- 
ber shows  that  the  offense  was  unintentional, 
and  shall  have  discontinued  the  same,  he 
shaJl  not  be  suspended." 

On  March  2,  1893,  the  Associated  Press  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  with  the  Inter- 
Ocean  Publishing  Company,  by  which  it  sold 
to  the  latter  its  night  news  report  for  publi- 
cation in  the  two  newspapers  for  the  term  of 
ninety-two  years,  which  the  Inter-Ocean 
Company  agreed  to  receive  and  pay  for  at 
the  rate  of  $102  per  week,  which  sum  was 
liable  to  be  increased  50  per  cent.  The  As- 
sociated Press  agreed  to  furnish  to  thp 
Inter-Ocean  Company  local  and  telegraphic 
news  within  a  radius  of  60  miles  of  Chicago, 
in  accordance  with  its  by-laws.  The  con- 
tract between  the  Inter-Ocean  Company  and 
the  Associated  Press,  among  other  provi- 
sions contained  the  following:  "Sixth.  Said 
party  of  the  second  part  covenants  and 
agrees  that  it  will  not  furnish,  before  pub- 
lication, any  news  to  any  person  or  corpo- 
ration engaged  in  the  business  of  collecting 
or  transmitting  news,  except  upon  the  writ- 
ten consent  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
p-^rty  of  the  first  part  first  had  and  obtained; 
and  that  it  will  not  furnish  to  any  person 
any  of  the  news  received  by  it  "under  this 
contract  before  publication  by  it ;  and  that  it 
will  not  furnish  its  special  or  other  news  to 
or  receive  news  from  any  person  or  corpor- 
ation wliich  shall  have  been  declared  by  the 
board  of  directors  of  said  party  of  the  first 
part  antagonistic  to  said  party  of  the  first 

{»art,  after  having  received  notice  of  such  deC' 
aration.  Seventh.  It  is  further  mutually 
agreed  between  the  parties  hereto  that  the 
rights,  duties,  and  obligations  of  the  respec- 
tive parties  hereto,  except  as  hereinbefore 
specifically  provided  for,  shall  be  controlled 
and  governcSd  by  the  by-laws  of  said  party 
of  the  first  part  now  or  hereafter  in  force, 
during  the  life  of  this  contract;  and  that 
the  right  to  receive  news  under  this  contract 
may  be  suspended  or  terminated  in  the  man- 
ner and  for  the  causes  specified  in  said  by- 
laws." "Ninth.  Said  party  of  the  first  part 
promises  and  agrees  not  to  furnish  any  news 
report  to  any  newspaper  published  in  the 
said  territory  described  in  this  contract  not 
now  entitled  to  receive  the  same  under  the 
by-laws  of  said  party  of  the  first  part  with- 
out the  written  consent  of  the  said  party  of 
the  second  part  or  its  assigns.  Tenth.  Said 
party  of  the  second  part  has  assigned  and 
transferred  its  stock  in  the  said  party 
of  the  first  part  to  the  said  party  of  the 
first  part,  which  stock  is  to  be  held  by  said 
party  of  the  first  part  as  security  for  the 
performance  by  said  party  of  the  second  part 
of  this  contract  on  its  part.  Said  party  of 
the  second  part,  in  consideration  of  the  mak- 
ing of  this  contract  by  said  party  of  the  first 
•part,  hereby  covenants  ana  agrees  that  it 
will  not  sell  or  part  with  any  interest  in  said 
stock  to  any  party  who  shall  not  be  the  pro- 
prietor of  a  newspaper  which  shall  at  the 
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time  be  on  the  membership  roll  of  said  party 
of  the  first  part,  and  that  it  will  keep  and 
observe  and  perform  all  the  requirements  of 
the  by-laws  of  said  piucty  of  the  first  part 
now  or  hereafter  in  force  during  the  life  of 
this  conti-act." 

Contracts  of  substantially  the  same  char- 
acter have  been  entered  into  from  time  to 
time  between  the  Associated  Press  and  most 
of  the  leading  newspapers  throughout  the 
United  States,  to  whom,  under  its  charter 
and  by-laws  and  under  its  contracts, 
it  sells  and  vends  its  news.  Similar  associ- 
ations for  gathering  and  selling  and  vending 
news,  to  a  limited  extent,  exist  m  other  citie» 
than  Chicago,  but  none  of  them  so  widely  ex- 
tended. Among  these  are  the  Sun  Printing 
&  Publishing  Association  of  New  York  City, 
the  New  York  Sun  of  New  York  City,  and 
the  Laffan  News  Bureau  of  New  York  City. 
These  three  latter  associations  have  been  de- 
clared to  be  antagonistic  to  the  Associated 
Press  by  the  board  of  directors  of  the  latter. 
News  of  an  important  character  not  gathered 
by  the  Associated  Press  was  gathered  by  a 
certain  alleged  antagonistic  association,  and 
the  Inter-Ocean  Publishing  Company,  for  the 
purpose  of  furnishing  its  readers  with  infor- 
mation and  ne^vs  gathered  from  various 
points  and  sources,  in  addition  to  the  news 
purchased  by  it  from  the  Associated  Press^ 
also  purchased  and  published  news  obtained 
by  it  from  the  Sun  Printing  &  Publishing 
Association  of  New  York  City,  but  did  not 
furnish  news  to  the  latter  association,  or 
to  any  of  the  associations  antagonistic  to  the 
Associated  Press.  The  Chicago  Herald  Com- 
pany and  the  Chicago  Daily  News  Company 
made  complaint  to  the  Associated  Press  that 
the  Inter-Ocean  Publishing  Company  waa 
publishing'  news  procured  by  it  from  the  Sun 
Printing  &  Publishing  Association  of  New 
York,  the  New  York  Sun  of  New  York 
City,  and  the  Laffan  News  Bureau  of  New 
York  City,  and  asked  that  the  Inter-Ocean 
Publishing  Company's  contract  and  S  8  of  ar- 
ticle 11  of  the  by-laws  should  be  enforced. 
The  Associated  Press  gave  notice  to  the  In* 
ter-Ocean  Publishing  Ck>mpany  that  a  meet* 
ing  of  its  board  of  directors  would  be  held  at  a 
time  and  place  mentioned,  to  take  action  on 
the  complaints  of  the  Chicago  Herald  Com- 
pany and  the  Chicago  Daily  News  Company. 
Before  the  time  set  for  hearing,  the  Inter- 
Ocean  Publishing  Company  filed  its  bill  for 
an  injunction  against  the  Associated  Press 
from  suspending  or  expelling  it  from  its 
membership,  and  from  refusing  to  furnish 
it  news  according  to  the  terms  of  its  con- 
tract, and  from  doing  any  act  or  thing  tend- 
ing to  deprive  it  of  the  news  gathered  by  ap- 
pellee, and  for  such  other  relief,  general  and 
special,  as  might  be  just  and  equitable.  The 
bill  set  up  the  facts  hereinbefore  stated,  and 
set  out  the  by-laws  of  the  appellee  in  full, 
and  alleged  that  the  appellee  had  been  able 
to  control  the  business  of  buying  and  accum- 
ulating news  in  Chicago  and  selling  the 
same,  and  has  thus  created  in  itself  an  ex- 
clusive monopoly  in  that  business,  and,  to 
preserve  such  monopoly,  had  declared  the 
Sun  Printing  &  Publishing  Association  a  ri- 
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Tal  or  oampetiior  in  business,  and  antago- 
nistic to  ity  and  sought  to  prohibit  its  mem- 
'bers  from  buying  news  therefrom,  under 
pain  of  suspension  or  expulsion ;  alleged  that 
4ippellee  had  at  various  times,  by  threats  *A 
auspension  and  expulsion,  compelled  divers 
of  its  members  to  cease  buying  the  special 
news  of  the  Sun  Printing  &  Publishing  As- 
sociation under  its  contracts  with  its  mem- 
bers. The  bill  set  out  the  contracts  and 
names  of  such  members,  and  alleged  that  the 
notice  served  on  appellant  for  a  hearing  on 
the  complaints  against  it  is  similar  to  the 
action  of  appellee  against  other  members 
who  were  forced  to  cease  buying  special  news 
from  the  Sun  Printing  &  PiiJ>lishing  Associa- 
tion; that  appellant  is  in  duty  bound,  both 
to  its  patrons  and  to  the  public,  to  publish 
4ill  the  news  it  can  gather,  and,  if  not  able 
to  obtain  such  news  from  one  source,  it 
must,  in  justice  to  its  patrons  and  the  pub- 
lic, resort  to  other  sources;  that  the  news 
which  it  obtained  from  appellee  it  was  un- 
able to  obtain  from  any  other  source,  and 
4ippe]lee  would  not  furnish  the  same  to  ap- 
pellant unless  it  executed  the  contract  here- 
inbefore mentioned,  because  of  which  appel- 
lant was  forced  to  and  did  execute  such  con- 
tract; that  appellee  does  not  furnish  all  the 
news  obtainable  and  desired  by  appellant 
under  that  contract,  and  to  obtain  such 
-other  news  appellant  was  forced  to  resort  to 
the  Sun  Printing  &  Publishing  Association 
of  New  York;  that  the  right  to  receive  the 
news  gathered  by  appellee,  and  publish  the 
same  in  its  newspaper  is  a  valuable  prop- 
erty and  property  right,  and  appellant  is 
forced  to  obtain  the  news  not  obtainable 
from  appellee,  and  which  is  absolutely  need- 
ed in  publishing  its  nejFspaper,  from  the  Sun 
Printing  A  Publishing  Association ;  that  the 
appellee  is  attempting  to  force  appellant  to 
cease  taking  news  from  the  latter  associa- 
tion, but  to  do  so  would  work  irreparable 
damaofe  and  injury  to  appellant,  and  would 
prevent  it  from  furnishing  needed,  import- 
ant, and  necessary  news  to  the  public,  and 
would  tend  to  create  in  favor  of  appellee  a 
TPonopoly.  The  appellee  filed  an  answer  to 
the  bill.  A  hearing  was  had  upon  the  bill 
and  answer,  both  of  which  were  sworn  to. 
and  certain  affidavits  which  were  read  and 
used  as  depositions,  and  a  decree  was  ren- 
dered dismissing  the  bill  for  want  of  equity. 
On  appeal  to  the  appellate  court  for  the  first 
di<<trict  the  decree  was  affirmed,  and  this  ap- 
peal is  prosecuted. 

It  has  been  uniformly  held  that  a  tele- 
jrraph  or  telephone  company  is  bound  to 
treat  all  persons  and  corporations  alike,  and 
without  discrimination,  in  its  business  of  re- 
ceiving and  transmitting  mes9a<]fes.  The 
business  of  such  a  company  is  public  in  its 
nature,  and  a  public  interest  is  impressed 
thereon  to  such  an  extent  that  no  discrimin- 
ation can  be  made  against  persons  or  corpor- 
ations. People  ew  rel.  Cairo  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Western  XJ,  Teleg.  Co.  166  111.  15,  30  L.  R. 
A.  637,  46  N.  E.  731.  Where  one  is  the  own- 
■er  of  property  which  is  devoted  to  a  use  in 
which  the  public  has  an  interest,  he,  in  ef- 
fect, grants  to  the  public  an  interest  in  such 
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use,  and  must,  to  the  extent  of  that  interest, 
submit  to  be  controlled  by  the  public  for  the 
common  good,  as  long  as  such  use  is  main- 
tained. The  manner  in  which  it  is  devoted 
to  a  use  in  which  the  public  has  an  interest 
may  be  very  diverse,  and  the  public  interest 
in  such  use  niay  be  of  a  widely  variant  char- 
acter ;  but  where  the  use  is  one  in  which  the 
public  is  interested,  or  has  an  interest,  pub- 
lic control  is  necessary  for  the  common  good. 
Munn  V.  lUiiwis,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed.  77. 
The  appellee  corporation  voluntarily  sought 
corporate  existence  to  engage  in  an  enter- 
prise which  invested  it  with,  among  others, 
the  power  of  eminent  domain.  It  was  or- 
ganized, among  other  things,  to  purchase, 
erect,  lease,  operate,  and  sell  telegraph  and 
telephone  lines, — a  business  which  is  essen- 
tially public  in  its  nature,  and  renders  a 
corporation  so  engaged  amenable  to  public 
control.  While  under  the  averments  of  the 
bill  and  answer  and  affidavits,  the  appellee 
corporation  has  only  engaged  in  business  to 
the  extent  of  its  power  "to  buy,  gather,  and 
accumulate  information  and  news;  to  vend, 
supply,  distribute,  and  publish  the  same;" 
and  has  not  attempted  to  purchase,  erect, 
lease,  or  sell  telegraph  and  telephone  lines, 
— it  is  important  to  determine  the  charac- 
ter of  the  corporation  under  its  charter  and 
under  the  business  in  which  it  is  actually  en- 
gaged, llie  organization  of  such  a  method 
of  erathering  information  and  news  from  so 
wide  an  extent  of  territory  as  is  done  by  the 
appellee  corporation,  and  the  dissemination 
of  that  news,  require  the  expenditure  of  vast 
sums  of  money.  It  reaches  out  to  the  var- 
ious parts  of  the  United  States,  where  its 
agents  gather  news  which  is  wired  to  it,  and 
through  it  such  news  is  received  by  the  va- 
rious important  newspapers  of  the  country. 
Scarcely  any  newspaper  could  organize  and 
conduct  the  means  of  gathering  the  informa- 
tion that  is  centered  in  an  association  of  the 
character  of  the  appellee,  because  of  the 
enormous  expense,  and  no  paper  could  be  re- 
Efarded  as  a  newspaper  of  the  day  unless  it 
had  access  to  and  published  the  reports  from 
such  an  association  as  appellee.  For  news 
gathered  from  all  parts  of  the  country  the 
various  newspapers  are  almost  solely  de- 
pendent on  such  an  association,  and,  if  they 
are  prohibited  from  publishing  it,  or  its  use 
is  refused  to  them,  their  character  as  news- 
papers is  destroyed,  and  they  would  soon  be- 
come practically  worthless  publications. 
The  Associated  Press,  from  the  time  of  its 
organization  and  establishment  in  business, 
sold  its  news  reports  to  various  newspapers 
who  became  members,  and  the  publication  of 
that  news  became  of  vast  importance  to  the 
public,  so  that  public  interest  is  attached  to 
the  dissemination  of  that  news.  The  manner 
in  which  that  corporation  has  used  its  fran- 
chise has  charged  its  business  with  a  public 
interest  It  has  devoted  its  property  to  a 
public  use,  and  has,  in  effect,  granted  to  the 
public  such  an  interest  in  its  use  that  it  must 
submit  to  be  controlled  by  the  public  for  the 
common  good,  to  the  extent  of  the  interest 
it  has  thus  created  in  the  public  in  its  pri- 
vate property.    Thei  sole  purpose  for  which 
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news  was  gathered  was  that  the  same  should 
be  sold,  and  all  newspaper  publishers  desir- 
ing to  purchase  such  news  for  publication 
are  entitled  to  purchase  the  same  without 
discrimination  against  them.  It  was  held 
in  New  York  d  0.  Orain  d  Stock  Exchange 
V.  Chicago  Bd.  of  Trade,  127  111.  153,  2  L.  R. 
A.  411,  19  N.  E.  &55  (on  page  163,  127  111., 
page  414,  2  L.  R.  A.,  and  page  859,  19  N. 
E.,) :  "Assuming  these  market  quotations 
and  reports  are  property,  and  the  private 
property  of  the  board  of  trade,  yet  if 
they  have  been  so  used  by  the  board,  and 
by  the  telegraph  companies  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  tne  board,  as  to  become 
affected  with  a  public  interest,  then  they  are 
subject  to  such  public  regulation  by  the  leg- 
islature and  the  courts  as  is  necessary  to 
Srevent  injury  to  such  public  interest.  The 
octrine  in  question  has  application  both  to 
the  property  of  individuals  and  of  corpora- 
tions, and  it  is,  therefore,  immaterial  that 
any  such  corporation  may  be  a  mere  private 
corporation.  If  the  interest  is  public,  then 
it  is,  necessarily,  to  all  alike,  common  to  all, 
and  upon  equal  terms.  The  doctrine,  as  ap- 
plied to  the  matter  of  these  market  auota- 
tionft,  would  forbid  that  a  monopoly  should 
be  made  of  them  by  furnishing  them  to  some 
and  refusing  them  to  others  who  are  equally 
willing  to  pay  for  them  and  be  governed  by 
all  reasonable  rules  and  regulations,  and 
would  prevent  the  board  of  trade  or  the  tele- 
graph companies  from  unjustly  discriminat- 
ing in  respect  to  the  parties  who  will  be  al- 
lowed to  receive  them."  This  principle  is 
sustnined  in  Friedman  v.  Oold  d  Stock  Teleg. 
Co.  32  Hun,  4.  and.  Smith  v.  Gold  d  Stock 
Teleg,  Co.  42  Hun,  454.  The  appellee  cor- 
poration being  engaged  in  a  business  upon 
which  a  public  interest  is  ingrafted,  upon 
principles  of  justice  it  can  make  no  distinc- 
tion with  respect  to  persons  who  wish  to 
purchase  information  and  news  for  purposes 
of  publication,  which  it  was  created  to  fur- 
nish. 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract  appellant  cannot  retain  its 
membership  and  stock  in  the  Associated 
I'ress,  and  have  the  right  to  purchase  news 
accumulated  by  it  at  contract  price,  without 
complying  with  that  part  of  the  contract 
which*  requires  appellant  to  refrain  from  re- 
ceiving news  from  any  person  or  corporation 
which  has  been  declared  by  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  appellee  to  be  antagonistic  to  the 
latter,  and  without  appellant  being  con- 
trolled or  governed  by  the  by-law  of  appellee 
to  the  same  effect.  The  character  of  appel- 
lee's business  is  not  to  be  determined  by  the 
contract  which  it  made  respecting  the  lia- 
bilities which  would  attend  it,  but  by  the 
nature  of  the  business,  its  fixed  legal  char- 
acter, growing  out  of  the  manner  in  which 
that  business  is  conducted,  and  the  purpose 
of  its  creation.  The  legal  character  of  the 
corporation  and  its  duties  cannot  be  disre- 
garded because  of  any  stipulation  incorpor- 
ated in  a  contract  that  it  should  not  be  liable 
to  discharge  a  public  duty.  Its  obligation 
to  serve  the  public  is  not  one  resting  on  con- 
tract, but  grows  out  of  the  fact  that  it  is 
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in  the  discharge  of  a  public  dnty,  or  a  pri- 
vate duty  which  has  been  so  conducted  that 
a  public  interest  has  attached  thereto.  In 
Smith  V.  Oold  d  Stock  Teleg.  Co.  42  Hun, 
454,  an  action  was  brought  to  restrain  the 
defendant  from  removing  from  complain- 
ant's office  a  ticker,  or  from  doing  any  act 
which  would  in  any  way  interfere  with  the 
receipts  of  quotations  from  the  stock  ex- 
change. By  one  of  the  clauses  of  the  con- 
tract the  plaintiff  agreed  that  the  oonipany 
might  forthwith  discontinue  its  service  with- 
out notice,  whenever,  in  its  judgment,  any 
breach  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  should 
be  made  by  him.  It  was  held:.  "But  so 
long  as  collecting  and  supplying  quotations 
is  carried  on  by  tnem,  as  it  is  conceded  to  be 
at  present,  they  should  render  equal  and  im- 
partial service  to  those  who  comply  with  rea* 
sonable  regulations.  What  regulations  are 
reasonable  may  not,  in  all  cases,  be  easy  to 
determine.  But  there  need  be  no  hesitaticm 
in  saying  that  the  clause  in  their  contract 
permitting  them  to  discontinue  the  service 
when,  in  their  judgment,  a  breach  of  con- 
ditions has  been  had,  is  not  a  reasonable  reg- 
ulation, and  affords  no  defense  to  this  ac- 
tion. No  man  can  be  judge  in  his  own  case, 
and,  to  justify  defendants  in  refusing  to  per- 
form service,  there  must  be  a  reason  that  the 
court  can  pronounce  sufficient."  In  Com^ 
mercial  Union  Teleg.  Co.  v.  New  England 
Teleph.  d  Teleg.  Co.  61  Vt  241,  6  L.  R.  A. 
161,  17  Atl.  1071,  a  question  arose  as  U> 
compelling  a  telephone  company  to  furnish 
telephone  service.  In  defense  it  was  sought 
to  set  up  a  contract  between  the  Bell  Tele- 
phone Company  and  the  respondent  restrict- 
ing the  right  to  the  use  of  their  instruments, 
but  the  court  held  there  was  no  right  to  dis- 
criminate, and  that  the  restricting  clause 
was  invalid,  and  it  was  said:  "On  grounds 
of  public  policy,  which  controls  all  publio 
carriers,  that  clause  in  the  contract  in  ques- 
tion is  held  void,  so  that  the  license  stands 
precisely  as  if  the  restricting  clause  was  not 
contained  in  it."  The  clause  of  the  contract 
in  this  case,  which  sought  to  restrict  appel- 
lant from  obtaining  news  from  other  sources 
than  from  appellee,  is  an  attempt  at  restric- 
tion upon  the  trade  and  business  among  the 
citizens  of  a  common  country.  Competition 
can  never  be  held  hostile  to  public  interests, 
and  efforts  to  prevent  competition  by  con- 
tract or  otherwise  can  never  be  looked  upon 
with  favor  by  the  courts.  In  People  ex  reU 
MrTlhany  v.  Chicago  Live  Stock  Exchange^ 
170  111.  556,  39  L.  R.  A.  373,  48  N.  E.  1062, 
it  was  said  (page  566,  170  III.,  paee  376.  3» 
L.  R.  A.,  and  page  1066,  48  N.  E.) :  "Ef- 
forts to  prevent  competition,  and  to  restrict 
individual  efforts  and  freedom  of  action  in 
trade  and  commerce,  are  restrictions  hostile 
to  the  public  welfare,  not  consonant  with  the 
spirit  of  our  institutions,  and  in  violation  of 
law."  Section  8  of  article  11  of  the  by-laws 
of  the  appellee  sought  to  prevent  any  member 
of  the  appellee  association  from  furnishing 
its  special  or  other  news  to,  or  receiving  such 
news  from,  any  person  declared  by  it  hostile. 
In  People  ex  rel.  Mcllhany  v.  Chicago  Live^ 
Stock  Exchange,  170  111.  556,  89  L.  R.  A.  373, 
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48  N.  £.  1062,  in  speaking  of  the  power  to 
enact  by-laws,  and  their  effect,  we  said  (page 
570,  170  111.,  page  377,  39  L.  R.  A.,  and  page 
1066,  48  N.  £.) :  ''When  a  corporation  is 
created,  there  goes  with  it  the  power  to  en- 
act by-laws  for  its  government  and  guidance, 
as  well  as  for  the  guidance  and  government 
of  its  members.  This  power  is  necessary  to 
enable  a  corporation  to  acoomDlish  the  pur- 
pose of  its  creation.  But  by-laws  must  be 
reasonable,  and  for  a  corporate  purpose,  and 
always  within  charter  limits.  They  must 
always  be  strictly  subordinate  to  the  Consti- 
tution and  the  general  law  of  tlie  land. 
They  must  not  infringe  the  policy  of  the  state, 
nor'  be  hostile  to  public  welfare.  .  .  . 
Attempts  to  place  restrictions  on  trade  and 
commerce,  and  to  fetter  individual  liberty 
of  action  by  preventing  competition,  are  hos- 
tile to  public  welfare,  and  affect  the  inter- 
ests of  the  people.  Such  attempts  by  a  cor- 
poration are  an  abuse  of  its  corporate  fran- 
chise. Public  policy  requires  that  corpora- 
tions, in  the  exercise  of  powers,  must  be  con- 
fined strictly  within  their  charter  limits, 
and  not  be  permitted  to  exercise  powers  be- 
yond those  expressly  conferred.  The  state 
provides  for  the  creation  of  corporations. 
The  corporation  is  its  creature,  and  must  al- 
wajrs  conform  to  its  policy.  T^is  duty  on. 
the  part  of  corporations,  to  do  no  acts  hos- 
tile to  the  policy  of  the  state,  grows  out  of 
the  fact  that  the  legislature  is  presumed  to 
have  had  in  view  the  public  interest  when  a 
charter  was  granted  to  the  corporation,  and 
no  departure  from  its  charter  purposes  will 
be  allowed  which  would  be  hurtful  to  the 
public."  The  by-law  of  the  appellee  corpor- 
ation, above  referred  to,  is  not  required  for 
corporate  purposes,  nor  included  within  the 

?urposes  of  the  creation  of  that  corporation, 
'o  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  contract  and 
this  by-law  would  enable  the  appellee  to  desig- 
nate the  character  of  the  news  that  should 
be  published,  and,  whether  true  or  false, 
there  could  be  no  check  on  it  by  publishing 
news  from  other  sources.  Appellee  woula 
be  powerful  in  the  creation  of  a  monopoly  in 
its  favor,  and  could  dictate  the  character  of 
news  it  would  furnish,  and  could  prejudice 
the  interests  of  the  public  Such  a  power 
was  never  contemplated  in  its  creation,  and 
is  hostile  to  public  interests.  That  by-law 
tends  to  restrict  competition,  because  it  pre- 
vents its  members  from  purchasing  news  from 
any  other  source  than  from  itself.  It  seeks 
to  exclude  from  publication  by  any  of  its 
memliers  news  procured  from  any  other  cor- 
poration or  source  than  itself,  which  it  de- 
clares antagonistic  to  it.  Its  tendency, 
therefore,  is  to  create  a  monopoly  in  its  own 
favor,  and  to  prevent  its  members  from  pro- 
curing news  from  others  engaged  in  the  same 
character  of  work,  and  such  provision  is  il- 
leprnl  and  void.  Adams  v.  Brenan^  177  111. 
104,  42  L.  R.  A.  718,  52  N.  E.  314.  In  /7oZ- 
den  v.  Alton,  179  111.  318,  63  N.  E.  556,  it 
was  held  that  equity  would  enjoin  the  city 
from  carrying  out  a  contract  for  city  print- 
ing at  the  suit  of  a  taxpayer  who  was  the 
lowest  bidder  on  a  contract,  and  whose  bid 
was  rejected  because  he  did  not  emplov  mem- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


bers  of  a  certain  labor  organization,  and 
could  not  show  the  label  declared  by  the  or- 
dinance making  such  qualification  to  be  es- 
sential, and  it  was  held  that  such  a  combi- 
nation or  agreement  was  in  violation  of  com- 
mou  right,  and  tended  to  create  a  monopoly, 
and  that  could  not  be  tolerated.  To  the 
same  effect  is  Fiahhum  v.  Chicago ,  171  111. 
338,  39  L.  R.  A.  482,  49  N.  £.  532.  The  clear 
effect  of  this  by-law  is  to  create  a  monopoly, 
which  renders  it  void. 

The  provisions  of  the  contract  that  the 
appellant  should  purchase  news  from  no  oth- 
er source,  and  the  restrictive  clause  of  the 
by-law,  are  both  null  and  void,  and  the  con- 
tract is  the  same  as  if  these  provisions  had 
not  been  incorporated  therein.  Rejectinjf 
entirely  these  illegal  provisions,  on  which 
the  right  to  suspend  the  appellant  as  a  mem- 
ber and  to  refuse  to  furnish  it  news  and  in- 
formation gathered  by  the  Associated  Presa 
for  publication  rests,  no  reason  is  presented, 
under  the  pleadings  and  affidavits  in  thia 
case,  why  the  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  ax» 
injunction,  as  prayed  for  in  its  bill.  The 
bill  alleges  that  the  deprivation  of  such  re- 
ports by  the  Associated  Press  would  cause  an 
irreparable  injury  and  damage  to  the  appel- 
lant, which  is  sought  to  be  prevented  by  the 
injunction  prayed  for  in  the  bill.  We  hold 
that  the  circuit  court  of  Cook  county  erred 
in  entering  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill  for 
want  of  equity,  and  the  appellate  court  for 
the  first  district  erred  in  amrroing  the  same. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  for 
the  First  District  and  the  decree  of  the  Oir" 
cuit  Court  of  Cook  County  a/re  each  reversed^ 
and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Cook  county,  with  directions  to  en- 
ter a  decree  as  prayed  for  in  the  bill. 

Rehearing  denied,  April  6,  1900. 


Robert  C.  BOEHM,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

Henry   L.    HERTZ,    Treasurer   of   Illinois,. 
etal, 

(182  111.  1S4.) 

1.  Provisions  of  a  statute  'vrltlcit  re* 
late  to  a  particular  subject  indicated 
in  its  title,  and  which  are  a  part  of  or  inci- 
dent to  it,  or  in  some  reasonable  sense  con- 
nected with  or  auxiliary  to  the  object  In 
view,  must  be  deemed  to  be  within  the  title 
of  the  act. 

2.  Appropriations  of  the  monex  of  tlte 
state  for  the  general  and  other  expenses 
of  a  private  normal  university,  In  considera- 
tion of  the  gratuitous  instruction  of  teachers 
for  the  common  schools,  are  not  an  assump- 
tion of  the  debts  or  liabilities  of  such  corpo- 
ration, or  a  loan  or  extension  of  credit  In  aid 
of  it.  in  Tiolation  of  Const,  art.  4.  {  20,  but 
are  within  the  legislative  discretion  as  to  the 
means  of  carrying  oat  the  provisions  of 
Const,  art.  8,  {  1,  requiring  the  legislature 
to  provide  for  a  system  of  free  schools. 

(October  10.  1809.) 

(Cradg,  J.,  diaaentn.) 


NoTB. — As  to  appropriation  of  public  money 
to  aid  educational  Institution,  see  State  ex  reL 
Garth  v.  Switzler  (Mo.)  40  L.  R.  A.  280. 
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ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Sanga- 
mon County  to  review  a  decree  in  favor 
of  defendants  in  a  proceeding  brought  to  en- 
join the  payment  of  an  appropriation  to  the 
Illinoia  State  Normal  University.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Lewis  F.  Mason,  with  Messrs. 
•Cfrrant  Foreman  and  John  C.  Wilson, 
for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  act  of  June  14, 1897,  violates  S  13,  art. 
4,  of  the  Constitution. 

People  ex  rel,  Oraff  v.  Institution  of 
Protestant  Deaconesses,  71  111.  229;  Binz  v. 
Weber,  81  111.  288;  Potvnn  v.  Johnson,  108 
111.  70;  People  ex  rel.  Meyer  v.  Hazelwood, 
116  111.  327,  6  N.  E.  480;  Dolese  v.  Pierce, 
124  111.  149.  16  N.  E.  218;  Hyde  Park  v. 
Chicago,  124  111.  156,  16  N.  E.  222;  Donners- 
herger  v.  Prendergast,  128  111.  229,  21  N.  E. 
1 ;  People  ex  rel.  Longenecker  v.  Nelson,  133 
111.  575,  27  N.  E.  217 ;  Ritchie  v.  People,  155 
IlL  120,  29  L.  R.  A.  79,  40  N.  E.  464;  Bohel 
T.  People,  173  111.  ib,  60  N.  E.  322;  People 
^ex  rel.  Chittenden  v.  Mellen,  32  111.  181 ; 
Burritt  v.  State  Contract  Comrs.  120  111. 
322,  IIN.E.  180. 

The  act  of  June  14,  1897,  violates  SS  16, 
20,  and  22  of  art.  4. 

The  legislature  can  inake  no  appropria- 
tions out  of  the  state  treasury  to  private 
Agencies,  because  of  public  benefits  flowing 
therefrom. 

St.  Mary's  Industrial  School  for  Boys  v. 
Brovm,  46  Md.  310;  Citizens'  Sav.  d  L.  Asso. 
V.  Topeka,  20  Wall.  666,  22  L.  ed.  456;  Low- 
ell V.  Boston,  HI  Mass.  454,  15  Am.  Rep.-39; 
Curtis  V.  Whipple,  24  Wis.  353,  1  Am.  Rep. 
187. 

That  is  a  public  purpose  from  the  attain- 
ment of  which  will  flow  some  benefit  or  con- 
venience to  the  public,  whether  the  whole 
commonwealth  or  a  circumscribed  commun- 
ity. In  the  latter  case,  however,  the  benefit 
or  convenience  must  be  direct  and  immedi- 
ate from  the  purpose,  and  not  collateral,  re- 
mote, or  consequential. 

Weismer  v.  Douglas,  64  N.  Y.  91,  21  Am. 
Rep.  686;  Gushing  v.  Neu:fhuryport,  10  Met. 
611;  People  ex  rel.  Roman  Catholic  Orphan 
Asylum  Soc.  v.  Brooklyn  Bd.  of  Edu.  13 
Barb.  400;  Allen  v.  Jay,  60  Me.  124,  11  Am. 
Rep.  186;  Gove  y.  Epping,  41  N.  H.  639; 
Crowell  V.  Uopkinton,  45  N.  H.  9;  Tyson  v. 
Halifax  Tvop.  School  Directors,  61  Pa.  9. 

The  board  of  education  of  the  state  of  Ill- 
inois is  a  private  corporation. 

State  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  Qreenehaum,  39  111. 
■618;  State  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  Bakeu>ell,  122  111. 
339,  10  N.  E.  378:  Dartmouth  College  v. 
Woodtoard,  4  V^Tieat.  618,  4  L.  ed.  629;  So- 
ciety for  Propagation  of  Gospel  v.  Vew  Ha- 
ven,  8  Wheat.  404,  6  L.  ed.  662;  Vincennes 
University  v.  Indiana,  14  How.  277,  14  L. 
•ed.  419;  Regents  of  the  University  v.  Wil- 
liams, 0  Gili  &  J.  365,  31  Am.  Dec.  72. 

Section  1  of  article  8  is  violated  by  the 
Act  of  June  14,  1897. 

Powell  V.  Board  of  Education,  97  111.  376, 
37  Am.  Rep.  123;  People  ex  rel.  Mooney  v. 
Hutchinson,  172  111.  486,  40  L.  R.  A.  770,  60 
N.  E.  699. 

Messrs.  Capen  ft  Williams,  C.  A.  Hill, 
-48  L.  R,  A. 


and  B.  D.  Monroe,  with  Mr.  E.  C.  Akin, 

Attorney  General,  for  defendants  in  error: 

The  Constitution  is  a  limitation  upon  the 
powers  of  the  legislature,  and  not  a  grant  of 
power,  and  the  legislature  possesses  every 
power  not  delegated  to  some  other  depart- 
ment or  to  the  Federal  government,  or  not 
denied  to  it  by  the  Constitution  of  tiie  state 
or  United  States. 

Mason  v.  Wait,  5  111.  127 ;  People  v.  Wall, 
88  111.  75;  Harris  v.  Whiteside  County  Su- 
pers. 106  111.  445;  Winch  v.  Tobin,  107  111. 
212;  Bumtt  v.  State  Contract  Comrs.  120 
111.  322,  11  N.  E.  180;  People  ex  rel.  Longe- 
necker V.  Nelson,  133  111.  566,  27  N.  E.  217; 
Hawthorn  v.  People,  109  111.  302,  50  Am. 
Rep.  610;  Gaines  v.  Williams,  146  III.  450, 
34  N.  E.  934;  People  ex  rel.  Bussey  v.  Gaul- 
ter,  149  111.  47,  36  N.  E.  576;  People  ex  rel. 
Woodyatt  v.  Thompson,  156  111.  451,  40  N.  E. 
307. 

The  legislature  of  the  state  has  authority 
to  use  the  powers  and  funds  of  the  state  to 
secure  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
public  highways,  railroads,  canals,  bridges, 
telegraph  lines,  water  and  gas  works, 
schools,  colleges,  and  institutions  of  learn- 
ing. 

Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  S  1114;  Sharpless 
v.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  168,  69  Am.  Dec.  759; 
Prettyinan  v.  Tazewell  County  Supers.  19  111. 
410,  71  Am.  Dec.  230;  Burr  v.  Carhondale, 
76  111.  468;  McLean  County  v.  Humphreys, 
104  111.  383;  Briggs  v.  Johnson  County,  4 
Dill.  163.  Fed.  Caa.  No.  1,872;  Duffy  v.  New 
Orleans,  49  La.  Ann.  114,  21  So.  179;  Sedgw. 
Stat.  &  Const.  L.  p.  409;  Hensley  Tuyp. 
Super.  V.  People  ex  rel.  Bailey,  84  111.  644; 
Stein  V.  Mobile,  24  Ala.  591. 

Contemporaneous  construction  by  the  leg- 
islature, acquiesced  in  by  the  other  depart- 
ments and  by  the  people  for  over  a  quarter 
of  a  century,  is  entitled  to  great  weight  in 
sustaining  the  validity  of  such  construction. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  67,  6th  ed.  pp.  81- 
85;  State  v.  Mayhew,  2  Gill,  487;  Bunn  v. 
People  ex  rel.  Laflin,  45  111.  398 ;  People  ex 
rel.  Lynch  v.  La  Salle  County  Supers.  100 
111.  495 ;  People  ex  rel.  Woodyatt  v.  Thomth 
son,  155  111.  485,  40  N.  E.  307. 

What  is  for  the  public  good,  and  what  are 
public  purposes,  are  questions  the  legislature 
must  decide  upon  its  own  judgment,  which 
as  to  them  cannot  be  controlled  by  the 
courts,  except,  perhaps,  where  its  action  is 
clearly  evasive,  or  where,  under  pretense  of  a 
public  authority  it  has  assumed  to  exercise, 
it  is  unlawful. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  129,  486;  Leavenworth 
County  Comrs.  v.  Miller,  7  Kan.  479,  12  Am. 
Rep.  425;  M'Gullooh  v.  Maryland,  4  Wheat 
316,  4  L.  ed.  679;  Proprietors  of  Charles 
River  Bridge  v.  Proprietors  of  Warren 
Bridge,  11  Pet.  496,  9  L.  ed.  803;  People  ea 
rel.  Blanding  v.  Burr,  13  Cal.  343. 

The  proper  education  of  all  its  citizens 
vitally  concerns  the  permanent  prosperity 
and  public  welfare  of  the  state,  and  the  1^- 
islature  is  the  sole  arbiter  as  to  what  instru- 
mentalities other  than  free  schools  will  best 
carry  out  this  purpose,  except  as  dearly  pro- 
hibited by  the  Constitution. 
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Curryer  ▼.  Merrill,  25  Minn.  1,  33  Am. 
ftep.  450;  2  Kent»  Com.  305;  1  Dill.  Mim. 
Corp.  fi  73. 

PliillipSy  J,,  deliTered  the  opinion  of  the 
-court: 

Plaintiff  in  error  filed  a  bill  in  which  it  ie 
all^;ed  he  is  a  taxpayer,  etc.,  and  that  the 
general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  on 
June  14, 1897,  passed  a  certain  act,  in  which 
it  was  attempted  to  appropriate  moneys  for 
the  ordinary  and  other  expenses  of  the  Illi- 
nois State  Normal  Uniyersity,  alleged  to  be 
a  private  corporation  organized  under  an  act 
-of  the  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois passed  February  18,  1857.  It  is  al- 
l^^ed  that  the  appropriation  is  unlawful  and 
in  contravention  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
«tate,  because  it  would  be  a  misappropria- 
tion of  the  public  funds,  and  a  perversion 
thereof,  to  the  injury  of  the  complainant. 
The  bill  made  defendants  Henry  L.  Hertz, 
AS  state  treasurer,  James  S.  McCulloiu^h,  as 
state  auditor,  and  the  board  of  education  of 
-the  state  of  Hlinois,  and  prayed  for  an  in- 
junction restraining  the  payment  of  any 
money  by  the  board  of  education  attempted 
to  be  appropriated  under  the  act  of  June  14, 
1897.  The  service  on  the  board  of  education 
was  quashed,  and  thereupon  the  complain- 
•ant,  by  his  solicitors,  dismissed  the  bill  as  to 
that  defendant.  The  other  two  defendants 
appeared  and  filed  their  demurrer  to  said 
l)ill  for  want  of  equity,  which  was  sustained, 
«nd  the  bill  dismissed.  The  complainant 
sued  out  this  writ  of  error. 

The  constitutionality  of  an  act  entitled 
""An  Act  to  Make  an  Appropriation  for  the 
Ordinary  and  Other  Expenses  of  the  Illinois 
State  Normal  University  at  Normal,  Illinois, 
and  for  the  Completion  and  Equipment  of  Its 
-Oymnasium  Building,"  approved  June   14, 
1897,  is  presented  on  this  record.     Plaintiff 
in  error  claims  that  the  act  above  mentioned 
violates  that  part  of  I  13  of  article  4  of  the 
O>nstitution  which  provides:     "No  act  here- 
after passed  shall  embrace  more  than  one 
subject,  and  that  shall  be  expressed  in  the 
title.     But  if  any  subject  shall  be  embraced 
in  an  act  which  shall  not  be  expressed  in  the 
title,  such  act  shall  be  void  only   as  to   so 
much  thereof  as  shall  not  be  so  expressed." 
"We  do  not  concur  in  this  view.    The  act  of 
June  14,  18D7,  is  entitled  "An  Act  to  Make 
An  Appropriation  for  the  Ordinary  and  Oth- 
er expenses   of  the  Illinois   State   Normal 
University  at  Normal,  Illinois,  and  for  the 
Completion  and  Equipment  of  Its  Gymnasium 
Building."    The  act  appropriates,  in  addi- 
tion to  one  half  of  the  interest  of  the  college 
fund,  the  sum  of  $28,506.44  per  annum  for 
the  expenses  of  the  board  of  education,  pay- 
ment of  salaries,  etc.,  and  makes  further  ap- 
propriations for  the  completion  of  the  gym- 
nasium building  and  for  the  proper  heating 
.fl.nd  eauipment  of  the  same.    It  is  the  prov- 
ince of  the  legislature  to  determine  the  com- 
Tirehensiveness  of  a  statute,  subject  to  the 
imitations  prescribed  by  the  Constitution. 
^Without  the  restriction  of  the  constitutional 
limitation   above   provided,    the   legislature 
-might  include  In  a  single  act  any  subject 
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which  it  saw  proper  to  prescribe  as  to  duties 
and  provide  as  to  punisnments.  The  limita* 
tion  of  the  above  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion  goes  no  further  than  to  declare  that  no 
matters  are  properly  included  li  the  act 
which  are  not  germane  to  its  title.  Where 
all  the  provisions  of  the  act  relate  to  a  par- 
ticular subject  indicated  in  its  title,  and  are 
a  part  of  or  incident  to  it,  or  in  some  rea- 
sonable sense  connected  with  or  auxiliary  to 
the  object  in  view,  it  cannot  be  held  such 
provisions  are  not  within  the  title  of  the  act. 
It  was  held  in  Ritchie  v.  People,  165  111.  98, 
29  L.  R.  A  79,  40  N.  £.  454  (on  page  120, 
155  111.,  and  pase  461,  40  N.  E.) :  '<All  mat- 
ters are  properly  included  in  the  act  which 
are  germane  to  the  title.  The  Constitution 
is  obeyed  if  all  the  provisions  relate  to  the 
one  subject  indicated  in  the  title,  and  are 
parts  of  it,  or  incident  to  it,  or  reasonably 
connected  with  it,  or  in  some  reasonable 
sense  auxiliary  to  the  object  in  view.  It  is 
not  required  that  the  subject  of  the  bill  shall 
be  specifically  and  exactly  expressed  in  the 
title,  or  that  the  title  should  be  an  index  of 
the  details  of  the  act.  Where  there  is  doubt 
as  to  whether  the  subject  is  clearly  expressed 
in  the  title,  the  doubt  should  be  resolved  in 
favor  of  the  validity  of  the  act."  We  fail 
to  see  wherein  the  subject-matter  of  the  act 
is  not  sufficiently  expressed  in  the  title;  nor 
does  plaintiff  in  error  point  out  any  special 
defect  therein. 

Plaintiff  in  error  contends  that  by  this  en- 
actment I  20  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution 
is  violated,  which  is  as  follows:  "The  state 
shall  never  pay,  assume,  or  become  respon- 
sible for  the  debts  or  liabilities  of,  or  in  any 
manner  five,  loan,  or  extend  its  credit  to  or 
in  aid  of,  any  public  or  other  corporation, 
association,  or  individual."  This  contention 
results  from  the  claim  made  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error  that  the  appropriation  of  money 
made  by  the  act  of  June  14,  1897,  to  the  Illi- 
nois State  Normal  University,  is  violative  of 
the  foregoing  provision  of  the  Constitution, 
inasmuch  as  that  institution,  it  is  insisted, 
is  a  private  corporation.  This  position  of 
plaintiff  in  error  results  from  what  has  been 
said  by  this  court  in  State  Bd,  of  Edu,  v. 
Orcenebaum,  39  III.  610,  where  it  was  held 
that  this  board  of  education  was  an  elee- 
mosynary institution,  founded  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  gratuitous  distribution  of  knowl- 
edge in  regard  to  teaching  and  conducting 
common  schools,  and  erected,  not  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  state,  but  of  individuals;  and 
at  the  time  of  the  opinion  in  that  case  the 
salaries  of  the  instructors  and  other  em- 
ployees were  fixed  by  the  board,  and  no  ap- 
propriation had  then  ever  been  made  from 
the  state  treasury  for  its  maintenance.  By 
an  act  approved  February  18,  1857,  entitled 
"An  Act  for  the  Establishment  and  Mainte- 
nance of  a  Normal  University,"  found  in  the 
Public  Laws  of  Illinois  for  1857,  on  page  298, 
it  is  provided  that  certain  persons  named 
shall  constitute  "the  board  of  education  of 
the  state  of  Illinois,"  having  perpetual  suc- 
cession, etc.  By  S  2  the  superintendent  of 
public  instruction,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  is 
made  a  member  and  the  secretary  of  the 


«78 


Illinois  Suprbmb  Court. 


Ocf.^ 


board,  and  required  to  report  to  the  legis- 
lature, at  its  regular  sessions,  the  condition 
and  the  expenditures  of  the  university.  Sec- 
tion 3  relates  to  the  meetings  of  the  board 
of  education.  Section  4  provides  that  the 
object  of  the  university  shall  be  to  qualify 
teachers  for  the  common  schools  of  this  state, 
by  imparting  instruction  in  the  art  of  teach- 
ing in  all  branches  which  pertain  to  a  com- 
mon-school education,  etc  Section  5  pro- 
vides as  to  the  first  meeting  of  the  board  of 
education,  and  further  provides'  that  they 
**8hall  visit  the  cities,  villages,  and  other 
places  in  the  state  which  may  be  deemed  eli- 
gible, for  the  purpose  to  receive  donations 
and  proposals  for  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  a  normal  university,"  and 
provides,  that  the  board  shall  fix  the  perma- 
nent location  at  the  place  where  the  most 
favorable  inducements  are  offered  for  that 
purpose,  provided  that  such  location  shall 
not  be  difficult  of  access  or  detrimental  to 
the  welfare  or  prosperity  of  the  university. 
Section  6  provides  as  to  the  power  of  the 
board  in  the  appointment  of  a  principal,  lec- 
turers, and  instructors,  and  prescribes  their 
duties,  with  power  of  removal,  and  power  to 
fix  text-books  and  make  regulations  for  man- 
agement, etc.  Section  7  provides  for  gratui- 
tous instruction  for  certain  pupils.  Section 
8  provides  the  interest  of  the  university  and 
seminary  fund,  or  such  part  thereof  as  may 
be  found  necessary,  shall  be  appropriated  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  university.  Section 
10  provides  the  term  of  the  board  of  corpora- 
tors, and  for  the  filling  of  vacancies  by  the 
governor  by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  sen- 
ate. These  are  the  several  provisions  declar- 
atory of  the  purposes  of  the  university,  its 
manner  of  organization,  the  filling  of  va- 
cancies in  the  board  of  corporators,  and  their 
powers,  etc.  Subsequently  an  act  of  the  leg- 
islature was  passed,  February  14,  1861,  en- 
titled "An  Act  to  Refund  the  Interest  on  the 
College  or  University  Fund  and  Appropriate 
the  Same,  for  the  Use  of  the  State  Normal 
University,'*  the  preamble  of  which  recites 
the  act  of  admission  of  the  state  of  Illinois 
into  the  Union,  by  which  a  certain  percent- 
age of  the  proceeds  of  public  lands  lying 
within  this  state  was  set  apart  to  the  state, 
to  be  appropriated  by  the  latter  for  the  en- 
couragement of  learning,  of  which  one-sixth 
part  was  to  be  exclusively  bestowed  upon  a 
college  or  university.  The  act  of  the  legis- 
lature of  1861  then  recites  that  one  sixth 
of  the  per  cent  of  those  proceeds  on  the  1st 
of  January,  1851,  amounted  to  $122,607.54, 
and  interest  thereon  to  January,  1857, 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  $98,956.82;  and  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  intention  of 
Congress  the  legislature  passed  the  act  es- 
tablishing a  normal  university,  and  made  an 
appropriation  of  a  part  of  said  sum  so  held 
under  the  act  of  admission,  or  rather  the  in- 
terest thereon,  payable  to  this  board  of  edu- 
cation for  the  use  of  the  normal  university, 
etc.  Section  3  of  the  act  of  1861  provides 
that  this  corporation  shall  have  no  power  to 
sell  or  convey  any  part  of  the  property  ac- 
quired since  the  passage  of  the  act  incorpo- 
rating it,  nor  to  create  any  liability  against 
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the  state,  without  the  express  sanction  of  th» 
legislature.  Section  4  provides  that  eaclw 
county  shall  be  entitled  to  gratuitous  ia* 
struction  in  the  university  of  two  pupils,  in- 
stead of  one,  as  provided  in  the  original  act. 
Shortly  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
1801,  above  mentioned,  a  contract  for  thfr 
construction  of  certain  buildings  was  entered 
into  in  vrriting  by  the  board  of  educatioi^ 
above  mention^,  through  its  building  com- 
mittee, and,  by  reason  of  default  in  payment 
of  the  amount  to  be  paid  the  contractors,  a 
petition  for  a  mechanic's  lien  was  filed,  and 
under  the  legislation  had  prior  to  the  enter- 
ing into  of  such  contracts,  to  wit,  prior  to 
the  3d  day  of  March,  1860,  it  was  held  that 
this  university  was  an  eleemosynary  institu- 
tion, founded  for  the  purpose  of  the  gratui- 
tous distribution  of  knowledge  in  the  art  of 
teaching  and  conducting  common  schools^ 
and  erected,  not  at  the  expense  of  the  state^ 
but  of  individuals,  and  it  was  held  that  this- 
corporation  was -liable  to  be  sued  and  was  a 
private  corporation.  State  Bd.  of  Edu.  v. 
Oreenehaum,  39  111.  610. 

On  February  25,  1858,  Edwin  W.  Bake- 
well  and  Julia  A.  Bakewell,  his  wife,  who 
joined  in  the  deed  for  the  purpose  of  relin- 
quishing her  inchoate  right  of  dower,  con- 
veyed to  the  board  of  education  of  the  state- 
of  Illinois  40  acres  of  land  immediately  ad- 
joining the  university  grounds.  The  onlr 
condition  named  in  the  deed  was  the  follow- 
ing: "Provided,  the  Normal  University,  un- 
der the  control  of  the  said  board  of  educa- 
tion of  the  state  of  Illinois,  shall  forever  re- 
main where  now  located."  On  February  9. 
1860,  the  said  Edwin  W.  Bakewell  and^hi* 
wife  united  in  another  deed  to  the  said  board 
of  education  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  which, 
after  reciting  the  execution  of  the  former 
deed  and  the  condition  therein,  contained  the 
following:  "And  whereas,  the  said  Edwin 
W.  Bakewell  and  Julia  A.  Bakewell,  hi:?- 
wife,  are  willing  and  anxious  to  vacate  and 
annul  said  condition  to  said  deed,  and  to 
make  the  title  of  the  said  board  of  education 
of  the  state  of  Illinois  to  the  said  land  con- 
veyed by  said  deed  become  and  be  absolute 
in  fee  simple:  Inow,  therefore,  this  inden- 
ture, made  and  entered  into  this  9th  day  oT 
February,  1860,  by  and  between  the  said  Ed- 
win W.  Bakewell  and  Julia  A.  Bakewell,  hia 
wife,  and  the  said  board  of  education  of  the 
state  of  Illinois,  witnesseth  that  they  convey 
a  full  and  complete  and  unconditional  title 
in  fee  simple  in  and  to  the  said  40  acres." 
After  the  above  enactments,  and  after  the- 
execution  of  these  two  deeds,  on  February 
28,  1867,  the  general  assembly  passed  an  act 
entitled  "An  Act  Concerning  the  Board  of 
Education  and  the  Illinois  Natural  History 
Society,"  S§  1  and  2  of  which  are  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1.  The  State  Normal  University,  es- 
tablished by  an  act  approved  February  18, 
1857,  is  hereby  declared  a  state  institution^ 
and  the  property,  real,  personal,  and  mixed» 
in  the  hands  and  standing  in  tne  name  of  the 
board  of  education  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  is- 
the  property  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  and  is- 
by  said  board  held  in  trust  for  the  state. 

"Sec.  2.  Said  board  of  education  is  hereby 
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authorized  to  seii  and  dispose  of  the  outlands 
and  lots  standing  in  the  name  of  said  board, 
lying  in  the  counties  of  Jackson,  Woodford, 
and  McLean,  except  the  site  of  the  normal 
university,  and  the  farm  of  100  acres,  more 
or  less,  in  its  immediate  vicinity,  and  to  ap- 
propriate the  proceeds  thereof  towards  the 
payment  of  the  appropriations  hereinafter 
named." 

While  this  had  been  the  precedent  legisla- 
tion with  reference  to  this  university,  the 
general  assembly,  by  a  joint  resolution 
passed  in  1883,  directed  the  state  board  of 
education  to  convey  the  above-mentioned  40 
acres  of  land  to  Julia  A.  Bakewell.  The 
board  of  education  refusing  to  comply  with 
that  direction,  the  general  assembly  in  1885, 
by  a  joint  resolution,  declared  the  title  to  the 
40  acres  of  lana  mentioned  in  the  deed  of 
Julia  A.  BaKewell  and  her  husband  to  be  and 
was  vested  in  Julia  A.  Bakewell.  Her  de- 
mand for  the  possession  of  that  land  was  re- 
fused by  the  board ;  whereupon  she  filed  a 
petition  in  the  circuit  court  of  McLean  coun- 
ty for  a  writ  of  mandamus  commanding  the 
board  of  education  of  the  state  of  Illinois  to 
execute  to  her  a  deed  to  the  40  acres  of  land, 
which,  on  hearing  before  the  court  without  a 
jury,  resulted  in  the  awarding  of  the  writ, 
and  the  board  of  education  appealed  to  this 
court.  On  that  appeal  two  questions  were 
presented,  viz.:  Whether  the  legislature 
had  the  constitutional  power  to  order  the 
conveyance  of  this  40  acres  of  land  to  be 
made  to  Julia  A.  Bakewell;  and,  if  so 
whether  it  could  exercise  such  power  by  joint 
resolution.  This  court,  in  the  discussion  of 
the  first  branch  of  the  case  held  in  accord- 
ance with  what  had  been  previously  held  in 
State  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  Oreenehaum,  39  111.  610, 
that  this  corporation  was  a  private  elee- 
mosynary corporation,  which  was  not  to  be 
deprived  of  its  property  by  the  above-mem- 
tioned  joint  resolutions  of  the  legislature, 
and  declined  to  pass  upon  the  question 
whether  the  legislature  could  exercise  the 
power  of  making  the  grant  by  a  joint  resolu- 
tion. This  is  the  effect  of  the  opinion  in 
State  Bd.  of  Edu,  v.  Bakewell,  122  111.  330, 
10  N.  E.  378. 

Under  this  legislation  with  reference  to 
this  university  the  members  of  the  board  of 
education  are  appointed  by  the  governor, 
with  the  exception  of  the  superintendent  of 
public  instruction,  who  is  made  one  of  its 
members,  with  special  duties,  and  who  is  re- 
quired to  make  biennial  reports  to  the  leg- 
islature. The  object  of  the  institution  is  to 
qualify  teachers  for  the  common  schools  of 
this  state.  Each  county  is  entitled  to  gratu- 
itous instruction  of  a  certain  number  of  pu- 
pils, and  it  is  contemplated  that  each  student 
shall  agree  to  teach  in  the  public  schools  of 
the  state  a  certain  period  of  time.  The 
board  of  education  is  compelled  to  present  to 
the  governor  a  full  statement  of  expendi- 
tures, with  vouchers,  which  must  be  ap- 
proved by  him  before  the  next  quarter's  ap- 
propriation can  be  drawn  from  the  state 
treasury  or  an  order  therefor  gpiven  by  the 
state  auditor. 

Normal  schools  are  public  institutions, 
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which  the  state  has  the  right  to  establish 
and  maintain.  The  purpose  of  their  estab- 
lishment is  to  advance  the  public-school  sys- 
tem, and  create  a  body  of  teachers  better 
qualified  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
policy  of  the  state  with  reference  to  free 
schools,  and  provide  for  a  more  thorough  and 
efficient  system  of  the  schools,  whereby  all 
the  children  of  this  state  may  receive  a  good 
common-school  education.  They  are  the 
legitimate  offspring  of  the  school  law  en- 
tering into  our  plan  of  education,  whereby 
teachers  may  be  taught  how  best  and  most 
effectively  to  discharge  their  duties.  Burr 
V.  Carhondale,  76  III.  465.  By  §  1  of  article 
8  of  the  Constitution  it  is  provided:  'The 
general  assembly  shall  provide  a  thorough 
and  efficient  system  of  free  schools,  whereby 
all  children  of  this  state  may  receive  a 
good  common-school  education.''  In  com- 
plying with  this  mandatory  provision, 
the  state  has  the  right  to  select  ite  own 
ag:encies  or  instrumentelities  for  the  accom- 
plishment of  the  purpose.  To  carry  out  this 
provision  of  the  Constitution,  there  must  be 
necessary  expenditures  of  public  moneys, 
resting  upon  considerations  of  the  policy  of 
the  stete  with  reference  to  the  manner  of 
compliance  witn  this  constitutional  provi- 
sion. Where  a  mandatory  duty  is  imposed 
by  the  Constitution  on  the  legislature  of  the 
stete,  without  restriction  as  to  methods,  the 
policy  of  the  stete  may  be  determined  by  the 
legislature  only,  and  ite  action  must  be  re- 
garded as  conclusive  as  to  the  stete  policy. 
Normal  schools  being  a  recognized  method 
of  advancing  the  intereste  of  the  public- 
school  system,  which  is  mandatorily  required 
of  the  general  assembly  to  be  provided  for, 
the  legislature, having  the  power  to  prescribe 
the  policy  of  the  stete  with  reference  to  such 
normal  schools,  had  the  power,  before  the 
present  Constitution  as  well  as  since,  to  pro- 
vide by  legislation  that  donations  might  be 
offered  and  teken  into  consideration  in  de- 
termining the  place  where  certein  institu- 
tions that  are  in  their  nature  of  a  public 
character  should  be  located.  This  was  done 
under  the  act  esteblishing  the  Stete  Normal 
University,  under  the  Constitution  of  1848, 
and  has  in  more  recent  times  been  acted  on 
by  the  legislature  in  the  location  of  the 
Southern,  Northern,  and  Eastern  Normal 
Schools  and  the  Soldiers'  Home.  Because 
such  donations  have  been  made  with  refer- 
ence to  the  last  four  named  institutions,  they 
are  not  deprived  of  their  public  character. 
The  normal  university  was  authorized  to  re- 
ceive donations  by  ite  act  of  incorporation, 
ite  powers  and  duties,  to  a  certein  extent, 
being  prescribed  in  that  act;  and  the  exten- 
sion of  stete  aid  by  the  appropriation  of  in- 
terest on  the  college  or  university  fund,  and 
by  the  requirement  that  the  school  shall  give 
gratuitous  education  to  certein  scholars  of 
different  coimties  of  the  stete,  waa  the  adop- 
tion of  a  means  to  advance  education  in  the 
common  schools. 

The  Constitution  is  merely  a  limitetion 
upon  the  power  of  the  legislature,  which  may 
do  anything  not  forbidden  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  Constitution  or  by  necessary  im- 
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plication.  The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
adopt  such  agencies  as  it  may  deem  proper 
to  carry  out  the  state  policy  would  author- 
ize it  to  proTide  for  the  education  of  teach- 
ers for  the  common  schools,  and  this  private 
corporation,  created  before  the  adoption  of 
the  present  Constitution,  benefited  and  aided 
by  the  legislation  of  the  state  by  reason  of  its 
receipt  of  the  interest  on  the  college  and  uni- 
versity fund  provided  for  by  the  act  of  ad- 
mission of  the  state  of  Illinois  into  the 
Union,  was  an  agency  of  the  state,  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  common  schools,  when  the  pres- 
ent Constitution  was  adopted,  which  in- 
cluded the  provision  of  S  20  of  article  4,  that 
the  state  shall  never  pay,  assume,  or  become 
responsible  for,  or  loan  or  extend  its  credit 
to,  any  public  or  other  corporation.  That 
provision  of  the  Constitution  does  not,  by 
express  terms  or  by  necessary  implication, 
prevent  the  state  from  using  such  agencies 
for  the  advancement  of  pubUc-school  educa- 
tion that  may  be  deemed  proper  under  the 
policy  of  the  state,  which  is  exclusively  left 
to  be  determined  by  the  legislature,  under 
the  provisions  of  S  1  of  article  8,  which  nec- 
essarily require  the  expenditures  of  public 
moneys.  It  is  a  principle  of  construction  of 
a  Constitution  that  it  is  proper  to  take  into 
coneideration  the  uniform,  continued,  and 
contemporaneous  construction  given  by  the 
legislature,  and  generally  recognized,  as  to 
its  meaning  or  intention,  and  such  contem- 
poraneous construction  affords  a  strong  pre- 
sumption that  it  rightly  interprets  the  mean- 
ing and  intention.  Bunn  v.  People  em  rel, 
LafUn,  45  111.  397;  People  ew  rel.  Lynch  ▼. 
'  La  Salle  County  Supers.  100  111.  495;  Peo- 
ple em  rel.  Woodyati  v.  Thompson,  156  111. 
451,  40  N.  E.  307 ;  State  v.  Mayhew,  2  Gill, 
487 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  82. 

After  the  act  of  1807,  appropriations  were 
made  form  the  state  treasury  for  the  erection 
of  buildings  and  the  purchase  of  apparatus 
and  appliances  for  this  institution.  At  the 
first  session  of  the  legislature  after  the  adop- 


tion of  the  present  Constitution  of  this  stsis, 
and  at  almost  every  session  since  that  time» 
the  legislature  has  passed  appropriation 
bills,  which  have  received  the  approval  of 
the  governor.  Both  the  legislative  and  ex- 
ecutive branches  of  the  government  have 
adopted  a  contemporaneous  constmetioa  of 
the  instrument,  to  the  effect  that  this  pri- 
vate corporation,  authorized-  to  receive  do- 
nations from  individuals  for  the  purpose  of 
advancing  education,  was  a  state  agency  for 
the  instruction  of  teachers  to  be  employed  in 
public  schools,  which  necessarily  required  ex- 
penditures of  public  money  under  an  appro- 
priation by  the  l^slature,  to  be  paid  on  war- 
rants of  the  auditor  drawn  on  the  state 
treasury.  Such  expenditures,  in  considera- 
tion of  benefits  received  by  the  state  in  the 
gratuitous  instruction  of  teachers,  could  as 
properly  be  paid  by  the  state  to  this  private 
corporation  as  the  appropriations  made  for 
the  support  of  the  Southern  or  the  Northern 
or  the  Eastern  IlliiuHS  Normal  schools,  as 
the  expenditures  in  each  case  are  for  one  and 
the  same  end,  and  such  appropriations^  are 
not  an  assumption  of  the  debits  or  liabilities 
of  the  institution,  nor  a  loan  or  extension  of 
credit  in  aid  of  this  corporation. 

Counsel  for  defendants  in  error  present 
the  question  that  this  bill  was  obnoxious  to 
a  demurrer,  for  the  reason  that  the  bill  did 
not  make  proper  parties  defendant  those 
who  were  directly  affected  by  the  decree  to 
be  rendered.  Under  the  view  we  take  of  this 
case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  extend  this  opinion 
by  discussing  this  question,  as  what  has  been 
said  disposes  of  the  case. 

Ttie  decree  of  the  Cirouit  Court  of  Sanga- 
mon County  is  affirmed. 

CraiK»  J*>  dissenting: 

In  my  judgment,  this  opinion  overrules 
State  Bd.  of  Bdu.  v.  BakeweU,  122  111.  339, 
10  N.  E.  378,  and  for  that  reason  I  cannot 
indorse  the  doctrine  of  the  opinion. 
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1.     The  interest  of  a  learatee  in  a  lev- 

aoT  to  which  he  is  entitled  only  on  condi- 
tion that  he  be  declared  by  the  executor  to  be 
a  reformed  man  at  the  expiration  of  a  cer- 
tain period  Is  not  vested  until  such  decision 
Is  made. 

NoTK. — For  condition  of  legracy,  the  breach 
Q<  which  will  prevent  Its  vesting,  see  Phillips 
V.  Fergereon  (Va.)  1  L.  R.  A.  837 ;  Conger  v. 
Lowe  (Ind.)  9  L.  R.  A.  165,  and  note;  Bullard 
V.  Shirley  (Mass.)  12  L.  R.  A.  110;  and  Con- 
gregational Church  Bldg.  Soc.  v.  Everltt  (Md.) 
86  L.  R.  A.  693. 
48L.R.  A. 


2.  A.  condttton  in  a  lesaer»  tbat  tlte 
learatee'*  rtarlit  thereto  shall  depend 
upon  the  deetaion  of  the  executors  at  the 
end  of  a  certain  time  that  he  Is  a  reformed 
man,  is  not  void  for  uncertainty,  and  such 
decision  is  a  condition  precedent  to  his  right 
to  the  legacy. 

(March  27,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Ck>urt  for  Kent 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  claimant  in  a  proceeding  to  compel  de- 
fendants as  executors  of  the  will  of  Mary  C 
Jones,  deceased,  to  pay  an  all^;ed  legacy  to 
claimant    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Walker  ft  Fitsjgerald,  for 
plaintiffs  in  error: 

The  intention  of  the  testatrix  is  clear  and 
should  be  given  effect,  unless  some  positive 
rule  of  law  prevents. 
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The  condition  is  not  indefinite  nor  inoper- 
ative. 

Rit^hmore  ▼.  Rtuhmore,  35  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
845,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  776 ;  Caasem  v.  Kennedy, 
147  111.  660,  35  N.  E.  738;  West  v.  Moore,  37 
Miss.  114;  Den  ex  dem,  Dlean  ▼.  Messenger, 
33  N.  J.  L.  499;  Stark  v.  Conde,  100  Wis. 
633,  76  N.  W.  600;  Wynne  v.  Wynne,  2 
Mann.  &  0.  8. 

Almon  L.  Markham's  legacy  is  contingent, 
and  not  vested. 

2  Jarman,  Wills,  p.  456;  29  Am.  &  Eng. 
£nc.  Law,  p.  456,  note  2;  Theobald,  Wills, 
2d  ed.  411;  2  Wms.  Exrs.  p.  520;  Hawkins, 
Wills,  pp.  222,  224;  2  Redf.  Wills,  p.  661; 
Scoit  V.  West,  63  Wis.  529,  24  N.  W.  161,  25 
N.  W.  8;  Webster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366,  57 
Am.  Rep.  278,  28  N.  W.  353;  Willett  v.  But- 
ter, 84  Ky.  317,  1  S.  W.  640;  Btark  v.  Oonde, 
100  Wis.  633,  76  N.  W.  600. 

The  happening  of  the  event— showing  him- 
self to  be  reformed — ^was  "the  motive"  and 
**of  the  essence  of  the  bequest." 

29  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  p.  457;  2  Jar- 
man,  Wills,  p.  456. 

The  postponement  of  the  payment  of  the 
legacy  is  upon  the  happening  of  an  event  of 
such  a  nature  that  it  is  to  be  presumed  that 
testatrix  meant  to  make  no  gift  unless  the 
event  happened,  and  it  is  therefore  contin- 
gent. 

Loder  ▼.  Hatfield,  71  N.  Y.  98. 

The  legacy  is  contingent  and  in  legal  ef- 
fect conditional. 

Theobald,  Wills,  pp.  400,  263;  2  Jarman, 
Wills,  p.  509,  note  3,  511;  Tilley  v.  King, 
109  N.  C.  461, 13  S.  E.  936 ;  Johnson  v.  War- 
ren, 74  IGch.  491,  42  N.  W.  74;  Carper  v. 
CrowL  149  111.  465,  36  N.  E.  1040. 

If  the  condition  is  absolutely  void  because 
of  ambiguity  and  uncertainty,  it  is  still  a 
condition  precedent;  and  if  the  condition 
precedent  is  impossible  of  performance,  the 
bequest  is  void  also. 

Starh  ▼.  Conde,  100  Wis.  633,  76  N.  W. 
600;  2  Jarman,  Wills,  pp.  524,  625. 

Messrs.  Irfsmbard  ft  McAllister,  for  de- 
fendant in  error : 

The  language  in  the  first  paragraph  of  the 
will  constitutes  an  absolute  and  vested  leg- 
acy. 

Where  there  is  a  clear  gift,  distinct  from 
a  direction  to  pay  when  the  legatee  attains 
a  given  age,  the  direction  to  pay  will  not 
postpone  the  vesting  of  the  gift,  it  being  con- 
sidered dehitum  in  prcssenti,  solvendum  in 
futuro, 

29  Am,  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  454;  Theo- 
bald, Wills,  2d  ed.  410;  1  Jarman,  Wills, 
5th  ed.  837 ;  Jones  v.  Habersham,  107  U.  S. 
177,  27  L.  ed.  402,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  336; 
Higgins  v.  Waller,  67  Ala.  400;  Young  v. 
McKinnie,  5  Fla.  542;  Wardell  v.  Hale,  161 
Mass.  390,  37  N.  E.  196;  Hathaway  v.  Leary, 
55  N.  C.  (2  Jones  Eq.)  264;  Snow  v.  Snow, 
49  Me,  164;  Re  Mahan,  98  N.  Y.  372;  Ver- 
rill  V.  Weymouth,  68  Me.  318;  Buhsnell  v. 
Carpenter,  92  N.  Y.  273;  Loder  v.  Hatfield, 
71  N.  Y.  92;  Rathbone  v.  Dyckman,  3  Paige, 
lO;Wood  y.Cone,7.  Feiige,47l;BoiDman's  Ap- 
peal, 34  Pa.  19;  McClure's  Appeal,  72  Pa. 
414 ;  Bayard  v.  Atkins,  10  Pa,  18;  Schwartz's 
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Appeal,  119  Pa.  837,  13  Atl.  212;  Lighiner 
V.  Lightner,  127  Pa.  468,  17  AU.  986;  Mch 
goffin  V.  Pat  ton,  4  Rawle,  113;  Brown  v. 
Brown,  44  N.  H.  281;  Nelson  v.  Pom^oy, 
64  Conn.  257,  29  AU.  534;  Famam  v.  Fam- 
am,  53  Conn.  281,  2  AU.  326,  5  AU.  682; 
Colt  V.  Hubbard,  33  Conn.  285;  Blackburn 
V.  Hawkins,  6  Ark.  58;  Shattuck  v.  Stedman, 

2  Pick.  468;  Fumess  v.  Fox,  1  Gush.  134,  48 
Am.  Dec.  593;  Warren  v.  Hembree,  8  Or. 
123;  Oreen  v.  Green,  86  N.  C.  546;  Perry  ▼. 
Rhodes,  6  N.  C.  (2  Murph.)  140;  Caldwell 
V.  Kinkead,!  B.  Mon.  231;  Soofield  v.  Oloott, 
120  111,  363,  11  N,  E.  351;  Hancock  v.  Titus, 
39  Miss.  224;  Lowe  v.  Bamett,  38  Miss.  329; 
Tucker  v.  Ball,  1  Barb.  94;  Kearney  v.  Kear^ 
ney,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  59;  Dyson  v.  Repp,  29  Ind* 
482. 

The  only  difficulty  in  such  cases  is  to  de> 
termine  whether  it  is  a  substantive  gift  and 
a  direction  to  pay,  or  whether  the  only  gift 
is  in  Uie  direction  to  pay. 

29  ^m.  &  Eng.  Ji:nc.  Law,  455,  456;  Theo- 
bald, Wills,  2d  ed.  410;  Atmore  v.  Walker, 
46  Fed.  Rep.  429 ;  Van  Camp  v.  Fowler,  59 
Hun,  311,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  1 ;  Bushnell  v.  Car- 
penter, 92  N.  Y.  270;  Goebel  v.  Wolf,  113  IT.. 
Y.  405,  21  N.  E,  388;  McClure's  Appeal,  72" 
Pa.  414;  Schwartz's  Appeal,  119  Pa.  337,  13: 
AU.  212;  J^'os^er  v.  Holland,  56  Ala.  474; 
Fumess  v.  Fox,  1  Cush.  134,  48  Am.  Dec. 
593;  ScofieJd  ▼.  Olcott,  120  lU.  363,  UN. 
E.  351. 

If  futurity  is  andexed  to  the  substance  of 
the  gift,  the  vesting  is  suspended ;  but  if  it 
appears  to  relate  to  the  time  of  payment 
only,  the  legacy  vests  instanter. 

Bushnell  v.  Carpenter,  92  N.  Y.  270;  Fi«r- 
ness  V.  Fox,  1  Cush.  134,  48  Am.  Dec,  593; 

3  Wooddeson.  512;  Godolphin,  part  3,  chap. 
17,  S  11;  1  Roper,  Legacies,  chap,  10,  g  2; 
Toms  V,  Williams,  41  Mich.  552,  2  N.  W. 
814;  Calkins  v.  Smith,  41  Mich.  409,  1  N.  W. 
1048. 

The  estates  in  wills,  in  the  absence  of  any 
expressed  provision  to  the  contrary,  are  to 
take  effect  or  become  vested  at  the  testator's 
death. 

McCarty  v.  Fish,  87  Mich.  48,  49  N.  W. 
513;  Rivenett  v.  Bourquin,  53  Mich.  10,  18 
N.  W.  537;  Letchwo^rth's  Appeal,  30  Pa.  175; 
Johnson  v.  Ballou,  28  Mich.  392. 

The  provision  contained  in  the  will  is  a 
mere  discretionary  power  g^ven  to  the  exec- 
utors, to  be  exercised  by  them  at  the  end  of 
two  years,  and  for  them  to  determine  wheth- 
er they  shall  pay  the  legacy  or  not. 

The  clause  in  this  will  relating  to  the  time 
of  payment  is  not  a  condition,  but  a  power. 

Perrin  v.  Lepper,  72  Mich.  454,  40  N.  W. 
859. 

Even  if  the  provision  in  the  will  consti- 
tutes a  condition  subsequent^  it  is  absolutely 
of  no  force  or  effect  for  the  reason  that  there 
is  no  gift  over  for  breach  of  the  condition. 

Beach,  Wills,  p.  420 ;  Crawford  v.  Thomp- 
son, 91  Ind.  266,  46  Am.  Rep.  698;  Hough's 
Estate,  13  Phila.  279;  Bostick  v.  Blades, 
59  Md.  231,  43  Am.  Rep.  548;  Binnerm<in  v. 
Weaver,  8  Md.  617 ;  M'llvaine  v.  Qethen,  3 
Whart.  575;  Hoopes  v.  Dundas,  10  Pa.  75; 
Shackelford  v.  Hall,  19  111.  212;  Parsons  ▼. 
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WinsIoiD,  6  Mass.  169,  4  Am.  Dec.  107 ;  2 
Jarman,  Wills,  59 ;  29  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law, 
p.  483;  Rock  River  Paper  Mill  Co,  v.  Fisk, 

47  Mich.  220,  10  N.  W.  344. 

Even  granting  that  the  provision  is  a  oon- 
dition  of  any  character,  it  is  so  vague,  in- 
definite, and  uncertain  that  it  is  of  no  force 
or  effect  whatever. 

Hooker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  testatrix,  Mary  C.  Jones,  left  a  will 
containing  the  following  provisions:  "(1) 
To  Almon  L,  Markham,  the  son  of  my  daugh- 
ter, Julia  J.  Markham,  deceased,  I  give  and 
bequeath  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars 
($500),  to  be  paid  to  him  at  the  expiration 
of  two  years  from  the  date  of  my  demise ;  pro- 
vided, that  he  shall  be  deemed  a  reformed 
man,  in  the  judgment  of  the  executors  of  this 
will.  (2)  To  my  granddaughter,  Mary 
Maud  Markham,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  sum 
of  five  hundred  dollars  ($500) ,  not  to  be  paid 
to  her  until  she  has  attained  the  age  of 
twenty  (20)  years,  unless  it  be  necessary,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  executors,  and  then  not  to 
exceed  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars ($150)  ;  the  balance  to  be  paid  at  the 
time  specified  above,  if  any  disbursement  is 
made.  (3)  In  the  event  of  the  demise  of 
either  or  both  of  the  aforementioned  nersons 
before  the  time  for  the  payment  of  tne  sev- 
eral amounts  due  them,,  then  I  direct  that 
their  shares  shall  revert  to  the  Society  of 
Women's  Christian  Temperance  Union,  to  be 
paid  to  the  Union  of  Unions  of  the  City  of 
Grand  Hapids,  and  to  be  by  them  used  for 
the  advancement  of  the  temperance  work, 
without  reservation."  Several  other  be- 
quests followed,  and  then  the  following: 
*US)  And  all  the  balance  of  my  estate,  both 
personal  and  real,  or  which  may  accrue  or 
of  which  I  may  be  possessed  of  at  the  time  of 
my  decease,  I  do  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
son,  William  Uoyle  Jones.  It  is  my  request 
that  the  estate  be  settled  up  within  three 
(3)  years  after  my  demise.  1  also  give  the 
executors  the  privilege  of  disposing  of  any 
or  all  of  the  estate  at  public  or  private  sale, 
as  they  may  deem  best  for  the  interests  of 
the  estate.  I  hereby  appoint  Silas  L.  Huf- 
ford,  of  Walker,  and  William  Hoyle  Jones, 
both  of  the  state  of  Michigan,  executors  of 
this,  my  will."  The  will  was  duly  probated, 
and  the  persons  named  as  executors  accepted 
the  trust  and  qualified.  The  inventory  of 
the  estate  bears  date  May  20,  1892.  In  Oc- 
tober, 1898,  Almon  L.  Markham  filed  a  pe- 
tition in  the  probate  court,  praying  an  or- 
der that  the  executors  pay  him  his  legacy. 
This  was  followed  by  an  amended  petition. 
Upon  a  hearing  the  probate  court  denied  the 
relief,  and  the  cause  was  tried  in  the  circuit 
court  upon  appeal.  The  findings  of  fact  and 
law  disclose,  among  other  things,  that  on 
January  18,  1896,  Almon  L.  Markham  filed 
in  probate  court  a  petition  alleging  the  will 
and  its  admission  to  probate,  and  that  more 
than  two  years  had  expired,  and  that  he  was 
a  reformed  man,  and  was  entitled  to  his  leg- 
acy. It  prayed  that  the  executors  be  cit«l 
to  show  cause  why  they  had  not  paid  tiie  leg- 
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acy,  and,  in  case  of  their  failure  to  do  so, 
that  they  be  discharged  from  their  ofiice,  and 
petitioner  be  authorized  to  bring  an  action 
upon  their  bond  in  the  circuit  court  A  hear- 
ing was  had,  and  it  was  held  that  the  peti- 
tioner was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed. 
No  appeal  was  taken,  and  such  order  stands 
unreversed.  In  the  present  proceeding  the 
circuit  court  failed  to  pass  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  petitioner's  reformation,  and  in  the 
finding  of  law  held  that  petitioner  took  a 
vested  legacy,  and  that  the  conditions  at- 
tached were  indefinite,  uncertain,  and  void. 
It  was  also  found  that  petitioner  was  en- 
titled to  his  legacy,  with  interest  at  6  per 
cent  from  iviay  11,  1896,  and  costs,  all  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  estate  by  the  executors.  The 
defendants  have  appealed.  They  claim  (1) 
that  the  legacy  was  not  a  vested  one;  (2) 
that,  regardless  of  that  question,  the  condi- 
tion was  a  valid  condition  precedent;  (3) 
that  the  claim  is  barred  by  the  former  ad- 
judication in  the  probate  court. 

The  intention  of  the  testatrix,  if  it  can  be 
ascertained,  must  settle  the  construction  to 
be  placed  upon  this  bequest.  The  section,  con- 
sidered by  itself,  would,  in  our  opinion,  im- 
press the  average  mind  as  not  ambiguous, 
and  would  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  if, 
at  the  expiration  of  two  years  from  the  de- 
mise of  the  testatrix,  the  executors  should 
deem  the  petitioner  a  reformed  man,  they 
should  pay  him  $500  from  the  estate ;  other- 
wise, not.  Very  few  would  understand  from 
this  language  that,  if  not  deemed  to  be  re- 
formed, he  should  still  receive  the  bequest  at 
a  later  date,  and  that  distant  but  a  year.  "A 
conditional  legacy  is  defined  to  be  a  bequest 
whose  existence  depends  upon  the  happening 
or  not  happening  of  some  uncertain  event,  by 
which  it  is  either  to  take  place  or  to  be  de- 
feated. No  precise  form  of  words  is  neces- 
sary in  order  to  create  a  condition  in  wills, 
but,  whenever  it  clearly  appears  that  it  was 
the  testator's  intent  to  make  a  condition, 
that  intent  shall  be  carried  into  effect."  2 
Wms.  Exrs.  p.  658,  and  cases  cited.  We  are 
satisfied  that  the  intention  of  the  testatrix 
was  that  her  grandson  should  not  have  this 
money  unless  within  two  years  after  her 
death  he  should  change  his  course  of  conduct, 
and  she  selected  persons  in  whom  she  had 
confidence  to  determine  the  question  at  the 
proper  time.  It  was  left  to  their  judjrnienl, 
and  the  inference  is  that  they  knew  the  pe- 
tilioner's  faults.  Unless  at  that  time  the 
executors  should  determine  that  he  was  a 
reformed  man,  the  provision  would  be  in- 
operative. It  was  unnecessary  for  her  to 
make  a  record  of  petitioner's  faults.  It  was 
a  valid  condition  to  require  the  reforirt  of 
bad  habits.  Diiatan  v.  Duatan,  1  Paige,  509 ; 
Wchster  v.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366,  57  Am.  Rep. 
278,  28  N.  W.  353.  A  condition  which  in- 
volves anything  in  the  nature  of  considera- 
tion is,  in  general,  a  condition  preceileni. 
Theobald,  Wills,  263.  In  Finlay  v.  King,  3 
Pet.  346,  7  L.  ed.  701,  CJhief  Justice  Marshall 
said :  ''It  is  certainly  well  settled  that  tliere 
are  no  technical  appropriate  words  which 
always  determine  whether  a  devise  be  on  a 
condition    precedent    or    subsequent.    The 


aooo. 


Be  J0MB8. 


683 


rsame  words  have  been  determined  dilTerent- 
1/,  and  the  question  is  always  a  ques^tion  of 
intention.  If  the  language  of  tlie  particu- 
'lar  clause  or  of  the  whole  will  shows  that 
the  act  upon  which  the  estate  depends  must 
be  performed  before  the  estate  can  vest,  the 
•<x)ndition,  of  course,  is  precedent;  and  unless 
it  is  performed  the  devisee  can  take  nothing. 
f f,  on  the  contrary,  the  act  does  not  neces- 
«arily  precede  the  vesting  of  the  estute,  but 
-may  accompany  or  follow  it,  if  this  is  to  be  col- 
lected from  the  whole  will,  the  condition  is 
subsequent."  It  is  in  all  cases  a  question  of 
intention,  and  not  of  phrase  or  form.  In 
support  of  this«  see  4  Kent,  Com.  124; 
Flood,  Wills,  283;  2  Redf.  Wills,  233;  2 
AVashb.  Real  Prop.  8;  Niooll  v.  yew  Yo^k  d 
E,  R,  Co,  12  N.  Y.  121;  Barruao  v.  Madan, 
-2  Johns.  146;  Rohhina  v.  Ql^ason,  47  Me. 
1:00 ;  Burnett  v.  Strong,  26  Miss.  116;  Ward 
V.  iVcw  England  Screw  Co.  1  Cliff.  665,  Fed. 
•Oas.  No.  17,167;  Creairell  v.  Lawaon,  7  Gill. 
^  J.  240;  Hoyden  v.  Stoughton,  6  Pick.  o2S; 
^a eh  eon  v.  Kip,  8  N.  J.  L.  241;  Bowit\aiX  v. 
Long,  23  Ga.  247.  The  following  have  been 
lield  precedent  conditions:  If  he  lives  three 
years,  with  limitation  over  if  he  dies  within 
that  time.  Buck  v.  Paine,  76  Me.  682.  If 
"he  attains  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  [Jones 
V.  Leeman,  60  Me.  480;  KeUo  v.  Cuming,  1 
Redf.  302;  Bowman  v.  Long,  23  Ga.  247),  it 
^eing  sufficient  if  he  does  so  before  testator's 
death  ( Eisner  v.  Koehler,  1  Dem.  277 )  ;  or 
although  twenty-one,  and  has  in  the  mean- 
time learned  a  trade<  and  is  of  good  moral 
•character,  to  be  determined  by  executor  (We6- 
.ster  V.  Morris,  66  Wis.  366,  67  Am.  Rep.  278, 
-28  N.  W.  353) ;  or  "shall  be  desirous  and  ca- 
pable of  entering  into  business  for  himself" 
(Re  Davidson's  Estate,  17  Phila.  424);  or 
If  he  withdraws  from  the  Roman  Catholic 
priesthood  {Bamum  v.  Baltimore,  62  Md. 
^76,  50  Am.  Rep.  210;  Kenyon  v.  See,  04  N. 
Y.  563,  20  Hun,  212)  ;  or  relerses  testator's 
note  held  by  him  {Howard  v.  Wheatley,  16 
Tjea,  607)  ;  or  survives  testator  {Gibson  v. 
Se?/mour,  102  Ind.  486,  2  N.  E.  306)  ;  or  if  he 
aid  in  the  defense  of  a  certain  suit,  to  the 
«at!sfaction  of  the  executor  {Cannon  v.  Ap- 
person,  14  Lea,  653) ;  or  to  A  for  her  sup- 
port, "if  she  shall  lose  any  part  of  her  own 
property,  and  need  more"  for  her  support 
( Ely  V.  Ely,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  43) ;  or  "when  she 
•should  be  sick  and  unable  to  support  herself" 
{Reynolds  v.  Denman,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  218) .  So, 
a  power  to  sell  "if  income  be  not  sufficient 
for  support."  Minot  v.  Presoott,  14  Mass. 
406.  In  Roper,  Legacies,  662,  663,  it  is  said 
%>y  an  old  and  learned  author  that  "a  fifth 
instance  of  exception  must  be  made  out  of 
the  positive  rule  applicable  to  the  vesting 
of  ]4[acies,  where  the  gift  of  the  legacy  and 
the  time  of  payment  are  in  terms  distinct, 
when  the  period  for  payment  is  contingent, 
as  upon  the  marriage  or  the  taking  of  holy 
orders  of  the  legatee ;  for  in  neither  of  those 
instances  will  the  legacy  vest  before  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency,  as  we  have  seen 
it  would  have  done  had  the  time  of  payment 
1)een  certain.  The  distinction  is  founded 
upon  the  following  reasoning:  It  must  be 
inferred  that  where  the  time  is  certain,  as 
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when  the  le^tee  attains  the  age  of  twenty* 
one,  the  testator  merely  postponed  the  pay- 
ment of  the  legacy  in  consideration  of  the 
legatee's  unfitness  to  manage  his  affairs  prior 
to  that  period ;  but  when  the  event  annexed 
to  the  payment  may  or  may  not  happen,  it 
is  to  be  presumed  that  the  expectation  of  its 
taking  place  was  the  sole  motive,  and  there- 
fore of  the  essence  of  the  bequest."  The 
provision  under  discussion  was,  in  our  opin- 
ion, intended  as  a  condition  precedent;  and 
it  should  not  be  defeated  by  the  failure  to 
specifically  provide  for  the  disposition  of  the 
fund,  or  by  an  inaccurate  use  oi  the  word  "re- 
vert" in  the  3d  section  of  the  will.  We  think 
that  the  bequest  did  not  constitute  a  vested 
interest,  and  that  the  condition  is  not  any 
more  uncertain  than  it  would  have  been  had 
the  will  required  payment  of  ttie  legacy  pro- 
vided the  executors  should  at  a  given  date 
deem  petitioner  unworthy  of  it.  The  provi- 
sion cannot  be  distinguished  in  principle 
from  any  other  bequest  depending  upon  the 
happening  of  an  uncertain  event. 

It  becames  unnecessary  to  decide  the  third 
question  raised,  though  there  is  much  force 
in  the  claim  that  this  proceeding  is  barred 
by  the  former  adjudication. 

The  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed, 
and  no  new  trial  ordered. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  of  Chicago 

V, 

CITIZENS'   SAVINGS   BANK   of  Detroit, 
Plff,  in  Err, 


(. 


.Mich., 


.) 


1.  Sendinar  a  eerttllcate  of  deposit  dl-i^ 
rectlT  to  tite   draw^er   for  collection^ 

without  Instructions  to  do  so,  constitutes  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  a  collecting  basic,  for 
wtiich  it  will  be  liable  in  case  of  a  resulting 
losa 

2.  A,  oollectlnar  banlc  is  impliedlT  in- 
■tmcted  to  send  a  certificate  of  de- 
posit for  collection  directly  to  the 
banlc  w^hiclt  made  it,  when  this  is  the 
only  bank  in  the  place  and  is  rated  and  sup- 
posed to  be  responsible,  and  the  instructloDS 
received  by  the  collecting  banli,  after  calling 
attention  to  the  fact  that  it  had  a  corres- 
pondent at  that  place,  said.  "Please  collect 
for  us  at  your  best  rate  of  exchange." 

(March  13,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brouf^ht  to  hold  defend- 
ant liable  for  negligence  in  making  the  col- 
lection of  a  certificate  of  deposit  sent  to  it 
by  plaintiff.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note.— On  the  question  of  sending  check  di- 
rectly to  drawee  bank,  see  Anderson  v.  Rodger* 
(Kan.)  27  L.  R.  A.  248,  and  note;  also  Kershaw 
v.  Ladd  (Or.)  44  L.  R.  A.  236:  and  Minneapolis 
Sn8b  ft  Door  Co.  v.  Metropolitan  Bank  (Minn.) 
44  L.  R.  A.  504. 


684 


Michigan  SuPRBuifi  Coubt. 


Mah.^ 


Meaars.  Bftrbovr  A  Baxf ord,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error: 

The  liability  of  a  forwarder  arises  from 
his  contract  with  his  principal,  and  depends 
upon  what  that  contract  is. 

Simpson  v.  Waldby,  63  Mich.  439,  30  N. 
W.  199. 

If  the  contract  be  that  he  is  to  undertake 
the  collection  and  be  reapoiuBible  for  all 
means  used  therefor,  he  is  liable  for  all  acts 
of  his  subagents  or  correspondents. 

If  the  contract  be  that  he  is  merely  to 
transmit  the  claim  to  another  for  collection, 
he  is  required  to  use  only  proper  care  in  se- 
lection of  a  correspondent 

If  the  contract  be  that  he  is  to  transmit 
the  claim  to  a  certain  person,  or  the  debtor 
himself,  for  collection,  he  is  not  liable  if  he 
does  so. 

If  the  contract  be  that  he  is  to  transmit 
the  claim  to  the  debtor  for  collection,  if  he 
has  and  is  "warranted  in  having  consider- 
able confidence  in  him,  he  is  not  liable  if, 
having  such  confidence  and  acting  in  good 
faith,  he  sends  it  to  him  for. collection;  and 
such  confidence  and  good  faith  will  be  pre- 
sumed until  some  fact  to  the  contrary  is 
shown. 

Plaintiff's  instructions  to  defendant  were 
to  send  the  certificate  of  deposit  directly  to 
Parsons  for  collection. 

Mechem,  Agency,  §  295. 

Where  the  language  is  ambiguous  or  sus- 
ceptible of  more  than  one  construction,  or  is 
vague  or  general,  or  inappropriate  to  express 
the  true  intent,  extraneous  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  explain. 

Bradner,  Ev.  2d  ed.  p.  274. 

Meattra.  Bowen,  J}ouglaMt  ft  WliitinK» 
for  defendant  in  error: 

The  defendant  admits  that  the  transmis- 
sion by  it  of  the  certificate  of  deposit  to  Par- 
sons, the  maker,  was  negligence.  It  is  neg- 
ligence which  made  the  defendant  responsible 
for  any  loss  resulting. 

Merchant  a*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Goodman,  109 
Pa.  428,  58  Am.  Rep.  728,  2  Atl.  687 ;  Drov- 
era*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Anglo-American  Pkg.  d 
Proviaion  Co.  117  111.  100,  57  Am.  Rep.  866, 
7  N.  E.  601 ;  German  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burna,  12 
Colo.  539,  21  Pac.  714;  Firat  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  16  U.  S.  App.  1,  56  Fed. 
Rep.  965.  6  C.  G.  A.  183. 

A  certificate  of  deposit  is  in  legal  effect 
a  promissory  note  payable  on  demand,  and 
subject  to  all  the  incidents  of  negotiable 
paper. 

Cate  V.  Patteraon,  25  Mich.  191 ;  Tripp  v. 
Curtemua,  36  Mich.  494,  24  Am.  Rep.  610; 
Birch  V.  Fiaher,  61  Mich.  36,  16  N.  W.  220. 

And  neglect  to  protest  and  give  notice  to 
the  indorser  is  conclusively  presumed  to  do 
injury,  and  the  contrary  cannot  be  shown. 

Whitten  v.  WHght,  34  Mich.  92;  Smith  v. 
Long,  40  Mich.  665,  29  Am.  Rep.  558. 

A  bank  which  holds  itself  out  to  collect 
paper  for  compensation,  or  its  advantage, 
ought  to  be  governed  by  the  same  rules  of 
law  that  apply  to  other  persons;  and  if  it 
wishes  to  avoid  such  responsibility,  it  is  very 
easy  for  it  to  accept  such  business  only  upon 
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a  special  agreement  as  to  its  duties  and  lia- 
bilities. 

Bimpaon  ▼.  Waldby,  63  Mich.  480,  30  N. 
W.  199. 

X^BK»  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  September  6,  1898,  the  plaintiff  bank 
received  for  collection  from  the  National 
bank  of  California,  at  Los  Angles,  a  certifi- 
cate of  dqposit  for  $1,650,  and  interest  there- 
on, issued  to  the  order  of  J.  R.  Wallace  by 
D.  F.  Parsons,  a  private  banker  at  Burr  Oak, 
Mich.,  under  date  of  February  2,  1898.  The 
certificate  was  indorsed  and  made  payable  by 
Wallace  to  the  order  of  the  Bank  of  Whit- 
tier,  Cal.,  by  it  to  the  National  Bank  of  Cal- 
ifornia, and  by  it  to  the  First  National  Bank 
of  Chicago.  On  September  6th,  the  day  of 
its  receipt,  the  First  National  Bank  of  Chi- 
cago indorsed  and.  made  it  payable  to  the  or- 
der of  the  defendant  bank,  and  forwarded  it 
by  mail  to  that  bank  at  Detroit,  with  the  fol- 
lowing instructions: 

The  First  National  Bank  of  Chicago. 
Chicago,  111.  Sept.  6,  1898. 
Citizens'  Savings  BsjSc,  Detroit  Mich. 
Dear  Sir: 

I  inclose  items  a«  per  statement  below  for 
collection  and  returns. 

Yours,  respectfully, 
R.  J.  Street,  Cashier. 
Protest   all    paper   unless   otherwise  in- 
structed. 
Burr  Oak,  1650 
and   Int   38.50 


1688.50 

Telegraph  if  not  honored  (rubber- 
stamped). 

Do  not  hold  any  of  our  collections  after 
due,  for  any  reason  whatever,  except  upon 
special  instructions  from  us.  Return  at 
once  if  not  paid. 

Accompanying  the  above  letter,  and  pinned 
to  the  certificate  of  deposit,  there  was  a  red 
slip,  as  follows: 

Citizens'  Savings  Bank, 

Detroit,  Mich.: 
We  send  this  C— D  for  $165,000  andlntto 
you  for  collection,  as  we  note  that  you  have 
a  correspondent  at  Burr  Oak,  Mich.  Please 
collect  for  us  at  your  best  rate  of  exchange,, 
and  oblige. 

First  National  Bank, 

A.  Chicago. 
9-6^'98. 

Kindly  take  this  ticket  off  before  forward- 
ing to  Burr  Oak. 

Also,  accompanying  the  certificate,  and 
pinned  to  it,  were  two  slips,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing are  copies: 

608. 

Telegraph  if  not  honored.  If  telegraph- 
ing, communicate  only  with  the  First  Na- 
tional Bank  of  Chicago,  111.  (giving  date  of 
their  indorsement  stamp),  who  will  give  in- 
struotions  direct. 

First  National  Bank,  Chicago. 


1900. 


Fiu8T  National  Bank  v.  Citizbnb'  Sayinob  Bank. 
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Collection.    No.  8. 
Ac'ct  Nat'l  Bank  of  Cal., 

Los  Angeles,  Gal. 
Date,  Sept.  G,  1898. 
Burr  Oak,  $1650. 
Int., 
T.  N.  P. 
8-3. 

Do  not  write  or  mark  or  stamp  on  this 
ticket. 
Protest 
Return  promptly  if  not  paid. 

The  agent  of  the  First  National  Bank  of 
Chicago,  who  forwarded  the  certificate  to  de- 
fendant, testified  on  cross-examination  that 
"the  certificate  was  sent  to  the  defendant 
bank  (a  bank,  as  a  rule,  we  never  send  any- 
thing to).  We  sent  it  to  them  for  the  sim- 
ple reason  that  we  presimied  that  £hey  knew 
all  about  this  D.  F.  Parsons,  having  had  his 
account  for  several  years,  and  we  didn't 
know  anything  about  him.  He  was  a  pri- 
vate banker  in  Burr  Oak,  Mich.  I  had  sent 
items  to  Parsons  for  a  number  of  years  pre- 
vious to  this, — small  items;  but  had  never 
sent  him  as  much  money  as  that.  I  had  no 
sufficient  knowledge  of  him  to  send  him 
more.  Q.  This  red  ticket  states:  'We  note 
you  have  a  correspondent  at  Burr  Oak.'  Do 
you  know  who  that  correspondent  was  that 
you  noted  at  that  time?  A.  There  being 
only  one  bank  at  Burr  Oak,  there  could  not 
be  any  question  about  it.  He  was  D.  F.  Par- 
sons." 

It  appears  that  the  defendant  bank,  on  re- 
ceipt of  the  certificate  of  deposit  from  plain- 
tiff, which  was  September  7,  1898,  sent  it 
forward  to  D.  F.  Parsons,  Burr  Oak,  Mich., 
stating  that  it  was  inclosed  for  collection, 
and  asking  him  to  report  promptly.  Par- 
sons received  this  certificate,  and  on  the 
12th  of  September  handed  it  to  his  clerk, 
and  told  him  to  give  the  Citizens'  Savings 
Bank  of  Detroit  credit  for  it.  The  clerk  tes- 
tified that,  according  to  the  books  of  D.  F. 
Parsons,  there  was  a  balance  in  the  Citizens' 
Savings  Bank  due  Mr.  Parsons  of  about  $28,- 
000.  The  clerk  testified,  further,  that  it  was 
the  custom  of  business  that  when  the  Citi- 
zens' Savings  Bank  sent  collections  to  Mr. 
Parsons,  if  it  was  a  certificate,  they  merely 
gsive  the  bank  eredit  on  the  books.  If  it 
was  a  check  or  draft  for  collection,  they 
would  collect  it  before  they  gave  credit;  that 
business  had  been  conducted  in  this  way  for 
over  five  years.  The  witness  further  tes- 
tified: "We  would  remit  to  the  Citizens* 
Savings  Bank  every  day,  or  twice  a  day,  or 
onoe  in  two  or  three  days.  If  our  books 
showed  a  balance  to  the  Citizens'  Savings 
Bank  in  our  favor,  we  would  remit  just  the 
saine.  We  would  remit  to  the  Citizens*  Sav- 
ings Bank  for  a  draft  or  check  drawn  on  our 
bank.  The  Citizens'  Savings  Bank  had  never 
sent  anything  on  our  bank  for  collection  be- 
fore that  was  drawn  on  us,  and  I  didnt  no- 
tice this  until  afterwards.  My  father  made 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  on 
the  night  of  the  Idth  of  September,  1898. 
Iklr.  Himebaugh,  the  assignee,  has  the  state- 
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ment  the  Citizens'  Savings  Bank  rendered. 
On  September  15,  1898,  I  did  not  know  any- 
thing about  my  father's  indebtedness  to  the 
Citizens'  Savings  Bank.  What  I  have  learned 
about  it  since  is  what  has  been  told  me.. 
Within  ten  days  or  two  weeks  after  his  as- 
signment, my  father  left  Burr  Oak,  and  doea 
not  live  there  now."  The  cashier  of  defend- 
ant bank  testified  that  he  received  this  cer- 
tificate of  deposit  on  September  7  th,  and  on 
the  same  day  he  forwarded  it  on  regular  col- 
lection letter  head  to  Parsons,  with  instruc- 
tions to  remit.  The  witness  was  then  asked : 
"Q,  What  construction  did  you  place  upon 
Exhibit  3T"  (Exhibit  3  is  the  letter  to  the 
defendant  bank  in  which  it  was  said:  "We 
sent  this  C-D  for  $1650.00  and  Int.  to  you  for 
collection,  as  we  note  that  you  have  a  corre- 
spondent at  Burr  Oak,  Mich.")  This  was  ob- 
jected to,  and  objection  sustained.  "Q. 
How  did  you  regard  Mr..  Parsons  at  that' 
time  financially r'  This  was  objected  to; 
and  the  court  said:  "It  seems  to  me  that 
this  is  not  the  point.  If  they  thought  thai 
he  was  responsible,  didn't  they  assume  the 
risk?  Here  is  a  note  one  of  us  has  made  for 
a  large  amount.  We  all  know  the  usual 
practice  of  sending  a  note  for  collection  is 
not  to  send  it  to  the  maker  of  the  note. 
While  in  a  good  many  instances  it  would  be 
safe  to  send  a  note  to  the  maker  of  it,  doea 
not  the  bank  always  take  the  chances  as  a 
matter  of  law?"  Counsel  for  defendant: 
"It  does,  unless  its  instructions  are  to  the 
contrary.  I  do  not  claim  here  without  in- 
structions we  were  justified  in  sending  thia 
to  Parsons ;  but  what  I  claim  is  the  instruc- 
tions were  positive  to  send  it  to  him,  and  I 
wish  to  show  that  Mr.  Tillotson  (the  cashier 
of  defendant  bank)  so  construed  it,  and 
that  was  his  honest  interpretation  of  the 
memorandum.  Further,  we  have  a  letter 
from  the  First  National  Bank  of  Chicago  in 
which  they  acknowledge  that  to  be  the  con- 
struction." The  Court:  "I  have  ruled,  in 
effect,  that  that  memorandum  is  not  suscep- 
tible to  that  construction.  You  have  an  ex- 
ception to  that."  Counsel:  "Your  honor 
holds  'that  that  is  not  an  instruction  to  the 
Citizens*  Savings  Bank  to  send  it  direct  to 
Parsons."  The  Court:  "Yes."  The  de- 
fendant bank,  not  having  heard  from  Par- 
sons, on  the  12th  of  September  wrote  him  to 
send  funds  sufiicient  to  meet  the  certificate. 
Nothing  further  was  heard  from  Parsons  on 
the  subject.  He  failed  and  left  the  state, 
and  }iis  estate  as  reported  by  his  son  was  not 
worth  eight  cents  on  the  dollar.  The  cashier 
of  defendant  bank  was  interrogated  further 
in  reference  to  his  good  faith  in  sending  the 
certificate  direct  to  Parsons,  and  the  testi- 
mony ruled  out.  He  further  testified: 
"There  wis  no  arrangement  between  our 
bank  and  him  by  which  he  was  authorized, 
instead  of  sending  currency  direct  to  our 
bank,  to  give  the  bank  credit.  That  would 
not  be  allowed  any  more  than  we  would  pay 
his  check  if  he  did  not  have  the  money  to  his 
credit  in  our  bank.  I  first  learned  that  he 
was  insolvent,  or  that  his  credit  was  not 
good,  on  September  15th.  On  September 
7th  when  this  collection  was  received  fr<Mn 
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Chicago,  ParsonB  was  owing  our  bank  $4,- 
OOO."  Some  considerable  correspondence 
was  had  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
banks  in  reference  to  the  matter.  On  Sep- 
tember 21  st  the  plaintiff  wrote  the  defend- 
-ant  as  follows: 

Chicago,  Sept.  21,  1898. 
•Citizens'  Savings  Bank,  Detroit,  Michigan. 

Gentlemen : 

We  have  your  favor  of  the  19th  inst.  In 
«ending  the  item  to  you  as  we  did,  we  sup- 
pose that  it  w^  intended  to  have  the  advant- 
age of  your  knowledge  of  Parsons.  We  were 
aware  that  his  was  the  only  bank  at  Burr 
Oak,  but  we  thought  you  would  know  enough 
-about  him  not  to  send  to  him  an  item  on  him- 
self for  $1,650,  unless  you  had  and  were  war- 
ranted in  having  considerable  confidence  in 
him.  You  said  nothing  on  this  point.  Kind- 
ly let  us  know  hsm  you  regarded  Parsons. 
Our  correspondent  in  Los  Angeles  is  inquir- 
ing sharply  of  us  to  see  if  there  is  not  some 
responsibility  "somewhere"  for  this  loss. 
Yours,  truly, 
R.  J.  Street,  Cas.  0.  P. 

The  defendant  replied  to  this  letter  as  fol- 
lows: 

Detroit,  Sept.  23d,  *98. 
R.  J.  Street,  Cashier,  Chicago,  111. 

Dear  Sir: 

In  answer  to  yours  of  the  21  st  inst.,  re- 
garding the  certificate  sent  to  D.  F.  Parsons, 
of  Burr  Oak,  who  recently  failed.  I  would 
«iy  that  we  have  had  entire  confidence  in 
Mr.  Parson's  integrity  and  ability  to  pay. 
We  had  heard  nothing  detrimental  to  his 
financial  standing.  His  rating  is  from  $30, 
OOO  to  $35,000  in  Dun's,  and  we  were  at  the 
time  carrying  $4,000  of  loans  to  him,  which 
was  less  than  the  original  amount  loaned 
him,  and  he  has  always  been  business-like  in 
his  dealings  with  ua.  If  he  had  wanted  to 
borrow  money,  we  should  have  loanei  it  to 
him,  and  we  had  no  intimation  whatever  that 
there  was  anything  wrong  there.  I  have  re- 
quested the  assignee  to  return  the  certifi- 
cate, unless  he  would  remit  for  same. 
Yours,  respectfully. 
Prank  F.  Tillotson.  Cashier. 

The  certificate  was  not  protested,  and  the 
plaintiff  bank  was  not  notified  of  its  nonpay- 
ment until  September  15th.  The  declaration 
by  which  the  suit  was  commenced  counts  up- 
on the  negligence  of  the  defendant  bank  in 
sending  the  certificate  to  Parsons  for  collec- 
tion, and  also  upon  the  negligence  of  defend- 
ant in  not  notifying  plaintiff  of  its  noncol- 
lection  until  September  15th  also,  for  not 
protesting  the  certificate  for  nonpayment. 
The  common  counts  in  assumpsit  are  added. 
The  court  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
of  the  certificate  and  interest.  Counsel 
asked  the  court  to  direct  the  verdict  in  fa- 
vor of  defendant.  This  was  refused,  and  the 
refusal  constitutes  the  principal  assignment 
of  error. 

The  main  auestion  in  the  case,  and  in  fact 
about  the  only  qutstion,  is  whether  the  de- 
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fendant  was  justified  in  sending  the  certifi- 
cate directly  to  Parsons  lor  collection.     It 
is  conceded  by  counsel  for  defendant  that,  in 
the  absence  of  instructions  to  do  so,  it  is 
negligence  to  send  the  collection  directly  to 
the  drawer;  and  such  negligence  makes  the 
sender   liable   for   any   loss   resulting.     We 
think  this  rule  is  sustained  by  the  authorities : 
Merchcmta*  Nat,  Bank  v.  Ooodman,  109  Pa. 
428,  68  Am.  Rep.  728,  2  Atl.  687 ;  Drovers' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Anglo-American  Pkg.  d  Pro- 
vision Co.  117  111.  100,  67  Am.  Rep.  855,  7 
N.  E.  601 ;  German  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bums,  12 
Colo.  639,  21  Pac.  714;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  16  U.  S.  App.  1,  56  Fed. 
Rep.  966,  6  C.  C.  A.  183.     But  it  is  contended 
that  the  instructions  from  plaintiff  to  de- 
fendant were  to  send  the  certificate  of  de- 
posit directly  to  Parsons  for  collection ;  that 
this  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  terms  of  the 
letter;   that  the  direction  "collect  at  your 
best  rate  of  exchange"  implies  this  from  the 
fact  that  there  was  no  other  bank  at  Burr 
Oak.     We  think  in  this  defendant's  counsel 
is   correct.     Any  other   mode   of   collection 
would  not  have  been  in  compliance  with  in- 
structions.    The  defendant   could   not  send 
the    certificate    through    the    express    com- 
pany, as  it  could  not  be  collected  at  the  best 
rate  of  exchange  in  that  way.     The  further 
direction,  "Kindly  take  this  ticket  off  before 
forwarding  to  Burr  Oak,"  is  consistent  only 
with  the  idea  that  the  collection  was  to  be 
sent    directly    to    the   Parsons    bank.    The 
plaintiff,  in  its  letter  forwarding  the  certifi- 
cate, calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant has  a  correspondent  at  Burr  Oak. 
and  then  says:     "Please  collect  at  best  rate 
of    exchange."     Under    these    circumstances 
we  think  the  defendant  was  justified  in  so 
sending  the  collection,  especially  as  Parsons 
had  a  rating  with  R.  G.  Dun  &  Co.  of  from 
$30,000  to  $35,000,  and  the  defendant's  ofli- 
cers  had  entire  confidence  in  him.     But  aside 
from  this,  it  is  quite  evident  from  the  corre- 
spondence following  that  the  plaintiff  con- 
strued its  own  letter  to  mean  that  defend- 
ant was  instructed  to  send  the  collection  di- 
rect to  Parsons.     In  the  letter  of  plaintiff  of 
September  16th  the  inquiry  is  made:  "State 
whether  the  item  was  sent  direct  to  Parsons 
or  through  some  other  agency  at  Burr  Oak." 
On  the  19th  the  defendant  wrote  plaintiff 
that  it  had  been  sent  direct  to  Parsons,  and 
on  the  21st  the  letter  is  written  by  plaintiff 
heretofore   quoted.    In   that   letter   it  was 
said:     "In  sending  the  item  to  you  as  we 
did,  we  suppose  that  it  was  intended  to  have 
the  advantage  of  yo  at  knowledge  of  Parsons. 
We  were  aware  that  this  was  the  only  bank 
at  Burr  Oak,  but  we  thought  that  you  would 
know  enough  about  him  not  to  send  to  him 
an  item  on  hin^sclf  unless  you  had  and  were 
warranted  i:.  having  considerable  confidence 
in  him."    In  other  words,  it  is  apparent  that 
the  very  purpose  of  the  item's  being  sent  to 
defendant  was  because  it  had  knowledge  of 
Parson's  responsibility,  and  that  it  could  be 
collected  by  defendant  at  better  rates  than 
plaintiff  could  collect  it  for  from  Chicago. 
As  Parsons  had  the  only  bank  at  Burr  Oajc, 
it  must  have  been  anticipated  by  plaintiff 
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that  defendant  would,  if  it  believed  Parsons 
responsible,  send  the  collection  directly  to 
him,  and  thus  obtain  the  best  rates  of  ez- 
•change.  No  question  is  made  but  that  the 
4efe^ant  acted  in  the  utmost  good  faith  in 
l)elieying  that  Parsons  was  perfectly  respon- 
sible. The  collection  was  sent  Parsons  on 
the  9th.  The  10th,  being  Saturday,  was  a 
half  holiday.  On  Monday,  the  I2th,  the  de- 
fendant,  not   having   heard    from   Parsons, 


nude  inquiry '  about  th«  collection,  and 
iMtrned  that  he  had  failed.  The  plaintiff 
was  notified  immediately.  We  think  the  de- 
fendant was  not  negligent  in  any  particular; 
and  the  court  below  should  have  directed  the 
verdict  in  favor  of  defendant. 

The  judgment  must  be  veveraedt  and  a  new 
trial  ordered. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Re  Estate  of  John  Joseph  CLARK. 

APPEAL   OP   William   J.   McAULIFFE. 
(196  Pa.  620.) 

1.  A  constitutional  provision  aaralnat 
flrrantiuK  to  any  corporation  any  spe- 
cial or  exclusive  privilege  is  not  infringed  by 
an  act  allowing  trustees,  etc.,  to  charge  the 
estate  a  reasonable  sum  which  they  may  have 
paid  **to  a  company'*  authorized  by  law  to  do 
BOy  for  becoming  surety  on  their  bonds. 

&  A  atatnte  pernkittinff  trustees  to 
eharare  against  the  estates  in  their 
hands  such  sums  as  they  have  paid  to  any 
company  for  becoming  surety  on  their  bonds 
gives  no  lien  in  favor  of  the  company,  in  the 
absence  of  express  provision  to  that  effecL 

(April  80,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  the  guardian  of  a  minor  from 
a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  af- 
firming a  decree  of  the  Orphans*  Court  for 
Philadelphia  County  refusing  to  allow  an 
item  in  his  account  for  the  amount  which  he 
had  paid  to  a  guaranty  company  for  becom- 
ing surety  on  his  bond.  Reversed. 
Tho  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  Joseph  Edward  Murray,  I<in- 
ooln  lu  Eyre,  and  John  G.  Johnson,  for 

appellant : 

A  statute  must  be  presumed  to  be  valid 
and  constitutional. 

Craig  v.  First  Preshy.  Church,  88  Pa.  42, 
32  Am.  Rep.  417. 

If  there  is  room  in  any  given  case  for  the 
exercise  of  a  wise  discretion  by  the  legisla- 
tive assembly,  good  faith,  good  reasons,  and 
good  motives  should  be  imputed  to  that  body. 

State  ew  rel.  Henderson  v.  Boone  County 
Ct.  50  Mo.  317. 

It  has  never  been  pretended  that  the  legis- 
lature has  not  the  right  to  classify  in  proper 
cases,  and  when  such  classification  is  within 
the  legislative  power  it  matters  not  how 
arbitrary  the  legislative  enactment  may  ap- 
pear to  those  who  may  feel  dissatisfied  with 
or  injured  by  it. 

Wheeler  v.  Philadelphia,  77  Pa.  338;  Kil- 
gore  v.  Magee,  86  Pa.  401. 

While  in  contracts  like  this,  the  more 
natural  attitude  of  a  "surety"  is  assumed  by 
the  form^  it  is,  in  effect,  one  of  insurance; 
and  whatever  indefiniteness  of  language  or 
ambiguity  of  expression  there  may  be,  shall 
be  resolved  most  favorably  to  the  assured. 

Guarantee  Co.  of  N,  A,  ▼.  Mechanics*  8av. 


Note. — Legal  powers  and  privileges  of  surety 
and  trust  companies. 

I.  In  general, 
II.  Special  act  creating. 
ill.  Granting  special  or  exclusive  privileges 

to. 
IT.  Power  to  ad  as  guardian,  etc.,  without 

tond. 
V.  Power  to  act  as  surety, 

a.  In  general. 

b.  On  appeal  bond. 

VI.  Right  to  counter  security. 
VII.  Right  to  relief  from  suretyship. 
VIII.  Right  to  tax  amount  paid  to,  as  costs. 
IX.  Right  of  personal  representative,  etc.,  to 

credit  for  amount  paid  to. 
X.  Foreign  companies. 

a.  Power  to  act  as  surety. 

b.  Power  to  act  as  trustee,  etc 

This  note  does  not  include  matters  relating 
(Mirticularlv  to  banking  or  insurance,  or  to  the 
taxation  of  such  companies. 

I.  In  general. 

A  trust  company  is  presumed  to  have  cor- 
porate capacity  to  act  as  committee  of  a  luna- 
tic. In  the  absence  of  speclflc  restrictions  in  its 
charter,  by  virtue  of  its  general  powers,  under 
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Pa.  act  May  9,  1880,  P.  L.  150,  to  "execute 
trusts  of  every  description.'*  Eqaitnble  Trust 
Co.  V.  Oarls,  100  Pa.  644,  42  Atl.  1022. 

And  when  authorised  by  its  charter  to  exe- 
cute all  such  trusts  of  every  description  as  may 
be  committed  to  It  by  any  person  or  persans. 
or  as  may  be  transferred  to  it  by  a  surrogate 
or  any  court  of  record,  it  may  be  appointed  as 
a  committee  of  tbe  estate  of  an  habitual  drunk- 
ard.    Glaser  v.  Priest,  20  Mo.  App.  1. 

And  it  may  act  as  trustee  under  a  mortgage, 
in  a  case  germane  to  the  purpose  of  its  Incor- 
poration, under  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  ||  2831a, 
2831b>  empowering  such  companies  to  receive 
and  hold  money  and  property  in  trust  on  such 
terms  or  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon,  and 
providing  that  any  such  company  may  be  ap- 
pointed trustee  under  an  instrument  creating  a 
trust  for  the  care  and  management  of  property, 
under  the  same  circumstances,  in  tbe  same  man- 
ner, and  subject  to  the  same  control  by  the 
court  as  in  the  case  Off  a  legally  qualified  per- 
son. Cincinnati  Hotel  Co.  v.  Central  Trust  dt 
8.  D.  Co.  25  Ohio  L.  J.  875. 

But  it  will  not  be  granted  letters  of  adminis- 
tration with  the  will  annexed,  although  guard- 
ian of  the  sole  residuary  legatee  and  only  next 
of  kin  of  the  decedent,  as  against  a  general 
legatee,  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1873,  chap.  781,  pro- 
viding for  the  appointment  ol  such  a  company 
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Bank  d  T.  Co.  47  U.  8.  App.  91,  80  Fed.  Rep. 
766,  26  C.  C.  A.  146. 

As  the  surety  company  and  the  individual 
bondsmen  were  in  no  sense  members  of  the 
same  class^  within  the  constitutional  pur- 
view, the  undoubted  legislative  power  ex- 
isted to  confer  an  additional  right  upon  the 
one  without  necessarily  having  to  confer  it 
upon  the  other. 

Com,  V.  Vrooman,  164  Pa.  306,  25  L.  R.  A. 
250,  30  AU.  217;  Stone  v.  Miasissippi,  101  U. 
S.  814L  26  L.  ed.  1079. 

The  words  of  the  Constitution  furnish  the 
only  test  to  determine  the  validity  of  a  stat- 
ute, and  all  ar^iu[ients  based  on  general 
principles  outside  of  the  Constitution  must 
be  addressed  to  the  people,  and  not  to  the 
court. 

Sharple88  v.  PhiUidelphia,  21  Pa.  147,  69 
Am.  Dec.  769. 


The  American  legislatures  possess  the  ab- 
solute legislative  powers  of  the  British 
Parliament. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  pp.  8&-92. 

The  remedy  for  an  unfair  act  of  assembly^ 
if  the  majority  so  think,  is  in  an  appeal  to 
the  legislature  or  at  the  ballot  box  for  its  re- 
peal. 

Ervine'a  Appeal,  16  Pa.  266,  55  Am.  Dec 
499. 

The  constitutional  provision  prohibiting 
the  deprivation  of  property  is  not  infringed 
by  a  proper  law  regulating  a  business,  which 
may  render  property  used  to  carry  on  the 
business  less  valuable. 

Munn  V.  lUinoie,  94  U.  8.  113,  24  L.  ed. 
77. 

The  courts  cannot  impute  to  the  legisla- 
ture any  other  but  public  motives  for  tiieir 
acts. 


on  Its  application  where  it  appears  that  there 
are  no  next  of  kin  willing  or  properly  qnali- 
tted,  as,  by  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  |  2643,  a  gen- 
eral legatee  is  entitled  to  sncb  administration 
in  preference  to  such  a  company.  Be  Mllhau,  28 
Hisc.  360,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  910. 

II.  Speolal  act  creating. 

The  provision  of  Cal.  act  March  12,  1886, 
authorising  acceptance  of  any  corporation  in- 
corporated for  the  purpose  of  guarantying 
.  bonds  and  undertakings,  as  sole  and  sufficient 
security  on  any  bond  or  undertaking  with  one 
or  more  sureties  required  by  law,  does  not  vio- 
late the  provision  of  Cal.  Const,  art.  4,  |  26, 
•utKl.  8,  against  the  passage  of  local  or  special 
laws  regulating  the  practice  of  courts  of  Jus- 
tice, as  it  is  general  in  its  operation.  Cramer 
V.  Tittle,  72  Cal.  12,  12  Pac.  869. 

An  act  incorporating  a  surety  company  and 
anthorizing  it  to  become  sole  surety  in  all  cases 
where,  by  law,  two  or  more  sureties  are  re- 
quired for  the  faithful  performance  of  any 
trust  or  office,  does  not  conflict  with  Md.  Const, 
art.  8,  I  33,  forbiddinsr  the  passage  of  local  or 
special  laws  for  any  case  for  which  provision 
has  been  made  by  an  existing  general  law,  where 
there  is  no  general  law  providing  for  corporate 
security  on  a  trustee's  bond  for  the  faithful 
performance  ot  his  duties.  Gans  v.  Carter,  77 
Md.  1,  26  Atl.  063 ;  Herzberg  v.  Warfleld,  76 
Md.  446,  26  Atl.  664. 

A  q>ecial  act  Incorporating  a  corporation  em- 
powered to  accept  and  execute  trusts  of  every 
description  intrusted  to  It  by  any  person  or 
corporation  or  by  the  order  of  any  court  of 
record,  and  to  act  as  executor,  administrator, 
guardian,  assignee,  or  receiver,  collect  the  in- 
comes of  estates,  and  take  custody  of  wills  and 
legal  documents,  and  providing  that  when  ap- 
pointed to  act  In  any  tlduciary  capacity  its 
capital  stock  and  property  as  paid  in  shall  be 
considered  as  the  security  required  by  law  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  its  duties,  and  that 
no  bond  or  other  security  shall  be  required  of 
it, — does  not  violate  the  provision  of  Md.  Const, 
art.  3,  I  48,  that  corporations  shall  not  be  cre- 
ated by  special  act  except  in  cases  where  no 
general  laws  exist  providing  for  the  creation  of 
corporations  of  the  same  general  character,  as 
no  general  law  conferring  such  rights  existed 
at  the  time  of  its  passage.  Reed  v.  Baltimore 
Trust  &  Guarantee  Co.  72  Md.  631,  20  Atl.  194. 

III.  Granting  epecial  or  ewcluaive  privileges  to. 

The  cases  seem  to  be  practically  unanimous 
to  the  effect  that  an  act  authorising  a  surety 
48  L.  R.  A. 


company  to  become  sole  surety  on  a  bond  or 
undertaking,  or  to  act  in  a  fiduciary  capacity 
without  other  security  than  that  afforded  by  Its 
capital  stock.  Is  not  invalid  as  granting  a  spe- 
cial or  exclusive  privilege. 

A  statute  authorising  such  companies  to  act 
as  assignee  for  creditors  without  bond  such  aa 
Is  required  of  natural  persona  but  requiring 
them  to  give  security  by  depositing  securities 
with  the  state  treasurer.  Is  not  invalid  as  an 
unjust  discrimination  In  favor  of  a  class. 
Roane  Iron  Co.  v.  Wisconsin  Tmat  Co.  99  Wla 
273.  74  N.  W.  818. 

The  provision  of  Minn.  Gen.  Laws  1883,  chap. 
107,  I  9,  subd.  4,  authorising  them  to  act  as 
guardians  o'f  the  estates  of  lunatics.  Is  not  un- 
constitutional as  in  derogation  of  the  common 
law,  or  impolitic,  nor  because  it  does  not  require 
the  cori>oration  to  take  an  oath  or  give  a  bond 
as  In  the  case  of  natural  persons,  nor  on  the 
ground  that  it  grants  special  or  exclusive  priv- 
ileges, immunities,  or  franchises  to  any  par- 
ticular corporation.  Minnesota  Loan  ft  T.  Co. 
V.  Beebe,  40  Minn.  7,  2  L.  B.  A.  418,  41  N.  W. 
232. 

A  provision  In  the  charter  of  a  corporation 
authorized  to  act  as  administrator,  that  Its 
capital  stock  shall  be  considered  as  the  security 
required  by  law  for  the  faithful  performance  of 
its  duties,  and  that  no  other  security  shall  be 
required  on  Its  appointment  as  administrator 
except  when  required  by  the  court  or  the  par- 
ties In  Interest,  is  not  unconstitutional  as  con- 
ferring an  exclusive  privilege  on  the  corpora- 
tion, or  discriminating  in  Its  favor.  Coleman 
V.  Parrott,  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  947,  13  S.  W.  625. 

The  principal  case  of  Rn  Ci.4JtK,  Reversing  10 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  423,  holds  that  Pa.  act  June  24. 
1805.  P.  L.  248.  authorizing  a  receiver,  assignee, 
guardian,  committee,  trustee,  executor,  or  ad- 
ministrator to  Include  as  part  of  his  lawful 
expenses  in  executing  the  trust  such  reason- 
able sum  paid  to  a  surety  company  for  becoming 
his  surety  as  may  be  allowed  by  the  court,  is 
not  invalid  as  granting  a  special  or  exclusive 
privilege  or  Immunity,  on  the  ground  that  no 
provision  Is  made  for  allowing  amounts  so  paid 
to  individual  suretiea  as  there  Is  a  sufficient 
distinction  between  the  two  kinds  of  sureties  to 
authorize  the  discrimination. 

The  provision  of  La.  act  41  of  1894,  that 
any  corporation  duly  Incorporated  under  the 
laws  of  Louisiana  or  any  other  state  for  trans- 
acting the  business  of  guarantying  the  fidelity 
of  persons,  and  the  performance  of  contracta 
bonds,  or  undertakings,  may  become  surety  on 
bonds,  etc.,  is  not  unconstitutional  as  grantinr 
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Suhhury  d  B.  R,  Co,  t.  Cooper,  83  Pa.  278. 

The  act  of  1895  is  sot  in  violation  of  the 
Federal  ConBtitution. 

Missouri  P.  R,  Co,  t.  Humes,  115  U.  8. 
512,  29  L.  ed.  463,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110;  Bar- 
hier  Y.  Connolly,  113  U.  8.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923, 
5  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  357 ;  Soon  Sing  y.  Crowley, 
113  U.  S.  703,  28  L.  ed.  1145,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
730;  Minneapolis  d  8t,  L.  R.  Co,  v.  Beck- 
with,  129  U.  S.  26«  32  L.  ed.  585,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  207 ;  Re  Lookwood,  154  \j,  S.  116,  38  L. 
ed.  929,  14  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  1082;  Oiozza  v. 
Tieman,  148  U.  S.  667,  37  L.  ed.  599,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  721;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C,  d  8t,  L,  R. 
Co,  Y.  Backus,  154  U.  S.  421,  38  L.  ed.  1031, 
14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1114;  Pacifio  Easp,  Co,  y. 
Beibert,  142  U.  S.  339,  35  L.  ed.  1035, 12  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  250. 

A  discrimination  in  the  imposing  of  cer- 
tain conditiona  upon  foreign  corporationa  of 


other  states,  as  predicated  upon  their  admia- 
sion  into  the  state,  is  not  unconstitutional. 

Norfolk  d  W,  R,  Co,  y.  Pennsylvania,  136 
U.  S.  114, 34  L.  ed.  394, 10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  958. 

The  police  laws  have  been  declared  by  the 
courts  constitutional. 

Speoht  V.  Com,  8  Pa.  312,  49  Am.  Dec  518; 
Waldo  V.  Com,  9  W.  N.  C.  200;  Board  of 
Health  y.  Loyd,  1  Phila.  20;  Respuhlica  y. 
Duquet,  2  Yeates,  493;  Byers  y.  Com.  42  Pa. 
89;  Wright  y.  Com.  77  Pa.  470;  Com,  y. 
Schoenhutt,  3  Phila.  20;  Com,  y.  Wilson,  9 
W.  N.  C.  291 ;  Dabhs  y.  State,  39  Ark.  353, 
43  Am.  Rep.  275. 

In  Uamaoker  y.  Commercial  Bank,  95  Wis. 
359,  70  N.  W.  295,  the  court  said:  "We 
think  the  court  was  right  in  allowing  the 
charge  for  obtaining  the  signature  of  the 
American  Surety  Company  as  surety  on  the 
bond." 


the  privilege  of  becoming  surety  to  certain 
kinds  of  corporations  to  the  exclusion  of  all 
others.  Standard  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  ▼.  Math- 
eson,  48  La.  Ann.  1321,  20  So.  718. 

Such  act  does  not  grant  an  ezcluslye  prly- 
llege,  as  It  applies  to  all  of  a  certain  class  with- 
out any  exception.  Holmes  ▼.  Tennessee  Coal, 
I.  ft  B.  Co.  49  La.  Ann.  1465,  22  So.  403. 

An  act  authorising  a  surety  company  Incor- 
porated thereby  to  become  sole  surety  in  all 
cases  where  by  law  two  or  more  sureties  are 
required  for  the  faithful  performance  of  any 
office  or  trust  is  not  unconstitutional  as  con- 
ferring upon  it  a  prlyllege  or  right  not  enjoyed 
by  natural  persons,  as  the  legislature  has  power 
to  confer  privileges  and  franchises  upon  a  cor- 
poration not  enjoyed  by  Indirldual  persona 
Oana  y.  Carter,  77  Md.  1,  25  Atl.  663 ;  Hers- 
berg  y.  Warfleld,  76  Md.  446,  25  AU.  664. 

lY.  Power  to  act  as  guardian,  etc,,  without 
bond. 

For  special  act  giying  such  power,  see  supra, 
II. 

For  act  giving  such  power,  as  a  special  or 
exclusive  privilege,  see  supra.  III. 

For  foreign  companies,  see  infra,  X.  b. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  provide  that  a 
trust  company  created  by  it  shall  be  author- 
ized to  qualify  and  act  as  statutory  guardian 
of  infants,  upon  the  security  of  its  capital  stock 
for  the  faithful  discharge  of  Its  dutlea  John- 
•on  V.  Johnson,  88  Ky.  276,  11  S.  W.  5. 

A  provision  in  the  charter  of  such  a  company, 
that  its  capital  shall  be  considered  as  the  only 
eecnrlty  required  by  law  for  the  faithful  perform- 
ance of  its  duties,  and  that  no  other  security 
ehall  be  required  on  its  appointment  to  any 
office  or  duty  except  when  required  by  the  courts 
or  by  the  parties  In  Interest,  is  not  necessarily 
in  conflict  with  Ky.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  109,  |  1, 
providing  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  an  as- 
eignee  for  creditors  to  proceed  to  execute  the 
trust  until  he  shall  appear  in  court  and  take 
an  oath  to  execute  the  duties  confided  to  him, 
and  shall  likewise  execute  a  covenant  with  suf- 
ficient security,  to  be  approved  by  the  court,  to 
the  effect  that  he  will  faithfully  discharge  all 
the  duties  of  assignee  imposed  upon  him,  as 
the  court  may  in  Its  discretion  require  the  com- 
pany at  the  time  the  bond  is  executed  to  give 
personal  security,  or  may  dispense  with  it. 
Bank  of  Commerce  t.  Payne,  86  Ky.  446,  8  S. 
W.  866. 

And  such  a  provision  Is  valid,  as  the  legisla- 
ture has  power  to  determine  that  the  capital 
stock  of  such  a  company  is  safer  than  individual 
48  L.  R.  A. 


security.    Phelan  y.  Louisville  Safety  Vault  A 
T.  Co.  88  Ky.  24,  10  S.  W.  10. 

V.    Power  to  act  as  surety, 

a.  In  generoL 

For  special  act  giving  such  power,  see  supra. 

For  act  granting  such  power,  as  a  special  or 
exclusive  privilege,  see  supra.  III. 

For  foreign  companies,  see  infra,  X,  a. 

A  surety  company  may  become  a  surety  on  a 
recognizance,  as  well  as  on  other  bonds,  under 
Conn.  Pub.  Acts  1886,  p.  468,  providing  that 
any  company  authorized  to  transact  business 
as  surety  on  obligations  may  be  accepted  as 
surety  upon  the  "bond"  of  any  person  or  cor- 
poration required  by  law  to  execute  a  bond. 
Lovejoy  ▼.  Isbell,  70  Conn.  667,  40  Atl.  681. 

An  undertaking  executed  by  a  surety  com- 
pany is  equivalent  to  one  executed  by  two  sure- 
ties, under  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  |  811,  as 
amended  in  1895.  Tobey  v.  McDermott  (Sur- 
rogate's Court  1896)  1  N.  Y.  Law  Rec.  51. 

A  surety  company  whose  charter  empowers  It 
to  become  "sole  surety"  In  all  cases  where  two 
or  more  sureties  are  required,  and  making  It 
lawful  for  any  court,  clerk,  or  other  officer  to 
approve  such  company  as  sole  surety  In  all 
such  cases,  may  be  approved  as  sole  surety  on 
the  bond  of  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  credi- 
tors, although  Md.  Code,  art.  16,  |  205,  requires 
In  such  case  a  bond  with  "sureties"  to  be  ap- 
proved by  the  clerk.  Miller  v.  Matthews,  87 
Md.  464,  40  AU.  176. 

A  surety  company  may  become  sole  surety  on 
the  bond  of  a  railroad  company  as  security  for 
land  which  It  proposes  to  take  under  the  power 
of  eminent  domain,  under  Pa.  act  May  9,  1889, 

5  12,  authorizing  such  a  company  to  "becoms 
security"  for  land  damages.     Re  Philadelphia 

6  R.  Terminal  B.  Co.  28  W.  N.  C.  117. 

The  receipt  of  a  bond  by  a  saloon  keeper 
with  a  surety  company  as  sole  surety  Is  not 
compulsory,  under  Mich.  Pub.  Acts  1896,  act 
No.  266,  providing  that  a  bond  or  undertaking 
executed  by  a  surety  company  qualified  to  act 
as  surety  shall  be  in  all  respects  a  full  and 
complete  compliance  with  every  requirement  of 
every  law  requiring  such  a  bond  to  be  executed 
by  one  or  more  sureties,  and  |  2,  providing 
that  where  more  than  one  surety  Is  required  It 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  or  person  author- 
ized or  required  to  accept  such  bond  to  accept 
a  bond  with  one  surety  only,  if  It  is  a  surety 
company,  although  |  4  provides  that  the  Insur- 
ance commissioner  shall,  on  proof  that  such  a 
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Holmes  v.  Tennessee  Coal,  I,  d  R.  Co,  49 
La.  Ann.  1465,  22  So.  403. 

Messrs.  Thomas  Jamea  Meagher  and 
George  Henderson,  for  appellee: 

Before  this  statute  a  surety,  whether  in- 
dividual or  company,  of  any  of  the  fiduciaries 
mentioned  therein,  could  not  obtain  com- 
pensation from  the  fiducial  estate;  the  re- 
muneration must  be  from  the  fiduciary  per- 
sonally. 

Eby's  Estate,  164  Pa.  249,  30  Atl.  124; 
Wilson's  Estate,  18  W.  N.  C.  483. 

This  act  is  a  forbidden  special  act  under 
the  Constitution  of  this  commonwealth. 

An  arbitrary  classification  renders  an  act 
special,  while  a  reasonable  one — that  is,  one 
based  on  characteristic  peculiarities  neces- 
sitating the  legislation  in  question — ^is  es- 
sential to  a  general  act. 

Wheeler    v.    Philadelphia,     77    Pa.    338; 


Clark  ▼.  Janesville,  10  Wis.  136;  Kilgore  v, 
Magee,  85  Pa.  401;  Re  Neto  York  Elev,  R. 
Co.  70  N.  Y.  327 ;  State  ex  rel  Lionherger  v, 
Tolle,  71  Mo.  646;  Topeka  v.  Gillett,  32  Kan. 
431,  4  Pac.  800;  Consumers'  Cos  Trust  Co, 
V.  Earless,  131  Ind.  446,  15  L.  R.  A.  505,  2^ 
N.  E.  1062;  Com,  ex  rel.  McKirdy  v.  Macfer- 
rony  152  Pa.  244,  19  L.  R.  A.  568,  25  Atl.  556; 
Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.'s  Appeal,  164  Pa. 
44,  30  Atl.  210. 

Classification  which  is  grounded  on  no 
necessity,  and  has  for  its  sole  object  an 
evasion  of  the  Constitution,  will  not  be  en- 
couraged. 

Scowden's  Appeal,  96  Pa.  422;  Davis  v. 
Clark,  106  Pa.  377 ;  Ayars*  Appeal,  122  Pa. 
266,  2  L.  R.  A.  677,  16  Atl.  356;  Re  Wyoming 
Street,  137  Pa.  494,  21  Atl.  74;  flfea6oZ«  v. 
Northumberland  County  Comrs,  187  Pa. 
318,  41  Atl.  22;  Com,  ex  rel  Fertig  v.  Pat- 


company  possesses  the  necessary  qualifications, 
Issue  to  it  a  certificate  that  it  Is  authorized 
to  become  and  be  accepted  as  sole  surety  on 
all  bonds  and  undertakings  required  by  law, 
which  certificate  is  made  conclusive  proof  of 
Its  •  solvency  and  credit  for  all  purposes,  and 
of  its  right  to  be  accepted  as  such  sole  surety. 
Schmitt  T.  Clinton^  111  Mich.  99,  69  N.  W.  153. 

b.  On  appeot  bond. 

For  foreign  companies,  see  infra,  X,  a. 

A  guaranty  of  an  appeal  undertaking  by  a 
surety  company  Is  sufficient  and  legal,  and  is 
of  binding  force.  White  v.  Rintoul,  19  Jones 
ft  S.  512. 

A  surety  company  may  be  accepted  as  sole 
surety  on  an  appeal  undertaking,  under  N.  Y. 
Laws  1881.  chap.  486,  authorizing  any  judge 
or  other  officer  having  authority  or  required 
to  approve  the  sufficiency  of  any  bond  or  under- 
taking to  approve  of  a  bond  or  undertaking 
whenever  Its  conditions  are  guaranteed  by  a 
company  duly  organized  or  authorized  to 
guarantee  the  fidelity  of  persons  holding  posi- 
tions of  trust,  and  vesting  such  corporations 
with  full  power  to  guarantee  such  bonds  and 
undertakings,  although  two  sureties  had  pre- 
viously been  required  on  such  an  undertaking. 
Hurd  V.  Hannibal  ft  St.  J.  R.  Co.  83  Hun,  109. 

But  Nichols  V.  MacLean,  98  N.  Y.  458,  holds 
an  undertaking  so  signed  Insufficient,  as  an  un- 
dertaking on  appeal  is  not  one  requiring  the 
approval  of  any  Judge  or  officer. 

And  Travis  v.  Travis.  48  Hun,  848,  1  N.  Y. 
Supp.  357,  without  reference  to  either  of  the 
preceding  cases,  holds  that  such  an  undertaking 
is  insufficient  unless  approved  by  the  judge,  un- 
der N.  Y.  Laws  1886,  chap.  416,  authorizing 
such  companies  to  undertake  for  the  two  sure- 
ties when  two  are  required,  "provided  the  same 
is  approved"  by  the  judge  of  the  court  in  which 
the  undertaking  is  given. 

The  provision  of  Minn.  Gen.  Laws  1883,  chap. 
107,  as  amended  by  Gen.  Laws  1885,  chap.  3, 
i  7,  making  it  lawful  for  any  annuity,  safe- 
deposit,  and  trust  company  to  become  the  sole 
surety  on  any  bond  in  any  action  or  special 
proceeding  where  a  bond  is  necessary,  without 
any  other  bondsman  or  surety  and  without  jus- 
tification or  qualification,  does  not  make  It  com- 
pulsory on  the  court  to  approve  and  accept  an 
appeal  bond  with  such  a  company  as  surety, 
or  deprive  the  court  of  the  power  to  require 
the  company  to  justify  If  its  sufficiency  as 
surety  is  excepted  to.  State  ew  rel.  Mutual  In- 
vert Co.  V.  Hennepin  County  Diet.  Ct.  58  Minn. 
851,  69  N.  W.  1055. 
IS  L.  R.  A. 


The  court  is  not  required  to  accept  a  surety 
company  as  sole  and  sufficient  security  on  an 
undertaking  to  stay  pending  appeal  a  money 
judgment  for  more  than  1 1,000.000,  which, 
under  CaJ.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  |  942,  must  for 
such  purpose  be  twice  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from,  under  ||  1056,  1057. 
which  provide  that  any  corporation  with  a 
paid-up  capital  of  not  less  than  $100,000.  In- 
corporated for  the  purpose  of  becoming  a  surety 
on  bonds  or  undertakings  required  or  author- 
ized by  law,  "may  become  end  shall  be  accepted 
as  surety,  or  as  sole  and  sufficient  surety/' 
upon  such  undertaking  or  bond ;  and  that  in  all 
cases  except  that  of  such  a  corporation  the  of- 
ficer taking  the  undertaking  or  bond  must  re- 
quire the  sureties  to  accompany  it  with  an  af- 
fidavit that  they  are  residents  or  householders 
and  are  each  worth  the  amount  specified  In  the 
undertaking  or  bond,  and,  where  there  are  sev- 
eral sureties,  that  they  are  severally  worth 
amounts  which  shall  be  equivalent  to  that  of 
two  sufficient  sureties;  that  any  such  corpora- 
tion may  become  one  of  such  sureties ;  and  that 
no  such  corporation  shall  be  accepted 
as  a  surety  whenever  its  liabilities  shall  exceed 
Its  assets.  The  provision  of  |  948.  authorizing 
an  exception  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  surety.  In 
which  case  the  surety  must  Justify  on  notice, 
and.  If  required,  show  surplus  assets  equal  to 
the  amount  of  its  undertaking.  Is  as  applicable 
to  surety  companies  as  to  individual  sureties. 
Fox  V.  Hale  ft  N.  Silver  Mln.  Co.  97  Cal.  S53» 
32  Pac.  440. 

A  corporation  is  not  prohibited  from  becom- 
ing surety  on  an  appeal  bond  by  the  provision 
of  the  Louisiana  Code  that  a  Judicial  surety 
must  be  a  "person  able  to  contract,'*  as  La. 
Rev.  Civ.  Code,  art.  433,  declares  that  corpora- 
tions legally  established  are  substituted  for  per- 
sons, and  can  make  valid  contracts,  and  obli- 
gate others  and  themselves  toward  others. 
Standard  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  T.  Matheson.  48 
La.  Ann.  1321.  20  So.  713. 

A  surety  company  need  not  possess  the  quali- 
fications required  of  sureties,  to  act  as  surety 
on  an  appeal  undertaking,  under  N.  Y.  Laws 
1871,  chap.  486.  although  the  manner  of  justi- 
fication Is  the  same,  and  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
judge  In  each  case  to  exercise  his  discretion  In 
determining  whether  the  actual  state  of  the 
company's  business  justifies  an  approval  of  the 
undertaking.     Earle  v.  Earle,  17  Jones  ft  S.  57. 

A  surety  company  will  not  be  accepted  as  se- 
curity on  a  writ  of  error  to  the  United  State* 
Supreme  Court,  where  there  Is  fair  ground  for 
questioning  whether  power  to  bind  itself  by 
such  a  contract  is  conferred  by  the  sets  under 
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ion,  88  Pa.  258;  McCarthy  t.  Com.  ex  rel, 
Chriffiihs,  110  Pa.  234,  2  Atl.  423;  Morrison 
T.  Bachert,  112  Pa.  322,  5  Atl.  739;  Scrwn^ 
ion  V.  Silkman,  113  Pa.  191,  6  Atl.  146; 
Philadelphia  v.  Haddington  M,  E,  Church, 
115  Pa.  291,  8  Atl.  241 ;  Weinman  ▼.  Wilkina' 
hurg  d  E.  L.  Pass.  R.  Co,  118  Pa.  192,  12  Atl. 
288;  Safe  Deposit  d  T.  Co.  v.  Fricke,  162  Pa. 
231,  25  AU.  530;  Perkins  T.  Philadelphia, 
156  Pa.  539,  27  Atl.  356;  State  ex  rel.  Van 
Riper  v.  Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  1 ;  State,  Ander- 
son, Prosecutor,  v.  Trenton,  42  N.  J.  L.  486; 
State  ex  rel.  Rutgers  v.  New  Brunsujick,  42 
N.  J.  L.  51 ;  State  ex  rel.  Richards  v.  Ham- 
mer, 42  N.  J.  L.  435;  Hammer  y.  State 
ex  rel.  Richards,  44  N.  J.  L.  667 ;  Bron- 
son  Y.  Oherlin,  41  Ohio  St.  476,  52 
Am.  Rep.  90;  State  ex  rel.  Randolph  v. 
Wood,  49  N.  J.  L.  85,  7  Atl.  286;  State  ex 
rel.  Oblinger  v.  Spaude,  37  Minn.  322,  34  N. 


W.  164;  State  ex  rel.  Patterson  v.  T>onova/n, 
20  Nev.  75^  15  Pac.  783;  Atlantic  Citi^ 
WatenoorJcs  Co.  ▼.  Consumer's'  Water  Co.  4i 
N.  J.  Eq.  427,  15  Atl.  581;  State,  Dobbins, 
Prosecutor,  ▼.  Northampton  T%cp,  Com- 
mittee, 50  N.  J.  L.  496,  4  Atl.  584;  Lodi  v. 
State,  61  N.  J.  L.  402,  6  L.  R.  A.  56«  18  Atl. 
749;  Edmonds  y.  Berhrandson,  2  N.  D.  270, 
14  L.  R.  A.  726,  50  N.  W.  970;  Vermont 
Loan  d  T.  Co.  v.  Whithed,  2  "N.  D.  82,  49  N. 
W.  318;  State  v.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  29  L^ 
R.  A.  257,  31  S.  W.  781 ;  State  v.  Wotefc,  136- 
Mo.  400,  35  L.  R.  A.  231,  37  8.  W.  1112. 

The  determination  of  the  character  of  an- 
act  as  general  or  restricted — i.  e.,  local  or 
special — is  for  the  judiciary. 

Ayars*  Appeal,  122  Pa.  266,  2  L.  R.  A.  577,. 
16  Atl.  356;  State  ex  rel.  Peck  v.  Riordan, 
24  Wis.  484;  State  ex  rel.  Henderson  y. 
Boone  County  Ct.  50  Mo.  317;  State  ex  reU 


which  it  is  incorporated.  Black  t.  Black,  63 
Fed.  Rep.  985. 

The  court  may  In  its  discretion  refuse  to 
accept  an  appeal  bond  on  which  a  corporation 
authorized  to  guarantee  the  fulfilment  of  the 
conditions  of  appeal  undertakings  is  sole  sure- 
ty, where  it  does  not  possess  sufficient  infor- 
mation as  to  the  actual  state  of  the  company's 
business  to  determine  as  to  its  sufficiency,  under 
N.  Y.  Laws  1881,  chap.  486,  providing  for  the 
justification  of  such  companies  as  Is  required 
of  other  sureties,  and  that  a  company  shall  not 
be  accepted  whenever  Its  liabilities  exceed  its 
assets.     McGean  y.  MacKeller,  67  How.  Pr.  278. 

In  Rosenwald  v.  Phoenix  Ina  Co.  9  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  444,  it  was  held  that  a  surety 
company  was  sufficient  surety  on  a  bond  to  stay 
execution  pending  appeal,  although  its  capital 
stock  was  only  $550,000,  and  its  liability  on 
bonds  and  undertakings  given  in  actions 
amounted  to  $5,000,000,  and  Its  liability  on 
bonds  for  the  fidelity  of  employees  amounted  to 
$12,000,000,  where  its  losses  on  fidelity  bonds 
did  not  exceed  one  eighth  of  the  premiums  re- 
ceived, and  It  had  full  collateral  security  for 
all  the  former. 

But  In  Gregory  v.  New  York,  L.  B.  ft  W.  R. 
Co.  9  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  444,  note,  the  same 
surety  company  was  held  Insufficient  on  sub- 
stantially the  same  showing,  the  court  writing 
no  opinion. 

VI.  Right  to  counter  security. 

A  provision  In  the  charter  of  a  surety  com- 
pany, that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  It  to  stipulate 
and  provide  for  indemnity  from  the  parties  for 
whom  it  becomes  responsible,  and  to  enforce 
any  bond,  contract,  agreement,  pledge,  or  other 
security  made  or  given  for  that  purpose,  does 
not  deprive  it,  when  it  becomes  the  surety  on 
an  administrator's  bond,  of  the  benefit  of  Md. 
Code, -art.  90,  I  1,  authorizing  "any  security" 
of  an  administrator,  who  shall  conceive  him- 
self in  danger  of  suffering  from  the  suretyship, 
to  apply  to  the  orphans'  court  granting  the  ad- 
ministration, which  may  require  the  adminis- 
trator to  give  counter  security.  March  v.  Fi- 
delity ft  D.  Go.  79  Md.  309,  29  Atl.  521. 

VII.     Right  to  relief  from  suretyship. 

A  surety  company  which  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration has  become  a  surety  on  the  com- 
mittee ot  the  estate  of  an  incompetent  person 
will  not  be  relieved  as  such  surety,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  malfeasance  or  breach  of  contract 
on  the  part  of  the  committee,  as  the  provision 
48  L.  R-  A 


of  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  |  812,  that  the  "surety 
or  sureties*'  on  such  a  bond  may  be  discharged 
on  complying  with  its  provisions,  refers  only  to 
sureties  who  have  become  such  without  con- 
sideration. Re  Thurber,  43  App.  Dlv.  528,  60> 
N.  Y.  Supp.  108. 

A  surety  company  which  agrees  for  com- 
pensation to  become  surety  on  a  government 
contract  for  a  term  of  years  is  liable  to  the 
contractor  for  the  damage  resulting  from  Its  re- 
fusal to  carry  out  such  contract,  as  a  result  of 
which  the  contractor  Is  required  to  obtain 
other  sureties  at  an  increased  expense.  Sam- 
uels V.  Fidelity  ft  C.  Co.  49  Hun,  122,  1  N.  T. 
Supp.  850. 

VIII.  Right  to  tax  amount  paid  to,  as  costs.. 

An  amount  paid  by  plaintiff  In  replevin  to  a 
surety  company  for  furnishing  the  requisite 
statutory  undertaking  cannot  be  taxed  as  a 
disbursement,  as  no  such  provision  is  made  In 
the  case  of  amounts  paid  to  ordinary  sureties, 
and  nothing  In  the  New  York  statutes  Indlcatea 
an  Intention  to  prefer  surety  companies  over 
private  persons  who  act  as  sureties.  Blck  t. 
Reese,  52  Hun,  126,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  121. 

IX.  Bight  of  personal  representative,  etc.,  to- 

credit  for  amount  paid  to. 

Wilson's  Estate,  18  W.  N.  C.  483,  holds  that 
no  credit  can  be  allowed  an  administrator  for 
an  amount  paid  by  him  to  a  surety  company 
for  its  becoming  surety  on  his  administration- 
bond. 

Re  Miller,  2  Pa.  Dlst.  R.  410,  holds  that  a 
nonresident  executor  cannot  recover  from  the 
estate  as  part  of  his  expenses  an  amount  paid 
by  him  to  a  surety  company  as  a  condition  of 
having  letters  granted  to  him.  The  court  In 
this  case  stated  that  It  was  optional  with  him 
to  give  security  or  renounce  the  trust,  and  the 
credit  was  therefore  properly  refused,  but  states 
that  It  sometimes  happens  that  an  executor  or 
administrator,  after  having  entered  upon  the 
performance  of  his  duties,  has  other  duties 
thrust  upon  him  which  he  could  not  anticipate 
and  for  the  performance  of  which  security  la 
required,  and  that  in  such  case  it  would  be 
proper  that  the  cost  of  the  security  should  be 
borne  by  the  estate. 

But  Eby's  Estate,  104  Pa.  240,  80  Atl.  124. 
holds  that  an  administrator  cannot  recover 
from  the  estate  for  an  amount  paid  to  a  surety 
company  for  becoming  surety  on  his  bond  aa 
administrator,  nor  for  an  amount  paid  to  sucb 
company  for  becoming  his  surety  as  trustee  t» 
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Pell  y,  Vewark,  40  1^,  J,  1m  72;  Re  Ruan 
Street,  132  Pa.  257,  7  L.  R.  A.  193,  19  Atl. 
219;  Perkins  Y.  Philadelphia,  156  Pa.  539, 
27  Atl.  366. 

The  act  is  forbidden. 

The  fiduciaries  spMHfied  in  the  act  are  en- 
titled to  a  lien  on  their  fiducial  estates  for 
•disbursements  properly  made  by  them  in  the 
administration  thereof.  There  is  palpably 
no  difference  in  this  respect  among  those 
mentioned  in  the  statute. 

Beckwith  V.  Carroll,  66  Ala.  12 ;  Heise  y. 
Starr,  44  111.  App.  406;  Pennsylvania  Co. 
for  Ins.  on  lAves  d  G.  A.  v.  Walter,  30  U.  S. 
App.  188,  66  Fed.  Rep.  421,  13  C.  G.  A.  560; 
Eat  parte  James,  1  Deacon  &  C.  Bankr.  270; 
Woodward's  Appeal,  38  Pa.  322;  Johnston  ▼. 
Fletcher,  32  lU.  App.  589 ;  Cedl  v.  Korhman, 
«ited  in  1  Binn.  134;  Murray  y.  De  Rotten- 
ham,  6  Johns.  Ch.  52;  Deitzler  y.  Mishler, 


37  Pa.  82;  King  y.  Oushman,  41  UL  31,  89 
Am.  Dec.  366;  Hill,  Trustees,  567;  Lewin, 
Tr.  639;  Perry,  Tr.  S  970;  Oobaugh's  Appeal^ 
24  Pa.  143;  Demmy*s  Appeal,  43  Pa.  155. 

As  the  cost  of  the  specified  fiduciary's  pro- 
curing a  company  surety  is  made  a  lawful 
expense  by  the  statute,  it  ipso  facto  becomes 
a  lien  on  the  fiducial  estate.  A  lien  is, 
therefore,  created  where  a  company  is  his 
surety,  which  does  not  exist  if  the  specified 
fiduciary  has  an  indiyidual  as  such. 

The  act  Yiolates  that  clause  of  the  Ist  sec- 
tion of  the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Federal 
Constitution  which  proYides  that  no  state 
shall  "deny  to  any  person  within  its  juris- 
diction the  equal  protection  of  the  laws." 

Santa  Clara  County  y.  Southern  P.  R.  Co. 
9  Sawy.  166,  18  Fed.  Rep.  385;  Barhier  ▼. 
Connelly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923,  5  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  367 ;  Hayes  Y.  Missouri,  120  U.  B. 


sell  real  eMtate  In  proceedings  in  partition,  as 
tils  commissions  as  administrator  were  intended 
as  compensation  for  the  responsibility  involred 
In  the  acceptance  of  the  trust,  as  weli  as  for 
•enrices  rendered  in  the  administration  of  it, 
and  that  he  might  have  declined  to  execute  the 
order  of  sale,  thus  vesting  in  the  court  the 
•duty  of  appointing  someone  else  to  make  it. 

And  Re  Pickering,  4  Pa.  Dlst.  R.  268,  holds 
that  executors  were  not  entitled  to  credit  for 
an  amount  paid  to  a  surety  company  for  the 
necessary  security  in  order  to  receive  the  pro- 
ceeds of  real  estate  sold,  the  court  stating  that 
it  was  bound  by  the  dedslon  In  Re  Eby's  Es- 
tate, and  that  the  rale  laid  down  therein  was 
intended  to  apply  to  all  trustees,  whether  ex- 
ecutors, testamentary  trastees,  administrators, 
or  guardians,  whenever  it  became  necessary  to 
•enter  security  for  the  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  of  real  estate. 

The  Pennsylvania  act  of  June  24,  1895,  P. 
L.  248,  providing  that  any  receiver,  assignee, 
guardian,  committee,  trustee,  executor,  or  ad- 
ministrator required  to  give  bond  may  include 
As  a  part  of  the  lawful  expense  of  executing 
tils  trust  such  reasonable  sum  paid  a  company 
authorized  to  do  so,  for  becoming  his  surety  on 
such  bond,  as  may  be  allowed  by  the  court,  not 
exceeding  a  specified  amount,  was  evidently 
passed   to  avoid   the  effect  of  such   decisions. 

And  the  principal  case  of  Ra  Clabk,  in  which 
«  guardian  claimed  a  credit  for  an  amount 
paid  to  a  surety  company  as  premium  on  his 
aurety  bond,  holds,  reversing  the  decision  in 
the  court  below.  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  428,  that 
auch  act  does  not  violate  the  provision  of  Pa. 
Const,  art.  8,  I  7,  prohibiting  the  legislature 
from  passing  any  local  or  special  law  granting 
to  any  corporation  any  special  or  exclusive 
privilege  or  immunity.  In  the  opinion  the 
-court  points  out  the  distinction  between  an 
individual  surety  and  a  surety  company,  and 
tiolds  that  the  difference  between  the  two  au- 
thorizes the  discrimination  in  the  act  in  allow- 
ing credit  for  amounts  paid  to  such  companies, 
without  providing  for  a  corresponding  allow- 
ance for  amounts  paid  to  individual    sureties. 

Z.    Foreign  eompanies, 

a.    Power  to  ad  as  surety. 

The  Justification  of  a  foreign  surety  company 
as  surety  on  proposed  bonds  to  obtain  the  dis- 
charge of  a  lien  will  be  deemed  sufficient,  as 
against  an  objection  which  presents  no  facts  suf- 
ficient to  overcome  the  presumption  of  its  solv- 
ency, where  it  appears  that  such  company  has 
48  L.  R.  A. 


been  duly  authorised  to  transact  the  business  of 
fidelity  and  guaranty  Insurance  within  the  state, 
and  has  been  found  solvent  on  an  examination 
pursuant  to  N.  Y.  Laws  1898,  chap.  720,  as 
amended  by  N.  Y.  Laws  1895,  chap.  178,  and 
has  subsequently  filed  a  sworn  statement  show- 
ing its  continued  solvency.  Re  Keogh,  22 
Misc.  747,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  998.  ' 

A  foreign  trast  company  which  has  compiled 
with  the  law  in  relation  to  doing  business  in 
the  state  may  become  the  surety  on  a  bond  In 
an  attachment  suit,  under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.  1889, 
I  2839,  authorizing  the  creation  of  corporations 
which  shall  have  power  to  execute  as  principal 
or  surety  any  bond  or  bonds  required  to  be 
given  in  any  proceeding  in  law  or  equity  in  any 
court,  and  |  2848a,  providing  that  any  com- 
pany doing  business  in  the  state  may  become 
sole  guarantor  or  surety  on  any  bond  required 
by  the  laws  of  the  state,  any  other  statute  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding,  although  |  527, 
relating  specially  to  attachment  bonds,  provides 
that  there  shall  be  one  or  more  sureties,  **resl- 
dent  householders"  of  the  county  in  which  salt 
is  to  be  brought.  Steppacher  v.  McOlure,  76 
Mo.  App.  135. 

A  foreign  surety  company  duly  authorized  to 
transact  business  In  the  state  as  surety  on  the 
obligations  of  persons  may  be  accepted  as  sare- 
ty  on  the  bond  of  a  nonresident  plaintiff  In  a 
civil  action,  under  Conn.  Pub  Acts  1886,  p.  469, 
authorising  corporations  of  other  states,  ergan- 
ized  for  the  purpose  of  transacting  business  as 
surety  on  obligations  of  persons  or  corporations, 
to  transact  such  business  in  Connecticut  under 
specified  conditions,  and  Conn.  Pub  Acts  1885, 
p.  469,  providing  that  any  company  authorized 
to  transact  business  as  surety  on  obligations  of 
persons  or  corporations  may  be  accepted  as 
surety  on  the  bond  of  any  person  or  corpora- 
tion required  by  law  to  execute  a  bond,  "in  lieu 
of  any  surety  or  sureties  as  now  required  by 
law,"  it  being  the  intent  and  meaning  of  such 
act  to  enable  corporations  created  for  the  pur- 
pose to  become  ttie  surety  on  bonds  required 
by  law,  although  Conn.  Gen.  Stat,  f  896.  re- 
quires that,  before  a  magistrate  can  issue  pro- 
cess in  a  civil  action  In  which  the  plaintiff  is  a 
nonresident,  the  latter  shall  enter  into  a  recog- 
nizance, with  "some  substantial  Inhabitant  of 
this  state"  as  surety.  Lovejoy  t.  Isbell,  70 
Conn.  557,  40  Atl.  631. 

Less  V.  Ghlo,  92  Tex.  651,  51  S.  W.  602. 
which  reverses  the  decision  of  the  court  of  civil 
appeals,  49  S.  W.  635,  holds  that  a  foreign  cor- 
poration may  become  a  surety  on  a  guardian's 
bond,  under  Tex.  Gen.  Laws,  25th  Legla  p.  244, 
chap.  166,  authorising  specified  corporations  to 
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«8,  30  L.  ed.  678,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  850;  Minr 
rteapolis  d  8t.  L.  R,  Co.  v.  Beoktinth,  129  U. 
6.  20,  32  L.  ed.  585,  0  Sup.  Ct.  R«p.  207; 
JUissouri  v.  Lewis,  101  U.  S.  22,  suh  nom, 
£oicman  v.  Letns,  25  L.  ed.  980;  Soon  Hing 
V.  Crowley,  113  U.  S.  703,  28  L.  ed.  1146,  6 
€up.  Ct.  Rep.  730;  Tinsley  v.  Anderson,  171 
%J.  S.  101,  43  L.  ed.  91,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  806; 
JBo  Ah'Kow  V.  Nunan,  5  Sawy.  660,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  6,546;  Magoun  v.  Illinois  Trust  d  Sav. 
Bank,  170  U.  S.  288,  42  L.  ed.  1037,  18  Sup. 
<::t.  Rep.  594;  Gulf,  C.  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  EUis, 
366,  42  L.  ed.  780,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
265;  Duncan  v.  MissouH,  152  U.  S.  377,  38 
li.  ed.  485,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  570;  Fraser  v. 
JUcCoMvay  d  T,  Co,  6  Pa.  Diet.  R.  555. 

This  act  is  not  a  police  law. 

Toledo,  W.  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Jacksonville,  67 
111.  37,  16  Am.  Rep.  611;  Re  Jacobs,  98  N. 
Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  636;  Mugler  ▼.  Kansas, 
123  U.  S.  623,  31  L.  ed.  205,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 


273;  State  ▼.  Goodwill,  88  W.  Va.  179,  6  L. 
R.  A.  621,  10  S.  E.  285;  Sayre  v.  Phillips, 
148  Pa.  482,  16  L.  R.  A.  49,  24  Atl.  76; 
Frorer  v.  People  use  of  School  Fund,  141  111. 
171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N.  E.  396;  Lawton 
V.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed.  385, 14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  499;  Com.  v.  Zacharias,  181  Pa. 
126,  37  Atl.  185;  Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S. 
366,  42  L.  ed.  780,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
383;  Com.  V.  Snyder,  182  Pa.  633,  38  Atl. 
356;  Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed. 
819,  18  bup.  Ct.  Rep.  418;  Schollenherger  v. 
Pennsylvania,  171  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  49,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  767;  ColUns  v.  New  Hamp- 
shire, 171  U.  S.  30.  43  L.  ed.  60,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  768;  Hawker  v.  New  York,  170  U.  S. 
189,  42  L.  ed.  1002,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  573. 

Mitohelly  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
The  single  question  in  this  case  is  the  con- 


'become  sureties  on  varlons  classes  of  bonds,  in- 
•cludlng  that  of  guardians'  bonds,  and  making 
«o  distinction  between  domestic  and  foreign 
corporations,  as  such  provision  Is  not  In  con- 
flict with  Tex.  Gen.  Laws,  25th  Legis.  p.  52, 
Authorizing  any  bond  required  to  be  giren  by  a 
f^iardian  to  be  subscribed  by  at  least  two  good 
and  sufficient  sureties,  with  the  proyiso  tbat 
-such  bond  may  be  made  by  corporations  organ- 
ized or  created  under  the  laws  of  Texas  for  the 
f)urpo6e  of  Issuing  surety,  guanuity,  or  indem- 
nity bonda 

The  provision  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  Aug- 
tist  13,  1894,  I  1,  that  any  bond  or  undertalcing 
•required  to  be  given  with  one  or  more  sureties 
-shall  be  sufDcient  when  executed  solely  by  a 
•corporation  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  of  any  state,  having  power  to 
guarantee  the  fidelity  of  persons  holding  posi- 
tions of  public  or  private  trust,  and  to  execute 
and  guarantee  bonds  and  undertakings  In  Ju- 
dicial proceedings,  applies  to  all  parts  of  the 
United  Sta\<%s,  Including  Indian  territory,  and 
to  all  its  courts,  so  far  as  their  Judicial  pro- 
•ceedings  are  concerned,  and  to  that  extent  modi- 
tied  Mansf.  (Ark.)  Dig.  |  5301,  adopted  in  the 
Indian  territory,  providing  tbat  the  surety  in 
every  bond  must  be  a  resident  of  the  state, 
worth  double  the  amount  to  be  secured,  and 
tiave  property  liable  to  execution  in  the  state 
equal  to  the  sum  to  be  secured.  Ranney-Alton 
Mercantile  Co.  v.  Mineral  Belt  Constr.  Co.  (Ind. 
Terr.)  48  S.  W.  1028. 

The  provision  of  Pa.  act.  June  26,  1895,  P. 
L.  343.  that  a  company  incorporated  under  the 
laws  of  any  state  or  foreign  country,  authorized 
t>y  its  laws  to  guarantee  the  ildelity  of  persons 
tiolding  places  of  trust  and  to  execute  bonds 
and  undertakings,  which  has  deposited  In  such 
ctate  or  county,  with  the  proper  officer,  a  fund 
•of  $100,000  of  a  specified  character,  shall,  after 
satisfying  the  insurance  commissioner  of  Penn- 
aylvanla  that  this  has  been  done,  and  procuring 
his  certificate,  be  authorized  to  become  and  be 
accepted  as  sole  surety  on  all  bonds,  undertak- 
ings, and  obligations  required  or  permitted  by 
law,  without  any  reference  to  the  amount  of 
the  undertalcing  or  the  extent  to  which  such 
company  has  already  entered  Into  other  obli- 
gations,— is  Invalid.  Re  American  Banking  ft 
T.  Co.  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  757. 

Such  act  is  held  In  Re  Surety  Bonds,  4  Pa. 
Dlst.  R.  669,  to  apply  only  to  foreign  corpora- 
tions, and  not  to  domestic  corporations,  for 
which  provision  is  made  by  Pa.  act  May  9,  1899, 
Pub.  Laws,  159,  and  Pa.  act  June  27,  1895,  P. 
L.  399. 
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A  foreign  surety  company  which  has  filed 
with  the  insurance  commissioner  a  designation 
of  some  person  residing  in  the  state  on  whom 
service  of  summons  may  be  made  may  become  a 
surety  on  an  undertaking  on  appeal,  although 
it  has  not  filed  such  designation  with  the  secre- 
tary of  state,  as  required  by  Cal.  Stat.  1871-72» 
p.  826,  which  relates  to  foreign  corporations,  as 
Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  f  1056,  provides  that  the 
insurance  commissioner  shall  have  the  same 
powers  to  examine  the  affairs  of  corporations 
organized  for  the  purpose  of  becoming  surety 
on  bonds  or  undertakings  as  he  has  In  other 
cases,  and  shall  require  them  to  file  similar 
statements,  and  Issue  to  them  a  similar  certifi- 
cate that  they  are  authorized  to  transact  busi- 
ness in  the  state.  Outsell  t.  Pennie,  95  Cal. 
598,  80  Pac.  886. 

b.  Poioer  to  act  as  trustee,  etc 

A  trust  company  organized  under  the  laws  of 
a  state,  which  complies  with  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  Congress  of  October  1,  1890,  provid- 
ing for  the  incorporation  of  trust  companies 
within  the  District  of  Columbia,  is  included 
within  the  provision  of  |  81,  that  no  bond  or 
other  collateral  security,  except  as  hereinafter 
stated,  shall  be  required  from  any  trust  com- 
pany "incorporated  under  this  act,"  as  such 
company  thereafter  does  business  only  by  virtue 
of  its  incorporation  under  such  act,  and  not 
under  any  previous  incorporation  under  a  state 
law.     Re  Turley,  9  Mackey,  815. 

A  foreign  trust  corporation  cannot  act  in 
Illinois  as  a  trustee  under  a  trust  deed,  with 
active  duties  to  perform,  without  complying 
with  the  provision  of  the  Illinois  trust  com- 
panies act  of  1887,  as  amended  In  1889,  relating 
to  Illinois  corporations  Incorporated  for  the  pur- 
pose of  accepting  or  executing  trusts,  and  requir- 
ing such  companies  before  accepting  any  appoint- 
ment to  deposit  $200,000  with  the  auditor  of  pub- 
lic accounts  for  the  benefit  of  Its  creditors,  as  the 
Illinois  general  incorporation  law,  |  26,  pro- 
viding that  foreign  corporations  doing  business 
in  the  state  shall  be  subject  to  all  the  liabilities, 
restrictions,  and  duties  Imposed  on  domestic 
corporations,  makes  the  act  regulating  trusts 
applicable  to  foreign  as  well  as  domestic  cor- 
porations. Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Lake 
Street  Elev.  R.  Co.  178  Hi.  439,  51  N.  B.  55. 

The  Illinois  appellate  court  took  substan- 
tlally  the  same  view  in  68  111.  App.  666,  and 
also  the  Cook  county  superior  court  as  reported 
in  12  Nat.  Corp.  Rep.  428.  J.  H.  H. 
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stitutionality  of  the  act  of  June  24, 1805  (P. 
L.  248),  authorizing  a  receiver,  assignee, 
guardian,  committee,  trustee,  executor,  or  ad- 
ministrator, required  by  law  or  by  order  of 
court  to  give  bond  as  such,  to  include  as  part 
of  his  lawful  expenses  in  executing  the  trust 
such  reasonable  sum  as  he  may  have  paid  to 
a  company  authorized  by  the  law  of  this 
state  to  do  so,  for  becoming  his  surety,  as 
may  be  allowed  by  the  court  in  which  he  is 
required  to  account.  It  is  objected  prin- 
cipally that  this  act  contravenes  the  clause 
of  S  7,  art.  3,  of  the  Constitution,  which  pro- 
hibits the  legislature  from  passing  any  local 
or  special  law  "granting  to  any  corporation 
.  .  .  any  special  or  exclusive  privilege  or 
Immunity."  But  the  objection  wholly  fails 
to  observe  the  fundamental  distinction  be- 
tween corporations  and  natural  persons.  All 
corporate  franchises  are  special  and  exclu- 
sive privileges  or  immunities,  discriminative 
against  individuals.  The  act  of  incorpora- 
tion itself  is  a  discriminaton  as  to  privi- 
leges, powers,  and  liabilities  against  the  nat- 
ural person.  Under  the  general  corporation 
act  of  April  29,  1874  (P.  L.  73),  constructed 
with  great  care  for  the  express  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, any  five  persons,  only  three  of  whom 
need  be  citizens  of  this  commonwealth,  may 
procure  themselves  to  be  a  corporation  for 
any  one  of  thirty-seven  different  classes  of 
purposes  of  business,  charity,  or  entertain- 
ment, and  thereby  acquire  privileges  and  im- 
munities which  they  did  not  have  before  as 
natural  persons,  and  which  no  individuals, 
singly  or  collectively,  can  obtain  except 
through  the  same  process.  And  if  the  cor- 
porators are  as  many  as  nine  in  number, 
they  may.  under  the  same  or  other  acts,  as 
canal,  railroad,  plank-road,  turnpike,  or  oth- 
er companies,  assume  for  themselves  still 
greater  privileges,  even  to  that  of  the  state's 
power  to  take  private  property  against  the 
owner's  will  for  a  nominal  public  use,  which, 
everybody  knows,  is  in  substance  nothing  but 
a  purely  commercial  venture  for  the  benefit 
of  the  private  persons  engaging  in  it.  The 
Constitution  does  not  prohibit  these  special 
privileges  of  corporations  as  compared  with 
individuals.  On  the  contrary,  it  intends 
throughout  to  provide  that  they  shall  be  put 
freely  within  common  reach  by  means  of 
general  laws.  The  evils  of  special  legisla- 
tion were  so  apparent  that,  whether  with 
wise  forethought  or  not,  is  perhaps  not  yet 
clear,  the  Constitution  threw  down  the  bars 
and  opened  the  gates  to  the  free  entry  of 
those  gigantic  combinations  of  capital  with 
corporate  privileges  which  are  beginning  to 
assume,  not  only  supreme  business,  but  im- 
portant political  aspects.  The  special  leg- 
islation at  which  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion was  aimed  was  wholly  different  from 
this.  In  Price's  Index  to  Local  Legislation 
in  Pennsylvania  there  are  1,032  pages  con- 
taining references  to  more  than  45,000  local 
acts  (not  including  special  acts  not  local  in 
character),  more  than  10,000  of  which  are 
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acts  relating  to  special  corporations  by 
name.  In  Ayars*  Appeal,  122  Pa.  266,  2  I^ 
R.  A.  577,  16  Atl.  356,  it  was  said  by  Ster- 
rett,  J.,  that,  "during  the  session  of  the  leg- 
islature immediately  preceding  the  adoptioi> 
of  the  ]present  Constitution,  nearly  150  loca.] 
or  special  laws  were  enacted  for  the  city  of 
Philadelphia,  more  than  one  third  that  num- 
ber for  the  city  of  Pittsburgh,  and  for  other 
municipal  divisions  of  the  state  about  the- 
same  proportion.  This  was  by  no  means  ex- 
ceptional." An  examination  with  some  care^ 
though  by  no  means  exhaustive,  of  the- 
Pamphlet  Laws  of  1873,  shows  a  list  of  over 
400  acts  granting,  amending,  extending,  and 
enlarging  charters,  and  conferring  upon  par* 
ticular  corporations,  by  name,  certain  special 
franchises  and  privileges,  not  enjoyed  by  oth- 
ers under  the  general  law.  Among  the  latr 
ter  are  seven  acts,  specially  exempting  cor- 
porations named  from  taxation  (mostly,  it 
may  be  said«  upon  parsonages  and  churcb 
lots), — one  exempting  a  dramatic  associa- 
tion from  license  tax;  tne  releasing  the  col- 
lateral-inheritance tax  upon  a  bequest  to  a^ 
learned  society;  one  releasing  building  re- 
strictions on  land  contained  in  a  patent  fron> 
the  commonwealth ;  four  authorizing  the  sale- 
of  burial  grounds  and  other  lands  held  upon 
trusts;  one  confirming  purchases  and  sales- 
of  land  by  saving-fund  and  building  associa- 
tions in  a  single  county;  another  legalizing 
an  overissue  of  stock  by  two  building  associ- 
ations named ;  one  to  enable  a  foreign  corpo- 
ration named  to  hold  land  in  Pennsylvania ; 
one  to  authorize  an  agricultural  society  ti>> 
allow  public  and  private  sales  of  merchan- 
dise on  its  grounds;  one  to  enable  a  bridge 
company  to  construct  a  turnpike  road ;  an- 
other to  permit  an  iron  company  to  build  a 
telegraph  line  for  its  own  use;  two  making 
penal  offenses  of  trespassing  on  railroad  cara 
in  certain  counties^  and  of  loiterincr  about 
the  depots,  etc.,  of  railroads  in  a  particular 
borough;  one  authorizing  a  railroad  named 
to  occupy  a  particular  street  in  the  city  of 
Philadelphia ;  and  another  permittin$r  a  par- 
ticular street-railway  company  in  the  same 
city  to  salt  its  trades  to  aid  in  keeping  them 
clear  of  snow.  These  werp  the  product  of  a 
single  session,  and  are  a  fair  sample  of  one 
class  of  the  special  laws  at  which  the  consti- 
tutional prohibition  was  directed.  Many  of 
these  acts — perhaps  a  large  majority  of 
them — ^were  just  and  proper,  and  the  privi- 
leges conferred  could  now  be  obtained  under 
the  general  laws.  But  the  system  was  in- 
herently liable  to  favoritism,  and  was  open 
to  the  popular  suspicion  that  it  was  prac- 
tically governed  by  influences  not  beneficial 
to  the  public  interests.  Therefore  the  Con- 
stitution did  away  with  it  at  one  sweep. 
The  methods  and  forms  of  favoritism,  as  of 
other  fraud,  are  legion,  and  no  enumeration 
of  them  in  advance  could  be  complete.  There- 
fore the  constitutional  restrictions  had,  to 
a  great  extent,  to  be  expressed  in  general 
terms,  and  the  inadequacy  of  langua^  to  ex- 
press the  purpose  with  entire  precision,  mm 
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well  as  the  determination  of  the  framers  of 
the  instrument  to  make  the  prohibition  ef- 
fective at  all  hazards,  led  to  its  embodiment 
in  terms  that  are  liable  to  cover  with  the  let- 
ter cases  that  are  not  within  the  spirit  and 
the  real  intent.  Constitutions  are  not  to  re- 
ceive a  narrow^  or  technical,  or  too  literal 
construction.  They  get  their  authority  from 
the  adoption  of  the  people,  and  they  are  to 
be  read  in  a  broad,  and,  as  far  as  possible, 
untechnical,  way,  to  carry  out  their  real  pur- 
pose. We  have  recently  had  occasion  to  con- 
sider with  great  care  the  analogous  restric- 
tion upon  local  and  special  laws  in  relation 
to  school  districts  in  Com.  v.  OiUigan,  195 
Fa.  504«  4G  Atl.  124,  and,  without  further 
enlarging  on  the  subject  here,  may  refer  to 
the  remarks  and  the  conclusion  there  ex- 
pressed, that  in  cases  of  this  character,  where 
no  legislative  effort  to  evade  the  restrictions 
appears,  the  courts  will  lo<4c  beyond  the  mere 
form  of  the  act.  and  examine  its  true  intent 
and  effect,  in  the  light  of  the  purpose  of  the 
constitutional  restriction.  Viewed  in  this 
light,  the  act  of  1895  is  not  at  all  within  the 
prohibition.  The  objection  is  chiefly  based 
on  the  assumption  that  the  suretyship  ot  a 
corporation  and  that  of  an  individual  are 
identical,  and  that  the  act,  therefore,  makes 
a  discrimination  between  equally  qualified 
sureties  for  the  same  service.  But  this  as- 
sumption is  not  sustained  by  the  facts,  and 
overlooks  the  material  distinctions  between 
the  qualities  of  the  security  afforded.  These 
distinctions  are  obvious.  The  individual 
surety  as  formerly  known  was  usually  a  rel- 
ative or  friend  who  had  confidence '  in  the 
principal,  and  voluntarily  assumed  the  obli- 
gation of  answering  for  the  latter's  faithful 
performance  of  duty.  I  need  not  speak  of 
the  individual  who  became  surety  for  pay, 
for  the  very  name  of  "professional  bail -goer" 
is  a  reproach  to  every  branch  of  the  admin- 
istration of  justice  which  he  was  allowed  to 
contaminate  with  his  presence.  But  the  vol- 
untary surety,  however  honest  and  well  qual- 
ified at  the  time  of  his  approval  by  the  court, 
is  liable  to  the  contingencies  of  business,  the 
Jianges  of  value  in  property,  and  the  inex- 
orable chance  of  death,  which  brings  his  es- 
tate into  the  administration  of  the  law  under 
wholly  changed  circumstances.  Of  the  hap- 
pening of  any  of  these  contingencies,  the  only 
person  in  position  to  keep  close  watch  is  the 
principal,  and  his  interest  is  adverse  to  mak- 
ing known  any  doubt  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
his  friend,  or  to  assuming  the  burden  of  find- 
in*?  a  new  surety.  These  are  some  of  the  dis- 
advantages even  of  an  honest  surety;  and  if 
we  add  to  them  the  risk  of  a  dishonest  one, 
who  may  dispose  of  his  property  on  his  own 
scent  of  danger,  or  on  a  friendly  hint  from 
his  principal,  we  may  have  a  fair  idea  of  the 
dancrers  of  which  our  reports  present  many 
illustrations.  On  the  other  hand,  the  surety 
company  included  in  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  180.5  must  have  a  capital,  the  amount, 
nature  of  investment,  and  management  uf 
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which  are  known  and  within  constant  sight 
of  the  court  and  the  parties  interested.  It 
is  obliged  to  make  reports  of  its  condition  to 
the  courts  and  to  the  commonwealth,  and  is 
at  all  times  subject  to  the  visitorial  power  of 
tlje  latter;  and,  finally,  it  has  the  sharp  ir- 
centive  of  prevention  of  loss  by  looking  close- 
ly after  the  administration  of  his  trust  by 
its  principal,  for  whom  it  has  become  respon- 
sible, not  from  friendly  personal  confidence, 
but  as  a  strict  business  venture.  It  was  said 
in  this  case  by  the  learned  president  of  the 
orphans'  court,  whose  experience  entitles  his 
opinion  to  great  weight^  that  "corporation 
suretyship  is  another  product  of  modern 
thought  and  ingenuity,  and  may  be  said  to 
possess  many  advantages  over  individual  bail 
or  security.  .  .  .  Our  daily  experience 
has  proved  that  corporate  security  and  the 
oversight  and  management  by  expert  officera 
of  the  trust  and  security  companies  are  high- 
ly advantageous,  not  only  to  the  fiduciary,, 
but  to  all  the  parties  interested,  whether 
creditors,  legatees,  or  distributees,"  but,  eve» 
if  this  be  not  so  it  is  plain  that  while  the- 
duties  and  liabilities  of  the  surety,  whether 
corporation  or  individual,  are  the  same,  and 
in  those  respects  they  stand  upon  the  same 
plane,  yet  the  qualities  and  advantages  of 
the  security  afforded  are  materially  differ- 
ent. It  is  on  this  difference  that  the  dis- 
crimination in  the  act  of  1895  is  founded,  and 
it  is  a  fair  and  constitutional  basis  for  the 
legislative  discretion.  ±he  case  is  far  strong' 
er  than  Com,  v.  Vrooman,  164  Pa.  306,  2> 
L.  R.  A.  250.  30  Atl.  217,  for  the  act  there 
sustained  absolutely  prohibited  certain  busi- 
ness previously  lawful  to  individuals,  while 
the  act  of  1895  debars  no  one,  but  merely 
gives  an  incidental  advantage  to  what  the 
legislature  held  to  be  a  better  security. 

A  second  objection  considered  by  the 
learned  judge  of  the  orphans'  court,  but  evi- 
dently as  a  mere  makeweight,  was  that  the 
act  creates  a  special  lien  in  favor  of  the  sure- 
ty company.  This  cannot  be  maintained. 
Apart  from  the  common-law  liens  of  artisans 
and  vendors  dependent  on  possession,  liens 
must  rest  on  clear  statutory  authority. 
There  is  none  here.  The  act  does  not  give  a 
lien,  or  even  a  claim  of  any  kind,  to  the 
surety  company  against  the  estate.  The 
trustee  is  allowed  a  credit,  not  for  what  he 
owes  or  has  agreed  to  pay,  but  for  what  he 
has  paid.  Payment  by  the  trustee  is  a  nec- 
essary prerequisite  to  any  claim  against  the 
estate,  and  even  then  it  does  not  come  in  as 
a  new  lien,  but  on  the  footing  Of  an  ordinary 
item  of  expense  in  the  administration  of  the 
trust. 

The  further  objection  that  the  act  contra- 
venes the  14th  Amendment  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  is  too  far-fetched 
to  require  notice. 

judgment  reversed,  and  record  remitted, 
with  directions  to  consider  and  determine 
the  item  excepted  to  on  its  merits,  as  a  rea- 
sonable sum  paid  under  the  act  of  18P6. 
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STATE  of  Missouri  ex  rel  (George  R.  EENA- 

MORE 
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Horatio  D.  WOOD  et  al. 
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1.     A  claim  of  the  riffht  to  Inspect  beer 

unider  a  statute  cannot  constitute  a  cloud 
upon  title  wbich  equity  may  prevent,  even 
if  a  cloud  upon  title  can  arise  witb  reference 
to  personal  property,  when  the  inspection 
law  makes  no  charge  against  property,  and 
provided  for  no  remedy  except  by  indictment 
or  criminal  information  against  individuals. 

a.  An  allearatlon  that  Inapeotion  of 
beer  as  required  by  statute  'would 
cause  Irreparable  damage  Is  Insufficient 
basis  for  equity  jurisdiction,  when  it  has  no 
other  foundation  than  a  legal  conclusion 
from  the  statute,  and  the  statute  properly 
construed  is  satisfied  by  inspection  of  the 
beer  while  in  vats  in  a  manner  that  would 
cause  no  damage. 

S.  Setting  up  unconstitutionalltr  of  a 
statute  in  defense  of  a  criminal  Information 
or  Indictment  gives  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law  against  the  statute,  which  will  preclude 
equitable  relief,  where  it  can  be  enforced 
only  by  such  criminal  proceedings.  - 

4.  An  injunction  against  tbe  enforce- 
ment of  a  statute  requiring  the  inspection 
of  beer  cannot  be  granted  on  the  ground  that 
the  statute  is  unconstitutional,  where  the 
statute  is  enforceable  only  by  criminal  pro- 
ceedings, slAce  equity  has  no  Jurisdiction  to 
«nJoln  criminal  prosecutions. 

(Burge$»j  J„  dU»enU,) 

(March  5,  1000.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  prohibition 
to  arrest  further  action  in  certain  in- 
junction proceedings  to  restrain  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  act  providing  for  the  inspection 
of  beer  and  malt  liquors.     Writ  awarded. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Messrs.  Edward  O.  Orow»  Attorney  Gten- 
«ral,  Bamiiel  B.  Jeffries,  and  W.  M. 
Williama  for  relator. 

Messrs.  Boyle,  Priest,  A  Itehmann, 
Kehr  A  Tittmann,  G.  A.  Finkelnbnrs, 
and  Koehler  A  Beiss,  for  defendants: 

The  court  is  not  bound  by  the  terms  of 
the  bill,  but  will  inquire  into  its  practical 
operation  and  necessary  effect,  in  order  to 
determine  its  character. 

Cooley,  Const  Lim.  164;  Ho  Ah  Kovo  y. 
7Juna/n,  5  Sawy.  552,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,546; 

Note. — For  injunction  to  restrain  criminal 
proceedings,  see  Crighto  t.  Dahmer  (Miss.)  21 
li.  R.  A.  84,  and  note;  also  Paulk  t.  Sycamore 
(Ga.)  41  L.  R.  A.  772. 

For  injunction  against  enforcement  of  or- 
dinance, see  Rushvllle  y.  Rushyille  Natural  Gas 
Co.  (Ind.)  15  L.  R.  A.  821;  Georgia  Packing 
Co.  y.  Macon  (C.  C.  S.  D.  Ga.)  22  L.  R.  A. 
775 :  Augusta  y.  Burum  (Ga.)  26  L.  R.  A.  340 ; 
Deems  y.  Baltimore  (Md.)  26  L.  R.  A.  541; 
Farmer  y.  Ek.  Paul  (Minn.)  83  L.  R.  A.  190; 
and  Cicero  Lumber  Co.  y.  Cicero  (111.)  42  L. 
R.  A.  696. 
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Bmyth  y.  Ames,  169  U.  S.  466,  42  L.  ed.  819, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418;  Eannil^  d  8t.  J.  R, 
Co.  y.  Uusen,  95  U.  S.  465,  24  L.  ed.  527; 
Minnesota  y.  Barber,  136  U.  S.  313,  34  L.  ed. 
455,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  185,  10  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  802;  Brimmer  v.  Rebman,  138  U.  S. 
78,  34  L.  ed.  862,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  213;  Lit- 
tlefield  V.  State,  42  Neb.  223,  28  L.  R.  A.  58d, 
60  N.  W.  724 ;  Vansant  y.  Harlem  Stage  Co. 
59  Md.  330;  State,  North  Hudson  County  R. 
Co.,  Prosecutor,  y.  Hoboken,  41  N.  J.  L.  71; 
State  V.  Wheelock,  95  Iowa,  677,  80  L.  R  A, 
420,  64  N.  W.  620;  St.  Louis  v.  Boatmen's 
Ins.  d  T.  Co.  47  Mo.  150. 

As  in  its  practical  operation  and  by  its 
necessary  effect  the  bill  will  produce  reyenue 
many  times  exceeding  the  expenses  of  inspec- 
tion, it  must  be  held  to  be  a  reyenue  meas- 
ui'e,  and  judged  accordingly. 

Ho  Ah  Kow  V.  Nunan,  5  Sawy.  552,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  0,546;  United  States  y.  Tithing 
Yard,  0  Utah,  273,  34  Pac.  69;  Willis  v. 
Standard  Oil  Co.  50  Minn.  290.  52  N.  W. 
052 ;  Vanmeter  v.  Spurrier ^  94  Ky.  22.  21  S. 
W.  337;  American  Fertilizer  Co.  y.  North 
Carolina  Bd.  of  Agri.  43  Fed.  Rep.  609.  11 
L.  R.  A.  179,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  532;  Pat- 
apsco  Quano  Co.  y.  North  Carolina  Bd.  f*f 
AgH.  171  U.  S.  354,  43  L.  ed.  194,  18  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  862. 

Being  a  reyenue  as  well  as  an  inspection 
measure,  the  bill  is  invalid  because  not  con- 
fined to  one  subject  which  is  clearly  ex- 
pressed in  its  title. 

Mo.  Const,  art.  4,  §  28 ;  EuAng  v.  BobUt- 
sclle,  85  Mo.  64;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  y. 
Miller,  100  Mo.  439.  13  S.  W.  677;  State  y. 
Morgan,  112  Mo.  202,  20  S.  W.  456;  State 
ex  rel.  Wolfe  y.  Bronson,  115  Mo.  271.  21  S. 
W.  1125;  Lynch  y.  Murphy,  119  Mo.  163.  24 
S.  W.  774;  Witzmann  y.  Southern  R.  Co.  131 
Mo.  612,33  S.  W.  181;  State  y.Persingerje 
Mo.  346 ;  State  em  rel.  Kansas  City  Park  Dis- 
trict V.  Jackson  County  Ct.  102  Mo.  531,  15 
S.  W.  79;  State  ex  rel.  Steel  y.  Baker,  129 
Mo.  482,  31  S.  W.  924;  State  ex  rel.  Kirk- 
wood  y.  Hcege,  135  Mo.  112,  36  S.  W.  614; 
State  ex  rel.  Hixon  y.  Schofield,  41  Mo.  39; 
State  ex  rel.  Garth  y.  Switzler,  143  Mo.  287, 
40  L.  R.  A.  280,  45  S.  W.  245. 

As  a  reyenue  or  taxing  measure  the  bill 
is  invalid  because  it  imposes  a  tax  on  prop- 
erty for  general  state  purposes  in  excess  of 
the  constitutional  limitations. 

Mo.  Const,  art.  10,  I  ^',  St.  Louis  y.  Boat- 
men's Ins.  d  T.  Co.  47  Mo.  150 ;  St.  Louis  r. 
Spiegel,  76  Mo.  145;  State  ex  rel.  St.  Louis 
Pubiic  Schools  y.  Tracy,  94  Mo.  217,  6  S.  W. 
700;  Brookfieldv.  Tooey,  Ul  Mo.  619,43 
S.  W.  387 :  State  ex  rel.  Garth  v.  Stnitsler, 
143  Mo.  287.  40  L.  R.  A.  280.  45  S.  W.  245; 
State  ex  rel.  Armour  Packing  Co.  y.  Ste- 
phens, 146  Mo.  662,  48  S.  W.  929. 

The  tax  imposed  by  the  bill  violates  the 
constitutional  provision  requiring  equality 
and  uniformity  in  taxation. 

Mo.  Const,  art  10.  §5  3.  4,  6.  7;  Gibbons 
v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed.  23;  Deal  v. 
Mississipni  County,  107  Mo.  464.  14  L.  R.  A. 
622,  18  S.  W.  24;  State  em  rel.  Ga/rth  r. 
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Bwitzler,  143  Mo.  287,  40  L.  R.  A.  280,  46 
S.  W.  245;  Turner  v.  Maryland,  107  U.  8. 
38,  27  L.  ed.  370,  2  Sup.  Ct.  R«p.  44;  Ooe  v. 
£rrol,  116  U.  S.  617,  29  L.  ed.  716,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  476;  Btate  v.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  29 
L.  K.  A.  267,  31  S.  W.  781;  State  v.  Oranne- 
wan,  132  Mo.  326,  33  S.  W.  784;  State  v, 
WaUh,  136  Mo.  400,  35  K  R.  A.  231,  37  S. 
\^.  1112. 

The  act  in  prohibiting  the  brewing  of  malt 
liquors  out  of  any  other  cereals  than  barley 
and  rice  is  a  wanton  and  unwarranted  in- 
terference with  the  freedom  of  industry  and 
rights  of  property. 

AIo.  Const,  art.  2,  fiS  4,  30;  U.  S.  Const 
14th  Amend.;  Btate  v.  Addington,  12  Mo. 
App.  214;  People  v.  Mara,  99  N.  Y.  377,  62 
Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E.  29. 

The  mode  of  inspection  provided  by  th€ 
bill  is  destructive  of  the  property  inspected. 

Ma.  Const  art.  2,  ($  4,  30;  U.  S.  Const 
14th  Amend. ;  People  v.  Compagnie  06n4rale 
Transatlantique,  107  U.  S.  69,  27  L.  ed.  383, 
2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  87. 

The  bill  is  incapable  of  being  enforced  ac- 
cording to  its  terms. 

Btate,  Crow,  v.  West  Bide  Street  R.  Co, 
146  Mo.  156,  47  S.  W.  969. 

Gantt,  P.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  original  proceeding  for  a  writ 
of  prohibition  x)Ut  of  this  court  to  arrest  fur- 
ther action  by  the  circuit  court  of  the  city  of 
St  Louis  in  a  certain  suit  now  pending 
therein  to  obtain  a  perpetual  injunction 
against  the  relator  herein,  as  state  beer  in- 
spector, to  restrain  him  and  his  deputies 
from  taking  any  steps  whatever  to  carry  out 
and  enforce  an  act  of  the  general  assembly 
of  Missouri  entitled  ''An  Act  to  Creato  the 
Office  of  Inspector  of  Beer  and  Malt  Liquors 
of  the  State,  and  Providing  for  the  Inspec- 
tion of  Beer  and  Malt  Liquors  Manufactured 
and  Sold  in  this  State,'^  approved  May  4, 
1899. 

It  appears  from  the  petition  of  relator 
that  eight  corporations  and  one  individual 
separately  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
beer  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis  joined  as  plain- 
tiffs in  a  suit  in  the  St  Louis  circuit  court 
for  the  injunction.  Relator  alleges  his  ap- 
pointment to  the  office  of  beer  inspector  by 
the  governor,  and  his  qualifications  as  re- 
quired by  the  act ;  that  the  said  eight  corpor- 
ations and  single  individual  were  all  en- 
ga^;^  in  the  business  of  brewing  beer  and 
other  malt  producto  in  this  stete,  with  the 
purpose  of  offering  the  same  for  sale;  that 
Judges  Horatio  D.  Wood  and  Franklin  Fer- 
ris are  two  of  the  circuit  judges  of  the  said 
city  of  St.  Louis,  duly  elected  and  qualified, 
and  acting  as  such.  It  then  avers  that  in 
September,  1899,  said  bill  for  injunction  was 
filed  in  division  No.  5  of  the  said  circuit 
court,  over  which  Judge  Wood  presides,  and 
->wae,  in  substance,  as  follows: 

Plaintiffs,  in  behalf  of  themselves  and  all 
others  in  the  stete  similarly  situated,  steted 
they  were,  and  for  many  years  had  been,  en- 
gaged in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  beer 
and  other  malt  liquors;  that  defendant, 
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George  R.  Kenamore,  had  been  recently  ap- 
pointed beer  inspector  under  the  act  of  May 
4,  1899;  and  then  set  out  the  act  iteelf  in 
hcBO  verba  as  it  is  found  in  the  Laws  of  Mis- 
souri of  1899,  pp.  228  to  231,  inclusive;  that 
said  Kenamore  had  qualified  under  the  terms 
of  said  act,  and  claimed  to  be  ^titled  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  thereof,  and  enforce  and 
carry  out  the  provisions  thereof,  and  has  is- 
sued a  circular  letter  notifying  plaintiffs 
and  all  others  similarly  situated  that  he  in- 
tends to  enforce  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  and 
every  provision  thereof,  and  reauiring  plain- 
tiffs and  all  other  persons  similarly  situated 
to  submit  their  producto  of  oeer  and 
other  malt  liquors  to  his  inspection,  and 
threatens  to  exact  the  tax  imposed  by  said 
act  under  the  name  of  inspection  fees.  They 
then  allege  that  besides  themselves  there  are 
other  brewers  at  other  cities  in  the  state,  al- 
so engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
beer,  giving  a  list  of  them.  They  then  aver 
that  the  said  brewers  of  this  stete  annually 
manufacture  not  less  than  2,260,000  barrels 
of  beer  of  thirty-one  gallons  each,  of  which 
they  sell  in  Missouri  not  less  than  976,000 
barrels  of  thirty-one  ffallons  each;  that  of 
said  brewers  twelve  sdl  their  entire  product 
in  this  stete,  and  of  the  remainder  the  ma* 
jority  sell  the  largest  portion  of  their  prod- 
uct in  this  stete,  but  that  one  of  them  sells 
more  than  two  thirds  of  ite  product,  and  an- 
other four  fifths  of  ite  product,  and  another 
one  half  of  ite  product  outeide  of  this  stete; 
that,  in  addition  to  tho  persons  named  as 
manufacturing  beer  in  this  stete,  there  are 
persons,  firms,  and  corporations  engaged  in 
manufacturing  beer  in  other  stetes,  particu- 
larly Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  who  annually 
ship  into  and  sell  in  this  stete  not  less  than 
165,000  barrels  of  thirty-one  gallons  each, 
and  about  1,500  barrels  of  beer  and  ale  are 
imported  from  Germany  and  England;  that 
certain  named  corporations,  firms,  and  per** 
sons  are  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  weiss 
beer  to  the  amount  of  6,200  barrels,  of  which 
4,000  are  sold  in  this  stete  and  1,200  ex- 
ported ;  that  weiss  beer  is  a  malted  ferment- 
ed liquor  brewed  from  wheat,  and  cannot  be 
made  from  any  other  cereal ;  that  lager  beer 
is  made  commonly  of  hops,  malted  barley, 
and  of  barley,  rye,  corn,  and  any  other  fart 
inaceous  cereal  which  it  is  convenient  for 
the  brewer  to  use,  and  may  properly  be  made 
of  any  farinaceous  cereal  used  in  conjunct 
tion  with  hops  and  malt,  and  such  materials 
so  used  are  entirely  wholesome;  that  beer, 
whether  weiss  beer  or  lager  beer,  and  what- 
ever ite  manufacture,  must,  for  the  purposes 
of  sale,  be  inclosed  in  tight  packages  of  glass 
or  wood,  and  when  so  prepared  for  sale  by  in- 
closure  cannot  be  opened  without  injury  to 
the  contente,  and  is  never  opened  except  for 
immediate  consumption;  that  the  average 
price  of  beer  manufactured  in  this  stete,  ex- 
clusive of  United  Stetes  revenue  stemps,  is 
$5  per  barrel.  Plaintiffs  then  alleged  in 
said  bill  for  injunction  that  said  act  of  May 
4.  1899,  waa  unconstitutional  and  void,  and 

I  then  proceeded  to  specify  that  it  violated  | 
28,  art.  4,  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri,  in 
that  it  oonteined  more  than  one  subject  inite 
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title,  and  because  the  title  did  not  indicate 
the  subject  of  taxation  and  revenue;  that  it 
also  violated  §  8,  art.  10,  of  the  Constitution 
of  Missouri,  in  that  it  exceeded  the  maxi'> 
mum  rate  of  taxation  allowed  by  the  Con- 
stitution ;  that  it  is  violative  of  §  3,  art.  10^ 
of  the  Constitution,  in  that  it  violates  the 
principle  of  uniformity  ordained  by  the  Con- 
stitution in  said  section;  that  it  violates  § 
4,  art.  2,  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri, 
which  provides  that  all  persons  have  a  nat- 
ural right  to  life,  liberty,  and  the  enjoyment 
of  the  gains  of  their  own  industry,  etc,  and 
of  §  30,  art.  2,  which  provides  that  "no  per- 
son shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law;"  that  said 
act  violates  said  two  last-mentioned  sections 
of  the  Constitution  in  this:  that  the  4th  sec- 
tion of  said  act,  which  provides  that  no 
manufacturers  of  beer  in  this  state  shall  use 
any  substance,  material,  or  chemical  in  the 
manufacture  of  beer  or  other  malt  liquors 
"other  than  pure  hops,  or  pure  extract  of 
bops,' or  of  pure  barley,  malt,  or  wholesome 
yeast  or  rice,"  is  an  unreasonable,  oppres- 
sive, and  unconstitutional  restraint  upon  a 
lawful  occupation,  and  excludes  the  use  of 
water,  which  forms  the  major  part  of  all 
beer;  that  the  inspection  required  by  the  act 
is  of  sealed  packages,  and  such  an  inspection, 
if  carried  out,  will  be  destructive  of  plain- 
tiffs' products,  and  render  them  unsalable, 
and  prevent  them  from  pursuing  their  occu- 
pation in  this  state;  that  said  act  is  viola- 
tive of  the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  and  §  2,  art.  4,  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  among 
other  things,  in  that  it  discriminates  be- 
tween the  brewer  who  sells  in  this  state  and 
one  who  exports  his  products,  taxing  the 
first  39  cents  a  barrel,  and  the  other  noth- 
ing; that  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  is  inoper- 
ative and  void  because  incapable  of  execu- 
tion for  the  reason  that  inspection  will  not 
determine  of  what  cereals  beer  is  manufac- 
tured, and  because  the  inspector  and  his  dep- 
uties cannot  inspect  all  the  beer  manufact- 
ured from  day  to  day  without  subjecting 
the  brewers  to  ruinous  delays ;  that  said  act 
is  violative  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  concerning  interstate  commerce,  be- 
ing S  8,  art.  1,  as  well  as  §  2,  art.  4,  §  10, 
art.  1,  and  §  1  of  the  14th  Amendment;  that 
said  act  violates  the  order  prescribed  by  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri  as  to  appropriations 
by  the  general  assembly;  that  the  enforce- 
ment of  said  act  would  work  irreparable  in- 
jury to  plaintiffs  and  their  business.  "And 
the  plaintiffs  further  state  that,  besides  the 
irreparable  damage  which  will  be  inflicted 
upon  their  property  and  business  by  the  in- 
spection of  beer,  as  hereinbefore  more  fully 
set  out,  the  act  in  question  provides  for 
heavy  fines  and  penalties  and  the  imprison- 
ment of  all  brewers  who  fail  to  conform  to 
its  provisions,  and  who  sell  their  product 
without  submitting  the  same  to  such  inspec- 
tion, and  who  fail  to  pay  the  unconstitu- 
tional tax  imposed  by  said  act;  and  said  act 
provides  that  a  prosecution  and  conviction 
for  failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  said 
act  and  of  the  payment  of  said  tax  shall  be 
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followed  by  a  forfeiture  of  the  brewer's 
right  to  manufacture  and  sell  beer  or  otlier 
malt  liquors  in  this  state  for  a  period  of 
two  years  thereafter,  which  would  cause  ru- 
inous damage  to  plaintiffs'  business,  and 
that  of  others  similarly  situated,  in  which 
much  capital  is  invested,  and  in  which  many 
thousands  of  persons  are  employed ;  that  said 
pretended  right  to  enforce  said  act  and  to 
inflict  said  penalties  and  forfeitures,  and  the 
said  circular  letter,  constitute  a  cloud  on 
plaintiffs'  title  to  their  property  and  their 
business,  and  a  constant  menace  thereto." 
The  said  plaintiffs  then  conclude  their  peti- 
tion as  follows:  "Wherefore,  plaintiffs  say 
that  they  are  without  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  and  they  now  come  into  a  court  of  equi- 
ty, and  pray  for  relief  under  the  facts  and 
circumstances  herein  stated;  and  plain- 
tiffs say  that,  unless  the  relief  hereinafter 
prayed  for  is  granted,  the  damage  to  them 
and  all  otliers  similarly  situated  will  be  ir- 
reparable; wherefore  they  now  pray  that  an 
order  of  injunction  may  issue  out  of  this 
court  directed  to  the  defendant,  the  said 
George  R.  Kenamore,  claiming  to  be  inspec- 
tor of  beer,  enjoining  and  restraining  him, 
his  deputies,  servants,  and  agents,  and  each 
of  them,  from  enforcing  or  attempting  to  en- 
force said  act  of  the  general  assembly  of 
May  4, 1899,  and  from  inspecting  or  attempt- 
ing to  inspect  the  beer  or  other  malt  liquors 
manufactured  or  offered  for  sale  by  plain- 
tiffs, or  others  similarly  situated,  and  from 
collecting  or  attempting  to  collect  any  tax 
or  inspection  fees  under  said  act,  and  from 
attempting  to  enforce  said  act  as  against 
the  said  retail  dealers,  customers  of  plain- 
tiffs, and  others  similarly  situated ;  and  that 
said  act  of  the  general  assembly  be  declared 
null  and  void,  and  for  such  other  and  fur- 
ther relief  as  to  this  honorable  court  may 
seem  meet  and  proper  under  all  the  circum* 
stances  of  the  case." 

It  is  then  averred  by  relator  herein  that 
the  Honorable  Horatio  Wood,  judge  of  the 
circuit  court  of  St.  Louis,  division  No.  6, 
granted  the  following  temporaiy  injunction 
or  restraining  order : 

In  the  Circuit  Court,  City  of  St.  Louis, 

June  Term,  1899. 

Wednesday,  September  27,  1899. 

The  American  Brewing  Company  et  dL 
v.  George  R.  Kenamore,  State  Inspector  of 
Beer  and  Malt  Liquors.  (No.  54,  Dec.  T., 
'99.) 

Now  come  the  plaintiffs,  and  present  their 
petition  and  application  for  a  temporary  in- 
junction herein,  and  upon  consideration 
thereof  it  is  ordered  by  the  court  that  the 
defendant,  George  R.  Kenamore,  state  in- 
spector of  beer  and  malt  liquors,  show  cau«o 
on  Wednesday,  the  4th  day  of  October,  1899, 
at  10  o'clock  A.  M.,  in  courtroom  No.  5,  why 
a  temporary  injunction  should  not  be  grant- 
ed in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  said  pe- 
tition; pending  the  final  hearing  of  this 
cause,  and  that  pending  the  hearing  and  de- 
termination of  said  application  for  a  tem- 
porary injunction,  and  upon  plaintiffs*  giv- 
ing bond  in  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars, 
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to  be  approved  by  the  clerk,  said  defendant, 
<ieoTf^  R.  Kenamore,  inspector  of  beer  as 
aforesaid,  his  deputies,  servants,  and  agents, 
be  and  hereby  are  restrained  from  enforcing 
or  attempting  to  enforce  the  act  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly  of  May  4,  1899,  entitled  ^'An 
Act  Creating  the  Office  of  Inspector  of  Beer 
and  Malt  Liquors  of  This  State,  and  Pro- 
viding for  the  Inspection  of  Beer  and  Malt 
Liquors  Manufactured  and  Sold  in  This 
State;"  and  the  said  George  R.  Kenamore, 
his  deputies,  servants,  and  agents,  are  here- 
by restrained  from  inspecting  or  attempting 
lo  inspect  the  beer  or  other  malt  liquors 
manufactured  or  offered  for  sale  by  plain- 
tilTs  or  others  similarly  situated,  and  from 
collecting  or  attempting  to  collect  any  tax 
or  inspection  fees  under  said  act  of  May  4, 
1890,  and  from  attempting  to  enforce  said 
act  as  against  the  retail  dealers,  customers 
of  plaintiffs,  and  others  similarly  situated, 
referred  to  in  the  petition  in  this  cause. 

Thereupon  relator  applied  to  one  of  the 
judges  of  this  court  in  vacation,  and  pro- 
cured a  provisional  writ  of  prohibition 
■against  further  action  in  said  injunction 
proceeding.  Relator  avers  that  by  said  in- 
junction he  and  his  deputies  were  restrained 
and  forbidden  to  perform  their  duties  under 
the  act  of  May  4,  1899,  that  the  said  circuit 
<court  exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  and  prayed 
that  it  might  be  prohibited  from  taking  or 
-further  entertaining  jurisdiction  of  said  in- 
junction. 

1.  The  question  for  decision  is  whether 
-this  court  can  properly  and  lawfully  pro- 
"hibit  the  circuit  court  from  further  taking 
cognizance  of  the  application  made  to  it  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  said  injunction  case.  This 
•depends  upon  whether  that  court  was  en- 
tirely wanting  in  jurisdiction  to  grant  said 
injunction  on  the  showing  made  in  the  peti- 
tion, or  whether,  granting  It  had  jurisdiction 
in  that  class  of  cases,  it  has  not  exceeded  its 
jurisdiction.  Whether  the  circuit  court 
was  without  jurisdiction  altogether,  or,  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  class  of  cases  in  which 
the  iniunction  was  sought,  exceeded  its  ju- 
risdiction, is  only  ascertainnhle  in  this  case 
by  the  averments  in  the  bill  filed  in  that 
court  and  the  orders  made  thereon.  The 
fact  that  said  court  was  a  court  of  general 
•equity  jurisdiction,  and  has  the  power  to  is- 
-sue  or  direct  writs  of  injunction  to  issue, 
will  not  of  itself  answer  the  contention  made 
In  this  case.  Courts  of  equity  are  not  in- 
vested with  power  to  enjoin  in  any  and  every 
•case,  but  there  must  be  some  special  circum- 
stances bringing  the  case  under  some  recog- 
nized head  of  equity  jurisdiction  before  it 
will  wield  the  powerful  writ  of  an  injunc- 
tion. By  means  of  the  process  of  exclusion 
and  inclusion  we  will  be  greatly  aided  in 
reaching  the  sufficiency  of  the  petition  to 
-state  a  case  belonging  to  a  class  in  which 
•courts  of  equity  are  authorized  to  srrant  in- 
junctive relief.  State  ew  rel.  McCaffery  v. 
Aloe,  152  Mo.  460,  47  L.  R.  A.  193,  54  S.  W. 
494.  The  bill  obviously  seeks  relief  upon 
the  idea  of  the  unconstitutionalitv  of  the 
law,  irreparable  damage,  multiplicity  of 
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suits,  and  a  doud  upon  titla  The  act  of 
May  4,  1899,  is  incorporated  in  the  bill  as 
the  foundation  of  all  the  various  grounds  ol 
relief. 

The  allegation  as  to  "cloud  upon  title"  is 
simpl;^  that  the  circular  letter  of  the  state 
beer  inspector,  notifying  plaintiffs  therein 
that  they  must  submit  uieir  product  for  in- 
spection, and  his  pretended  right  to  enforce 
the  said  act,  will  constitute  a  cloud  upon 
their  title  to  their  property  and  business, 
and  a  menace  thereto.  That  this  averment, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  statement  of 
the  provisions  of  the  law  itself,  fails  to  bring 
the  plaintiffs  within  that  class  of  cases  in 
which  equity  will  interpose  to  prevent  a 
cloud  upon  title,  seems  too  clear  to  doubt. 
Ihat  jurisdiction  is  limited  to  cloud  upon 
title  to  real  estate.  It  would  seem  to  be  ele- 
mentary that,  in  legal  parlance  cloud  upon 
title  arises  with  reference  to  real  estate  only. 
G  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  150,  and  cases 
cited.  This  is  the  settled  law  of  this  state. 
Locktcood  V.  St,  Louis,  24  Mo.  20;  Leslie  v. 
St,  LotUSy  47  Mo.  474;  Warrensburg  eco  reU 
Colbem  v.  filler,  77  Mo.  66 ;  Sayrc  v.  Tomp* 
kins,  23  Mo.  443;  Mechanics*  Bank  v.  Kan* 
sas,  73  ^io.  565.  But  in  this  case  the  bill 
negatives  all  idea  of  this  inspection  law  af- 
fecting the  property  of  plaintiffs  therein,  in 
that  it  is  made  a  purely  personal  charge 
against  individuals  only,  and  can  form  no 
basis,  either  in  law  or  equity,  of  a  proceeding 
against  their  property  or  business.  A  fail- 
ure to  pay  it  can  result  neither  in  a  judg- 
ment, levy,  nor  seizure  of  their  property, 
generally  or  specially:  and  the  bill  wholly 
fails  to  charge  that  any  suit,  lien,  levy,  or 
seizure  is  threatened  by  the  inspector  in  case 
of  a  failure  or  refusal  to  submit  their  prod- 
uct to  his  inspection.  On  the  contrary,  the 
sole  and  exclusive  remedy  is  by  an  indict-* 
ment  or  information  in  a  court  having  juris- 
diction over  criminal  cases.  A  court  of 
equity,  moreover,  has  no  jurisdiction  to  en- 
join the  collection  of  a  personal  tax  or  fee 
when  the  bill  shows  no  ground  for  appre- 
hending that  the  officer  will  attempt  to  en- 
force its  collection  against  the  property  of 
the  complainant.  We  desist  from  further 
discussion  of  this  point,  because,  in  our  opin- 
ion, no  precedent  for  an  injunction  under 
such  a  state  of  facts  can  be  found,  and  be- 
cause such  an  allegation  discloses  no  equity 
whatever. 

In  the  natural  connection,  let  us  now  ex- 
amine the  allegation  of  "irreparable  in- 
jury." As  to  this  ground,  the  jurisdiction 
rests  upon  well-settled  principles.  A  mere 
allegation  that  irreparable  injury  will  en- 
sue "is  insufficient.  Traversable  facts  must 
be  stated  in  the  bill,  which  show  that  plain- 
tiffs cannot  have  an  adequate  remedy  at  law, 
or  that  the  injury  cannot  be  compensated  by 
an  action  for  damages  as  such.  1  High,  Inj. 
3d  ed.  9  34;  Clarke  v.  0am,  21  Minn.  387. 
That  a  court  of  equity  may  enjoin  upon 
some  other  ground  is  not  the  question  now, 
but  does  this  petition  aver  traversable  facts 
sufficient  to  state  a  cause  of  "irreparable  in- 
jury?" Doics  V.  Chieagoy  11  Wall.  108,  20 
L.  ed.  66;  Shelton  v.  Piatt,  139  U.  S.  696,  35 
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L.  ed.  273,  11  Sup.  Ot  Rep.  646;  Verdin  v. 
Bt.  LoiUa,  131  Mo.  loo  cit.  106,  107,  33  S.  W. 
480,  36  8.  W.  52.  The  Btatemcnt  of  such 
essential  facts  ia  jurisdictional.  Dotoa  v. 
Chicago,  11  Wall.  108,  20  L.  ed.  65.  Wh^ 
we  recall  that  by  no  possibility  can  the  prop- 
erty of  plaintiffs  therein  be  disturbed  for  the 
collection  of  the  inspection  fee,  it  is  plain  we 
must  look  elsewhere  in  the  petition  for  the 
traversable  facts  which  would  work  irre* 
parable  damage.  If  found  at  all,  it  must  be 
in  the  allegation  that  the  inspection  would 
necessarily  render  the  beer  stale,  fiat,  and 
unsalable  by  opening  the  vessels  containing 
it,  for  that  purpose.  It  is  plain,  howe\'er, 
that  this  averment  has  no  oUier  foundation 
than  the  act  itself,  and  is  a  legal  conclusion 
drawn  by  learned  counsel  from  the  law. 
Section  7  of  the  act  is  the  basis  of  this  con- 
tention, and  is  in  these  words:  "It  shall 
be  the  duty  of  such  inspector  to  cause  to  be 
inspected  all  beer  or  other  malt  liquors 
brewed  or  manufactured  or  sold  in  this 
state,  and  if  he  shall  find  that  such  beer  or 
other  malt  liquor  has  been  made  from  pure 
hops  or  the  pure  extract  of  hops,  or  of  pure 
barley,  malt,  or  wholesome  yeast,  or  rice, 
to  place  upon  the  package  containing  such 
beer  or  malt  liquor  his  label  certifying  the 
same  has  been  inspected  and  made  from 
wholesome  ingredients."  The  interpretation 
of  this  section  is  one  of  law.  It  should  re- 
ceive a  reasonable  construction,— one  which 
would  conform  to  common  sense,  and  at  the 
same  time  render  the  act  operative,  if  pos- 
sible. So  construed,  it  does  not  require  each 
barrel  or  bottle  to  be  opened  after  it  is 
closed.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  state 
beer  inspector,  the  ofiioer  charged  with  this 
inspection,  say:  "There  is  but  one  practical 
and  intelligent  method  by  which  the  output 
of  lager  beer  in  this  state  can  be  inspected ; 
that  is,  by  going  direct  to  the  brewery,  and 
taking  a  sample  of  their  mash,  and  of  the 
beer  that  they  are  fermenting.  This  method 
would  not,  in  the  slightest  manner,  interfere 
with  or  hinder  them  in  their  operations,  and 
would  at  the  same  time  enable  the  inspector 
to  inspect  hundreds  and  thousands  of  gal- 
lons of  beer  from  the  one  sample;  for,  as  the 
mash  is,  so  must  the  beer  be.  The  'mash' 
is  the  material  from  which  the  beer  is 
brewed.  But,  should  they  change  the  mash 
after  the  inspection,  they  could  not  possibly 
change  the  beer  after  it  was  brewed  in  the 
fermenting  tubs.  The  fermenting  vats  are 
great  cooperages,  holding  each  from  500  to 
5,000  gallons.  Into  these  the  beer  is  placed 
for  the  purpose  of  fermentation,  which  is 
the  last  act  of  the  brew.  After  the  fermen- 
tation, the  beer  is  run  off  into  hogsheads, 
barrels,  and  kegs  for  the  market"  We  think 
the  counsel  have  given  a  satisfactory  and 
reasonable  construction  of  the  act.  So  that, 
if  the  brewers  elect  to  stand  upon  their  con- 
struction that  the  act  is  unconstitutional, 
they  need  not  submit  to  an  inspection,  but 
may  refuse  to  pay  the  fees  therefor,  and  de- 
fend the  indictments  and  informations,  if 
any  are  found,  on  the  ground  of  the  uncon- 
stitutionality of  the  act.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  they  submit  to  the  law,  and  their 
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brew  is  inspected  in  the  vats  and.  large  coop- 
eraf^es,  no  damage  whatever  can  result  to 
their  beer  from  the  inspection,  and  so  thia 
court  can  say  there  is  no  case  of  irreparable 
damage  made  out  on  the  face  of  the  petiUoi^ 
in  the  circuit  court. 

There  being,  then,  neither  all^ations  of 
traversable  facts  showing  irreparable  dam- 
age, nor  the  absence  of  an  adequate  remedy 
at  law,  or  cloud  upon  title,  the  case  standi 
upon  the  allegations  of  the  unconstitutional- 
ity of  the  act  of  May  4,  1899,  and  the  com- 
plaint that  they  would  be  annoyed  by  a  mul« 
tiplicity  of  prosecutions  for  the  violation  of 
said  act.  Now,  a  court  of  equity  has  no  ju- 
risdiction to  enjoin  criminal  prosecutions, 
and  yet  the  petition  for  the  injunction  ii» 
the  circuit  court  asked  and  the  restraining 
order  prohibited  the  inspector  and  his  depu* 
tics  from  doing  anything  to  cariy  out  the 
provisions  of  the  act.  He  can  make  no  in- 
spections, collect  no  fees,  nor  institute  any 
prosecution  for  violation  of  the  act.  Injunc* 
tions  to  prevent  criminal  prosecutions  have 
been  held  so  completely  beyond  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  courts  of  chancery  that  their  decrees- 
in  such  cases  have  been  disregarded  as  abso<* 
lutcly  void  in  collateral  proceedings,  and 
parties  arrested  for  contempt  for  violating- 
their  injunctions  discharged  on  habeas  corp* 
us.  Re  Sawyer,  124  U.  S.  200,  31  L.  ed.  402, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  482.  In  this  case  the  mere 
fact  that  the  injunction  is  not  asked  against 
the  prosecuting  attorney  of  the  state  eo  no- 
mine can  make  little  or  no  difference.  Thia 
court  must  look  at  the  effects  of  said  re- 
straining order  and  prayer  for  injunction, 
and  determine  whether  or  not  it  enjoins,  or 
will  enjoin,  if  granted,  the  institution  of 
criminal  proceedings  to  enforce  the  act. 
Thus,  in  Crighton  v.  Dahmer,  70  Miss.  602, 
21  L.  R.  A.  84,  13  So.  237;  Re  Sawyer,  124 
U.  R.  200,  31  L.  ed.  402,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  482; 
Yellowstone  Kit  v.  Wood,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
683.  43  S.  W.  1068:  and  New  Home  8ewin<r 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Fletcher,  44  Ark.  139,--the 
prosecuting  or  circuit  attorneys  were  not 
made  parties  to  enjoin  the  prosecutions,  but 
this  did  not  deter  the  courts  from  holding^ 
that  the  purpose  of  the  bills  was  to  enjoin- 
criminal  prosecutions,  and  that  courts  of 
equity  had  no  such  jurisdiction.  A  case 
strikingly  in  point  is  Fitta  v.  McOhee,  172" 
U.  S.  516,  43  L.  ed.  535,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
269.  An  act  of  the  general  assembly  of  Ala- 
bama, approved  February  9,  1895,  prescribed 
certain  maximum  rates  of  toll  to  be  charged 
on  the  bridge  across  the  Tennessee  river  be- 
tween the  counties  of  Colbert  and  Lauder* 
dale,  in  that  state,  known  as  the  ''Florenco- 
iJridge."  It  also  provided  that  if  the  own- 
ers, lessees,  or  operators  of  the  bridge,  by 
themselves  or  their  agents,  demanded  or  re* 
ceived  from  any  person  a  higher  rate  of  toll 
than  was  prescribed  by  the  act,  they  should 
forfeit  $20  for  each  offense,  to  be  recovered 
before  any  justice  of  the  peace  in  either  of 
said  eounties.  McOhee  and  Fink,  receivers 
of  the  Charleston  &  Memphis  Railroad,  filed 
a  bill  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  northern  district  of  Alabama 
against  the  state  of  Alabama,  William  0. 
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Gates,  governor  thereof,  and  Fitts,  the  at- 
torney general  of  said  state,  alleging,  among 
othfsr  things,  that  the  rates  of  toll  fixed  by 
said  act  were  arbitrary,  unreasonable,  and 
amounted  virtually  to  confiscation  of  plain- 
tiff's property;  that  said  act  was  uncontiritu- 
tiunal,  and  deprived  them  of  their  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  denied  them 
the  equal  protection  of  the  law;  that  the  pro- 
vision imposing  the  penalty  for  demanding 
or  receiving  higher  tolls  than  prescribed  by 
the  act  was  intended  to  deter  from  question- 
ing the  validity  of  said  act;  that  they  were 
remediless,  except  by  a  bill  in  equity,  and 
prayed  for  an  injunction.  The  circuit  court 
granted  the  injunction,  and  on  appeal  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
through  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  held:  First, 
that  the  state  of  Alabama  could  not  be  sued 
in  this  manner  without  its  assent,  at  the  suit 
of  private  persons;  and,  secondly,  that  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  sitting  in 
equity,  was  without  jurisdiction  to  enjoin 
the  institution  or  prosecution  of  criminal 
proceedings  commenced  in  the  state  courts; 
that  to  do  so  would  be  to  invade  the  domain 
of  the  courts  of  common  law.  Said  the 
court:  "The  plaintiffs  state  that  the  toll 
gatherers  in  their  service  had  been  indicted 
in  a  state  coui-t  for  violating  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  1805  in  respect  of  tolls.  Let 
them  appear  to  the  indictment,  and  defend 
themselves  upon  the  ground  that  the  state 
statute  is  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  The  state  court  is  com- 
petent to  determine  the  question  thus  raised, 
and  is  under  a  duty  to  enforce  the  mandates 
of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  Rohh  v. 
Connolly,  111  U.  S.  624,  28  L.  ed.  542,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  544.  And  if  the  question  is  deter- 
mined adversely  to  the  defendants  in  the 
highest  couit  of  the  state  in  which  the  de- 
cision could  be  had,  the  judgment  may  be  re- 
examined by  this  court  upon  writ  of  error. 
That  the  defendants  may  be  frequently  in- 
dicted constitutes  no  reason  why  a  Federal 
court  of  equity  bhould  assume  to  interfere 
with  the  ordinary  course  of  criminal  proced- 
ure in  a  state  court."  To  the  same  effect 
IS  the  decision  In  Hemalej/  v.  Myers,  45  Fed. 
Rep.  283, ,  in  which  Judpe  Caldwell  says : 
"A  man  who  has  a  full  and  complete  remedy 
at  law  to  recover  the  damages  he  suffers  can- 
not be  heard  to  say  that  the  damage  is  irrep- 
arable." But  counsel  for  respondents  in- 
sist that  the  act  copied  into  and  made  part 
of  their  bill  in  the  circuit  court  is  not,  and 
does  not  purport  to  be.  a  criminal  statute. 
By  the  12th  section  of  said  act  it  is  provided 
that  all  prosecutions  for  fines  and  penal  tiefl 
under  said  act  shall  be  either  by  indictment 
or  information  in  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  and  by  the  10th  section  it  is 
provided  that  "any  person  who  shall  sell  any 
beer  or  malt  liquors  within  this  state  which 
has  not  been  inspected  according  to  the^  pro- 
visions of  this  act,"  etc.,  "shall  be  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  shall  be 
punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $500  or  by 
imprisonment  in  the  county  jail  not  less 
than  six  months."  etc.  If  these  words  do 
not  define  a  criminal  offense,  then  it  will  be 
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difiicult  to  find  appropriate  language  for 
that  purpose.  Plaintiffs  in  the  injunction 
cannot  be  proceeded  against  in  any  other 
manner  than  by  indictment  or  information* 
This  is  not  a  mere  quasi-criminal  proceed- 
ing, as  the  prosecution  for  violation  of  a  city 
ordinance;  it  is  a  criminal  statute  of  th» 
state;  and  the  allegations  of  the  bill  as  to 
"heavy  fines  and  imprisonment"  can  have  no 
reference  to  the  staying  of  any  other  pro- 
ceeding, and  the  object  in  view  can  only  be 
to  enjoin  these  criminal  prosecutions.  Such 
prosecutions  will  not  affect  defendants'  Prop- 
erty rights,  and  an  injunction  is  not  neces- 
sary to  preserve  their  rights  to  any  of  their 
property.  Yellowstone  Kit  v.  Wood,  18  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  683,  43  S.  W.  1068;  New  Hom& 
f^ewing  Mach,  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  44  Ark.  139; 
High,  Inj.  SS  20,  68,  272,  1244;  Beach,  Inj. 
§§  60,  60,  574.  The  result  of  our  examina- 
tion is  that  the  petition  in  the  circuit  court 
did  not,  and  in  the  very  nature  of  the  case 
could  not,  under  the  act  of  May  4,  1899,  al- 
lege facts  which  brought  the  case  under  any 
recognized  head  of  equity  jurisprudence. 

The  case  stands  upon  the  naked  averment 
that  the  law  in  unconstitutional,  and  the  in- 
spection fee  illegal;  the  remaining  aver- 
ments wholly  failing  to  make  a  case  under 
any  decision  of  this  court  for  injunctive  re- 
lief. In  Dow8  V.  Chicago,  11  Wall.  108,  20 
L.  ed.  65,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  voicing  the  unan- 
imous judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  a  suit  to  restrain  the 
collection  of  a  tax  levied  by  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago on  the  ground  of  its  unconstitutional- 
ity, said:  "Asstmiing  the  tax  to  be  illegal 
and  void,  we  do  not  think  any  ground  is  pre- 
sented by  the  bill  justifying  the  interposi- 
tion of  a  court  of  equity  to  enjoin  its  col- 
lection. The  illegality  of  the  tax,  and  the 
threatened  sale  of  the  shares  for  its  payment, 
constitute  of  themselves  alone  no  ground 
for  such  interposition.  There  must  l^  some 
special  circumstances  attending  a  threatened 
injury  of  this  kind  distinguishing  it  from  a 
common  trespass,  and  bringing  the  case  un- 
der some  recognized  head  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion before  the  preventive  remedy  of  injunc- 
tion can  be  invoked.  It  is  upon  taxation 
that  the  several  states  chiefiy  rely  to  obtain 
the  means  to  carry  on  their  respective  gov- 
ernments, and  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance 
to  all  of  them  that  the  modes  adopted  to  en- 
force the  taxes  levied  should  be  interfered 
with  as  little  as  possible.  Any  delay  in  the 
proceedings  of  the  officers  upon  whom  the 
duty  is  de\''olved  of  collecting  the  taxes  may 
derange  the  operations  of  government,  and 
thereby  cause  serious  detriment  to  the  pub- 
lic. No  court  of  equity  will,  therefor^,  al- 
low its  injunction  to  issue  to  restrain  their 
action  except  where  it  may  be  necessary  to 
protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen  whose  prop- 
erty is  taxed,  and  he  has  no  adequate  remedv 
by  the  ordinary  processes  of  the  law.  ft 
must  appear  that  the  enforcement  of  the  tax 
would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  pro- 
duce irreparable  injury,  or,  where  the  prop- 
erty is  real  estate,  throw  a  cloud  upon  the 
title  of  the  complainant,  before  the  aid  of  a 
court  of  equity  can  be  invoked.    In  the  i 
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L.  ed.  273,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  646;  Verdin  ▼. 
Bi.  Louis,  131  Mo.  loo  cit,  106,  107,  33  S.  W. 
480,  36  S.  W.  62.  The  sUtemcnt  of  such 
essential  facts  is  jurisdictional.  Dotoa  v. 
Chicago,  11  Wall.  108,  20  L.  ed.  65.  When 
we  recall  that  by  no  possibility  can  the  prop- 
erty of  plaintiffs  therein  be  disturbed  for  the 
collection  of  the  inspection  fee,  it  is  plain  we 
must  look  elsewhere  in  the  petition  for  the 
traversable  facts  which  would  work  irre- 
parable damage.  If  found  at  all,  it  must  be 
in  the  allegation  that  the  inspection  would 
necessarily  render  the  beer  stale,  flat,  and 
unsalable  by  opening  the  vessels  containing 
it,  for  that  purpose.  It  is  plain,  however, 
that  this  averment  has  no  otiier  foundation 
than  the  act  itself,  and  is  a  legal  conclusion 
drawn  by  learned  counsel  from  the  law. 
Section  7  of  the  act  is  the  basis  of  this  con- 
tention, and  is  in  these  words:  "It  shall 
be  the  duty  of  such  inspector  to  cause  to  be 
inspected  all  beer  or  other  malt  liquors 
brewed  or  manufactured  or  sold  in  this 
state,  and  if  he  shall  find  that  such  beer  or 
other  malt  liquor  has  been  made  from  pure 
hops  or  the  pure  extract  of  hops,  or  of  pure 
barley,  malt,  or  wholesome  yeast,  or  rice, 
to  place  upon  the  package  containing  such 
beer  or  malt  liquor  his  label  certifying  the 
same  has  been  inspected  and  made  from 
wholesome  ingredients."  The  interpretation 
of  this  section  is  one  of  law.  It  should  re- 
oeive  a  reasonable  construction, — one  which 
would  conform  to  common  sense,  and  at  the 
same  time  render  the  act  operative,  if  pos- 
sibla  So  construed,  it  does  not  require  each 
barrel  or  bottle  to  be  opened  after  it  is 
closed.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  state 
beer  inspector,  the  officer  charged  with  this 
inspection,  say:  "There  is  but  one  practical 
and  intelligent  method  by  which  the  output 
of  lager  beer  in  this  state  can  be  inspected ; 
that  is,  by  going  direct  to  the  brewery,  and 
taking  a  sample  of  their  mash,  and  of  the 
beer  that  they  are  fermenting.  This  method 
would  not,  in  the  slightest  manner,  interfere 
with  or  hinder  them  in  their  operations,  and 
would  at  the  same  time  enable  the  inspector 
to  inspect  hundreds  and  thousands  of  gal- 
lons ot  beer  from  the  one  sample;  for,  as  the 
mash  is,  so  must  the  beer  be.  The  'mash' 
is  the  material  from  which  the  beer  is 
brewed.  But,  should  they  change  the  mash 
after  the  inspection,  they  could  not  possibly 
change  the  beer  after  it  was  brewed  in  the 
fermenting  tubs.  The  fermenting  vats  are 
great  cooperages,  holding  each  from  600  to 
6,000  gallons.  Into  these  the  beer  is  placed 
for  the  purpose  of  fermentetion,  which  is 
the  last  act  of  tlie  brew.  After  the  fermen- 
tetion, i^e  beer  is  run  off  into  hogsheads, 
barrels,  and  kegs  for  the  market"  We  think 
the  counsel  have  given  a  satisfactory  and 
reasonable  construction  of  the  act.  So  that, 
if  the  brewers  elect  te  stand  upon  their  con- 
struction that  the  act  is  unconstitutional, 
they  need  not  submit  to  an  inspection,  but 
may  refuse  to  pay  the  fees  therefor,  and  de- 
fend the  indictments  and  informations,  if 
any  are  found,  on  the  ground  of  the  uncon- 
stitutionality of  the  act.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  they  submit  to  the  law,  and  their 
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brew  is  inspected  in  the  vata  and  Urge  coop- 
eraf^es,  no  damage  whatever  can  result  to- 
their  beer  from  the  inspection,  and  so  this- 
court  can  say  there  is  no  case  of  irreparable 
damage  made  out  on  the  face  of  Uie  petition 
in  the  circuit  court. 

There  being,  then,  neither  allegations  of 
traversable  facte  showing  irreparable  dam- 
age, nor  the  absence  of  an  adequate  remedy 
at  law,  or  cloud  upon  titie,  the  case  stend» 
upon  the  allegations  of  the  unconstitutional- 
ity of  the  act  of  May  4,  1899,  and  the  com- 
plaint that  they  would  be  annoyed  by  a  muU 
tiplicity  of  prosecutions  for  the  violation  of 
said  act.    Now,  a  court  of  equity  has  no  ju- 
risdiction to    enjoin    criminal  prosecutions, 
and  yet  the  petition  for  the  injunction  ii» 
the  circuit  court  asked  and  the  restraining 
order  prohibited  the  inspector  and  his  depu* 
ties  from  doing  anything  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  the  act.    He  can  make  no  in- 
spections, collect  no  fees,  nor  institute  any 
prosecution  for  violation  of  the  act.    Injunc* 
tions  to  prevent  criminal  prosecutions  have 
been  held  so  completely  beyond  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  courte  of  chancery  that  their  decrees 
in  such  cases  have  been  disregarded  as  abso^ 
lutoly  void   in   collateral   proceedings,    and 
parties  arrested  for  contempt  for  violating- 
their  injunctions  discharged  on  habeas  oorp« 
us.     Re  Sawyer,  124  U.  8.  200,  31  L.  ed.  402, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  482.     In  this  case  the  mere- 
fact  that  the  injunction  is  not  asked  against 
the  prosecuting  attorney  of  the  stet«  eo  no- 
mine  can  make  little  or  no  difference.     Thi» 
court  must  look  at  the  effecte  of   said  re- 
straining order  and  prayer  for  injunction, 
and  determine  whether  or  not  it  enjoins,  or 
will    enjoin,  if   granted,  the   institution    of 
criminal    proceedings   to    enforce   the    act. 
Thus,  in  Crighton  v.  Dahmer,  70  Miss.  602, 
21  L.  R.  A.  84,  13  So.  237;  Re  Sawyer,  124 
U.  S.  200,  31  L.  ed.  402,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  482; 
Yellowstone  Kit  v.  Wood,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
683.  43  S.  W.  1068;  and  New  Borne  Sewin<r 
Mach.    Co,   V.   Fletcher,   44   Ark.    139. — the 
prosecuting  or  circuit  attorneys   were   not 
made  parties  to  enjoin  the  prosecutions,  but 
this  did  not  deter  the  courte  from  holding 
that  the  purpose  of  the  bills  was  to  enjoiir 
criminal  prosecutions,  and    that  oourte  of 
equity   had   no   such   jurisdiction.     A    cose 
strikingly  in  point  is  Fitta  v.  McOhee,  172" 
U.  S.  616,  43  L.  ed.  635,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
269.    An  act  of  the  general  assembly  of  Ala- 
bama, approved  February  9,  1895,  prescribed 
certein  maximum  rates  of  toll  to  be  charged 
on  the  bridge  across  the  Tennessee  river  be- 
tween the  counties  of  Colbert  and  Lauder* 
dale,  in  that  stete,  known  as  the  "Floreneo- 
Hridge."    It  also  provided  that  if  the  own- 
ers, lessees,  or  operators  of  the  bridge,  by 
themselves  or  their  agente,  demanded  or  re- 
ceived from  any  person  a  higher  rate  of  toll 
than  was  prescribed  by  the  act,  they  should 
forfeit  $20  for  each  offense,  to  be  recovered 
before  any  justice  of  the  peace  in  either  of 
said  counties.     McGhee  and  Fink,  receiver* 
of  the  Charleston  A  Memphis  Railroad,  filed 
a   bill    in   the   circuit  court  of   the  United 
States  for  the  northern  district  of  Alabama 
against  the  stete  of  Alabama,  William  0. 
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Oates,  governor  thereof,  and  Fitta,  the  at- 
torney general  of  said  state,  alleging,  among 
other  things,  that  the  rates  of  toll  fixed  by 
said  act  were  arbitrary,  unreasonable,  and 
amounted  virtually  to  confiscation  of  plain- 
tiff's property;  that  said  act  was  unoonf>titu- 
tional,  and  deprived  them  of  their  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  denied  them 
the  equal  protection  of  the  law;  that  the  pro- 
vision imposing  the  penalty  for  demanding 
or  receiving  higher  tolls  than  prescribed  by 
the  act  was  intended  to  deter  from  question- 
ing the  validity  of  said  act;  that  they  were 
remediless,  except  by  a  bill  in  equity,  and 
prayed  for  an  injunction.  The  circuit  court 
granted  the  injunction,  and  on  appeal  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
through  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  held:  First, 
that  the  state  of  Alabama  could  not  be  sued 
in  this  manner  without  its  assent,  at  the  suit 
of  private  persons;  and,  secondly,  that  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  sitting  in 
equity,  was  without  jurisdiction  to  enjoin 
the  institution  or  prosecution  of  criminal 
proceedings  commenced  in  the  state  courts; 
that  to  do  so  would  be  to  invade  the  domain 
of  the  courts  of  common  law.  Said  the 
court:  "The  plaintiffs  state  that  the  toll 
gatherers  in  their  service  bad  been  indicted 
in  ft  state  court  for  violating  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  1805  in  respect  of  tolls.  Let 
them  appear  to  the  indictment,  and  defend 
themnelves  upon  the  ground  that  the  state 
statute  is  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  The  state  court  is  com- 
petent to  determine  the  question  thus  raised, 
and  is  under  a  duty  to  enforce  the  mandates 
of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  Rohh  v. 
Connolly,  111  U.  S.  624,  28  L.  ed.  642,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  544.  And  if  the  question  is  deter- 
mined adversely  to  the  defendants  in  the 
highest  eomt  of  the  state  in  which  the  de- 
cision could  be  had,  the  judgment  may  be  re- 
examined by  this  court  upon  writ  of  error. 
That  the  defendants  may  be  frequently  in- 
dicted constitutes  no  reason  why  a  Federal 
court  of  equity  should  assume  to  interfere 
with  the  ordinary  course  of  criminal  proced- 
ure in  a  state  court."  To  the  same  effect 
is  the  decision  in  Hemslej/  v.  Myers,  45  Fed. 
Rep.  283,  .in  which  Judge  Caldwell  says: 
"A  man  who  has  a  full  and  complete  remedy 
at  law  to  recover  the  damages  he  suffers  can- 
not be  heard  to  say  that  the  damage  is  irrep- 
arable." But  counsel  for  respondents  in- 
sist that  the  act  copied  into  and  made  part 
of  their  bill  in  the  circuit  court  is  not,  and 
does  not  purport  to  be.  a  criminal  statute. 
By  the  12th  section  of  said  act  it  is  provided 
that  all  prosecutions  for  fines  and  penalties 
under  said  act  shall  be  either  by  indictment 
or  information  in  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  and  by  the  10th  section  it  is 
provided  that  "any  person  who  shall  sell  any 
Deer  or  malt  liquors  within  this  state  which 
has  not  been  inspected  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,"  etc.,  "shall  be  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction  shall  be 
punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $500  or  by 
imprisonment  in  the  county  jail  not  less 
than  six  months."  etc.  If  these  words  do 
not  define  a  criminal  offense,  then  it  will  be 
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difiicult  to  find  appropriate  language  for 
that  purpose.  Plaintiffs  in  the  injunction 
cannot  be  proceeded  against  in  any  other 
manner  than  by  indictment  or  information^ 
This  is  not  a  mere  quasi-criminal  proceed- 
ing, as  the  prosecution  for  violation  of  a  city 
ordinance;  it  is  a  criminal  statute  of  the 
state;  and  the  allegations  of  the  bill  as  to 
"heavy  fines  and  imprisonment"  can  have  no 
reference  to  the  staying  of  any  other  pro> 
ceeding,  and  the  object  in  view  can  only  be 
to  enjoin  these  criminal  prosecutions.  Such 
prosecutions  will  not  affect  defendants'  prop- 
erty rights,  and  an  injunction  is  not  neces- 
sary to  preserve  their  rights  to  any  of  their 
property.  Yellowstone  Kit  v.  Wood,  18  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  083,  43  S.  W.  1068;  New  Home 
Sewing  Mach,  Co,  v.  Fletcher,  44  Ark.  139; 
High,  Inj.  §§  20,  68,  272,  1244;  Beach,  Inj. 
§§  50,  60,  574.  The  result  of  our  examina* 
tion  is  that  the  petition  in  the  circuit  court 
did  not,  and  in  the  very  nature  of  the  case 
could  not,  under  the  act  of  May  4,  1800,  Ah 
lefce  facts  which  brought  the  case  under  any 
recognized  head  of  equity  jurisprudence. 

The  case  stands  upon  the  naked  averment 
that  the  law  in  unconstitutional,  and  the  in- 
spection fee  illegal;  the  remaining  aver- 
ments wholly  failing  to  make  a  case  under 
any  decision  of  this  court  for  injunctive  re- 
lief. In  Dow8  V.  Chicago,  11  Wall.  108,  20 
L.  ed.  65,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  voicing  the  unan- 
imous judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  a  suit  to  restrain  the 
collection  of  a  tax  levied  by  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago on  the  ground  of  its  unconstitutional- 
ity, said:  "Assimiing  the  tax  to  be  illegal 
and  void,  we  do  not  think  any  ground  is  pre- 
sented by  the  bill  justifying  the  interposi- 
tion of  a  court  of  equity  to  enjoin  its  col- 
lection. The  illegality  of  the  tax,  and  the 
threatened  sale  of  the  shares  for  its  payment, 
constitute  of  themselves  alone  no  ground 
for  such  interposition.  There  must  be  some 
special  circumstances  attending  a  threatened 
injury  of  this  kind  distinguishing  it  from  a 
common  trespass,  and  bringing  the  case  un- 
der some  recognized  head  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion before  the  preventive  remedy  of  injunc- 
tion can  be  invoked.  It  is  upon  taxation- 
that  the  several  states  chiefly  rely  to  obtain 
the  means  to  carry  on  their  respective  gov- 
ernments, and  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance 
to  all  of  them  that  the  modes  adopted  to  en- 
force the  taxes  levied  should  be  interfered 
with  as  little  as  possibla  Any  delay  in  the 
proceedings  of  the  officers  upon  whom  the 
duty  is  devolved  of  collecting  the  taxes  may 
derange  the  operations  of  government,  and 
thereby  cause  serious  detriment  to  the  pub- 
lic. No  court  of  equity  will,  therefor^,  al- 
low its  injunction  to  issue  to  restrain  their 
action  except  where  it  may  be  necessary  to 
protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen  whose  prop- 
erty is  taxed,  and  he  has  no  adequate  remedy 
by  the  ordinary  processes  of  the  law.  It 
must  appear  that  the  enforcement  of  the  tax 
would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  pro- 
duce irreparable  injury,  or,  where  the  prop- 
erty is  real  estate,  throw  a  cloud  upon  the 
title  of  the  complainant,  before  the  aid  of  a 
court  of  equity  can  be  invoked.    In  the  ( 
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where  equity  has  interfered  in  the  absence 
of  these  circumstances  it  will  be  found,  upon 
-examination,  that  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion was  not  raised,  or  was  waived."  This 
explicit  statement  of  the  law  is  fully  sus- 
tained by  the  great  weight  of  authority  in 
this  country.  Cruickshank  v.  Bidioell,  176 
U.  S.  73,  44*L.  ed.  377,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  280; 
Shelton  v.  Piatt,  139  U.  8.  591,  35  L.  ed.  273, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  646;  Allen  v.  Pullman'9 
Palace  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  661,  35  L.  ed.  303. 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  682;  Union  P,  R,  Co.  v. 
Oheycnne,  113  U.  S.  616,  28  L.  ed.  1098,  5 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  601;  Cooley,  Taxn.  p.  536; 
United  Lines  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Orant,  137  N.  Y. 
7,  32  N.  E.  1005;  Franklin  v.  Appel,  10  S, 
D.  391,  73  N.  W.  269;  Thomas  v.  Rotce 
(Va.)  22  S.  E.  167.  Nowhere  is  the  doc- 
trine more  forcibly  and  correctly  stated  than 
in  Heyxoood  v.  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  534. 

Having  examined  the  various  allegations 
of  the  bill  for  injunction,  in  our  opinion  it 
-did  not  state  a  case  which  fell  within  the 
class  of  which  the  circuit  court  had  juris- 
■diction  to  grant  an  injunction,  for  the  rea- 
«on  that  the  alleged  unconstitutionality  of 
the  law  alone  furnishes  no  groud  for  injunc- 
tion; and  because  the  circuit  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  prevent  the  institution  of 
criminal  proceedings  by  the  inspector  by  in- 
formation to  punish  violations  of  said  act, 
and  because,  in  our  opinion,  the  bill  other- 
wise charges  no  traversable  facts  showing  a 
want  of  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  but,  on 
the  contrary,  shows  that  the  courts  of  law 
are  open  to  the  plaintilTs  in  said  case  to 
make  their  defense  to  any  prosecution  under 
eaid  act,  and  that  the  act  of  May  4,  1800, 
does  not  require  an  inspector  to  open  sealed 
packages  of  beer  after  they  are  closed  to  in- 
spect the  same,  but  may  inspect  said  beer  or 
malt  liquors  before  put  in  the  closed  barrels 
or  bottles.  For  these  reasons  we  think  the 
provisional  rule  of  prohibition  should  be 
made  absolute  against  Judge  Wood  and  the 
circuit  court  over  which  he  presides,  but,  as 
Judsre  Ferris  took  no  part  in  the  case,  it  is 
ordered  dismissed  aa  to  him. 

Braoe,  Maral&all,  and  Valliant,  JJ., 
-concur. 

Sl&erwoody  J.,  not  being  present  at  the 
liearing,  takes  no  part  in  the  decision. 

Bnrfcesa,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  respectfully  dissent  from  the  opinion 
rendered  in  this  case  by  a  majority  of  the 
court,  which  holds  that  the  St.  Louis  cir- 
cuit court  was  without  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  of  controversy  in  the  injunc- 
tion proceeding  of  the  American  Brewing 
Company  aprninst  George  R.  Kenamore.  state 
■inspeotoV  of  beer  and  malt  liquors,  and  that 
prohibition  would  lie  against  the  judge  of 
the  court  before  whom  the  proceeding  was 
pendinsr  to  prevent  him  from  proceeding 
with  the  case,  and  to  annul  the  restraining 
order  which  had  theretofore  been  issued  in 
the  case.  The  petition  in  that  case,  omit- 
tinsr  the  formal  parts,  is  as  follows : 

"Plaintiffs  bring  this  suit  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  all  others  in  the  state  of  Mis- 
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souri  similarly  situated,  and  state  that  ths 
American  Brewing  Company,  the  Anheuser- 
Busch  Brewing  Association,  the  Columbia 
Brewing  Company,  the  Consumers'  Brewing 
Companv,  the  Home  Brewing  Company,  the 
National  Brewery  Company,  the  St.  Louii 
Brewing  Association,  and  the  Wm.  J.  Lemp'i 
Brewing  Company,  the  above-named  plain- 
tiffs, are  business  corporations  duly  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
and  are  each  and  all  of  them  authorized  bj 
their  charters  to  engage  in  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  beer  and  other  malt  liquors,  and 
they  are  now,  and  have  been  for  many  yean 
past,  engaged  in  that  occupation  in  the  city 
of  St.  Louis,  and  state  of  Missouri ;  and  also 
that  Jjouis  Obert  is  a  citizen  of  this  state, 
and  is  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  beer  and  other  malt  liquors,  and  is  now, 
and  has  been  for  many  years  past,  engaged 
in  that  occupation  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis 
and  state  of  Missouri.  Plaintiffs  further 
state  that  the  defendant,  George  R.  Kena- 
more, has  recently  been  appointed  by  the 
goveraor  of  the  state  of  Missouri  as  beer  in- 
spector, under  and  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the 
general  assembly  entitled  'An  Act  Creating 
the  Office  of  Inspector  of  Beer  and  Malt  Liq- 
uors of  the  State,  and  Providing  for  the  In- 
spection of  Beer  and  Malt  Liquors  Manufac- 
tured and  Sold  in  This  State,'  approved  Mav 
4,  1899.  [The  act  is  then  set  out  in  full,  and 
is  to  be  found  in  Mo.  Laws  1899,  pp.  228- 
231.  inclusive.]  Plaintiffs  state  that  the 
said  defendant,  Kenamore,  had  qualified  un- 
der the  terms  of  said  act  of  the  general  as- 
sembly, and  claims  to  be  entitled  to  act  as 
such  beer  inspector,  and  entitled  to  dischar^ 
the  duties  thereof,  and  claims  to  be  entitled 
to  enforce  and  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
said  act  of  the  general  assembly,  and  to  that 
end  has  appointed  his  deputies  as  therein 
provided,  and  has  also  issued  a  circular  let- 
ter notifying  plaintiffs  and  all  other  persons 
in  this  state  similarly  situated  that  he  in- 
tends to  enforce  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  and 
each  and  every  provision  thereof,  and  requir- 
ing plaintiffs  and  all  others  similarly  situat- 
ed to  submit  their  products  of  beer  and  oth- 
er malt  liquors  to  his  inspection,  and  also 
threatens  to  exact  the  illegal  tax  jro posed  by 
said  act  under  the  name  of  inspection  fees, 
as  hereinafter  more  fully  set  forth.  And 
plaintiffs  state  that  defendant  has  also  sent 
a  circular  letter  to  the  retail  dealers  in  beer 
and  malt  liquors  in  this  state, — ^that  is  to 
say,  to  plaintiffs'  customers. — ^pretending 
that  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  is  applicable  to 
them,  and  threatening  them  with  the  penal- 
ties of  said  act  if  they  continue  to  sell  beer 
or  malt  liquors  not  stamped  in  accordance 
with  said  act  of  May  4,  1899.  Plaintiffs 
further  state  that,  besides  these  plaintifTi^. 
there  are  other  persons,  firms,  and  corpora- 
tions engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  beer  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  as  follows: 
At  Kansas  City,  Missouri:  The  Ferdinand 
Heim  Brewing  Company,  J.  D.  Her  Brewing 
Company,  O.  Muehlbach  Brewinar  Company. 
At  St.  Charles,  Missouri:  Jacob  Moerschel, 
Charles  Schibi.  At  Ste.  Genevieve,  Mis- 
souri:    The     Ste.     Genevieive    Brewing    & 


1900. 


Statb  «p  rd.  Ekvahobb  t.  Woop. 


doa 


Lighting  Association.  At  St.  Joseph,  Mis- 
souri; The  M.  K.  Goetz  Brewing  Compajiy» 
John  Jester,  the  St.  Joseph  Brewing  Com- 
pany. At  Sedalia,  Missouri:  The  Moer- 
4chel  Brewing  Company.  At*  Springfield, 
Missouri:  The  Springfield  Brewing  Com- 
pany. At  Washington,  Missouri:  John  B. 
Busch.  At  Weston,  Missouri :  The  Weston 
Brewing  Company.  At  Cape  Girardeau 
Missouri :  The  Cape  Brewing  &  Ice  C/om- 
pany.  At  Hannibal,  Missouri:  Herl-Kod- 
fin  Brewing  Company,  Elizabeth  Reidel.  At 
Hermann,  Missouri:  Huso  Kropp.  At  Jef- 
ferson City,  Missouri:  The  Capital  Brewing 
Company.  At  Appleton,  Missouri:  Casper 
Iiudwig.  That  the  plaintiffs  and  the  per- 
sons, firms,  and  corporations  last  hereinbe- 
fore named  manufacture  annually  not  less 
than  2,500,000  barrels  of  beer  of  thirty-one 
gallons  each;  of  which  amount  they  sell  in 
the  state  of  Missouri  not  less  than  1,275,000 
barrels  of  thirty-one  gallons  each;  and  outr 
side  of  the  stateof  Missouri  not  less  than  075,- 
000  barrels  of  thirty-one  gallons  each.  That 
of  the  parties  plaintiff  and  the  persons,  firms, 
and  corporations  named,  twelve  sell  their 
product  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  and  that  a 
majority  of  the  remainder  sell  the  largest 
portion  of  their  product  in  this  state,  but 
that  one  of  the  parties  above  mentioned  sells 
more  than  two  thirds  of  its  product,  and  an- 
other of  tiie  parties  sells  about  four  fifths  of 
its  product,  outside  of  the  state,  and  that  an- 
other one  of  said  parties  sells  more  than  one 
half  of  its  product  outside  of  this  state; 
that,  with  the  exception  of  the  three  compan- 
ies last  referred  to,  all  the  brewers  manu- 
facturing in  the  state  of  Missouri  sell  either 
all  or  the  greater  portion  of  their  product  in 
the  state.  ITiat,  m  addition  to  the  persons, 
firms,  and  corporations  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned as  manufacturing  and  selling  beer  in 
tho  state  of  Missouri,  there  are  persons, 
firms,  and  corporations  engaged  in  manufac- 
turing beer  in  other  states,  and  particularly 
in  the  states  of  Illinois  and  Wisconsin,  who 
annually  ship  into  and  sell  in  the  state  of 
Missouri  not  less  than  165,000  barrels  of 
beer  of  thirty-one  gallons  each,  all  of  which 
will  more  fully  appear  by  affidavits  herewith 
filed.  That,  in  addition,  there  are  large 
quantities  of  ale  imported  from  other  states 
in  the  Union.  That^  in  addition  to  the  fore- 
going, there  are  imported  into  the  state  by 
various  persons,  firms,  and  corporations  en- 
gaged in  the  sale  of  beer,  large  quantities  of 
beer  from  foreign  countries,  and  especially 
beer  from  Germany  and  ale  from  England, 
and  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  beer  and 
ale  thus  imported  from  Germany  and  from 
England,  together  with  the  ale  imported 
from  other  states  of  the  Union  and  sold  in 
this  state,  amounts  in  the  aggregate  to  an 
annual  importation  and  sale  of  about  1,500 
barrels.  That  there  are  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  of  beer  known  as  'weiss  beer* 
the  following  persons,  firms,  and  corpora- 
tions: At  St.  Louis,  Missouri:  The  St. 
JjouiB  Weiss  Beer  Brewing  Company,  Schrad- 
«r  Berlina  Valena  Company,  StecherA;  Thom- 
4UI,  Wittman-Rost  Brewing  Company,  Amer- 
ican Weiss  Beer  Company,  Berliner  Import^ 
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ed  Weiss  Beer  Cimipany,  Columbia  Weiss 
Beer  Company.  At  Kansas  City,  Missouri: 
W.  L.  Schnick,  P.  Seltzer  &  Sons,  Bremer 
ft  Thoma.  That  about  6,200  barrels  of 
weiss  beer  are  manufactured  in  this  state 
annually,  of  which  about  4,000  barrels  are 
sold  in  Missouri,  and  1,200  barrels  are  ex- 
ported. That  weiss  beer  is  a  malted  and  fer- 
mented liquor,  brewed  from  wheat,  and  has 
always  been  so  brewed,  and  cannot  be  made 
from  any  other  cereal.  That  lager  beer  is 
made  commonly  of  hops,  of  malted  barley, 
and  of  barley,  rye,  corn,  and  other  farinace- 
ous cereals  which  it  may  be  convenient  for 
the  brewer  to  use,  and  it  may  be  properly 
made  of  any  farinaceous  cereal  used  in  con- 
junction with  hops  and  malt  in  the  produce 
tion  of  lager  beer;  and  such  cereals  when  so 
used  are  entirely  wholesome.  That  beer, 
whether  weiss  beer  or  lager  beer,  and  what- 
ever cereals  may  be  used  in  its  manufacture, 
must,  for  purposes  of  sale,  be  inclosed  in 
tight  packages  of  glass  or  wood,  and  when  so 
prepared  for  sale  by  enclosure  in  such  tight 
packages  the  packages  cannot  be  opened 
without  injury  to  the  contents,  ana  are 
never  opened  except  for  purposes  of  imme- 
diate consumption.  That  to  open  the  same 
prior  to  the  consumption  thereof  is  to  ren- 
der the  beer  stale,  fiat,  unpalatable,  and 
sour.  And  plaintiffs  say  that  the  average 
price  or  value  of  beer  manufactured  and 
sold  in  this  state,  exclusive  of  United  States 
revenue  stamps,  is  $5  per  barrel  of  thirty- 
one  gallons.  Plaintiffs  further  state  that 
they  are  advised  and  believe,  and  so  charge, 
that  said  act  of  the  general  assembly  of  May 
4,  1899,  hereinabove  fully  set  out,  is  uncon- 
stitutional, inoperative,  and  void,  and  that 
it  is  against  common  right,  and  of  no  bind- 
ing force,  validity,  or  effect  so  far  as  these 
plaintiffs  and  all  others  similarly  situated 
are  concerned,  for  the  following  reasons,  to 
wit: 

"  ( 1 )  llie  said  act  of  the  general  assembly 
of  May  4,  1899,  violates  §  28,  art.  4,  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  which 
provides  that  no  bill  (except  certain  bills 
therein  specifically  designated)  shall  con- 
tain more  than  one  subject,  which  shall  be 
clearly  expressed  in  its  title.  Plaintiffs 
state  that  the  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  does 
not  come  within  any  of  the  exceptions  in 
said  constitutional  provision  enumerated, 
but  that  said  act,  nevertheless,  does  contain 
more  than  one  subject,  in  that  it  provides 
specifically  of  what  material  beer  and  other 
malt  liquors  shall  be  manufactured  in  this 
state,  and  also  provides  for  an  inspection  of 
all  beer  and  malt  liquors  sold  in  this  state; 
and  said  act  further  contains  a  revenue 
measure,  in  this :  that  the  inspection  fee  au- 
thorized by  the  said  act  to  be  charged  on  ac- 
count of  the  inspection  of  beer  and  malt  li- 
quors is  in  fact  a  tax.  The  entire  expense 
of  the  inspection,  as  provided  by  the  act  it- 
self, amounts  to  $12,000  a  year,  while  the 
inspection  fees  upon  the  beer  annually  sold 
in  this  state,  as  hereinbefore  set  forth, 
amount  to  not  less  than  $555,000,  an  excess 
of  more  than  half  a  million  dollars  above  the 
cost  of  inspection,  which  excess  of  half  a 
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million  of  dollars  is,  by  the  terms  of  the  act, 
and  by  its  necessary  operation  and  effect,  a 
Bpecific  tax  upon  beer  sold  in  this  state,  and 
is  levied  for  the  purpose,  and  is  required  by 
the  said  act  to  be  turned  into  the  general 
revenues  of  the  state  for  the  uses  of  such 
general  revenue.  And  plaintiffs  state  that 
said  bill  as  introduced  in  the  senate  of  the 
state  of  Missouri  was  recognized  by  its 
f  ramer  to  be  a  revenue  bill,  and  was  enti- 
tled when  the  same  was  introduced,  'An  Act 
Creating  the  Office  of  Inspector  of  Beer  and 
Malt  Liquors,  and  Providing  for  an  Increase 
in  the  General  Revenue  of  the  State,'  and 
that  the  said  bill  was  treated  throughout  as 
a  revenue  measure,  and  was  supported  as 
such  by  those  who  advocated  it  and  voted  for 
it  in  the  senate  and  in  the  house  of  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Missouri  general  assembly ; 
but,  nevertheless,  the  title  of  the  said  act, 
while  the  same  was  pending  in  the  senate, 
was  amended  to  read  as  it  now  stands,  and 
to  mention  the  inspection  of  beer  only,  and 
was  left  silent  as  to  the  other  subjects  in 
said  act  contained,  and  as  thus  amended  the 
said  act  passed  the  senate,  and  was  sent  to 
the  house,  and  there  passed,  and  as  the  said 
bill  passed  the  senate  and  house  there  was 
nothing  in  its  title  to  express  or  indicate 
that  it  relates  to  the  subject  of  taxation  or 
revenue. 

'*(2)  Because  said  act  of  the  general  as- 
sembly is  violative  of  §  8,  art.  10,  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  Missouri,  which  provides  that 
'the  state  tax  on  property,  exclusive  of  the 
tax  necessary  to  pay  the  bonded  debt  of  the 
state,  shall  not  exceed  20  cents  on  the  $100 
valuation;  and  whenever  the  taxable  prop- 
erty of  the  state  shall  amount  to  $900,000,- 
000,  the  rate  shall  not  exceed  15  cents.'  And 
plaintiffs  show  to  the  court  that  in  the  year 
1892  the  taxable  property  of  this  state 
reached  the  sum  of  $900,000,000  in  value,  of 
w^hich  fact  the  governor  made  due  proclama- 
tion, and  thereupon  the  rate  of  taxation  for 
state  purposes,  exclusive  of  the  special  tax 
levied  to  pay  interest  on  the  bonded  debt, 
was  by  the  act  of  March  24,  1892,  reduced  to 
15  cents  on  the  $100,  being  the  maximum 
rate  allowed  by  the  Constitution,  and  the 
general  assembly  cannot  now  constitutional- 
ly tax  property  for  general  state  purposes 
in  excess  of  that  rate;  that  said  maximum 
rate  of  taxation  is  now,  and  has  ever  since 
said  year  1892  been,  imposed  upon  all  proper- 
ty in  this  state,  including  beer  and  all  arti- 
cles entering  into  the  manufacture  of  beer 
and  other  malt  liquors.  And  plaintiffs  state 
that  all  taxes  hitherto  imposed  by  the  gen- 
eral assembly  up  to  said  maximum  limit  up- 
on beer  and  other  malt  liquors  have  been  du- 
ly paid  by  plaintiffs  as  they  have  become  due 
and  payi^le;  that  under  existing  laws  they 
are  duly  authorized  and  licensed  by  the 
state  to  manufacture  and  sell  beer  and  malt 
liquors,  for  which  authority  they,  and  each 
of  them,  pay  a  license  fee,  and  they  will  be 
obliged  to  pay  said  license  fee  and  the  said 
state  tax  of  15  cents  on  the  $100  valuation 
for  the  current  year,  and  as  long  as  said 
maximum  rate  continues  to  be  imposed ;  but 
that  the  act  of  the.  general  assembly  afore- 
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said,  under  the  guise  of  an  inspecUon  law, 
proposes  to  levy  an  additional  tax  of  1  cent 
per  gallon,  which  is  equal  to  $6.20  on  the 
$100  valuation  on  all  beer  or  other  malt  li* 
quors  manufactured,  owned,  or  offered  for 
sale  by  plaintiffs  and  others  similarly  situ- 
ated, besides  a  tax  of  2  cents  upon  each 
package  containing  8  gallons  or  less  of  such 
beer  or  other  malt  liquors,  which  latter  ift 
equal  to  $1.60  on  the  $100,  making  a  total 
of  $7.80  on  the  $100  valuation;  that  this  ad- 
ditional tax  is  not  needed  for  inspection  pur- 
poses, but,  if  enforced,  would  yield  a  net  rev- 
enue of  more  than  half  a  million  dollars  per 
annum  to  the  state,  after  deducting  the  ex- 
penses  of  inspection  and  collection,  which 
are  limited  to  $12,000  per  annum  in  said 
act;  that  said  act  is  in  truth  and  in  fact  a 
revenue  measure,  and  the  proposed  levy  im- 
post, or  tax  upon  all  beer  or  other  malt  li- 
quors in  this  state,  is  a  tax  on  property,  to  be 
paid  into  the  state  treasury,  and  to  be  cred- 
ited to  the  general  revenue  fund,  and,  as 
shown  by  the  above  figures,  is  enormously  in 
excess  of  the  limit  imposed  by  said  S  8,  art. 
10,  of  the  Constitution  of  this  state,  being  in 
fact  fifty-two  times  as  large,  and  is  there- 
fore illegal,  unconstitutioniu,  and  void. 

'*  (3)  Because  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  vio- 
lates §  3,  art.  10,  of  the  Constitution  of  Mis- 
souri, which  provides  that  taxes  may  be  lev- 
ied and  collected  for  public  purposes  only, 
and  that  they  shall  be  uniform  upon  the 
same  class  of  subjects  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  authority  levying  the  tax;  and 
is  also  in  violation  of  S  4  of  said  article  10, 
which  provides  that  all  property  subject  to 
taxation  shall  be  taxed  in  proportion  to  its 
value;  and  plaintiffs  state  that  said  act  of 
May  4,  1899,  selects  one  species  of  property 
in  this  state,  and  imposes  an  onerous  tax  of 
more  than  7  per  cent  on  the  same  for  state 
purposes,  which  tax  is  not  imposed  unon  any 
other  property  within  this  state;  and  said 
proposed  tax,  if  enforced,  would  impose 
double  taxation  upon  one  and  the  same  spe- 
cies of  property  viz.,  the  general  property 
tax  of  15  cents  on  the  $100  levied  upon  aft 
property  alike,  including  beer  and  the  mate- 
rials entering  into  its  manufacture,  and  a 
special  property  tax  of  780  cents  on  $100  on 
the  same  beer,  imposed  by  the  act  of  May 
4,  1809.  And  plaintiffs  state  that  said  act 
of  May  4,  1899,  selects  the  finished  product 
of  the  manufacturers  of  beer  and  malt  li- 
quors in  this  state,  and  imposes  upon  them 
an  onerous  tax  of  780  cents  on  the  $100, 
which  tax  is  not  imposed  upon  the  finished 
product  of  any  other  manufacturer  in  the 
state,  nor  upon  the  goods,  wares,  and  mer- 
chandise of  any  merchant  in  the  state,  in 
violation  of  the  above-recited  provision  of 
the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  state ;  that 
no  other  or  greater  amount  of  tax  is  now  lev- 
ied by  law  upon  merchants  in  this  state,  or 
upon  manufacturers  in  this  stale,  than  was 
levied  and  assessed  upon  them  by  law  prior 
to  August  20,  1899,  except  upon  the  manu- 
facturers of  beer  and  malt  liquors,  as 
against  whom  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  cre- 
ates an  arbitrary  and  unwarranted  discrimi- 
nation in  taxation,  contrary  to  the  Constitu- 


4000. 


Statb  «b  rel,  Kbnamobb  y.  Wood. 


605 


tion  and  laws  of  the  state.  And  plaintiffs 
sUte  that  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  is  not 
imiform  in  its  character  as  to  brewers,  but 
•discriminates  between  the  persons  engaged 
in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  beer  in  this 
state,  in  this:  that  under  the  provisions  of 
«aid  act  the  brewer  in  Missouri  who  manu* 
factures  for  sale  within  the  state  is  taxed  39 
•cents  per  barrel  upon  his  product,  while  the 
4>rewer  in  Missouri  who  manufactures  for 
•exportation  from  the  state  is  exempt  from 
«uch  tax,  and  thereby  in  fact  receives  a 
^unty,  which  is  denied  the  manufacturer 
whose  product  is  consumed  in  this  state. 
And  plaintiffs  say  that,  besides  being  a  dis- 
crimination in  violation  of  the  rule  of  imi- 
lormity  imposed  bv  the  Constitution,  the  act 
is  in  violation  of  9§  6,  7,  art.  10,  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  Missouri,  relating  to  exemptions 
from  taxation,  and  which  prohibit  all  ex- 
emptions of  property  from  taxation  except 
the  classes  therein  specially  enumerated,  and 
to  which  the  proposed  exemptions  in  this  act 
•do  not  belong.  And  plaintiffs  state  that 
said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  also  violates  said  S 
4,  art.  10,  in  this :  that  it  imposes  a  specific 
tax  on  personal  property  according  to  quan- 
tity and  without  regard  to  value.  And 
plaintiffs  further  state  that  the  beer  sold  in 
this  state  is  not  all  of  the  same  value,  nor  is 
it  sold  upon  the  market  at  the  same  price, 
but  such  beer  is  of  different  values,  and  is 
•sold  at  different  prices;  but,  nevertheless, 
the  tax  imposed  upon  the  same  by  said  act 
of  May  4,  1899,  is  1  cent  per  gallon  and  2 
«ents  per  package,  regardless  of  value. 

"(4)  Because  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  is 
Tiolative  of  §  4,  art.  2,  of  the  Constitution  of 
Missouri,  which  provides  'that  all  persons 
liave  a  natural  right  to  life,  liberty,  and  the 
•enjoyment  of  the  gains  of  their  own  indus- 
try; that  to  give  security  to  these  things  is 
the  principal  office  of  government,  and  that 
when  government  does  not  confer  this  securi- 
ty it  fails  of  its  chief  design;'  and  also  §  30, 
art.  2,  which  provides  that  'no  person  shall 
he  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law.*  And  plaintiffs  say 
that  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  violates  said 
provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri  in 
this:  that  said  act  provides  that  no  per- 
son or  persons  engaged  in  the  brewing  or 
manufacture  of  beer  other  than  malt  liquors 
shall  use  any  substance  or  material  in  the 
manufacture  of  brewing  of  beer  or  other 
malt  liquors  other  than  those  mentioned  in 
S  4  of  said  act,  and  thereby  imposes  an  un- 
reasonable, oppressive,  and  unconstitutional 
restraint  upon  a  lawful  occupation,  and 
which  plaintiffs  have  been  expressly  author- 
ized to  engage  in  by  the  charters  and  fran- 
chises granted  to  them  by  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri, and  an  occupation  which  every  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States  has  a  right  to  en- 
gage in;  that  wholesome  and  harmless  in- 
gredients other  than  those  specified  in  said  9 
4  may  be  properly  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  beer.  And  plaintiffs  further  state  that 
said  i  4  excludes  corn,  wheat,  rye,  and  other 
farinaceous  cereals,  which  are  properly  used 
in  the  manufacture  of  malt  liquors,  and  that 
weiss  beer  cannot  be  made  without  the  use 
-4SL.R.  A« 


of  wheat  And  plaintiffs  further  state  that 
said  fi  4  excludes  the  use  of  at  least  cne  in« 
gredient,  to  wit,  water,  which  is  absolutely 
required,  and  which  forms  the  major  part  of 
all  beers  and  malt  liquors;  and  plaintiffs  say 
that  the  limitations  aforesaid  are  in  viola- 
tion of  the  rights  secured  to  the  people  ol 
this  state  by  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion above  referred  to,  and  are  also 
against  common  right,  independent  of  any 
constitutional  provisions.  Also  in  this:  that 
the  inspection  provided  for  in  said  act  is  an 
inspection  of  beer  in  the  packages  in  which 
the  same  is  to  be  put  up  for  sale,  and  that, 
owing  to  the  nature  of  beer  and  malt  li- 
quors, such  an  inspection,  if  carried  out,  will 
be  destructive  of  plaintiffs'  products,  and 
render  the  same  unsalable,  and  cause  great 
and  irreparable  damage  to  their  property 
and  business,  and  prevent  them,  and  each  of 
them,  from  properly  pursuing  their  occupa- 
tion as  brewers  in  this  state. 

*'(5)  Because  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  is 
violative  of  S  1  of  the  14th  article  of  Amend- 
ments to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  provides  that  'no  state  shall 
make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge 
the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  ol 
the  United  States,  nor  shall  any  state  de- 
prive any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  nor  deny  to  any 
person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws.'  And  also  violates  8  2, 
art  4,  of  said  Constitution,  which  provides 
that  the  citizens  of  each  state  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  all  the  privileges  and  immunities  ol 
citizens  in  the  several  states.  And  plaintiffs 
say  that  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  violates 
said  provisions  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  in  that  said  act  provides  that 
no  person  or  corporation  engaged  in  the 
brewing  or  manufacture  of  beer  or  other 
malt  liquors  shall  use  any  substance  or  mate- 
rial in  the  manufacture  or  brewing  of  beer  or 
other  malt  liquors  other  than  those  men- 
tioned in  S  4  of  said  act,  and  thereby  im- 
poses the  unreasonable,  oppressive,  and  im^ 
constitutional  restraint  upon  a  lawful  occu- 
pation, and  upon  an  occupation  which  plain- 
tiffs have  been  expressly  authorized  to  en- 
gage in,  and  which  every  citizen  of  the 
United  States  has  a  right  to  engage  in;  that 
wholesome  or  harmless  ingredients  other 
than  those  specified  in  said  §  4  may  be  prop- 
erly used  in  the  manufacture  of  beer;  that 
corn,  wheat,  rye,  and  other  farinaceous  cere- 
als are  wholesome  and  are  properly  used  in 
the  manufacture  of  malt,  liquors ;  and  that 
weiss  beer  cannot  be  made  at  all  without  the 
use  of  wheat.  And  plaintiffs  further  state 
that  said  §  4  of  the  act  of  May  4,  1899,  also 
excludes  one  ingredient,  to  wit,  water,  which 
is  absolutely  required,  and  which  forms  the 
major  part  of  all  beer  and  malt  liquors. 
And  plaintiffs  say  that  said  act  of  May  4, 
1899,  is  an  unwarranted,  arbitrary,  and  op- 
pressive exercise  of  government  interference 
in  the  lawful  occupation  of  a  portion  of  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the 
limitations  and  restrictions  contained  in 
said  act  are  in  violation  of  the  rights  se* 
cured  to  the  peopleof  the  Lbited  States  by  tht 
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prorisiont  oi  the  Federal  ConBtitution  above 
referred  to,  and  are  also  against  common 
right,  independent  of  anv  constitutional  pro- 
vision. Also  because  the  said  act  of  May 
4,  1 899,  violates  the  above  provision  of  said 
14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  in  this:  that  said  act  arbi- 
trarily selects  the  finished  product  of  the 
manufacturer  of  beer  and  malt  liquors,  and 
imposes  upon  such  product  a  tax  other  and 
greater  than  is  imposed  upon  the  finished 
product  of  any  other  manufacturer  in  the 
state,  or  upon  the  property  of  any  other  per- 
son or  class  of  persons  in  the  state;  that  by 
reason  of  such  arbitrary,  unjust,  and  unrea- 
sonable discrimination  and  class  legislation 
said  act  denies  the  manufacturers  of  beer 
and  malt  liquors  equality  before  the  law,  and 
deprives  them  of  the  protection  of  equal  laws 
to  which  they  are  entitled.  Said  act,  more- 
over, discriminates  between  the  manufactur- 
ers of  beer  and  malt  liquors  in  this  state,  in 
that  the  brewer  who  manufactures  for  sale 
within  this  state  is  taxed  39  cents  per  bar- 
rel upon  his  product,  while  the  brewer  who 
exports  his  product  from  the  state  is  exempt 
from  such  tax. 

"(6)  Because  said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  is 
inoperative  and  void  for  uncertainty  and  for 
want  of  adequate  and  practical  provision  in 
the  act  to  carry  it  into  execution ;  that  it  is 
practically,  as  well  as  scientifically,  impos- 
sible by  any  inspection  or  analysis  of  beer 
or  malt  liquors  to  determine  whether  cereals 
other  than  those  enumerated  in  the  said  act 
have  been  used  in  its  manufacture,  as  will 
more  fully  appear  from  affidavits  herewith 
filed.  And  plaintiffs  state  that  one  inspec- 
tor and  four  deputies  cannot  inspect  all  the 
beer  manufactured  from  day  to  day  in  the 
state  of  Missouri,  without  subjecting  the 
brewers  to  ruinous  delays;  also  that  beer 
cannot  be  made  exclusively  of  the  ingredi- 
ents and  substances  specified  in  S  4  of  said 
act,  and  may  properly  be  made  of  cereals 
other  than  those  named  in  said  act;  also 
that,  in  order  to  inspect  beer  in  the  packa- 
ges in  which  it  is  put  up  for  the  market  as 
required  by  said  act,  viz.f  barrels,  kegs,  and 
bottles,  such  barrels,  kegs,  and  bottles  must 
be  opened,  which  would  so  damage  the  con- 
tents as  to  render  the  same  unsalable,  and 
unfit  for  consumption,  as  will  more  fully  ap- 
pear from  affidavits  herewith  filed. 

"(7)  Because  said  act  of  May  4,  1899.  is 
repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  concerning  the  reg- 
ulations of  interstate  commerce,  being  §  8, 
art.  1,  of  said  Constitution,  as  well  as  §  2, 
art.  4,  of  said  Constitution,  declaring  that 
the  citizens  of  each  state  shall  be  entitled  to 
all  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens 
in  the  several  states;  and  to  the  2d 
clause  of  §  10,  art.  1,  of  said  Constitution, 
which  provides  that  no  state  shall,  without 
the  consent  of  Congress,  lay  any  imposts  or 
duties  on  imports  or  exports  except  what 
may  .be  absolutely  necessary  for  executing 
its  inspection  laws ;  and  is  also  repugnant  to 
§  1  of  the  14th  Amendment  to  said  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  which  provides 
that  'no  state  shall  make  or  enforce  any  law 
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which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  immu- 
nities of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  nor 
■hall  any  state  deprive  any  person  of  life, 
liberty,  or  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  nor  deny  to  any  person  witliin  its  ja« 
risdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.' 
And  plaintifi's  say  that  said  act  of  May  4» 
1899,  violates  the  above  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  in  this: 
that  it  requires  ail  beer  and  malt  liquors  im- 
ports into  the  state  of  Missouri  from  other 
states  and  territories  or  foreign  countries, 
while  still  in  original  package,  and  before  be- 
ing offered  for  ude,  to  be  inspected  and  la- 
beled, and  said  tax  of  1  cent  per  gallon  and 
2  cents  per  package  thereon  to  be  paid ;  and 
also  to  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  from 
the  manufacturer  or  other  reputable  person 
having  actual  knowledge  thereof  that  no  ma- 
terial other  than  those  specified  in  said  act 
was  used  in  the  manufacture  of  said  beer  or 
malt  liquor ;  and  also  that  the  person  or  cor- 
poration receiving  beer  or  malt  liquors  for 
sale  from  other  states  and  territories  or  for« 
eign  countries  shall,  before  offering  the  same 
for  sale,  submit  the  same  for  inspection  aa 
aforesaid,  and  procure  from  said  inspector  a 
certificate  that  such  beer  or  malt  liquor  haa 
been  made  exclusively  of  the  ingredient* 
specified  in  said  act, — ^all  of  which  plaintiffs 
state  is  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  hereinbe- 
fore set  forth.  Plaintiffs  state  that  they 
were  on  the  20th  day  of  August,  1899,  and 
now  are,  taxpayers  of  this  state,  and  as  such 
are  interested  in  the  revenue  collected  and 
received  by  the  state ;  that  S  ^3.  art.  4,  of  the 
Constitution  of  Missouri,  under  the  head 
Limitation  of  Legislative  Pouter,  prescribes 
the  order  in  which  the  appropriations  of  the 
state's  revenue  shall  be  made,  and  providea 
that  'no  general  assembly  shall  have  power 
to  make  any  appropriation  of  money  for  any 
purpose  whatever,  until  the  respective  sums 
necessary  for  the  purposes  in  said  section 
specified  have  been  set  apart  and  appropri- 
ated, or  to  give  priority  in  its  action  to  a 
succeeding  over  a  preceding  item'  in  the  or- 
der of  appropriation  established  by  said  sec- 
tion. And  plaintiffs  state  that  the  appro* 
priation  made  by  §  14  of  the  act  of  May  4, 
1809,  is  illegal  and  void,  because  made  in  dis- 
regard of  the  order  of  appropriation  fixed  by 
said  section  of  the  Constitution,  and  waa 
passed  before  the  respective  sums  necessary 
for  the  seven  subjects  of  appropriation 
enumerated  in  said  section  had  been  madf^. 
Plaintiffs  state  that  the  enforcement  of  said 
act  of  the  general  assembly  of  May  4,  1890. 
would,  for  reasons  hereinabove  stated,  cause 
irreparable  damage  to  the  business  and  prop- 
erty of  these  plaintiffs  and  all  other  persons 
similarly  situated  in  this  state;  that  the 
number  of  breweries  and  persons  engaged  in 
the  brewing  of  beer  and  malt  liquors  in  this 
state,  and  who  are  affected  by  the  terms  of 
said  act,  is  large;  and  that  this  action  is 
brought  by  these  plaintiffs  for  themselves 
and  on  behalf  of  all  persons  similarly  situat- 
ed, in  order  to  avoid  a  multiplicity  of  suits 
and  to  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  the 
property  and  business  of  each  of  than.    Anct 
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plaintiffs  further  state  that,  besides  the  ir^ 
reparable  damage  which  will  be  indicted  up- 
on their  property  and  business  by  the  inspect 
tion  of  beer  as  hereinbefore  more  fully  set 
out,  the  act  in  question  provides  for  heavy 
fines  and  penalties  and  the  imprisonment  oi 
all  brewers  who  fail  to  conform  to  its  provi- 
sions, and  who  sell  their  product  without 
submitting  the  same  to  such  inspection,  and 
who  fail  to  pay  the  unconstitutional  tax  im- 
posed by  said  act;  and  said  act  provides  that 
a  prosecution  and  conviction  for  failure  to 
comply  with  the  terms  of  said  act  and  of  the 
payment  of  said  tax  shall  be  followed  by  a 
forfeiture  of  the  brewer's  right  to  manufac 
ture  and  sell  beer  or  other  malt  liquors  in 
this  state  for  a  period  of  two  years  there- 
after, which  would  cause  ruinous  damage  to 
plaintiffs'  business,  and  that  of  others  simi- 
larly situated,  in  which  much  capital  is  in- 
vested, and  in  which  many  thousands  of  per- 
sons are  employed.  And  plaintiffs  say  that 
the  pretended  right  of  defendant  to  enforce 
said  act  of  May  4,  1899,  and  to  inflict  the 
penalties  and  forfeitures  aforesaid,  and  the 
circular  letter  issued  to  plaintiffs*  custom- 
ers, constitute  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  their 
property  and  upon  their  right  to  carry  on 
business,  and  upon  their  credit,  and  consti- 
tute a  constant  and  continuous  menace  to 
and  interference  with  their  business,  and  a 
threatened  invasion  of  plaintiffs'  right  to  car- 
ry on  their  lawful  avocation  as  manufactur- 
ers. Wherefore  plaintiffs  say  that  they 
are  without  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and 
they  now  come  into  a  court  of  equity,  and 
pray  for  relief  under  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances herein  stated;  and  plaintiffs  say 
that,  unless  the  relief  hereinafter  prayed  for 
is  granted,  the  damage  to  them  and  all  oth- 
ers similarly  situated  will  be  irreparable. 
Wherefore  they  now  pray  that  an  order  of 
injunction  may  issue  out  of  this  court  di- 
rected to  the  defendant,  the  said  George  R. 
Kenamore,  claiming  to  be  inspector  of  beer, 
enjoining  and  restraining  him,  his  deputies, 
servants,  and  agents,  and  each  of  them,  from 
enforcing  or  attempting  to  enforce  said  act 
of  the  general  assembly  of  May  4,  1899,  and 
from  inspecting  or  attempting  to  inspect  the 
beer  or  other  malt  liquors  manufactured  or 
offered  for  sale  by  plaintiffs,  or  others  simi- 
larly situated,  and  from  collecting  or  at- 
tempting to  collect  any  tax  or  inspection  fees 
under  said  act,  and  from  attempting  to  en- 
force said  act  as  against  the  said  retail  deal- 
ers, cu summers  of  plaintiffs,  and  others  simi- 
larly situated,  and  that  said  act  of  the  gen< 
eral  assembly  be  declared  null  and  void,  and 
for  such  other  and  further  relief  as  to  this 
honorable  court  may  seem  meet  and  proper 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case." 

The  other  material  facts  are  substantial- 
ly as  stated  in  the  opinion. 

I  make  no  serious  criticism  upon  the  first 
paragraph  in  the  opinion  when  taken  as  a 
whole,  yet  there  are  statements  in  it,  unnec- 
espary  to  mention,  to  which  I  do  not  sub- 
scribe. While  it  is  conceded  that  the  court 
granting  the  injunction  is  one  of  general 
jurisdiction,  possessing  power  to  grant  such 
writs,  and  that  it  had  jurisdiction  over  the 
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parties,  it  is  held  that  the  court  had  no  ju- 
risdiction of  the  subject-matter,  because 
there  were  no  ^'traversable  facts  stated  in 
the  bill  which  show  that  the  plaintiffs  could 
not  have  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  or  that 
the  injury  cannot  be  compensated  by  an  ac- 
tion of  damages  as  such,  or  facts  which 
state  a  cause  of  'irreparable  injury.' "  I 
High,  Inj.  3d  ed.  S  34;  Clarke  v.  Oanz,  21 
Minn.  587;  Dotoa  v.  Chicago,  11  Wall.  108,. 
20  L.  ed.  65;  Shelton  v.  Piatt,  139  U.  S.  596» 
35  L.  ed.  273,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  646,  and  Ver- 
din  V.  8t,  Louis,  130  Mo.  loc,  oit.  106,  107,  33 
8.  W.  480,  36  S.  W.  52,— are  relied  upon  as. 
sustaining  this  position.  But  these  author- 
ities merely  go  to  the  sufficiency  of  a  peti- 
tion to  authorize  the  granting  of  an  injunc- 
tion, a  matter  with  respect  to  which  the- 
court  to  whom  application  is,  in  the  first 
place,  made,  is  the  sole  judge,  and  that  thia 
court  has  no  right  to  pass  upon  except  as  an 
appellate  tribunal.  My  position  is  that  the 
petition  in  the  injunction  case  can  only  be 
looked  to  in  this  proceeding  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  whether  or  not  the  circuit 
court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter 
of  controversy,  and,  if  it  had,  then  the  ques- 
tion of  its  sufficiency  is  one  for  its  deter- 
mination,  and,  if  found  to  be  defective,  the 
plaintiffs  had  the  right  to  amend  the  same. 
Rev.  Stet.  1899,  §  663.  And  "proceedings 
which  are  amendable  are  not  void.  The  very 
fact  that  the  court  can  make  the  amendment 
shows  ea  in  termini  that  the  proceedings  are 
merely  erroneous,  or  irregular,  and  that  the 
court  has  jurisdiction."  Hardin  v.  Lee,  51 
Mo.  241;  Hunt  v.  Loucka,  38  Cal.  372,  99' 
Am.  Dec.  404;  Parmelee  v.  Hitchcock,  1!S 
Wend.  96;  Cooper  v.  Reynolds,  10  Wall.  308, 
19  L.  ed.  931.  The  same  rule  is  announced 
in  miis  V.  Jones,  51  Mo.  180:  "Whether  the 
particular  facts  on  which  the  court  proceeda 
in  that  regard  are  or  are  not  sufficient  ta 
justify  its  exercise  of  jurisdiction  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law,  the  solution  of  which  either  way 
cannot  impair  the  court's  right  to  apply  its 
judicial  power  in  the  premises  according  ta 
its  view  of  the  law  and  of  the  facts  before  it. 
For  instance,  where  a  court  has  jurisdiction 
to  render  judgments  in  ordinary  civil  causes, 
it  would  be  manifestly  improper  to  issue  a 
writ  of  prohibition  against  it  on  an  applica^ 
tion  alleging  that  it  was  about  to  pronounce 
such  a  judgment  on  a  petition  which  did  not 
state  a  cause  of  action,  but  which  the  trial 
court  had  held  sufficient,  or  because  the  latter 
had  ruled  erroneously  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
legal  capacity  to  maintain  the  action.  A  mis- 
taken exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  with  which 
the  court  is  by  law  invested  does  not  fur- 
nish a  suincient  basis  for  a  prohibition. 
Such  mistake  may  be  reviewed  as  other  er- 
rors; for  example,  by  appeal,  but  not  in  a 
proceeding  like  this."  State  ea>  rel.  Union 
Depot  It.  Co,  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  100  Mo. 
50,  13  S.  W.  398.  In  Bishop  v.  Los  Angelea- 
County  Super.  Ct.  87  Cal.  226,  25  Pac.  435, 
it  was  held  that  a  writ  of  prohibition  WQuld 
not  lie  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  an  ac^ 
tion  by  city  authorities  to  condemn  a  right 
of  way  for  a  sewer  on  account  of  the  absence 
of  an  averment  or  proof  that  the  city  au- 
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thorities  were  unable  to  agree  with  the  de- 
fendant, or  that  the  local  board  of  the  munic- 
ipal corporation  had  expressly  directed  the 
institution  of  the  proceeding,  although  the 
fitatute  under  which  the  proceedings  were 
had  provided  that  "wherever  it  shall  become 
necessary  for  the  city  or  town  to  take  or 
damage  private  property  for  the  purpose  of 
.  .  .  rights  of  way  for  drains,  sewers, 
and  aqueducts,  .  .  .  and  the  board  of 
trustees  cannot  agree  with  the  owner  there- 
of as  to  the  price  to  be  paid,  the  trustees 
may  direct  proceedings  to  be  taken  .  .  . 
to  procure  the  same."  The  Missouri  statute 
in  regard  to  the  condemnation  of  land  for 
public  use  is  substantially  like  that  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  it  has  always  been  held  in  tliis 
fltate  that,  in  case  no  agreement  can  be  made 
with  the  owner  of  the  land  as  to  compen».i- 
tion,  the  proceedings  are  absolutely  void  if 
no  attempt  is  made  before  beginning  them 
to  come  to  an  agreement  with  the  owner. 
Moses  V.  8t,  Louis  Sectional  Dock  Co,  84  Mo. 
242;  Craf  v.  St,  Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  562;  Wil- 
kinson V.  St.  Louis  Sectional  Dock  Co.  102 
Mo.  130,  14  S.  W.  177.  And  the  pro- 
ceedings must  show  the  offer  and  failure 
to  make  such  agreement.  Oraf  v.  St.  Louis, 
6  Mo.  App.  562 ;  Moses  v.  St.  Louis  Sectional 
Dock  Co.  84  Mo.  242.  But,  notwithstand- 
ing the  absence  of  this  jurisdictional  ques- 
tion in  the  condemnation  proceedings  in  the 
superior  court  of  California,  the  supreme 
court  refused  to  prohibit  it  from  proceeding 
with  the  case.  In  Croly  v.  Sacramento,  119 
Cal.  229,  51  Pac.  323,  the  writ  of  prohibi- 
tion was  applied  for  because  of  alleged  in- 
sufficiency of  the  grounds  of  the  accusation. 
The  court  said:  "But,  if  the  board  has  ju- 
risdiction to  try  appellant  upon  the  matters 
alleged  if  properly  stated,  it  has  power  to 
determine,  in  the  first  instance,  at  least, 
their  formal  sufficiency;  and  this  objection 
should  have  been  made  to  the  board."  So  in 
State  ex  rel.  Reid  v.  Foumet,  45  La.  Ann. 
943,  13  So.  185,  it  was  said  that  "the  nature 
of  a  cause  of  action  is  not  to  be  confounded 
with  its  sufficiency.  The  nature  of  the  ac- 
tion determines  jurisdiction,  and,  when  that 
sustains  the  jurisdiction,  the  latter  cannot 
be  defeated  by  mere  insufficiency  of  the  alle- 
gations or  of  the  proofs." 

But  even  if  this  court  had  the  right  to 
pass  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  petition  for 
injunction  as  an  original  proposition  other 
than  for  the  purpose  before  stated,  it  stated 
a  good  cause  for  injunctive  relief.  The 
words  "irreparable  injury,"  in  passing  upon 
this  question,  are  not  to  be  considered  by 
themselves,  but  are  to  be  considered  along 
with  all  other  allegations  of  which  they 
form  a  part.  The  petition  alleges  "that  the 
inspection  provided  for  in  said  act  is  an  in- 
spection of  beer  in  the  packages  in  which  the 
same  is  put  up  for  sale,  and  that,  owing  to 
the  nature  of  beer  and  malt  liquors,  such  an 
inspection,  if  carried  out,  will  be  destructive 
of  plaintiffs'  products,  and  render  the  same 
unsalable,  and  cause  great  and  irreparable 
damage  to  their  property  and  business,  and 
prevent  them,  ana  each  of  them,  from  prop- 
erly pursuing  their  occupation  ae  brewers  in 
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this  state."  These  are  issuable  facts,  and 
which  it  is  allied  will  cause  the  "irrepara- 
ble injury."  How  could  they  be  more  spe- 
cific? And,  if  true,  it  is  perfectly  clear  to 
roy  mind  that  the  damages  resulting  from 
such  acts  would  be  irreparable.  But  it  is 
said  that  this  averment  has  no  other  foun- 
dation than  §  7  of  the  act  itself,  and  is  a  le- 
gal conclusion  drawn  by  counsel  from  the 
law.  The  court  then  construes  that  section, 
to  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  as  meaning 
that  "there  is  but  one  practical  and  intelli- 
gent method  by  which  the  output  of  lager 
beer  in  this  state  can  be  inspected;  that  is, 
by  going  direct  to  the  brewerv,  and  taking  a 
sample  of  this  mash,  and  of  the  beer  that 
they  are  fermenting.  This  method  would 
not  in  the  slightest  manner  interfere  with 
or  hinder  them  in  their  operations,  and 
would  at  the  same  time  enable  the  inspector 
to  inspect  hundreds  and  thousands  of  gallons 
of  beer  from  one  sample ;  for,  as  the  mash  is, 
so  must  the  beer  be.  The  'mash'  is  the  mate- 
rial from  which  the  beer  is  brewed.  But, 
should  they  change  the  mash  after  the  in- 
spection, they  could  not  possibly  change  the 
beer  after  it  was  brewed  in  the  fermenting 
tubs.  The  fermenting  vats  are  great  coop- 
erages, holding  each  from  500  to  5,000  gal- 
lons. In  these  the  beer  is  placed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fermentation,  which  is  the  last  act 
of  the  brew.  After  the  fermentation,  the 
beer  is  run  off  into  hoffsheads,  barrels,  and 
kegs  for  the  market."  It  may  not  be  out  of 
place  to  inquire  how  the  court  arrives  at 
these  conclusions,  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
tending  to  prove  them.  They  are  not  mat- 
ters of  which  it  will  take  judicial  notice,  but 
are  susceptible  of  proof,  which  the  court  be- 
low had  the  exclusive  right  to  hear.  This 
section,  however,  provides  that  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  inspector  to  cause  to  be  in- 
spected all  beer,  and  to  place  upon  the  pack- 
age containing  such  beer  his  label  certifying 
that  the  same  has  been  inspected,  etc  There 
is  not  one  word  said  in  the  act  about  taking 
a  sample  of  the  mash  or  of  the  beer  that  is 
fermenting,  but  the  only  method  indicated 
by  this  section  of  the  a<;t  is  inspection  by  the 
package,  as  the  words  "it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  such  inspector  to  cause  to  be  inspected  all 
beer  or  other  malt  liquor,  and  to  place  upon 
the  package  containing  such  beer  or  malt  li- 
quor his  label,  certifying  that  the  same  ha4 
been  inspected,"  etc.,  clearly  mean.  By  fi  8 
it  is  provided  that  the  "inspector  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  for  inspecting  and  gaug- 
ing 1  cent  for  each  gallon  contained  in  each 
package.  .  .  .  The  word  'package,*  as 
used  in  this  act,  shall  be  construed  to  mean 
any  vessel  of  any  kind  other  than  pint  and 
quart  bottles  in  which  any  beer  or  malt  li- 
quor may  be  placed  for  sale,  containing  8 
gallons  or  lees;  when  said  beer  or* malt  li* 
quors  are  placed  in  pint  or  quart  bottles,  a 
package,  as  used'  in  this  act,  shall  be  con- 
strued to  mean  not  to  exceed  forty  8-pint 
bottles  or  twenty  4-quart  bottles  of  beer  or 
malt  liquors,  which  when  manufactured  and 
so  bottled  must,  before  sale,  be  placed  in 
suitable  cases  containing  said  number  and 
size  of  bottles,  for  inspection  and  stamping  by 
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«aid  state  inspector."  It  is  utterly  incon- 
<«eivable  to  me  hosv  there  can  be  a  difference 
of  opinion  as  to  the  meaning  of  these  sec-* 
tions  when  taken  together,  for,  if  the  7th  be 
thought  to  be  indefinite,  the  8th  says  in  so 
many  words  that  the  inspector  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  receive  for  inspecting  and  gauging  1 
cent  for  each  gallon  contained  in  each  pack- 
•age,  and  2  cents  for  labeling  each  package, 
and  then  construes  the  word  "package"  to 
mean  any  vessel  of  any  kind  other  than  pint 
or  quart  bottles,  which,  when  put  up  in  bot- 
tles other  than  pint,  must,  before  sale,  be 
placed  in  suitable  cases  containing  the  re- 
•quisite  number  and  size  of  bottles,  for  in- 
cpecting  and  stamping  by  the  inspector,  and, 
when  ^r  is  placed  in  vessels  containing 
more  than  8  gallons,  the  word  "package'^ 
«hall  be  construed  to  mean  each  8  gal- 
lons, or  fractional  part  thereof,  so  contained 
in  said  vessel.  Gauging  means  to  measure, 
and  it  is  illogical  to  say  that  beer  could  be 
measured  in  a  package  before  it  is  put  in  it. 
And  with  respect  to  bottled  beer,  the  act  in 
flo  many  words  requires  that  it  shall  be  put 
up  in  cases  for  inspection  before  sale,  and, 
when  placed  in  vessels  containing  more  than 
8  gallons,  the  word  "package*'  shall  be  6on- 
etnied  to  mean  each  8  ^llons,  or  fractional 
part  thereof,  so  contained  in  said  vessel. 
The  act  thus  in  the  plainest  of  terms  pro* 
▼idea  for  the  inspection  of  beer  when  in 
some  of  the  vessels  indicated  by  it,  and  it 
«annot  by  any  fair  construction  be  said  that 
taking  a  sample  of  the  mash,  and  the  beer 
which  is  fermenting,  is  or  would  be  an  in- 
«pection  of  beer  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act.  But  this  is  not  all.  By  the  5th  section 
of  the  act  (and  all  of  them  must  be  con- 
etrued  together)  with  respect  to  beer  and 
other  malt  liquors  other  than  those  manu- 
factured in  this  state,  the  inspector  is 
required  to  inspect  and  label  the  packages 
containing  it  just  as  he  is  the  packages  of 
beer  manufactured  in  this  state,  but  no  one 
will  contend  that  he  could  sample  the  mash 
or  the  beer  manufactured  out  of  the  state 
while  fermenting.  It  seems  to  me  that, 
when  these  sections  are  considered  in  pari 
materia,  there  is  no  escape  from  the  concln- 
«ion  that  the  legislature  intended  that  the 
beer  should  be  hispected  after  it  is  put  in 
packages.  But,  if  there  were  any  doubt  up- 
on this  question,  the  legislature  placed  its 
own  construction  upon  the  act  by  defining 
what  a  "package"  is,  and  that  construction 
is  binding  upon  this  court.  Thus  it  is  said : 
**Any  provision  in  a  statute  which  declares 
its  meaning  or  purpose  is  authoritative. 
Whether  it  relates  to  the  objects  of  a  whole 
act,  or  of  a  single  section,  or  of  a  word,  it  is 
a  declaration  having  the  force  of  law.  It  is 
binding  on  the  courts,  though  otherwise  they 
would  have  understood  the  language  to 
mean  something  different  ...  It  has 
been  said  that  an  interpretation  clause 
should  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  interpret- 
ing words  which  are  ambiguous  ox  equivo- 
cal, not  so  as  to  disturb  the  meaning  of  such 
as  are  plain.  It  is  often  inserted  for  this  pur- 
pose, or  for  abundant  caution,  that  there 
may  be  no  misapprehension,  though  the  in- 
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terpretation  so  directed  is  not  different  from 
that  which  the  language  used  would  others 
wise  receive.  In  such  cases  this  provisioo 
leads  to  no  difficulties  of  construction."  Suth- 
erland, Stat  Constr.  §  402.  But,  even  if  the 
statute  were  of  doubtful  construction,  the 
court  below  should  have  been  permitted  to 
pass  upon  it 

It  is  also  held  that  injunction  to  prevent 
criminal  prosecutions  will  not  lie,  and  nu- 
merous authorities  are  cited  to  sustain  this 
position.  That  this  is  the  law  except  where 
the  criminal  prosecution  will  affect  property 
rights,  and  the  writ  is  necessary  to  preserve 
such  rights,  and  to  prevent  repeated  prose- 
cutions wrongfully  instituted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  vexing  and  harassing  the  defendant 
therein,  will  not  be  controverted.  But 
when  property  rights  will  be  affected  by  such 
a  prosecution,  and  the  writ  is  necesi^ary  to 
protect  such  rights,  injunction  will  lie. 
atate  ea  rel.  Wood  v.  Schipeickardt,  109  Mo. 
496,  19  S.  W.  47,  and  authorities  cited. 
"The  subject-matter  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
equity  being  the  protection  of  private  prop- 
erty and  of  civil  rights,  courts  of  equity  will 
not  interfere  for  the  punishment  or  preven- 
tion of  merely  criminal  or  immoral  acts,  un- 
connected with  violations  of  private  right 
Equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to  restrain  the 
commission  of  crimes,  or  to  enforce  moral 
obligations  and  the  performance  of  moral 
duties;  nor  will  it  interfere  for  the  preven- 
tion of  an  illegal  act  merely  because  it  is  il- 
legal. And  in  the  absence  of  any  injury  to 
property  rights  it  will  not  lend  its  aid  by 
injunclion  to  lostiain  the  violation  of  public 
or  penal  statutes,  or  the  commission  of  im- 
moral and  illegal  acts."  1  High,  Inj.  3d  ed. 
§20;  Re  Dabs,  158  U.  S.  593,  39  L.  ed.  1092, 
16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  900;  Cranford  v.  Tyrrell, 
128  N.  Y.  341,  28  N.  E.  514;  Port  of  Mobile 
V.  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co,  84  Ala.  115-126,  4 
So.  100.  So,  in  Hcwhilton-Broton  Shoe  Co. 
V.  Saofey,  131  Mo.  212,  32  S.  W.  1106,  this 
court  held  that,  while  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  interfere  by  injunction  simply  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  a  crime,  it  may  enjoin 
acts  threatening  irreparable  injury  to  prop- 
erty rights,  notwithstanding  such  acts  may 
also  be  in  violation  of  the  criminal  law. 
But  interference  in  such  cases  is  predicated 
solely  upon  the  ground  of  injury  to  property 
and  the  protection  of  property  rights.  1 
High,  Inj.  3d  ed.  §  68.  In  Atlanta  v.  Oaie 
City  Gaslight  Co,  71  Ga.  106,  it  was  held 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  enjoin  the 
prosecution  of  a  criminal  proceeding,  unless 
it  is  evident  that  private  property  and  civil 
rights  will  be  invaded  thereby;  then  equity 
will  interfere  to  protect  them.  "A  court  of 
equity  has  no  jurisdiction  in  matters  merely 
criminal  or  merely  immoral,  which  do  not 
affect  any  right  to  property.  If  a  charge  be 
of  a  criminal  nature,  or  an  offense  against 
the  public  peace,  and  does  not  touch  the  en- 
joyment of  property,  jurisdiction  cannot  be 
entertained.  .  .  .  But  if  an  act  which  is 
criminal  touches  also  the  enjoyment  of  prop- 
erty, the  court  has  jurisdiction,  but  its  in- 
terference is  founded  solely  on  the  ground  of 
injury  to  property."    Kerr,  Inj.  3d  ed.  &. 
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And  in  Hamilton  y.  Whitridge,  11  Md.  128, 
€9  Am.  Dec.  1S4,  the  court  said:  ''But  it 
would  be  strange,  indeed,  if,  when  the  court's 
powers  are  invoked  for  the  protection  and 
enjoyment  of  property,  and  may  be  rightful- 
ly exercised  for  that  purpose,  its  arms 
ahould  be  paralyzed  by  the  mere  circum- 
stance that,  in  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdic- 
tion, it  might  incidentally  be^performing  the 
functions  of  a  moral  censor  by  suppressing 
a  shocking  vice  denounced  by  the  law,  and 
amenable  to  its  penalties  from  the  earliest 
times."  The  same  rule  is  announced  in  Lit- 
tleton  V.  Fritz,  66  Iowa,  488,  54  Am.  Rep. 
19,  22  N.  W.  641 ;  Bank  of  Kentucky  v. 
Stone,  88  Fed.  Rep.  383;  Central  Trust  Co, 
V.  Citizens'  Street  R,  Co,  80  Fed.  Rep.  218. 
Courts  have  frequently  enjoined  strikers 
from  interfering  with  the  traffic  upon  rail- 
roads, the  moving  of  trains,  and  the  destruc- 
tion of  property;  and,  while  such  acts  are 
criminal  offenses  under  the  laws  of  the 
states  in  which  they  were  committed,  pun- 
ishable by  indictment,  fine,  and  imprison- 
ment, courts  have  never  declined  to  restrain 
them  upon  the  ground  of  their  criminal 
character.  Property  not  only  includes  the 
right  to  use,  but  the  right  of  disposition,  at 
one's  pleasure,  and  upon  such  terms  and  con- 
ditions as  the  owner  may  see  proper,  wheth- 
er it  be  labor  or  merchandise;  and  the  busi- 
ness of  a  person  conducted  in  accordance 
with  law  is  as  much  a  property  right  as 
property  itself,  and  any  interference  there- 
with is  an  injury  to  the  property.  Davis  v. 
Zimmerman,  91  Hun,  489,  36  N.  Y.  Supp. 
303.  The  act  in  question  prohibits  these  re- 
spondents from  selling  beer  and  malt  liquors 
manufactured  by  them  without  its  first  hav- 
ing been  inspected  by  the  beer  inspector; 
makes  them  guilty  of  a  criminal  offense  pun- 
ishable by  indictment  or  information,  and 
imposes  upon  them  severe  penalties  and  for- 
feitures, if  they  do  so,  one  of  which  is  the 
forfeiture  of  the  right  to  manufacture  beer 
for  two  years.  The  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion for  the  injunction  show  that,  if  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  are  carried  out  by  the  in- 
spector, it  will  greatly  interfere  with  and 
injure  the  beer  manufactured  by  them,  to 
their  serious  injury,  for  which,  because  of  its 
frequent  occurrence,  the  law  would  afford 
them  no  adequate  remedy. 

But  the  petition  stated  grounds  for  equita- 
ble relief,  upon  the  further  ground  that  a 
multiplicity  of  suits  would  be  avoided  there- 
by. Besides  the  eight  plaintiffs  in  the  in- 
junction suit,  there  are  at  least  fifteen  other 
brewers  in  this  state,  all  of  whom  are  alike 
affected  by  the  act  in  question,  and  under 
such  circumstances  injunction  will  lie  to 
prevent  multiplicity  of  suits.  Thus,  it  was 
held  in  Damschroeder  v.  TJUas,  51  Mo.  100, 
that  one  of  the  offices  of  an  injunction  is  to 
prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  where  the 
whole  question  can  be  decided  in  a  single 
proceeding.  In  Michael  v.  St.  Louis,  112 
Mo.  610,  20  S.  W.  666,  it  was  held  that  lot 
owners  seeking  to  be  relieved  from  local  as- 
sessments may,  to  prevent  multiplicity  of 
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suits,   unite   in  one  equitable    proceeding,, 
where  there  is  a  community  of  interests  i» 
the  questions  to  be  decided.     Slyvester  Coal 
Co,  V.  St.  Louis,  130  Mo.  323,  32  8.  W.  649^ 
is  very  much  like  the  case  at  bar.    In  that 
case  a  weighing  ordinaYice  was  claimed  to  be- 
invalid  and  an  unlawful  interference  witb 
the  business  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  several  of 
them  having  the  same  interest  joined  in  a. 
suit   to   enjoin   its   enforcement.     The  city 
contended  that  the  plaintiffs  had  an   ade- 
quate remedy  at  law,  but  it  was  held  that 
the  fact  that  in  each  of  said  suits  the  plain- 
tiff might  plead  successfully  the  invalidity 
of  the  ordinance  as  defense  thereto  did  not 
give  them   an  adequate  remedy,   that  they 
were  entitled  to  be  protected  from  the  ex- 
pense, vexations,  and  annoyance  of  such  a. 
multiplicity  of  suits  in  consequence  of  their 
continuance  of  legitimate  business,  except  on 
compliance  with  the  conditions  of  ordinances 
which,  it  is  alleged,  are  utterly  void.     The- 
court  said :     "But  is  the  remedy  at  law  ade- 
quate?    It  must  be  remembered  that  the  in- 
jury complained  of  here  is  continuous.     The- 
ordi  nances   are   continuous,   and   plaintiffs' 
business  fs  continuous,  and,  under  the  ordi- 
nances, for  each  wagon  load  of  coal  sold  and 
delivered  in  violation  of  the  restrictive  pro- 
visions  thereof   the  plaintiffs  each   become 
subject  to  an  action  in  the  muncipal  courta 
of  the  city  for  such  violation,    llie  fact  that 
in  each  of  such  suits  the  plaintiffs  might 
plead  successfully  the  invalidity  of  the  ordi- 
nances as  a  defense  thereto  does  not  give* 
them  an  adequate  remedy.    They  are  enti- 
tled to  be  protected  from  the  expense,  vexa- 
tion, and  annoyance  of  such  a  multiplicity  of 
suits  in  consequence  of  their  continuance  of 
a  legitimate  business  except  upon   compli- 
ance with  the  condition  of  ordinances  which' 
it  is  alleged,  are  and  may  be  utterly  void. 
Baltimore  v.  Radecke,  49  Md.  217,  33  Am. 
Rep.  239;  Davis  v.  Fasig,  128  Ind.  271,  27  N. 
E.  726 ;  Rushville  v.  Rushville  Natural  Oar 
Co.  132  Ind.  576,  15  L.  R.  A.  321,  28  N.  E. 
853 ;  Third  Ave.  R,  Co,  v.  New  York,  54  N. 
Y.  159.    'The  prevention  of  vexatious  litiga- 
tion and  of  a  multiplicity  of  suits  consti-^ 
tutes  a  favorite  ground  for  the  exercise  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  equity  by  way  of  injunc- 
tion.'   High,   Inj.  3d  ed.  p.   12.     This  has> 
been  frequently  recognized  as  a  ground  for 
the  exercise  of  such  jurisdiction  in  this  state 
{SioejH}  V.  Weller,  119  Mo.  566,  25  S.  W. 
204;  Michael  v.  St,  Louis,  112  Mo.  610,  20  S. 
W.  666;  Carroll  v.  Campbell,  108  Mo.  558. 
17  S.  W.  884) ;  and  is  an  independent  ground 
of   equity   jurisdiction    upon     which    such 
courts  may  interfere  to  prevent  municipal 
authorities  from  transcending  their  powers. 
2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  8§  906,  908,  and 
cases  cited  above.    While,  under  the  former 
system  of  jurisprudence,  in  which  relief  Jih 
equity  was  administered  by  a  different  tribu- 
nal and  by  a  different  procedure  from  tlioee 
that  gave  relief  at  law,  courts  of  equity  have 
sometimes   refused   to  interfere  before  the 
right  was  established  at  law  {West  v.  Netff' 
York,  10  Paige,  639),  there  seems  no  good 
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reason,  under  the  present  system  in  code 
states,  where  both  are  blended,  why  such  re- 
lief should  not  be  granted  in  the  first  in- 
stance by  injunction ;  and  so  it  was  ruled  in 
Ihe  analogous  cases  of  Baltimore  y.  Radecke, 
Davis  y.  Fasig,  and  Rushville  v.  Rushville 
natural  Oas  Co,,  above  cited,  which  are  on 
all  fours  with  the  case  in  hand.  And  so  it 
lirould  seem  it  must  be  ruled  here,  where  we 
have,  in  addition,  a  special  and  liberal  stat- 
utory provision  in  regard  to  injunction. 
Rev.  Stat  1889,  §  5510."  While  this  case 
and  the  cases  cited  therein  were  predicated 
upon  the  noncompliance  with  city  ordinances 
which  were  claimed  to  be  invalid,  they  were 
quasi-criminal  in  their  character,  and  the 
same  rule  applies  as  for  the  violation  of  a 
criminal  statute.  It  was  upon  this  ground 
that  a  bank  which  was  required  to  pay  for 
its  stockholders  the  taxes  assessed  upon  the 
shares  of  the  stock  held  by  them,  respective* 
ly,  might  bring  a  suit  to  restrain  the  collec- 
tion of  taxes  illegally  assessed  upon  such 
shares.  Whitney  "Sat.  Bank  v.  Parker,  41 
Fed.  Rep.  402.  To  the  same  effect  is  1 
Beach,  Modern  Eq.  Jur.  §  22.  ''As  a  general 
rule,  wherever  the  rights  of  a  party  ag- 
grieved cannot  be  protected  or  enforced  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  proceedings  at  law, 
except  by  numerous  suits,  equity  may  prop- 
erly interpose  and  offer  relief  by  injunction. 
Upon  this  groTind  equity  often  grants  an 
injunction  to  restrain  wrongful  acts  which 
are  of  a  continuing  nature,  or  which  are  fre- 
quently repeated.  The  separate  remedy  at 
law  for  each  violation  of  the  plaintiff's 
right  would  not  be  an  adequate  remedy,  and 
the  ends  of  justice  require  in  such  cases  that 
the  whole  wrong  shall  be  arrested  and  con- 
cluded by  a  single  proceeding.  Such  relief 
equity  affords,  and  thereby  fulfils  its  appro- 
priate mission  of  supplying  the  deficiencies 
of  legal  remedies.  Thus,  where  a  company 
engaged  in  the  business  of  buying  and  crush- 
ing seed  cotton  was  in  the  habit  of  sending 
out  sacks  to  farmers  to  be  filled  and  re- 
shipped  to  it,  and  another  company  engaged 
in  the  same  line  of  business  persistently  pro- 
cured the  sacks  so  distributed,  a,nd  used 
them  for  their  purposes,  and,  though  repeat- 
ed actions  of  replevin  had  been  prosecuted 
against  them,  persisted  in  so  doing,  an  in- 
junction was  granted  to  prevent  a  further 
repetition  of  the  wrong."  2  Beach,  Modern 
Eq.  Jur.  §  644;  1  Beach,  Modem  Eq.  Jur.  § 
22.  See  also  Warren  Mills  v.  New  Orleans 
Seed  Co.  65  Miss.  391,  4  So.  298.  In  Shaffer 
T.  Stull,  32  Neb.  94,  48  N.  W.  882,  it  was 
held  that  injunction  would  lie  to  restrain  the 
leaving  down  of  a  fence,  when  it  has  been  re- 
peatedly done,  and  its  continuance  is  threat- 
ened, in  Carroll  v.  Campbell,  108  Mo.  568, 
17  8.  W.  884,  in  speaking  of  the  remedy  by 
injunction,  it  is  said:  ''It  is  well  settled 
that  for  an  interruption  of  this  right  an  in- 
junction will  lie,  particularly  when,  as  in 
this  case,  the  injury  is  of  a  continuous  na- 
ture, and  committed  xmder  a  claim  which 
indicates  a  continuance,  or  frequent  and  con- 
stant repetition  of  it.  Courts  of  equity  take 
48L.R.  A. 


cognizance  of  these  cases  to  pre\'ent  the  vex- 
ation and  harassment  of  continued  disturb- 
ances, prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  to 
preserve  the  right  by  restraining  the  commis- 
sion and  repetition  of  threatened  injury." 
It  is  upon  this  principle  that  strikers  have 
been  enjoined  from  interfering  with  the  busi- 
ness of  railroads  and  persons,  and  destroy- 
ing their  property.  While  in  all  such  cases 
the  owner  of  the  property  has  a  remedy  at 
law,  it  is  inadequate.  Besides,  by  proceed- 
ing by  injunction,  a  multiplicity  of  suits 
may  be  avoided.  The  injunctive  petition  ia 
full  and  specific  upon  these  theories  of  the 
case,  and  stated  all  that  was  necessary  to  en- 
title the  plaintiffs  therein  to  the  relief 
sought. 

Daws  V.  Chicago,  11  Wall.  108,  20  L.  ed. 
65,  which  is  the  chief  corner  stone  of  the 
opinion  in  this  case,  was  a  suit  by  injunc- 
tion begun  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  to  restrain  the  collection  of  a  tax  lev- 
ied by  the  city  of  Chicago  upon  shares  ol 
stock  in  a  national  bank  owned  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  upon  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  it  was  held  that  a  suit 
in  equity  will  not  lie  to  restrain  the  collec- 
tion of  a  tax  upon  the  sole  ground  that  the 
tax  is  illegal,  but  there  must  exist,  in  addi- 
tion, some  special  circumstances  bringing  the 
case  under  some  recognized  head  of  equity 
jurisdiction,  such  as  that  the  enforcement 
of  the  tax  would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of 
suits,  or  produce  irreparable  injury.  In 
that  case  the  suit  was  by  a  single  individual 
who  had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and 
there  was  no  pretense  that  the  injunction 
would  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits;  while 
in  the  case  at  bar  numerous  persons  whose 
interests  will  be  similarly  affected  joined  in 
the  suit,  in  order  thereby  to  avoid  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits,  and  with  respect  to  that 
question  brings  the  case  clearly  within  the 
rule  announce!  in  that  case.  Besides,  that 
case  was  an  equitable  proceeding  by  injunc- 
tion. The  court  below  sustained  a  demurrer 
to  the  bill  upon  the  ground  that  it  failed  to 
state  a  cause  of  action,  and  its  ruling  was  af- 
firmed by  the  appellate  court.  But  no  one 
will  claim  that  the  writ  of  prohibition 
would  have  been  available  in  that  case  to 
prevent  the  trial  court  from  passing  upon  the 
question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  petition. 
Such  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  writ.  And  if 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  decide  that  the 
petition  did  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  it 
had  the  same  jurisdiction  to  decide  that  it 
did  state  a  cause  of  action. 

The  most  important  questions  involved  in 
this  whole  controversy  are  with  respect  to 
the  validity  of  the  act  under  consideration, 
which  plaintiffs  in  the  injunctive  proceed- 
ings (respondents  here)  insist  is  in  conflict 
with  the  rtate  and  Federal  Constitutions  up^ 
on  various  grounds  which  are  specifically 
set  forth  in  the  petition  for  injunction ;  but 
these  questions,  while  of  the  gravest  and 
most  important  character,  were  passed  over 
as  not  deserving  consideration.  Ilie  right  of 
the  respondents  to  injunctive  relief  depends 
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upon  the  Talidity  of  the  act,  and  how  this 
case  could  be  disposed  of  without  parsing 
upon  its  constitutionality,  unless  its  uncon- 
stitutionality be  conceded,  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
know.  It  is  quite  true  that,  if  these  Ques- 
tions had  been  passed  upon,  and  decidea  ad- 
versely to  respondents,  they  could  have  taken 
the  case  by  appeal  or  writ  of  error  to  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  for  review, 
and  thereby  protracted  the  litigation,  but 
as  they  were  not  passed  upon,  that  court 
could  acquire  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  so 
no  appeal  will  lie;  but  this,  of  course,  was 
not  the  reason  for  not  passing  upon  these 
questions.  In  my  humble  opinion,  the  act, 
whatever  may  be  said  in  it  to  the  contrary, 
is  a  revenue  measure,  and  is  invalid  because 
it  imposes  a  tax  upon  property  for  general 
state  purposes  in  excess  of  the  constitution- 
al limitations.  Mo.  Const,  art.  10,  S  8>  It 
is  also  violative  of  §§  3,  4,  6,  and  7.  art  10, 
of  the  Constitution  of  Missouri,  which  re- 
quire imiformity  and  equality  in  taxation. 
But  as  the  constitutional  questions  are  not 
passed  upon  in  the  opinion,  I  am  not  dis- 
posed to  enter  into  a  discussion  of  them. 

If,  then,  as  I  contend,  the  act  is  void  be- 
cause violative  of  the  Constitution,  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  tlie  collection  of  the  tax  of 
inspection  fees  is  the  proper  remedy.  In  Ov- 
erall V.  Ruenzi,  67  Mo.  203,  the  court  held 
that  injunction  was  the  proper  remedy  to 
prevent  the  collection  of  a  tax  levied  in  ex- 
cess of  the  legal  limit;  saying:  "In  regard 
to  the  propriety  of  an  injunction  on  the 
facta  stated,  various  authorities  cited  on 
either  side  have  been  examined,  but  we  deem 
it  necessary  only  to  state  the  conclusions  we 
have  reached,  without  any  review  of  the  cases. 
It  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible, 
to  reconcile  the  authorities,  either  here  or 
elsewhere.  But  it  is  quite  apparent  that  of 
late  years,  whether  by  reason  of  our  statute 
in  regard  to  injunctions,  first  introduced  in- 
to the  Revised  Code  of  1865,  or  upon  general 
grounds  of  expediency,  this  court  has  been 
disposed  to  r^ard  with  favor  proceedings 
which  are  preventive  in  their  character,  ra- 
ther than  compel  the  injured  party  to  seek 
redress  after  the  damage  is  accomplished. 
We  see  no  objection,  therefore,  to  the  mode 
adopted  in  this  case  to  test  the  validity  of 
tlie  tax."  This  doctrine  was  reasserted  and 
applied  in  Valle  v.  Ziegler,  84  Mo.  214,  where 
it  was  held  that  injunction  was  the  proper 
remedy  to  prevent  the  enforcement  of  the 
collection  of  taxes  a^inst  personal  property 
which  was  not  subject  to  taxation.  In  Ar- 
nold V.  Hwickina,  96  Mo.  569,  8  8.  W.  718, 
the  court  followed  Overall  v.  Ruenzi,  67  Mo. 
203,  in  allowing  injunction  in  behalf  of  tax- 
payers to  prevent  the  collection  of  taxes  lev- 
ied in  excess  of  the  constitutional  limit;  the 
plaintiff  having  paid  all  the  taxes  except 
those  which  he  claimed  were  illegal.  See 
also  Dennison  v.  KanaaB,  95  Mo.  430,  8  S. 
W.  429.  The  principle  was  also  applied  in 
Book  V.  Early  87  Mo.  246,  and  in  8t,  Louis 
d  S,  F.  R.  Co,  V.  Apperaon,  97  Mo.  301,  10  S. 
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W.  478,  where  the  court  said  that  injnnctioa 
is  the  proper  remedy  to  prevent  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  collection  of  taxes  levied  with- 
out authority;  the  court  saying  (page  310, 
97  Mo.,  page  482,  10  8.  W.) :     "KumerouB 
decisions  of  this  court  attest  that  the  rem- 
edy plaintiff  asks  is  the  proper  one  in  casea 
of  this  sort," — citing  Volte  v.  Ziegler,  84  Mo. 
214,  and  Booh  v.  Earl,  87  Mo.  246;  Cooley, 
Taxn.    2d   ed.,   and   cases   cited   there.    In 
Michael  v.  St.  Louie,  112  Mo.  610,  20  S.  W. 
666,   while  the  court  decided   against  the 
plaintiffs  on  the  merits,  it  was  hdd  th&t  all 
the  owners  seeking  to  be  relieved  from  il- 
legal assessment,  to  prevent  multiplicity  ol 
suits,  may  unite  in  one  proceeding,  where 
there  is  a  uniformity  of  interest  in  the  ques- 
tion to  be  decided.    And  in  Damschroedcr  v. 
Thiaa,  51  Mo.  100,  the  court  said  that  one  of 
the  offices  of  an  injunction  is  to  prevent  a 
multiplicity  of  suits,  where  the  whole  ques- 
tion can  be  decided  by  one  and  the  same  pro- 
ceeding.    In  Ruhey  v.  Shain,  54  Mo.  207,  it 
is  held  that  it  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the 
duty,  to  resort  to  a  court  of  equity  for  in- 
junctive relief  to  prevent  the  collection  of 
an  illegal  tax,  for  the  taxpayer  would  have 
no  right  of  action  against  the  collector.  And 
again,  in  Ranney  v.  Bader,  67  Mo.  476,  it  is 
held  that,  where  the  assessment  of  taxes  is 
illegal,  the  remedy  of  the  taxpayer  is  by  pro- 
ceeding to  arrest  the  execution  of  the  ill^al 
assessment  and  the  collection  of  the  tax.    In 
passing  upon  a  similar  question  in  DentUeon 
V.  Kaneae,  96  Mo.  416,  8  S.  W.  429,  it  it 
said :     ''In  the  cases  of  Ranney  y.  Bader,  67 
Mo.  476,  and  Vewmeyer  ▼.  Mieeowri  d  M,  R, 
Co,  62  Mo.  81,  14  Am.  Rep.  394,  it  is  held 
that,  to  prevent  the  collection  of  an  illegal 
tax,  suit  may  be  brought  by  any  taxpayer 
for   himself   and   all   others  similarly  situ- 
ated."   It  was  held  that  injunction  was  the 
proper  remedy  in  that  case.     So,  in  Valle  v. 
Ziegler,  84  Mo.  214,  it  was  held  that  injunc- 
tion was  the  proper  remedy  to  prevent  the 
enforcement    of    the    collection    of    taxes 
against  personal  property  not  subject  to  tax- 
ation.   My  conclusion  is  that  the  circuit 
court  had  jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  all  the 
({iiestions  presented  in  the  petition  f>r  in- 
junction, and  that  the  petition  showed  a 
piima  facie  case  for  relief:  and  that,  if  the 
court  erred,  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  fur- 
nishes a  complete  and  eiTective  remedy  for 
any  error  of  that  court ;  and,  this  being  the 
case,  the  writ  of  prohibition  will  not  lie, 
and  was,  in  the  first  place,  improvidently  is- 
sued.    Mastin  v.  Sloan,  98  Mo.  252,  11  S.  W. 
558.    This  is  but  the  announcement  of  a  fa- 
miliar principle  of  law,  which  is  conceded  by 
all   and  denied  by  none.     But,  even  if  the 
question  of  jurisdiction  in  the  circuit  court 
were  doubtful,  prohibition  is  not  the  proper 
remedy.     19  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  271. 
and   authorities   cited;    HasHnger  ▼.  SoU 
(W.  Va.)  34  S.  E.  728;  High,  Brtr.  Legal 
Rem.  S  780.    For  these  reaaona  I  think  tlit 
writ  should  be  denied. 
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A  maTor  cannot  -veto  the  J vd total  ao- 
tton  of  the  board  of  aldermen  sitting 
as  a  court  in  a  matter  of  whicb  the  statutes 
have  made  it  the  excluslye  and  final  judge, 
as  in  the  determination  of  the  election  of  its 
members,  under  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  48,  {  11,  al- 
though by  chap.  47,  f  7,  it  Is  provided  that 
"he  shall  have  a  negative  upon  the  action  of 
the  aldermen  in  laying  out  highways,  and 
in  all  other  matters;  and  no  vote  can.  be 
passed  or  i^pointment  made  by  the  board 
of  aldermen  over  his  veto,  unless  by  a  vote 
ef  two  thirds  at  least  of  all  the  aldermen 
elected." 

(March  16,  1900.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  Merrimack  County 
Court  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  a  petition  for  a  mandamus  to  com- 
pel the  recognition  of  petitioner  as  alderman 
of  ward  2  of  the  city  of  Concord.     Granted, 

Jolm  W.  Sanborn  was  declared  elected  as 
such  alderman.  Plaintiff  contested  the  elec- 
tion. The  aldermen  granted  a  hearing  and 
the  majority  adopted  the  following  resolu- 
tion :  ''Resolved,  that  Ross  W.  Cate,  having 
received  a  pluralitj^  of  the  votes  cast  for  al- 
derman in  ward  2  in  said  city,  at  an  election 
held  on  the  8th  day  of  last  November,  is  en- 
titled to  a  seat  in  this  board,  and  John  W. 
Sanborn,  not  having  been  elected  at  said 
election,  is  not  entitled  to  a  seat  in  this 
board.  Resolved,  that  the  clerk  is  instruct- 
ed to  strike  out  of  his  records  the  name  of 
Jolm  W.  Sanborn,  as  alderman  from  ward  2, 
and  substitute  in  place  thereof  the  name  of 
Ross  W.  Cate«  and  further  to  notify  said 
John  W.  Sanborn  and  said  Ross  W.  Cate  of 
this  resolution  at  once."  The  resolution  was 
vetoed.  Eight  aldermen  voted  to  pass  the 
resolution  over  the  veto,  which  was  less  than 
two  thirds  of  the  number  elected.  Cate  was 
not  notified  that  he  was  declared  elected,  nor 
Sanborn  that  he  was  not  elected.  In  veto- 
ing the  resolutions  the  mayor  acted  in  good 
faith,  believing  that  the  ballot  showed  that 
Sanborn  was  elected. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Streeter,  Walker,  ft  Hollis, 
lor  plaintiff: 

No  declaration  of  the  result  of  the  vote  by 
the  mayor  as  presiding  officer  was  necessary 
to  its  legal  efficacy. 

Chariton  v.  HolUday,  60  Iowa,  391,  14  N. 


NOTS. — ^As  to  casting  vote  by  mayor,  see  Law- 
rence V.  Ingersoll  (Tenn.)  6  L.  R.  A.  308,  and 
note;  Mac:enau  v.  Fremont  (Neb.)  0  L.  R.  A. 
786;  State  ex  rel.  Rylands  v.  Plnkerman 
(Conn.)  22  L.  R.  A.  653;  Wooster  v.  Mull  Ins 
(Conn.)  25  L.  R.  A.  694;  Brown  v.  Poster 
(Me.)  31  L.  R.  A.  116 ;  and  State  ea  rel.  Young 
V.  Yates  (Mont.)  87  L.  R.  A.  205. 
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W.  776;  Tennant  v.  Crocker,  86  Mich.  328, 
48  N.  W.  677;  State  ex  rel.  Duane  v.  Fagan, 
42  Conn.  32;  Dingwall  v.  Detroit,  82  Mich. 
568,  46  N.  W.  938. 

The  mayor  could  not  lawfully  vote  upon 
the  question  of  adopting  the  resolutions,  and 
thereby  create  a  tie. 

The  power  to  give  a  "casting  vote"  in  the 
proceedings  of  a  deliberative  body  is  the 
power  to  facilitate,  but  not  to  block,  that 
body's  action;  to  vote  when  the  assembly  is 
equally  divided,  but  not  to  create  an  equal 
division;  to  break,  not  make,  a  tie. 

Cushing,  Law  &  Pr.  of  Legislative  Assem- 
blies, §  306;  Broton  v.  Foster,  88  Me.  49,  31 
L.  R.  A.  116,  33  Atl.  662;  Gostin  v.  Brooks, 
89  Ga.  244,  16  S.  E.  361. 

The  mayor  has  no  power  to  veto  a  decision 
of  the  board  of  aldermen  with  reference  to 
the  election  of  one  of  its  own  members. 

Erwin  v.  Jersey  City,  60  N.  J.  L.  141,  37 
Atl.  732;  State  ea  rel.  Haight  v.  Love,  39* 
N.  J.  L.  14. 

The  supposition  that  the  veto  power  was- 
intended  to  apply  to  a  decision  of  the  board 
of  aldermen  concerning  the  election  of  one  of 
its  members  is,  at  the  outset,  nearly,  if  not 
quite,  as  improbable  as  the  supposition  that 
it  was  intended  to  apply  to  a  vote  to  ad- 
journ. The  action  of  the  board  in  such  a 
case  is  judicial. 

1  Kent,  Com.  236;  Halloran  v.  Carter,  35 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  884,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  214;  Gregg 
V.  Goodrich,  67  N.  H.  543,  42  Atl.  240. 

"Each  branch"  of  the  city  councils  shall 
be,  not  merely  the  judge  of  the  election  and 
qualification  of  its  own  members,  but  the 
final  judge. 

Properly  and  primarily,  the  powers  and 
duties  of  a  mayor  are  executive  and  adminis- 
trative. 

Martindale  v.  Palmer,  52  Ind.  411 ;  Jacobs 
V.  San  Francisco  City  d  County  Supers.  100 
Cal.  121,  34  Pac.  630. 

He  is  not  a  member  of  a  city  council,  im- 
less  expressly  made  such  by  law. 

Tiedeman,  Mun.  Corp.  §  90;  Reynolds  v. 
Baldwin,  1  La.  Ann.  162;  Mills  v.  Gleason, 
11  Wis.  470,  78  Am.  Dec.  721;  Atty.  Gen, 
V.  Shepard,  62  N.  H.  383;  Broton  v.  Foster, 
88  Me.  49,  31  L.  R.  A.  116,  33  Atl.  062; 
People  ex  rel.  Gaskill  v.  Ransom,  56  Barb. 
514;  State  ex  rel.  Laughlin  v.  Porter,  113 
Ind.  79,  14  N.  E.  883;  Garside  v.  Cohoes,  34 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  234,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  192;  Hall 
V.  Racine,  81  Wis.  72,  50  N.  W.  1094. 

If  the  mayor  were  a  member  of  the  alder- 
manic  branch  of  the  city  councils  in  every 
sense  and  for  every  purpose,  the  exercise  of 
his  veto  power  would  not  be  an  act  of  mem- 
bership, but  an  exercise  of  an  authority 
which  he  possesses  "as  an  independent,  co< 
ordinate  branch  of  the  city  government." 

State  ex  rel.  Childs  v.  Dariow,  65  Minn. 
419,  67  N.  W.  1012. 

The  exclusive  power  to  judge  of  the  elee- 
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tion  and  qaaliflcations  of  its  members  "has 
always  been  lodged  in  the  legislative  body  by 
the  uniform  practice  of  England  and  Amer- 
ica." 

1  Story,  Const.  §  833;  1  Bl.  Com.  163, 
178;  1  Kent,  Com.  235. 

The  present  case  is  satisfied  by  finding  that 
the  mayor's  veto  is  inapplicable  to  a  decision 
by  the  aldermen  of  a  contested  election  case. 

The  veto  power  of  the  mayor  must  be  in- 
terpreted in  the  light  of  its  origin. 

StatCy  Tims,  Proaeoutor,  v.  Netoark,  26  N. 
J.  L.  309 ;  People  ex  rel.  Churchyard  v.  Buf- 
falo, 47  N.  Y.  S.  R.  149,  20  N.  Y.  Supp. 
51;  State  ex  rel.  Sullivan  v.  Longdon,  68 
Conn.  519,  37  Atl.  383;  Achlcy'e  Case,  4  Abb. 
Pr.  36;  North  v.  Cary,  4  Thomp.  &  C.  357. 

Meaara,  Eastman  ft  HoUis  and  Martin 
ft  Howe,  for  defendants: 

It  is  to  be  assumed  that  the  words  and 
phrases  are  used  in  their  technical  meaning, 
if  they  have  acquired  one,  and  in  their  popu- 
lar meaning  if  they  have  not,  and  the 
phrases  and  sentences  are  to  be  construed  ac- 
cording to  the  rules  of  grammar. 

Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  p.  4. 

The  mayor's  powers  are  clear  and  well  de- 
fined. There  is  nothing  in  the  context  to 
warrant  us  in  concluding  that  the  literal  in- 
terpretation is  not  the  correct  one. 

The  functions  of  the  mayor  are-  different 
in  both  scope  and  nature  from  those  of  either 
the  President  or  governor;  and  the  veto 
power  is  conferred  upon  the  two  classes  of 
officials  for  different  purposes. 

28  Am.  A;  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  446. 

The  veto  power,  which  is  vested  directly 
by  constitutional  authority  in  the  President 
and  governor,  is  based  on  the  theory  of  equi- 
librium between  the  several  branches  of  gov- 
■ernment.  The  veto  power  which  the  legisla- 
ture has  conferred  upon  the  mayor  of  Con- 
cord is  based  upon  the  theory  of  checking 
corrupt  and  ill-considered  legislation. 

Blodsett,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  statutory  scope  of  the  veto  power  con- 
ferred upon  the  mayors  of  cities  in  this  state 
is  found  in  section  7,  chap.  47,  Pub.  Stat., 
which  provides  that  "he  shall  have  a  nega- 
tive upon  the  action  of  the  aldermen  in  lay- 
ing; out  highways,  and  in  all  other  matters; 
and  no  vote  can  be  passed  or  appointment 
made  by  the  board  of  aldermen  over  his  veto, 
imless  by  a  vote  of  two  thirds  at  least  of  all 
the  aldermen  elected."  While  this  sweeping 
language,  standing  alone  and  taken  by  itself, 
is  apparently  plain  and  explicit,  its  inter- 
pretation, nevertheless,  does  not  depend  upon 
any  one  rule  alone;  for  statutes,  like  all 
other  \n*itten  instruments,  are  to  be  inter- 
preted by  the  weight  of  competent  evidence, 
a  part  of  which  may  bear  more  or  less  strong- 
ly in  a  given  direction,  and  another  part  in 
a  difTerent  direction,  thus  making  the  result 
dependent  upon  the  product  of  both  com- 
bined. In  other  words,  the  primary  object 
in  construing  statutes  being  to  ascertain  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  in  their  enact- 
ment, rcHort  is  to  be  had  to  their  language, 
the  context,  the  subject-matter,  the  effects 
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and  consequences,  or  the  spirit  and 
of  the  law.  In  the  light  of  these  rules,  and 
conceding,  as  the  defendants  claim,  that  a 
municipal  council  is  largely  sui  generia,  and 
its  powers  to  be  construed  accordingly,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  defendants'  conten- 
tion that  the  veto  power  of  a  mayor  extends 
to  and  embraces  a  decision  of  the  board  of 
aldermen  as  to  the  election  of  one  of  its  mem- 
bers cannot  be  sustained.  Further  than  this 
we  are  not  required  to  go ;  for  whatever  the 
language  of  the  statute  giving  the  mayor  a 
negative  "upon  the  action  of  the  aldermen  in 
laying  out  highways,  and  in  all  other  mat- 
ters," may  mean,  and  whether  it  would  or 
would  not  be  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  give  to  the  executive  of  a  city  a  veto  upon 
the  action  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
city  government  sitting  as  a  court  in  the 
performance  of  a  judicial  duty,  it  is  enough 
to  satisfy  the  present  contention  if  the  de- 
cision of  a  contested  election  case  by  the  al- 
dermen is  not  embraced  in  the  phrase  "in  all 
other  matters,*'  and,  in  support  of  the  con- 
clusion that  it  is  not,  we  cannot  but  regard 
the  evidence  as  decisive.  The  mayor  of  a 
city  is  not  an  alderman  or  councilman  of  the 
city,  in  any  general  or  proper  sense  of  those 
terms.  He  is  designated  in  the  statutes  as 
the  "principal  officer"  and  the  "chief  execu- 
tive" of  the  city.  Pub.  Stet.  chap.  46,  §  3; 
Id.  chap.  47,  §  5.  And  both  properly  and 
primarily  his  duties  are  executive  and  ad- 
ministrative. Martindale  v.  Palmer,  62 
Ind.  411,  413;  Jaooha  v.  San  Francisco  City 
&  County  Supera,  100  Cal.  121,  135, 
.34  Pac.  630.  He  is  not  a  member  of  either 
branch  of  the  city  councils,  unless  expressly 
made  such  by  law.  Tiedeman,  Mun.  Corp. 
§  96.  And  when  this  is  the  case  it  ic  "to 
the  extent  of  such  powers  as  are  specially 
committed  to  him,  and  no  further,  that  he  is 
a  part  of  the  city  council."  Broion  v.  Foa- 
ter,  88  Me.  49,  31  L.  R.  A.  116,  33  Atl.  622; 
People  ex  rel.  Oaakill  v.  Ranaom,  56  Barb. 
614,  516;  MilU  v.  Qleaaon,  11  Wis.  470.  476. 
78  Am.  Dec.  721 ;  State  ex  rel.  Launhlin  v. 
Porter,  113  Ind.  79,  14  N.  E.  883.  He  is  not 
one  "of  its  own  members  in  the  sense  in 
which  an  alderman  is."  Oaraide  v.  Cnhoea^ 
34  N.  Y.  S.  R.  234,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  1J>2.  195; 
Winter  V,  Thiatlewood,  101  III.  450,  452.  Nor 
has  it  been  understood  that  he  is  to  be  count- 
ed in  determining  the  preHPuce  of  a  quorum. 
Atty.  Oen,  v.  Shepard,  62  N.  H.  .383:  Somer- 
aet  V.  Smith,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1488,  49  S.  W. 
456. 

Applying  the  principles  of  these  authori- 
ties (and  none  have  been  found  to  the  con- 
trary) to  the  statutory  provisions  relating 
to  mayor  and  aldermen  cited  in  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  the  result  is  indubitably  to  es- 
tablish the  proposition  that,  while  the  mayor 
is  a  constituent  part  of  the  alderni:  nr  b<iard 
for  some  special  purposes,  h*  sit»  and  acta 
in  the  board,  not  in  the  capacity  of  an  alder- 
man, but  in  the  capacity  of  ex  officio  presid- 
ing officer,  and  exercises  those  pnwTis  only 
which  have  been  specially  committed  to  him 
as  the  chief  executive  of  the  city.  However 
extensive  such  powers  may  be  in  the  pres- 
ent case,  and  regardless  of  the  nutiiorities 
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to  which  reference  has  been  made,  the  legia- 
4atiye  understanding  that  the  mayor  should 
not  be  regarded  as  an  alderman  in  contested 
Section  cases,  at  least,  sufficiently  appears 
from  the  statute  enacting  that  the  board  of 
Aldermen  "shall  be  the  final  judge  of  the 
■election  and  qualification  of  its  members" 
(Pub.  Stat.  chap.  48,  S  11)»  because  the  au- 
thority thus  vested  in  the  aldermen  does  not 
extend  to  the  election  of  mayor,  of  which  the 
-city  councils  in  joint  convention  are  made 
the  judges  by  chapter  47,  §  3,  and  because 
under  section  11,  each  alderman  is  not  only 
made  a  judge  of  the  election  of  his  fellow 
members,  but  they  are  made  the  judges  of 
liis  election  also.  And  the  same  conclusion 
4is  to  the  legislative  understandiui;  of  the 
mayor's  membership  is  evidenced  by  the  fur- 
ther provision  of  section  11,  that  each  branch 
of  the  city  government,  in  case  of  a  vacancy 
therein,  *'shall  call  a  new  election,"  because 
«pecial  provision  for  the  filling  of  a  vacancy 
in  the  office  of  mayor  was  made  elsewhere, 
and  by  another  tribunal.  Laws  1895,  chap. 
41.  Such,  also,  would  seem  to  have  been  the 
understanding  of  the  defendant  mayor  him- 
-self,  for  he  did  not  assume  to  act  as  an  al- 
derman in  the  election  before  the  board,  but 
«olely  as  mayor.  While  these  citations  am- 
ply demonstrate  that  the  aldermanic  branch 
of  the  city  councils,  within  the  meaning  of 
eection  11,  is  the  board  of  aldermen,  exclu- 
sive of  the  mayor  (and,  if  this  be  so,  his  veto 
power  cannot  apply,  because  the  judgment  of 
the  board  would  not  then  be  final ) ,  they  also 
afford  convincing  proofs  that  the  mayor's 
veto  power  was  not  intended  to  extend  to  a 
-decision  by  the  aldermen  of  a  contested  elec- 
tion case.  Having  made  such  a  decision  an 
imperative  finality,  it  is  incredible  that  the 
legislature  would  intentionally  stultify  it- 
«elf,  and  emasculate  the  statute  by  making 
it  subordinate  to  the  arbitrary  caprice  of  an 
executive  officer,  acting  solely  in  an  execu- 
tive capacity,  and  subject  to  no  supervising 
power.  If,  however,  the  contrary  were  true, 
«nd  the  provision  giving  the  mayor  "a  nega- 
tive on  the  action  of  the  aldermen  in  laying 
out  highways,  and  in  all  other  matters, 
were  susceptible  of  the  broad  eonstniclion 
put  upon  it  by  the  defendants,  it  is  not  per- 
ceived upon  what  ground  the  provision  could 
be  sustained.  In  a  contested  election  case, 
as  in  all  other  cases,  it  is  the  constitutional 
right  of  the  contestants  to  have  the  issue  be- 
tween them  settled  by  judicial  action;  and 
of  this  right  they  cannot  be  lawfully  de- 
prived by  any  legislative  enactment.  The 
veto  power  is  not,  and  has  never  been  un- 
derstood to  be,  a  judicial  power.  To  all  in- 
tents, and  for  all  purposes,  it  is  a  franchise 
of  the  executive  department  alone,  and  may 
be  exercised  by  its  possessor  at  his  pleasure, 
and  without  consent,  trial,  or  notice.  The 
adjudication  of  legal  rights  in  this  manner 
•cannot  be  tolerated  under  our  system  of  gov- 
ernment, or  under  any  other  in  which  there 
has  not  been  a  total  abolition  of  justice  and 
fundamental  legal  principles.  But  there  is 
no  solid  ground  for  the  defendants'  construc- 
tion of  the  provision  under  consideration. 
It  it  no  less  true  now  than  it  was  in  the 
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time  of  Lord  Coke  that  the  laws  consist,  not 
in  being  read,  but  in  being  understood. 
[Cumberland's  Case]  8  Coke,  167.  "When 
the  legislature  enacts  that  each  branch  of  a 
city  government  shall  be  the  judge  of  the 
elections  of  its  members,  the  inference  is  that 
they  copied  the  language  from  the  Consti- 
tution, understanding  that  it  would  mean 
in  the  statute  what  it  means  in  the  Consti- 
tution, and  intending  that  municipal  legis- 
lative bodies  created,  organized,  and  working 
on  the  model  of  the  stete  legislature  shall 
have  the  same  powers,  as  judges  of  the  elec- 
tions of  their  members.  It  is  also  probable 
that,  for  reasons  of  public  convenience  in  the 
transaction  of  the  affairs  of  cities,  the  legis- 
lative intention  was  to  establish  a  special 
tribunal  for  the  determination  of  such  cases^ 
which  would  act  expeditiously,  and  without 
the  delays  ordinarily  incident  to  judicial 
procedure."  Atty.  Gen,  ex  rel.  Oregg  v. 
SandSy  68  N.  H.  54,  57,  44  Atl.  83.  See  also 
State,  Tims,  Prosecutor,  v.  Netcark,  25  N. 
J.  L.  399,  415.  It  has  never  been  supposed 
that  the  veto  power  granted  the  governor 
of  this  state  by  the  Constitution  extended  to 
the  qualifications  or  elections  of  the  members 
of  either  branch  of  the  legislative  depart- 
ment, concerning  which  the  Constitution  de- 
clares that  each  branch  shall  be  the  judge: 
and  it  would  be  an  extraordinary  preroga- 
tive, indeed,  if  the  legislature  has  invested 
the  mayors  of  cities  with  a  more  extenpive 
veto  power  than  our  Constitution  has  con- 
ferred upon  the  governor,  or  the  national 
Constitution  upon  the  President.  Nothing 
but  the  most  decisive  evidence  would  warrant 
such  a  conclusion,  and  this  the  defendants 
have  failed  to  supply.  In  fact,  their  conten- 
tion is  substantially  based  upon  the  propo- 
sition that  because  the  mayor  is  empowered 
by  the  statute  to  interpose  his  veto  upon  the 
judicial  act  of  the  aldermen  in  the  laying  out 
of  highways,  and  in  all  other  matters,  he 
may  therefore  lawfully  interpose  it  upon 
their  judicial  action  in  a  contested  election 
case.  But  this  proposition  is  utterly  unten- 
able. Its  reasoning  is  fallacious,  and  its 
conclusion  unsound.  Things  which  are  sim- 
ilar in  some  respects  are  not  the  same. 
Whether  it  was  competent  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  empower  the  mayor  with  a  negative 
upon  the  laying  out  of  a  highway  by  the  al- 
dermen need  not  now  be  determined.  As  has 
been  previously  stated,  we  are  required  to 
go  at  this  time  only  far  enough  to  meet 
the  exigencies  of  the  case  before  us ;  and,  for 
this  purpose,  we  think  no  other  answer  to 
the  proposition  is  necessary  than  to  call  atr 
tention  to  the  pregnant  fact  that  the  legis- 
lature has  not  anywhere  enacted  that  the 
decision  of  the  aldermen  in  the  laying  out 
of  highways  shall  be  final,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, it  has  expressly  given  to  any  person 
aggrieved  by  the  decision  ot  city  or  town 
authorities  in  laying  out  or  altering  high- 
ways the  right  of  appeal  therefrom  to  this 
court.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  68,  §  2;  Id.  chap. 
46,  S§  1»  2.  These  considerations  so  broadly 
distinguish  the  one  case  from  the  other  as  to 
bring  to  naught  any  analogy  between  them. 
'  Other  answers  to  the  proposition,  however^ 
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sre  not  lacking.  A  sufficient  foundation  for 
the  petition  &  furnished  by  the  reported 
facte  in  respect  of  a  demand  upon  the  mayor 
to  perform  nis  duty. 

Nothing  more  need  be  said  of  the  case. 
Viewed  in  any  permissible  light  derived  from 
the  decisions,  the  statutes,  the  nature  and 

Surpose  of  the  veto  power  as  heretofore  un- 
erstood,  the  consequences  which  would  fol- 
low the  defendants'  construction,  the  anal- 
ogy of  the  city  system  of  government  to  the 
governmental  system  of  tiie  state  and  Na- 
tion, and  the  separation  and  independence 


of  the  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial  d*> 
partments  enjoined  in  our  bill  of  rights,  the 
overwhelming  weight  of  evidence  leads  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  mayor  of  Concord  could 
not  veto  the  judicial  action  of  the  board  of 
aldermen,  sitting  as  a  court,  in  a  matter  of 
which  the  statutes  have  made  it  the  ezdu* 
sive  and  final  judge. 
Petition  granted. 

Pike,  J^  did  not  sit.    The  others  oca- 
ourred. 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS  AKD  APPEALS. 


Andrew  ALBRIGHT 

V. 

Joseph  A.  CORTRIGHT,  Plff,  in  Err. 


(. 


•  ••   *Na     J.< 


..) 


•Tbe  plaintiff  claimed  to  own  land  eoT* 
«red  by  Si^nrtaivood  pond,  a  body  of 
notttldal  water,  and  notified  the  defend- 
ant not  to  fish  in  it.  The  defendant,  disre- 
gardln«  the  notice,  fished  from  a  boat,  on  two 
dlflTereDt  days,  in  water  that  covered  land 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  who  thereupon 
brought  his  action.  The  declaration  alleged 
possession  and  title  by  deed  in  the  plaintiff, 
and  acts  of  trespass  by  the  defendant  in  dis- 
regard of  notice.  The  defendant  filed  pleas 
in  both  general  and  specific  denial  of  the 
declaration,  and  a  further  special  plea  set- 
ting up  in  bar  of  the  action  two  independent 
defenses :  First,  that  the  public  had  been  ac- 
customed for  sixty  years  to  fish  In  the  pond, 
and  that  therefore  the  defendant,  as  one  of 
the  public,  could  do  so  of  right ;  and,  second- 
ly, that  the  pond  had  been  stocked  with  fish 
by  the  fish  commissioners  of  the  state  of  New 
Jersey  for  twenty-flye  years,  and  that  there- 
fore the  defendant,  as  one  of  the  public,  could 
fish  there  of  right.  On  the  trial  the  plain- 
tiff proTed  the  case  laid  In  his  declaration 
and  rested.  The  defendant  offered  to  prove 
that  the  public  had  continuously  fished  in 
the  pond  for  sixty  years,  which  offer  was 
oTerruled,  and  exception  taken.  The  defend- 
ant also  called  a  witness  who  testified  to  the 
stocking  of  the  pond  by  public  authority. 
This  evidence  was  then  stricken  out,  where- 
upon the  defendant  made  a  formal  offer  to 
prove  the  allegations  of  his  plea  in  this  par- 
ticular, which  offer  was  overruled,  and  ex- 
ception taken.  The  trial  Judge  thereupon 
directed  the  Jury  to  find  a  verdict  of  6  cents 
for  the  plaintiff,  to  which  direction  an  excep- 
tion was  taken.  Error  was  assigned  on  these 
exceptions. 

Am  to  tbe  llrst  special  defense,  it  was 
held: 

1.  Tliat,  nlMce  tbe  defendant  bad  no  li- 
cense from  the  plaintiff,  whatever  right  he 
could  have  had  in  plaintiff's  close  must  have 

*TIeadnoteB  by  Adams,  J. 


Note. — For  prescriptive  rights  of  fishery,  see 
Turner  v.  Hebron  (Conn.)  14  L.  R.  A.  386. 

For  governmental  control  over  right  of  fish- 
ery, see  People  v.  Tmckee  Lumber  Co.   (Cal.) 
S9  L.  R.  A.  581,  and  note;  also  State  v.  Theri- 
ault  (Vt.)  43  L.  R.  A.  290. 
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been  by  way  of  easement,  enstom,  or  prs^ 
scription. 

2.  Tbat  tbe  rlffbt  elalmed  was  not  a» 
easement,  which  Is  a  privilege  without 
profit. 

8.  Tbat  tbe  defendant  eonld  not  elal^ 
Mvcb  rlarbt  by  enstomt  (a)  Because  a 
common-law  custom,  as  distinguished  from  a 
usage  of  trade,  must  be  immemorial,  whlcb 
in  New  Jersey  Is  impossible;  (b)  because  a 
custom  laid  in  the  public  is  bad  for  uni- 
versality; and  (0)  because  a  right  to  take- 
profit  from  the  land  of  another  cannot  be  ac- 
quired by  custom. 

4.  Tbat  tbe  defendant,  nserelT  nm  ono- 
of  tbe  pnblle,  could  not  claim  such  right 
by  prescription,  because  the  pdbllc  cannot 
prescribe. 

As  to  tbe  second  special  defense.  It  wm» 
held: 

5.  Tbat  tbe  evidence  tbat  was  stirlclcem 
ont  and  excluded,  if  It  had  been  received* 
would  have  proved,  in  the  view  most 
favorable  to  the  defendant,  only  that  tho 
state  of  New  Jersey  had  placed  on  private- 
property  certain  fish  that  the  public  might 
catch  if  members  of  the  public  oouid  lawfully 
reach  them. 

6.  Tbat  tbe  defendant,  as  one  of  tbo- 
pnbllc,  conld  not  lawfully  reacb  tbeso 
tisb,  against  the  prohibition  of  the  plaintiff, 
while  they  remained  In  his  close,  unless 
either  the  common  or  the  statute  law  con- 
ferred such  right. 

7.  Tbat  tbe  couimon  law  yaTe  no  sncH 
rlarbt,  because  there  Is  no  general  rule  au- 
thorising a  member  of  the  community,  merely 
as  such,  to  invade  private  property  In  order 
to  reach  something  that  Is  devoted  to  tbo 
public. 

8.  Tbat  tbe  acts  concerning  llsb  an^ 
ffauic  ara-ve  no  sncb  rlgrbt,  for  they  do 
not  manifest  a  legislative  Intent  to  legalixo 
what  would  otherwise  be  trespasses,  In  pur- 
suit of  private  advantage,,  and.  If  they  dlik 
manifest  such  Intent,  would  be  to  that  ex- 
tent Invalid. 

9.  Held,  tbat  tbe  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  tbe  direction  that  the  Jury  give  hUii* 
a  verdict  for  nominal  damages. 

(March  6,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Ck)urt  for  Sussex 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
Slainiiff  in  an   action  brought  to   recover 
amages    for    alleged    unlawful    fishing    itt 
plaintiff's  pond.    Affirmed. 
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The  facto  are  8to.tod  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  M artla  Ro— nkraaa,  for  plaintiff  in 
«iTor: 

The  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
location,  situation,  and  character  of  Swarte- 
wood  lake«  on  the  waters  of  which  the  al- 
leged trespass  was  committed. 

2  Wharton,  Ev.  (1877)  S  399;  Peyrowo  ▼. 
Haioai'-d,  7  Pet.  342,  8  L.  ed.  707 ;  Metzger  v. 
Post,  44  K.  J.  K  74,  43  Am.  Rep.  341. 

Swartowood  lake  is  1^^  miles  to  2  miles  in 
width  and  over  3  miles  in  length. 

The  plaintiff  does  not  and  cannot  have  any 
title  to  the  waters  of  Swartswood  lake  be- 
cause ito  waters  are  nayigable  and  it  comes 
under  the  class  of  waters  which  in  every 
state  are  peculiarly  protected  for  the  benefit 
of  the  public 

Arnold  v.  Mundy,  6  N.  J.  L.  1, 10  Am.  Dec. 
356. 

To  maintain  trespass  quare  elau8um  fregit 
there  must  be  an  injury  to  the  possession. 

3  Bl.  Com.  210;  Oortelyou  v.  Van  Brundi, 
2  Johns.  357,  3  Am.  Dec.  439. 

As  far  as  any  right  of  property  in  fish  can 
exist  it  is  in  the  public,  or  is  common  to  all. 

Gefitile  v.  State,  29  Ind.  415,  2  Bl.  Com. 
892. 

If  fish  belong  to  the  nublic,  of  what  bene- 
fit are  they  to  the  public  unless  the  public 
have  the  right  under  the  laws  relating  to 
fish  to  catch  them  without  molestation. 

Organ  v.  State,  56  Ark.  267,  19  S.  W.  840. 

Mr,  Thomaa  IC  Kays,  for  defendant  in 
error: 

The  policy  of  the  common  law  is  to  assign 
to  everything  capable  of  ownership  a  certain 
and  determinate  owner,  and,  for  the  preser- 
vation of  peace  and  the  security  of  society, 
to  mark  by  certain  indicia,  not  only  the 
boundaries  of  such  separate  ownership,  but 
the  line  of  demarcation  between  righto  which 
are  held  by  the  public  in  conmion  and  pri- 
vate righto. 

Cohb  V.  Davenport,  82  N.  J.  L.  378. 

Even  the  common  right  of  fishing  in  the 
tidal  waters  of  the  state  is  subject  to  the  su- 
preme power  of  the  state  to  convey  such 
lands  covered  with  water  to  individuals,  and 
thus  deprive  the  public  of  the  common  right 
of  fishing. 

McCready  v.  Virginia,  94  U.  S.  391,  24  L, 
ed.  248. 

The  title  of  the  stote  is  proprietory,  an  at^ 
tribute  of  which  is  the  unqualified  right  of 
disposition  to  public  or  private  use,  either 
absolutely,  or  for  a- qualified  estote,  as  an 
estate  for  years,  or  by  mere  license,  as  in  leg- 
islative discretion  may  be  deemed  most  con- 
ducive to  the  public  interest. 

Wooley  V.  CampheU,  37  N.  J.  L.  164; 
Oough  V.  Bell,  21  N.  J.  L.  166,  22  N.  J.  L. 
459;  Toumaend  v.  Brown,  24  N.  J.  L.  40; 
Stevens  v.  Paterson  d  N,  R.  Co.  34  N.  J.  L. 
632,  3  Am.  Rep.  269 ;  Trenton  Water  Power 
Co.  V.  Raff,  36  N.  J.  L.  342;  Foulke  v.  Bond, 
41  N.  J.  L.  545;  Carlisle  v.  Cooper,  21  N.  J. 
Eq.  596;  Atty,  Oen,  v.  Delatoare  d  B,  B.  R. 
Co.  27  N.  J.  Eq.  639;  Niaon  v.  Walter,  41  N. 
J.  Eq.  112,  8  Atl.  885;  Newark  Aqueduct 
Board  v.  Passaic,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  398,  18  Atl. 
106;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Thompson,  45 
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N.  J.  Eq.  871,  19  Atl.  622;  Brookhaven  v. 
Strong,  60  N.  Y.  66;  Aokerman  v.  Shelp,  ^ 
N.  J.  L.  125. 

The  title  to  the  bed  of  the  Delaware  river 
above  tide  water  on  the  New  Jersey  side  to- 
the  center  thereof  is  in  the  riparian  or  shore 
owners. 

Arnold  v.  Mundy,  6  N.  J.  L.  1,  10  Am.  Deo. 
356 ;  Rutidle  v.  Delaware  d  R.  Canal,  1  Wall. 
Jr.  275,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,139;  Atty.  Oen.  v^ 
Delaware  d  B.  B.  R.  Co.  27  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  Af- 
firmed in  27  N.  J.  Eq.  631 ;  2  Bl.  Com.  p.  18; 
Hooker  v.  Cummings,  20  Johns.  90,  11  Am.. 
Dec.  249;  Adams  v.  Pease,  2  Conn.  481 ;  Peo- 
ple ▼.  Platt^  17  Johns.  195,  8  Am.  Dec.  382. 

Adams,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the- 
court: 

The  declaration  is  in  tert,  and  seeks  dam- 
ages from  the  defendant  for  breaking  and  en- 
tering the  close  of  the  plaintiff  (being  a. 
tract  of  land,  covered  with  water,  in  Still- 
water township,  in  Sussex  county,  known  as 
"Swartowood  pond"),  and  for  fishing  and 
catehing  fish  tlierein,  in  disregard  of  a  no- 
tice by  the  plaintiff  not  to  trespass  on  hia 
land,  and  especially  not  to  fish  in  said  pond. 
The  gist  of  the  defense  is  found  in  the  fol- 
lowing extract  from  the  fifth  plea,  upoik 
which  issue  has  been  joined:  "That  the 
said  Swartowood  pond  has  been  stocked  with 
fish  by  the  fish  commissioners  of  the  stoto 
of  New  Jersey  for  twenty-five  years,  and 
that  the  fish  therein  belong  to  the  public,, 
and  that  the  public  for  sixty  years  last  past 
have  entered  the  said  close,  and  openly,  ad- 
versely, continuously,  uninterruptedly,  and 
without  restriction,  used  the  said  close  and 
waters  of  said  Swartswood  pond  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fishing  for  fish  therein,  and  catching- 
and  toking  fish  therefrom,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant, as  one  of  the  public,  has  a  right  by 
prescription  in  and  to  the  said  close  and  the- 
said  Swartowood  pond,  and  had  at  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration  a 
prescriptive  right  of  profit  in  the  said  lands 
covered  with  water,  and  said  Swartowoo<} 
pond  (being  the  same  described  in  the  plain- 
tiff's declaration),  and  to  fish  into  the  said 
waters  of  said  Swartowood  pond,  and  to  take, 
cateh,  and  carry  fish  therefrom,  without  any 
hindrance  or  molestotion  of  the  said  plain- 
tiff." At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  both 
possession  and  title  by  deed  in  himself  be- 
fore and  at  the  time  of  the  acto  complained 
of,  and  that  the  defendant  had  fished  in  said 

Sond,  though  notified  by  the  plaintiff  not  to 
o  so.  The  defendant  then  offered  to  prove 
that  the  pond  had  been  stocked  by  the  stoto 
of  New  Jersey  about  twenty-five  years  before, 
and  that  the  public  had  continuously  fished 
there  for  sixty  years,  which  offers  were  de- 
nied, and  a  verdict  for  6  cento  was  directed 
and  rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  The  ques- 
tions presented  by  the  exceptions  are  wheth- 
er one  who  fishes  in  nontidal  water  that  cov- 
ers land  of  another,  though  forbidden  to  da 
so  by  the  owner  of  such  land,  can  justify 
either  by  the  long-continued  usage  of  the 
public,  or  because  the  wator  has  been  stocked 
by  the  stote  of  New  Jersey.  These  defenses, 
though  blended  in  the  special  plea,  are  log- 
ically distinct. 
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Leaving  out  of  view  certain  relatioxw  that 
are  plainly  foreign  to  this  case,  it  may  be 
«aid  that  whatever  right,  provable  by  user, 
the  defendant  could  have  had  in  the  plain- 
tiff s  land,  must  have  been  by  way  of  ease- 
ment, custom,  or  prescription.  The  right 
that  the  defendant  asserted  was  not  an  ease- 
ment, which  is  a  privilege  without  profit. 
Nor  could  he«  as  one  of  the  public,  acquire 
this  profitable  right  by  custom.  In  the  first 
place,  a  common-law  custom,  as  distin- 
guished from  a  usage  of  trade,  must  be  im- 
memorial;  and  this,  in  New  Jersey,  is  im- 
possible. Ackermaji  v.  Shelp,  8  N.  J.  L.  125 ; 
Allen  V.  Stevens,  29  N.  J.  L.  513;  Ocea/n 
Beach  Asso.  v.  Brinley,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  438.  In 
the  next  place,  the  right  claimed  is  too  com- 
prehensive to  be  good  by  way  df  custom. 
''Custom  is  unwritten  law,  established  by 
common  consent  and  uniform  practice  from 
time  immemorial,  and  it  is  local,  Having  re- 
spect to  the  inhabitants  of  a  particular  place 
or  district."  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  248.  This  cus- 
tom is  laid  in  the  whole  public.  A  custom 
so  general  would  be  indistinguishable  from 
the  law  itself,  so  that  the  question  in  such  case 
really  is,  not  whether  the  usage  is  custom- 
ary, but  whether  it  is  lawful.  Fitch  v.  Raw- 
ling,  2  H.  Bl.  303.  Finally,  a  profitable 
right  in  land  of  another  cannot  be  gained  by 
custom,  but  only  by  prescription.  Cohh  v. 
Davenport,  32  N.  J.  L.  369,  33  N.  J.  L. 
223.  97  Am.  Dec.  718.  In  view,  no  doubt, 
of  these  considerations,  the  special  plea 
allejres  "a  prescriptive  right"  in  the  de- 
fendant, to  which  he  is  entitled  "as  one 
of  the  public."  This  proposition  is  un- 
sound, because  it  conflicts  with  the  rule  that 
the  public  cannot  prescribe.  A  right  that 
a  man  claims  merely  as  one  of  the  public 
<ioe8  not  lie  in  grant,  and  therefore  not  in 
prescription,  which  presupposes  a  lost  grant, 
and  so  can  embrace  only  things  that  are 
grantable.  A  prescription,  says  Lord  Coke, 
^'always  is  alleged  in  the  person."  Gate- 
toard's  Cane,  6  Coke,  60b.  "Prescription," 
says  Sir  William  Blackstone,  "is  merely  a 
personal  usage,  as  that  Sempronius  and  his 
ancestors,  or  those  whose  estate  he  hath, 
have  used  time  out  of  mind  to  have  such  an 
advantage  or  privil^e."  2  Bl.  Com.  p.  262. 
Mr.  Oreenleaf  says:  "Prescription  is  a  per- 
sonal right  belonging  to  one  or  a  few  per- 
sons by  particular  designation,  as,  for  ex- 
ample, the  owner  of  a  certain  parcel  of 
land."  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  248.  To  use  a  tech- 
nical phrase,  the  claimant  in  such  a  case 
must  prescribe  in  a  que  estate;  that  is,  un- 
<ier  or  in  the  right  of  some  other  person  or 
persons,  whose  estate  has  come  to  him. 

That  a  right  to  take  profit  from  another's 
land  cannot  arise  by  custom  was  decided  as 
early  as  Qateward's  Case,  6  Coke,  60.  Lord 
Kenyon,  in  Orimstead  v.  Marlowe,  4  T.  R. 
718,  said  that  the  law  had  been  so  settled 
ever  since  the  time  of  Gatetoard's  Case.  This 
is  still  the  law  of  England.  In  Goodman  v. 
Saltaah,  L.  R,  7  App.  Cas.  648,  Lord  Cairns 
says:  "I  think  it  to  be  clear  law  that  while 
you  may  by  custom  claim  an  easement  to  be 
enjoyed  over  the  land  of  another,  you  cannot 
by  custom  claim  a  profit  d  prendre  in  alieno 
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8olo.  I  think  it  also  to  be  clear  law  that 
you  cannot  claim  by  prescription  anything 
which  could  not  have  a  lawful  beginning. 
And  I  think  it  also  clear  that  a  fluctuating 
and  uncertain  body  cannot  claim  a  profit  d 
prendre  in  alieno  aolot  and,  indeed,  cannot 
be  the  grantee  either  of  a  several  fishery  or 
of  any  other  kind  of  real  property."  Two 
recent  cases  are  Blount  v.  Layard,  reported 
in  a  note  to  [1891]  2  Ch.,  at  page  681,  and 
Smith  V.  Andrews  [1891]  2  Ch.  678.  In  the 
case  first  mentioned,  Lord  Justice  Bowen, 
speaking  of  a  part  of  the  Thames  that  is 
above  the  reach  of  the  tide,  said:  "Although 
the  public  have  been  in  the  habit  as  long  as 
we  can  recollect,  and  as  long  as  our  fathers 
can  recollect^  of  fishing  in  the  Thames,  the 
public  have  no  right  to  fish  there.  I  mean 
they  have  no  right,  as  members  of  the  pub- 
lic, to  fish  there.  That  is  certain  law.  Of 
course,  they  may  fish  by  the  license  of  the 
lord  or  the  owner  of  a  particular  part  of  the 
bed  of  the  river,  or  they  may  fish  by  the  in- 
dulgence or  owing  to  the  carelessness  or  good 
nature  of  the  person  who  is  entitled  to  the 
soil ;  but  right  to  fish  themselves,  as  the  pub- 
lic, they  have  none."  The  following  extract 
is  from  the  opinion  by  North,  J.,  in  Smith 
▼.  Andrews:  "The  idea  is  sometimes  enter- 
tained that  the  right  to  pass  along  a  public 
navigable  river  carries  with  it  the  right  to 
fish  in  it;  but,  so  far  as  regards  nontidal 
rivers,  this  is  not  so.  No  law>  -tr  could  take 
that  view.  Persons  using  a  navigable  high- 
way no  more  acquire  thereby  a  right  to  fish 
there  than  persons  passing  along  a  public 
highway  on  land  acquire  a  right  to  shoot 
upon  it  Some  few  passages  may  be  found 
in  the  books  in  which  judges  are  reported  to 
have  said  that  subjects  have  &  right  to  fish 
in  navigable  rivers,  just  as  in  the  sea;  but 
on  investigation  it  always  will  be  found  that 
they  are  referring  to  navigable  rivers  where 
the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  and  nothing  else. 
.  .  .  But,  even  if  the  public  had  in  fact 
fished  this  water  with  less  interference  or  in- 
terruption than  was  actually  the  case,  it 
would  not  supply  any  defense  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  present  action.  Any  acquisition 
of  right  arising  from  long-continued  use 
must  be  founded  upon  either  custom,  pre- 
scription, or  lost  grant.  It  is  well  settled 
that  the  public  cannot  have  any  right  to  fish, 
founded  upon  custom,  however  long  the  prac- 
tice has  continued.  Upon  this  point  it  is 
not  necessary  to  refer  to  various  well-known 
and  often  cited  authorities.  .  .  .  Then 
can  any  such  right  be  acquired  by  prescrip- 
tion? It  is  clear,  settled  law  that  it  cannot. 
.  .  .  Lastly,  as  to  any  presumption  of  a 
lost  grant,  the  observations  of  Byles,  J.,  in 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Mathias,  4  Kay  A  J.  679, 
are  conclusive.  There  can  be  no  presump- 
tion of  a  lost  grant  with  respect  to  matter 
which  cannot  be  the  subject  of  prescription." 
To  the  same  effect  is  Constable  v.  Niokolson, 
32  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  240,  reported,  also,  with 
full  notes,  in  8  English  Ruling  Cases,  337. 
There  are  many  American  cases  declaring  the 
law  to  be  as  it  is  above  stated ;  among  which 
are  Waters  v.  Lilley,  4  Pick.  14.5,  16  Am. 
Dec  333;  Pearsall  v.  Post,  20  Wend.  Ill, 


1900. 


Albbight  y.  Cortbiqht. 


61» 


124, 126;  and  Perley  v.  Lwngley,  7  N.  H.  233. 
The   English   law  allows  to  the  public  no 

S eater  privileges  in  fresh-water  ponds  and 
kes  than  in  fresh- water  rivers.  This  is  evi- 
dent from  the  cases  collected  in  Gould,  Wa- 
ters, §8  79-81. 

The  leading  case  in  this  state  is  Cohh  v. 
Davenport,  decided  by  the  supreme  court  on 
facts  much  like  these  now  before  us,  and  re- 
ported in  32  N.  J.  L.  369.  The  plaintiflf 
-claimed  to  own  a  natural,  nontidal  lake  in 
Morris  county,  called  "Green  pond."  The 
action  was  trespass  for  breaking  his  close 
and  fishing  in  water  that  covered  his  land. 
The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  de- 
nying that  the  plaintiff  had  an  exclusive 
right  to  fish  in  said  pond ;  set  up  the  statute 
of  limitations,  and  license  from  the  plaintiff; 
and  also  alleged  a  prescriptive  right  to  fish, 
by  virtue  of  certain  grants  to  persons  under 
whom  the  defendant  claimed.  A  verdict 
was  rendered  for  the  defendant,  which  was 
set  aside  on  rule  to  show  cause.  The  su- 
preme court  held  that  the  plaintiff  had 
proved  his  title,  and  that  the  defenses  by  way 
of  limitation,  license,  and  prescription  were 
not  sustained.  Among  the  legal  conclusions 
to  be  drawn  from  this  case  are  these:  Tluit 
the  soil  under  a  fresh-water  pond  in  New 
Jorsey  is  not  in  the  state,  but  is  in  private 
ownership;  that  the  exclusive  right  of  fish- 
ing therein  is  prima  facie  in  the  owner  of  the 
soil,  but  may  be  acquired  separate  from  the 
ownership  of  the  soil;  that  the  right  of  the 
public  to  fish  in  private  waters  cannot  be 
<^1  aimed  by  custom,  or  established  by  proof  of 
customary  right ;  and  that  such  right  can  be 
acquired  only  by  grant  or  prescription,  and 
must  be  prescribed  for  in  a  que  estate.  The 
following  extract  from  the  opinion  will  show 
both  how  strong  was  the  proof  of  user  in 
that  case,  and  how  closely  the  facts  resemble 
those  now  in  view:  "The  evidence  in  this 
case  shows  that  the  public  in  general,  for  a 
period  of  forty  years  and  upwards,  were  ac- 
customed to  fish  in  the  pond  in  question 
without  hindrance  or  molestation,  and  that 
permission  to  do  so  was  neither  asked  nor 
granted :  that  the  fishery  was  never  used  by 
its  owners,  either  before  or  since  the  plain- 
tiff acquired  title,  as  a  source  of  pecuniary 
prof  t.  but  that  everyone,  without  regard  to 
resTdrnce  or  tenure  of  lands,  was  permitted 
to  fish  in  all  parts  of  the  pond  at  will,  and 
whenever  his  inclination  prompted  him  to  do 
f»o:  and  that  thi?  privilege  was  exercised  un- 
■der  prevalent  impression  that  the  fishery,  in 
the  Inr.guage  of  one  of  the  witnesses,  was  a 
free  fishery.  And  it  is  a  noticeable  fact  in 
the  case  that,  although  the  witnesses  wiio 
fished  in  the  pond  testify  that  they  did  so 
under  a  conviction  of  their  right,  yet  no  one 
-claimed  a  right  personal  to  himself,  or  other 
than  such  as  it  was  thought  belonged  to  the 
public  in  general.  This  evidence  tends  mere- 
ly to  establish  a  customary  right  in  all  the 
inhabitants  and  frequenters  in  that  locality 
t4i  Hsh  in  these  waters,  if  a  right  to  fish  could 
be  established  by  proof  of  custom.  But  the 
ri^fht  of  fishing,  being  a  profit  d  prendre  in 
another's  soil,  as  distinguished  from  an  ease- 
ment, cannot  be  claimed  by  custom,  but  must 
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be  prescribed  for  in  a  que  estate.  •  •  . 
The  defendant  cannot  justify  under  a  cus- 
tom, nor  will  proof  of  a  custom  sustain  a 
plea  of  prescriptive  right,  because  the  two 
rights,  though  they  may  coexist  in  the  same 
land,  are  of  a  completely  different  nature." 
The  defendant  subsequently  applied  for  leave 
to  file  an  additional  plea  justifying  the  al- 
leged trespass  on  the  ground  that  the  fishery 
had  become  public  by  dedication.  Leave  was 
granted,  in  order  that  the  question  might 
appear  on  the  record,  and  the  plea  was  then, 
after  argument,  struck  out.  The  opinion  is 
reported  in  33  N.  J.  L.  223.  The  conclusions 
expressed  by  the  court  are  that  the  right  to 
fish  and  take  fish  in  alieno  solo  is  not  an 
easement,  but  is  a  profit  d  prendre,  and  can 
be  acquired  only  by  grant  or  prescription, 
which  must  be  plead^;  that  such  a  right, 
90  universal  and  unqualified  as  to  subsist  in 
the  entire  public,  cannot  be  gained  by  custom 
or  prescription;  and  that  the  doctrine  of 
dedication  to  public  uses  does  not  embrace 
a  claim  of  this  character.  The  pleadings  in 
the  case  now  under  consideration  do  not  ore- 
sent  the  defense  of  dedication.  The  ca93  of 
Ccbh  V.  Davenport  has  been  cited  with  ap- 
proval by  this  court  in  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Dela- 
icare  d  B.  B.  R.  Co.  27  N.  J.  Eq.  631,  at  page 
639,  and  in  Orey  v.  Pateraon  { decided  at  the 
present  term)  42  Atl.  749,  the  exact  point  of 
the  citation  being,  in  each  case,  the  tidal  dis- 
tinction between  public  and  private  waters. 
It  is  plain  from  an  examination  of  the  au- 
thorities above  referred  to,  and  of  many  oth- 
ers that  might  be  mentioned  if  it  were  worth 
while  to  multiply  citations,  that  the  supreme 
court,  in  Cobb  v.  Davenport,  declared  and  en- 
forced the  ancient  and  established  law.  There 
is  nothing  in  our  local  conditions,  which 
closely  resemble  those  of  England,  or  in  the 
requirements  of  modern  life,  that  calls  for  the 
adoption  of  a  different  rule.  It  may  be 
true  that  there  is  here,  as  there  seems  to  be 
in  England,  a  common  misapprehension  on 
this  subject,  and  that  a  good  deal  of  fishing 
that  is  thought  to  be  of  right  is  only  per- 
missive. But  it  is  not  desirable  to  rhnnge 
an  important  rule  of  law  merely  because  it 
is  sometimes  misunderstood.  In  country 
life  a  multitude  of  acts  are  habitually 
committed  that  are  technically  trespasses. 
Persons  walk,  catch'  fish,  pick  berries,  and 
gather  nuts  in  alieno  solo  without  strict 
right.  Good-natured  owners  tolerate  these 
practices  until  they  become  annoying  or  in- 
jurious, and  then  put  a  stop  to  them.  Little 
practical  inconvenience  results  from  tlii^ 
st.'itc  of  things,  which  the  courts  may  well 
leave  to  regulate  itself.  Our  conclusion  on 
this  branch  of  the  case  is  that  the  trial  judc^e 
(lia  not  err  in  excluding  proof  that  the  pub- 
lic had  habitually  fished  in  Swartswood 
pond. 

The  other  ground  of  defense  is  that  the 
state  f.(>rne  twenty-five  years  ago  stocked  this 
pond  with  landlocked  salmon,  and  that 
therefore  the  defendant,  as  one  of  the  public, 
might  fish  in  it.  Inasmuch  as  evidence  on 
this  point  was  struck  out,  and  the  subsequent 
offer  was  not  full,  the  facte  relied  on  by  the 
defendant  do  not  appear  as  fully  as  they  oth- 
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erwittfi  might  do.  The  waters  of  Swartawood 
pond,  of  course,  escape  and  find  their  way  to 
the  ocean.  It  is  not  clear  whether  fish,  al- 
so, may  escape,  or  can  enter  from  without, 
or  even  that  salmon  are  now  in  the  pond,  or 
whether  other  kinds  of  fish  are  there.  It  is 
not  distinctly  shown  that  the  defendant  de- 
sired to  catch  salmon.  He  fished  on  two 
days,  and  seems  to  have  caught  nothing.  It 
is  fair  to  assume,  in  favor  of  the  defendant, 
that  there  were  salmon  in  the  pond,  either 

SXtLCPd  there  originally  by  the  state  of  New 
ersey  or  the  successors  of  such;  that  they 
were  desirable ;  and  that  the  defendant  would 
have  been  glad  to  catch  them,  and  was  at 
least  attempting  to  do  so.  The  fish  thus  in- 
troduced into  this  body  of  water  must  have 
been  at  the  dates  of  the  alleged  trespaiises 
the  property  of  the  plaintifif,  or  of  the  state, 
or  of  the  public;  meaning  by  the  latter 
phrase  that  the  public  were  at  liberty  to 
oatch  them  where  they  lawfully  might.  If 
these  fish  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  second  defense  fails.  The  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror sometimes  calls  them  the  property  of  the 
state,  and  sometimes  the  property  of  the  pub- 
lic. If  they  were  the  property  of  the  state, 
this  defense  fails,  and  the  plaintiff  could  no 
more  take  them  than  if  they  were  still  in  the 
hatchery.  The  third  alternative  is  that  they 
were  for  the  public,  and  this  is  probably  what 
.  is  meant  when  they  are  called  the  property 
of  the  state.  The  question  then  is  whether, 
on  this  branch  of  the  case«  the  defendant  can 
Justify  his  acts  by  force  either  of  common  or 


statute  law.  He  cannot  do  so  by  oommon 
law ;  for  it  is  not  true  that  a  member  of  the 
community,  merely  as  sudi,  may  enter  the 
land  of  another  in  order  to  get  something 
that  is  devoted  to  the  public.  For  example^ 
highwaya  and  parks  are  devoted  to  the  pub- 
lic, but  one  may  not  therefore  cross  another 
man's  farm  in  order  to  reach  them.  Nor 
can  tiie  defendant  prevail  by  virtue  of  the 
acts  concerning  fish  and  game,-  for  the  leg- 
islature cannot  confer  upon  the  public  a  gen- 
eral license  to  conunit  trespasses,  and,  if  it 
could  do  BO,  no  such  intent  will  be  implied, 
and  the  statutes  do  not  express  it.  The  de- 
clared policy  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey  is 
to  promote  and  j^rotect  certain  forms  of  an- 
imal life,  in  the  interest  of  sport,  and  to  in- 
crease the  supply  of  food.  To  these  ends 
nontidal  waters  have  been  stodced  with  fiah« 
and  woods  and  fields  may  be  hereafter 
stocked  with  game.  It  may  happen  that 
ffimners  will  then  claim  that  they  can  cross 
lands  against  the  protest  of  the  owners,  and 
will  allege  as  their  justification,  in  dose 
analogy  to  this  defense,  that  the  birds  which 
they  seek  were  originally  impressed  by  state 
authority  with  a  special  public  character. 
No  theory  can  be  sound  that  would  warrant 
such  an  invasion  o'f  private  property  in  pur- 
suit of  private  advantage.  The  trial  judge 
did  not  err  in  overruling  the  second  defense. 
The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  direction 
that  the  jury  find  a  verdict  in  his  favor  for 
nominal  damages. 

The  judgment  ia  affirmed. 
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J.  J.  WALLACE,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

Town  of  NORMAN. 


(. 


.Okla. ) 


*▲  mvnioipal  corporation  !■  bound  by 
tbe  acta  of  Itm  olltcer*  only  when  within 
the  charter  or  scope  of  their  powers.  Acts 
oatside  of  powers  of  the  corporation,  or  of 
the  officers  appointed  to  act  for  it,  are  void 
as  respects  the  corporation,  and  such  cor- 
poration is  not  liable  therefor. 

(February  7,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Cleveland 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 

*Headnote  by  Irwin,  J. 


Note. — As  to  liability  for  property  destroyed 
Dy  mob,  see  note  to  Gianfortone  v.  New  Orleans 
(C.  C.  B.  D.  La.)  24  L.  R.  A.  592. 

For  liability  of  city  for  act  of  mob  causing 
flcath  of  human  bein^:,  see  that  case  and  also 
New  Orleans  v.  Abagnatto  (C.  0.  App.  5th  G.) 
26  L.  R.  A.  329. 

As  to  liability  of  a  county  for  the  lynching 
ei  a  person  by  a  mob,  see  Brown  v.  Orangeburg 
County  (S.  C.)  44  L.  R.  A.  781. 
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damages  for  injuries  to  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  an  allied  conspiracy  to  drive  all  colored 
persons  from  the  defendant  town.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Irwin,  J. : 

On  November  2,  1898,  J.  J.  Wallace,  plain- 
tiff in  error,  filed  a  petition  in  the  district 
court  of  Cleveland  county,  in  words  and  fig- 
ures as  follows:  "Territory  of  Oklahoma^ 
Cleveland  County,  in  the  District  Court.  J. 
J.  Wallace,  Plaintiff,  v.  The  Town  of  Nor- 
man, Defendant.  Case  No.  2,266.  Amended 
Petition.  Comes  now  the  plaintiff,  with 
leave  of  court,  and  for  his  amended  petition 
alleges:  The  plaintiff  is,  and  at  all  times 
herein  mentioned  was,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  and  of  the  territory  of 
Oklahoma,  and  a  tinner  and  roofer  by  trade 
and  occupation,  having  his  residence  in  Okla- 
homa county,  and  a  store  and  place  of  busi- 
ness in  Oklahoma  city,  said  territory.  (2) 
The  defendant  is,  and  for  many  years  last 
past  was,  a  municipal  corporation,  and  duly 
organized  as  a  town,  under  the  laws  of  Okla- 
homa territory.  (3)  Among  the  first  in- 
habitants of  the  lands  embraced  within  the 
limits  of  the  said  town  were,  and  from  that 
time  until  the  present  constantly  have  been, 
a  large  number  of  lawless  and  seditious  per- 
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mxDB,  the  number  and  the  names  of  whom  are 
unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  except  as  herein- 
after stated,  who,  soon  after  the  first  settle- 
ment of  said  lands,  on  April  22,  18B9,  en<t 
tered  into  a  conspiracy,  which  has  ever  since 
openly  and  notoriously  existed,  and  is  now 
existing,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing,  by 
msAns  of  threats  and  physical  violence,  the 
laboring,  living,  or  lodging,  within  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  the  defendant  town,  of  law- 
abiding  colored  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
(4)  In  pursuance  of  said  conspiracy,  the 
said  conspirators,  within  the  past  three 
years,  Uie  specific  times  being  unknown  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  plaintiff  being  unable  to 
more  particularly  give  the  details  thereof, 
have  openly  and  notoriously  threatened,  as- 
saultea,  beaten,  and  driven  from  said  town 
certain  law-abiding  colored  citizens  of  the 
United  States,  named  Frank  Rogan,  Bobert 
Green,  David  Branham,  Robert  Ely,  Morey 
Lee,  and  others  whose  names  are  unknown 
to  plaintiff,  who  have  endeavored  during 
said  time  to  labor,  live,  and  lodge  in  said 
town,  and,  by  reason  of  said  unlawful  acts, 
at  no  time  since  the  inception  of  said  con- 
spiracy, as  aforesaid,  has  any  colored  person 
ever  labored,  lived,  or  lodged  in  said  town, 
or  been  permitted  to  do  so,  although  manv 
such  persons,  including  those  above  named, 
and  others  whose  names  are  unknown  to 
plaintiff,  have  gone  to  such  town  for  such 
purposes.  The  said  conspiracy  still  openly 
and  notoriously  exists,  and  by  reason  there- 
of no  colored  person  whomsoever  now  labors, 
lives,  or  lodges  in  said  town,  although  many 
such  persons,  including  those  above  named, 
and  many  others  whose  names  are  to  the 
plaintiff  unknown,  who  are  law-abiding  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  are  desirous  of  go* 
ing  to  said  town,  and  of  laboring,  living,  and 
lod^ng  therein.  (6)  The  plaintiff,  on  or 
about  July  10,  1898,  went  to  the  defendant 
town  to  perform  certain  work  and  labor  in 
the  line  of  his  said  trade,  and  took  with  him, 
as  an  assistant  in  his  employ,  a  law-abiding 
colored  citizen  of  the  United  States  named 
George  Kogan;  and  at  said  time,  while  en- 
gaged in  said  work  in  said  town,  and  be- 
cause of  the  presence  and  assistance  of  said 
colored  person,  and  for  no  other  reason,  the 
plaintiff  was  unlawfully  and  maliciously  set 
upon,  threatened,  assaulted,  and  beaten  on 
and  about  the  head,  eyes,  and  body  by  said 
conspirators,  to  the  number  of  twenty-five 
or  thereabout^  each  and  every  one  being  then 
unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  and  whose  names 
the  plaintiff  has  been  unable  since  to  ascer- 
tain, by  the  exercise  of  due  diligence,  except 
as  hereinafter  stated,  but  which  are  well 
known  to  the  defendant  tovm,  and  all  of  the 
officers  and  agents  thereof,  including  Hs 
president,  trustees,  and  marshal.  (6)  The 
plaintiff,  by  said  unlawful  and  malicious 
acts,  at  the  time,  place,  and  manner  afore^ 
said,  was  seriously  and  permanently  injured 
in  body  and  mind,  in  this,  to  wit:  That  he 
was  knocked  senseless;  sustained  a  fracture 
of  the  skull;  permanently  lost  the  sight  of 
his  left  eye;  was  under  the  care  of  a  physi- 
cian and  nurse  for  sixty  days,  during  which 
'time  he  was  unable  to' perform  any  labor; 
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his  nervous  system  was  permanently  shat- 
tered; he  was  permanently  incapacitated  fer 
performing  the  labor  necessary  to  a  success- 
ful follo\^'ing  of  his  said  trade;  and  he  was 
otherwise  permanently  injured,  both  mental- 
ly and  physically, — to  the  great  damage  of 
plaintiff,  as  follows,  to  wit:  That  plaintiff 
has  paid,  and  become  liable  to  pay,  because 
of  said  injuries,  doctor's  bills  amounting  to 
$100;  nursing  and  medicine,  $100;  other 
bills  incidental  to  his  said  sickness,  about 
$50;  the  income  from  personal  labor  at  his 
said  trade,  aside  from  the  store  business,  $5 
per  day,  since  July  10,  1898;  and  he  will  be 
compelled  to  pay  similar  bills  in  future,  be- 
cause of  said  injuries,  to  an  amount  reason- 
ably estimated  at  $2,000.  That  plaintiff 
has  lost,  because  of  said  injuries,  the  busi- 
nebs  of  his  store  in  Oklahoma  City  for  sixty 
days,  having  been  compelled  to  close  up  the 
same,  because  of  his  said  injuries,  for  that 
length  of  time,  $500;  the  good  will  of  his 
said  business,  reasonably  estimated  at  $1,- 
000;  the  income  from  personal  labor  at  his 
said  trade  in  future,  reasonably  estimated 
at  $5,000.  That  the  loss  of  the  sight  of  his 
left  eye,  as  aforesaid,  has  damaged  plaintiff 
in  the  sum  of  $5,000.  That  the  skull  frac- 
ture sustained  by  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid,  has 
damaged  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $2,500. 
That  the  injury  to  plaintiff's  nervous  sys- 
tem, as  aforesaid,  has  damaged  plaintiff  in 
tho  sum  of  $2,500.  That  the  plaintiff  has 
been  otherwise  damaged,  and  is  entitled  to 
claim  punitive  damages  in  the  sum  of  $5,000, 
— all  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  total  of  at  least  $25,000.  (7)  The  de- 
fendant town,  and  all  of  its  ofiicers  and 
agents,  including  its  president,  trustees,  and 
marshal,  at  all  of  the  times  herein  men- 
tioned, since  the  inception  of  said  conspir- 
acy as  aforesaid,  have  had  full  notice  and 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  said  conspir- 
acy, and  of  the  names  of  said  conspirators, 
and  of  the  said  unlawful  objects  and  pur- 
poses thereof,  and  of  the  said  unlawful  acts 
of  violence  done  to  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the 
said  unlawful  acts  of  violence  committed  by 
said  conspirators,  pursuant  to  said  conspir- 
acy, within  the  three  years  last  past,  and  it 
has  at  all  times  been  the  duty  of  said  town, 
and  its  ofiicers  and  agents,  to  protect  the 
plaintiff  and  said  other  persons  against  such 
injuries  and  wrongs,  and  to  suppress  said 
conspiracy,  and  punish  said  conspirators, 
and  to  leave  the  plaintiff  free  to  exercise  his 
said  trade  in  said  town  with  such  assistance 
as  he  may  desire  to  employ,  colored  or  other- 
wise ;  but  notwithstanding  said  duty,  and  in- 
stead of  performing  the  same,  the  defendant 
town,  and  all  of  its  ofiicers  and  agents,  in- 
cluding its  president,  trustees,  and  marshal, 
have  become,  and  at  all  of  the  times  herein 
mentioned  were,  parties  to  said  conspiracy, 
aiding  and  abetting  the  said  wrongs  and  in- 
juries by  acquiescing  therein,  and  refusins 
to  suppress  said  conspiracy,  although  said 
conspiracy  could  have  been  suppressed  and 
abated  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  on  the 
part  of  said  town,  or  its  said  ofiicers  and 
agents:  and  particularly  did  the  said  town, 
and  all  of  its  officers  and  agents,  including 
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its  president,  trustees,  and  marshal,  aid  and 
abet  the  wrongs  and  injuries  so  as  aforesaid 
inllicted  upon  the  plaintiff,  in  this,  to  wit: 
Tliat  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  said  con- 
spiracy was  notorious  and  a  matter  of  com- 
mon knowledge  in  said  town,  and  the  said 
president  and  trustees,  with  knowledge  of 
the  imminent  danger  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
time  and  place  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid, 
acquiesced  in  the  unlawful,  malicious,  and 
violent  acts  herein  complained  of,  and  re- 
fused and  neglected  to  take  any  steps  to  pre- 
vent or  suppreds  the  same  or  protect  the 
plaintiff,  although  with  ample  means  and  op< 
portunity  so  to  do,  and  the  said  town  mar- 
shal, whose  name,  as  plaintiff  is  informed 
and  believes,  is  J.  S.  Davidson  (otherwise 
called  'Long  Jim'),  with  the  consent  and  by 
the  authority  of  the  said  town,  and  all  the 
inhabitants  thereof,  tacitly  given,  and  par- 
ticularly with  the  consent  and  by  the  author- 
ity of  the  president  and  trustees  of  said  town, 
taciUy  and  verbally  given  to  said  marshal, 
said  ofliccrs  acting  in  their  official  capacity, 
and  the  said  Davidson  acting  in  his  official 
capacity,  as  town  marshal,  was  present  at  the 
time  and  place  aforesaid,  when  said  injuries 
were  inflicted  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  openly 
and  audibly  encouraged  the  commission  of 
said  injuries  by  words  and  acts,  and  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  to  make  any  effort  to 
prevent  said  injuries,  or  to  arrest  said  con- 
spirators, or  to  suppress  said  conspiracy,  or 
to  protect  the  plaintiff,  although  said  iiyur- 
ies  could  have  been  prevented  by  said  mar- 
shal, and  said  conspirators  by  him  arrested, 
and  the  plaintiff  protected  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  on  his  part  or  on  the  part 
of  said  president  and  trustees  and  said 
town;  that  since  the  commission  of  said  in- 
juries the  said  president  and  trustees  have  in- 
dicated, tacitly  and  verbally,  their  approval 
and  ratification  of,  and  acquiescence  m,  said 
acts  of  said  marshal,  having  full  knowledge 
thereof,  acting  in  their  official  capacity  for 
and  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  town,  for  its 
local  and  corporate  benefit  as  hereinafter 
stated.  (8)  The  conspiracy  aforesaid,  and 
wrongs  done  pursuant  thereto,  as  aforesaid, 
are  calculated  to  inure,  have  inured,  and  do 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  defendant  town  in 
its  local  and  corporate  capacity,  in  this,  to 
wit:  That,  because  of  the  existence  of  said 
conspiracy,  numerous  colored  persons,  in- 
eluding  those  above  named,  and  others 
whose  names  are  to  the  plaintiff  unknown, 
and  the  plaintiff,  with  the  colored  person  as 
assistant,  have  been  as  aforesaid,  and  are, 
prevented  from  working  and  laboring  in  said 
town,  in  competition  with  each  and  every 
and  all  of  its  inhabitants  who  are  capable  of 
doing  work  and  labor;  that  in  said  town 
numerous  trades,  occupations,  and  profes- 
sions are  carried  on,  and  much  day  labor  per- 
formed, each  and  every  and  all  of  which  can 
well  and  capably  be  carried  on  by  colored 
persons,  particularly  the  said  trade  of  the 
plaintiff;  that  the  white  inhabitants  of  said 
town  who  carry  on  and  perform  said  trades, 
occupations,  professions,  and  day  labor,  to 
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the  exclusion  of  colored  persons,  who  are  de- 
sirous of  competing  with  them,  are  protected 
and  benefited,  to  Uie  injury  and  damage  of 
said  colored  persons,  and  said  white  persons 
enjoy  an  unlawful  monopoly,  under  the  pro- 
tection of  the  municipal  authorities  of  said 
town  as  aforesaid,  and  said  colored  persons 
and  the  plaintiff  are  deprived  of  their  liber- 
ty and  property  without  due  process  of  law, 
and  are  denied  the  equal  protection  of  the 
law,  because  of  the  existence  of  the  aforesaid 
conspiracy  and  common  nuisance*  Where- 
fore plaintiff  prays  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand 
dollars  ($25,000)  and  costs  of  suit."  On 
the  11th  day  of  November,  1898,  defendant 
filed  a  demurrer  to  said  petition,  on  the 
ground  that  said  petition  did  not  state  a 
cause  of  action.  On  the  14th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1809,  on  hearing,  the  court  sustained 
said  demurrer.  Plaintiff  thereupon  elected 
to  stand  upon  his  petition,  and  declined  to 
amend;  whereupon  the  court  dismissed  the 
cau!«e.  at  the  cost  of  the  plaintiff,  to  which 
ruling  and  judgment  the  plaintiff  then  and 
there  excepted,  and  the  cause  is  brought  here 
for  review. 

Me88rB.  Franols  J.  Kemrful,  Jemn  H. 
Everest,  and  H.  H.  Howard  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs.  B.  F.  "Wolf  and  S.  H.  Harris, 

for  defendant  in  error: 

Cities  when  exercising  del^ated  govern- 
mental powers  not  for  the  peculiar  benefit 
of  the  city  are  not  liable  for  negligence  or 
misconduct  of  their  officers. 

A  conspiracy  to  oppress  colored  dtisens 
is  a  violation  of  the  act  of  Congress  in  what 
is  denominated  the  civil  rights  bill. 

The  general  nature  of  the  unlawful  con- 
spiracy and  its  relation  to  the  criminal  laws 
of  the  country  cannot  be  changed  by  denom- 
inating it  a  nuisance,  and  it  in  fact  posses- 
ses none  of  the  qualities  and  elements  of  an 
actionable  nuisance. 

The  officers  of  the  dty  could  not  possibly 
be  considered  its  agents  in  undertaking  to 
exclude  either  negroes  or  tinners  from  the 
corporate  limits. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §§  968-970. 

Cities  are  not  liable  for  the  acts  of  mobs. 

Robinson  v.  Oreenville,  42  Ohio  St  625, 
61  Am.  Rep.  857 ;  Ball  v.  Woodbine,  61  Iowa, 
83,  47  Am.  Rep.  806,  16  N.  W..846;  SchultB 
V.  Miliraukee,  49  Wis.  264.  36  Am.  Rep.  779, 
5  N.  W.  342;  Little  v.  Madison,  42  Wis.  64,1, 
24  Am.  Rep.  436;  Lafayette  ▼.  Timberlakef 
88  Ind.  330;  Western  College  of  Homeo- 
pathic Medicine  v.  Cleveland,  12  Ohio  St 
376;  Odell  v.  Sohroeder,  58  111.  353;  Fcr^ 
syth  V.  Atlanta,  46  Ga.  152.  12  Am.  Rep. 
576;  Hayes  v.  Oshkosh,  33  Wis.  314,  14  Am. 
Rep.  700 ;  Wheeler  ▼.  Cincinnati,  19  Ohio  St 
19,  2  Am.  Rep.  368. 

Irwia,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 
The  first  assignment  of  error  in  this  esse 
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U,  and  in  fact  the  only  assignment  of  error 
is,  that  the  oourt  erred  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer of  the  defendant  to  the  petition  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  in  dismissing  plaintiff's 
cause  of  action.  The  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion are  that  a  conspiracy  existed*  among  the 
inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Norman,  and  that 
the  object  of  said  conspiracy  was  to  prevent, 
by  means  of  threats  and  physical  violence, 
ttie  laboring,  living,  or  lodging,  within  the 
corporate  limits  of  said  town,  of  colored  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States.  The  only  allega- 
tion in  said  petition  in  any  way  connecting 
said  defendant,  to  wit,  the  town  of  Norman^ 
with  said  conspiracy,  is  in  the  seventh  para- 
graph of  said  petition,  wherein  it  is  said: 
'*The  defendant  town,  and  all  of  its  officers 
and  agents,  including  its  president,  trustees, 
and  marshal,  at  all  of  the  times  herein  men- 
tioned, since  the  inception  of  said  conspiracy 
as  aforesaid,  have  had  full  knowledge  and  no- 
tice of  the  existence  of  said  conspiracy,  and 
of  the  names  of  said  conspirators,  and  of  the 
said  unlawful  objects  and  purposes  thereof, 
and  of  the  said  unlawful  acts  committed  by 
said  conspirators  pursuant  to  said  conspira- 
cy within  the  three  years  last  past,"  etc.  We 
are  at  a  loss  to  understand  how  a  municipal 
corporation,  such  as  the  town  of  Norman,  in 
its  official  capacity  and  as  a  oody  corporate, 
could  be  a  party  to  a  conspiracy.  We  can 
understand  how  the  officers  who,  for  the  time 
being,  may  be  exercising,  in  their  official  ca- 
pacity, the  authority  del ^a ted  to  a  town  or 
city,  might,  in  their  individual  capacity,  be 
a  party  to  a  conspiracy ;  but  a  municipal  cor- 
poration, which  is  limited  by  law  to  the  pur- 
poses and  object  of  its  creation,  to  wit,  the 
maintaining  and  exercising  of  the  powers  of 
local  government,  cannot,  in  its  municipal 
capacity,  be  a  party  to  a  conspiracy.  If  the 
conspiracy  existed  as  described  in  this  peti- 
tion, or  taking  the  petition  and  construing 
it  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  construction,  it 
simply  means  that  there  existed  in  the  minds 
of  the  inhabitants  of  that  locality  certain 
prejudices  against  the  colored  people.  This 
was  a  condition  of  the  public  mind  over 
which  the  corporate  authorities  of  Norman 
could  exercise  no  rightful  jurisdiction.  The 
corporate  authorities  of  a  city  or  village  may 
prescribe  by  ordinance  as  to  the  actions  and 
conduct  of  the  people,  but  no  such  village  has 
a  right  to  legislate,  by  ordinance,  as  to  the 
thoughts,  feelings,  biases,  or  prejudices  that 
shall  exist  in  the  minds  of  the  inhabitants 
who  compose  that  particular  locality.  It  is 
contended  in  plaintiff's  brief  that  one  of  the 
subjects  over  which  authority  is  delegated  to 
the  city  is  to  provide  means  "for  keeping 
and  preserving  the  peace  and  quietness  of 
such  town."  This  simply  means  that  the 
town  of  Korman,  in  its  official  capacity,  as  a 
municipal  corporation,  shall  have  the  right, 
and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  such  town,  to 
make  and  pass  all  necessary  ordinances  for 
the  protection  and  welfare  of  the  people  in 
this  particular.  There  is  no  allegation  in 
the  petition  that  the  municipal  authorities 
of  Norman  have  been  requested  to  pass  ordi- 
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nances  upon  this  subject,  and  refused. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  petition  whiih  tend* 
to  show  that  the  ordinances  already  passed 
by  the  town  of  Norman  on  this  subject  are- 
not  such  as  are  proper,  lawful,  legal,  and 
sufficient.  Now,  when  a  city  has  passed  the 
necessary  ordinances  on  any  subject  delegat- 
ed to  its  charge,  such  ordinances  become  laws 
enforceable  by  any  person,  and  it  becomes 
the  duty  of  all  persons  to  assist  in  their  en- 
forcement. In  fact,  ordinances  of  every  city 
and  village,  like  the  laws  of  every  state  and 
territory,  are  enforceable  on  the  application 
of  any  person,  when  such  application  is  made 
to  the  proper  tribunal  or  officer.  While  \x 
is  true  that  in  this  petition  the  purpose  of 
the  conspiracy  was  clearly  set  forth,  and  ita 
existence  is  positively  alleged,  still  there  ia 
nothing  in  the  petition  which  alleges  any 
overt  act  of  conspiracy,  no  definite  details 
of  such  an  organization,  and  nothing  that 
would  show  that  such  an  organization  had 
any  tangible  existence,  by  means  of  which  it 
could  be  identified  or  suppressed  by  the  city 
authorities  of  Norman. 

Now,  if  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  is 
true  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  town  of  Nor- 
man to  suppress  and  abolish  this  alleged  con- 
spiracy, how  could  this  have  been  accom- 
plished legally  by  the  city  of  Norman  T  It  is 
a  well-known  fact  that  tiie  only  mode  of  re- 
dress of  grievances  against  its  inhabitanta 
by  a  city,  and  the  only  manner  of  enforcing 
any  right  delegated  to  them  as  a  city,  is  by 
the  passing  and  enforcing  of  ordinances. 
Now,  if  this  conspiracy  existed  in  conse- 
quence of  or  on  account  of  the  failure  of  tha 
city  of  Norman  to  pass  or  enforce  ordinan- 
ces on  the  subject,  then  this  failure  should 
have  been  clearly  and  definitely  set  out  in  the 
petition  of  the  plaintiff;  but  there  is  no  such 
allegation,  and,  not  having  so  set  out,  we  arc 
constrained  to  presume  that  the  city  of  Nor- 
man had  passed  necessary,  proper,  and  suffi- 
cient ordinances  on  this  subject.  When  they 
have  legally  legislated  by  ordinance  on  the 
subject,  they  have  then  put  it  in  the  power 
of  every  citizen  who  may  live  or  be  in  said 
city  to  apply  to  the  proper  courts  for  the  en- 
forcement of  said  ordinances,  and  for  the 
punishment  of  every  violation  thereof.  We 
cannot  believe  that  under  the  law  a  munici- 
pal corporation  can  be  accountable  for  the  un- 
authorized acts  of  its  servants,  or  the  crimi- 
nal acts  of  its  employees  unless  such  acta 
are  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  of  such 
servants  or  employees.  If  acting  beyond  or 
outside  the  scope  of  their  authority,  then,  ii> 
such  acts,  they  are  not  the  servants  or  em- 
ployees of  the  city.  In  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  2d 
ed.  p.  877,  in  speaking  of  the  liability  of 
municipal  corporations  for  the  acts  of  ita 
officers,  it  is  said :  "To  create  such  a  liabil- 
ity, it  is  fundamentally  necessary  that  the 
act  done  which  is  injurious  to  others  must 
be  within  the  scope  of  the  corporate  powers, 
as  prescribed  by  charter  or  positive  enact* 
ment ;  the  extent  of  which  powers  all  persona 
are  bound,  at  their  peril,  to  know;  in  other 
words,  it  must  not  be  ultra  vires,  in  tha 
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sense  that  it  is  not  within  the  power  or  au- 
thority of  the  corporation  to  act  in  reference 
to  it,  under  any  circumstaaces.  If  the  act 
'Complained  of  lies  wholly  outside  of  the  gen- 
eral or  special  powers  of  the  corporation,  as 
conferred  in  its  charter  or  by  statute,  the 
corporation  can  in  no  event  be  liable,  wheth- 
er it  directly  commanded  the  performance  of 
the  act,  or  whether  it  be  done  by  its  officers 
without  its  express  command."  Again,  the 
«ame  distinguished  author,  at  page  879  of 
the  same  volume,  makes  use  of  this  lan- 
guage: "The  principle  that  a  municipal 
<x)rporation  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  its  offi- 
cers, only  when  within  the  charter  or  scope 
of  their  powers,  and  that  acts  outside  of  the 
powers  of  the  corporation,  or  of  the  officers 
•appointed  to  act  for  it,  are  void  as  respects 
the  corporation,  is  vital,  and  the  opposite 
doctrine  has  no  support  in  reason,  and  very 
little,  if  any,  in  the  judgments  of  the  courts." 
In  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  2d  ed.  p.  868,  the  doc- 
trine is  laid  down:  "Public  or  municipal 
<!orporation8  are  under  no  common-law  lia- 
bility to  pay  for  the  property  of  individuals 
destroyed  by  mobs  or  riotous  assemblages, 
but  in  such  case  the  legislature  may  consti- 
tuionally  give  a  remedy,  and  regulate  the 
mode  of  assessing  the  damages."  In  the 
•case  of  Western  College  of  Homeopathio 
Medicine  v.  Cleveland,  12  Ohio  St.  375,  it 
was  held  that  a  provision  inter  alia  in  the 
•constituent  act  oi  the  city,  that  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  council  to  regulate  the  po- 
lice of  the  city,  preserve  the  peace,  prevent 
riots,  disturbances,  and  disorderly  assembla^ 
^es,  had  reference  to  the  passage  of  ordinan- 
ces to  be  enforced  by  officers  appointed  for  the 
purpose,  and  did  not  make  the  city  responsi- 
ble for  the  riotous  destruction  of  property, 
or  the  neglect  of  the  officers  of  the  city  in 
not  preventing  such  destruction. 

We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that,  in  the 
•absence  of  any  legislative  provision,  making 
the  city  liable,  they  cannot  be  held  liable  for 
the  acts  of  a  mob,  in  the  destruction  of  life 
or  property.  It  is  alleged  in  said  petition 
that  certain  city  officers,  naming  them,  were 
present,  aiding  and  abetting  said  riot  and 
«aid  mob,  but  it  cannot  be  claimed,  it  seems 
to  me,  that  when  such  officers  were  present^ 
aiding  or  assisting  or  abetting  such  mob, 
they  were  then  acting  within  the  scope  of 
their  authority  as  officers  of  the  defendant 
•city,  as  a  corporation,  but  that  their  acts  at 
that  time  were  in  no  way  authorized  by  the 
city ;  but  it  seems  to  us  that,  before  the  city 
could  be  held  liable  in  this  case,  it  must  be 
shown  by  the  petition  that  there  has  been 
some  overt  act  done  by  the  city,  or  some 
omission  on  the  part  of  the  city  of  some  duty 
enjoined  on  it  by  law.  It  seems  to  us  that, 
taking  the  allegations  of  the  petition  as 
true,  the  only  thing  the  city  government 
could  have  done,  by  way  of  preventing  the 
said  mob  from  committing  the  acts  oom- 
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plained  of,  would  have  been  to  have  i 
ordinances  on  the  subject,  prohibiting  the 
acts  and  prescribing  the  penalty  therefor; 
and  such  petition  does  not  allege  that  suck 
ordinances  were  not  passed  by  the  city,  and 
as  the  passage  of  such  ordinances  would 
have  been  the  proper  exercise  of  the  authori- 
ty delegated  in  the  premises  to  the  city,  we 
think  it  proper  to  indulge  in  the  presump- 
tion that  the  city  authorities  have  done 
their  duty  in  this  particular,  and  that  said 
ordinances  were  paused  and  in  force.  It  is 
alleged  in  the  petition  that  various  persous 
have  been,  in  consequence  of  this  conspiracy, 
assaulted,  beaten,  and  misused ;  but  it  seema 
to  us  these  facts  would  not,  of  themselves, 
make  the  city  liabla  It  certainly  could  not 
be  contended  tBat  the  city  is  liable  for  every 
injury  that  may  result  to  a  person  in  conse- 
quence of  a  violation  of  an  ordinance  be- 
cause that  ordinance  has  been  repeatedly 
violated.  This  petition  states  nothing  more 
than  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  injured  and 
damaged  by  a  mob,  or  the  unlawful  act  of 
a  number  of  malicious  persons,  within  the 
corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  Norman,  and 
that  the  names  of  the  persons  so  committing 
such  acts  were  known  to  the  defendant 
But  we  fail  to  see  anywhere  in  the  petition 
any  allegation  which  would  make  Uie  city 
of  Norman  liable  as  a  municipal  corporation. 
If  unlawful  acts  have  been  done  by  individ- 
als,  whether  such  persons  were  holding  mu- 
nicipal offices  in  said  city  of  Norman  or  not, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  has  been  damaged  and 
has  sustained  injury,  then  such  persons  in 
their  individual  capacity  are  liable,  and  an 
action  may  be  brought  against  them;  but  it 
seems  to  us  there  is  nothing  in  this  petition, 
when  measured  by  the  well-known  and  rec- 
ognized principles  of  the  law,  that  would 
make  the  city  of  Norman,  as  a  dty,  liable. 
City  authorities  make  rules  to  regulate  the 
conduct  of  people  within  the  limits  of  the 
city,  but  no  city  can,  by  law  regulate  or  con- 
trol the  thoughts,  feelings,  or  prejudices  of 
the  people.  If  the  city  can  be  held  respon- 
sible for  the  likes  and  dislikes  of  its  people, 
then,  with  equal  propriety,  could  it  be  said 
they  are  responsible  for  the  heaJth,  religion, 
or  politics  of  the  community.  The  secret 
thoughts,  feelings,  likes,  and  dislikes  of  the 
people  are  beyond  legislative  control.  It  is 
only  the  outward  manifestations,  as  exempli- 
fied in  conduct,  that  can  be  regulated  and 
controlled  by  law.  It  might  be  beneficial  to 
the  human  family  if,  by  legislation,  good 
health,  and  not  disease,  could  be  made  con- 
tagious, but  under  the  present  system  of  ju- 
risprudence this  cannot  be  done.  Hence  we 
think  the  demurrer  to  said  petition  was 
properly  sustained. 

Finding  no  error  in  the  reoord,  the  deei- 
Hon  of  the  DiBtrioi  Court  it  affirmei. 

All  of  the  JuatioM  ooncur. 
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UNITED   STATES   CIRCUIT   COURT   OF  APPEALS,    FOURTH    CIRCUIT. 


^mUNSWICK  TERMINAL  COMPANY  et 
al.,  Appts., 

V. 

NATIONAL  BANK  OF  BALTIMORE. 
(99  Fed.  Bep.  085.) 

*1.  Tlie  oomiCnietion  arlTen  hT  tbe 
liiflrhesC  court  of  a  state  to  a  statute  of 
limitations  of  that  state  will  be  followed  by 
the  Federal  ooarts. 

:a.  A  •pedal  statute  of  limitatloika  ap- 
plicable to  liabilities  arlslna:  i&nder 
wtatntes,  acts  of  Incorporation,  or  by 
operation  of  the  law,  such  as  Oa.  Code  1882, 
f  2916  (Code  1895,  |  3766).  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  forming  a  part  of,  and  as  read 
into,  a  subsequent  act  of  incorporation  as 
much   as   if   It   were  formally   incorporated 


therein ;  and  therefore  it  will  govem  in  an 
action  in  another  state  to  enforce  the  liabil- 
ity of  a  stockholder  in  such  corporation. 

(Bratoley,  District  Judge,  dissents.) 

(February  6,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  oomplainants  from  a  decree 
of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  District  of  Maryland  in  favotf 
of  defendant  in  a  suit  to  enforce  defendant's 
liability  as  stockholder  in  the  Brunswick 
State  Bank  of  Georgia.    Reversed. 

Before  Ooff,  Circuit  Judge,  and  BrtHoley 
and  Waddill,  District  Judges. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


2fOTm. — When  statute  of  limitations  vfiU  gov- 
ern action  in  another  state  or  country. 

I.  General  rule. 

II.  Exceptions. 

f II.  Where  there  is  no  statutory  provision  in 
forum  as  to  effect  of  Itair  of  other 
state. 

a.  Contracts. 

1.  In  general. 

2.  Oases  in  u)hich  the  doctrine  that 

the  law  of  the  forum  governs, 
questioned  or  denied 
8.  When     right    of    action     ewtin- 
guished,  as  weU  as  the  remedy 
affected. 

b.  Jpdgments. 

1.  In  general. 

2.  Where    right    of    action    extin- 

guished as  well  as  the  remedy 
affected. 
«.     Decedents*  estates. 

d.  Adverse  possession. 

e.  Usury. 

i.  Liability  of  stockholdere. 

g.  Personal  injuries. 

h.  Death. 

f.  Miscellaneous  cases. 

IV.  Where  statutes  of  forum  provide  as  to  ef- 
fect of  bar  of  other  state. 

I.  General  rul4. 

The  general  rule  is .  that  the  law  of  the 
€orum,  rather  than  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  cause  of  action  accrued,  will  govern.  This 
rule  Is  maintained  to  such  an  extent  that  many 
ot  the  courts  state  that  it  is  almost  axiomatic. 

II.  Sxceptione. 

Some  decisions  make  a  distinction  between 
those  cases  where  the  cause  of  action  is  fully 
'barred  in  the  state  where  the  cause  of  action 
arose  and  those  where  the  bar  was  not  com- 
plete before  defendant's  remoyai  from  the  state. 
See,  on  this  point,  infra.  III.  a,  2.  The  mass 
•of  cases,  however,  as  will  be  seen,  do  not  make 
■  any  such  distinction. 

Another  exception  is  where  the  statute  of 
the  state  where  the  cause  of  action  accrued  ez- 
tingnishes  the  right  of  action,  as  well  as  affects 
the  remedy.  For  cases  on  this  point,  see  in- 
fra, III.  a,  8,  b,  2,  g. 

Another  exception  very  closely  connected 
-with  tlu)  preceding,  is  where  the  statute  of  an- 
other state,  giving  a  right  of  action,  requires 
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suit  to  be  brought  thereon  within  a  specified 
time.  Hudson  v.  Bishop,  32  Fed.  Bep.  519, 
which  was  an  action  against  the  surety  on  a 
guardian's  bond,  is  a  case  of  this  kind,  and 
holds  that  the  provision  of  Wis.  Stat.  chap. 
170,  S  8068,  that  no  action  shall  be  maintained 
against  the  surety  unless  suit  is  commenced 
within  four  years  from  the  guardian's  dis- 
charge, is  a  substantial  right  forming  part  of 
the  surety's  contract,  and  is  a  bar  to  a  suit, 
wherever  brought,  after  such  period  has 
elapsed.  Brewer,  J.,  on  a  rehearing  in  86  Fed. 
Rep.  820,  takes  substantially  the  same  view. 

For  cases  involvlnif  the  time  within  which 
to  bring  suit  to  enforce  the  liability  of  a  stock- 
holder in  a  corporation  of  another  state,  see 
infra.  III.  f. 

For  cases  involving  the  time  within  which 
to  bring  suit  for  negligently  causing  the  death 
of  another  in  another  state,  see  infra.  III.  h. 

For  cases  involving  the  time  to  bring  an  ac- 
tion for  illegal  interest  paid  in  another  state, 
see  infra.  III.  e. 

The  principal  case  of  Brunswick  Tbbminal 
Co.  V.  National.  Bank  of  BALTiMonB  goes  even 
further,  and  holds  that  a  special  statute  ap- 
plicable to  statutory  liabilities  or  liabilities 
arising  imder  acts  of  Incorporation  should  be 
considered  as  forming  part  of  the  act  of  in- 
corporation, and  that  its  provisions  should  gov- 
ern in  an  action  in  another  state  to  enforce  the 
liability  of  a  stockholder. 

Another  exception  is  where  the  possession  of 
property  is  held  in  one  state  until  a  good  title 
Is  acquired  by  adverse  possession  under  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  such  state.  For  cases 
on  this  point,  see  infra.  III.  d.  This,  also, 
is  closely  connected  with  the  second  exception 
given. 

Among  the  exceptions  may  also  be  placed 
those  cases  where  the  state  in  which  the  suit 
is  brought  has  provided  by  statute  as  to  what 
the  effect  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  an- 
other state  will  be.  A  large  number  of  the 
states  have  now  made  provision  In  this  regard. 
On  this  point,  see  infra,  lY. 

III.  Where  there  is  no  statutory  provision  in 
forum  as  to  effect  of  bar  of  other  state, 

a.  Contracts, 

1,  In  generoL 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  law  of  th% 
forum,  rather  than  the  law  of  the  state  in 
which  the  cause  of  action  arose  or  the  parties 
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Messrs.  Goodyear  Sb  Kay  and  Wil- 
liams A  Williams,  for  appeUants: 

A  right  of  action  not  existing  in  common 
law,  but  entirely  the  creation  of  statute,  is 
controlled,  even  as  to  the  remedy  for  its  en- 
forcement, by  the  statute  of  the  state  creating 
it,  although,  of  course,  in  the  absence  of  any 
such  controlling  statute,  such  remedy  will 
be  controlled  by  the  law  of  the  forum. 

The  statutes  of  Georgia  have  conferred  up- 
on the  appellants  a  right  not  known  to  com- 
mon law,  and  have  also  declared  that  such 
right  shall  continue  to  exist  for  a  period  of 
twenty  years  from  the  time  it  accrued;  the 
appellee  therefore,  when  it  became  a  stock- 
holder in  the  Brunswick  State  Bank,  subject- 
ed itself  to  such  ri^ht  of  action  subject  only 
to  such  statutory  limitation;  and  such  is  the 
law  for  all  jurisdictions. 

The  Barrtsburg,  119  U.  8.  199,  sub  nom. 


The  norrisburg  v.  Bickards,  30  Jm  ed.  358,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  140. 

As  a  rule  the  statute  of  limitation  is  held 
to  go  only  to  the  remedy,  and  therefore  the 
law  of  the  forum  is  applied,  but  the  recog- 
nized exception  to  this  is  in  the  case  of  stat* 
utory  rights,  as  to  which  the  creating  state 
has  seen  fit  by  statutes  relating  thereto  t» 
fix  the  period  of  limitations. 

Flash  T.  Conn,  109  U.  S.  371,  27  L.  ed.  966, 
3  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  263;  Fourth  Nat,  Bank  y. 
Francklyn,  120  U.  S.  747,  30  L.  ed.  825,  7 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  767 ;  Leighton  v.  Young,  10  U. 
S.  App.  298,  62  Fed.  Rep.  449,  3  C.  C.  A. 
176,  18  L.  R.  A.  266;  Andreu>8  v.  Bacon,  3» 
Fed.  Rep.  777. 

Messrs.  D.  K.  Este  Fisher,  Allan  Me- 
Iiane,  William  A.  Fisher,  and  James  L. 
McLane  for  appellee. 


resided,  will  govern.  Medbnry  v.  Hopkins,  8 
Conn.  472 ;  State  m  rel.  Trimble  v.  Swope,  7 
Ind.  91;  Putnam  v.  Dike.  13  Gray,  685;  Blge- 
low  ▼.  Ames,  18  Minn.  627,  Gil.  471 ;  Brown  ▼. 
Bicknell,  1  Plnney,  226,  89  Am.  Dec.  299. 

So  held  In  actions  on  promissory  notes.  Star 
Wagon  Co.  t.  Matthlessen,  3  Dak.  233,  14  N. 
W.  107 ;  Hoggett  t.  Emerson,  8  Kan.  262 ;  Ben- 
nett T.  Devlin,  17  B.  Men.  363 ;  Union  Cotton 
Manufactory  t.  Lobdell,  7  Mart.  N.  S.  108; 
Bacon  v.  Dahlgreen,  7  La.  Ann.  699 ;  Brwin  ▼. 
Lowry,  2  La.  Ann.  814,  46  Am.  Dec.  646 ;  Tbi- 
bodeau  t.  Leyassuer,  36  Me.  362;  Wright  t. 
Mordaont  (MIh.)  27  So.  640;  Carrlgan  t. 
Semple,  72  Tex.  306,  12  S.  W.  178 ;  Johnson  t. 
Anderson,  76  Va.  766 ;  Farmers'  &  T.  Nat.  Bank 
T.  LoveJl,  8  Ky.  L.  Rep.  261,  1  S.  W.  426 ;  Stir- 
ling T.  Winter,  80  Mo.  141 ;  Carpentier  t.  Min- 
tnm,  6  Lass.  56;  Jones  y.  Hays,  4  McLean, 
621,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,467 ;  Walsh  t.  Biayer.  Ill 
U.  S.  31,  28  L.  ed.  888,  4  Snp.  Ct.  Bep.  260. 

And  on  a  bill  of  exchange.  At  water  ▼. 
Townsend,  4  Conn.  47,  10  Am.  Dec.  97. 

And  on  a  bond.  Crawford  t.  ChUdress,  1 
Ala.  482;  Grayes  t.  Graves,  2  Bibb,  207,  4 
Am.  Dec.  697;  King  t.  Lane,  7  Mo.  241,  37 
Am.  Dec.   187. 

.4,nd  for  goods  sold  and  dellTered.  Sisson 
y.  Nlles,  64  Vt.  449,  24  Atl.  992 ;  Toulandou  y. 
Lachenmeyer,  37  How.  Pr.  146,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  216,  1  Sweeny,  46 :  Leyy  y.  Boas,  2  Bail.  L. 
217,  28  Am.  Dec.  184. 

In  the  absence  of  statute  the  bar  of  the 
state  where  contract  was  executed  is  not  a  bar 
in  the  state  in  which  suit  is  brought.  Sloan 
y.  Waugh,  18  Iowa,  224 ;  Swickard  y.  Bailey, 
8  Kan.  607. 

And  in  Gautier  y.  Pranklln,  1  Tex.  732.  it 
is  held  that  an  action  on  promissory  notes 
executed  In  another  state  will  be  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  forum  in  the  absence  of  statu- 
tory provision  In  regard  thereto. 

And  in  Clark  y.  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co. 
94  N.  Y.  217.  it  is  admitted  by  both  parties 
that,  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  provision 
relating  thereto,  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
the  state  where  the  cause  of  action  arose  would 
constitute  no  defense. 

In  Brigham  v.  Bigelow,  12  Met.  268,  the 
statement  is  made,  though  not  necessary  to  a 
decision  of  the  case,  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  each  state  is  to  govern  in  an  action 
brought  tb<>reln. 

In  Bacon  v.  Rives,  106  U.  S.  99,  27  L.  ed. 
69,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  8,  the  question  Is  raised 
whether  the  lew  fori  shall  govern  In  an  action 
on  a  contract  made  and  to  be  performed  in  an- 
other state,  but  the  point  is  not  decided,  as  it 
48  L.  R.  A. 


is  held  that  the  cause  of  action  was  not  barred 
by  limitation  as  ppescribed  in  either  state. 

In  Way  v.  Colyer,  64  Minn.  14,  66  N.  W. 
744.  it  was  held  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  the  state  In  which  the  notes  In  suit 
were  made,  and.  in  which  the  maker  resided, 
was  not  available,  as  it  was  not  pleaded  or 
proved,  no  other  intimation  being  given  as  t& 
whether  defendant  oould  have  relied  thereon 
if  it  had  been  properly  pleaded  and  proved. 

In  Ridge  v.  Cowley,  6  Lea,  166,  the  court 
states  that  the  general  rule  is  that  the  law  of 
the  state  in  which  the  suit  Is  instituted  regu- 
lates the  prescription  without  regard  to  the 
place  where  the  cause  of  action  originated,  al- 
though no  claim  appears  to  have  been  made 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  in 
which  the  note  in  suit  was  executed^  would  gov- 
ern. 

In  Pike  y.  Greene,  1  Yerg.  466,  the  court 
states  that  the  bar  to  the  note  In  suit  formed 
by  the  law  of  Kentucky  where  It  was  executed 
could  not  be  pleaded  In  the  courts  of  Tennes- 
see, and  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any 
contention  by  defendant  that  he  was  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  Kentucky  statute. 

In  Vals  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  96  Ky.  648,  29 
S.  W.  829,  it  is  held  that  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations of  Kentucky,  in  an  action  on  account 
for  an  overdraft  in  Alabama,  would  control. 
as  the  Alabama  statute  of  limitations  was  not 
sufllciently  pleaded,  the  Implication  from  the 
opinion  seeming  to  be  that  If  the  Alabama  stat- 
ute had  been  properly  pleaded  the  right  to  re- 
cover would  have  been  governed  thereby. 

In  Hanger  v.  Abbott,  6  Wall.  632,  18  L.  ed. 
939,  In  which  the  question  at  issue  was  wheth- 
er or  not  the  time  during  which  the  courts  of 
the  southern  states  were  closed  during  the  Re- 
bellion should  be  considered  In  determining 
whether  the  statute  of  limitations  had  run. 
the  statement  was  made  that  proceedings  la 
courts  of  Justice,  Including  the  statutes  of 
limitations,  are  usually  determined  by  the  ler 
fori  Instead  of  the  lew  loci  oontractut. 

In  Paine  v.  Drew,  44  N.  H.  306.  an  action 
on  n  bill  of  exchange  and  an  account  annexed, 
it  was  stated  that  no  claim  was  made  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  where  the 
cause  of  action  arose  had  any  force  or  could  be 
pleaded  in  bar  of  an  action  In  the  New  Hamp- 
shire courts :  that  such  statutes  had  no  force 
outside  the  territorial  limits  of  the  state  enact- 
InK  them,  and  ordinarily  do  not  In  any  way  af- 
fect the  contract  sued  on,  but  affect  and  limit 
the  remedy  enly,  and  l>eIong  purely  to  the  lew 
fori. 

In  Campbell  y.  Stein,  6  Dow,  P.  C.  116.  it  la 
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Waddill,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  of  Maryland  dismissing  the  bill  in 
equity  filed  in  that  oourt  by  the  appellants 
against  the  appellee.  88  Fed.  607.  The  bill 
was  filed  by  the  appellants,  creditors  of  the 
Brunswick  State  Bank  of  Georgia,  on  their 
own  behalf  and  on  behalf  of  such  other 
creditors  as  might  intervene  against  the  ap- 
pellee, the  National  Bank  of  Baltimore,  al- 
leged to  be  liable  as  a  stodcholder  In  the 
Brunswick  State  Bank.  The  Brunswick 
State  Bank  was  incorporated  by  an  act  ol 
the  Georgia  legislature  of  October  24,  1881, 
and  discontinued  business,  being  insolvent, 
on  the  25th  of  May,  1803.  By  its  charter 
(Taws  1889,  §  9,  p.  522)  it  is  provided: 
"That  said  corporation  shall  be  responsible 


to  its  creditors  to  the  extent  of  its  property 
and  assets,  and  the  stockholders,  in  addition 
thereto,  shall  be  individually  liable,  equally 
and  ratably,  and  not  one  for  the  other,  as 
sureties  to  tiie  creditors  of  such  corporation, 
for  all  contracts  and  debts  of  the  said  cor- 
poration, to  the  extent  of  the  amount  ol 
their  stock  therein,  at  the  par  value  thereof^ 
respectively,  at  the  time  the  debt  was  cre- 
ated, in  addition  to  the  amount  invested  in 
such  shares." 

Ga.  Code  1882,  S  1496,  further  provides.- 
"When  a  stockholder  in  any  bank  or  other 
corporation  is  individually  liable  under  it» 
charter,  and  shall  transfer  his  stock,  he  shall 
be  exempt  from  such  a  liability  unless  he 
receives  a  written  notice  from  a  creditor,, 
within  six  months  after  such  transfer,  of 
his  intention  to  hold  him  liable:  provided, 
he  shall  give  notice  for  once  a  month,  for  six 


held  that  In  an  action  in  Scotland  by  a  solici- 
tor In  London  for  costs  of  suit  incurred  In  Eng- 
land the  statute  of  limitations  of  Scotland, 
where  the  debtor  resided,  would  govern. 

In  Fergusson  v.  Fyfife,  8  Clark  ft  F.  121, 
which  Is  an  action  In  Scotland  on  an  accoant 
in  a  bank  In  Calcutta,  it  Is  held  that  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  time  within  which  salt  must  be 
brought  Is  governed  by  the  law  of  Scotland. 

In  Townsend  v.  Jemlson,  9  How.  407,  IS  L. 
ed.  194,  It  was  held  that,  although  the  right  of 
action  on  a  contract  Is  barred  In  the  state  hi 
which  it  Is  made,  such  bar  does  not  defeat  a 
recovery  In  an  action  In  another  state,  as  In 
all  cases  the  lew  fori.  Instead  of  the  lew  loci 
eontractue,  must  govern  as  to  the  statute  of 
limitations,  which  Is  held  to  affect  the  remedy 
only. 

An  action  In  Minnesota  on  a  note  executed  In 
Massachusetts  between  residents  of  that  state 
is  barred  where  the  defendant  has  lived  within 
the  Btabe  of  Minnesota  more  than  six  years, 
which  Is  the  period  fixed  by  Its  statute  for 
bringing  an  action  on  a  note,  as  the  time  of 
bringing  suit  pertains  to  the  remedy,  and  Is  In 
all  cases  governed  by  the  lex  fori.  Fletcher  v. 
Spaulding,  9  Minn.  64,  Gil.  54. 

The  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  In  New 
York  on  a  n^te  executed  therein,  all  the  parties 
-  to  which  are  citizens  of  that  state,  Is  not  avail- 
able In  an  action  In  Massachusetts,  as  the  lex 
fori  prevails  as  to  the  remedy.  Byrne  v.  CroWn- 
inshleld,  17  Mass.  55. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  of 
New  York  Is  not  available  In  an  action  In  Mass- 
achusetts by  residents  of  the  former  state 
against  residents  of  the  latter  on  a  note  exe- 
cuted In  New  York.  Pearsall  v.  Dwight,  2 
Mass.  84,  8  Am.  Dec.  35. 

The  statute  of  limitation  Is  no  bar  to  an  ac- 
tion In  Mnlne  on  a  note  executed  In  another 
state,  where  the  defendant  has  never  resided 
In  Maine.  Brovni  v.  Nourse,  55  Me.  280,  92 
Am.  Dec.  683. 

The  law  of  the  forum  governs  as  to  prescrip- 
tion in  an  action  In  Louisiana  against  a  succes- 
sion, on  a  note  executed  by  a  resident  of  that 
state,  whose  property  Is  In  the  state,  and  whose 
succession  was  opened  therein,  although  the 
note  was  dated  and  payable  In  another  state. 
Young  V.  €ro88grove,  4  La.  Ann.  233. 

In  Ware  v.  Curry,  67  Ala.  274,  It  Is  said 
that  if  the  statute  of  the  state  In  which  suit 
is  brought  does  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  an  ac- 
tion on  contract,  the  statute  of  the  state  In 
which  the  contract  was  made,  under  which  the 
action  Is  barred,  is  not  available. 

In  Decouche  v.  Savetler,  8  Johna  Ch.  190, 
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8  Am.  Dec.  478,  it  Is  held  that  the  statute  of 
limitations  will  govern  as  to  the  rights  of  th» 
Burvlylug  wife  In  the  personal  estate  of  her 
husband  who  died  In  New  York,  under  a  mar- 
riage contract  executed  in  France,  where  th» 
parties  then  resided. 

In  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Aitkin,  125  N.  Y. 
674,  26  N.  E.  732,  It  Is  held  that  the  New 
York  statute  of  limitations  will  govern  an  ac- 
tion commenced  In  New  York  on  a  covenant  by 
the  grantee  of  real  estate  In  New  Jersey  assum- 
ing payment  of  a  mortgage  thereon. 

An  action  to  enforce,  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  an  agreement  by  the  purchaser  of 
land  to  pay  an  existing  mortgage  thereon,  al- 
though such  land  Is  situated  in  the  state  of 
New  York  where  the  agreement  is  to  be  per- 
formed. Is  governed  as  to  limitations  by  the 
laws  of  the  District  ol  Columbia.  Willard  v. 
Wood,  164  U.  S.  502,  41  L.  ed.  531,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  176. 

In  Carter  v.  Adamson,  21  Ark.  287,  It  waa 
held  that  in  an  action  in  Maryland  on  an  Ar- 
kansas contract  the  Maryland  statute  of  limi- 
tations would  control,  and  that  the  Judgment 
rendered  In  the  Maryland  court  could  not  be 
attacked  on  the  ground  that  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  barred  by  the  Arkansas  statute. 

In  Graves  v.  Weeks,  19  Vt.  178,  It  Is  held 
that  the  fact  that  the  account  sued  on  accrued 
In  New  York,  and  was  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  that  state,  was  not  available  as 
a  bar  in  an  action  In  Vermont. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  a  state  In  which 
a  note  Is  executed  by  a  citisen  thereof  Is  not 
available  Id  an  action  In  another  state  to  which, 
he  subsequently  removes.  Way  v.  Sperry,  & 
Cush.  238,  52  Am.  Dec.  779. 

In  Power  v.  Hathaway,  43  Barb.  214,  whiclb 
was  an  action  by  legatees  to  recover  the  amount 
o(f  legacies  collected  for  them  by  c:  I'ondant 
from  the  executors  In  Michigan  where  all  th» 
parties  resided.  It  was  held  that  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  New  York  would  govern,  althoughi 
the  claim  would  be  utterly  barred  by  the  Michi- 
gan statute  oif  limitations  if  suit  were  brought 
In  that  state. 

Id  Hoag  v.  Dessan,  1  PIttsb.  890,  It  Is  helA 
that  the  lex  fori  governs  In  an  action  on  a  con-^ 
tract  executed  In  another  state,  although  by 
the  law  of  the  latter  state  the  right  of  action 
was  barred  before  either  party  left  the  state. 

The  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the 
state  In  which  a  note  Is  made  and  payable^ 
arising  while  the  parties  resided  therein.  Is  not 
a  bar  to  an  action  In  Maine.  Thompson  t. 
Reed,  75  Me.  404. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  a  country  In 
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months,  of  such  transfer,  immediately  there- 
after, in  two  newspapers  in  and  nearest  the 
places  where  said  institution  shall  keep  its 
principal  office." 

The  appellee  was  at  one  time  a  stockhold- 
er of  the  Brunswick  State  Bank  of  Georgia, 
and,  upon  transfer  of  its  stock,  failed  to 
comply  with  the  statutory  provisions  last 
set  forth,  and  appellants  claim  that  it  has 
incurred  the  stockholders'  liability  provided 
for  in  the  charter  hereinbefore  recited,  and 
is  liable  to  them  in  this  suit. 

In  the  lower  court  the  appellee  appeared, 
and  filed  its  answer,  set.ting  up,  among  other 
defenses,  that  of  the  statute  of  limitations, 
and  insisted  that  the  case  \ms  governed  by 
the  Maryland  statute  of  limitations,  applica- 
ble to  actions  of  assumpsit  or  actions  of 
debt  on  simple  contracts  (Md.  Code  [Pub. 
Gen.  Laws]  art.  57,  8  1 ) ,  which  requires  the 


suit  in  such  cases  to  be  commenced  within 
three  years  from  the  time  the  right  of  ac- 
tion accrues.  The  appellants,  complainants 
in  the  lower  court,  demurred  to  the  plea  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  thus  set  up,  and 
dected  to  stand  upon  the  demurrer,  and  the 
case  turned  upon  that  question  solely,  the 
court  overruling  the  demurrer  to  said  plea, 
a:;d  dismissing  the  bill. 

The  single  question  to  be  determined  in 
this  case  is  whether  the  statute  of  limita* 
tions  of  the  state  of  Maryland  or  of  the  state 
of  Georgia  applies  to  the  claim  sued  on. 
The  merits  of  the  case  were  not  touched  up- 
on by  the  decision  of  the  lower  court,  and  it 
is  not  the  purpose  of  this  court  to  expres^t 
any  opinion  thereon.  It  is  a  general  rule, 
too  well  settled  to  admit  of  serious  contro« 
versy  at  this  late  day,  that  the  remedies,  as 
distinguished  from  the  rights  of  the  parties, 


which  a  note  Is  executed  between  parties  re- 
siding therein,  and  who  remain  there  until  the 
t>ar  of  the  statute  Is  complete,  la  not  available 
in  an  action  on  a  note  brought  In  Massachu- 
setts after  the  oayee's  removal  to  that  state. 
Bulger  V.  Roche,  11  Pick.  36.  22  Am.  Dec.  359. 

That  an  action  on  contract  is  barred  by  limi- 
tation in  the  state  in  which  it  is  made,  and 
in  which  the  person  sought  to  be  held  resided 
until  the  bar  was  complete,  is  not  available  in 
an  action  in  another  state  to  which  he  subse- 
quently removes.  Jones  v.  Jones,  18  Ala. 
248. 

In  Urton  v.  Hunter,  2  W.  Ya.  83,  It  Is  held 
that  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  Maryland,  where 
the  note  in  suit  was  given  by  a  nisldent  of 
that  state  to  a  citizen  of  Virginia,  could  not  be 
set  up  in  bar  In  an  action  in  West  Virginia, 
where  the  defendant  left  the  state  of  Maryland 
"before  the  bar  of  that  state  was  complete. 

In  Adams  v.  Kelly,  2  Wash.  Terr.  263,  5 
Pac.  601,  it  is  held  that  defenidant,  sued  on  a 
note  executed  in  California  while  all  the  parties 
resided  there,  could  not  set  up  the  California 
statute  of  limitations,  where  he  left  that  state 
before  the  bar  of  the  statute  was  complete, 
and  did  not  thereafter  return,  §  351  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Code  of  Civil  Procedure  providing  that 
if  after  the  cause  of  action  accrues  the  debtor 
leaves  the  state,  the  time  of  his  absence  is  no 
part  of  the  time  limited  for  commencing  the 
action. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum  is 
available  to  a  resident  of  the  state,  although 
the  plaintiffs  are  nonresidents,  and  the  note 
in  suit  was  executed  in  another  state.  Bruce 
T.  Greene,  4  O.  Greene,  43. 

In  Barbour  t.  Erwln,  14  Lea,  716,  the  gener- 
al rule  is  held  that  if  a  foreigner  brings  an  ac- 
tion for  a  debt  In  a  state  by  whose  laws  it  Is 
liarred  he  is  bound  by  the  law  of  the  forum, 
and  cannot  recover,  although  the  debt  would 
not  be  barred  in  the  state  of  his  residence. 

In  Beardsley  v.  Southmayd,  15  N.  J.  L.  171, 
it  is  stated  that  no  attempt  was  made  to  set 
up  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  In 
which  the  cause  of  action  accrued ;  and  then  It 
Is  further  said  that  the  plaintiff  has  voluntarily 
come  Into  the  New  Jersey  court  and  Invoked 
its  aid,  and  has  thereby  adopted  the  lem  fori 
as  the  rule  by  wh.ich  his  case  is  to  be  governed, 
and  that  the  defendants  claimed  the  protection 
of  that  law,  which  must  control  the  court. 

In  Nash  v.  Tupper,  1  Cai.  402,  2  Am.  Dec. 
107.  It  Is  held,  Livingston,  J.,  dissenting,  that 
the  law  of  the  forum  would  govern  In  an  action 
on  a  note  executed  in  Connecticut,  rather  than 
the  longer  statute  of  limiutions  of  the  latter 
48  L.  R.  A. 


state,  the  court  citing,  on  p.  412.  an  action  be- 
tween Page  and  Cable  on  a  promissory  note  ex- 
einited  In  Connecticut  In  which  the  court  also 
held  that  plaintiff,  having  elected  to  prosecute 
his  suit  in  New  York,  must  pursue  his  remedy 
agreeably  to  Its  laws,  and  that  its  courts  could 
not  dispense  with  an  adherence  to  the  requis- 
ites of  time  in  commencing  and  prosecuting  a 
suit  because  the  cause  of  action  arose  in  an- 
other state. 

An  action  in  Louisiana  on  a  note  payable  In 
Mississippi,  executed  by  a  resident  of  Arkansas. 
Is  governed  as  to  prescription  by  the  laws  of 
Louisiana,  and  no  recovery  can  be  had  If  the 
action  is  barred  in  that  state.  Brown  v.  Stone, 
4  La.  Ann.  235. 

In  Howard  v.  Coon,  98  Mich.  442,  53  N.  W. 
531,  It  was  held  that  no  recovery  could  be  had 
In  Michigan  on  a  note  executed  in  California, 
where  an  action  on  the  note  was  barred  by  the 
Michigan  statute,  the  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  statute  of  limitations  of  California 
should  govern  not  being  considered  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

An  action  on  a  bond  executed  between  par- 
ties residing  Id  New  Jersey  cannot  be  main- 
tained in  Michigan,  to  which  state  the  obligor 
subsequently  removed,  after  it  is  barred  by  the 
limitation  of  that  state,  even  though  the  obligee 
did  not  know  of  his  removal  thereto,  as  the 
Michigan  statute  contains  no  provision  reliev- 
ing a  foreign  plaintiff  from  the  force  of  the 
statute  because  of  his  ignorance  that  the  de- 
fendant had  removed  to  that  state.  Home  L 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Elwell.  Ill  Mich.  689,  70  N.  W. 
334. 

In  Pinney  v.  Cummlngs,  26  Ohio  St.  46,  it 
was  held  that  actions  on  causes  of  action  ac- 
cruing outside  of  the  state,  and  not  limited  by 
the  law  of  the  place  where  they  accrued,  or 
limited  thereby  to  longer  periods  than  those 
specified  in  the  Ohio  statute,  are  governed  as 
to  limitation  by  the  Ohio  statute. 

In  British  Linen  Co.  v.  Dnimmond,  10  Bam. 
&  C.  903,  9  L.  J.  K.  B.  213,  it  is  held  that 
where  an  action  on  a  l)ond  executed  in  Scot- 
laod,  where  the  parties  resided.  Is  brought  in 
England,  the  plaintiff  mu«t  be  governed  by  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  England,  and  cannot 
recover  If  the  action  Is  barred  there,  although 
the  cause  of  action  was  not  barred  1{l  Scotland. 

An  action  In  Scotland  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
drawn,  accepted,  and  payable  in  France,  the 
acceptor  returning  to  Scotland  before  the  ma- 
turity of  the  bill  and  there  remaining  until  his 
death,  is  governed  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  Scotland,  and  when  barred  there  no  re- 
covery can  be  had,  althosgh  a  Judgment  against 
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are  determined  by  tlie  law  of  the  forum,  and 
that  the  statutes  of  limitations  are  part  of 
the  remedy,  and  not  of  the  laws  affecting 
rights.  M'FAtnayle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet.  312, 
327,  10  1m  ed.  177,  184;  Michigan  Insurance 
Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  130  U.  S.  693,  696,  32  L.  ed. 
1080,  1081,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  690;  Great 
Western  Teleg.  Co.  t.  Purdy,  162  U.  S.  329, 
^0,  40  L.  ed.  986,  991,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  810; 
Willard  V.  Wood,  164  U.  S.  602,  520,  41  L. 
ed.  631,  538,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  176;  Toton* 
send  V.  Jeniison,  9  How.  407,  13  L.  ed.  194; 
Union  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Wyler,  158  U.  S.  286,  289, 
39  L.  ed.  983,  987,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  877. 
There  are,  however,  exceptions  to  this  rule; 
one  being  where  a  statutory  liability  is 
sought  to  be  enforced,  and  the  statute  pre^ 
scribes  the  period  of  limitation.  In  this 
case  the  general  rule,  adopting  the  statutes 
of   limitations   of   the   forum,   is   departed 


from,  and  the  limitation  prescribed  by  the 
act  fixing  the  liability  is  applicable.  In- 
deed, this  principle  was  recognized  by  the 
learned  judge  in  the  court  below  in  his  opin- 
ion, but  he  proceeded  upon  the  theory  that 
there  was  no  statute  of  the  state  of  Georgia 
fixing  the  limftation  in  actions  to  enforce 
stockholders'  liability.  This,  it  seems,  was 
a  mistake,  and  that  there  existed  such  a 
statute.  Ga.  Code  1882,  §  2916  (Code  1895, 
S  3766),  is  as  follows:  "All  suits  for  the 
enforcement  of  rights  accruing  to  individu- 
als under  statutes,  acts  of  incorporation,  ot 
by  operation  of  law,  shall  be  brought  within 
twenty  years  after  the  right  of  action  ac- 
crues." 

This  statute,  in  our  opinion,  governs  in 
this  case,  and  not  the  Maryland  statute. 
It  is  exceedingly  broad  in  'its  terms,  and  is 
expressly  made  applicable  to  suits  for  the 


the  acceptor  had  previously  been  obtained  in 
Prance.  Don  v.  Lippnumn,  6  Clark  &  F.  1,  5 
English  Ruling  Cases.  930. 

An  action  in  England  to  recover  a  debt 
contracted  in  India  is  governed  by  the  statute 
of  limitations  of  England,  and  the  bar  of  the 
Indian  statute  of  limitations  is  unavailable. 
Finch  V.  Finch.  46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  816,  86  L.  T. 
N.  8.  235. 

In  Haggles  v.  Keeler,  8  Johns.  263,  3  Am. 
Dec.  482,  it  is  held,  in  an  action  on  a  note  exe- 
cuted in  Connecticut  between  citizens  thereof, 
that  the  bar  of  the  Connecticut  statute  to  a 
demand  in  favor  of  the  defendant  against  the 
plaintifT  was  not  available,  whether  interposed 
against  the  demand  of  the  plaintifT  or  the  set- 
off of  the  defendant. 

An  action  in  Kansas  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
on  land  in  that  state  to  secure  notes  executed 
by  a  resident  of  Iowa,  and  payable  in  that 
state,  is  governed  by  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  the  latter  state,  where  the  mortgagor  had 
not  been  in  Kansas  the  length  of  time  required 
by  its  statutes  to  constitute  a  bar.  Crooker  v. 
Pearson,  41  Kan.  410,  21  Pac.  270. 

The  Louisiana  statute  of  limitations  appli- 
cable to  non-negotiable  instruments  will  be  ap- 
plied in  an  action  in  Louisiana  on  a  note  exe- 
cuted In  another  state,  where  It  is  not  negotia- 
ble in  Louisiana,  although  it  is  negotiable  in 
the  other  state.  Lacoste  v.  Benton,  3  La.  Ann. 
220. 

An  action  cannot  be  maintained  in  New  York 
on  an  attested  promissory  note  made  in  Massa- 
chusetts, where  it  would  be  barred  by  the  stat- 
ute of  the  former  state,  although  the  Massa- 
chusetts statutes  provide  that  the  statute  of 
limitations  shall  not  extend  to  any  attested 
note.  NicoUs  v.  Bodgers,  2  Paine,  487,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  10,260. 

In  Watson  v.  Brewster,  1  Pa.  St.  381,  which 
was  an  action  on  promissory  notes  with  scrawl 
seals,  executed  and  made  payable  in  New  York, 
it  was  held  that  the  statute  of  Pennsylvania, 
by  which  such  notes  were  regarded  as  special- 
ties on  which  the  statute  of  limitations  does 
not  run,  would  govern  instead  of  the  laws  of 
New  York  by  which  such  notes  are  regarded 
as  promissory  notes  and  as  such  bound  by  the 
statute  of  limitations. 

In  an  action  in  Virginia  on  a  note  executed 
In  Kentucky,  the  statute  of  limitation  of  the 
former  state  will  govern,  and  the  statute  ap- 
plicable to  Instruments  which  are  not  special- 
ties will  apply  If  the  note  is  not  a  specialty 
under  the  Virginia  laws,  although  it  is  held  to 
be  under  the  Kentudcy  statute.  Bank  of 
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United  States  t.  Donnally,  8  Pet.  861,  8  L.  ed. 
974. 

An  action  In  England  on  a  bond  executed  in 
India  is  governed  as  to  limitations  by  the  Shig- 
lish  law  fixing  a  longer  period  for  limitation  on 
bonds  than  on  instruments  which  are  not  spe- 
cialties, although  by  the  laws  of  limitation  of 
India,  which  make  no  difference  between  spe- 
cialty dSbts,  and  simple  contracts,  the  statute 
of  limitations  would  have  run.  Alliance  Bank 
V.  Carey,  29  Week.  Bep.  806,  44  J.  P.  785,  49 
L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  8.  781,  L.  It  6  C.  P.  Dlv.  429. 

The  statute  of  Georgia  providing  that  a  par- 
tial payment  on  a  note  to  stop  the  running  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  must  be  entered  on 
the  note  by  the  debtor  or  subscribed  by  him, 
or  by  someone  for  him,  governs  In  an  action 
in  that  state  on  a  note  executed  elsewhere. 
Obear  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  97  Qa.  687,  83  L.  B. 
A.  384.  25  S.  E.  335. 

In  Tllliard  v.  Hall,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  381, 
32  S.  W.  863,  which  was  an  action  in  Texas  to 
recover  a  balance  due  on  a  mortgage  on  real 
estate  in  Elngland.  it  is  held  that  the  Texas 
statute  of  limitations,  under  which  a  partial 
payment  will  not  stop  the  runnliig  of  the  stat- 
ute, would  govern ;  the  court  stating  that  the 
English  laws  as  to  foreclosure  of  mortgages  do 
not  affect  the  right  to  sue  on  the  maturity  of 
the  demand,  but  only  the  right  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage  security. 

A  party  must  rely  on  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  one  state  or  the  other,  and  cannot 
join  the  time  In  the  two  states  together. 
Petchell  V.  Hopkins,  19  Iowa,  531. 

The  provision  of  Vt.  Bev.  Laws,  |  970,  as  to 
absence  of  defendant  from,  and  want  of  prop- 
erty within,  the  state,  applies  to  the  absence 
from,  and  want  of  property  within,  Vermont, 
and  not  within  the  state  in  which  the  cause  of 
action  accrued.  Sisson  v.  Nlles,  64  Vt.  449,  24 
Atl.  992. 

2.     Ca*e»  in  which  the  doctrine  that  the  lato 
of  the  forum  governs,  questioned  or  denied. 

In  Le  Boy  v.  Crownlnshield.  2  Mason,  151, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,260.  it  was  held  that  the  bar 
of  the  state  of  New  York  to  an  action  on  a 
contract  entered  into  within  that  state  was  not 
available  In  an  action  thereon  In  Massachu- 
setts, Story,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion, 
stating  that  the  law  on  that  subject  had  been 
settled  by  authorities  which  the  court  was 
bound  to  respect,  but  that  if  the  question  were 
new  the  inclination  of  his  own  mind  would 
lead  him  to  hold  that  where  all  remedies  wer< 
barred  or  discharged  by  the  leai  loci  contractus, 
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«nfoi'ceinent  of  rights  accruing  to  indiyidu- 
als  under  statutes  and  acts  of  incorporation. 
This  statute  has  been  construed  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  state  of  Georgia,  and  by 
it  held  applicable  to  causes  of  action  arising 
ander  acts  of  incorporation  in  that  state. 
Oeorgia  Masonio  Ins.  Co,  ▼.  Davis,  63  6a. 
471.  This  case  turned  upon  the  question  of 
whether  the  liability  arising  under  the  act 
of  the  Georgia  legislature  incorporating  the 
Georgia  Masonic  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Oompany  was  subject  to  the  period  of  limi- 
tation prescribed  by  the  law  of  that  state 
applicable  to  simple  contracts,  or  by  the  act 
now  under  consideration,  and  the  court  de- 
cided that  the  liability  was  a  statutory  one, 
lasting  for  twenty  years,  and  that  this  act 
applied.  A  further  presentation  of  the  gen- 
eral doctrine  of  *  a  stockholder's  statutory 
liability  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 


of  Georgia  will  be  found  in  Banks  y.  Darden, 
18  Ga.  318,  341.  This  court  will  follow  the 
construction  given  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Georgia  to  a  statute  of  limita^ 
tions  of  that  state.  No  rule  is,  perhaps, 
more  thoroughly  established,  and  we  know 
of  no  reason  for  disregarding  it  in  the  pres- 
ent case.  Bauserman  y.  Blunt,  147  U.  S. 
G47,  37  L.  ed.  316,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  466 ^ 
Balkam  v.  Woodstock  Iron  Go.  154  U.  S. 
177,  188,  38  L.  ed.  953,  957,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1010. 

In  Balkam  y.  Woodstock  Iron  Co.  154  U. 
S.  187,  188,  38  L.  ed.  957,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1014,  Mr.  Justice  White,  speaking  for  the 
court,  said:  ''Ko  laws  of  the  several  states 
have  been  more  steadfastly  or  more  often 
recognized  by  this  court,  from  the  beginning, 
as  rules  of  decision  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States,  than  statutes  of  limitations 


and  have  operated  on  the  ease,  the  bar  might 
be  pleaded  by  the  debtor  In  a  forelgrn  tribunal 
Co  repel  any  lult  brought  to  enforce  the  debt; 
that  where  all  remedies  were  barred  by  the 
iem  looi  contraciua  there  was  a  virtual  extinc- 
tion of  the  "right"  In  that  place,  which  ought 
to  be  recognised  In  every  other  tribunal ;  but 
that.  If  the  prescription  of  the  lest  loci  con- 
iracius  was  longer  that  that  of  the  le^  fori, 
the  latter  might  be  pleaded  In  bar  of  a  foreign 
eontract  If  It  applied  to  such  contracts. 

In  Townsend  v.  Jemlson,  9  How.  407,  13  L. 
ed.  194,  the  court  considers  the  above  deci- 
sion, and  states  that  Judge  Story  afterward  re- 
eeded  from  such  position,  and  In  his  work  on 
the  Conflict  of  Laws  expressed  the  view,  from 
Ills  own  conviction  as  well  as  on  authority, 
that  the  Icm  fori  would  govern  In  such  case. 

In  Towns  v.  Bard  well,  1  Stew.  &  P.  (Ala.) 
86.  It  Is  said  that  If  the  statute  of  llmlUtlons 
tiad  run  against  the  note  In  suit  before  the 
defendant  had  left  the  state  In  which  It  was 
made,  the  court  would  be  strongly  inclined  to 
tMld  that  it  would  bar  a  recovery  In  Alabama. 

And  Goodman  v.  Monks,  8  Port.  (Ala.)  84, 
tiolds  that  the  maker  of  a  note  which  had  be- 
come barred  by  limitation  In  the  state  of  Its 
execution  before  the  maker's  removal  therefrom 
may  set  up  such  bar  In  another  state  to  which 
tts  removes,  although,  by  the  law  of  the  latter 
state,  limitation  has  not  yet  run.  This  case 
was,  however,  overruled  in  Jones  v.  Jones,  18 
Ala.  248,  as  being  In  opposition  to  every  well- 
considered  case  in  England  and  America,  and 
not  sustainable  on  principle. 

Gilpin  V.  Plummer.  2  Cranch,  C.  C.  64,  Fed. 
Cos.  No.  5,451.  on  action  in  the  United  States 
circuit  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  on  a 
bond  executed  in  Maryland  between  parties  re- 
aiding  in  that  state,  holds  that  the  bar  of  the 
Maryland  statute  of  limitations,  providing 
that  no  bond  shall  be  good  and  pleadable  after 
the  debt  or  thing  In  action  Is  above  twelve 
years  standing,  was  a  good  defense,  where  both 
parties  had  continued  to  reside  In  Maryland 
for  more  than  twelve  years  after  the  bond  was 
executed. 

And  Rathbone  t.  Coe,  6  Dak.  91,  50  N.  W. 
620,  holds  that  the  bar  of  limitations  of  the 
state  in  which  the  contract  was  mode,  is,  when 
complete,  available  in  another  state  to  which 
the  debtor  subsequently  removes. 

In  Dudley  v.  Kimball,  17  N.  H.  408.  the  court 
states  that  It  is  well  settled  that  "courts  do  not 
take  notice  of  any  foreign  statute  of  limita- 
tion unless  the  party  has  absolutely  lost  all 
right  of  action  in  the  foreign  court  by  having 
omitted,  during  the  period  prescribed  by  that 
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statute^  to  assert  his  right  there,  he  having  had 
full  opportunity  to  do  so.**  In  this  case  no 
foreign  statute  had  been  pleaded,  so  that  in 
reality  no  question  arose  as  to  the  force  of  such 
a  statute. 

In  Carpenter  v.  Wells,  21  Barb.  503,  it  Is 
stated  that  no  pretense  was  made  that  defend- 
ants could  avail  themselves  of  the  statute  of 
limitations  ot  Mapsachusetts  where  the  note  In 
suit  was  made;  but  the  court  admits  that  a 
very  serious  objection  to  the  doctrine  that  the 
lew  fori  does  not  apply  to  the  time  of  the  reme- 
dy Is  that  antiquated  demands  may  be  revived 
and  enforced  when  the  party  happens  to  be 
found  in  some  state  where  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations is  not  available;  but  the  consideration 
of  such  objection  is  held  to  belong  to  the  legis- 
lature, rather  than  to  the  courts. 

And  Wilcox  V.  Williams,  6  Nev.  206,  holds 
that  the  law  of  the  forum  always  governs  the 
remedy,  and  that  the  statute  of  limitations  ap- 
plies only  to  a  remedy,  and  not  to  a  right  or 
obligation,  the  court  stating  that  It  was  doubted 
at  one  time  whether  such  rule  would  apply 
when  the  statutory  bar  had  fully  run  against 
the  contract  where  made,  but  that  the  better 
opinion  now  is  that  such  fact  makes  no  differ- 
ence and  that  the  rule  Is  unchanged  except 
when  such  statute  by  its  terms  and  conditions 
extinguishes  and  modifies  the  claim  itself. 

Gibbons  v.  Ewell,  1  Handy  (Ohio)  661,  is  an 
apparent  exception  to  the  general  rule  that 
the  law  of  the  forum  will  govern  as  to  limita- 
tions, the  court  treating  the  case  throughout 
as  though  the  statute  ot  limitations  of  Mary- 
land, in  which  state  the  note  in  suit  was  made 
and  delivered,  governed,  but  as  there  was  a 
statute  in  Ohio  that  actions  on  contract  exe- 
cuted by  nonresidents,  when  barred  in  the  state 
or  country  where  made  would  be  barred  when 
sued  in  Ohio,  It  is  very  probable  that  the  court 
had  such  statute  in  mind  when  writing  the 
opinion. 

8.     Where  riffht  of  action  emtinguished,  as  wM 
as  the  remedy  affected. 

In  Le  Boy  v.  Crowlnshleld,  2  Mason,  161, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,269,  Story,  J.,  brings  out  the 
distinction  between  statutes  of  limitations 
which  purport  on  their  face  to  ex- 
tinguish all  right  of  action  on  contracts 
made  in  a  country  without  reference  to 
any  particular  court  In  which  the  ac- 
tion may  be  brought  and  statutes  which  merely 
prohibit  a  court  from  taking  oognlsanoe  of  on 
action  unless  within  a  limited  period  after  the 
right  has  accrued,  and  says  that  he  can  per- 
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<of  actions,  real  and  personal,  as  enacted  by 
the  legislature  of  a  state,  and  as  construed 
4>7  its  highest  court." 

And  in  support  of  this  position  the  mx" 
4>roken  decisions  of  the  supreme  court,  com- 
mencing as  early  as  4  Cranch,  and  running 
<lown  to  the  time  of  its  delivery,  were  cited 
by  the  learned  justice.  In  FUish  v.  Conn, 
109  U.  S.  371,  381,  27  L.  ed.  966,  970,  3  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  263,  on  an  appeal  from  the  circuit 
«ourt  of  the  United  States  for  the  district 
of  Florida,  it  uras  held  that  the  decision  of 
the  New  Yoric  court  of  appeals,  holding  a 
-certain  statutory  stockholaer's  liability  not 
to  be  a  penalty,  but  in  the  nature  of  a  con- 
tract, and  therefore  not  barred  ht  the  three 
years'  limitation,  as  in  the  case  of  a  penalty, 
but  by  the  six  years'  limitation  prescribed  as 
to  contracts,  was  bindingin  all  jurisdictions. 
The  court  (Mr.  Justice  Woods)  says:     "We 


think  this  is  a  case  where  the  construction 
of  the  state  court  is  entitled  to  great,  if  not 
conclusive,  weight  with  us.  It  is  the  settled 
construction  of  a  law  of  the  state,  upon 
which  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  a  large 
number  of  its  citizens  must  depend.  If  the 
liability  of  a  stockholder  under  §  10 
arises  upon  contract,  the  six  years'  limita- 
tion applies  to  it;  if  the  liability  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  penalty,  the  three  years'  limita- 
tion applies.  It  is  clear  that  confusion  and 
uncertainty  would  result  should  the  state 
and  Federal  courts  place  different  construe* 
tions  on  the  section.  Such  a  result  ought, 
if  possible,  to  be  avoided.  ...  If  this 
were  a  case  arising  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
we  should,  therefore,  follow  the  construction 
put  upon  the  statute  by  the  courts  of  thaK 
state.  The  circumstance  that  the  case 
comes  here  from  the  state  of  Florida  should 


«elve  no  reason  why  the  right  to  use  the  de- 
fense that  all  right  of  action  has  been  extln- 
tmlshed  in  tbe  state  In  which  the  parties  re- 
side, given  by  its  laws,  should  not  go  with  the 
•debtor  Into  any  other  country. 

In  Crocker  v.  Arey,  8  R.  I.  178,  it  Is  held 
that  the  statute  of  llmitatloDs  of  another  state 
In  which  the  note  in  suit  was  executed  would 
not  govern,  as  such  statute  did  not  extinguish 
the  right,  but  merely  affected  the  remedy. 

In  Scharff  v.  LIsso,  68  Miss.  213,  It  Is  held 
that  the  fact  that  ttw  statute  of  limitations 
4>f  the  state  in  which  the  cause  of  action  arose 
tias  run  In  defeodant*s  favor  Is  not  available 
to  him  unless  such  statute  of  limitations  bars 
the  right  as  well  as  the  remedy. 

In  Perkins  v.  Guy,  &5  Miss.  168,  80  Am. 
Bep.  510,  It  Is  held  that  the  lew  fori  will  govern 
as  to  limitations  In  an  action  on  contract  exe- 
cuted in  another  state  in  which  both  of  the 
parties  resided  until  the  cause  of  action  was 
iarred  therein,  unless  the  statute  of  such  state 
absolutely  extinguished  the  debt  Instead  of 
merely  affecting  the  remedy.  The  statement  Is 
made,  however,  that  It  might  perhaps  be  worthy 
<^l  the  serious  consideration  of  tbe  legislature, 
whether  It  would  not  be  wise  to  alter  the  gen- 
eral rule  that  the  lew  fori  prevails  where  both 
parties  resided  In  another  state  whose  statute 
tiad  barred  the  remedy. 

Jn  Lincoln  v.  Battelle,  6  Wend.  475,  It  Is 
lield  that  a  law  of  a  foreign  country,  requiring 
-eredltors  to  present  their  demands  by  a  cer- 
tain day  or  be  precluded  thereafter  from  as- 
serting the  same,  even  though  Its  effect  was  to 
-extinguish  the  debt,  was  a  mere  statute  of  limi- 
tations, and  would  not  govern  In  an  action  in 
New  York. 

And  In  Gans  v.  Frank,  36  Barb.  320.  It  Is 
lield  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, In  which  state  the  goods  were  sold  for 
which  suit  was  brought,  was  not  available  as 
a  bar,  as  the  Pennsylvsnla  statute  only  pro- 
lidblts  the  bringing  of  an  action  after  the  time 
limited  In  such  state,  tbe  court  saying  that  if 
tbe  provisions  of  the  law  rendered  the  contract 
Told  or  terminated  It  In  any  way  a  different 
rule  might  be  applicable. 

Haws  V.  Cragle,  40  N.  C.  (4  Jones.  L.)  804, 
liolds  that  the  presumption  of  payment,  arising 
from  the  lapse  of  time,  of  a  bond  executed  In 
another  state.  Is  that  allowed  by  the  lew  fori, 
as  It  affects  the  remedy  Instead  of  the  rights 
and  merits  of  the  action.  The  court  stated 
In  this  case  that  there  was  a  marked  difference 
tetween  the  effect  of  a  statute  which  merely 
tMirs  a  remedy  snd  one  which  gives  a  right,  and 
that  It  may  be  the  duty  of  every  state,  on  the 
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principle  of  comity,  to  protect  a  right  or  title, 
no  matter  how  acquired,  under  the  laws  of  an- 
other state. 

In  Taberrer  v.  Brentnall.  18  N.  J.  L.  262,  an 
action  on  a  note  executed  In  EIngland,  which 
country  the  defendant  left  before  an  action 
thereon  was  barred  by  Its  laws.  It  Is  stated  that 
the  statute  of  limitations  of  England  affects 
the  remedy  and  does  not  Interfere  with  the  ob- 
ligation of  the  contract,  and  that  the  lew  fori 
will  therefore  govern  the  case. 

An  action  In  England  for  services  as  attor- 
ney and  solicitor  In  India,  where  both  parties 
resided  at  the  time,  may  be  maintained,  al- 
though the  statute  of  limitations  has  run  In 
India  where  defendant  continues  to  reside,  the 
plaintiff  having  left  that  country  before  the 
bar  was  complete.  Williams  v.  Jones,  18  East, 
430.  The  court,  however,  stated  that  If  there 
bdd  been  an  extinguishment  of  the  right  It- 
self, Instead  of  a  mere  extinction  of  the  remedy, 
the  decision  might  have  been  different. 

A  Judgment  for  defendant  In  the  Isle  of  Man, 
In  an  action  for  services  as  attorney  rendered 
In  a  suit  In  that  Island,  on  the  ground  that 
under  tbe  statute  of  limitations  for  three  years 
of  such  Island  the  cause  of  action  was 
barred,  does  not  bar  a  subsequent  action  In 
England  to  recover  for  the  same  services 
brought  within  the  period  limited  by  the  laws 
of  that  country  for  maintaining  such  an  action. 
In  this  case  the  court  states  that  the  law  of 
the  Isle  of  Man  extinguished  the  right  as  well 
as  the  remedy,  and  had  such  been  the  issue  de 
termlned  by  the  Manx  court  the  defense  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  would  have  been  a  good 
one.  Harris  v.  Qulne,  L.  B.  4  Q.  B.  653,  88  L 
J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  881. 

Sawyer  v.  Macaulay,  18  S.  C.  543,  holds  that 
the  bar  of  the  statute  of  the  state  In  which  the 
notes  in  suit  were  executed  was  not  available 
In  an  action  In  South  Carolina,  the  court  say 
Ing  that  If  the  statute  paid  or  destroyed  thS 
debt,  then,  when  once  barred  In  any  state,  It 
would  be  gone  forever  and  In  all  places,  but 
that  It  does  not  destroy  the  debt  but  only  sus 
pends  the  remedy. 

Hays  V.  Cage,  2  Tex.  601,  holds  that.  In  the 
absence  of  a  statutory  provision  in  regard 
tbereto,  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum 
will  govern,  unless  In  those  cases  where  tbe  laws 
of  limitation  of  the  foreign  country  not  only 
extinguish  the  right  of  action  but  the  claim  of 
title  Itself  ip90  facto,  and  declare  It  a  nullity 
after  the  lapse  of  the  prescribed  period. 

In  Carson  v.  Hunter,  46  Mo.  467,  2  Am.  Rep. 
520,  an  action  on  a  note  executed  In  Arkansas, 
It  was  held  that  the  lew  fori  would  govern  as 
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not  leave  the  statute  open  to  a  different  con- 
struction. It  would  be  an  anomaly  for  this 
court  to  put  one  interpretation  on  the  stat<* 
ute  in  a  case  arising  in  New  York,  and  a 
different  interpretation  in  a  case  arising  in 
Florida.  Our  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that 
this  action  was  not  brought  to  enforce  a  lia- 
bility in  the  nature  of  a  penalty/' 

The  rule  recognizing  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations of  the  state  passing  the  act  under 
which  the  liability  sought  to  be  enforced 
arises,  in  cases  of  statutory  liability,  where 
there  is  a  period  of  limitation  prescribed, 
has  been  frequently  followed  by  tne  Federal 
and  state  courts.  Flash  v.  Conn,  109  U.  8. 
371,  381,  27  L.  ed.  966,  970,  3  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
263;  The  Harrisburg,  119  U.  S.  199,  214, 
sub  nom.  The  Harrisburg  ▼.  RickardSf  30  L. 
ed.  358,  362,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  140;  Fourth 
Nat,  Bank  v.  Francklyn,  120  U.  S.  766,  30 


L.  ed.  829,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  757;  Boyd  ▼. 
Clark,  8  Fed.  Rep.  49;  Andrews  ▼.  Bacon, 
38  Fed.  Rep.  777 ;  Munos  v.  Southern  P.  Co. 
2  U.  S.  App.  222,  61  Fed.  Rep.  188,  2  C.  C. 
A.  163;  Theroux  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co,  27 
U.  S.  App.  608,  64  Fed.  Rep.  84.  12  C.  C.  A. 
62 ;  Eastwood  v.  Kennedy,  44  Md.  563 ;  Pitts- 
burg, C,  d  St,  L.  R.  Co,  V.  Hine,  25  Ohio  St 
02U;  O'Shields  v.  Georgia  P.  R.  Co.  83  Ga. 
621,  6  L.  R.  A.  162,  10  S.  E.  268.  The  rea- 
son upon  which  this  line  of  decisions  is 
based  is  that  in  the  enforcement  of  a  liabil- 
ity not  existing  at  common  law,  and  arising 
by  virtue  of  a  statute,  the  right,  as  well  a.^ 
the  mere  remedy,  is  involved,  and  that  to  the- 
statute  in  question  alone,  as  construed  by 
the  courts  of  the  state  of  its  passage,  can  re- 
sort be  had,  either  in  the  matter  of  the  as- 
certainment of  rights  arising  thereunder,  or 
remedies  provided  thereby.     The  statute  it- 


to  limitations  unless  the  statute  of  the  state 
where  the  note  was  made  expressly  discharged 
the  debt  Instead  of  going  to  the  remedy  merely, 
and  tha;t  the  fact  that  the  term  fixed  by  the 
Arkansas  statute  had  expired  before  the  defend- 
ant left  that  state  would  not  prevent  the  ap- 
plication of  a  longer  statute  of  Missouri  where 
the  Arkansas  statute  affected  the  remedy  only. 

Sterling  v.  Hunt,  10  Mo.  App.  596,  holds 
that  the  Louisiana  prescription  does  not  ex^ 
tingulsh  the  debt,  and  that  suit  on  a  note  exe- 
cuted In  Louisiana  may  be  brought  against  the 
maker  In  Missouri  at  any  time  within  the  limi- 
tation fixed  by  the  statute  of  the  latter  state. 

In  McMerty  v.  Morrison,  62  Mo.  140,  It  Is 
held  that  the  Louisiana  statute  prescribing  an 
action  on  a  note  In  flv«  years  was  not  available 
In  Missouri,  In  which  state  the  period  of  limi- 
tation was  ten  years,  the  court  holding  thnc  the 
Louisiana  statutes,  providing  that  obligations 
are  extinguished  by  prescription,  that  prescrip- 
tion Is  a  manner  of  acquiring  property  or  dis- 
charging debts  by  effect  of  time,  and  that  the 
prescription  which  operates  a  release  from 
debts  discharges  the  debtor  by  the  mere  silence 
of  the  creditors  during  the  time  fixed  by  law 
from  all  actions  which  may  be  brought  against 
him,  do  not,  as  Interpreted  by  the  l^uisiana 
courts,  operate  as  a  complete  extinsruishment 
of  the  debt,  but  are  to  be  regarded  as  mere 
statutes  of  limitation. 

.  And  Lyman  v.  Campbell,  34  Mo.  App.  213, 
holds  that  an  answer  setting  up  the  Kentucky 
statute  of  limitations  as  a  bar  to  a  suit  in 
Missouri  on  a  note  executed  in  Kentucky  where 
the  maker  resided,  was  Insufficient  to  make  the 
bar  of  the  statute  available,  where  It  alleged 
that  by  the  laws  of  Kentucky  the  maker  was 
fully  discharged  from  liability  by  the  running 
of  the  period  of  five  years  under  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  that  state,  th«  court  holding  that 
an  allegation  that  the  Kentucky  statute  oper- 
ated to  extinguish  the  debt  Itself,  and  not 
merely  to  bar  the  remedy,  was  necessary. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  Wisconsin,  by 
which,  as  Interpreted  by  Its  courts,  the  debt  Is 
extinguished.  Is  a  bar  to  an  action  In  another 
state  on  a  note  executed  In  Wisconsin,  and  the 
collection  of  a  Judgment  rendered  in  such  other 
state  will  be  enjoined  In  Wisconsin  on  the 
ground  that  the  debt  or  claim  had  been  cut  off 
and  destroyed  before  the  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered, and  that  the  courts  of  the  other  state 
must  have  so  held  If  the  question  had  been 
there  presented.     Brown  v.  Parker,  28  Wis.  21. 

The  French  statute  providing  that  all  ac- 
tions on  notes  prescribe  themselves  by  five 
years  from  the  day  of  protest  If  there  has  been 
48L.R.  A. 


no  Judgment,  or  if  the  debt  has  not  been  ac- 
knowledged by  any  separate  act,  but  thst  the 
pretended  debtors  shall  be  held.  If  required,  to- 
afflrm  on  oath  that  they  no  longer  owe  the 
money,  extinguishes  the  remedy  only,  and  not 
the  right  or  contract,  and  the  bar  of  the  French 
statutes  to  notes  executed  In  France  between 
subjects  thereof  Is  not  available  In  an  action 
In  England.  Huber  v.  Stelner,  2  Scott,  304,  2: 
Blng.  N.  C.  202,  1  Hodges,  206. 

The  act  of  the  Provincial  Parliament  of  Low- 
er Canada,  passed  in  1703,  providing  that  al^ 
notes  on  which  no  suit  Is  brought  within  fire 
years  after  their  maturity  shall  be  taken  and 
considered  to  be  *'pald  or  discharged  If  thp^ 
debtor  will  make  oath  If  required  that  such 
note  Is  paid  or  discharged,  is  a  mere  statute  of 
limitations  affecting  the  rMnedy,  and  Is  not 
available  In  a  suit  In  Vermont.  Cartler  t. 
Page,  8  Vt.  146. 

In  Seagrove  P.ldg.  &  L.  Asao.  v.  Stockton. 
148  Pa.  146,  23  Atl.  1063,  an  action  on  » 
bond  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  real  estate  Id 
New  Jersey,  It  Is  held  that  the  New  Jeraey  act 
of  March  23,  1881,  providing  that  In  all  cases 
where  a  bond  and  mortgage  are  given  for  the 
same  debt,  all  proceedings  to  collect  the  debt 
shall  be  first  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  in 
case  of  deficiency  all  suits  on  the  bond  shall  be 
commenced  within  six  months  from  the  sale  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  was  an  incident  of  the 
contract  affecting,  not  merely  the  remedy,  but 
the  rights  of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  and- 
that  no  action  could  be  maintained  on  the  bond 
in  Pennsylvania  after  the  Ispse  of  more  than 
six  months  from  the  foreclosure  sale. 

Hudson  V.  Bishop,  32  Fed.  Hep.  510,  holdi. 
SUiras.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion,  that  a  pnv 
vision  In  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  170,  i  306S. 
giving  a  right  of  action  on  a  guardian's  bond, 
that  no  action  shall  be  maintained  against  the 
surety  unless  suit  Is  commenced  within  four 
years  from  the  guardian's  discharge,  prevents 
an  action  against  the  surety  In  another  sute 
after  the  lapse  of  such  time,  as  such  condition 
Is  not  a  mere  matter  of  form,  but  a  substantial 
right  forming  part  of  the  surety's  contract. 
This  decision  was  sustained  on  rehearing  be- 
fore Brewer,  J.,  In  35  Fed.  Rep.  820,  on  sub- 
stantially the  same  grounds. 

b.    Judgments, 

1.     In  general. 

The  general  rule  In  an  action  on  a  Judgment 
of  another  state  Is  that  the  law  of  the  foram,. 
rather  than  that  of  the  place  where  the  Jodg* 
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self  prescribee  just  what  right  it  fives,  and 
it  can  likewise  provide  the  reineay  for  iU 
enforcement,  and  the  time  within  which  it 
shall  be  operative.  The  Harriaburg,  119  U. 
8.  199,  214,  8uh  nom.  The  Harriahurg  v. 
Richards,  30  L.  ed.  358,  362,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
140,  was  an  admiralty  proceeding  in  the 
United  States  district  court  for  the  state  of 
Pennsylvania,  in  which  the  liability  sought 
to  be  enforced  was  one  arising  under  the 
statutes  of  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  oc- 
casioned by  the  wrongful  death  of  the  libel- 
lant;  and  the  Supreme  Court,  speaking 
through  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite,  said: 
"The  statutes  create  a  new  legal  liability, 
with  the  right  to  a  suit  for  its  enforcement, 
provided  the  suit  is  brought  within  twelve 
months,  and  not  otherwise.  The  time  with- 
in which  the  suit  must  be  brought  operates 
as  a  limitation  of  the  liability  itself  as  cre- 


ated, and  not  of  the  remedy  alone.  It  is  a 
condition  attached  to  the  right  to  sue  at  all. 
No  one  will  pretend  that  the  suit  in  Pennsyl- 
vania or  the  indictment  in  Massachusetts 
could  be  maintained  if  brought  or  found  after 
the  expiration  of  the  year;  and  it  would 
seem  to  be  clear  that,  if  the  admiralty 
adopts  the  statute  as  a  rule  of  right  to  be 
administered  within  its  own  jurisdiction,  it 
must  take  the  right  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions which  have  been  made  part  of  its  exis- 
tence. It  matters  not  that  no  rights  of  in- 
nocent parties  have  attached  during  the  de- 
lay. Time  has  been  made  of  the  essence  of 
the  right,  and  the  right  is  lost  if  the  time  is 
disregarded.  The  liability  and  the  remedy 
are  created  by  the  same  statutes,  and  the 
limitations  of  the  remedy  are,  therefore,  to 
be  treated  as  limitations  of  the  right." 
The  Hairishurg  was  a  case  seeking  to  en- 


ment  was  rendered,  will  govern.  Fanton  v. 
MIddlebrook.  50  Conn.  44  ;  Rice  v.  Moore,  48 
Kan.  590.  16  L.  R.  A.  198.  30  Pac.  10;  McAr- 
fhur  V.  Goddln,  12  Bush,  274  ;  Taylor  v.  Joor, 
7  T^  Ann.  272 ;  Lucas's  Succession,  11  La  Ann. 
206  :  Walworth  v.  Routh,  14  La  Ann.  201 ;  Mil- 
ler T.  Brenham,  OS  N.  Y.  83,  Affirming  7  Hun, 
330;  Jones  ▼.  Hook.  2  Rand.  (Va.)  803,  14  Am. 
Dec.  783;  WaddJU  v.  Cabell,  21  D.  C.  697; 
F.^berts  v.  Dibble,  8  McLean,  86,  Fed.  Caa.  No. 
4.,'?07. 

Tn  Summerside  Bank  v.  Ramsey,  65  N.  J.  L. 
883,  26  Atl.  837,  It  Is  held  that  the  lew  fori 
will  govern  In  an  action  on  a  judgment  ren- 
dered In  Canada. 

The  limitation  of  an  action  on  a  Justice's 
Judgment  rendered  In  another  state  Is  deter- 
mined by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state 
In  which  the  action  Is  brought.  Mowry  v.  Cheea- 
man,  6  Gray,  516. 

Miller  V.  Smith,  16  Wend.  425,  which  Is  an 
action  on  a  domestic  Judgment  rendered  about 
thirty  years  before,  states  that  it  has  been  sol- 
emnly adjudged  In  several  states  and  repeated- 
ly decided  Ln  New  York,  that  foreign  statutes  of 
limitation  are  In  no  case  available  In  the  state 
where  salt  Is  brought,  the  statutes  of  such 
state  being  applicable  to  all  actions  prosecuted 
In  its  courts. 

Loveland  v.  Davidson,  3  Clark  (Pa.)  377, 
holds  In  an  action  on  a  Judgment  before  a  Jus- 
tice of  the  peace  of  the  state  of  New  York  that 
the  bar  of  the  latter  state  Is  not  available, 
as  the  lew  fori  must  govern. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum  Is 
available  to  a  resident  of  the  state,  although 
the  plalntlfFs  are  nonresidents,  and  the  Judg- 
ment sued  on  was  rendered  In  another  state. 
Bruce  v.  Luck,  4  6.  Greene,  148. 

In  Randolph  v.  King,  2  Bond,  104,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,560,  an  action  In  Ohio  on  a  New  York 
Judgment,  it  was  not  controverted  but  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum  applied,  and 
It  was  held  that  the  Ohio  statute  of  limitations 
as  to  specialties  would  apply  If  such  a  Judg- 
ment was  held  to  be  a  specialty  by  the  statutes 
and  decisions  of  the  highest  courts  of  that 
state. 

An  action  on  a  Judgment  of  another  state  Is 
within  the  Illinois  limitation  act  of  July  1, 1S72, 
f  15,  fixing  the  period  of  limitation  of  all  dvll 
actions  not  otherwise  provided  for,  barred  by 
the  lapse  of  five  years,  even  though  a  longer 
period  is  fixed  by  the  laws  of  the  other  state. 
Ambler  v.  Whipple,  189  III.  811.  28  N.  E.  841. 

An  action  cannot  be  maintained  in  Kansas 
on  a  Missouri  Judgment  more  than  five  years 
after  Its  rendition  If  the  defendant  was  present 
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In  Kansas  during  all  that  time.     Bauserman  v. 
Charlott,  40  Kan.  480,  26  Pac.  1051. 

The  law  of  another  state,  limiting  the  time 
within  which  payment  of  a  Judgment  may  be 
compelled,  cannot  be  set  up  In  Kentucky  by  a 
resident  of  such  other  state  who  removed  there- 
from Kentucky  before  the  Judgment  was  6th 
talned.  Cobb  ▼.  Thompsoai,  1  A.  K.  Marsh, 
507. 

Evans  v.  Cleary,  125  Pa.  204,  17  Atl.  440.  an 
action  on  a  Judgment  of  a  Justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  state  of  Illinois,  holds  that  no  statute  of 
Illinois  has  been  brought  to  its  attention  put- 
ting such  a  Judgment  on  the  same  footing  with 
ordinary  simple  contract  debts  as  to  the  stat- 
ute of  Uroltatlona,  and  In  the  absence  of  proof 
on  the  subject  the  law  of  Illinois  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  the  same  as  that  of  Pennsylvania. 
There  Is  nothing  in  the  case  to  Indicate  wheth- 
er the  point  was  raised  that  the  Illinois  stat- 
ute of  limitations  must  govern,  but  It  seems  to 
have  been  assumed  that  the  statute  of  that 
state  would  govern  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing whether  such  Judgment  would  be  treated 
for  the  purpose  of  limitation  aa  a  sln^ple  con- 
tract debt. 

An  Ohio  Judgment  cannot  be  revived  In 
Iowa,  If  barred  by  the  statutes  of  that  state, 
although  it  Is  not  barred  by  the  laws  of  Ohio. 
Meek  v.  Meek,  45  Iowa,  204. 

St.  Louis  Type  Foundry  Co.  v.  Jackson,  128 
Mo.  119,  30  S.  W.  521,  holds  that  an  action 
cannot  be  maintained  in  Missouri  on  a  Judg- 
ment obtained  In  Kansas  more  than  five  years 
after  its  rendition,  where  It  had  not  been  kept 
alive  by  the  issuance  of  execution,  under  2 
Kan.  Gen.  Stat.  1889,  chap.  80,  {  445,  providing 
that  If  execution  Is  not  sued  out  within  five 
years  from  the  date  of  any  Judgment,  It  shall 
become  dormant  and  cease  to  operate  as  a  lien 
on  the  Judgment  debtor's  estate,  as  such  stat- 
ute is  held  to  extinguish  the  right  Instead  of 
merely  affecting  the  remedy. 

A  state  has  full  power  to  fix  the  time  within 
which  a  suit  on  a  foreign  Judgment  must  be 
brought  within  the  state.  Bacon  v.  Howard, 
20  How.  22,  15  L.  ed.  811. 

A  state  may  pass  a  law  declaring  that  all 
Judgments  rendered  In  any  other  state  prior  to 
its  passage  shall  be  barred  unless  suit  Is  brought 
thereon  within  two  years,  and  in  such  case  an 
action  in  that  state  on  such  a  Judgment  more 
than  two  years  after  the  act  Is  passed  will  be 
barred,  although  the  suit  is  commenced  on  the 
very  day  that  the  Judgment  debtor  becomes  a 
citizen  of  such  state,  as  the  constitutional  pro* 
vision  that  full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given 
in  each   state  to  the  Judicial    proceedings   of 
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force  a  liability  arising  under  the  statute 
for  wrongful  death,  and  most  of  the  cases 
last  above  cited  are  of  the  same  character, 
though  not  all  of  them;  notably  Flash  v. 
Conn,  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Francklyn,  and 
Andrews  v.  Bacon, — the  latter  case  being  al- 
most a  counterpart  of  the  present  one.  But 
we  perceive  no  good  reason  why  the  same 
general  doctrine  applicable  to  cases  of  lia* 
bility  arising  under  a  statute  should  not  ap'* 
ply  to  cases  like  the  one  now  under  consider- 
ation, where  it  is  sought  to  impose  upon 
stockholders  in  a  corporation  a  personal  lia- 
bility. Such  a  liability  is  unknown  to  the 
common  law,  and  exists  only  by  virtue  of  the 
statute,  and  the  limitation  of  the  right  im- 
posed by  the  statute  controls  in  the  matter 
of  its  enforcement.  In  Pollard  v.  Bailey,  20 
Wall.  526,  627,  22  L.  ed.  378,  Mr.  Chief  Jus- 
tice Waite,  in  discussing  the  doctrine  of  the 


individual  liability  of  the  stockholders  in  a 
corporation  for  the  payment  of  its  debts, 
thus  states  it:  "Hie  individual  liability  of 
stockholders  m  a  corporation  for  the  pay- 
ment of  its  debts  is  always  a  creature  of 
statute.  At  common  law  it  does  not  exist. 
The  statute  which  creates  it  may  also  de- 
clare the  purposes  of  its  creation,  and  pro- 
vide for  the  manner  of  its  enforcement. 
.  .  .  The  liability  and  the  remedy  were 
created  by  the  same  statute.  This  being  so, 
the  remedy  provided  is  exclusive  of  all  oth- 
ers. A  general  liability  created  by  statute^ 
without  a  remedy,  may  be  enforced  by  an  ap- 
propriate common-law  action.  But,  where 
the  provision  for  the  liability  is  coupled  with 
a  provision  for  a  special  remedy,  Uiat  rem- 
edy, and  that  alone,  must  be  employed." 

And  in  the  more  recent  case  of  Fourth 
Nat,  Bank  v.  Franoklyn,  120  U.  S.  756,  30  L. 


every  other  state  and  the  leslslatlon  of  Con- 
gress thereof  do  not  prevent  a  state  from  pass- 
ing acts  of  limitations  to  bar  suits  on  Judg- 
ments rendered  In  another  state.  Bank  of  Ala- 
t>aroa  v.  Dalton,  9  How.  522,  13  L.  ed.  242. 

M'Elmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet.  312,  10  L.  ed. 
177,  holds  that  the  statute  of  limitations,  in  an 
action  on  a  Judgment  rendered  in  another  state, 
affects  the  remedy  only,  and  that  the  law  of 
the  forum  wdll  accordingly  govern,  as  the  con- 
stitutional provision  that  full  faith  and  credit 
-shall  be  given  in  each  state  to  the  Judicial  pro- 
ceedings of  every  other  state  was  intended  only 
to  give  them  conclusiveness  on  the  merits,  and 
not  fix  a  time  within  which  suit  must  be 
1>rought  thereon. 

Robinson  v.  Peyton,  4  Tex.  276,  holds  that 
the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum  will 
govern  in  an  action  on  a  Judgment,  and  that  a 
atatute  requiring  an  action  on  a  foreign  Judg- 
ment to  be  brought  within  a  shorter  period 
than  an  actlo>n  on  a  domestic  Judgment  is  not 
repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Con- 
-stitution  or  the  act  of  Congress  that  full  faith 
and  credit  shall  be  given  In  each  state  to  the 
Judicial  proceedings  of  every  other  state. 

Estes  V.  Kyle,  Meigs,  34,  holds  that  the  law 
-of  the  forum  governs  In  an  action  on  a  foreign 
Judgment,  the  court  stating  that  such  holding 
does  not  violate  the  provision  of  the  Federal 
Constitution,  art.  4,  that  full  faith  and  credit 
-shall  be  given  to  the  Judicial  proceedings  of 
-every  other  state,  and  the  act  of  Congress  pro- 
viding that  Judicial  proceedings  shall  have  such 
faith  and  credit  given  them  in  every  court  with- 
in the  United  States  as  they  have  In  the  courts 
•of  the  state  from  which  such  records  shall  be 
taken. 

Christmas  v.  Russell,  S  Wall.  290,  18  L.  ed. 
475,  holds  that  the  Mississippi  statute  providing 
that  no  action  shall  be  maintained  on  any  Judg- 
ment or  decree  of  any  court  without  the  state 
against  any  person  who,  at  the  commencement 
of  the  action  in  which  the  Judgment  is  ren- 
•dered  was  or  shall  be  a  resident  of  Mississippi 
in  any  case  wh«re  the  cause  of  such  action 
would  have  been  barred  by  limitation  therein 
tf  such  suit  had  been  brought  there,  is  void 
«s  an  unlawful  attempt  to  give  operation  to 
the  Mississippi  statute  of  limitations  in  all 
other  states  by  denying  the  efficacy  of  any 
Judgment  recovered  In  another  state  against 
a  citizen  of  Mississippi  on  a  cause  of  action 
harred  by  Its  statutes,  and  as  violating  the 
provision  of  the  Federal  Constitution  that  full 
faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  to  the  Judicial 
proceedings  of  every  other  state. 

Waterman  T.  ▲.  &  W.  Sprague  Mfg.  Co.  65 
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Conn.  554,  12  Atl.  240,  which  Vas  an  action  to 
foreclose  a  Judgment  lien  against  a  foreign  cor- 
poration which  had  never  resided  within  the 
state,  holds  that  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations in  the  state  where  It  was  Incorporated, 
and  where  the  cause  of  action  arose,  and  the 
parties  resided,  could  not  be  set  up  in  the  ac- 
tion in  Connecticut. 

2.  Where  right  of  action  extingulahed  as  well 
aa  the  remedy  affected. 

The  law  of  the  forum  governs  as  to  pre- 
scription In  an  action  to  enforce  In  Louisiana 
a  Judgment  of  Mississippi.  Ducker's  Succes- 
sion, 10  La.  Ann.  758,  Voorhles  and  Buchanan, 
JJ.,  dissented  on  the  ground  that  under  the 
Mississippi  statute  no  action  of  debt  shall  be 
Instituted  on  a  Judgment  after  the  expiration 
of  seven  years  from  Its  date,  and  that  ac- 
cordingly when  an  action  on  a  Mississippi  Judg- 
ment Is  barred  in  that  state  It  should  not  be 
enforced  in  Louisiana. 

Baker  v.  Stonebraker,  36  Mo.  338,  holds  that 
an  action  on  a  Maryland  Judgment  cannot  be 
maintained  In  Missouri  after  the  lapse  of 
twelve  years  from  Its  rendition,  although  the 
Judgment  defendant  removed  from  the  state 
soon  after  Judgment  was  recovered  under  the 
Maryland  statute  of  limitations,  providing  that 
no  Judgment  of  above  twelve  years*  standing 
shall  be  "good  and  pleadable  or  admitted  In 
evidence'*  except  in  favor  of  persons  under 
specified  disabilities  or  "beyond  the  sea"  un- 
der certain  disabilities  which  did  not  exist  In 
this  case,  the  court  holding  that  such  statute 
operated  upon  the  Judgment  and  declared  the 
debt  conclusively  barred,  paid,  and  extinguished 
after  the  lapse  of  twelve  years,  and  there  be> 
Ing  no  provision  that  the  absence  of  the  defend- 
ant would  prevent  the  running  of  the  statute. 

A  statute  providing  that  every  Judgment  of 
any  court  shall  be  "presumed  to  be  paid  and 
satisfied"  at  the  expiration  of  a  specified  time, 
whether  considered  as  a  statute  of  limitations 
or  not,  relates  to  the  remedy,  and  will  not  gov- 
ern In  an  action  brought  in  another  state. 
Hendricks  v.  Comstock,  12  Ind.  238,  74  Am. 
Dec.  205. 

c.     Decedents*  estates. 

McDonald  v.  Underbill,  10  Bush,  684,  holds 
that  the  laws  of  the  forum  will  govern  as  to 
limitations  in  determining  the  right  to  recover 
the  amount  of  a  note  from  the  estate  of  a  de> 
cedent. 

FItzslmmons  v.  Johnson,  90  Tenn.  436,  17  B. 
W.  100,  an  action  by  legatees  against  ezeca- 
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ed.  820,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  757,  Mr.  Justice 
•Gray,  in  referring  to  the  principles  aa  above 
«ettled,  said: 

"Pursuant  to  these  principles,  this  court 
liaa  repeatedly  held,  not  only  that  suits  eith- 
«r  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  the  circuit  court, 
by  creditors  of  a  corporation,  to  enforce  the 
liability  of  stockholders  under  a  state  stat- 
ute, are  governed  by  the  statute  of  limitap 
tions  of  Uie  state  {Terry  t.  Tubman,  92  U. 
8.  156,  23  L.  ed.  537;  Carrol  y.  Qreen,  92  U. 
S.  509,  23  L.  ed.  738;  Terry  v.  Anderson,  95 
U.  S.  628,  24  L.  ed.  365),  but  also  that  the 
question  whether  the  remedy  in  the  Federal 
courts  should  be  by  action  at  law  or  by  suit 
in  eauity  depends  upon  the  nature  of  the 
remedy  given  by  the  statutes  of  the  state 
{Mills  y.  Boott,  99  U.  S.  25,  25  L.  ed.  294; 
Terry  v.  Little,  101  U.  S.  216,  25  L.  ed.  864; 
Patterson  ▼.  Lynde,  106  U.  S.  519,  27  L.  ed. 


265,  1  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  432;  Flash  v.  Conn,  109 
U.  S.  371,  27  L.  ed.  966,  3  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
263).  See  also  Blair  ▼.  Oray,  104  U.  S.  769, 
26  L.  ed.  922;  Chase  v.  Curtis,  113  U.  S.  452, 
460,  28  L.  ed.  138,  5  8up.  Ct.  Rep.  554." 

Counsel  for  appellee  insists  that  the  Geor- 
gia act  of  limitation,  above  quoted,  does  not 
apply,  and  should  not  control,  in  this  case> 
because  it  is  not  a  part  of  the  act  of  incor- 
poration of  the  Brunswick  Bank  of  Georgia^ 
under  which  the  liability  sought  to  be  en- 
forced arises,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  this  act 
contains  no  specific  clause  of  limitation,  the 
general  acts  of  limitation  of  the  state  of 
Maryland,  and  not  those  of  Georgia,  apply. 
We  cannot  accede  to  this  proposition  in  this 
case.  While  there  is  force  in  the  conten- 
tion, and  in  some  cases  it  would  be  doubtless 
correct,  it  is  not,  in  our  opinion,  true  here. 
The  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  of 


tors  in  Tennessee  of  a  will  executed  by  a  citlsen 
•of  Ohio,  to  recover  their  legacies,  holds  that 
the  lew  fori  governs  as  to  the  time  within 
which  the  action  must  be  broaght,  inclading 
the  effect  of  the  statute  on  a  married  woman, 
«nd  the  right  to  recoyer  from  the  executors  of 
«  deceased  executor. 

In  Woodbrldge  v.  Austin,  2  Tyler  (Vt.)  364, 
4  Am.  Dec.  740,  an  action  in  which  defendant 
i>leaded  as  a  set-off  to  a  note  executed  in  Can- 
ada and  indorsed  to  him,  but  which  the  plain- 
tiffs claimed  was  barred  by  failure  to  make 
C>rofert  of  the  claim  on  settlement  of  the  mak- 
-er's  estate,  the  court  stated  its  opinion  that 
when  a  demand  is  barred  by  the  existing  laws 
•of  a  foreign  country  where  the  contract  was 
made,  it  cannot  be  revived  by  transferring  it  to 
an  Inhabitant  of  Vermont. 

That  a  cause  of  action  against  the  estate  of 
•a  deceased  citizen  of  one  state  is  barred  in 
that  state  does  not  give  a  right  to  interpose 
«uch  bar  in  an  action  in  another  state  against 
^property  therein,  so  as  to  authorise  the  courts 
of  the  former  state  to  enjoin  the  action. 
Thomdike  v.  Thomdike,  142  111.  460,  21  L.  B. 
A.  71,  82  N.  E.  610. 

But  Hoskins  v.  Sheddon,  70  Oa.  628.  holds 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Tennessee, 
ilxing  the  time  within  which  suit  must  be 
"brought  against  personal  representatives  of  a 
^decedent,  extinguished  the  right,  and  would 
govern  in  an  action  in  Georgia  to  collect  a  note 
<lven  in  Tennessee  out  of  the  assets  of  the  de- 
•oeased  administrator  of  the  maker,  who  was 
Appointed  and  resided  in  Tennessee. 

d.  Adverse  possession^ 

f*erso]ial  property* 

Brown  v.  Brown,  0  Ala.  508,  18  Ala.  208,  48 
Am.  Dec  62,  holds,  following  Goodman  v.  Munks, 
<  Port.  (Ala.)  84,  that  adverse  possession  of 
l>ersonaI  property  in  one  state  until  the  right 
of  recovery  was  barred  in  that  state  would 
prevent  a  recovery  in  snother  state  having  a 
longer  period  of  prescription,  into  which  the 
possessor  might  remove. 

Doyle  V.  Bouler,  7  Ala.  246,  as  digested  in 
Bri^ell's  (Ala.)  Digest,  vol.  2.  Limitation  of 
Actions,  t  6,  holds  that  If  personal  property  Is 
tield  adversely  in  one  state  for  the  period  pre- 
scribed by  the  laws  of  that  state,  beyond  which 
«n  action  for  Its  recovery  cannot  be  maintained, 
«nd  the  possessor  removes  with  such  property 
to  another  state,  effect  will  be  given  to  his 
possession  under  the  statute  of  the  former 
•Ute. 

One  who  remains  in  possession  of  a  slave 
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mortgaged  to  him  until  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions bars  a  recovery  In  the  state  of  his  resi- 
dence may  set  up  such  bar  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover from  him  In  another  state  to  which  he 
afterwards  removes.  Freeman  v.  Baldwin,  18 
Ala.  246. 

The  purchaser  In  good  faith  of  a  slave  taken 
by  fraud,  force,  or  felony  from  another  state, 
who  retains  possession  of  him  in  his  own  state 
until  the  statute  of  limitations  has  run  against 
the  right  to  take  him  away,  acquires  a  title 
which  may  be  relied  on  by  the  purchaser  In  a 
state  having  a  longer  period  of  limitation,  to 
which  the  original  owner  removes  him  after 
covertly  obtaining  possession  of  him.  Howell 
V.  Hair,  16  Ala.  104. 

The  South  Carolina  statute  of  limitations 
and  prescription  applies  In  a  suit  in  Louisiana, 
to  recover  a  sIstc,  held  in  possession  in  South 
Carolina  uuitll  a  valid  title  by  prescription  and 
possession  under  its  laws  is  obtained,  although 
the  original  owner  never  lived  In  South  Caro- 
lina, where  he  voluntarily  allowed  the  slave 
to  go  into  that  state.  Broh  v.  Jenkins,  0 
Mart.   (La.)   626,  13  Am.  Dec.  320. 

The  title  to  slaves  acquired  by  adverse  pos- 
session by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the 
possession  Is  held  will  not  be  disturbed  on  their 
removal  into  Louisiana.  Frierson  v.  Irwin,  5 
La.  Ann.  630. 

The  possession  of  a  slave  in  Virginia  until 
a  good  title  is  acquired  under  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  that  state  Is  available  in  a  suit 
to  recover  the  blave,  brought  in  Tennessee,  to 
which  state  the  slave  was  afterwards  removed. 
Shelby  v.  Guy,  11  Wheat.  861,  6  L.  ed.  496. 

Waters  v.  Barton,  1  Coldw.  460,  holds  that 
adverse  possession  of  a  slave  for  the  statutory 
period  In  Texas,  by  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  which  as  construed  by  the  Texas  courts  the 
title  vested  In  the  possessor,  was  a  bar  to  the 
recovery  of  the  slave  in  Tennessee,  even  though 
the  original  owner  did  not  at  any  time  reside 
in  Texas. 

Hamilton  ▼.  Cooper,  Walk.  (Miss.)  642,  12 
Am.  Dec.  688,  holds  that,  although  the  courts 
of  that  state  must  condne  themselves  to  the 
limitations  provided  by  its  statutes,  and  not 
regard  those  of  any  other  state,  yet,  where  the 
title  to  slaves  has  been  acquired  In  another 
state  by  possession  for  the  length  of  time  re- 
quired by  its  statute  of  limitations,  the  title 
thus  acquired  may  be  relied  on  as  a  bar  to  re- 
covery in  an  action  in  Mississippi. 

Fears  v.  Sykes,  86  Miss.  633,  holds  that,  al- 
though,  as  a  general  rule,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  another  state  cannot  be  relied  on  as  a 
defense,  yet,  where  title  to  a  slave  has  been  ao> 
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Georgia  sought  to  be  applied  was  not,  in  its 
broader  r-snse,  the  general  statute  of  limi- 
tation of  the  state,  as  distinguished  from  a 
statute  contained  in  the  particular  enact- 
ment; but  it  was  the  special  statute  of  limi- 
tations of  that  state,  applicable  to  statutory 
liabilities,  or  liabilities  arising  under  acts 
of  incorporation,  or  by  operation  of  law,  in 
existence  at  the  time  and  for  years  previous 
to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  incorporation  ol 
the  Brunswick  Bank,  and  therefore  must  be 
considered  as  forming  a  part  of,  as  read  into, 
the  act  incorporating  the  bank,  as  much  so 
as  if  it  had  been  formally  incorporated  there- 


in, and  the  stockholders  and  all  persons  deaU 
ing  with  this  bank  are  presumed  to  know  oi 
its  existence,  and  are  bound  by  its  terms. 

For  these  reasons  the  decree  of  the  Oir- 
ouit  Court  distniesing  the  hill  of  the  oom- 
plainant  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remand- 
ed,  with  instructions  to  said  court  to  rein- 
state the  same,  and  proceed  therein  to  a  flnat 
decree. 

Brawley,  District  Judge,  dissenta. 

Petition  for  certiorari  to  remove  ease  to- 
Supreme  Court  of  United  States  denied. 


quired  under  the  laws  of  another  state  by  rea- 
son of  possession  for  such  length  of  time  as 
renders  unimpeachable  In  that  state  the  title 
of  the  one  In  possession  such  title  may  be  re- 
lied on  In  an  action  In  Mississippi  to  recover 
possession  of  the  slave. 

In  Moseby  v.  Williams,  5  How.  (Miss.)  520, 
the  rule  was  recognized,  seemingly  without 
question,  that  five  years'  adverse  possession 
of  a  slave  In  Tennessee  would  give  title  which 
could  be  relied  on  In  Mississippi  by  a  creditor 
of  the  person  in  possession  as  against  the  orig- 
inal owner,  but  it  was  held  that  in  the  case 
in  suit  title  had  not  passed  because  the  posses- 
sion had  not  been  adverse. 

The  purchaser  In  good  faith  in  one  state,  of 
slaves  removed  from  another  state,  who  retains 
possession  in  the  state  of  his  purchase  until 
the  statute  of  limitations  of  that  state  bars 
a  recovery,  may  set  up  such  bar  in  another 
state  as  against  one  having  a  Hen  by  execu- 
tion in  such  other  state  from  which  the  slaves 
were  removed  to  the  former  state,  even 
though  the  execution  creditor  has  executions 
regularly  issued  from  term  to  term  until  the 
slaves  are  returned  Into  such  other  state. 
Newcombe  v.  Leavltt,  22  Ala.  631. 

The  purchaser  of  a  slave  from  one  who  has 
had 'possession  of  him  until  the  statute  of  llmi> 
tat  Ions  of  the  state  in  which  he  resides  Is  a 
bar  may  set  up  such  bar  In  the  courts  of  a 
state  to  which  he  removes  with  the  slave,  pro- 
vided the  limitation  act  of  the  former  state 
bars  the  title  or  claim  as  well  as  the  right  of 
action,  and  the  situation  of  the  parties  is  such 
that  the  statute  has  fully  and  actively  operated 
on  the  case.     Wynn  v.  Lee,  5  Ga.  217. 

In  Cargile  v.  Harrison,  0  B.  Mon.  618,  it  was 
said  that  the  court  would  not  be  understood 
as  deciding  that  If  the  possession  of  slaves 
be  held  in  another  state,  until  the  adverse  hold- 
ing grows  into  a  good  title  under  its  laws, 
thereby  devesting  the  claimant  of  all  rights, 
a  mere  change  of  possession  to  another  state 
where  a  longer  time  is  required  to  constitute 
a  bar,  will  revive  the  claimant's  right,  and  re- 
invest him  with  title.  The  question  was  not 
decided,  however,  as  the  statute  of  neither 
state  could  be  relied  on  as  a  bar. 

But  in  Crane  v.  Allen,  11  La.  Ann.  493,  the 
court,  while  assuming  that  property  In  slaves 
acquired  by  possession  under  the  Mississippi 
statute  would  l>e  protected  in  Louisiana,  al- 
though the  period  of  limitation  was  much  long- 
er, stated  that  the  point  was  at  least  doubtful, 
and  held  that  the  possession  in  this  case  had 
not  been  adverse  as  required  by  the  Mississippi 
statute. 

And  in  Mansell  v.  Israel.  8  Bibb,  510,  an  ac- 
tion in  Kentucky  by  a  resident  of  Maryland  to 
recover  slaves  from  one  who  obtained  posses- 
sion in  Maryland  and  removed  to  Kentucky,  no 
question  was  made  but  that  the  Kentucky  stat- 
ute of  llmitationa  would  govern,  the  decision 
being  that  It  was  not  available  to  the  defendant 
48  L.  R.  A. 


because  of  the  provision  therein  preventing  the 
limitation  from  running  against  a  person  with- 
out **the  country,"  which  is  held  to  mean  the- 
state. 

And  Stanley  v.  Rarl,  fi  Lltt.  (Ky.)  281,  l^ 
Am.  Dec.  66,  holds  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  Kentucky,  vesting  title  to  personal 
property  by  five  years'  adverse  possession,  and 
containing  no  saving  of  the  right  to  maintain 
an  action  because  the  thing  possessed  or  per- 
son possessing  Is  without  the  state,  govema 
in  an  action  in  Kentucky  to  recover  slaves  held 
In  adverse  possession  by  a  person  without  the 
state.  In  this  case  the  court  states  without 
qualification  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
the  forum  will  govern. 

And  in  Coleson  v.  Blanton,  3  Hayw.  (Tenn.) 
162,  which  is  an  action  in  trover  for  a  slave, 
the  court  says  that  though  the  plaintiff  be^ 
barred  by  the  act  of  limitations  In  one  state  he- 
may  recover  in  another  wliere  the  time  is  long- 
er and  has  not  yet  elapsed,  and  that,  as  the 
time  in  which  an  action  is  barred  by  the  act 
of  another  state  respects  the  remedy,  and  not 
the  right,  it  cannot  be  resorted  to  In  the  courta 
of  the  state  where  the  action  Is  brought,  as  It 
would  be  if  a  lapse  of  time  vested  In  the  pos> 
sessor  the  property  in  the  thing  sued  for. 

And  Blackburn  v.  Morton,  18  Ark.  384, 
holds,  in  an  action  to  recover  a  slave,  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  Arkansas  where  the 
action  is  brought  will  govern,  and  that  its  pro- 
vision, making  five  years'  peaceable  possession 
give  title  to  the  possessor,  will  apply,  although 
the  possession  was  without  the  state,  and  that 
the  parties,  by  subsequently  coming  within  the 
state,  and  one  of  them  applying  for  redress  to- 
its  courts,  thereby  submitted  to  all  its  laws  t<v 
the  same  extent  as  if  they  had  continuously 
been  citlsens  of  the  state. 

And  Richards  v.  Towles,  3  Hill,  L.  346.  holds 
that  the  possession  of  a  slave  In  Georgia  for 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  statutes  of  that 
state  for  maintaining  an  action  to  recover  pos- 
session was  not  avallal^le  in  South  Carolina  as 
against  an  execution  In  the  latter  state  to 
which  the  slave  was  subject  before  his  removal 
to,  and  possession  in,  Georgia. 

And  Gassaway  v.  Hopklna  1  Head.  SS3, 
holds  that  the  law  of  the  foram  wlil  govern 
as  to  the  time  for  bringing  an  action  to  recover 
a  slave  allotted  as  dower  to  a  widow  in  Ken- 
tucky, by  the  law  of  which  state  she  had  a  life- 
estate  in  the  slave,  and  who  was  sold  and  re- 
moved by  the  purchaser  into  Tennessee,  but 
that  thie  court  would  look  to  the  laws  of  Ken- 
tucky as  construed  by  its  courts  to  determine 
when  the  statute  of  limitations  began  to  run. 

And  Alexander  v.  Burnet,  5  Rich.  L.  189, 
holds  that  possession  of  a  slave  in  Alabama 
was  not  available  In  an  action  in  South  Caro- 
lina, because  the  defendant  did  not  show  that 
such  possession  would  give  title  to  the  slave- 
under  the  Alabama  statute,  no  evidence  as  to- 
such  statute  being  given  on  the  trial.  0'Neall» 
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J.,  dissented  on  the  ground  that  the  Alebama 
«tatnte  of  limitationa  to  which  he  had  liccena 
^ave  title  to  the  alare. 

And  Goodwin  t.  Morris,  9  Or.  9H2,  held 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum 
-would  govern,  and  that  In  consequeuce  one 
purchasing  a  horse  In  Oregon  from  one  who 
4iad  held  possession  In  that  state  for  the  period 
prescribed  by  the  Oregon  statute,  ?rlthin  which 
•an  action  to  recover  Its  possession  must  be  com- 
menced, was  justified  In  surrendering  posses- 
sion without  suit,  on  the  original  owner  claim- 
ing it  on  its  removal  to  Washington  territory, 
and  could  thereupon  recover  damages  In  Ore- 
gon for  breach  of  warranty  of  title,  the  court 
holding  that  under  the  Oregon  statute  no  title 
•eould  be  acquired  by  adverse  possession  for  the 
C>rescrlbed  period. 

The  period  of  prescription  of  one  state 
whlrti  has  partly  run  cannot  be  united  with  the 
period  In  another  state  in  which  suit  is 
brought,  unless  the  statute  of  the  former  state 
goes  directly  to  the  extinguishment  of  the  debt, 
•claim,  or  right,  instead  of  merely  professing  to 
bar  the  remedy.  Perry  v.  Lewis,  6  Fla.  555. 
This  was  an  action  In  trover  to  recover  value 
•of  a  slave. 
Ae«l  propertr* 

Possession  of  real  property  In  Jamaica, 
-whose  possessory  law  converts  a  possession  for 
-seven  years  under  a  deed  real  or  other  convey- 
ance Into  a  positive  absolute  title  against  all 
the  world,  gives  title  which  may  be  set  up  in 
bar  in  an  action  in  England,  although  the  one 
against  whom  iwssesslon  is  held  has  never 
been  in  Jamaica,  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
that  island  containing  no  exception  in  her  favor 
on  that  ground.  Beclcford  v.  Wade,  17  Vea  Jr. 
87. 

Pitt  y.  Dacre,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  Dlv.  296,  holds 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  England, 
where  the  suit  was  brought,  would  not  apply 
to  the  right  of  an  annuitant  to  recover  the 
annuity  charged  on  real  estate  In  Jamaica, 
where  there  Is  no  statute  of  limitations  appli- 
cable. 

Re  Peat,  L.  R.  7  Bq.  802,  holds  that,  in  an 
action  bL  England  to  set  aside  a  family  settle- 
ment of  real  property  situated  in  India  and  a 
division  of  the  rents  therefrom  on  the  ground 
of  a  mistake  as  to  the  proportionate  amounts 
the  parties  were  entitled  to,  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  India  would  govern,  and  that, 
the  bar  of  that  country  having  operated,  the 
action  could  not  be  maintained  In  England. 

But  Stlllman  v.  White  Bock  Mfg.  Co.  3 
Woodb.  &  M.  638,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,446,  an 
action  In  Rhode  Island  by  citizens  of  Connecti- 
cut to  enjoin  a  Rhode  Island  corporation  from 
diverting  water  in  Connecticut,  holds  that  the 
law  of  the  forum  will  govern  as  to  the  length 
of  time  required  to  obtain  title  by  adverse  pos- 
session. 

And  the  law  of  the  forum  governs  as  to  the 
time  when  aji  infant  attains  her  majority  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the  cause 
of  action  is  barred  by  limitation.  Burgett  v. 
WIDlford,  56  Ark.  187,  19  S.  W.  750.  This 
was  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  land. 

And  In  Hawkins  v.  Barney,  6  Pet.  457,  8 
'  L.  ed.  190,  the  claim  was  made  that  under  the 
treaty  between  Virginia  and  Kentucky  the  lat- 
ter state  had  agreed  that  the  limitation  act  of 
the  former  should  be  perpetual  and  nnrepeal- 
able  In  Kentucky,  and  the  claim  was  made  that 
the  statute  of  Virginia  should  apply  in  an  ac- 
tion in  Kentucky  to  recover  land,  but  the  court 
held  that  the  laws  limiting  the  time  of  bring- 
ing suit  constituted  a  part  of  the  lea  fori,  and 
that  Kentucky,  which  passed  a  statute  of  llmi- 1 
tations  of  Its  own,  had  not  bound  itself  by 
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such  treaty  to  forever  retain  the  laws  of  Vir- 
ginia on  that  subject 

The  right  to  redeem  land  from  a  mortgage 
or  absolute  deed  given  as  security  depends  up- 
on the  law  of  the  state  where  the  land  is 
situated,  and  where  the  law  of  such  state  pro- 
vides that  there  can  be  no  redemption  In  such 
state  after  the  right  to  recover  the  debt  Is 
barred,  there  can  be  no  redemption  therein 
after  the  right  to  recover  the  debt  Is  barred  In 
the  state  In  which  the  parties  reside  and  the 
contract  was  made,  although  by  the  laws  of 
that  state  an  action  to  redeem  could  be  main- 
tained. Allen  V.  Alien,  95  Cal.  184,  16  L.  R. 
A.  640.  80  Pac  218. 

e.  Usury, 

The  right  to  recover  In  Maryland  for  Illegal 
Interest  paid  In  the  District  of  Columbia  un- 
der a  contract  entered  into  therein  is  governed 
as  to  the  time  for  bringing  the  action  by  the 
act  of  Congress  applicable  to  such  District  giv- 
ing the  right  to  recover  and  prescribing  the 
time  for  bringing  the  action.  Eastwood  v. 
Kennedy,  44  Md.  563. 

The  provision  of  the  Louisiana  statute,  al- 
lowing forfeited  Interest  to  be  applied  in  re- 
duction of  the  principal  by  requiring  an  action 
to  recover  the  same  to  be  commenced  within  a 
year,  will  govern  in  an  action  in  Mississippi, 
and  prevent  the  application  of  the  illegal  in- 
terest on  the  principal  after  the  lapse  of  that 
time,  as  the  proviso  that  suits  shall  be  com- 
menced within  a  year  Is  a  condition  qualifying 
a  right  of  action,  and  not  a  mere  limitation  on 
the  remedy.  Walsh  v.  Mayer,  111  U.  8.  81, 
28  L.  ed.  338,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  260. 

f.  LiabUiiy  of  Mtockholders, 

An  action  In  New  York  to  enforce  the  liabil- 
ity of  a  stockholder  in  a  Kansas  corporation  is 
governed  by  the  lejB  fori  as  to  limitations,  as 
tbe  liability  is  contractual  and  transitory. 
Schlffer  v.  Columbia  College,  87  Fed.  Rep.,  166. 

In  Hutchlngs  v.  Lamson,  96  Fed.  Rep.' 720, 
37  C.  C.  A.  564,  it  Is  held  that  an  action  in 
Illinois  to  enforce  the  liability  of  stockholders 
of  a  Kansas  corporation  cannot  be  maintained 
after  the  time  when  the  action  has  been  barred 
by  tbe  Illinois  statute. 

And  an  action  In  the  Federal  court  to  en- 
force In  Massachusetts  the  liability  of  a  stock- 
holder In  a  New  Jersey  corporation  Is  governed 
by  the  New  Jersey  statute  of  limitations. 
Andrews  v.  Bacon,  38  Fed.  Rep.  777.  This 
case  was  criticised  in  Brunswick  Terminal  Co. 
V.  National  Bank,  88  Fed.  Rep.  607,  Dexter  v. 
Edmands,  S9  Fed.  Rep.  467. 

And  In  Olenn  v.  Liggett,  135  U.  S.  533,  84 
L.  ed.  264,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  867,  an  action  to 
enforce  In  Missouri  the  liability  of  stockhold- 
ers in  a  Virginia  corporation.  It  is  held  that 
the  laws  of  Virginia  fixing  the  liability  of 
stockholders,  rather  than  the  laws  of  Missouri, 
will  govern  In  determining  when  the  statute 
of  limitations  begins  to  run. 

In  Crofoot  v.  ThaUher,  19  Utah,  212,  57 
Pac.  171,  which  is  an  action  by  the  receiver  of 
a  Nebraska  corporation  on  a  note  given  for 
subscription  for  stock.  It  Is  conceded  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  fell  within  the  remedy, 
and  that  the  law  of  the  forum  governed  in  so 
far  as  the  remedy  was  concerned  as  applied  to 
an  existing  and  enforceable  cause  of  action; 
but  It  was  held  that  the  law  of  Nebraska  con- 
trolled as  to  the  time  when  the  statute  of 
limitations  began  to  run. 

And  In  Oreat  Western  Teleg.  Co.  y.  Purdy, 
162  U.  S.  329,  40  L.  ed.  986,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
810,  an  action  in  Iowa  to  recover  an  assess- 
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ment  against  a  stockholder  In  an  Illlnofs  cor- 
poration ordei*ed  paid  by  the  courts  of  that 
state,  It  was  held  that  the  provision  of  the 
Iowa  statute  that  the  cause  of  action  accroed 
when  the  contract  of  subscription  was  entered 
Into,  rather  than  the  provision  of  the  Illinois 
statutes  that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  at 
the  time  the  order  for  an  assessment  was  made, 
would  govern  In  determining  whether  the  stat- 
ate  of  limitations  had  run. 

The  time  within  which  an  action  may  be 
maintained  In  another  state  to  enforce  the 
statutory  liability  of  a  stockholder  of  a  Kansas 
corporation  Is  determined  by  the  law  of  the 
forum,  where  the  only  statute  of  limitation  of 
Kansas  Is  a  general  one  limiting  actions  on 
contracts  not  In  writing.  Dexter  v.  Edmands, 
80  Fed.  Rep.  467. 

In  Broadway  Nat.  Bank  r.  Baker  (Mass.) 
67  N.  E.  603,  which  Is  an  action  to  enforce  the 
statutory  liability  of  stockholders  of  a  Kan- 
sas corporation  against  persons  residing  in 
Massachusetts,  It  Is  held  that  under  the  Kan- 
sas statutes  of  limitations,  which  provide  that 
If  a  person  Is  out  of  the  state  when  the  cause 
of  action  against  him  accrues  the  period  lim- 
ited for  the  commencement  of  the  action  does 
not  begin  to  run  until  he  comes  within  the 
state,  which  had  been  construed  by  the  Kansas 
courts  to  apply  to  nonresidents,  the  cause  of 
action  was  not  barred,  as  the  statute  on  which 
the  right  to  hold  the  stockholder  liable  rested 
did  not  contain  any  requirement  that  the  right 
be  enforced  within  a  specified  time.  This  case 
^  seems  to  admit  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  the  state  which  created  the  liability,  rather 
than  that  of  the  forum,  would  govern. 

An  action  to  enforce  the  liability  of  a  stock- 
holder In  a  New  York  corporation  Imposed  by 
N.  Y.  Stat.  1848.  chap.  40.  i  24.  providing  that 
no  stockholder  shall  be  liable  unless  suit  for 
collection  of  the  debt  Is  brought  against  the 
corporation  within  a  year  after  the  debt  be- 
comes due,  cannot  be  maintained  In  Massachu- 
setts, where  suit  was  not  commenced  against 
the  corporation  within  the  time  so  fixed.  Hal- 
sey  V.  McLean,  12  Allen,  438,  90  Am.  Dec.  157. 

And  the  principal  case  of  Brunswick  Termi- 
nal Co.  V.  National  Bank  or  Baltimorb 
holds  that  an  action  In  Maryland  to  enforce  the 
statutory  liability  of  a  stockholder  in  a  Georgia 
corporation  is  governed  by  Cia.  Code  1882,  8 
2016,  providing  that  all  suits  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  rights  accruing  to  individuals  under 
statutes,  acts  of  incorporation,  or  by  operation 
of  the  law,  shall  be  brought  within  twenty 
years  after  the  right  of  action  accrues.  In 
this  case  the  court  holds  that  the  fact  that 
such  statute  is  not  a  part  of  the  act  of  incor- 
poration does  not  change  the  rule  that  statutes 
creating  a  liability,  which  require  suit  to  be 
brought  thereon  within  a  pnoclfled  time,  will 
govern  In  an  action  In  another  state,  as  It  Is 
a  special  atntute  applicable  to  statutory  liabili- 
ties, or  liabilities  arising  under  acts  of  in- 
corporation, and  must  therefore  be  considered 
as  forming  a  part  of  the  act  of  Incorporation. 

f.  Personal  infurie§. 

In  Hurley  r.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  87  Mo.  App. 
675,  the  general  rule  that  the  lew  fori  must 
govern  Is  held. 

In  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Wyler,  158  U.  8.  285, 
80  L.  ed.  083,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  877,  an  action 
In  Missouri  for  personal  Injuries  received  in 
Kansas,  the  question  was  raised  whether  the 
shorter  statute  of  limitation  In  Kansas  was 
not  applicable,  the  claim  being  made  that  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  took  It  out  of  the 
general  rule  that  the  lew  fori  governs  as  to 
limitations,  bnt  no  decision  on  the  point  was 
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made,  as  It  was  held  that  the  cause  of  actloa 
was  barred  by  the  Missouri  sutute  as  well. 

The  lew  fori  governs  In  an  action  for  persoi^ 
al  Injuries  founded  on  the  common  law.  John- 
ston ▼.  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  60  Fed.  Rep.  886. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum  gov- 
erns In  an  action  for  personal  Injuries  InfllcteA 
In  another  state,  where  the  right  of  action  ex- 
isted at  common  law  Instead  ot  by  the  statute 
of  the  state  In  which  the  Injury  occurred. 
Krogg  ▼.  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  77  Oa.  202. 

An  action  for  personal  injuries,  for  which 
a  right  exists  at  common  law,  received  in  one 
state  by  a  citizen  of  another,  who  soon  after 
returns  to  the  latter  state,  where  he  com- 
mences a  suit  before  the  right  of  action  Is 
barred  by  Its  laws,  can  be  maintained,  although 
It  would  be  barred  by  the  laws  of  the  state  In 
which  the  Injury  was  received,  as  the  lew  fori 
applies  to  such  a  case  as  fully  as  to  one  on  con- 
tract. Nonce  v.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  33  Fed. 
Rep.  420. 

In  Morgan  t.  Camden  &  A.  R.  Co.  18  W.  N. 
C.  128,  It  Is  held  that  the  New  Jersey  statute 
of  limitations,  requiring  all  actions  for  per- 
sonal Injuries  to  be  commenced  within  two 
years  after  the  cause  of  action  accrues  and  not 
afterwards.  Is  not  a  bar  to  an  action  in  Penn- 
sylvania for  personal  Injuries  received  in  New 
Jersey,  although  more  than  two  years  have 
elapsed,  as  the  general  rule  that  the  law  of 
the  forum  will  govern  as  to  limitations  applies 
to  actions  on  torts  as  well  as  In  other  cases. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum  gov- 
erns In  an  action  for  personal  Injuries  inflicted 
In  another  state,  where  the  statute  of  such 
other  state  which  confers  the  right  does  not 
limit  the  duration  of  such  right  to  a  prescribed 
time.  O'Shields  v.  Georgia  P.  R.  Co.  83  Qa. 
621,  6  L.  R.  A.  152.  10  S.  E.  268. 

An  action  In  Vermont  by  a  resident  of  that 
state  for  personal  Injuries  received  in  Canada 
is  not  barred  by  the  one  year's  statute  of  limi- 
tations therein,  even  If  such  statute  Is  one  of 
extinguishment  Instead  of  merely  barring  the 
remedy,  when,  before  the  expiration  of  the 
year,  the  plaintiff  returned  to  and  remained  In 
Vermont  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnston,  61 
Fed.  Rep.  738.  0  C.  C.  A.  687,  26  U.  8.  App. 
85.  25  L.  R.  A.  470. 

The  provision  of  the  New  Jersey  statute 
that  all  actions  accruing  for  Injury  to  persons 
from  neglect  of  any  railroad  company  shall  be 
commenced  within  two  years  after  the  cause  of 
action  accrues  is  an  ordinary  sUtute  of  limita- 
tions, and  does  not  undertake  to  deal  with  or 
extinguish  the  right  of  the  party  Injured ;  and 
the  lapse  of  more  than  two  years  after  a  cause 
of  action  for  Injuries  In  that  state  arises  does 
not  bar  an  action  to  recover  therefor  In  Penn- 
sylvania within  the  time  fixed  by  Its  laws. 
Dickerson  v.  Central  R.  Co.  7  Pa.  DIst.  R.  104. 

A  right  of  action  at  common  law  for  person- 
al Injuries  received  In  Kansas  by  a  resident  of 
Missouri,  who  immediately  returns  and  re- 
mains In  the  latter  state.  Is  not  affected  by 
the  Kansas  statute  of  limitations  requiring 
such  an  action  to  be  brought  within  two  years, 
notwithstanding  the  further  provision  that 
when  the  right  of  action  Is  barred  It  Is  not 
available  for  any  purpose,  and  such  provision 
extinguishes  the  liability,  as  the  person  Injured 
was  not  subject  to  the  operation  of  such  stat- 
ute after  his  removal  from  the  state.  Ptnnell 
V.  Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  33  Fed.  Rep.  427. 

In  Williams  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  12a 
Mo.  678,  27  S.  W.  387,  and  Morgan  r.  Metro- 
politan Street  R.  Co.  61  Mo.  App.  523,  It  Is 
held  that  an  action  may  be  brought  In  Missouri 
at  any  time  within  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  that  state  for  personal  Injuries  received  in 
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Kansas,  althongh  the  action  therefor  Is  barred 
in  that  state,  as  the  provision  of  Kan.  Comp. 
Laws  1879,  I  8546,  that  when  a  right  of  action 
Is  barred  by  the  provisions  of  any  statute  It 
■hall  be  unavailable  either  as  a  cause  of  action 
or  ground  of  defense,  and  |  8539,  providing 
that  civil  actions  for  injury  to  the  rights  of 
another,  not  arising  out  of  a  contract,  can  only 
be  brought  within  two  years  after  the  injury 
occurs  and  not  afterwards,  are  only  ordinary 
statutes  of  limitations  which  aifect  the  remedy 
only,  and  do  not  extinguish  the  right.  It  is 
further  held  in  Williams  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  B. 
Co.,  that,  even  if  such  statutes  were  construed 
as  extinguishing  the  right,  the  action  might 
■till  be  maintained,  as  it  did  not  appear  that 
either  oif  the  parties  were  residents  of  Kansas 
for  two  years  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued. 

h.  Death. 

Where  the  statute  of  a  state  in  which  one 
!■  negligently  lEllIed  gives  a  right  of  action  for 
killing  another  which  did  not  exist  at  common 
law,  and  limits  the  time  for  recovery  to  one 
year,  an  action  to  enforce  such  liability  cannot 
be  maintained  in  another  state  after  the  lapse 
of  a  year.  Selma  R.  &  D.  B.  Co.  t.  Lacey,  49 
Oa.  106. 

And  in  Dalley  r.  New  York.  O.  ft  W.  B.  Co. 
26  Misc.  fi39,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  485,  it  is  held  that 
the  provision  of  the  Pennsylvania  statute,  giv- 
tDff  a  right  of  action  for  negligently  causing  the 
death  of  another,  that  suit  therefor  must  be 
brought  within  one  year  after  the  death  and 
not  thereafter,  will  bar  an  action  in  New  York 
after  the  lapse  of  such  time,  as  the  period  of 
one  year  so  limited  for  bringing  the  action  re- 
lates to  and  qualifies  the  right  itself,  instead  of 
affecting  the  remedy. 

And  where  a  statute  of  the  province  of  On- 
tario gives  a  right  of  action  for  negligently 
causing  the  death  of  another,  and  provides  that 
the  action  must  be  commenced  within  a  speci- 
fied time,  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  in 
the  United  States  for  a  death  in  Ontario,  aft- 
er such  period  has  elapsed.  Boyd  v.  Clark,  8 
Fed.  Rep.  849. 

And  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  in  ad- 
miralty for  death  of  a  human  being  In  waters 
navigable  from  the  sea,  under  a  statute  of  the 
state  in  which  the  injury  was  Inflicted,  or  of 
the  state  where  the  vessel  belonged,  after  the 
time  fixed  by  such  statute  for  bringing  the  ac- 
tion therefor.  The  Harrlsburg,  119  U.  S.  199, 
9ub  nom.  The  Harrlsburg  v.  Bickards,  80  L. 
ed.  858,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  140. 

And  an  action  for  negligently  causing  the 
death  of  plaintiff's  hurtiand  In  Missouri,  by  the 
laws  of  which  the  widow  has  a  right  of  ac- 
tion for  six  months,  after  which  the  right  vests 
in  the  minor  children,  cannot  be  maintained 
in  Kansas  after  the  lapse  of  six  months.  Ham- 
iltoin  V.  Hannibal  ft  St.  J.  B.  Co.  39  Kan.  66, 
18  Pac.  57. 

And  an  action  for  death  by  wrongful  act  In 
a  state  whose  statutes  create  a  right  of  action 
and  allow  three  years  within  which  to  bring 
the  suit  may  be  maintained  in  another  state 
after  the  lapse  of  time  allowed  in  that  state 
for  maintaining  similar  actions,  as  the  time 
given  by  the  former  statute  operates  as  a  limi- 
tation of  the  liability,  and  not  merely  of  the 
remedy.  Theroux  y.  Northern  P.  B.  Co.  27  U. 
B.  App.  508,  64  Fed.  Bep.  84.  12  C.  C.  A.  52. 

But  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the  forum 
governs.  In  an  action  for  wrongful  death,  the 
right  to  maintain  which  is  given  by  the  laws 
of  the  territory  in  which  the  Injury  occurs, 
where  no  other  limitation  than  the  general 
one  is  given  by  the  laws  of  such  territory. 
M  linos  V.  Southern  P.  Co.  2  U.  S.  App.  222, 
51  Fed.  Bep.  188,  2  C.  C.  A.  168. 
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1.  MUoellaneouB  easea. 

The  statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  Is 
which  an  action  for  wrongful  attachment  is 
brought,  rather  than  of  the  state  in  which  the 
attachment  is  issued  or  the  plaintiff  resides, 
will  govern.  Dougherty  ▼.  Cummings,  9  Ohio 
C.  C.  718. 

In' Hale  t.  Lawrence,  21  N.  J.  L.  714,  57 
Am.  Dec.  190,  an  action  for  destruction  of 
goods  by  defendant  while  mayor  of  New  York 
city,  the  question  at  issue  was  whether  a  for- 
eign creditor  was  entitled  to  the  provision  of 
the  New  Jersey  statute,  that  the  time  which 
the  defendant  was  not  a  resident  of  the  state 
should  not  be  computed  as  part  of  the  time 
limited  for  bringing  an  action,  where  the  cause 
of  action  arose  without  the  state,  and  the  de- 
fendant was  at  that  time  a  nonresident.  The 
court  held  that  the  fact  that  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  resided  in  the  same  state,  but  not 
that  in  which  the  suit  was  brought,  could  make 
no  difference  unless  the  court  was  to  regard 
the  statute  of  limitations  of  such  state,  which 
it  could  not  do. 

The  statute  of  limitations  is  the  Ikw  of  the 
forum,  and  operates  on  all  who  submit  them- 
selves to  its  Jurisdiction.  M*CIuny  v.  Silliman, 
3  Pet.  270,  7  L.  ed.  676.  This  was  an  action 
against  the  register  of  the  United  States  Land 
Office  for  refusal  to  enter  in  the  books  of  his 
oflice  an  application  for  certain  land  in  his  dis- 
trict. 

In  an  action  for  conversion,  by  an  agent,  of 
money  intrusted  to  him  for  the  particular  pur- 
pose of  loaning  the  same  on  real  estate,  the 
general  rule  that  the  law  of  the  forum  will 
govern  was  maintained.  Peebles  v.  Green,  6 
Lea,  475. 

In  an  action  in  the  supreme  court  of  India 
for  conversion  of  personal  property,  it  is  held 
that  the  English  statute  of  limitations  has 
been  adopted  in  India,  and  that  it  is  applicable 
in  an  action  between  Hindoos,  although  the 
Hindoo  statute  of  limitations  might  be  differ- 
ent, the  court  stating  that  it  is  almost  an 
axiom  of  Jurisprudence  that  the  law  of  pre- 
scription or  limitation  is  a  law  relating  to 
procedure,  having  reference  only  to  the  lea 
fori,  and  that  courts  respectively  proceed  ac- 
cording to  the  prescription  of  the  country  in 
which  they  exercise  their  Jurisdiction.  Buck- 
maboye  ▼.  Mottlchund,  8  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  4,  5 
Moore,  Indian  App.  284. 

A  stipulation  that  a  telegraph  company  will 
not  be  liable  on  claims  unless  presented  within 
sixty  days  will  not,  although  enforceable  in  the 
state  from  which  the  message  was  sent,  be  en- 
forced in  Texas  under  Tex.  Bev.  Stat.  1895, 
art.  8379,  providing  that  a  limitation  of  the 
right  to  sue,  however  fixed,  to  ninety  days, 
shall  be  void,  as  the  lew  fori  will  govern  as  to 
matters  of  limitation.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co, 
▼.  Lovely  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  52  S.  W.  568. 

IV.  Where  eiatutee  of  forum  provide  aa  to  ef- 
foot  of  liOir  of  other  etate. 

Alwi'hwinkwu 

The  defense  that  a  contract  sued  on  Is  barred 
in  Alabama,  if  barred  by  the  laws  of  another 
state  in  which  the  contract  was  made  and 
where  the  defendant  resided,  given  by  Ala. 
Code  1876,  {  8237,  is  not  available  if  the  con- 
tract  was  not  made  in  such  other  state.  Min- 
niece  v.  Jeter,  65  Ala.  222. 

Nor  where  the  contract  was  made  in  Ala- 
bama, although  the  party  resided  In  such  other 
state.     Wright  v.  Strauss,  78  Ala.  227. 
California. 

An  action  may  t>e  maintained  by  residents 
of  California  on  a  Judgment  obtained  In  anoth- 


640 


Unitsd  Btatbs  CxBcuiT  Ck>UBT  OF  Appbalb. 


Feb.. 


cr  state,  although  an  action  thereon  woald  be 
barred  In  that  state  under  Cal.  Code  CIt.  Proc. 
I  361,  which,  while  proYldlng  that  the  bar  of 
another  state  may  be  set  up  In  California, 
makes  an  exception  in  favor  of  residents  of 
that  state.  Stewart  v.  Spaulding,  72  Cal.  264, 
13  Pac.  061. 
Colorado. 

A  state  may  pass  an  act  that  an  action  on  a 
contract  made  in  another  state  shall  be  barred 
unless  the  action  Is  commenced  within  a  speci- 
fied time,  and  such  statute  will  control  as  to 
the  time  for  commencing  action.  Hawse  ▼. 
Burgmire,  4  Colo.  313. 
IlllmoU. 

A  cause  of  action  which  Is  barred  by  the 
laws  of  the  state  In  which  the  party  sought 
to  be  held  resides,  even  though  the  court  does 
not  approve  the  laws  of  such  other  state,  will 
be  held  to  be  barred  In  Illinois,  under  the 
Illinois  limitation  act  1872,  {  20,  providing 
that  where  a  cause  of  action  has  arisen  In  an- 
other state  by  the  laws  of  which  an  action 
cannot  be  maintained  thereon  from  lapse  of 
time,  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  In  Illi- 
nois. Great  Western  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Stubb8»  65 
111.  App.  210. 

In  Hyman  v.  McVeagh,  10  Legal  News,  157, 
cited  In  Story  v.  Thompson,  36  111.  App.  370, 
which  was  an  action  on  a  note  executed  be- 
tween parties  residing  in  another  state  and 
continuing  to  do  so  until  the  bar  of  limitations 
therein  was  established,  the  court  stated.  In 
construing  {  20,  that  the  words  "when  a  cause 
of  action  has  arisen"  should  be  "construed  as 
meaning  when  Jurisdiction  exists  in  the  courts 
of  a  state  to  adjudicate  between  the  parties 
upon  a  particular  cause  of  action,  if  properly 
invoked,  or,  in  other  words,  when  the  plain- 
tiff has  the  right  to  sue  the  defendant  In  the 
courts  of  the  state  upon  the  particular  cause 
of  action  without  regard  to  the  place  where  the 
cause  of  action  had  its  origin.'* 

And  such  section  is  held  In  Hyman  v.  Bayne, 
88  HI.  256,  to  apply  to  any  action  brought  aft- 
er its  passage,  where  neither  pnrty  resided  in 
Illinois  until  after  the  bar  was  established  In 
the  other  state. 

On  the  authority  of  the  two  preceding  cases 
it  was  held  in  Humphrey  v.  Cole,  14  111.  App. 
66,  that,  where  one  executes  a  note  In  Illinois, 
and  afterwards  removes  to  another  state,  a 
cause  of  action  on  the  note  will  be  barred  In 
Illinois  under  f  20,  of  the  statute  where  he 
might  have  been  sued  in  such  other  state,  and 
has  resided  there  such  a  length  of  time  that 
an  action  on  the  note  is  barred  therein. 

The  preceding  case  of  Humphrey  v.  Cole  was 
overruled  in  Story  v.  Thompson,  86  III.  App. 
^70,  on  the  ground  that  under  {  18  of  the  Illi- 
nois limitation  act  of  1872,  providing  that  If, 
after  the  cause  of  action  accrues  the  debtor 
departs  from,  and  resides  out  of  the  state,  the 
time  of  his  absence  Is  no  part  of  the  time 
limited  for  commencing  an  action,  the  fact 
that  an  action  would  be  barred  In  the  state  In 
which  the  det>tor  resided  when  the  debt  became 
due  does  not  operate  as  a  bar  In  Illinois  if  the 
creditor  resides  within  that  state,  although  un- 
der i  20  the  bar  would  operate  if  neither  party 
resided  In  Illinois  until  the  bar  in  the  other 
atate  was  established. 

And  Wooley  v.  Yamell,  46  III.  App.  112, 
"holds  that  under  SS  18  and  20,  where  one  exe- 
cutes a  note  in  Illinois,  and  then  removes  from 
the  state  before  an  action  will  be  barred,  he 
x:annot  set  up  the  lapse  of  the  statutory  time 
in  the  state  to  which  he  removes,  as  {  20  ap- 
plies only  to  causes  of  action  which  "arise"  in 
the  other  state. 

The  earlier  action  of  the  same  name  In  80 
111.  App.  505,  admitted  that  under  Hyman  y. 
48  L.  K.  A. 


Bayne,  83  III.  266,  supra,  and  Hyman  t.  Mc- 
Veagh. 10  Legal  News,  157,  tupra.  It  would 
seem  that  an  action  on  the  note  would  be  barred 
under  i  20;  but  the  point  In  that  case  was 
whether  an  action  could  be  maintained  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  securing  the  note. 

But  Osgood  V.  Artt,  11  Ulsa  160,  10  Fed. 
Rep.  365,  holds  that  an  action  on  a  note  exe- 
cuted in  Illinois  by  a  resident  thereof 
who  removes  after  its  maturity  to  an- 
other state,  where  he  remains  until 
the  cause  of  action  Is  fully  barred 
therein,  cannot,  under  |  18.  be  maintained  in 
Illinois,  as  the  provision  of  {  18.  that  the 
period  of  absence  from  the  state  after  the 
cause  of  action  accrues  Is  no  part  of  the  time 
limited,  does  not  apply  when  the  full  period  of 
limitation  has  elapsed  In  the  other  state. 

In  Collins  V.  Manville,  170  Hi.  614,  48  N.  B. 
914,  Affirming  68  111.  App.  594,  It  is  held  that 
under  |  20  an  action  might  be  maintained  in 
Illinois  on  a  note  executed  in  New  York  by  a 
citizen  of  that  state,  if  the  action  was  com- 
menced within  the  meaning  of  the  Illinois  stat- 
ute, before  the  cause  of  action  was'  barred  in 
New  York,  although  from  delay  in  serving  the 
summons  the  action  was  not  commenced  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  New  York  until  after  the  bar 
was  established. 

Although  an  action  on  a  note  secured  by 
mortgage  on  land  In  Illinois  executed  by  a  resi- 
dent of  that  state  may,  under  |  20.  be  barred 
in  Illinois  by  the  lapse  of  the  period  dxed  by 
the  statute  of  another  state  to  which  the  mort- 
gagor removed,  an  action  may  be  maintained 
in  Illinois  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage, 
as  no  right  to  maintain  a  foreclosure  suit  ex- 
isted In  such  other  state.  Wooley  ▼.  Yamell, 
39  111.  App.  605. 

In  Parks  v.  Cadwallader,  63  HI.  App.  236,  It 
is  held  that  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
in  Illinois  could  not  be  maintained  by  one  who 
subsequently  removed  from  the  state  under  { 
20,  on  the  ground  that  when  construed  with  { 
18  the  provision  of  f  20  did  not  apply,  as  the 
cause  of  action  did  not  "arise"  in  the  other 
state. 

In  BemIs  v.  Stanley,  08  III.  230,  It  Is  held 
that  under  the  Illinois  limitation  act  of  July  1. 
1872,  I  15,  an  action  on  a  Judgment  of  another 
state  must  be  commenced  within  five  years, 
unless  it  would  be  barred  In  a  shorter  time 
by  the  statute  of  such  other  state.  In  which  case, 
under  f  20,  no  action  can  be  maintained  In  Illi- 
nois, even  though  five  years  have  not  elapsed. 

Under  the  Illinois  statute  a  claim  against  a 
decedent  who  was  domiciled  In  another  state 
Is  barred   in  Illinois  if  barred  In   such  other 
state.     Wemse  v.  Hall,  101  Hi.  423. 
Indla.ii«. 

A  cause  of  action  which  is  fully  barred  by 
the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  party  resided, 
is  barred  in  Indiana  whether  he  re- 
sides In  the  latter  state  when  the  action  is 
brought  or  Is  still  a  nonresident,  under  the 
Indiana  statute  of  limitations.  2  Gavin  ft  H. 
161,  I  216.  providing  that  "when  a  cause  of 
action  has  been  fully  barred  by  the  laws  of  the 
place  where  the  defendant  resided  [or  has  re- 
sided], such  bar  shall  be  the  same  defense  here 
as  though  It  had  arisen  within  this  state." 
Van  Dom  v.  Bodley,  38  Ind.  402.  This  case 
was  followed  in  Harris  v.  Harris.  38  Ind.  423. 

And  an  action  on  a  note  executed  in  Indiana 
by  a  resident  of  that  state  who  subsequently 
removed  to  another  place,  by  the  laws  of  which 
the  action  was  barred,  was  held  in  Wright  v. 
Johnson,  42  Ind.  28,  to  be  barred  In  Indiana  by 
the  same  statute. 

It  is  stated  in  Mechanics*  Bidg.  Asso.  v. 
Whttacre,  92  Ind.  647,  that  the  section  was 
afterward  amended  by  adding  a  proviso  that 
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4t  should  apply  only  to  eauses  of  action  arli- 
4ng  without  the  state.  Wright  ▼/ Johnson,  42 
«nd.  29. 

An  action  cannot  be  maintained  in  Indiana 
tm.  an  administrator's  bond  executed  in  Mary- 
land under  the  Maryland  statute  of  limitations, 
limiting  suits  on  such  bonds  to  twelve  years 
-after  their  approval,  although  the  party  sought 
to  be  bound  left  the  state  of  Maryland  before 
the  twelve  years  had  elapsed,  as  the  Maryland 
statute  does  not  make  any  provision  suspend- 
ing the  ooeratlon  of  the  statutes  as  to  non- 
residents and  atMentees,  and  the  Indiana  stat* 
ute  of  1852  provides  that  where  the  cause  of 
•action  is  fully  barred  by  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  the  defendant  "resided,"  such  bar  shall 
t>e  the  same  defense  here  as  though  it  had  arisen 
within  the  state.  Maryland  ea  rel.  Partridge 
-r.  Todd,  1  Biss.  69,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,220. 

A  cause  of  action  fully  barred  In  the  state 
where  It  arose,  and  In  which  defendant  re>- 
«ided  before  the  latter  left  the  state,  is  barred 
in  Iowa,  although  defendant  had  previously  re- 
sided therein,  under  Iowa  Rev.  Btat.  {  2746, 
providing  that  when  a  cause  of  action  has  been 
fully  barred  by  the  laws  of  any  country  where 
the  defendant  has  previously  resided,  such  bar 
«hall  be  the  same  defense  here.  Lloyd  v.  Perry, 
■32  Iowa,  144. 

One  relying  on  such  section  must  show 
tnat  the  cause  of  action  Is  fully  barred  In 
-such  other  state,  and  cannot  unite  the  incom- 
plete period  in  the  former  state  with  that 
-elapsing  in  the  latter.  Sloan  y.  Waugh,  18 
Iowa,  224. 

One  leaving  another  state  before  the  lapse 
•of  time  required  by  its  laws  to  establish  a  bar 
•cannot  rely  on  such  provision.  Petchell  r.  Hop- 
Iclns,  19  Iowa,  681 ;  Sloan  v.  Waugh,  18  Iowa, 
^24. 

That  a  cause  of  action  on  notes  secured  by 
mortgage  is  barred  by  the  laws  of  a  state  in 
-which  the  makers  resided,  does  not  bar  a  fore- 
•dosure  action  in  Iowa  where  the  land  is  situ- 
ated, unless  the  right  to  foreclose  is  also  barred 
in  such  other  state,  under  such  provision.  Gil- 
tett  V.  Hin,  82  Iowa,  220. 

Such  provision  cannot  be  relied  on  If  the 
-cause  of  action  arose  in  Iowa,  unless  the  bar 
was  established  t>efore  the  passage  of  the 
Amendment  of  1870,  chap.  167,  making  such 
section  inapplicable  where  the  cause  of  action 
arose  within  the  state.  Ooodnow  v.  Stryker, 
<J2  Iowa,  221,  14  N.  W.  845,  17  N.  W.  506. 

This  case  was  followed  in  Bradley  v.  Cole, 
67  Iowa,  650,  25  N.  W.  840,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion between  nonresidents  to  recover  taxes 
paid.  In  which  the  court  held  that  the  bar  of 
the  statute  of  defendant's  residence  was  not 
available  in  Iowa  as  the  cause  of  action  arose 
therein. 

A  cause  of  action  arising  in  Iowa,  fully 
barred  by  the  laws  of  another  state  in  which 
defendant  resided,  was  barred  In  Iowa,  un- 
der Iowa  Rev.  {  2746,  and  such  bar  was  not 
removed  by  the  subsequent  Amendment  of  1870, 
-chap.  167,  making  such  section  Inapplicable 
where  the  cause  of  the  action  arose  in  the 
state.     Thompson  v.  Read,  41  Iowa,  48. 

A  cause  of  action  arising  In  Iowa  for  serv- 
ices rendered,  which  Is  barred  by  the  statutes 
•of  the  state  where  the  defendant  has  all  the 
time  resided.  Is  barred  In  Iowa,  under  Iowa 
Rev.  I  2746,  providing  that  when  a  cause  of 
action  has  been  fully  barred  by  the  laws  of  any 
-country  where  the  defendant  has  previously  re- 
sided such  bar  shall  be  available  in  Iowa.  Da- 
vis V.  Harper,  48  Iowa,  518. 

The  court  in  rendering  this  decision  appar- 
ently did  not  consider  the  Amendment  of  1870, 
48  L.  R.  A. 
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p.   167,   although   ths   cause  ol  action   woultf 
have  in  fact  been  barred  in  sudi  other  stats 
before  the  amendment  was  passed. 
Kansas. 

In  Swickard  v.  Bailey,  8  Kan.  507,  the  state- 
ment is  made  that  an  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained in  Kansas  on  a  claim  barred  by  the  laws 
of  another  state  wherein  It  arose,  but  that  this 
was  so  because  the  29th  section  of  the  Code  so 
provided. 

The  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Kansas 
statutes  of  limitations  may,  under  Kan.  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  f  22,  be  reduced  in  some' cases  by 
the  limitation  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the 
cause  of  action  arose,  but  there  Is  no  provision 
for  enlarging  their  limitation.  Hoggett  y.  Bm- 
erson,  8  Kan.  262. 
Kentaclcy. 

In  Templeton  v.  Sharp,  10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  499* 
9  S.  W.  507,  which  is  an  action  on  a  note  exe- 
cuted in  California  between  residents  of  that 
state,  it  was  held  that  because  the  defendant 
had  removed  to  Kentucky  before  the  maturity 
of  the  note  the  California  statute  of  llmltatlonj 
was  not  available  under  Ky.  Oen.  Stat.  chap. 
74.  art.  4,  {  19,  providing  that  where  a  cause 
of  action  at  law  arose  in  another  state  between 
residents  thereof,  or  t>etween  them  and  resi- 
dents of  another  state,  and  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  where  the  cause  of  action  accrued  an  ac- 
tion cannot  be  maintained  thereon  from  lapse 
of  time,  no  action  can  be  maintained  In  Ken- 
tuclKy. 

Such  section  does  not  apply  to  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion arising  In  another  state  between  a  resident 
of  it  and  Kentucky  sought  to  be  enforced  In 
Kentucky.  Labatt  v.  Smith,  83  Ky. 
509. 

This  case  overrules  Allen  y.  Hill,  78  Ky.  119, 
an  action  against  a  resident  of  Kentucky,  to 
the  extent  that  it  assumes  rather  than  decides 
that  under  such  section  the  Texas  statute 
would  be  applicable. 

First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Thomas  (Ky.)  8  8.  W. 
12,  holds  that  where  the  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage is  sought  in  Kentucky,  and  the  party 
sought  to  l>e  held  liable  pleads  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  Kentucky,  the  party  seeking  the 
foreclosure,  who  claims  that  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion accrued  in  another  state,  where  both  par- 
ties resided,  and  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  that  state  does  not  prevent  relief,  has 
the  burden  of  showing  such  facts.  No  refer- 
ence is  made  in  the  decision  to  f  19,  but  it  Is 
evident  that  the  court  had  such  statute  in 
mind  when  rendering  the  decision. 

In  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lowry, 
14  Ky.  L.  Rep.  600,  20  S.  W.  607,  the  court, 
after  quoting  {  19,  holds  that  if  the  action  on 
a  life  Insurance  policy  in  suit  issued  by  a  Wis- 
consin corporation  to  a  resident  of  Alabama  was 
not  barred  by  the  Alabama  statute  of  limita- 
tions, there  was  no  statute  barring  it  in  Ken- 
tucky, even  though  there  existed  a  statutory 
bar  In  Wisconsin. 

And  in  John  Sh  1111  to  Co.  v.  Richardson,  19 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1020,  42  S.  W.  847,  it  is  held  that 
under  such  section  the  Kentucky  statute  of 
limitation  was  no  bar  to  an  action  accruing  In 
Ohio  between  residents  thereof,  where  the  de- 
fendant soon  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued 
removed  to  New  York  state,  so  that  under  the 
laws  of  Olilo  the  claim  was  not  barred. 

In  the  preceding  cases  the  court  seems  to 
have  extended  the  provision  of  this  section  so 
as  to  make  the  statute  of  limitations  of  the 
state  in  which  the  cause  of  action  arose  appli- 
cable as  well  to  those  cases  where  the  bar  of 
such  state  had  not  run,  as  to  those  in  which 
it  bad. 

The  provision  of  Ky.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  71, 
art.  4,  f  18,  that  no  action  can  be  maintained 
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In  Kentucky  on  a  Judgment  barred  by  the  lawa 
of  the  state  where  It  was  rendered,  does  not  pre- 
Tent  the  statute  of  Kentucky  from  being  a  de- 
fense in  an  action  therein,  where  the  bar  was 
not  complete  in  the  state  where  the  judgment 
was  rendered.  McArthur  v.  Ooddin,  12  Bush, 
274. 
liOnlalana. 

Under  the  Louisiana  statute  of  March  15, 
1886,  p.  224,  providing  that  whenever  any  Judg- 
ment has  been  rendered  between  persons  who 
reside  out  of  the  state  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
state,  and  the  Judgment  'Ms  barred"  by  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  the  place  where  the 
Judgment  was  rendered,  it  shall  be  considered 
as  barred  by  prescription  in  Louisiana,  upon 
the  debtor,  who  is  thus  discharged,  subsequent- 
ly coming  into  the  state,  it  is  held  that  a  par- 
tial bar  of  a  Judgment  by  the  laws  of  another 
state,  in  which  it  was  rendered,  was  not  avall- 
abje  in  Louisiana,  and  that  the  remedy  of  scire 
fadaa,  still  available  In  such  other  state,  was 
•ufflcient  to  prevent  the  debtor  from 
setting  up  the  bar  in  Louisiana.  Morton  y. 
Valentine,  16  La.  Ana.  160. 

And  the  foreign  statute  governs  in  such  case 
only  where  the  Judgment  was  rendered  between 
persons  residing  out  of  the  state,  to 
be  paid  out  of  the  state,  and  the  Judgment  is 
barred  In  the  state  where  rendered  before  the 
debtor  removed  therefrom  to  Louisiana.  Wal- 
worth V.  Houth,  14  I^.  Ann.  201. 

In  Mandevllle  v.  Huston,  15  La.  Ann.  281, 
It  is  held  that  under  the  act  of  May  27,  1846, 
p.  161,  providing  that  no  bank  or  other  corpo- 
ration of  any  other  state,  nor  any  creditor  un- 
der asalgnment  or  otherwise,  shall.  In  seeking 
to  enforce  the  collection  of  debts  due  by  the 
citizens  of  Louisiana,  exercise  any  right  which 
such  bank  or  creditor  could  not  exercise  by  vir- 
tue of  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  bank 
is  situated,  no  recovery  could  be  had  in  Louisi- 
ana by  the  trustees  cf  a  Mississippi  bank  on  a 
Judgment  obtained  by  the  bank  in  Mississippi, 
where  no  recovery  thereon  could  be  had  In  Mis- 
sissippi because  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
that  state. 
Maine. 

An  action  on  a  note  executed  in  Massachu- 
setts in  which  the  holder  resided,  the  maker  re- 
siding in  Maine,  Is  not  barred  by  limitation  in 
Maine  under  the  amendment  to  the  limitation 
act  passed  in  1885,  chap.  876,  providing  that 
no  action  shall  be  brought  by  any  person  whose 
cause  of  action  has  been  barred  by  the  laws  of 
any  other  state  "while  all  the  parties  have  re- 
sided therein.'*  This  is  true,  although  under 
the  limitation  laws  of  Massachusetts  the  ac- 
tion would  be  barred.  Prye  ▼.  Parker,  84  Me. 
251,  24  Atl.  844. 

Such  act  does  not  apply  to  a  note  held  by  a 
citizen  of  Maine  at  the  time  of  its  passage,  so 
as  to  allow  the  maker  to  set  up  the  bar  arising 
In  another  country.  MacNichol  v.  Spence,  83 
Me.  87,  21  Atl.  748. 
Massaclft  usett.n. 

An  action  on  a  note  executed  in  Maine,  In 
which  state  the  parties  resided,  and  in  which 
the  payee  has  continued  to  reside,  the  maker 
removing  to  New  York  before  an  action  Is 
barred  in  Maine,  may  be  maintained  In  Mass- 
achusetts, although  an  action  thereon  would 
be  barred  in  New  York,  under  Mass.  Pub.  Stat, 
chap.  197,  {11,  providing  that  no  action  shall 
be  brought  by  any  person  whose  cause  of  ac- 
tion has  been  barred  by  the  laws  of  any  state, 
territory,  or  country  "while  he  has  resided 
there."  McCann  v.  Randall,  147  Mass.  81,  17 
N.  B.  75. 
Minnesota* 

In  Hoyt  T.  McNeil,  18  Minn.  300,  Oil.  362, 
It  is  held  that,  although  the  defendant  may, 
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under  Minn.  GesL  Stat.  chsp.  66  H  8,  15,  16,. 
take  advantage  under  some  circumstances, 
where  the  cause  of  action  arose  In  another 
state,  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  either 
state,  the  defense  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  the  state  in  which  the  cause  oif  action  arose- 
was  not  available  on  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, where  such  complaint  did  not  show  that 
there  was  any  statute  of  such  state  limiting- 
the  time  within  which  an  action  could  be 
brought  therein  on  the  cause  of  action  sued  on. 
Mississippi. 

The  provision  of  Miss.  Code,  |  2754,  that 
when  a  cause  of  action  has  accrued  In.  8om» 
other  state,  by  the  laws  of  which  an  action 
thereon  cannot  be  maintained  from  lapse  of 
time,  an  action  thereon  cannot  be  maintaiaed 
in  Mississippi,  is  not  available  in  an  ac- 
tion in  Mississippi  for  animals  killed  in 
Alabama  by  a  railroad  company,  operat- 
ing its  line  in  both  states,  as  such  sec- 
tion has  in  view  the  case  of  a  nonresident  pro- 
tected by  the  bar  of  limitation  of  the  state  In 
which  he  resides  who  afterwards  moves  Into 
Mississippi.  Louisville  &  N.  B.  Co.  t.  Pool,  72 
Miss.  487,  16  So.  763. 
Montana* 

Where  a  Judgment  is  rendered  In  Canada, 
and  the  Judgment  debtor  thereafter  removes  to 
Nevada,  where  he  remains  until  the  Judgment 
is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations 
of  that  state,  such  bar  is  not  available  in  sn 
action  on  the  Judgment  in  Montana,  under  Mont 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  f  55,  p.  50,  providing  that 
when  a  cause  of  action  has  arisen  In  any  other 
state  or  territory,  or  in  any  foreign  country, 
and  by  the  "laws  thereof*  an  action  cannot  be 
maintained  against  a  person  because  of  the 
lapse  of  time,  no  action  thereon  shall  be  com- 
menced against  him  in  Montana.  Chevrier  v. 
Robert,  6  Mont.  310,  12  Pac  702. 
Nebraska. 

The  bar  of  the  statute  of  ilmltotions  of  the 
state  of  Kansas,  to  which  the  maker  of  a  note 
In  Indiana  removed  after  its  execution,  is  avail- 
able to  him  In  an  action  thereon  in  Nebraska^ 
under  Neb.  Civ.  Code,  f  18,  providing  that  all 
causes  of  action  which  are  barred  by  the  laws 
of  any  state  or  territory  shall  be  deemed  barred 
under  the  laws  of  Nebraska.  Hower  v.  Ault- 
man.  27  Neb.  251,  42  N.  W.  1030. 

An  action  on  a  note  executed  in  Nebraska 
by  a  resident  thereof  is  barred  In  that  state, 
where  he  subsequently  removed  to  another 
state,  remaining  there  for  the  full  period  of 
limitations  of  such  other  state,  under  Neb. 
Code  Proc.  {  21,  providing  that  when  a  cauie 
of  action  has  been  fully  barred  by  the  laws  of 
any  state  where  the  defendant  has  previously 
resided,  such  bar  shall  be  a  defense  in  Ne- 
braska. Webster  y.  Davles,  44  Neb.  301,  62  N. 
W.  484. 
Nevada. 

In  an  action  In  Nevada  on  a  note  executed 
in  California  but  payable  in  Nevada  the  sutute 
of  limitations  of  the  latter  state  governs,  aa 
Nev.  0«n.  SUt.  f  3662,  providing  that  when 
the  cause  of  action  has  arisen  in  any  other 
state  or  territory,  by  the  laws  of  which  no  ac- 
tion can  be  maintained  thereon  from  lapse  of 
time,  no  action  can  be  maintained  In  Nevada, 
does  not  apply.  Drake  ▼.  Found  Treasure  MIn. 
Co.  68  Fed.  Rep.  474. 
New  York. 

Under  the  express  provision  of  N.  Y.  Code 
Civ.  Proc  I  890,  an  action  by  a  nonreeident, 
on  a  cause  of  action  accruing  against  a  non- 
resident, is  governed  as  to  limitation  by  tlie 
laws  of  the  state  of  defendant's  residence.  So 
held  in  Fearing  v.  Glenn,  38  U.  S.  App.  424.  73 
Fed.  Rep.  116,  10  C.  C  A.  388,  an  action  to  re- 
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cover  assenments  In  New  York  from  a  stock- 
bolder  in  Rhode  Island. 

In  Clark  t.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  8.  R.  Co.  94 
N.  T.  217,  It  Is  held  that  the  provision  of  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc  {  390,  making  the  bar  of  the 
statute  of  limitations  of  the  state  where  de- 
fendant resided  and  the  cause  of  action  arose 
available  to  him  In  certain  cases  when  sued  in 
New  York,  does  not  apply,  as  the  suit 
was  brought  before  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure took  effect,  and  {  414  provides  that  the 
chapter  In  which  |  390  occurs  should  not  apply 
In  certain  cases,  one  of  which  is  a  case  in 
which  a  person  is  entitled  when  the  act  takes 
effect  to  commence  an  action,  where  he  com- 
mences It  within  two  years  after  the  Code  takes 
effect,  in  which  case  the  ''provisions  of  law** 
applicable  thereto  immediately  before  the  act 
took  effect  were  to  continue  to  be  so  applicable, 
notwithstanding  the  "repeal**  thereof,  the  court 
holding  that  a  doctrine  established  by  Judicial 
decision  was  a  ''provision  of  law"  within  the 
latter  section. 

Beer  v.  Simpson,  66  Ilun,  17,  10  N.  Y.  Supp. 
678,  holds  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
Colorado  was  not  available  as  a  defense  in  an 
action  In  New  York  on  a  Colorado  judgment, 
where  the  defendant  Is  a  resident  of  New  York, 
and  it  does  not  appear  when  he  became  such, 
nor  that  plaintiff  Is  a  resident,  as  f  390  did 
not  apply  so  as  to  remove  the  case  out  of  the 
general  rule  that  the  le^  fori  governs. 
Obio. 

In  Worth  v.  Wilson,  Wright  (Ohio)  162,  It 
Is  held  that  the  Ohio  act  of  1830,  28  O.  L. 
84,  containing  the  first  legal  provision  allow- 
ing defendants  In  Ohio  to  plead  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  another  state,  did  not  authorize 
the  pleading  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
another  state  in  a  suit  brought  before  Its  pass- 
age, and  that  the  statute  of  the  other  state 
was  therefore  not  available  to  the  defendant. 

In  Gordon  v.  Preston,  Wright  (Ohio)  341, 
In  which  the  defendant,  relying  on  the  above 
provision  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
New  Hampshire  where  the  note  In  suit  was  exe- 
cuted, the  court  held  that  such  plea  was  not 
good  because  It  did  not  sufficiently  set  out  the 
New  Hampshire  statute  of  limltationa  relied 
on. 

In  State  use  of  Shipley  v.  Shipley,  7  Ohio, 
pt.  1,  p.  246.  the  court  states  that  In  the  ab- 
sence of  a  statute  the  lea  fori  would  govern 
In  an  action  on  a  bond  executed  In  Maryland 
between  parties  residing  there,  but  that  the 
bar  of  the  Maryland  statute  was  available  to 
defendant  in  Ohio,  under  the  Ohio  statute  pro- 
viding that  all  actions  founded  on  contract, 
made  between  persons  residing  without  the 
state  at  the  time  such  contract  was  made,  aud 
which  are,  or  hereafter  may  be,  barred  by  the 
laws  of  the  state  where  made,  shall  be  and  con- 
tinue barred  when  brought  in  any  court  of 
Ohio. 

In  Horton  v.  Homer,  14  Ohio,  437.  16  Ohio, 
145,  the  headnote  states  that  a  contract  made 
in  New  York  state  for  the  payment  of  money  In 
that  state,  the  maker  residing  there  at  the 
time  of  Its  execution,  is  controlled  by  the  laws 
and  affected  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
that  state,  but  in  the  opinion  the  reason  there- 
for is  shown  to  be  that  the  Ohio  statute  pro- 
vides that  all  actions  founded  on  a  contract 
made  between  parties  resident  without  the 
state  at  the  time  such  contract  was  made,  and 
which  are  barred  by  the  laws  of  such  state, 
shall  be  barred  when  brought  In  Ohio. 

Clark  V.  Eddy,  22  Ohio  L.  J.  68,  holds,  In  an 
action  on  a  covenant  of  warranty  and  against 
encumbrances  on  the  land  sold,  that  Ohio  Rev. 
Stat.  I  4990,  providing  that  If  by  the  laws  of 
the  state  or  country  where  the  cause  of  action 
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arose  the  action  Is  barred,  it  is  also  barred  in 
Ohio,  would  enable  the  defendant  to  Interpose 
the  bar  of  the  Illinois  statute  of  limitations,  al- 
though both  parties  resided  In  Ohio  when  the 
covenant  was  entered  Into,  and  continued  so  to 
reside. 

While  Gibbons  v.  Bwell,  1  Handy  (Ohio)  661, 
which  throughout  the  case  seems  to  assume 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  Maryland 
where  the  note  In  suit  was  executed  would 
govern,  does  not  refer  to  the  Ohio  statute  rela- 
tive to  the  effect  of  the  bar  of  limitations  of 
another  state,  it  is  very  probable  that  the 
court  had  such  statute  in  mind  when  writing 
the  opinion. 
Pennsylvania. 

The  provision  of  the  Pennsylvania  act  of 
June  26,  1896.  P.  L.  876,  that  when  a  cause  of 
action  has  been  fully  barred  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  or  country  in  which  it  arose,  such  bar 
shall  be  a  complete  defense  to  an  action  there- 
on in  Pennsylvania,  is  not  retroactive  so  as  to- 
make  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  the  state  where- 
the  Injury  sued  for  accrued  available  in  axv 
action  commenced  before  Its  passage.  Dicker- 
son  V.  Ontral  R.  Co.  7  Pa.  Dist.  R.  104. 

Nor  does  It  apply  to  a  cause  of  action  oni 
contract  existing  at  the  time  of  Its  passage,, 
although  the  action  was  not  commenced  until 
afterwarda  Shinn  v.  Healy,  23  Pa  Co.  Ct. 
123. 
Tennessee. 

An  action  in  Tennessee  on  a  note  executed 
and  payable  In  Missouri  where  the  parties  re- 
sided Is  governed  as  to  limitation  by  the  Mis- 
souri statute  under  Tenu.  Code,  {  3480.  pro- 
viding that  where  the  statute  of  limitations  of 
another  state  has  created  a  bar  to  an  action 
on  a  cause  accruing  therein  while  the  party 
to  be  charged  was  a  resident  in  such  state,  the 
bar  is  equally  effectual  In  Tennessee,  and  In  the 
absence  of  evidence  as  to  the  Missouri  statute 
of  limitations  it  will  be  presumed  to  be  the 
same  as  that  of  Tennessee.  Bagwell  v.  Mc- 
Tlghe,  86  Tenn.  616,  4  S.  W.  46. 

But  in  Kempe  v.  Bader,  86  Tenn.  189,  6  S. 
W.  126,  it  Is  held  that  an  action  might  be  main- 
tained in  Tennessee  on  notes  executed  in  Mis- 
souri In  which  state  both  parties  then  resided, 
where  the  defendant  removed  from  the  state 
before  the  cause  of  action  was  barred  by  the 
Missouri  statute,  as  the  above  provision  ap- 
plied only  where  the  cause  of  action  was  fully 
barred  before  the  defendant's  removal. 
Texas. 

In  Gautler  v.  Franklin.  1  Tex.  732,  it  Is 
held  that  the  Texas  statute  of  limitations  of 
1841,  I  13,  providing  that  no  action  shall  be 
brought  against  any  emigrant  of  the  republic 
to  recover  a  claim  barred  by  the  law  of  limita- 
tion of  the  state  from  which  he  emigrated, 
does  not  apply  so  as  to  make  the  bar  of  such 
other  state  available,  unless  the  right  of  ac- 
tion was  fully  barred  in  such  other  state  be- 
fore emigration. 

And  a  similar  ruling  was  made  in  Smith  v. 
Crosby,  2  Tex.  414. 

A  provision  In  the  statute  of  limitation  in 
the  state  where  a  cause  of  action  on  a  note 
accrued,  that  where  the  statute  has  commenced 
to  run  it  will  continue  to  run  notwithstanding 
Intervention  of  any  Impediment  which  would 
have  prevented  the  operation  of  the  statute 
If  It  had  existed  when  the  cause  of  action  ac- 
crued, has  no  extraterritorial  force  so  as  to 
make  the  bar  of  such  state,  which  was  incom- 
plete at  the  time  of  defendant's  removal,  avail- 
able In  Texas  under  {  13.  Hays  v.  Cage,  2 
Tex.  501. 

In  Thompson  v.  Berry,  26  Tex.  263,  which 
was  an  action  to  recover  slaves  claimed  by  de- 
fendant  on   the   prescription    growing   out   of 
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twentj  years'  posaesslon  In  Louisiana,  an  In- 
ctructlon  that  the  demand  In  question  was  not 
barred  by  the  Jaw  of  limitation  ol  Louisiana 
was  held  to  be  proper  uiuler  I  18. 

The  law  of  the  state  In  which  the  note  In 
suit  was  executed  as  construed  by  its  courts 
will  goTem  In  an  action  in  Texas  in  determln- 
Inif  whether  the  claim  has  been  taken  out  of 
the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  by  a  sub- 
sequent promise  under  such  provision.  Bryan 
T.  Bouton,  10  Tex.  62. 


Wjominor. 

Notwithstanding  the  provision  of  the  Wyom- 
ing statute  that  a  cause  of  action  on  a  Judg- 
ment barred  by  the  statute  of  the  state  is 
which  It  arose  is  also  barred  in  Wyoming,  the 
statute  of  such  other  state  is  not  aTailable 
where  it  appears  that  defendant  has  been  ab- 
sent from  such  other  state  for  such  a  period  of 
time  that  under  its  laws  the  bar  of  the  statate 
Is  not  complete,  eren  though  his  absence  wu 
due  to  employment  In  the  military  serrioe. 
BoDolfleld  T.  Price,  1  Wyo.  223.        J.  H.  H. 


MICHIGAN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Andrew  BELL,  Plff,  in  Err., 
Village  of  WAYNK 


(. 


.Mich.. 


.) 


Tlie  l«clc  of  b«rriers  on  tlie  aide  of  ap- 
proaches to  a  brldflre  urill  not  naako 
a  mnnlcipality  liable  for  Injuries  caused 
by  a  team  going  off  the  bank,  when  the  road- 
way was  wide  enough  for  two  teams  to  pass 
without  difUcuIty,  and  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  accident  was  the  fact  that  the  horse 
became  frightened  and  so  unmanageable  that 
the  driver  could  not  keep  him  within  the  lim- 
its of  the  road. 

{Montgomery  and  Moore,  JJ„  tfitseal.) 

(March  27,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  resulted  from  defendant's  negligently 
permitting  a  highway  to  remain  unsafe. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Messrs.  Selling  A  Hatoh,  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

The  question  of  the  duty  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  nave  barriers  along  the  side  of  the 
road  was  for  the  jury,  and  should  have  been 
submitted  to  them  under  proper  instruc- 
tions. 

Malloy  v.  Walker  Ttop.  77  Mich.  448,  6  L. 
R.  A.  695,  43  N.  W.  1012 ;  Gage  v.  Pontiao, 
O.  d  N.  R.  Co.  105  Mich.  340,  63  N.  W.  318; 
Shaw  V.  Saline  Ttvp.  113  Mich.  342,  71  N. 
^W.  642. 

3  How.  Stat  1365,  1366,  provides  that 
when  any  public  highway  which  passes  along 
the  bank  of  any  watercourse  shall  be  re- 
duced to  lees  than  50  feet  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  highway  commissioner  to  restore 
it  to  that  width. 

It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  this  was  such  a  watercourse  as  to 
bring  this  case  within  the  statute. 

Earl  V.  De  Hart,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  280,  72  Am. 
Dec.  395;  Carver  v.  Detroit  d  S.  PI.  Road 


Note. — As  to  liability  of  municipal  corpora- 
tion for  failure  to  provide  railings  or  barriers 
at  dangerous  places  along  a  public  highway, 
see  MaJloy  v.  Walker  Twp.  (Mich.)  6  L.  R.  A. 
<695,  and  note. 
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Co.  61  Mich.  584,  28  N.  W.  721,  Affirming 
69  Mich.  616,  25  N.  W.  183. 

When  an  accident  happens  from  a  negli- 
gent defect  in  a  highway  the  fact  that  the 
horse  was  at  the  time  uncontrollable  or  run- 
ning away  furnishes  no  defense  to  an  ac- 
tion for  the  injury. 

Ring  v.  Cohoes,  77  N.  Y.  83,  33  Am.  Rep. 
674;  Ehrgott  v.  New  York,  96  N.  Y.  283,  48 
Am.  Rep.  622;  Ivory  v.  Deerpark,  116  N.  Y. 
480,  22  N.  E.  1080;  Kennedy  v.  Netc  York, 
73  N.  Y.  366,  29  Am.  Rep.  160;  Allen  v. 
Hancock,  16  Vt  230;  Hunt  v.  Pownal,  9  Vt 
411 ;  Winnhip  v.  Enfield,  42  N.  H.  197  ;  Stark 
V.  Lancaster,  57  N.  H.  92;  Clark  v.  Barring- 
ton,  41  N.  H.  48;  Bartlett  v.  Booksett.  48 
N.  H.  18;  Baldu>in  v.  Greenwoods  Tumpk. 
Co.  40  Conn.  238,  16  Am.  Rep.  33;  Hull  v. 
Kansas,  64  Mo.  601,  14  Am.  Rep.  487;  Bas- 
sett  y.  St.  Joseph,  53  Mo.  295,  14  Am.  Rep. 
446;  Pittsburgh  City  v.  Grier,  22  Pa.  54, 
60  Am.  Dec.  05;  Bey  v.  Philadelphia.  81 
Pa.  44,  22  Am.  Reip.  733 ;  Kitchen  v.  Union 
Ticp.  171  Pa.  145,  33  Atl.  76;  Burrcll  Twp. 
v.  Uncapher,  117  Pa.  353,  11  Atl.  619;  Vo- 
ders V.  Amwell  Txop.  172  Pa.  447,  33  AU. 
1017;  Kennedy  v.  Cecil  County  Contra.  69 
Md.  66,  14  Atl.  524;  Baltimore  d  H.  Tumpk. 
Co.  V.  Bateman,  68  Md.  399,  13  At!.  54: 
Joliet  V.  Shufeldt,  144  111.  410,  18  L.  R.  A. 
750,  32  N.  E.  909;  Carterville  v.  Cook,  129 
111.  152,  4  L.  R,  A.  721,  22  N.  E.  14;  Lacon 
V.  Page,  48  III.  500:  Tallahassee  v.  Fortune, 
3  Fla.  26.  52  Am.  Dec.  368 ;  Atlanta  v.  wa- 
son,  59  Ga.  544.  27  Am.  Rep.  396;  Martin 
V.  A  Igona,  40  Iowa,  393 :  Byerly  v.  Anamosa. 
79  Iowa,  208.  44  N.  W.  359;  Foicler  v. 
Strawberry  Hill,  74  Iowa.  646,  38  N.  W. 
521 :  Miller  v.  Boone  County,  95  Iowa,  5.  '^ 
N.  W.  352:  Gould  v.  Schemier,  101  lowi. 
582.  70  N.  W.  697 ;  Crawfordsville  v.  Smith, 
79  Tnd.  309.  41  Am.  Rep.  612;  Boone  Countv 
Comrs.  V.  Mutchler,  137  Ind.  140,  36  N.  E. 
534;  Parke  County  Comrs.  v.  Sappenfield, 
6  Ind.  App.  577,  33  N.  E.  1012. 

The  weight  of  authority  is  certainly  with 
the  New  York  rule,  and  it  seems  the  fairer. 
It  has  been  approved,  and  the  eases  holding 
its  doctrine  have  been  cited  with  approval, 
in — 

Ross  V.  Ionia  Twp.  104  Mich.  320,  62  N. 
W.  401 ;  Gage  v.  Pontiac,  0.  d  N.  R.  Co.  105 
Mich.  335,  63  N.  W.  318;  Simons  v.  Casco 
Ticp.  105  Mich.  588,  63  N.  W.  500;  Shaw  ▼. 
Saline  Twp.  113  Mich.  342,  71  N.  W.  642. 
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£y6ii  under  ihe  strictest  of  the  decisions 
ibis  ease  should  have  gone  to  the  jury. 

How  ▼.  Ionia  Tvop,  104  Mich.  324,  62  N. 
W.  401;  Langworihy  y.  Qreen  Tufp,  05 
Mich.  93,  64  N.  W.  697. 

It  was  for  the  jury  to  say,  upon  the  testi- 
mony, whether  plaintiff's  horse  was  running 
away,  or  so  far  uncontrollable  as  to  make 
the  n^ligenee  of  defendant  a  remote  cause 
of  plaintiff's  injury. 

8t.  Clair  Mine9al  Springs  Co.  y.  Bt,  Clair, 
90  Mich.  467,  56  N.  W.  18;  Bleil  y.  Detroit 
Street  R.  Co.  98  Mich.  228,  57  N.  W.  117; 
KoM  y.  Ionia  Twp.  104  Mioh.  324,  62  N.  W. 
401;  Gage  v.  Pontiac,  O.  d  N.  R.  Co.  105 
Mich.  337,  63  N.  W.  818;  Lambeok  y.  Grand 
Rapids  d  I.  R.  Co.  106  Mich.  512,  64  N.  W. 
479;  White  y.  Riley  Twp.  113  Mich.  295,  71 
K.  W.  502;  Shaw  y.  Saline  Twp.  113  Mich. 
342,  71  N.  W.  642;  Bahson  y.  Rookport,  101 
Mass.  93 ;  Britton  y.  Cummington,  107  Mass. 
347;  Wright  y.  Templeton,  132  Maas.  49; 
Hinckley  y.  Somerset,  145  Mass.  326,  14  N. 
E.  1G6;  Harris  v.  Great  Barrington,  169 
Mans.  271,  47  N.  £.  881;  Aldrioh  v.  Gorham, 
77  Me.  287 ;  Spaulding  y.  Winslow,  74  M«. 
634;  Houfe  y.  FtUton,  29  Wis.  296,  9  Am. 
Rep.  668;  Ol^on  y.  Chippewa  Falls,  71  Wis. 
658.  37  X.  W.  675;  Toders  y.  Amwell  Twp. 
172  Pa.  453,  33  AU.  1017. 

From  the  point  where  the  ends  of  the 
bridge  proper  touch  the  road  there  is  noth- 
ing artificial  to  distinguish  the  place  of  the 
accident  from  any  other  part  ot  the  same 
highway. 

Traversy  y.  Gloucester,  15  Ont.  Rep.  217; 
Newcomb  y.  Montgomery  County,  79  Iowa, 
490,  44  N.  W.  715;  Tolland  v.  Willington, 
20  Conn.  578;  Moreland  y.  Mitchell  Coun- 
ty, 40  Iowa,  394;  Nims  y.  Boone  County,  66 
Iowa,  272,  23  N.  W.  663;  Tinkham  y.  Stock- 
Vridge,  64  Vt.  480,  24  Atl.  761. 

Messrs.  Cutobeon  ft  SteUwaffen,  fot 
defendant  in  error: 

It  ought  not  to  be  left  for  a  jury  to  say 
when  barriers  should  or  should  not  be  pro- 
vided along  highways. 

This  court  has  allowed  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine whether  a  barrier  was  necessary  or  not 
in  cases  where,  if  a  horse  was  frightened, 
he  was  frightened: 

1.  By  the  condition  of  the  highway  itself. 
Simons  y.  C<Moo  Twp.  105  Mich.  588,  63 

N.  W.  500. 

2.  Where  something  naturally  calculated 
to  frighten  horses  existed  in  or  near  the 
highway  for  a  long  time. 

Ross  y.  Ionia  Twp.  104  Mich.  320,  62  N. 
W.  401. 

3.  Alito,  in  cases  where  the  accident  oc- 
eurred  without  fright,  through  the  condition 
of  the  highway  itself,  without  any  interyen- 
ing  cause. 

Malloy  y.  Walker  Twp.  77  Mich.  448,  6 
L.  R.  A.  G95,  43  N.  W.  1012. 

If  the  case  at  bar  is  to  be  ruled  by  Shatc 
y.  Saline  Twp.  113  Mich.  342,  71  N.  W.  642, 
then  the  township  of  Nankin,  not  the  yillage 
of  Wayne,  is  charged  with  the  duty  of  keep- 
ingthe  approach  to  the  bridge  in  repair. 

The  statutes  in  Massachuaetts  and  Maine 
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expressly  make  the  municipality  liable  lor 
the  want  of  railings. 

Maine  Stat.  1883,  S  80,  p.  266. 

Under  the  decisions  in  this  state  neither 
the  so-called  Massachusetts  rule,  nor  the 
New  York  rule,  applies  to  the  case  at  bar. 

Agnew  y.  Corunna,  55  Mich.  428,  64  Am. 
Rep.  338,  21  N.  W.  873;  Beall  y.  Athens 
Twp.  81  Mich.  536,  45  N.  W.  1014;  St.  Clair 
Mineral  Springs  Co.  y.  St.  Clair,  96  Mich. 
463,  56  N.  W.  18;  Kingsley  y.  Bloomingdale 
Twp.  109  Mich.  340,  67  N.  W.  333. 

Where  there  is  proximate  cause  for  which 
the  municipality  is  not  liable,  there  can  be 
no  recoyery. 

White  y.  RUey  Twp.  113  Mich.  295,  71  N. 
W.  502;  Moulton  y.  Sanford,  61  Me.  127; 
Perkins  y.  Payette,  68  Me.  152;  Hubbell  y. 
Yonkers,  104  N.  Y.  434,  68  Am.  Rep.  622, 
10  N.  £.  868;  Patohen  y.  Walton,  17  App. 
Diy.  158,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  145;  Glasier  y. 
Hebron,  131  N.  Y,  447,  30  N.  E.  239,  82  Hun, 
311,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  236;  Lane  v.  Hancock, 
142  N.  Y.  610,  87  N.  E.  473;  Smith  y.  £(m- 
awha  CowUy  Ct.  33  W.  Va.  713,  8  L.  R.  A. 
82,  11  S.  E.  1 ;  WorrHow  y.  Upper  Chiches- 
ter Twp.  149  Pa.  40,  24  Atl.  86;  Kieffer  y. 
Hummelstown,  161  Pa.  304,  17  K  R.  A.  217, 
24  Atl.  1060;  Herr  y.  Lebanon,  149  Pa.  222, 
10  L.  R.  A.  106,  24  AU.  207. 

Gmuity  Ch.  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of 

the  court: 

The  distinction,  now  contended  for  in 
cases  of  this  character,  was  not  lost  sight  of 
by  the  writer  of  the  opinion  in  Doctk  v.  Sagi- 
fuiw  Twp.  119  Mich.  680,  78  N.  W.  883.  The 
differences  between  that  case  and  this  are 
these:  In  this  case  the  banks  were  higher 
and  steeper,  at  least  on  one  side.  In  the 
Do€Lk  Case  the  frightened  horse  backed  into 
the  ditch.  In  the  present  case  the  backing 
horse  was  struck  by  the  plaintiff,  startea 
forward,  crossed  the  road,  and  went  down 
the  embankment.  The  roadbed  in  this  case 
wan  wider  than  that.  Here  the  roadbed  was 
17  feet  wide,  and  in  good  condition.  In  both 
cases  the  horses  were  frightened,  and  not  by 
anything  for  which  the  township  was  at 
fault.  In  the  Doak  Case  it  was  uncertain 
what  frightened  the  horse  and  caused  him 
to  back.  In  the  present  case  it  was  two 
boya  in  a  tree.  The  plaintiff  lost  control  of 
his  horse,  so  that  he  was  unable  to  keep 
him  within  the  trayeled  way,  17  feet  wide. 
He  testified  that  there  would  haye  been  no 
trouble  if  the  horse  had  not  seen  the  boys 
in  the  tree.  Whether  this  is  a  case  where 
barriers  should  haye  been  erected  I  do  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  determine.  In  Massa- 
chusetta  the  statute  expressly  makes  town- 
ships liable  for  the  failure  to  erect  barriers. 
What  the  decisions  would  be  if  their  statute 
were  like  ours  is  at  least  doubtful.  In 
Hinckley  y.  Somerset,  145  Mass.  326.  14  N. 
E.  166,  the  stone  wall  which  formed  the  bar- 
rier was  2  feet  high.  On  the  outside  of  the 
wall  was  water  10  feet  deep,  the  surface  of 
which  was  about  8  feet  bdow  the  top  of 
the  wall.  The  horp"  became  frightened  at 
some  oyster  boats,  ;  I  ran  into  or  upon  the 
wall,  and  got  astride  of  it  with  his  hind 
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legs.  That  case  is  in  direct  conflict  with 
Beall  V.  Athens  Twp.  81  Mich.  536,  46  N.  W. 
1014.  It  is  impossible  to  reconcile  them. 
In  Harris  v.  Qreat  Barringion,  169  Mass. 
271,  47  N.  E.  881,  it  was  held  that  the  road- 
bed, 17  feet  wide,  was  not  defective  by  rea- 
son of  narrowness,  but  that  there  was  evi- 
dence that  the  highway  was  defective  for 
want  of  a  sufficient  railing.  If,  as  my 
Brother  Montgomery  says,  the  rule  has  not 
been  made  entirely  clear  by  the  decisions,  it 
undoubtedly  results  from  the  difficulty  in  de- 
termining when  the  driver  has,  and  when  he 
has  not,  lost  control  of  his  frightened  horse. 
In  the  Doak  Case  the  horse  had  become  so 
unmanageable  that  the  driver  could  not  pre- 
vent his  backing:  Doak's  counsel  said  in 
their  brief:  "The  driver  did  his  utmost  to 
prevent  the  backing."  In  the  present  case 
the  frightened  horse  was  backing,  was 
struck  by  the  driver,  end  had  become  so  un- 
manageable that  he  could  not  keep  him  with- 
in the  limits  of  the  traveled  road,  wide 
enough  for  two  teams  to  pass  with  perfect 
safety.  Plaintiff  did  his  utmost  to  keep  the 
horse  in  the  road,  but  failed  to  do  so.  We 
held  in  8t,  OUUr  Mineral  Springs  Co.  v.  8t. 
Clair,  90  Mich.  463,  56  N.  W..  18,  that  where 
a  horse  stopped,  backed  over  the  apron  of  a 
bridge  against  an  insufficient  railing,  fell 
into  the  water,  and  was  drowned,  the  town- 
ship was  not  liable.  In  that  case  there  was 
no  fright.  The  horse  started  up  the  bank, 
and  backed  because  of  too  great  a  load.  Un- 
der the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  this 
case,  if  the  horse,  instead  of  backing  from 
an  overload,  had  backed  from  fright,  and  the 
jury  could  find  that  the  driver  had  lost  only 
temporary  control,  the  township  would  have 
been  liable.  In  neither  case  was  the  town- 
ship responsible  for  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  accident.  What  difference,  in  principle, 
between  the  two  cases?  Is  it  logical  to  say 
that,  where  the  horse  backs  from  other  cause 
than  fright,  the  township  is  not  liable,  but 
where  he  backs  from  fright  it  is  liable,  pro- 
vided the  jury  are  able  to  find  that  the  driv- 
er had  not  lost  complete  control  of  him? 
There  certainly  is  no  difference  in  the  liabil- 
ity between  backing  and  shying  or  running 
down  an  embankment  or  into  a  ditch.  In 
Beall  V.  Athens  Twp,  the  horse  became  f righti 
ened  at  a  log  upon  the  side  of  the  highway. 
The  driver  struck  his  horse,  which  jumped 
forward,  and  upset  the  buggy.  In  this  case 
the  horse  became  frightened,  was  struck, 
could  not  be  kept  within  the  highway,  and 
went  down  the  embankment.  Where  is  the 
difference  in  principle  or  in  the  facts  between 
that  case  and  the  present?  Both  horses 
went  over  the  side  of  the  road  because  their 
drivers  were  unable  to  keep  them  within  the 
traveled  way.  In  Lambeok  v.  Chrand  Ra^ftids 
d  I,  R,  Co.  106  Mich.  512,  64  N.  W.  479, 
plaintiff's  horse  had  run  for  a  block,  and 
ran  into  the  end  of  a  car  standing  in  the 
highway.  Plaintiff  was  unable  to  keep  him 
from  running  the  carriage  against  it.  It 
was  held  that  the  horse  was  beyond  control. 
In  AgnevD  v.  Corunnay  55  Mich.  428,  54  Am." 
Hep.  338,  21  N.  W.  873,  it  was  claimed  that 
the  horse  was  frightened  at  a  large  stone 
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standing  in  the  highway  between  the  road- 
bed and  the  gutter,  turned  up  a  side  street, 
and  upset  the  buggy.  It  was  there  said: 
"If  the  stone  had  anything  to  do  with  the 
action  of  the  horse  and  damage  to  the  bug- 
gy, it  was  by  frightening  the  animal,  and 
not  by  hurting  or  impe<Qng  him."  If  the 
horse  in  that  case  had  shied  or  run  into  the 
gutter,  or,  running  down  the  side  of  the 
roadbed,  had  caused  the  buggy  to  sway  and 
upset,  would  not  the  rule  of  law  have  been 
the  sante?  In  Bleil  v.  Detroit  Street  R.'Co. 
98  Mich.  229,  57  N.  W.  117,  the  horse  was 
hitched,  broke  away,  and  ran  into  iron  rails 
piled  upon  the  street.  If  the  driver  had 
been  in  the  buggy  when  the  window  fell,  and 
the  horse  had  started  and  run  upon  the  rails, 
causing  the  same  injury,  would  this  court 
have  said  that  the  rails,  and  not  the  fallin^i^ 
of  the  window,  were  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  injury,  if  the  jury  were  enabled  to  find 
that  the  horse  was  not  beyond  control? 
What  is  the  principle  or  rule  upon  which 
these  decisions  are  based?  It  is  that  the 
primary  cause  of  the  accident  is  the  fright 
of  the  horse,  not  the  defect  in  the  highway. 
Why  should  a  jury  be  left  to  speculate  upon 
the  question  whether  the  driver  could  have 
controlled  his  horse  but  for  the  defect  in  the 
highway?  In  Langworthy  v.  Oreen  Twp. 
95  Mich.  93,  54  N.  W.  697,  the  wagon  struck 
a  log,  which  was  from  4  to  18  inches  above 
the  roadbed,  and  near  the  center  thereof. 
The  horse  had  not  left  the  traveled  road,  but 
had,  for  some  reason  which  did  not  appear, 
shied  a  little  to  one  side.  It  did  not  appear 
that  the  horse  was  running,  or  was  going  at 
an  unsafe  speed  for  a  properly  constructed 
roadbed.  By  referring  to  the  same  case  in 
88  Mich.  207,  50  N.  W.  130,  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  plaintiff  was  driving  at  a  slow  trot 
when  the  log  was  struck. 

We  are  not  concerned  with  the  rule  in 
other  courts,  if  this  court  has  established  a 
rule  and  followed  it.  In  the  cases  above 
cited  I  think  we  have  established  and  recog- 
nized the  rule  to  be  that  a  township  is  not 
liable,  under  our  statute,  for  the  failure  to 
maintain  barriers,  where  the  horse  leaves  a 
traveled  highway,  which  is  in  good  condition 
and  wide  enough  to  drive  upon  with  safety, 
through  any  cause  for  which  the  township  is 
not  responsible.  When  a  horse  has  become 
so  frightened  that,  under  proper  manage- 
ment, he  cannot  be  kept  within  a  good  road- 
bed 17  feet  wide,  he  is  bevond  control,  un- 
der our  decisions,  and  i\e  fright,  not  the  ab- 
sence of  barriers,  is  the  cause  of  the  acci- 
dent. Upon  no  other  rule  can  these  deci- 
sions, in  my  opinion,  be  sustained. 

I  think  ihe  learned  circuit  judge  was  cor- 
rect in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
Its  reversal  would,  in  my  judgment,  result 
in  overruling  the  cases  above  cited,  and  ap- 
proved in  Doak  v.  Saginaw  Twp. 

The  judgment  should  he  affirmed. 

Iioi&K,  J.,  concurred. 

Hooker,  J.,  concurring: 
The  doctrine  that  a  township  is  not  liable 
for  an  injury,  where,  though  n^ligent,  bu<Ji 
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negligence  is  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
injury,  has  been  asserted  and  reiterated 
.many  times  by  this  court.  Like  other  rules, 
it  id  invoked  in  many  cases  where  its  appli- 
-cation  is  of  doubtful  propriety,  and  doubt- 
less in  some  to  which  it  should  not  be  ap- 
plied. It  is  not  unnatural  that  minds 
•should  differ  in  close  cases,  and  there  is  al- 
ways danger  that  a  misapplication  shall 
make  it  more  difficult  to  adhere  to  the  rule, 
and  easy  to  extend  it.  There  is  but  one  prop- 
ter way  to  deal  with  such  questions,  and  that 
as  to  adhere  to  the  underlying  principle,  and 
not  put  too  great  emphasis  upon  similar, 
1i>ut  not  necessarily  anuogous,  decisions.  II 
this  is  done  in  this  case,  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  its  proper  solution  need  not  be  difficult. 
It  has  been  several  times  held  that  where  a 
horse,  while  running  away,  strikes  an  ob- 
struction, the  resulting  injury  is  due  to  the 
running  away,  and  not  to  the  obstruction, 
because  the  former,  and  not  the  latter,  is  the 
pioximate  or  moving  cause  of  the  injury. 
The  law  requires  highways  to  be  kept  in  con- 
edition  for  the  ordinary  uses,  and  it  expects 
the  driver  to  be  in  control  of  his  horse,  and 
•does  not  assume  to  compensate  those  who 
are  injured  through  a  failure  to  maintain 
such  control.  The  decisions  do  not  refuse  re- 
lief upon  the  ground  that  the  horse  was  rim- 
ning  awav,  but  upon  the  ground  that  the  un- 
-controlled  impulse  of  uie  horse  was  the 
moving,  i.  e.,  proximate,  cause.  Where  the 
loss  of  control  is  due  to  the  negligence  of  the 
-town,  it  has  been  held  that  the  township  is 
liable,  but  where  it  is  due  to  other  causes 
-the  contrary  has  been  usually  held.  We  are 
•cited  to  cases  which  hold  that  the  mere  shy- 
ing of  a  horse  is  not  sufficient  to  exonerate  a 
township,  the  reason  being  given  that  shy- 
ing is  to  be  expected  of  a  horse,  and  that 
control  cannot  be  said  to  be  lost  if  the  horse 
is  so  far  under  the  control  of  the  driver  as 
to  be  immediately  stopped  or  brought  back 
-to  the  traveled  way.  It  makes  little  differ- 
ence whether  we  say  that  the  horse  was  un- 
•4er  control  of  the  driver  when  he  shied,  or 
that  the  want  of  control  was  but  momentary, 
and  to  be  expected  at  times  with  any  horse, 
from  his  common  and  known  habit,  and 
therefore  an  exception  to  the  rule.  In  nei- 
ther is  ground  for  breaking  down  the  rule. 
The  case  can,  at  most^  be  treated  as  an  ex- 
ception, and,  though  a  precedent  governing 
cases  where  a  horse  shies  suddenly  a  little 
out  of  the  beaten  track,  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  exception  should  cover  all  cases, 
where  the  want  of  control  is  of  short  dura- 
tion, or  where  caused  from  some  vice  or  hab- 
it which  cannot  be  said  to  be  found  in  horses 
in  general.  A  horse  which,  through  fright 
at  an  object  on  one  side  of  the  roiul,  leaves 
the  traveled  way,  and,  notwithstanding  the 
utmost  efforts  of  the  driver,  cannot  be  made 
to  return  to  it,  and  ultimately  crospes  the 
highway  ditch,  or  goes  to  the  verge  of  an 
•embankment,  which  slides  down  with  him, 
has  done  something  more  than  to  merely  shv. 
To  ''shy"'  is  defined  as  ''to  start  suddenly 
Aside  as  if  a  little  frightened."  So,  if  the 
horse  should  rear,  and  fall  against  the  car< 
riage,  throwing  all  down  an  embankment^  or 
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if  he  should  refuse  to  obey  the  driver  to  ^ 
forward,  and  back  up  instead,  overturning 
the  buggy  against  a  tree  in  the  highway,  or 
going  down  an  embankment,  the  horse  is  be- 
yond control,  as  much  as  though  running 
away,  and,  to  my  mind,  much  more  tlun 
when  merely  or  momentarily  starting  and 
shying.  If  these  instances  are  enlargements 
of  the  adjudicated  instances  of  shying,  they 
are  not  within  the  exception,  and,  if  one  aft- 
er another  they  are  included  within  the  ex- 
ception, the  rule  will  soon  give  way  under 
the  evolution  of  the  exception.  It  is  as 
much  the  duty  of  the  citizen  to  drive  rea- 
sonably tractable  horses  as  it  is  of  the  com- 
munity to  maintain  reasonably  safe  high- 
ways, and  as  much  the  duty  of  courts  to  hold 
the  former  to  the  consequences  of  a  failure 
of  the  performance  of  his  duty  as  the  latter, 
and  it  is,  to  say  the  leasts  fairly  debatable 
whether  the  doctrine  of  proximate  cause  is 
not  a  reasonable  and  just  one.  It  is  not  yet 
the  law  that  the  highways  must  be  so  level 
and  smooth  that  a  horse  cannot  capsi^re  a 
carriage,  and  provided  with  barriers  so 
strong  that  a  team  cannot  break  them  doAvn, 
to  the  injury  of  the  driver.  Barriers  may 
be  required  in  some  cases,  as  where  the  high- 
way  and  its  surroundings  are  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  of  themselves  to  create  the  dan.<^er 
of  fright,  but  we  may  take  judicial  notioe 
that  barriers  are  usually  limited  to  such 
places,  and  are  not  common  along  our  iii^rh- 
way  ditches  or  causeways.  The  Case  of 
Doak  was  correctly  decided,  in  my  opinion* 
The  present  case  is  substantially  on  all  fours 
with  Beall  v.  Athena  Twp.  The  other  cases 
are  not  cited,  because  referred  to  in  the  opin- 
ions of  my  brethren.  I  think  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed. 

Montgomery,  J.,  dissenting: 

This  is  an  action  for  personal  injuries 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  The  in- 
juries were  sustained  by  the  plaintiff.  May 
17,  1892,  upon  a  highway  within  the  oorpo* 
ration  limits  of  defendant  The  highway 
in  question  crosses  the  River  Rouge  a  few 
rods  north  of  the  place  where  plaintiff  was 
injured,  and  the  approach  to  the  bridge 
crossing  the  river  is  elevated  at  the  point 
where  the  accident  happened  8  feet  10  inches 
on  the  west  side,  the  descent  being  absolute- 
ly perpendicular,  and  8  feet  6  inches  on  the 
east  side,  the  descent  being  a  slope  above 
the  surrounding  country.  The  approach  to 
the  bridge  is  the  same  width  as  the  bridge 
where  they  join,  but  a  few  yards  north  of 
the  bridge,  and  at  the  point  where  the 
plaintiff  was  injured,  it  is  but  17  feet  in 
width.  There  was  no  barrier  on  either  side 
of  the  approach,  to  prevent  travelers  from 
going  off  the  road  down  the  embankment  on 
either  side.  There  was  a  plum  tree  a  little 
west  of  the  roadbed,  at  a  point  where  the 
approach  to  the  bridge  ended,  and  a  few 
rods  south  of  the  place  of  the  accident,  to- 
wards the  main  part  of  the  village.  Upon 
the  morning  in  question,  Andrew  Bell,  the 
plaintiff,  was  driving  along  the  said  road  to- 
wards the  main  part  of  the  village,  on  hi* 
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way  to  the  home  of  his  sister-in-law,  Susan 
Bell,  who  lived  on  the  other  side  of  the  vil- 
la*;e.  He  was  driving  his  horse,  which  he 
de«crihed  as  gentle,  and  not  given  to  shy- 
ing, attached  to  his  buckboard.  He  had 
crossed  the  bridge,  and  was  upon  the  south- 
ern approach  to  the  same,  at  a  point  nearly 
abreast  of  the  piling,  when  the  horse  caught 
sight  of  some  boys  in  the  plum  tree  picking 
blossoms,  and  thereupon  started  to  back. 
The  buckboard  wheels  were  cramped,  so 
that,  if  the  horse  continued  to  back.  Bell 
would  have  been  thrown  out  backwards, 
down  the  abrupt  descent  upon  the  west  side, 
there  being  no  barrier  to  arrest  the  progress 
of  the  vehicle.  To  save  himself  from  this 
danger,  he  struck  the  horse  one  blow  with 
the  whip,  and  in  obedience  to  the  blow  the 
horse  started  forward  at  a  slow  pace  (about 
half  as  fast  as  a  man  can  walk).  The 
loosely-packed  earth  on  the  east  side  of  the 
approacn  gave  way,  the  horse  slipped  down 
the  east  side  of  the  approach,  and  j^lainUff 
was  thrown  out»  and  sustained  the  injuries 
complained  of.  The  evidence  shows  that  the 
horse  was  not  running  away;  that»  at  the 
most,  he  took  but  three  or  four  steps  back, 
and  that  plaintiff  did  not  lose  control  of  the 
horse;  and  that  the  horse  had  his  own  way 
but  momentarily,  at  the  most. 

The  foregoing  is  the  statement  of  facts, 
taken  in  the  main  from  plaintiff's  brief,  and 
we  And  that  there  is  testimony  tending  to 
support  the  statement  in  every  particular. 
As  the  circuit  judge  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  the  inquiry  is  whether,  as- 
suming this  state  of  facts,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitl^,  under  any  theory,  to  take  the  judg- 
ment of  the  jury  as  to  the  question  of  de- 
fendant's liability.  The  learned  circuit 
judge,  while  statine  that  he  was  unable  to 
reconcile  all  that  this  court  has  said  in  vari- 
ous cases,  regarded  it  as  stare  deoiaia  that 
tlie  presence  of  those  boys  in  the  plum  tree 
and  the  consequent  fright  of  the  horse  was 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  to  plain- 
tiff, and  directed  a  verdict  for  defendant. 
We  think  it  must  be  conceded  that  this  court 
has  not  made  the  rule  in  this  class  of  cases 
entirely  clear.  It  is  equally  true  that  other 
courts,  in  dealing  with  the  broad  question 
of  proximate  cause,  as  well  as  in  dealing 
with  the  more  restricted  one  as  to  what  is  to 
be  deemed  an  intervening  cause,  such  as  re- 
lieves a  municipality  from  responsibility 
from  defective  highways,  have  encountered 
difficulties  at  every  turn,  and  have  not  al- 
ways dealt  with  the  question  logically.  See 
this  illustrated  in  cases  commented  on  by 
Judge  Cooley  (Cooley,  Torts,  pp.  76,  77,  and 
also  at  pages  622  et  seq,).  At  page  70, 
Judge  Cooley  states  one  of  the  rules  relating 
to  the  subject  as  follows:  "If  the  original 
act  vrfLB  wrongful,  and  would  naturally,  ac- 
cording to  the  ordinary  course  of  events, 
prove  injurious  to  some  other  person  or  per- 
sons, and  does  actually  result  in  injury 
though  the  intervention  of  other  causes, 
which  are  not  wrongful,  the  injury  shall  be 
referred  to  the  wrongful  cause,  passing  by 
those  which  were  innocent.  But,  if  the 
original  wrong  only  becomes  injurious  in 
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consequence  of  the  intervention  of  some  dis» 
tinct  wrongful  act  or  omission  by  another,, 
the  injury  shall  be  imputed  to  the  last 
wrong  as  the  proximate  cause."  In  a  very 
able  discussion  of  the  causal  connection,  by 
Mr.  Wharton,  at  section  104  of  his  work  on 
Negligence,  he  reaches  the  conclusidn  that 
where  a  township  is  negligent  in  failing  to> 
keep  its  highway  in  repair,  and  an  injurv  re- 
sults from  a  frightened  horse  strikii^ 
against  a  defect  in  the  way  from  which,  if 
he  had  not  been  frightened  he  could  have- 
been  safely  guided  by  his  driver,  the  munici- 
pality is  not  liable  to  an  action,  for  reasons 
fully  stated  by  him.  He  adds,  however: 
''This  mode  of  reasoning  is  inapplicable  if 
the  evidence  is  that  the  horse,  being  driven, 
with  due  care,  simply  shies  to  an  extent  com- 
mon and  probable  among  horses,  and  that 
when  shying  he  deflects  a  few  feet  from  the- 
beaten  track,  and  then  strikes  against  a  de- 
fect and  is  hurt.  In  this  case,  as  the  shy- 
ing is  part  of  the  natural  and  probable  hab- 
its of  horses,  and  does  not,  when  only  pro> 
ducing  a  slight  change  of  oourse,  make  the- 
horse  unfit  for  use  in  a  public  road,  the  road- 
making  authorities  are  liable  fof  the  conse- 
quences." See  also  Wharton,  Neg.  $  9S3. 
There  are  many  cases  which,  as  pointed  out 
in  Langworihy  v.  Ch-een  Twp,  95  Mich.  93,. 
64  N.  W.  697,  hold  to  a  still  stricter  rule  of 
liability,  and  maintain  that  the  fact  that  the 
horse  is  frightened,  and  at  the  time  uncon- 
trollable, does  not  relieve  the  municipality 
of  liability.  We  think  the  better  rule  is- 
that  quoted  from  the  text  of  Wharton  oni 
Negligence,  and  this  rule  we  find  abundantly 
supported  in  those  jurisdictions  in  which 
the  stricter  rule,  above  adverted  to,  does 
not  prevail.  The  case  of  Wright  v.  Temple- 
ion,  132  Mass.  49,  is  very  similar  in  its  facis^ 
to  the  present  The  plaintiff's  horse  was 
frightened  by  the  lantern  of  some  boys  fish- 
ing. The  horse  backed  up,  cramped  the 
wagon,  and  carried  it  against  the  railing, 
which  gave  way.  Defendants  preferred  a  re- 
quest that,  if  the  horse  backed  a  distance  of 
20  or  30  feet,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 
The  court  held  that  this  request  was  prop- 
erly refused.  It  was  held,  in  effect,  m 
Rinckley  v.  Somerset,  145  Mass.  326,  14  N. 
E.  106,  that  the  township  might  be  liable  if 
the  driver  did  not  lose  control  of  the  horse, 
or  lost  control  for  a  moment  only,  and 
either  regained  control,  or  would  have  re- 
gained it  but  for  a  defect  in  the  way.  See^ 
also  Harris  y.  Great  Harrington,  169  Mass. 
271,  47  N.  E.  881.  The  case  of  Olson  v. 
Chippetca  Falls,  71  Wis.  658,  37  N.  W.  575, 
is  quite  similar  in  its  facts  to  the  present 
It  was  said :  ''The  team  instantly  and  sud- 
denly became  frightened  by  some  suddenly 
appearing  object,  .  .  .  and  as  instantly 
and  suddenly  backs  the  wagon  over  the  em- 
bankment .  .  .  Such  a  movement  of 
any  team  would  not  be  at  all  uncommon  un- 
der such  circumstances,  and  so  the  city 
might  have  anticipated  when  it  left  the  steep 
bank  of  the  creek  so  unguarded  in  such  a 
place."  The  distinction  contended  for  in  the- 
present  case  was  again  noted  by  this  court  ii» 
Oc^e  y.  Pontiao,  0.  d  N.  R.  Co.  105  Mich. 
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S35,  63  N.  W.  818,  and  recognized  in  SU 
mans  v.  Casoo  Tivp.  105  Mich.  688,  63  N.  W. 
500,  but  wafl  dearly  lost  sight  of  in  Doak  v. 
Saginav)  Twp,  119  Mich.  680,  78  N.  W.  883. 
In  the  last  case  a  motion  for  a  rehearins 
should  be  granted.  We  think  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  go  to  the  jury. 

It  is  contended  in  this  court  that  the  high- 
way at  this  point  was  a  part  of  the  bridge. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  point  was  mi^e 
on  the  trial,  and,  as  the  facts  are  not  as  fully 
developed  as  they  may  be  on  another  trial, 
we  do  not  discuss  it  The  judgment  should 
be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Moore,  J.,  concurred. 

Rehearing  denied. 


Anton  lUBICH 

V, 
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1.  A  eharflre  that  a  master  should  Ib- 
■trnet  his  employee  as  to  the  nature, 
force,  and  probable  effect  of  an  explosion  of 
a  pot  of  molten  metal  taken  by  the  employee 
from  a  blast  furnace,  In  case  it  comes  In  con- 
tact with  water,  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient 
merely  to  InBtruct  that  an  explosion  is  likely 
to  follow  such  contact,  is  not  erroneous  as 
requiring  more  than  a  warning  that  an  explo- 
sion would  be  likely  to  cause  injury. 

9.  Fifteen  thousand  dollars  Is  exces- 
Mflve  to  aivard  an  employee  as  dam- 
ages for  injuries  resulting  in  seyere  pain  for 
several  months  and  in  the  loss  of  an  eye, 
where  he  is  not  wholly  Incapacitated  for  la- 
bor and  the  Interest  on  the  amount  at  4  per 
cent  would  produce  an  Income  greater  than 
his  earning  capacity  before  the  injury. 

(Oram,  Oh.  J.,  dUsenU.) 
(March  27,  1000.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  CJourt  for  Houghton 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  negligence  which  resulted  in  in- 
jury to  plaintiff.    Affirmed  upon  condition. 

Statement  by  Grant,  Ch.  J. : 

The  defendant,  in  connection  with  its  busi: 
ness  of  refining,  smelting,  and  manufactur- 
ing copper,  operated  cupolas  in  which  min- 
eral copper  was  smelted.  From  tnese  cupo- 
las molten  copper,  mixed  with  slag,  was  run 
into  cone-shaped  pots  at  a  temperature  of 
about  2,600"*.  The  pots  are  about  2  feet  in 
diameter  at  the  top,  and  taper  to  about  6 
inches  at  the  bottom;  are  made  of  cast  iron, 
about  an  inch  thick  all  round;  are  put  on 
two  wheels,  one  on  each  side.  The  axle  is 
built  onto  the  rim  of  the  pot  on  each  side  of 
the  wheel.  The  pot  is  swung  in  the  middle, 
with  a  handle  about  4  feet  long  riveted  to 
the  axle,  so  that  the  whole  can  be  pushed  or 


Non. — For  duty  of  master  as   to   warning 
servants  of  dangers,  see  James  v.  Rapides  Lum- 
ber Co.  (La.)  44  L.  B.  A.  S^,  and  note, 
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pulled  by  the  handle.  The  pots  are  dumped 
by  throwing  the  handle  up  and  over,  when 
the  cone  slides  out  upon  the  ground.  The* 
fall  of  the  cone  is  only  the  thiclcness  of  the 
rim.  About  fifteen  or  sixteen  pots  are  used 
in  each  cupola.  Two  men  are  employed  in« 
wheeling  them  away  and  dumping  them. 
When  the  molten  matter  is  ready  to  be- 
drawn,  each  man  takes  a  pot,  wheels  it  to  the 
spout,  and,  when  it  is  filled  to  the  required 
height,  wheels  it  outside  the  building,  leaves* 
it,  takes  an  empty  pot,  and  returns.  The 
second  man  does  likewise.  The  pots  are  ar- 
ranged in  a  semicircle.  It  takes  from  two* 
to  five  minutes  to  fill  a  pot.  Plaintiff  testi- 
fied that  it  took  about  five  minutes.  Four- 
teen or  fifteen  pots  were  used  on  the  day  of 
the  accident.  The  time  required  for  the  slae 
to  "set*'  so  as  to  be  safe  to  dump  was  fixed 
by  the  experienced  witnesses  at  from  eight  to- 
Ihirty  minutes.  The  one  wheeling  out  the 
next  to  the  last  pot  would  set  it  at  the  outer 
end  of  the  line,  take  the  pot  at  the  other  end, 
which  had  been  cooling,  dump  it,  and  take 
it  back  to  be  filled.  The  one  taking  out  the 
last  pot  would  wheel  it  to  the  first  place 
made  vacant  by  the  removal  of  the  first  pot 
taken.  He  would  then  take  the  next  pot, 
dump  it,  and  return  to  the  cupola  to  refill  it. 
Thus  the  process  would  continue  until  the 
cupola  was  empty.  They  commenced  to  fill 
the  pots  about  7  o'clock  a.  m.,  and  com- 
menced to  dump  them  about  8  o'clock.  The 
accident  occurred  about  9  o'clock,  according 
to  plaintiff's  testimony.  The  snow  had  been 
cleared  away  from  a  space  where  the  pots- 
were  to  be  dumped.  There  was  some  ice,, 
which  was,  to  some  extent,  melted  by  the  hot 
cones.  When  plaintiff  dumped  the  fifth  or 
sixth  pot,  it  exploded,  and  the  molten  mat- 
ter fiew  into  his  eyes  and  upon  his  person. 
The  only  serious  injury  was  to  his  eyes.  He 
claims,  as  the  result  of  the  accident,  that  the 
sight  of  one  eye  was  entirely  destroyed,  and 
the  other  seriously  injured.  He  was  an  Aus- 
trian, about  twenty-three  years  old ;  had  been 
in  this  country  about  five  years ;  began  work 
for  the  defendant  in  December,  1896,  and 
was^  injured  on  the  11th  day  of  January  fol- 
lowing. He  had  been  engaged  in  wheeling 
slag  from  the  furnaces  before,  but  this  waa 
his  first  run  of  emptying  capper  and  slag 
mixed.  The  negligence  charged  is  the  fail- 
ure to  instruct  him  as  to  the  dangerous  na- 
ture  of  the  work,  and  the  liability  of  sucb 
molten  copper  and  slag  to  explode  on  coming 
in  contact  with  water,  and  "as  to  the  danger 
that  might  result  from  an  explosion."' 
Plaintiff  testified  that  he  had  no  warnings 
or  instructions,  but  that  he  simply  did  as 
his  ooemployee  who  had  been  engaged  at  thia 
work  for  a  long  time,  did.  Several  witness- 
es on  the  part  of  the  defendant  testified  to- 
informing  him  of  the  danger,  and  to  instruct- 
ing him  how  to  do  the  work.  Defendant  also 
gave  evidence  to  show  that  he  dumped  the 
wrong  pot,  contrary  to  instructions.  Plain- 
tiff recovered  verdict  and  judgment  for  $15,- 
000. 

Mr,  A.  R.  Gray  for  appellant. 
Mr,  A.  T.  Streeter  for  appellee. 
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Montsomery,  J.,  d^vered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

I  am  not  able  to  agree  with  my  Brother 
Oraiit  that  there  was  error  in  the  instruction 
given.  In  Smith  v.  Peninsular  Car  Works, 
60  Mich.  601,  27  N.  W.  602,  it  was  said  that 
where  extraordinary  risks  are  or  may  be  en- 
<sountered,  if  known  by  the  master,  or  should 
be  known  by  him,  the  servant  should  be. 
warned  of  them,  their  character  and  extent. 
BO  far  as  possible.  I  do  not  think  the  in- 
struction which  imposed  upon  the  defendant 
the  duty  of  explaining  to  plaintiff  "the  na- 
ture, purpose,  and  probable  effect"  of  such  an 
explosion  as  would  be  likely  to  occur  from 
the  contact  of  water  with  mixed  copper  and 
slag,  fairly  construed,  goes  beyond  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Smith  Case,  It  is  a  reflection 
upon  the  intelligence  of  the  jury  to  assume 
that  they  would  construe  this  language  as 
imposing  upon  the  defendant  the  duty  of 
foretelling  the  precise  result  of  any  possible 
explosion.  What  the  language  fairly  im- 
ports is  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant to  warn  the  plaintiff  that  the  explosion 
would  be  of  such  a  nature  and  such  force  as 
would  be  likely  to  cause  injury,  and,  so  con- 
strued, the  instruction  is  vrithin  the  rule  of 
the  Smith  Case.  I  agree  with  my  Brother 
Orant  that  we  should  not  evade  the  responsi- 
bility of  ordering  a  new  trial  where  a  sub- 
•stantial  injustice  is  clearly  shown. 

In  my  judgment,  the  verdict  in  this  case  is 
'Cacessive,  wnd  a  new  trial  should  he  awarded 
unless  the  plaintiff  tcill  remit  from  the  ver- 
dict all  in  excess  of  $10,000. 

The  other  Justices  concurred  with  Mont- 
l^omery,  J. 

Grant,  Ch.  J.,  dissenting: 

1.  The  court  instructed  the  jury  as  fol- 
lows: "And  I  charge  you,  on  that  subject, 
whenever  there  is  any  hidden,  unusual,  or 
latent  danger  connected  with  any  work,  the 
law  imposes  a  duty  on  the  master  or  employ- 
er, of  informing  the  workmen  or  employee  of 
the  danger.  It  is  not  enough  to  tell  him  that 
the  work  is  dangerous,  but  the  particular 
•danger  must  be  pointed  out  and  explained. 
In  this  case,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence 
that  there  was  danger  of  an  explosion  from 
the  contact  of  water  with  the  mixed  copper 
and  slag,  then  I  charge  you  that  that  was  a 
•danger  that  was  known,  or  that  should  have 
been  known,  to  the  smelting  company,  and 
that  it  was  its  duty  to  warn  Ribich,  the 
plaintiff,  of  that  danger,  and  to  explain  to 
him  the  nature,  force,  and  probable  ef- 
fect of  such  an  explosion."  The  objection 
urged  against  this  instruction  is  that  it  was 
not  tlie  duty  of  the  defendant  to  explain  to 
plaintiff  the  "nature,  force,  and  probable  ef- 
fect" of  such  an  explosion.  It  is  insisted 
that  the  defendant's  duty  was  fully  per- 
formed when  it  had  instructed  him  how  to  do 
his  work,  had  informed  him  that  it  was  dan- 
gerous to  dump  the  pots  before  they  were 
sufficiently  set,  and  that  an  explosion  would 
likely  result.  The  question  is  one  of  great 
practical  importance  in  the  law  of  negligence. 
The  only  authorities  cited  in  the  briefs  of 
48  L.  R.  A. 


either  counsel  are  Smith  t.  Peninsular  Car 
Works,  60  Mich.  501,  27  N.  W.  662,  and 
Fojf  V.  Peninsular  White  Lead  d  Color 
Works,  84  Mich.  676,  48  N.  W.  203.  I  must 
assume  that  counsel  have  made  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  authorities,  and  are  unable 
to  cite  any  which  afford  much  light  upon  the 
question.  After  as  careful  an  examination 
as  I  have  been  able  to  make,  I  do  not  find  the 
question  now  presented  discussed  to  any  ex- 
tent, or  any  authoritative  declaration  of  law 
applicable  to  this  case.  In  the  Smith  Case 
the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  carrying  a  ladle 
of  molten  iron  from  one  building  to  another, 
whereby  it  became  necessary  to  walk  over 
ground  covered  with  ice  and  water.  The  oc- 
currence was  an  unusual  one,  made  necessary 
by  the  fact  that  the  fires  had  gone  out  in  one 
room.  No  instructions  or  information  were 
given  as  to  the  danger  of  an  explosion  if  the 
molten  iron  came  in  contact  with  the  water. 
The  court  below  had  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  evidently  upon  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiff  had  assumed  the  risk.  The 
language  of  the  majority  opinion  does  not  go 
to  the  extent  of  the  instructions  now  com- 
plained of.  It  is  as  follows:  "Where  ex- 
traordinary risks  are  or  may  be  encountered, 
if  known  to  the  master,  or  should  be  known 
by  him,  the  servant  should  be  warned  of 
these,  their  character  and  extent,  so  far  as 
possible."  It  was  further  said  that  it  was 
tlie  duty  of  the  defendant  to  inform  the 
plaintiff  "somewhat  of  its  dangerous  charac- 
ter." This  language  falls  far  short  of  hold- 
ing that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  in 
that  case,  in  addition  to  instructing  him 
how  to  do  the  work,  and  notifying  him  that 
there  was  danger  of  an  explosion  if  the  mol- 
ten iron  was  spilled  upon  the  ice,  to  also  in- 
form him  of  the  "nature,  force,  and  probable 
effect"  of  the  explosion.  The  Fox  Case  sim- 
ply holds  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant to  notify  his  employee,  the  plaintiff,  of 
the  danger  and  effect  of  inhaling  Paris  green, 
and  the  precautions  necessary  to  prevent  the 
injurious  effect.  Neither  of  these  cases  sup- 
ports the  soundness  of  the  instruction  no>v 
under  consideration.  The  evidence  from  sev- 
eral witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
was  very  strong  that  plaintiff  was  fully  in- 
structed how  to  do  the  work,  the  reason  for 
thus  doing  it>  and  the  danger  of  an  explosion 
if  the  pote  were  dumped  before  the  contents 
were  sufficiently  "set."  Under  this  instruc- 
tion, the  jury  may  have  found  that  this  was 
true,  and  have  based  their  exceedingly  large 
verdict  upon  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to 
further  notify  the  plaintiff  of  the  "nature, 
force,  and  probable  effect"  of  the  explosion. 
It  is  not  quite  clear  to  me  what  a  jury  would 
understand  by  the  "nature"  of  an  explosion, 
or  why  its  nature,  whatever  it  is,  should 
have  been  explained  to  the  plaintiff.  If.  by 
the  information  conveyed,  he  knew  that  there 
was  danger  of  an  explosion,  what  more  no* 
tice  did  he  require  for  his  own  protection? 
Should  he  have  been  told  that  it  might  kill 
him,  it  might  burn  him,  it  might  put  out  hia 
eyes,  or  it  might  blow  off  a  limb?  All  these 
things,  and  others,  might  be  the  effect  of  the 
explosion.    This  would  depend  upon  its  se- 
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verity,  which  might  be  different  on  different 
occasions.  If  a  fireman  employed  about  an 
engine  is  informed  of  the  liability  to  explo- 
sion if  the  boiler  is  not  kept  sufficiently  sup* 
plied  with  water,  and  is  told  what  to  do,  in 
watching  the  water  gauges,  etc,  is  the  em* 
ployer  ^und  to  inform  him  further  of  the 
"nature,  force,  and  probable  effect"  of  an 
explosion?  Must  he  inform  him  that  pieces 
of  the  engine  may  strike  him  and  hurt  him 
or  kill  him,  and  that  steam  will  scald  him? 
Where  one  employed  to  use  kerosene  or  naph- 
tha in  lighting  lamps  or  running  engines  is 
instructed  how  to  do  the  work,  and  warned 
that  an  explosion  may  occur  if  the  work  is 
not  done  as  directed,  is  it  the  duty  of  the 
employer  to  further  inform  him  of  the  "na- 
ture, force,  and  probable  effect"  of  an  explo- 
sion, and  that  it  will  bum  or  injure  him  in 
other  ways  ?  It  may  safely  be  granted,  and 
is  undoubtedly  true,  that  even  an  educated 
man  would  not  be  aware  of  the  danger  of 
an  explosion  from  dumping  this  hot  slag  up- 
on water  or  ice.  But  when  he  is  notified 
that,  if  it  is  dumped  there  under  those  con- 
ditions, an  explosion  will  follow,  would  not 
the  average  man  understand  that  he  was  li- 
able to  be  injured?  Is  it  not  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge  that  explosions  are  liable 
to  cause  injury?  In  dumping  this  slag, 
plaintiff  was  obliged  to  stand  close  to,  and 
almost  over,  the  cone  as  it  went  upon  the  ice. 
Did  he  need  to  be  told  that  if  there  was  an 
explosion  the  hot  metal  would  fly,  and  he 
was  liable  to  be  injured  ?  There  could  not  be 
an  explosion  without  something  flying.  The 
only  thing  there  was  to  fly  was  the  molten 
slag,  or  the  outside  that  had  become  some- 
what hardened.  The  authorities  are  uni- 
form, and  hundreds  of  cases  could  be  cited, 
holding  that  the  law  is  that  "if  there  are 
latent  defects  or  hazards  incident  to  an  oc- 
cupation, of  which  the  master  knows,  or 
ought  to  know,  and  which  the  servant,  from 
ignorance  or  inexperience,  is  not  capable  of 
understanding  and  appreciating,  it  is  the 
master's  du^  to  warn  or  inform  the  servant 
of  them."  Consolidated  Coal  Co.  v.  Haenni, 
140  111.  620,  35  N.  E.  162;  Beach,  Neg.  S 
359;  1  Shearm.  A,  Redf.  Neg.  §  203,  note  5; 
Wharton,  Neg.  S  206.  Reasonable  notice,  in 
order  that  the  employee  may,  by  the  exercise 
of  due  care,  avoid  the  danger,  is  all  that 
the  law  requires.  Is  not  the  law  satisfied 
when  the  party  has  been  fully  instructed  how 
to  do  the  work,  and  is  told  that  there  is  dan- 
ger of  explosion,  and  his  work  requires  him 
to  be  in  close  proximity  to  the  explosion  if 
it  occurs?  I  think  it  is.  If  the  employee 
desires  any  further  information  before  as- 
suming the  risk,  he  should  be  held  to  make 
further  inquiries.  The  question  of  instruc- 
tion and  warning  has  arisen  more  frequent- 
ly in  the  employment  of  infants,  where  the 
employer  is  held  to  more  explicit  instruc- 
tions andwaminffs  than  in  the  case  of  adults. 
1  Shearm.  k  Redf.  Nc^.  S  46.  The  author- 
ities are  meager  in  determining  what  is  a 
sufficient  warning.  Much  must  depend  upon 
the  circumstances  of  each  case,  in  applying 
the  rule.  In  Powers  v.  Calcasieu  Sugar  Co. 
48  La.  Ann.  483,  10  So.  455,  plaintiff  acci- 
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dentally  stepped  into  a  ditch  of  hot  water  in 
the  evening,  and  was  severely  scalded.  De< 
fendant's  manager  testified  that  he  told  the 
plaintiff  "to  be  careful,  there  was  a  ditch 
alongside,  and  the  floor  was  uneven."  It  was 
held  that  the  admonition  was  iiisiimcient. 
The  court  said,  "If  an  admonition  of  danger 
is  relied  on,  it  must  be  timely  and  explicit,  * 
and  held  that  the  defendant  should  have  in- 
formed him  that  the  water  in  the  ditch  was 
hot.  Where  the  negligence  alleged  was  in  per- 
mitting plaintiff  to  pick  up  sodium  and 
potassium  and  put  them  into  water,  without 
warning  him  of  their  dangerous  and  explo- 
sive nature  when  placed  in  contact  with  wa- 
ter, it  was  held  that  proof  of  knowledge  ol 
facts  which  would  naturally  suggest  it  was 
all  that  the  law  required.  Hill  v.  Meyer 
Bros.  Drug  Co.  140  Mo.  433,  41  S.  W.  909. 
llie  ordinary  man  knows  the  effect  of  danger- 
ous elements.  It  is  the  common  education 
of  all.  He  knows  that  hot  water  and  steam 
will  scald;  that  fire  will  burn;  that  water 
will  drown ;  that  explosions  of  powder,  dyna- 
mite, oil,  naphtha,  and  molten  matter  will 
injure.  When  he  is  instructed  how  to  han- 
dle these  elements  in  order  to  avoid  explo- 
sion, and  is  informed  that  there  is  dan^'er 
of  explosion  if  he  does  not  handle  them  as  in- 
structed, he  has  received  from  his  employer 
all  the  warning  that  the  law  requires.  I 
think  that  the  instructions  were  erroneous^. 

2.  It  is  earnestly  urged  by  counsel  for  de- 
fendant that  the  court  should  have  directed 
a  verdict  for  it,  because  the  evidence  conclu- 
sively showv  that  if  plaintiff,  as  he  testifled 
he  did;  took  the  pot  in  its  order  and  dumped 
it,  no  explosion  could  possibly  have  occurred. 
This  would  require  us  to  find  that  it  took  a 
half  hour  or  more  to  fill  the  pots,  while  there 
is  testimony  that  it  took  less  time.  It 
would  also  require  us  to  leave  out  of  consid- 
eration an  important  piece  of  testimony  from 
Mr.  Franz,  plaintiff's  coemployee  and  a  wit- 
ness for  defendant,  that  he  told  plaintiff  just 
before  the  explosion:  '^You  had  better  leave 
them  set  a  little  while.  Thev  are  too  hot." 
The  court  explicitly  instructed  the  jury  that, 
if  this  witness  so  informed  plaintiff,  he  could 
not  recover.  The  contention  upon  this  point 
cannot  prevail. 

3.  Plaintiff  alone  testifies  that  no  instruc- 
tions or  warning  were  given  him.  Several 
witnesses  testify  that  they  were  given. 
Counsel  strenuously  urged  that  the  prepon- 
derance of  evidence  is  so  great  in  favor  of 
defendant  that  this  court  should  grant  a 
new  trial,  under  a  statute  now  authorizing 
this  court  to  review  motions  for  a  new  trial. 
Inasmuch  as,  in  my  judgment,  the  case 
should  be  reversed  on  other  grounds,  we  need 
not  consider  this  question. 

4.  Complaint  is  made  that  the  verdict  is 
excessive,  and  that  for  this  reason  the  court 
should  have  granted  a  new  trial.  The  stat< 
ute  above  referred  to  imposes  the  duty  upon 
us  to  review  this  question,  and,  however  un- 
pleasant this  duty  may  be,  we  have  no  right 
to  escape  it.  Plaintiff  lost  the  sight  of  one 
eye.  His  left  eye  had  been  seriously  injured 
by  another  accident.  His  own  physician  tes- 
tified that  he  had  30  per  cent  of  normal  sight 
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of  his  left  eye.  He  was  in  a  hospital  four 
weeks  because  his  physician  told  him  that 
he  did  not  want  to  attend  the  case  or  be  re^ 
Bponsible  unless  he  was  removed  to  some 
place  where  he  could  get  better  care  and 
nursing  than  he  could  get  in  his  boarding 
house.  He  testified  that  he  was  better  at 
the  trial  than  when  he  came  out  of  the  hos- 

{)ital.  "I  was  suffering  from  pain  then  near- 
y  as  bad  as  at  the  time  I  got  burned.  I 
could  not  tell  the  pain  I  suffered,  but  it  was 
about  two  months  after  that.  I  was  suffer- 
ing about  two  months  after  that  very  bad. 
I  have  had  pain  since  the  two  months."  He 
is  not  deprived  of  all  ability  to  labor.  Soon 
after  leaving  the  hospital  he  worked  for  de- 
fendant several  months,  helping  teamsters, 
and  earned  from  $15  to  $20  a  month.  B&; 
fore  he  was  hurt  he  earned  $1.60  per  day. 
At  4  per  cent  the  $15,000  would  yield  an  an- 
nual income  of  $600, — $100  more  than  he 
could  earn  before  he  was  injured.  At  3  per 
cent'  it  would  yield  $450,  which  is  within 


$50  of  what  he  could  earn  if  he  labored  •▼• 
ery  working  day  in  the  year,  including  hol- 
idays. Counsel  cite  Retan  v.  Lake  Shore  d 
M.  a.  R,  Co.  94  Mich.  146,  53  N.  W.  1094» 
where  a  verdict  for  $30,000  was  sustained. 
That  case  was  decided  before  the  statute 
above  mentioned  was  passed.  Besides,  there 
is  no  parallel  between  that  case  and  this.  In 
that  case  by  the  loss  of  both  feet  the  nlaiu" 
tiff  was  a  helpless  cripple  for  life,  and  wa)» 
deprived  entirely  of  the  power  of  locomotion* 
1  cannot  avoid  the  conclusion  that  the  ver- 
dict is  excessive.  As  the  verdict  should  he 
set  aside  upon  other  grounds,  and  as  the  tes- 
timony upon  another  trial  may  be  different, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  upon  this  rec- 
ord by  how  much  we  think  the  verdict  should 
be  reduced,  or  a  new  trial  ordered.  On  the 
question  of  excessive  verdicts,  see  Standard 
Oil  Co.  V.  Tiemey  (Ky.)  14  L.  R.  A.  677, 
note. 

Judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  new 
trial  ordered. 
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1«  Tite  avestlon  ivhetlier  a  proposed 
eonstitvitlonal  amendmeiit  Is  In  eon- 
forml ty  wltli  the  eonstitntloiial  re- 
anlrements  In  constituting  but  a  single 
amendment,  and  also  the  question  whether 
the  proposition  has  received  such  a  maj&rl- 
ty  as  the  Constitution  prescribes  for  its  adop- 
tion, are  judicial  questions  for  the  courts  to 
decide,  notwlthstandlDg  the  fact  that  the 
legislature  has  declared  that  the  amendment 
is  adopted  and  that  it  is  a  part  at  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  state. 

9.  A  proposed  eonstltntflonal  amend- 
ment providflnar  In  one  proposition 
for  the  election  of  all  Judges,  and  dz- 
Ing  their  terms  of  office,  as  well  as  for  the 
division  of  the  state  into  circuit  and  chan- 
cery court  districts,  with  party  nominations 
by  districts,  while  it  proposes  to  repeal  Const. 
li  145,  149,  161-163,  one  of  which  provides 
for  the  appointment  of  supreme  court  Judges, 
another  fixes  their  term  of  office,  another 
provides  for  appointments  to  fill  vacancies, 
another  for  the  division  of  the  state  into 
circuit  and  chancery  court  districts,  while 
the  other  provides  for  the  appointment  of 
circuit  and  chancery  court  judgea — Is  Void 
for  lack  of  conformity  to  Const.  1890,  i  273. 
requiring  amendments,  if  more  than  one  shall 
be  submitted  at  one  time,  to  be  submitted 
in  such  manner  and  form  that  the  people 
may  vote  for  or  against  each  amendment 
separately. 

8.  A  niajorltr  of  all  the  electors  Tot- 
Inflr  at  the  election  for  any  purpose,  and 


not  simply  all  who  vote  on  the  adoption  or 
rejection  of  the  constitutional  amendment 
submitted  at  a  general  election,  is  necessary 
for  the  adoption  of  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment, under  Const.  1890,  i  273,  requiring  "a 
majority   of   the  qualified  eleotom  Toting." 

(1900.) 

APPEAL  by  relator  from  a  ludgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Lincoln  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  upon  an  informatioii 
against  him  for  unlawfully  exercising  the 
functions  of  a  civil  public  officer.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Monroe  MoClurB,  Attorney  Gener- 
al, for  appellant: 

The  riiles  prescribed  by  the  Constitution 
are  all  for  the  guidance  of  the  l^islature, 
and  from  the  very  nature  of  the  thing  the 
legislature  must  be  exclusive  judge  of  all 
questions  to  be  measured  or  determined  by 
those  rules. 

The  governor  and  the  courts  have  no  au- 
thority to  speak  at  any  stage  of  this  pro- 
ceeding between  the  sovereign  and  the  legis- 
lature, and  when  the  matter  is  thus  conclnd- 
ed  it  is  closed,  and  the  judiciary  is  as  power- 
less to  interfere  as  the  executive. 

areen  y.  Weller,  32  Miss.  660,  33  Miss. 
735,  Appx. ;  Ea  parte  Wren,  63  Miss.  612,  56 
Am.  Rep.  825. 

Those  who  do  not  vote  thereby  agree  to 
abide  the  majority  of  those  who  do.  Thi« 
applies  to  those  who  voted  for  candidates  in 
this  election,  and  did  not  vote  on  this  ques- 
tion, just  as  it  applies  to  those  who  did  not 
vote  at  all. 

Hatckins  v.    Carroll  Connty    Supers.  60 


NoTB. — As  to  the  sufficiency  of  majority  to 

carry  an  election,  see  also  fiote  to  Lawrence  v. 

Ingersoll    (Tenn.)    6  L  R.  A.   310;   People  es 

rel  Wells  v.  Berkeley  (Cal.)  23  L.  R.  A.  838 ; 

^ate  t«  reU  Little  v.  Langlle  (N.  D.)  32  L  R. 

L.  R.  A. 


A.  723 ;  Belknap  v.  LouisvlUe  (Ky.)  34  L.  R.  A. 
256;  Btate  e»  rel.  Douglas  County  v.  Cornell 
(Neb.)  80  L.  R.  A.  618 ;  and  Montgomery  Coun- 
ty Fiscal  Court  v.  Trimble  (Kt.)  42  L.  R.  A. 
738. 


1900. 
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Hiss.  735;  Constitutional  Prohibitory 
Amendment,  24  Kan.  700;  Oreen  v.  State 
£d,  of  Canvaasera  (Idaho)  47  Pac  259. 

There  is  but  one  proposition  stated  to  the 
•electors, — to  agree  by  ballot  to  the  election 
of  all  judges,  or  to  signify  an  unwillingness 
to  agree,  by  voting  against  it. 

One  amendment  means  one  subject,  and 
that  subject  here  is  an  elective  judiciary; 
All  else  is  detail  and  necessarily  follows  the 
•change  on  the  general  subject;  or,  if  it  does 
not  necessarily  follow,  may  properly  follow 
4U  an  incident  to  such  subject  and  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  the  subject  into  full  ef-^ 
iect. 

State  em  rel.  Hudd  v.  Timme,  54  Wis.  318, 
11  N.  W.  785;  State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Mason, 
43  La.  Ann.  6(50,  9  So.  776;  State  em  rel.  Ad- 
<ims  V.  Berried,  10  S.  D.  109,  72  N.  W.  93. 

Mr.  E.  F.  Noel,  also  for  appellant: 

Eveiy  word  employed  in  tne  Constitution 
is  to  be  expounded  in  its  plain,  obvious,  and 
■common-sense  application,  unless  the  context 
furnishes,  some  ground  to  control,  qualify,  ov 
•enlarge  it. 

1  Story,  Const.  451 ;  Black,  Interpretation 
•of  Laws,  28. 

It  is  not  required  that  a  proposed  oonsti- 
'tutional  amendment  be  limited  to  a  single 
subject,  as  is  required  of  statutes,  nor  that 
the  subject  be  expressed  in  its  titl&  Indeed, 
no  title  is  necessary  to  a  proposed  amend- 
ment, and  if  one  is  inserted  it  may  be  disre- 
^rded. 

0  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  906. 

The  insertion  of  amendments  in  the  Con- 
stitution is  confided  to  the  legislature  ac- 
cording as  it  "shall  appear"  to  themselves. 
The  decision  of  no  question  of  mixed  law  and 
fact,  such  as  this,  has  ever  been  revised  or 
■annulled  by  any  judicial  department.  On 
the  contrary,  the  judiciary  of  every  state  of 
the  United  States  have  uniformly  declared 
that  such  judgment  of  the  other  co-ordinate 
•department  to  which  the  Constitution  had 
intrusted  the  question  was  conclusive,  and 
its  levision  not  within  the  judiciary  prov- 
ince. 

Ex  parte  Wren,  63  Miss.  612,  56  Am.  Rep. 
-825;  Itunt  V.  WHght,  70  Miss.  298,  11  So. 
"608 ;  Oreen  v.  Weller,  32  Miss.  6.50,  33  Miss. 
735.  Appx^;  Vickshurg  d  M.  R.  Co.  y,  Lotory, 
"61  Miss.  102,  48  Am.  Rep.  76;  Luther  v.  Bor- 
den, 7  How.  1,  12  L.  ed.  681;  Hawkins  v. 
The  Governor,  1  Ark.  570,  33  Am.  Dec.  351 ; 
People  ew  reL  Sutherland  v.  The  Governor,  29 
Mich.  320,  18  Am.  Rep.  92;  Dennett,  Peti- 
tioner, 32  Me.  608,  64  Am.  Dec.  603;  Miles 
V.  Bradford,  22  Md.  184,  85  Am.  Dec.  643; 
Miller  v.  Johnson,  92  Ky.  595,  15  L.  R.  A. 
528.  18  S.  W.  522;  Taylor  v.  Beckham,  178 
U.  S.  548,  44  L.  ed.  — ,  20  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
«90.  1009. 

There  is  nothing  in  common  acceptation, 
the  dictionaries,  or  the  law,  that  gives  any 
technical  meaning  to  "amendment." 

All  that  was  intended  to  be  guarded 
against  was  a  submission  of  a  seriea  of 
amendments  top^ether,  on  different  and  un- 
related matters,  for  in  that  way  the  whole 
Constitution  would  be  revised,  in  all  its  de- 
partments, by  one  vote  for  or  against,  and  ' 
48  L.  R.  A. 


constitutional  conventions  be  forever  dis- 
pensed with. 

The  different  subject-matters  dealt  with 
in  one  amendment  need  not  be  interdepend- 
ent or  indivisible;  and  it  is  largely  within 
legislative  discretion;  and  the  legislature  is 
"not  compelled  to  submit^as  separateamend- 
mcnts,  the  separate  proposition  necessary  to 
accomplish  a  single  purpose." 

State  em  rel.  Budd  v.  Timme,  54  Wis.  318, 
11  N.  W.  785;  State  em  rel.  Morris  v.  Mason, 
43  La.  Ann.  590,  9  So.  776 ;  State  em  rel.  Ad- 
ams V.  Berried,  10  S.  D.  110,  72  N.  W.  93. 

Mr.  A«  J.  Moliaiiriii,  also  for  appellant: 

Section  273  is  mandatory,  and  should  be 
strictly  construed. 

The  mandate  of  the  sovereign  was  directed 
to  the  legislature  alone,  and  it  alone  was  an- 
swerable to  the  sovereign  as  to  whether  the 
mandate  had  been  faithfully  executed. 

Koehler  v.  Bill,  60  Iowa,  543,  14  N.  W. 
738,  15  N.  W.  609;  Oreen  v.  Weller,  32  Miss. 
650,  33  Miss.  735,  Appx.;  Em  pa^e  Wren,  68 
Miss.  537,  56  Am.  Rep.  825;  Vioksburg  d  if. 
R.  Co.  y.  Lowry,  61  Miss.  102,  48  Am.  Rep. 
76. 

The  judiciary  had  no  power  to  decide 
whether  the  legislature  had  properly  per- 
formed any  duty  or  executed  any  power  con- 
ferred by  the  Constitution.  Every  contro- 
versy must  be  determined  somewhere,  and 
when  one  department  was  designated  another 
could  not  interfere. 

Wor^nan  v.  Bagan,  78  Md.  162,  21  L.  R.  A« 
720,  27  Atl.  016;  Collier  v.  Frierson,  24  Ala. 
110;  People  em  rel.  Sutherland  v.  The  Gov- 
ernor, 29  Mich.  329,  18  Am.  Rep.  89. 

"If  it  shall  appear"  means  to  the  legisla- 
ture. 

State  V.  Swift,  69  Ind.  513;  State,  Bent- 
ley,  Prosecutor,  v.  Sippel,  25  N.  J.  L.  530; 

Mr.  R.  H.  Thompson,  for  appellee : 

Section  273  of  the  Constitution,  providing 
the  mode  and  manner  of  its  amendment,  was 
mandatory,  and  no  change  of  the  fundsimen- 
tal  law  is  valid  which  is  not  passed  in  strict 
compliance  with  its  terms.  The  question 
whether  an  amendment  has  been  passed  is 
necessarily  a  judicial  one;  it  is  judicial  in 
its  nature. 

State  V.  McBride,  4  Mo.  303,  29  Am.  Dec 
636;  State  v.  Swift,  69  Ind.  506;  Collier  v. 
Frierson,  24  Ala.  108;  Westinghausen  v.  Peo^ 
pie,  44  Mich.  265,  6  N.  W.  641 ;  University 
of  North  Carolina  v.  Molver,  72  N.  C.  76; 
State  em  rel.  Hudd  v.  Timme,  54  Wis.  318,  11 
N.  W.  785;  Koehler  v.  Bill,  60  Iowa,  543,  14 
N.  VV.  738,  15  N.  W.  609;  State,  Bott,  Prose- 
cutor, V.  Wurts  (N.  J.)  45  L.  R.  A.  251,  43 
Atl.  744,  881. 

The  amendments  were  improperly  submit- 
ted. In  the  face  of  the  Constitution  they 
submit  five  separate  amendments  to  be  voted 
on  as  if  but  one:  One,  the  election  of  supreme 
court  judges;  two,  the  change  of  the  terms 
of  the  supreme  court  judges;  three,  the 
election  of  circuit  judges;  four,  the  election 
of  chancellors;  five,  the  nomination  of  cir- 
cuit judges  and  chancellors  by  districts. 

State  em  rel  Budd  v.  Timme,  54  Wis.  813» 
11  N.  W.  786;  State  em  rel.  Morris  y.  Mason, 
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43  La.  Ann.  690,  9  So.  776;  State  e»  rel.  Ad- 
ams V.  Berried,  10  S.  D.  109,  72  N.  W.  93. 

J/r.  Frank  Joliiuiton,  also  for  appellee: 

The  amendment  proposed  is  not  in  the 
form  proposed  by  §  273  of  the  Constitution, 
being  submitted  as  one  amendment,  while  it 
should  have  been  submitted  in  the  form  of 
several  amendments,  so  that  the  different 
changes  proposed  could  have  been  voted  on 
separately  by  the  people  at  the  election. 

Section  273  of  the  Constitution  requires 
that  when  more  than  one  amendment  is  pro- 
posed to  be  adopted,  each  must  receive  a  ma- 
jority of  all  the  votes  cast  at  the  election, 
and  not  merely  a  majority  of  the  votes  of  the 
electors  who  voted  on  the  question  of  the 
amendment. 

The  construction  and  application  of  §  273 
of  the  Constitution  is  not  one  that  has  been 
confided  exclusively  to  the  legislature.  This 
is  a  judicial  question,  for  the  ultimate  deci- 
sion of  the  courts.  It  is  for  the  courts  to 
finally  determine  the  question  whether  a  con- 
stitutional amendment  has  been  adopted  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Con- 
stitution. 

Spongier  y.  Jaoohy,  14  111.  297,  68  Am. 
Dec.  671;  Miller  v.  Goodwin,  70  111.  600; 
Miller  v.  State,  3  Ohio  St.  476;  State  ex  rel. 
Loomis  V.  Moffitt,  6  Ohio,  358 ;  People  ex  rel. 
Drake  v.  Mahaney,  13  Mich.  481 ;  Southvxirk 
Bank  v.  Com.  26  Pa.  446 ;  McCtUlooh  v.  State, 
11  Ind.  430;  Berry  y.  Baltimore  d  D.  Point 
R.  Co.  41  Md.  446, 20  Am.  Rep.  69 ;  People  ex 
rel.  Scott  V.  Chenango  Supers.  8  N.  Y.  317; 
Pordyce  v.  Ooodmany  20  N.  S.  1 ;  State  ex  rel. 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Piatt,  2  S.  C.  N.  S.  150,  16  Am. 
Rep.  647;  Jones  v.  Hutchinson,  43  Ala.  721 ; 
Moody  V.  State,  48  Ala.  115,  17  Am.  Rep. 
28;  Opinion  of  the  Justices,  36  N.  H.  679; 
Osbum  V.  Staley,  5  W.  Va.  85,  13  Am.  Rep. 
640;  Smithee  v.  Garth,  33  Ark.  17;  Fou>ler 
V.  Peirce,  2  Cal.  106. 

Mr.  J.  A.  P.  Campbell,  also  for  appel- 
lee: 

The  question  is  a  judicial  one,  and  the 
court  is  not  concluded  by  the  action  of  the 
legislature. 

Green  v.  Weller,  32  Miss.  650;  Sproule  v* 
Fredericks,  69  Miss.  898,  11  So.  472;  Collier 
V.  Friffrson,  24  Ala.  100;  Livermore  v.  Waite, 
102  Cal.  113.  25  L.  R.  A.  312,  36  Pac.  424; 
Koehler  v.  Hill,  60  Iowa,  543,  14  N.  W.  738, 
15  N.  W.  009;  State  v.  Swift,  69  Ind.  505; 
Miller  v.  Johnson,  92  Ky.  589,  15  L.  R.  A. 
524,  18  S.  W.  522;  State,  Bott,  Prosecutor, 
V.  Wurts  (N.  J.)  45  L.  R.  A.  251,  43  Atl. 
744,  881 ;  Westinghausen  v.  People,  44  Mich. 
265,  6  N.  W.  641 ;  Secomhe  v.  Kittelson,  29 
Minn.  555,  12  N.  W.  519;  State  v.  McBride, 
4  Mo.  305,  29  Am.  Dec  636;  University  of 
yorth  Carolina  v.  Mclver,  72  N.  C.  76; 
United  States  v.  Ballin,  144  U.  S.  1,  36  L. 
ed.  321,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  507;  Green  y. 
Broivn,  146  Ind.  1,  44  N.  E.  805. 

The  amendment  are  plural  and  were  sub* 
mitted  as  one,  when  they  should  have  been 
separated. 

State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Mason,  43  La.  Ann. 
590,  9  So.  776;  State  ex  rel.  Hudd  v.  Timme, 
64  Wis.  318,  11  N.  W.  785;  State  ox  rel  Ad- 
orns V.  EwTitd,  10  S.  D.  109,  72  N.  W.  93. 
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WMtfiold,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinios 
of  the  court: 

Three  questions  are  presented  for  solution: 
First  Is  the  question  whether  the  proposi- 
tion submitted  to  the  voters  for  adoption  as 
part  of  the  Constitution  be  one  amendment 
or  more  than  one  amendment  a  judicial  ques- 
tion; and,  likewise,  is  the  question  whether 
such  proposition  received  the  majority  pre- 
scribed by  the  Constitution  as  essential  to  ita 
valid  adoption  a  judicial  question?  Second. 
If  these  questions  are  judicial  questions,  was 
the  proposition  one  amendment,  or  two  or 
more  amendments;  and,  as  necessarily  in- 
volved herein,  was  the  proposition  submit- 
ted in  the  way  the  Constitution  imperatively 
requires  it  to  be  submitted?  Third.  Was 
the  proposition  adopted  by  the  majority  of 
qualified  electors  prescribed  by  the  Consti- 
tution as  essential  to  the  adoption  of  an 
amendment  thereto? 

As  to  the  first  proposition,  we  are  clear 
that  both  questions  are  judicial  questions. 
This  is  placed  beyond  cavil,  as  the  settled 
doctrine  of  this  state,  by  Green  v.  Weller,  32 
Miss.  660,  and  Sproule  v.  Fredericks,  69 
Miss.  898,  11  So.  472.  The  same  response  is 
given  by  an  overwhelming  weight  of  author- 
ity from  other  states.  In  the  6th  volume  of 
the  American  and  English  Encyclopedia  of 
Law,  at  page  908,  2d  edition,  it  is  said: 
"The  courts  have  full  power  to  declare  that 
an  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  has  not 
been  properly  adopted,  even  though  it  has 
been  so  declared  by  the  political  department 
of  the  state."  And  for  this  statement  the 
following  authorities  are  cited:  Collier  v. 
Frierson,  24  Ala.  100;  State  v.  Swift,  69 
Ind.  606;  Koehler  v.  Bill,  60  Iowa,  543,  14 
N.  W.  738,  15  N.  W.  609;  State  ex  rel.  Hahn 
V.  Young,  29  Minn.  474.  9  N.  W.  737  ^  Se- 
combe  v.  Kittelson,  29  Minn.  655.  12  N.  W. 
619;  State  v.  McBride,  4  Mo.  303,  29  Am. 
Dec.  636;  State  ex  rel.  Hudd  v.  Timme,  54 
Wis.  818,  11  N.  W.  785;  James  on  Constitu- 
tional Convention,  4th  ed.  617.  We  have 
carefully  examined  each  of  these  authorities, 
and  they  clearly  and  fully  support  the  state- 
ment of  the  text ;  the  case  from  Missouri  be- 
ing especially  emphatic,  as  is  also  the  case 
from  Alabama.  In  this  last  case  the  court 
says:  ''We  entertain  no  doubt  that,  to 
change  the  Constitution  in  any  other  mode 
than  by  a  oonvention,  every  requisition 
which  is  demanded  by  the  instrument  itself 
must  be  observed,  and  the  omission  of  any 
one  is  fatal  to  the  amendment.  .  .  . 
The  Constitution  is  the  supreme  and  para- 
mount law.  The  mode  by  which  amend- 
ments are  to  be  made  under  it  is  clearly  de- 
fined. It  has  been  said  that  certain  acts  an^ 
to  be  done,  certain  requisitions  are  to  be  ol)- 
served,  before  a  change  can  be  effected.  But 
to  what  purpose  are  these  acts  required,  or 
these  requisitions  enjoined,  if  the  legrislature 
or  any  other  department  of  the  government 
can  dispense  with  them.  To  do  so  would  be 
to  violate  the  instrument  which  they  are 
sworn  to  support;  and  every  principle  of 
public  law  and  sound  constitutional  policy 
requires  the  court  to  pronounce  against 
every  amendment  which  is  showii  not  to 
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have  been  made  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
prescribed  by  the  fundamental  law."  The 
learned  editors  of  Lawyers'  Reports  Anno- 
tated, in  the  note  to  Miller  v.  Johnson 
(Ky.j  15  L.  B.  A.  524  expressly  say  that  the 
question  of  lawful  adoption  of  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  is  a  judicial  ques- 
tion. Judge  Handy  and  Chief  Justice 
Smith  clearly  treat  the  question  as  a  judi 
cial  question,  in  Green  v.  Weller,  and  lan- 
guage could  hardly  be  clearer  or  stronger  in 
support  of  this  view  than  is  that  of  Chief 
Justice  Smith  in  that  case.  All  that  is  said 
in  Jr]x  parte  >Wen,.63  Miss.  612,  66  Am.  Rep, 
825,  on  this  subject,  is  pure  dictum,  the 
question  not  being  before  the  court.  The 
true  view  is  that  the  Constitution,  the  or- 
ganic law  of  the  land,  is  paramount  and  su- 
preme over  governor,  legislature,  and  courts. 
VVhen  it  prescribes  the  exact  method  in 
which  an  amendment  shall  be  submitted,  and 
defines  positively  the  majority  necessary  to 
its  adoption,  these  are  constitutional  direc- 
tions mandatory  upon  all  departments  of 
the  government,  and  without  strict  compli- 
ance with  which  no  amendment  can  be  valid- 
ly adopted.  Whether  an  amendment  has 
been  validly  submitted  or  validly  adopted 
depends  upon  the  fact  of  compliance  or  non- 
compliance with  the  constitutional  direc- 
tions as  to  how  such  amendments  shall  be 
submiHed  and  adopted,  and  whether  such 
compliance  has  in  fact  been  had  must,  in  the 
nature  of  the  case,  be  a  judicial  question.  It 
may  be  that  where  the  Constitution  creates 
a  special  tribunal,  and  confides  to  that  tri- 
bunal the  exclusive  power  to  canvass  the 
votes  and  declare  the  result,  and  make  the 
amendment  part  of  the  Constitution,  as  a  re- 
sult of  such  declaration,  by  a  proclamation, 
or  otherwise  prescribed  method  fixed  for 
such  tribunal  by  the  Constitution,  then  the 
action  of  such  special  tribunal  would  be  fi- 
nal and  conclusive,  whether  its  action  be  ju- 
dicial or  not.  This  is  so  because  it  was  com- 
petent for  the  sovereign  people,  speaking 
through  their  Constitution,  so  to  provide. 
Such  provision  was  made  in  Maryland  and 
Maine,  and  the  three  cases  cited  from  those 
states  rest  expressly  upon  the  fact  that  the 
Constitutions  did  so  establish  such  special 
constitutional  tribunal,  clothed  with  exclu- 
sive power  in  the  premises.  In  Dennett* b 
Case,  32  Me.  508,  54  Am.  Dec.  602,  it  was 
made  the  exclusive  duty  of  the  governor  and 
council  to  open  and  compare  votes  returned, 
and  the  effort  was  (the  governor  and  coun- 
cil declining  to  do  so)  to  compel  them,  by 
mandamus,  so  to  do.  So,  in  Milee  v.  Brad- 
ford, 22  Md.  170,  85  Am.  Dec.  643,  it  appears, 
at  page  183,  Am.  Dec.  pa^  644,  that  the  8th 
section  of  the  act  under  review  (Acts  1864, 
chap.  5)  required  the  returns  of  the  votes  on 
the  adoption  or  rejection  of  a  Constitution 
to  be  made  to  the  governor,  and  it  was  made 
his  duty  to  count  the  vote  and  ascertain  the 
result,  and,  by  his  proclamation  to  the  peo- 
ple of  the  state,  finally  declare  the  fact 
whether  the  Constitution  had  been  adopted 
or  not.  In  this  case,  also,  the  effort  was 
made,  by  mandamus,  to  control  the  discre- 
tion of  the  executive,  as  is  seen  from  the 
48L.R.A* 


opinion  in  chief,  at  page  185,  Am.  Dec  page 
645,  and  from  the  concurring  opinion  of  Bar- 
tol,  J.,  at  page  186,  Am.  Dec.  page  646.  In 
both  of  these  cases  the  court,  of  course,  held 
that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  court,  by 
mandamus,  to  compel  the  executive  to  act, 
or  to  direct  him  in  what  mode  his  discretion 
should  be  exercised  in  the  matter  intrusted 
exclusively  to  him.  It  is  to  be  noted  that 
Bartol,  J ,  in  the  last  case  cited,  thought  th» 
action  of  the  governor  under  that  particu- 
lar statute,  even,  was  subject  to  review.  So,, 
in  Worfnan  v.  Hagan,  78  Md.  at  page  164,  21 
L.  R.  A.  716,  27  Atl.  616,  it  is  shown  that  it 
was  made  the  duty  of  the  governor  to  mak» 
publication  of  the  bills  which  propose 
amendments  to  the  Constitution,  and  the 
votes  cast  for  and  against  the  amendments 
were  to  be  returned  to  him ;  and  it  was  then 
provided  that>  if  it  should  appear  to  him 
(the  governor)  that  a  majority  had  voted  in 
favor  of  the  amendment,  he  should,  by  his 
proclamation,  declare  that  the  amendment 
had  been  adopted  by  the  people,  and  it  was 
expressly  provided  that  thenceforth  it  should 
become  a  part  of  the  Constitution.  It  is. 
perfectly  obvious  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Maine  and  Maryland  Constitutions  are 
wholly  unlike  §  273  of  the  Constitution  of 
1800.  Those  Constitutions  did  create  the 
governor  and  council  in  one,  and  the  govern- 
or in  the  other,  a  special  tribunal  to  count 
the  vote,  canvass  the  returns,  declare  the  re- 
sult, and,  upon  its  appearing  to  such  tribu- 
nal that  a  majority  did  vote  for  the  amend- 
ment, so  to  declare  by  proclamation  to  the 
people.  Another  case  referred  to  is  State  e» 
rel.  Lardhee  v.  Barnes,  3  N.  D.  323,  55  N.  W. 
883.  But  it  is  manifest  from  reading  paprea 
323,  324  (bottom  of  one  and  top  of  the  oth- 
er) 3  N.  D.  and  page  883,  55  N.  W.  that  I 
8  of  the  enabling  act  there  required  a  sep- 
arate vote  on  the  Amendments  to  the  Consti- 
tiilion,  and  that  the  facts  as  to  that  vote 
should  be  shown  to  the  President  of  the 
United  Stetes,  with  a  statement  of  the  votes 
for  and  against  the  Constitution,  and  each 
specific  proposition  so  separately  submitted, 
and  that  the  President,  from  these  dato, 
was  required  to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  Constitution  was  republican  in  form,  and 
whether  or  not  the  requirements  of  the  ena- 
bling act  had  been  complied  with,  and,  if 
80,  he  was  further  required  to  issue  his  proc- 
lamation admitting  the  stete,  as  a  state,  in- 
to the  Union.  Here,  again,  the  matter  was 
confided  to  the  President,  the  act  conferring^ 
upon  him  exclusive  power  in  the  premises. 
Counsel  mistakes  the  case  of  State  v.  Stoift,* 
60  Ind.  505,  as  can  be  seen  from  page  513  of 
the  report.  He  says  that  the  court  did  not 
go  into  the  question,  but  held  that,  the  gov- 
ernor having  issued  his  proclamation,  the 
matter  was  res  judicata.  What  the  court 
said  was  res  judicata,  at  page  613,  was  the 
action  of  the  governor  and  secretary  of  stete 
under  an  act  of  the  general  assembly  of  1873, 
— not  the  matter  then  before  the  court,  into 
which  last  matter  the  court  did  examine,, 
treating  it  as  a  judicial  question,  manifestly. 
Our  constitutional  provisions  create  no  spe» 
cial  provision  to  determine  whether  amend- 
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ments  have  been  yalidlj  submitted  or  valid- 
ly adopted.  It  is  not  said  that  "if  it  shall 
Appear '  to  the  legislature,  upon  which  erro- 
neous assumption  is  builded  the  argument 
counter  to  our  view.  Plainly  and  manifest- 
ly, the  language  "if  it  shall  appear"  means 
simply  if  it  should  be  made  manifest  or  evi- 
dent: if  it  should  be  the  fact  that,  etc  But 
whether  it  is  a  fact  is  a  judicial  question, 
determinable  by  the  courts.  The  case  of 
Luther  v.  Borden,  7  How.  1,  12  L.  ed.  581, 
so  much  relied  upon  by  counsel,  was  a  case 
of  two  opposing  governments,  each  claiming 
to  be  lawful;  and  it  was  said  in  that  case 
that,  if  a  state  court  should  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  government  under  which  it 
acted  had  been  put  aside  and  is  placed  by  an 
opposing  government,  it  would  cease  to  be  a 
<»urt,  and  be  incapable  of  pronouncing  a  ju- 
dicial decision  upon  the  question.  Here 
there  is  no  question  of  opposing  govern- 
ments, or  as  to  whether  this  court  exists,  so 
as  to  be  able  to  pronounce  a  judgment,  and 
the  case  of  Luther  v.  Borden  is  of  no  aid  in 
the  solution  of  this  case  on  its  facts.  See 
note,  page  524,  15  L.  R.  A. 

The  Constitution  can  be  amended  in  but 
two  ways, — ^by  the  people  assembled  in  a 
constitutional  convention,  or  by  observing 
the  constitutional  method  marked  out  in  § 
273  of  the  Constitution  of  1890.  When  the 
latter  mode  of  amending  the  Constitution  is 
nought  to  be  followed,  the  conditions  upon 
w^hich  alone  the  amendment  can  become  a 
part  of  the  Constitution  are  precisely  pre- 
scribed in  said  S  273.  It  is  the  mandate  of 
the  Constitution  itself,  the  paramount  and 
supreme  law  of  the  land,  that  such  amend- 
ment cannot  become  part  of  the  Const!  tu<* 
tion  unless  two  facts  exist:  First,  unless 
such  amendment  or  amendments  should  be 
submitted  in  the  mode  pointed  out;  second, 
unless  such  amendment  or  amendments 
should  be  adopted  by  the  majority  pre- 
scribed. These  two  conditions  are  facts 
which  must  exist  in  truth  and  in  reality,  and 
not  simply  be  declared  to  exist  by  the  leg- 
islature whether  they  do  exist  or  not  The 
legislature  is  not  given  the  power,  as  a  spe< 
-cial  tribunal,  to  count  the  votes,  canvass  the 
returns,  declare  the  result,  and  make  the 
amendment  part  of  the  Constitution  by  proc- 
lamation. All  that  it  does,  all  that  it  can 
do,  is,  in  the  first  instance,  to  propose  the 
amendment  or  amendments  to  the  people 
for  their  vote  in  the  way  the  Constitution 
directs.  It  is  for  the  people,  and  the  people 
alone,  to  say,  by  the  majority  prescribed  in 
the  Constitution,  whether  they  adopt  or  re- 
ject the  proposed  amendment  or  amend-- 
ments.  Amendments  which  are  adopted  owe 
their  vitality  to  the  action  of  the  people,  pri- 
marily; that  action  to  be  had  in  accordanco 
with  the  method  prescribed  in  §  273.  The 
legislature  simply  proposes  an  amendment  in 
the  first  instance,  and  that  is  absolutely  all 
that  that  legislature  has  to  do  with  the  mat- 
ter. The  people  then  act,  and  the  next  suc- 
ceeding legislature,  not  the  next  session  of 
the  legislature  proposing  the  amendment,  is 
authorized  to  insert  the  amendment  as  a 
part  of  the  Constitution,  if  the  former  leg- 
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islature  shall  have  validly  submitted  it,  and 
the  people   shall   have   validly   adopted   it. 
The  legislature,  in  what  it  has  to  do,  acts 
ministerially,  as  the  agent  of  the  people, 
through  the  provisions  of  S  273,  in  first  pro* 
posing  and  afterwards  inserting  the  amend- 
ment; but  the  people  cannot  vote  eflectually 
upon  an  amendment  unless  it  shall  have  been 
submitted  in  the  mode  pointed  out,  and  the 
vital  things  are  the  existence  of  the  facts 
named,  submission  in    conformity    with   § 
273,  and  adoption  by  the  majority  therein 
prescribed,  upon  which  facts  or  conditions 
the  vitality  of  the  amendment   itself — its 
right  legally  to  be  written  and  inserted  into 
the     Constitution — depends.     Tlie    best-con- 
sidered case  we  have  seen  on  this  subject  in 
State,  Bott,  Prosecutor,  v.  Wurta  (N.  J.)  45 
L.  K.  A.  251,  43  Atl.  744,  881.     Speaking  of 
the  proposition  that  the  question  here  is  not 
a  judicial  question,  the  court  says:     "That 
such  a  proposition  is  not  true  seems  to  be 
indicated  by  the  whole  history  of  jurispru- 
dence in  this  country.*'    The  court  then  re- 
views numerous  decisions,  all  of  which  have 
been  cited  in  the  argument  here,  properly 
distingiiishing  Worman  v.   Hagan,  78   Md. 
152,  21  L.  R.  A.  716,  27  Atl.  610.     The  court 
says,  with  great  force:     "If  a  legislative  en- 
actment which  may  be  repealed  in  a  year,  or 
an  executive  act  which  affects  only  a  sinsrio 
individual,  cannot  be  allowed  to  stand  if  it 
contravenes  the  Constitution,  a  fortiori  a 
change  in   the  fundamental   law,   which  is 
much  more  permanent,  and  affects  the  whole 
community,  should  not  be  permitted  to  take 
place  in  violation  of  constitutional     man- 
dates."    Chief  Justice  Beasley  put  the  pith 
of  the  whole  matter  in  one  sentence,  sayini? 
in  State  ex  rel.  Werta  v.  Rogers,  56  N.  J.  L. 
480,  616,  23  L.  R.  A.  354,  28  Atl.  726.  and 
29  Atl.  173:     "When  the  inquiry  is  whether 
the  legislature,  or  any  other  body  or  officer, 
has  violated  the  regulations  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, it  is  entirely  plain  that  the  decision  of 
that  subject  must  rest  exclusively  with  ths 
judicial   department   of    the    government.' 
That  is  the  whole  of  it,  resulting  from  the 
supremacy  of  the  Constitution  as  the  ps re- 
mount law  of  the  land, — supreme  over  all  de- 
partments of  the  government. 

As  to  the  second  proposition,  we  are  satis- 
fied that  the  proposition  submitted  to  the  vot- 
ers contained  at  least  four  separate  amend- 
ments. The  sections  proposed  to  be  re- 
pealed, to  wit,  9§  145,  149,  151-153,  relate  to 
separate  matters.  Section  145  deals  ainne 
with  the  supreme  court,  as  does  said  §  149. 
Section  153  deals  with  the  judges  of  the  cir- 
cuit courts  and  of  the  chancery  courts.  Sec- 
tion 151  deals  with  the  method  of  filling  ra- 
cancies  in  the  supreme  court.  Section  l-)> 
deals  with  circuit  and  chancery  court  dis- 
tricts. It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  sections 
of  the  Constitution  of  1890  sought  to  be  re 
pealed  treat  separately  of  the  supreme  court 
and  supreme  court  judges,  and  or  the  juds«s 
of  the  circuit  and  chancery  courts.  Section 
177,  relating  to  vacancies  in  the  oflices  of  cir- 
cuit judges  or  chancellors,  and  the  method 
of  filling  them,  where  the  vacancy  occurs 
during  the  recess  of  the  senate,  was  whollj 
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overlooked  by  the  proposed  amendments. 
It  might  well  be  that  many  voters  might 
have  been  willing  to  vote  for  the  election  of 
•circuit  judges  and  chancellors  who  would  be 
unwilling  to  vote  for  the  election  of  supreme 
Judges,  and  that  many  voters  might  have 
l>een  willing  to  vote  for  the  election  of  all 
judges,  and  yet  wholly  unwilling  to  vote  for 
party  nominations,  by  districts,  of  judges 
to  be  voted  for  over  the  whole  state. 
Whether  an  amendment  is  one  or  many 
•clearly  must  depend  upon  the  nature  of  the 
«ubject-matter  covered  by  the  .amendment. 
If  the  propositions  are  separate,  one  in  no 
manner  dependent  upon  the  other,  so  that 
«  voter  may  intelligently  vote  for  one  and 
wainst  the  other, — one  being  able  to  stand 
alone,  disconnected  wholly  from  the  others, 
— ^then  such  amendments  are  many,  and  not 
one;  are  severable,  and  not  a  unit;  are  com- 
plete each  in  itself,  and  not  each  a  part  of 
an  interdependent  scheme;  and  such,  mani- 
festly, are  the  amendments  in  this  case.  A 
voter  might  have  chosen  to  vote  for  the  elec- 
tion of  circuit  judges,  and  not  for  the  elec- 
tion of  chancellors;  and  one  might  have 
chosen  to  vote  for  the  election  of  both  cir- 
•cuit  judges  and  chancellors,  and  yet  not  for 
the  election  of  supreme  judges;  one  might 
have  been  willing  to  vote  for  the  election  of 
all  judges,  and  yet  not  vrilling  to  sanction 
by  his  vote  a  scheme  for  party  nomination, 
t>y  districts,  for  judges  to  be  voted  for  by 
^electors  of  the  entire  state,  such  as  proposed 
against  one  or  more;  and  one  amendment  as 
in  these  amendments.  And  an  elector  might 
have  exercised  his  choice  between  these  four 
amendments,  voting  for  one  or  more  and 
to  the  election  of  circuit  judges  or  chancel- 
lors or  supreme  judges  might  have  been 
adopted  and  the  others  rejected,  and  our 
<!onstitutional  scheme  remain  perfectly  sym- 
metrical and  harmonious.  And  so  the  peo- 
ple could  have  adopted  the  amendments 
providing  for  the  election  of  all  the  judges, 
and  rejected  the  scheme  propounded  for  par- 
ty nominations  by  districts,  and  such  action 
would  have  been  perfectly  intelligpnt;  and 
these  three  amendments  could  have  been 
written  into  the  Constitution  without  the 
■other,  which  is  not  essential  to  any  one  of 
the  three  amendments.  The  argument  is 
wholly  fallacious  which  seeks  to  save  this 
method  of  submission  by  saying  that  all  of 
the  amendments  relate  to  the  judicial  de- 
partment of  the  government.  If  that  argu- 
ment were  correct,  then  the  mere  fact  that 
amendments,  no  matter  how  many,  and  no 
matter  how  absolutely  independent  each  of 
the  other,  relate  to  the  legislative  depart- 
ment, will  permit  all  to  be  submitted  as  one« 
and  so  as  to  the  judicial  department,  and 
40  as  to  the  executive  department.  Whether 
amendments  are  one  or  many  must  be  solved 
l)y  their  inherent  nature, — ^by  the  considera- 
tion whether  they  are  separate  and  inde- 
pendent each  of  the  other,  so  as  that  each 
•can  stand  alone  without  the  other,  leaving 
the  constitutional  scheme  symmetrical,  har- 
monious, and  independent  on  that  subject, 
and  not  upon  the  mere  blanketing  of  a  name, 
«uch  as  ''amendments  relating  to  the  judicial 
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department,"  or  "amendments  relating  to 
the  executive  department"  or  to  "the  legis- 
lative department."  Nothing  could  save 
these  amendments,  unless  the  fact  that 
they  relate  to  the  same  general  broad  subject 
of  the  I'udicial  department  could  save  them, 
and  this  is  utterly  in  the  face  of  reason  and 
principle. 

Three  cases  are  cited  by  counsel  as  show- 
ing the  oneness  of  this  alleged  amendment: 
State  ex  rel.  Hudd  v.  Timme,  64  Wis.  318, 
11  N.  W.  785;  State  ex  rel.  Adams  v.  Her- 
Tied,  10  S.  D.  120,  72  N.  W.  93;  State  &d 
rel.  Morris  v.  Mason,  43  La.  Ann.  690,  9  So. 
776.  In  the  Wisconsin  case,  at  page,  336, 
64  Wis.,  and  page  791,  11  N.  W.,  the  court 
says:  "In  order  to  constitute  more  than 
one  amendment,  the  propositions  submitted 
must  relate  to  more  than  one  subject,  and 
have  at  least  two  distinct  and  separate  pur- 
poses, not  dependent  upon  or  connected  with 
each  other.  Tested  by  this  rule,  the  propo- 
sitions submitted  to  the  electors  contained 
but  one  amendment."  The  purpose  there,  as 
stated,  was  to  chanee  from  annual  to  bien- 
nial sessions  of  the  legislature;  and  inciden- 
tal and  dependent  upon  this  was  the  propo- 
sition to  change  the  tenure  of  office  of  mem- 
bers of  the  assembly  from  one  to  two  years, 
and  to  change  the  compensation  of  the  mem- 
bers. The  court  said:  "If  they  must  be 
submitted  separately,  why  must  they?  Cer- 
tainly they  should  either  both  be  defeated  or 
both  adopted.  Why,  then,  should  the  people 
be  permitted  or  compelled  to  vote  upon  each 
separately?"  This  conclusion  shows  that 
that  court  itself  would  have  held,  where  the 
amendments  were  not  such  that  all  would 
have  to  be  defeated  or  all  adopted,  that  they 
were  separate  amendments;  but  it  is  fur- 
ther to  be  noticed  in  that  case  that  great 
stress  was  laid  upon  the  fact  that  all  the 
departments  of  government  had  for  a 
long  period  of  time  construed  the  question 
of  the  adoption  of  such  amendments  as  the 
court  construed  it  in  that  case.  Here  there 
has  been  no  such  uniform  action  of  the  de- 
partments of  government.  In  the  South 
Dakota  case  it  is  perfectly  manifest  that  the 
proposed  amendment  was  but  one  amend- 
ment. It  abolished  certain  trustees  of  the 
university,  and  established  one  board  of  con- 
trol for  all  educational  institutions  of  the 
state  supported  by  state  taxation.  It  was 
clearly  a  single  proposition,  which  stood  or 
fell  as  an  entirety.  And  yet  even  in  that 
case  the  supreme  court  hesitated  before  de- 
claring it  one  amendment.  In  the  Louisi- 
ana case  the  proposition  was  to  charter  a 
lottery,  upon  its  paying,  as  a  consideration 
for  its  being  chartered,  to  various  charitable 
institutions,  named  sums  of  money.  There 
were  a  great  many  incidental  provisions  and 
regulations  auxiliary  to  the  ffreat,  controll- 
ing scheme,  to  wit,  the  establishment  of  a 
lottery,  all  of  which  were  manifestly  only 
auxiliary  to,  and  adjuratory  of,  the  propo- 
sition for  the  establishment  of  a  lottery. 
The  decision  is  manifestly  correct.  The 
whole  scheme  stood  or  fell  together,  and  was 
manifestly  one  in  design  and  purpose. 
These  authorities  therefore  are  of  no  value 
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in  the  determination  of  the  question  whether 
the  proposition  here  submitted  to  our  voters 
embraced  one  amendment  or  more  than  one 
amendment.  The  question  whether,  there  be- 
ing several  amendments,  they  were  submit- 
ted so  that  the  voters  could  vote  separately 
on  each,  was  fundamentally  vital.  Says 
the  supreme  court  of  California  (Oakland 
Paving  Co.  v.  Hilton,  69  Cal.  489,  11  Pac. 
8)  :  "When  a  mode  is  thus  established  and 
ordained,  it  must  be  followed.  The  people 
of  a  state  may  impose  a  limit  upon  their  own 
power,  and  when  this  is  done  by  the  Consti- 
tution it  must  be  regarded  as  much  a  portion 
of  the  paramount  law,  and  as  obligatory  on 
the  whole  people,  as  any  other  portion  of 
the  Constitution.  If  we  do  not  so  hold,  we 
would  sanction  revolution  and  violence,  and 
place  lawlessness  on  a  level  with  law.  The 
majority  of  the  people,  according  to  law, 
having  adopted  the  Constitution,  with  a  mode 
of  amendment  in  it,  we  must  regard  it  as  a 
solemn  declaration  to  the  minority  in  the 
state,  as  binding  as  a  compact  with  such  mi- 
nority, that  the  majority,  however  large  or 
overwhelming,  will  never  exercise  its  irre- 
sistible power,  its  vis  major,  to  change  the 
law  of  its  organization  as  a  government  in 
any  other  way.  We  hold  it  to  be  sound 
law  that  a  Constitution  adopted  as  was  the 
present  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Califor- 
nia is  not  lawfully  changed  by  the  votes  of 
every  elector  in  the  state,  unless  in  the  mode 

provided    in    it The   majority    in 

tavor  of  the  change  may  be  so  irresistible  in 
its  physical  power  as  to  command  the  forced 
acquiescence  or  unwilling  consent  of  an  in- 
considerable minority,  but  nevertheless  a 
change  of  the  Constitution  so  brought  about, 
contrary  to  its  provisions,  would  he  lawless, 
revolutionary,  and  unconstitutional,  and  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  this  court,  in  obedience 
to  the  oath  which  its  members  have  taken, 
so  to  declare  it,  in  favor  of  any  litigant  who 
should  invoke  its  judgment  in  the  course  of 
regular  procedure,  though  the  sole  litigant 
invoking  its  aid  and  power  should  constitute 
the  nonconsenting  minority.  If  it  did  not 
so  declare,  the  organic  law  would  not  afford 
that  protection  and  refuge  which  it  was  in- 
tended to  afford."  See  also  what  is  said  in 
this  case  at  pages  502,  503,  6'J  Cal.  and  page 
14,  11  Pac.  The  necessity  for  greater  delib- 
eration and  strictness  of  procedure  in  re- 
spect to  the  adoption  of  constitutional 
amendments  than  that  which  applies  as  to 
the  passage  of  acts  of  the  legislature  is 
pointed  out  with  great  clearness  in  State  v. 
Foraker,  46  Ohio  St.  692,  693,  6  L.  R.  A.  422, 
23  Atl.  491.  See  also  what  is  said  by  Jus- 
tice Brewer  in  the  Prohibitory  Amendment 
Cases,  24  Kan.,  at  page  712.  Judge  Brewer 
very  strongly  says  in  24  Kan.,  at  pages  711, 
712,  speaking  of  the  part  that  the  legisla- 
ture plays  when  the  constitutional  require- 
ments have  not  been  obeyed:  "It  lacks  the 
sanction  of  law,  is  a  disregard  of  constitu- 
tional methods  and  limitations,  and  should 
be  taken  as  a  request  for  a  change,  rather 
than  as  a  change  itself.  But  nothwith- 
standing  this,  legislative  action  is  simply  a 
determination  to  submit  the  question  to  pop- 
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ular  decision.  It  is  in  no  sense  final.  K» 
number  of  legislatures  and  no  amount  of 
legislative  action  can  change  the  fundamen- 
tal law.  This  was  made  by  the  people,  who 
alone  can  change  it.  The  action  of  the 
legislature  in  respect  to  constitutional 
changes  is  something  like  the  action  of  a 
committee  of  the  legislature  in  respect  to  the 
legislative  disposition  of  a  bill.  It  presents^ 
it  recommends,  but  it  does  not  decide. 
.  .  .  It  is  the  legislative  action  which  is- 
considered  in  determining  whether  the  law 
has  been  constitutionally  passed,  and  it  is- 
the  popular  action  which  is  principally  to  be- 
considered  in  determining  whether  a  consti- 
tutional amendment  has  been  adopted." 

We  therefore  hold,  and  so  declare,  that 
there  were  at  least  four  amendments  submit- 
ted to  the  people  in  this  proposition,  and  that 
for  that  reason  the  amendments  were  not 
submitted  in  accordance  with  §  273  of  the 
Constitution,  and,  notwithstanding  the  ac- 
tion of  the  legislature  in  inserting  them  in 
the  Constitution,  are  null  and  void  and  form 
no  part  of  said  Constitution. 

On  the  third  proposition,  we  are  satisfied 
that  the  majority  required  by  |  273  of  the 
Constitution  of  1890  for  the  adoption  of  a 
constitutional  amendment  must  be  a  major- 
ity of  all  the  electors  voting  at  the  election^ 
— ^not  simply  all  votinj;  on  the  adoption  or 
rejection   of  the   constitutional    amendment 
submitted.    A  consideration  of  the   history 
of  S  273  in  our  Constitution  demonstrates 
this  beyond  all  controversy.    In  the  Consti- 
tution of  1817,  found  in  Hutchinson's  Code, 
p.  35,  this  provision  reads,  as  to  this  point: 
"If  it  shall  appear   that   a  majority  of  the 
citizens  of  the  state  voting  for  representa- 
tives have  voted  for  a  convention,''  etc.    In 
the  Constitution  of  1832  ( Hutchinson's  Code,, 
p.  61)    as  to  this   point,  the  section  reads: 
"Public  notice  thereof  shall  then  be  given  by 
the  secretary  of  state,  at  least  six  monthV 
preceding  the  next  general  election,  at  which 
the  qualified  electors  shall  vote  directly  for 
or  against  such  change,  alteration,  or  amend- 
ment; and  if  it  shall  appear  that  a  majority 
of  the  qualified  electors  voting  for  members 
of  the  legislature  shall  have  voted  for  the 
proposed  change,  alteration,  or  amendment,, 
then  it  shall  be  Inserted  by  the  next  succeed- 
ing legislature  as  a  part  of  this  Constitu- 
tion, and   not   otherwise."    Note    the  lan- 
guage "and  not  otherwise."  The  Constitution 
of  1869   (Code  1871,  p.  667,  art.  13)  as  to^ 
this  point  reads:     "If  it  shall  appear  that 
a  majority  of  the  qualified  electors  voting  for 
members  of  the  legislature  shall  have  voted 
for    the    proposed   amendments."   etc.    The 
Constitution  of  1890,  |  273,  reads:     ''When- 
ever  two  thirds  of  each  house  of  the  legisla- 
ture shall  deem  any  change,  alteration,  or 
amendment  necessary  to  this   Constitution, 
such  proposed  change,  alteration,  or  amend- 
ment shall  be   read  and    passed  bv  a  two- 
thirds  vote  of   each   house,  respectively,  on 
each  day,  for  three  successive  days.    Public 
notice  shall  then  be  given  by  the  secretary 
of  state,  at  least  three  months  preceding  an 
election,  at  which  the  qualified  electors  shall 
vote  directly  for  or  against  sueh  change,  al* 
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teration,  or  amendment;  and  if  more  than 
one  amendment  shall  be  submitted  at  one 
time,  they  shall  be  submitted  in  such  man- 
ner and  form  that  the  people  may  vote  for  or 
against  each  amendment  separately;  and  if 
it  shall  appear  that  a  majority  of  the  qual- 
ified electors  voting  shall  have  voted  for  the 
proposed  change,  alteration,  or  amendment, 
then  it  shall  he  inserted  by  the  next  succeed- 
ing legislature  as  nart  of  this  Constitution, 
and  not  otherwise.  It  will  be  noticed  that 
the  Constitution  of  1890  omits,  after  the 
word  "voting,"  the  words  "for  members  of 
the  legislature;"  and  the  enrolled  section  of 
the  Constitution,  in  the  secretary  of  state's 
office,  shows  that  there  should  be  a  comma 
after  the  word  "voting"  in  §  273,  as  it  now 
stands.  The  significant  fact  thus  stands 
out,  like  a  mountain  in  the  landscape,  that 
for  the  whole  period  of  time  from  1817  to 
1890,  the  Constitution  of  the  state  having 
been  four  times  changed  during  such  period 
( a  period  of  seventy-three  years  of  state  his- 
tory), the  people  of  this  state,  speaking 
through  their  sovereign  instrument,  the  Con- 
stitution, had  uniformly  declared  that  no 
majority  of  electors  less  than  a  majority  of 
those  voting  for  members  of  the  legislature 
(which  election  would  bring  out,  it  was  pre- 
sumed, the  largest  number  of  electors) 
should  avail  to  change  the  organic  law  of  the 
land.  That  law  reachejs  with  its  protection 
everyone  in  the  state.  Unlike  an  act  of  the 
legislature,  which  may  or  may  not  be  gen- 
eral, its  efTectiveness  is  universal.  Its  po- 
tency reaches  in  its  power  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  whole  state,  and  protects  all 
rights  of  life,  liberty,  and  property  thereun- 
der. This  charter  of  our  liberties,  this  ark 
of  the  covenant,  the  people  for  seventy-three 
years  had  said  should  not  be  lightly  touched 
or  carelessly  changed.  That  law  expressly 
provided  that  such  change  could  be  effected 
only  by  a  vote  of  a  majority  of  all  votes  for 
members  of  the  legislature.  How  did  this 
clause,  "for  members  of  the  legislature," 
come  to  be  dropped?  It  was  dropped,  sim- 
ply and  only,  because  sessions  of  the  legisla- 
ture were  then,  and  were  thereafter  to  be, 
quadrennial.  In  view  of  this  fact  the  fram- 
ers  of  the  Constitution  wisely  foresaw  that 
that  if  one  legislature  had  to  propose  an 
amendment,  and  the  succeeding  legislature 
had  to  insert  it,  if  a  constitutional  amend- 
ment could  only  be  submitted  when  members 
of  the  legislature  were  to  be  voted  for  there 
would  result  a  positive  inhibition  of  an  elec- 
tion on  the  question  of  adopting  a  constitu- 
tional amendment,  except  at  intervals  of  at 
least  every  four  years,  and  it  might  very 
likely  occur  that  a  period  of  eight  years 
might  intervene  between  the  submission  of 
an  amendment  and  ite  insertion  in  the  Con- 
stitution. That  so  long  a  period  of  time 
should  be  allowed  to  stend  in  the  way  of  a 
demand  for  a  change  in  the  Constitution 
made  exigent  by  some  great  public  necessity 
iras  whollv  unreasonable.  It  might  be  that 
a  constitutional  amendment  ought  to  be  sub- 
mitted at  a  special  election  held  for  that 
purpose  only.  The  public  necessity  might 
be  such  that,  not  waiting  for  a  special  elec- 
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tion,  such  amendment  should  be  submitted 
at  some  regular  election  for  state  officers,  or 
at  a  congressional  election.  The  time  for 
holding  an  election  on  the  question  of  adopt- 
inff  a  constitutional  amendment  was  not  vi- 
tal. The  majority  by  which  the  public  pol- 
icy of  the  state  had  always  declared  such 
amendmente  could  alone  be  adopted  was 
vital.  Time  could  be  fixed  to  suit  the  con- 
venience of  the  voters.  The  great  f undamen- 
tol  condition — the  requisite  majority — was 
to  remain  essentially  unaltered.  It  would  be 
imputing  to  the  wise  framers  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  1890  the  greatest  folly  to  suppose 
that  they  meant  to  reverse  the  policy  of  this 
state  for  seventy  odd  years  as  to  the  major- 
ity necessary  to  adopt  a  constitutional 
amendment,  when  the  real  purpose  of  the 
omission  of  the  words  "for  members  of  the 
legislature"  lies  on  the  very  surface  of  the 
investigation,  and  was  manifestly,  as  stated, 
the  result  alone  of  the  fact  that  sessions  of 
the  legislature  were  then  quadrennial.  If 
an  election  should  be  held  to  determine  alone 
whether  the  Constitution  should  be  amend- 
ed or  not,  a  majority  of  the  electors  voting 
would  in  such  case  necessarily  be  a  majority 
of  those  voting  for  or  against  the  adoption 
of  the  amendment.  Clearly,  therefore,  this 
consideration  in  no  wise  affecte  the  sound- 
ness of  our  holding  that  whether  or  not  the 
vote  on  a  constitutional  amendment  occurs 
on  a  day  when  state  officers  are  also  voted 
for,  there  must  be  a  majority  of  all  the  elect- 
ors voting  that  day  for  anything,  to  make 
valid  the  adoption  of  the  amendment,  as  is 
expressly  held  in  Stehhina  v.  Grand  Rapida 
Buper.  Ct.  Judge,  108  Mich.  698,  66  N.  W. 
694.  The  court  said:  "We  see  nothing  ab- 
surd, however,  in  the  legislature  providing 
that  at  a  special  election  a  majority  of  the 
votes  should  control,  while  at  a  general  elec- 
tion a  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast  at  the 
election  should  control.  There  might  have 
been  in  the  legislative  mind  the  very  best 
of  reasons  for  such  provisions." 

Nothing  is  gained  by  referring  to  the 
words,  "an  election  at  which  the  qualified 
electors  shall  vote  directly  for  or  against 
such  amendment."  The  very  same  words 
("directly  for  or  against  such  amendment") 
occur  in  the  same  provisions  in  the  Consti- 
tutions of  1869  and  of  1832.  Nor  do  the 
words  "an  election"  mean,  as  alleged,  a  spe- 
cial election.  If  that  construction  were 
correct,  then  every  constitutional  amend- 
ment would  necessarily  have  to  be  submitted 
at  some  special  election  called  for  that  pur- 
pose alone;  yet  for  seventy-odd  years  the 
policy  of  the  stete  had  been  exactly  the  re- 
verse. That  policy  of  the  state  was  never  to 
submit  a  constitutional  amendment  except  at 
an  election  for  members  of  the  legislature, 
for  the  reason  that  at  such  elections  for 
members  of  the  legislature  the  fullest  possi- 
ble vote  would  be  polled.  The  Constitution 
framers  of  1817,  1832,  and  1869  correctly 
thought  that  the  best  way  to  secure  a  full 
vote  was  not  by  submitting  an  abstract  prop- 
osition for  a  change  in  the  organic  law  at  a 
special  election,  but  at  an  election  when 
friends  or  others  in  whom  voters  might  be 
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interested  as  candidates  for  the  legislature 
should  be  chosen.  This  was  an  eminently 
wise  and  common-sense  view,  founded  on 
good  reason.  "An  election"  simply  means 
any  election,  whether  it  be  a  special  election, 
or  a  regular  election  for  state  ofQcers,  or  a 
congressional  election.  Electors  voted  di- 
rectly for  or  against  an  amendment  under 
the  Constitutions  of  1832  and  1869.  Also, 
the  dropping  of  the  words  "the  next  general" 
before  the  word  "election,"  from  §  273  of  the 
Constitution,  and  the  substituting  for  these 
words  "an  election,"  were  made  necessary 
solely  because  of  the  fact  that  sessions  of  the 
legislature  were  quadrennial.  Prior  to  the 
Constitution  of  1890  the  electors  would  vote 
at  an  election  directly  for  or  against,  and  it 
then  required  a  majority  of  the  qualiileil 
electors  voting  for  members  of  the  legislature 
at  that  general  election  to  adopt  the  amend- 
ment. Now  qualified  voters  at  an  election 
special  or  general,  at  which  they  vote,  vote 
directly  for  or  against  such  amendment;  but 
it  requires  a  majority  of  all  the  qualified 
electors  voting  at  that  election,  whether  spe- 
cial or  genertd,  no  matter  for  what  officers 
or  for  what  things  or  propositions  they  may 
vote.  The  number  to  be  ascertained,  so  as 
to  find  what  a  majority  of  that  number  was, 
is  the  number  of  all  the  (|aaliAed  electors 
who  vote  at  the  election, — who  vote  at  that 
election,  no  matter  for  what  they  vote, — 
keeping  up  the  uniform  policy  of  this  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution.  This  Consti- 
tution provides  that  not  simply  a  majority 
of  the  Qualified  electors  voting  for  members 
of  the  legislature  should  be  required,  but 
that  a  majority  of  all  the  qualified  electors 
voting  that  day  at  that  election,  special  or 
general,  should  be  required.  This  might  re- 
quire a  larger  number  of  voters  to  adopt  a 
constitutional  amendment  than  would  con- 
stitute a  majority  of  the  electors  voting  for 
members  of  the  legislature,  it  cannot  re- 
quire less  than  such  a  majority.  So  that  it 
is  perfectly  obvious  that  the  policy  of  Ihis 
state  through  all  the  days  of  statehood  was, 
under  the  Constitution  of  1890,  not  only 
maintained,  but  absolutely  stren^hened.  It 
it  not  enough  now  that  a  majority  of  elect- 
ors voting  for  legislators  shall  vote  for  the 
amendment.  The  adoption  of  such  an 
amendment  requires  a  majority  of  all  the 
qualified  electors  voting  for  any  purpose 
whatever.  This  construction  conserves  the 
policy  the  state  manifested  by  these  provi- 
sions in  three  Constitutions  and  by  universal 
usage  before  and  since  the  war,  and  con- 
serves the  great  principle  w'lich  imperative- 
ly demands  that  the  great  organic  law  of  the 
state,  its  Constitution,  supreme  and  para- 
mount over  every  interest,  shall  never  ne  al- 
tered or  changed  except  upon  the  maturest 
judgment,  and  by  a  majority  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  conviction  that  the  change  has 
met  the  approval  of  intelligent  freemen. 
Such  is  the  view  deduced  from  a  history  pf 
this  section,  the  public  policy  of  the  state  as 
declared  by  this  section  in  its  various  forms 
in  the  different  Constitutions  from  1817  to 
1890,  and  from  the  construction  of  the  sev- 
eral clauses  of  S  273  itself.  It  may  be  added 
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that  this  would  be  entirely  suffictent  to  dis- 
pose of  the  case,  since  it  is  admitted  that 
these  amendments  did  not  receive  a  majority 
of  all  the  qualified  electors  voting  at  the 
election. 

Little  aid  can  be  gathered  from  the  deci- 
sions of  other  states  construing  their  partic- 
ular clauses  in  their  constitutions  providing 
for  amendments  to  their  constitutions, — ^litr 
tie  aid,  that  is,  of  direct  authority, — since  a 
decision  from  another  state  would  only  be  a 
persuasive  authority,  even  where  it  was  ren- 
dered in  construction  of  a  clause  or  clauses 
in  its  Constitution  identical  with  like  clause 
or  clauses  of  our  Constitution.  But  the  over- 
whelming weight  of  authority  adopts  our 
view  on  this  proposition  also.  In  the  Case 
of  Prohibitory  Amendments,  24  Kan.  707, 
the  clause  is,  "if  a  majority  of  electors  vot- 
ing on  said  amendments,"  etc  Of  course, 
there  was  no  room  for  doubt  on  that  sort  of 
a  clause, — ^that  only  a  majority  of  the  elect- 
ors 'toting  on  said  amendments  was  re- 
quired, 'fiiere  are  many  cases  of  proposi- 
tions to  remove  courthouses  and  change 
county  sites,  to  get  franchises,  and  to  vote 
bonds,  etc.,  as  to  which  there  have  been 
many  conflicting  decisions.  Such  decisions 
are  of  very  litUe  value  in  the  solution  of 
this  question.  State  ex  reU  Little  v.  hang- 
lie.  5  N.  D.  6W,  32  L.  R.  A.  723,  67  N.  W. 
958,  was  a  county-site  case.  State  ex  reL 
Durkheimer  v.  Oraoe,  20  Or.  161,  25  Pac 
382,  was  another  county-site  case.  It  is  to 
be  remarked  that  both  of  the  cases  quote  Gil- 
lespie V.  Palmer,  20  Wis.  544, — a  case 
thoroughly  repudiated  by  many  courts,  and 
of  no  authority.  See,  specially,  the  criti-' 
cism  of  this  case  in  Stehl)ins*s  Case,  108 
Mich.  696,  66  N.  W.  694,  in  which  it  is 
shown  that  it  has  been  overruled  in  Wiscon- 
sin {Bound  V.  Wisconsin  O.  R.  Co.  46  Wis. 
679) ;  Chief  Justice  Ryan  characterizing  it 
as  "a  reproach  to  the  court  as  judgments  pro- 
ceeding upon  policy  rather  than  upon  prin- 
ciple." The  case  of  State  ex  rel.  Larahee  v. 
Barnes,  3  N.  D.  319,  66  N.  W.  883,  goes  upon 
the  fact  that  the  vote  upon  the  constitution- 
al amendment  was,  by  the  provision  of  law 
therein  controlling,  made  a  wholly  separate 
and  special  election,  though  occurring  on  the 
same  day  with  an  election  for  ofiScera.  Be- 
ing made  a  special  election,  of  course  a  ma- 
jority of  electors  voting  on  the  question  of 
adopting  the  constitution  would  control. 
The  case  of  Marion  County  Comrs,  v.  Wink- 
ley,  29  Kan.  40,  is  a  purely  loca]  ease,  about 
a  hedge  bounty  submitted  to  the  people  of  a 
county.  The  distinction  between  a  local 
election  and  this  sort  of  a  state  election  on 
the  adoption  of  a  constitution  is  too  obvious 
for  comment.  Our  view  as  to  the  majority 
required  for  the  valid  adoption  of  a  consti- 
tutional amendment  is  directly  and  clearly 
supported  by  the  following  cases:  State  v. 
Foraker,  46  Ohio  St.  692,  6  L.  R.  A.  422,  23 
N.  E.  491 ;  State  ex  rel,  Litson  y.  MeOotcan, 
138  Mo.  193,  39  S.  W.  771;  State  v.  Swift, 
69  Ind.  603 ;  Tecumseh  Nat.  Bank  v.  Saun- 
ders, 51  Neb.  801,  71  N.  W.  779;  Bayard  v, 
Klinge,  16  Minn.  262,  Gil.  221;  Stebhins's 
Case,  108   Mich.   693,  66  N.  W.   694,— and 
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many  others  in  briefs  of  counsel.  In  the  Ne- 
braska case  it  was  held  that  it  required  a 
majority  of  the  highest  aggregate  number  of 
Totes  cast,  whether  for  an  officer  or  for  an 
amendment.  In  State  v.  Sicift,  60  Ind.  520, 
the  distinction  was  pointed  out  between  the 
reasons  for  requiring  a  different  majority  to 
elect  an  officer  and  to  adopt  a  constitutional 
amendment,— a  distinction  which  the  fram- 
ers  of  the  Constitution  of  1S90  evidently  had 
in  mind  when  they  provided,  as  they  have 
done,  that  the  majority  now  required  to 
amend  the  Ck>n8titution  must  be  a  majority 
of  all  the  qualified  electors  voting,  whether 
such  majority  be  equal  to  or  larger  than  a 
majority  of  all  the  qualified  electors  voting 
for  members  of  the  legislature.  All  the 
statements  to  be  found  in  different  decisions 
touching  the  doctrine  that  electors  absenting 
themselves  from  an  election,  and  those  pres- 
ent and  not  voting  for  some  candidate  for 
every  office,  or  on  every  proposition  submit- 
ted, are  held  to  assent  to  the  action  of  those 
who  do  vote,  are  not  applicable  to  a  case  like 
this,  which  is  governed  by  a  constitutional 
standard,  as  to  the  necessary  majority,  ex- 
pressly defined  in  the  constitution  itself ;  that 
being,  as  stated,  that  the.  requisite  majority 
shall  be  a  majority  of  all  the  qualified  elect- 
ors voting  at  the  election  for  any  purpose  or 
for  any  officer,  as  held  in  Stebhina'a  Case, 
108  Mich.  699,  66  N.  W.  594.  Manifestly, 
when  the  Constitution  itself,  in  §  273,  ex- 
pressly declares  that  no  amendment  shall  be 
adopted  except  where  it  shall  be  a  fact  that 
it  received  at  the  election  a  majority  of  all 
■qualified  electors  voting,  we  have  a  positive 
rule  prescribed  and  a  fixed  standard  set  up, 
and  nothing  short  of  strict  compliance  with 
the  rule,  or  of  a  majority  measuring  up  to 
that  standard,  will  avail  to  change  the  or- 
ganic law. 

There  is  one  other  most  important  consid- 
eration, and  that  is  that  the  members  of  the 
constitutional  convention  of  1890  used  lan- 
^age  with  the  greatest  precision  when  talk- 
ing about  the  majority  required  to  accom- 
plish different  ends.  In  §  259  it  is  provid- 
ed: "No  county  seat  shall  be  removed,  un- 
less such  removal  be  authorized  by  two 
thirds  of  the  electors  of  the  county  voting 
therefor;  but  when  the  proposed  removal 
shall  be  towards  the  center  of  the  county  it 
may  be  made  when  a  majority  of  the  electors 
participating  in  the  election  shall  vote  there- 
for." Section  260  provides:  "No  new 
county  shall  be  formed  unless  a  majority  of 
the  qualified  electors  voting  in  each  part  of 
the  county/*  etc.  Section  101  provides: 
"The  seat  of  government  of  the  state  shall 
be  at  the  city  of  Jackson,  and  shall  not  be 
removed  or  relocated  without  the  assent  of 
a  majority  of  the  electors  of  the  state."  It 
is  perfectly  idle  to  contend,  in  the  face  of  all 
these  different  provisions  of  §§  259,  260,  101, 
and  273,  that  the  members  of  the  constitu- 
tional convention  of  1890  (very  many  of  them 
the  ablest  lawyers  in  this  or  any  other  state) 
did  not  carefully  use,  with  exact  precision, 
words  apt  to  convey  the  different  and  dis- 
tinct meanings  they  had  in  view  in  the  adop- 
tion of  these  different  provisions.  See  the 
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forcible  reasoning  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Missouri  in  State  ex  rel,  Litson  v.  McGotoan, 
138  Mo.  193,  39  S.  W.  771,  along  this  line. 
There  are  other  authorities,  which  we  have 
not  thought  it  necessary  to  cite  at  length. 
There  was  but  one  election.  It  is  a  com- 
plete fallacy  to  argue  that,  because  the  con- 
stitutional amendments  were  submitted  and 
voted  on  at  a  general  election,  the  election 
was  separate,  and  that  these  were  two  in 
number.  There  was  but  one  election,  held 
at  the  same  time  and  place,  though  officers 
were  voted  for,  and  these  amendments  were 
voted  for  or  against.  The  ballot  used  was  a 
single  ballot,  on  which  was  printed,  along 
with  the  names  of  the  candidates,  the 
amendments,  with  directions  to  vote  for  or 
against  them  in  one  body.  In  the  case  of 
Tecumseh  Nat.  Bank  v.  Saunders ,  51  Neb. 
802,  71  N.  W.  779,  it  is  shown  that  votes 
were  deposited  for  and  against  the  amend- 
ments in  boxes  used  for  receiving  ballots 
thus  cast,  all  over  the  state ;  that  these  votes- 
were  canvassed  separately;  and  that 
the  whole  number  of  votes  so  cast 
was  122,000,  of  which  84,000  were 
for  and  37,000  against.  Speaking  in  round 
numbers,  but  217,000  votes  were  cast  for 
governor.  And  the  contention  was  that  it 
was  a  separate  election  as  to  the  amend- 
ments. See  page  803,  51  Neb.,  and  page  780, 
71  N.  W.  But  the  court  held  that  there  was 
but  one  election.  That  was  a  far  stronger 
case  for  the  idea  that  it  was  a  separate  elec- 
tion, than  this  one.  Here  there  was  no  sepa- 
rate dei)osit  of  ballots  touching  the  amend- 
ments, in  separate  boxes,  and  no  separate 
canvass  of  such  ballots.  The  whole  conduct 
of  the  election  shows  it  to  have  been  one  elec- 
tion. 

One  final  observation:  We  are  not  em- 
barrassed in  this  case,  as  some  of  the  courts 
whose  decisions  we  have  discussed  were  em- 
barrassed, by  the  fact  that  a  construction 
different  from  ours  has  been  uniformly  acted 
upon  for  a  long  period  of  time  by  all  the  de- 
partments of  government,  and  that  rights 
have  grown  up  under  such  different  con- 
structions. The  governor  of  this  state, 
foreseeing  the  evil  effects  to  come  from  long 
delay,  and  the  confusion  which  would  be  in- 
troduced by  waiting  for  years,  it  might  bo, 
until  the  validity  of  these  amendments 
should  be  otherwise  presented,  wisely  deter- 
mined to  have  this  question  settled  now.  in 
advance,  finally  and  authoritatively,  by  this, 
the  court  of  last  resort  in  this  state.  This 
action  saves  the  people  of  this  state  the  very 
great  embarrassments  which  would  certain- 
ly hare  attended  a  delay  of  the  settlement  of 
this  much-vexed  question.  This  court  rec- 
ognizes the  importance  of  the  co-ordinate 
legislative  department  of  the  government. 
It  has  the  highest  regard  for  the  legi.slature 
as  a  co-ordinate  branch  of  the  government, 
and  for  its  members  individually.  It  is  one 
of  the  very  ablest  legislative  bodies  that  ha? 
ever  assemble  in  this  capital.  We  do  not 
seek  a  jurisdiction  not  imposed  upon  us  by 
the  Constitution.  We  could  not,  if  we 
would,  escape  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdic- 
tion which  the  Constitution  has  imposed  up- 
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on  US.  In  the  particular  instance  in  which 
we  are  now  acting,  our  duty  to  know  what 
the  Constitution  of  this  state  is,  and,  in  ac- 
cordance with  our  oaths,  to  support  and 
maintain  it  in  its  integrity,  imposes  upon  us 
a  most  difficult  and  embarrassing  duty, — one 
which  we  have  not  sought,  but  one  which, 
like  all  others,  must  be  discharged  when  the 
hour  comes.  The  action  of  the  court  below 
is  in  accordance  with  the  views  we  have  an- 
nounced. It  declared,  and  we  now  declare, 
that  for  the  reason  that  the  said  amend- 


ments were  not  submitted  to  the  voters  in 
the  state  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  S  273  of  the  Constitution  of  1890,  and  be- 
cause these  amendments  were  not  adopted  at 
said  election  b^  a  majority  of  all  the  quali- 
fied electors  voting  at  said  election,as  required 
by  said  §  273,  ihe  said  amendments  are  null 
and  void,  and  form  no  part  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  that  all  the  sections  of  the  Consti- 
tution which  they  sought  to  repeal  remain 
in  full  force  and  effect. 
Affirmed. 
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R€  Will  of  Isabella  ANDREWS,  Deceased. 

(162  N.  Y.  1.) 

An  instrument  t«  not  •nbscrtbed  at  tl&e 
end  tl&ereofy  as  required  by  statute  to  con- 
stitute a  valid  will,  where  it  consists  of  four 
pages  in  one  sheet  folded  lengtliwise  down 
the  middle,  with  the  formal  opening  and  a 
portion  of  the  bequests  on  the  first  page  of 
the  sheet,  another  portion  on  the  third  page, 
which  Is  marked  page  2,  while  the  remaln- 
•der  and  the  signature  are  on  the  second  page, 
which  is  marked  page  8,  there  being  nothing 
to  connect  the  portions  on  the  third  page 
with  those  above  the  signature. 

(February  27,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  claimants  from  an  order  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
'Court,  Second  Department,  affirming  a  de- 
cree of  the  Surrogate's  Court  for  Kings 
■County  refusing  to  admit  to  probate  the  will 
of  Isabella  Andrews,  deceased.  Affirmed, 
.  The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  O.  O.  Beynolds  and  F.  Bey- 
molds,  for  appellants: 

The  end  of  an  instrument  naturally  means 
where  it  leaves  off;  the  close  of  the  writing; 
not  necessarily  the  end  of  any  particular 
piece  of  paper. 

The  different  parts  of  a  will  need  not  be 
physically  connected,  provided  they  are  con- 
nected by  their  internal  sense,  or  by  a  coher- 
ence and  adaptation  of  parts. 

Schouler,  Wills,  §  284,  note  6. 

Looking  at  the  evil  intended  to  be  guarded 
against  by  the  statute,  abstractly  con- 
sidered, there  is  not  as  much  danger  of  a 
fraudulent  alteration  of  the  will  by  this  ar- 
rangement as  if  the  will  had  been  so  short 
as  to  occupy  only  half  of  the  first  page,  there 
leaving  a  lone  blank  between  the  writing  and 
the  printed  closing  part  of  the  instrument. 

Eagan*s  Will,  N.  Y.  L.  J.  1893;  In  Goods 
of  Carver,  1  Notes  of  Cases,  276;  In  Goods 
of  Gore,  2  Notes  of  Cases,  479;  Hitchoook 
V.  Thompson,  6  Hun,  279;  Re  Dayger,  47 
Hun,  127 ;  Re  Binger,  19  Misc.  679,  44  N.  Y. 
Supp.  606;  In  Goods  of  Stoakes,  31  L.  T.  N. 


Note. — As  to  sufllciency  of  signature  to  will 
when  not  placed  at  the  end  of  it,  see  Warwick 
w.  Warwick  (Va.)  6  L.  R.  A.  775 ;  Re  Conway 
iN.  Y.)  11  L.  R.  A.  796;  and  Re  Booth  (N. 
Y.)  12  L.  R.  A.  452. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


S.  552;  In  Goq^  of  Coomhs,  L.  R.  1  Prob. 
A;  Div.  302;  In  Goods  of  Kimpton,  3  Swabey 
A;  T.  427. 

Even  if  the  ''second  page"  is  not,  strictly 
speaking  and  on  the  face  of  it,  a  part  of  the 
body  of  the  will,  which  is  ended  and  signed 
on  the  "third  page,"  it  is  then  to  be  consid- 
ered testamentary  matter,  which,  by  its 
paging  and  its  being  joined  to  the  will  as  it 
was  while  in  the  possession  of  testatrix  and 
when  executed  by  ker,  is  identified  and  dem- 
onstrated so  far  as  to  be  deemed  incorporat- 
ed into  it. 

Allen  V.  Maddock,  II  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  427; 
In  Goods  of  Almosnino,  1  Swa^y  A;  T.  508; 
In  Goods  of  Watkins,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  &  Div. 
19;  In  Goods  of  Pasoall,  L.  R.  1  Prob,  & 
Div.  606;  Van  Straubenzee  ▼.  Monck,  3 
Swabey  A  T.  12;  Tonnele  v.  Hall,  4  N.  Y. 
140;  Brovm  v.  Clark,  77  N.  Y.  369;  Caul- 
field  V.  Sullivan,  85  N.  Y.  166;  69  Albany 
Law  Journal,  446. 

Mr.  Armoiir  C.  Anderson,  also  for  ap- 
pellants : 

While  the  statute  requires  the  will  to  be 
signed  at  the  end  thereof,  these  words  should 
be  taken  in  their  ordinary  and  popular  sig- 
nification; in  other  words,  at  the  place 
where  the  testator  intended  to  stop,  not  on 
the  last  or  back  page  of  the  paper. 

Sisters  of  Charity  v.  Kelly,  67  N.  Y. 
409;  People  ex  rel.  Eakins  v.  Roosevelt,  14 
Misc.  536,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  1086,  Affirmed  in 
149  N.  Y.  674,  43  N.  E.  989;  Tompkins  v. 
Hunter,  149  N.  Y.  117,  43  N.  E.  632;  Re 
Laudy,  78  Hun,  479,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  136; 
Younger  v.  Duffie,  94  N.  Y.  636,  46  Am.  Rep. 
166. 

The  will  in  this  instance  was  properly 
executed.    It  is  signed  at  the  end  thereof. 

A  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute 
is  sufficient,  "a  literal  compliance  is  not  re- 
quired." 

Re  Dayger,  47  Hun,  127 ;  Gilbert  ▼.  Knox, 
62  N.  Y.  126;  Younger  v.  Duffie,  94  N.  Y. 
639,  46  Am.  Rep.  166;  Sisters  of  Charity  v. 
Kelly,  67  N.  Y.  409. 

The  will  may  be  on  separate  sheets, 
fastened  together  only  with  a  pin. 

In  Goods  of  Braddook,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  Diy. 
433. 

When  they  are  found  so  fastened  to- 
gether, the  presumption  is  that  it  warn  d-uit 
by  the  testat<Mr. 
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Rees  Y.  Reea,  L.  R.  3  Prob.  &  Biv.  84; 
«chouler.  Wills,  2d  ed.  §  314. 

Mr.  Frederic  W.  Adee,  for  respondents : 

The  paper  propounded  for  probate  is  not 
aubscribed  or  attested  in  the  manner  re- 
-quired  by  the  statute  of  wills  of  the  state 
-of  New  York. 

2  Rev.  Stat.  63,  §  40;  2  Rev.  Stat  Banks 
4l  Bros.  9th  ed.  p.  1877;  3  Birdseye,  Rev. 
Stat  p.  3510;  Willis  v.  Lowe,  5  Notes  of 
Oases,  428 ;  In  Ooods  of  Paralow,  5  Notes  of 
-Cases,  112;  In  Goods  of  Tookey,  5  Notes  of 
Oases,  386 ;  Ayrea  v.  Ayrea,  5  Notes  of  Cases, 
375;  Sweetkmd  v.  Stoeetland,  4  Swabey  & 
T.  6;  8mee  v.  Bryer,  6  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  404; 
J>vnnett  v.  Taylor,  6  Redf.  561;  MoCord  v. 
Lounahury,  5  Dem.  68 ;  Siatera  of  Charity  v. 
Kelly,  67  N.  Y.  409;  Re  O'Neil,  01  N.  Y.  516; 
Re  Conway,  124  N.  Y.  455,  11  L.  R.  A.  796, 
26  N.  E.  1028;  Haya  v.  Harden,  6  Pa.  409; 
-Olancy  v.  Clancy,  17  Ohio  St.  134. 

No  evidence  upon  probate  can  remove  the 
iatal  defects  in  subscription  and  attestation. 

Re  Hewitt,  91  N.  Y.  261. 

The  doctrine  of  incorporation,  ineffectual- 
ly evoked  on  behalf  of  the  proponent  in  both 
•of  the  lower  courts,  has  no  bearing  upon  the 
•case  upon  appeal. 

Re  O'Nea,  91  N.  Y.  616;  Re  Conway,  124 
N.  Y.  455,  11  L.  R.  A.  796,  26  N.  E.  1028; 
Booth  V.  Baptist  Church  of  Chriat,  126  N.  Y. 
215,  28  N.  E.  238;  Re  Whitney,  163  N.  Y. 
259.  47  N.  E.  272;  Dennett  ▼.  Taylor,  5 
Redf.  561. 

The  court  of  appeals  has  not  only  definite- 
ly settled  the  law  against  probate  of  instru- 
ments subscribed  and  attested  like  the  one 
in  question,  but  has  afiixed  tiiereto  the  seal 
•of  atare  decisis. 

Re  Conway,  124  N.  Y.  455,  11  L.  R.  A. 
796,  26  N.  E.  1028;  Re  Blair,  84  Hun,  681, 
32  N.  Y.  Supp.  845;  Re  Whitney,  153  N.  Y. 
259,  47  N.  E.  272. 

The  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  et  non  quiet 
ta  movere  rests  upon  clear  reason,  upon 
manifast  justice,  indeed  upon  a  necessity  in- 
lierent  in  the  constitution  of  civil  society. 

1  Bl.  Com.  •70;  1  Kent,  Com.  475.  479;  3 
Bl.  Com.  ^432;  Chamberlain,  Stare  Decisis, 
p.  19;  Spicer  v.  Spicer,  Cro.  Jac.  527;  Doe 
-eoB  dem.  Mansfield  v.  Peach,  2  Maule  &  S. 
-676;  Proprietors  of  Liverpool  Watertoorks 
▼.  Harpley,  6  East,  607 ;  Bowen  v.  Shapoott, 
1  East,  542;  Lonsdale  v.  LittU'dale,  2  Anstr. 
357;  Bradford  v.  Tinkham,  6  Gray,  494; 
Cohen  v.  Virginia,  6  Wheat  399,  5  L.  ed. 
290;  Rockhill  v.  Nelson,  24  Ind.  424. 

Bartlett,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
•eourt: 

This  case  comes  before  us  under  circum- 
fitances  so  unusual  that  a  few  words  of  com- 
ment may  not  be  out  of  place.  The  surro- 
gate of  Kings  county  refused  probate  to  the 
will  we  are  about  to  consider,  on  the  ground 
that  St  was  not  subscribed  at  the  end  there- 
of, as  required  by  the  statute  of  wills  (2 
Rev.  Stat  p.  63,  8  40;  2  Rev.  Stat  Banks 
A  Bros.*  9th  ed.  p.  1877).  In  so  doing,  he 
followed  the  settled  law  of  this  court  for 
years,  and  many  well-reasoned  English 
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cases,  when  construing  a  statute  similar  to 
our  own.  1  Vict.  chap.  26.  The  learned  ap- 
pellate division  affirmed  the  surrogate's  de- 
cree with  a  divided  court,  giving  utterance 
at  the  same  time  to  a  protest  both  emphatic 
and  unanimous.  The  opinion  states  that 
the  conclusion  reached  was  solely  under  the 
stress  of  authority,  and  that,  unaided  by  the 
light  of  judicial  decisions,  a  contrary  result 
would  have  followed.  One  of  the  dissenting 
justices  stated  that,  while  he  recognized  the 
principle  of  stare  decisis,  cases  sometimes 
arise  when  a  judge  is  justified  in  refusing 
to  follow  a  decision  of  the  court  of  last  re- 
sort The  other  dissenting  justice  wrote  an 
opinion  in  which  he  succeeded  in  reaching 
the  conclusion  that  neither  the  statute  of 
wills,  nor  the  cases  which  had  compelled  the 
majority  of  his  brethren  to  reluctantly  af- 
firm the  surrogate's  decree,  called  for  any 
such  result.  As  the  opinion  of  the  appellate 
division  concedes  that  the  question  presented 
is  not  an  open  one  in  this  court,  we  might 
well  content  ourselves  with  an  affirmance  of 
the  judgment,  did  we  not  feel  constrained  by 
judicial  courtesy  to  re-examine  the  legal 
situation  that  has  been  so  pointedly  called  to 
our  attention. 

It  has  long  been  the  settled  policy  of  this 
state  to  require  certain  formalities  to  be  ob- 
served in  the  execution  of  wills.  These  pro- 
visions are  exceedingly  simple,  and  calculat- 
ed to  prevent  frauds  and  uncertainty  in  the 
testamentary  dispositions  of  property.  Re 
O'Neil,  91  N.  Y.  520;  Willis  v.  Lowe,  5  Notes 
of  Cases,  428.  2  Rev.  Stat.  p.  63,  §  40  (2 
Rev.  Stat  Banks  So  Bros.'  9th  ed.  p.  1877), 
reads  as  follows :  "Every  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  real  or  personal  property,  or  both, 
shall  be  executed  and  attested  in  the  follow- 
ing manner:  (1)  It  shall  be  subscribed  by 
the  testator  at  the  end  of  the  will.  (2)  Such 
subscription  shall  be  made  by  the  testator, 
in  the  presence  of  each  of  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses, or  shall  be  acknowledged  by  him,  to 
have  been  so  made,  to  each  of  the  attesting 
witnesses.  (3)  The  testator,  at  the  time  of 
making  such  subscription,  or  at  the  time  of 
acknowledging  the  same,  shall  declare  the 
instrument  so  subscribed  to  be  his  last  will 
and  testament  (4)  There  shall  be  at  least 
two  attesting  witnesses,  each  of  whom  shall 
sign  his  name  as  a  witness,  at  the  end  of  the 
will,  at  the  request  of  the  testator."  These 
are  the  only  restrictions  imposed  upon  a  tes- 
tator when  executing  his  will,  and  they  ap- 
pear to  be  wise,  reasonable,  and  easily  under- 
stood. It  has  been  repeatedly  laid  down  as 
the  rule  in  this  state,  m  cases  we  shnll  pres- 
ently discuss,  that  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator is  not  to  be  considered  when  constru- 
ing this  statute,  but  that  of  the  legislature. 
The  question  is  not,  What  did  the  testator 
intend  to  do?  but,  What  has  he  done  in  the 
light  of  the  statute?  It  is  undoubtedly  true 
that  from  time  to  time  an  honest  attempt  to 
execute  a  last  will  and  testament  is  defeated 
by  failure  to  observe  some  one  or  more  of 
the  statutory  requirements.  It  is  better 
this  should  happen  under  a  proper  construc- 
tion of  the  statute,  than  that  the  individual 
case  should  be  permitted  to  weaken  thoe^ 
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provisionB  calculated  to  protect  testatort 
generally  from  fraudulent  alterations  of 
their  wills. 

It  may  be  well,  before  examining  .the  will 
which  is  the  subject  of  this  appeal,  to  refer 
to  a  few  of  the  cases  which  construe  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  requiring  the  testator 
and  the  witnesses  to  subscribe  at  the  end  of 
the  will.  In  Sisters  of  Charity  v.  Kelly,  67 
N.  Y.  400,  it  was  held  that  the  provision  of 
the  statute  requiring  the  testator  to  sub- 
scribe "at  the  end  of  the  will"  means  the  end 
of  the  instrument  as  a  completed  whole,  and 
where  the  name  is  written  in  the  body  of 
the  instrument,  with  any  material  portion 
following  the  signature,  it  is  not  properly 
subscribed,  nor  can  it  be  claimed  that  the 
portion  preceding  the  signature  is  valid  as 
a  will.  In  Re  0*Neil,  01  N.  Y.  616,  a  print- 
ed blank  was  used,  and  the  formal  com- 
mencement was  printed  on  the  first  page, 
and  the  formal  termination  printed  at  the 
foot  of  the  third  page.  The  entire  blank 
space  was  filled  with  writing,  and,  appar- 
ently for  want  of  room,  a  portion  of  a  para- 
graph containing  material  provisions  was 
carried  over  to,  and  the  paragraph  finished 
at,  the  top  of  the  fourth  page.  The  two  por- 
tions were  not,  however,  sought  to  be  con- 
nected by  means  of  a  reference,  or  anything 
indicating  their  relation  to  each  other.  The 
name  of  the  testator  was  written  at  the  end 
of  the  printed  form,  and  the  names  of  the 
witnesses  written  below  the  formal  attes- 
tation clause  on  the  third  page.  This  court 
held  that  there  was  no  legal  subscription  of 
the  will,  and  affirmed  the  judgment  denying 
probate.  Chief  Judge  Ruger,  who  wrote  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "While  the  pri- 
mary rule  governing  the  interpretation  of 
wills,  when  admitted  to  probate,  recognizes 
and  endeavors  to  carry  out  the  intention  of 
the  testator,  that  rule  cannot  be  invoked  in 
the  construction  of  the  statute  regulating 
their  execution.  In  the  latter  case  courts 
do  not  consider  the  intention  of  the  testa- 
tor, but  that  of  the  legislature.  .  .  . 
The  statute  fixes  an  inflexible  rule  by  which 
to  determine  the  proper  execution  of  all  tes- 
tamentary instruments.  ...  It  will  be 
seen  in  all  of  the  cases  cited  there  was  no 
reason  to  doubt  the  testator's  intention  to 
make  a  valid  disposition  of  his  property,  and 
yet  in  each  case  the  will  was  denied  probate 
because  in  the  execution  thereof  the  testator 
did  not  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute in  failing  to  place  his  signature  at  the 
physical  end  of  the  will."  In  Re  Conway, 
124  N.  Y.  455,  11  L.  R.  A.  796,  26  N.  E.  1028, 
a  blank  form  was  used,  the  whole  of  which 
was  upon  one  side  of  the  paper.  A  space 
was  left  for  the  dispositions  to  be  made, 
preceded  by  the  words,  "I  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  my  property  as  follows."  The 
blank  space  was  filled  up  by  three  complete 
devises.  At  the  end  of  the  last  were  under- 
lined, in  parentheses,  the  words,  "Carried  to 
back  of  will."  Upon  the  back  of  the  sheet 
was  written  the  word  "Continued."  Fol- 
lowing it  were  various  bequests,  and  then  the 
words,  "Signature  on  face  of  the  will."  The 
signature  of  the  testator  appeared  at  the 
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end  of  the  testimonium  clause  on  the  face  off 
the  paper,  and  those  of  the  witnesses  under 
the  attestation  clause.  It  was  held  by  the 
second  division  of  this  court  that  there  waa 
not  such  a  subscription  and  signing  by  the 
testator  as  required  by  the  statute,  and  that 
the  will  had  been  improperly  admitted  to 
probate.  Judge  Parker,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  courts  said:  'The  aim  of  th» 
statute  is  to  prevent  fraud ;  to  surround  tes- 
tamentary dispositions  with  such  safeguarda 
as  will  protect  them  from  alteration."  The 
learned  judge  also  declared,  in  substance, 
that  the  admitted  intention  of  the  testator 
that  the  provisions  appearing  on  the  page- 
following  his  signature  should  form  a  part 
of  his  will  would  in  no  way  affect  the  ques- 
tion before  the  court.  In  Re  Whitneyy  16J 
N.  Y.  259,  47  K.  E.  272,  it  was  held  that  a 
will  drawn  upon  a  printed  blank,  covering 
only  one  page,  and  signed  by  the  testator 
and  subscribing  witnesses  at  the  foot  of  the 
page,  is  not  subscribed  by  the  testator  at 
the  end  of  the  will,  as  required  by  the  stat- 
ute, when  the  blank  space  in  the  printed 
form  is  filled  up  by  subdivisions  marked,  re- 
spectively, "First"  and  "Second,"  followed 
by  the  words  "See  annexed  sheet,"  and  ad- 
ditional subdivisions  marked,  respectively,. 
"Third"  and  "Fourth,"  are  written  on  a  sep- 
arate piece  of  paper  attached  to  the  face  of 
the  blank,  immediately  over  the  first  and 
second  subdivisions,  by  removable  metal 
staples.  It  was  held  that  the  question  pre- 
sented was  not  an  open  one  in  this  court, 
and  that  the  will  was  not  legally  subscribed. 
The  court  again  approved  the  doctrine  that 
the  existence  of  good  faith  did  not  affect  the 
question  pending,  as  the  intention  of  the  leg- 
islature, and  not  that  of  the  testator,  gov- 
erned. In  Re  Blair,  84  Hun,  681,  32  N.  Y. 
Supp.  845,  this  court  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  general  term,  first  department,  on  the 
opinion  below,  which  reversed  a  decree  of  the 
surrogate's  court  admitting  the  will  to  pro- 
bate. This  instrument  consisted  of  eight 
pages.  The  testator  signed  at  the  bottom  of 
the  seventh  page,  and  the  witnesses  signed 
at  the  end  of  a  proper  witnessing  clause  at 
the  top  of  the  eighth  page.  After  the  place 
for  the  signatures  of  the  witnesses,  but  be- 
fore they  were  actually  signed  or  the  will 
executed,  a  clause  was  added  directing  the 
executor  to  sell  at  private  sale  a  certain 
piece  of  real  estate,  and  to  devote  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  to  liquidating  any  deficiency 
in  interest  or  cash  bequests  under  the  Avili. 
The  will  was  then  executed,  as  before  stated, 
and  the  testator  signed  the  added  clause,  bnt 
the  witnesses  did  not.  152  N.  Y.  645,  46  N. 
E.  1145.  In  each  of  the  cases  cited  it  was 
very  clear  that  the  will  was  not  legally  sub- 
scribed, and  that  to  have  admitted  it  to  pro- 
bate, by  yielding  to  the  suggestion  that  it 
was  an  honest  attempt  to  maJce  a  will  would 
have  been  a  practical  repeal  of  the  statute 
as  to  subscription  at  the  end  of  the  instru- 
ment. Our  present  statute  of  wills,  requir- 
ing that  a  will  should  be  subscribed  at  the 
end  thereof,  is  similar  to  1  Vict.  chap.  26, 
which  was  in  force  in  England  from  1837  un- 
til 1853,  when  it  was  amended  by  16  ft  1^ 
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Vict.  chap.  24,  known  as  "Lord  St.  Leon- 
ards' Act."  Prior  to  this  amendment  the 
English  courts  construed  the  act  as  strictly 
as  our  own  have  the  present  statute  of  wills. 
Willis  V.  Lowe,  5  Notes  of  Cases,  428;  In 
Goods  of  Paralow,  5  Notes  of  Cases,  112; 
In  Goods  of  Tookey,  6  Notes  of  Cases,  386; 
Ayres  v.  Ayres,  6  Notes  of  Cases,  375; 
SweeUand  v.  Sweetland,  4  Swabey  &  T.  6; 
Smee  v.  Bryer,  6  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  404,  In 
the  latter  case,  Lord  Langdale,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  at  page  410: 
"It  may  happen,  even  frequently,  that  gen- 
uine wills,  namely,  wills  truly  expressing 
the  intentions  of  the  testators,  are  made 
without  observation  of  the  required  forms; 
and  whenever  that  happens  the  genuine  in- 
tention is  frustrated  by  the  act  of  the  legis- 
lature, of  which  the  general  object  is  to  give 
effect  to  the  intention.  The  courts  must 
consider  that  the  legislature,  having  regard 
to  all  probable  circumstances,  has  thought 
it  best,  and  has  therefore  determined,  to  run 
the  risk  of  frustrating  the  intention  some- 
times, in  preference  to  the  risk  of  giving  ef- 
fect to  or  facilitating  the  formation  of  spuri- 
ous wills,  by  the  absence  of  forms.  It  is  sup- 
posed, and  that  authoritatively,  that  the  evil 
of  defeating  the  intention  in  some  cases,  by 
requiring  forms,  is  less  than  the  evil  prob- 
ably to  arise  by  giving  validity  to  wills  made 
without  any  form  in  all  cases."  The  rea- 
soning of  our  own  and  the  English  courts 
finds  support  in  two  states  where  the  statute 
of  wills  is  substantially  the  same  as  in  New 
York.  Hays  v.  Harden,  6  Pa.  409;  Glancy 
V.  Glancy,  17  Ohio  St.  134. 

We  come,  then,  in  view  of  the  law  as  it 
now  stands,  to  the  will  before  us.  The  tes- 
tatrix was  an  unmarried  woman,  aged  about 
sixty  years.  She  left  her  surviving  no  near- 
er relatives  than  first  and  second  cousins. 
No  part  of  her  estate  is  given  to  any  rela- 
tive. A  stran^r  to  her  blood  is  sole  execu- 
tor. The  will  lb  in  his  handwriting,  and  the 
proceeds  of  sale  of  lestatrix's  house  and  lot 
in  Brooklyn  are  given  one  half  to  him  and 
one  half  divided  equally  between  two  reli- 
gious societies.  In  addition  to  this  the  tes- 
tatrix gave  eight  money  bequests, — four  to 
religious  societies  and  a  cemetery,  and  the 
others  to  persons  not  of  her  blood.  These 
bequests  aggregate  about  $4,200.  The  re- 
siduary clause  IS  as  follows:  "The  rest,  resi- 
due, and  remainder  of  my  estate  I  give  unto 
my  executor,  to  make  disposition  of  and  di- 
vide in  such  manner  as  he,  in  his  judgment, 
may  deem  best  and  proper.*'  No  undue  in- 
fluence is  charged.  Th«!  estate  is  estimated 
at  about  $15,000.  The  will  was  drawn  on 
a  printed  blank,  being  one  piece  of  paper 
consisting  of  a  sheet  of  four  pages,  the  two 
leaves  of  which  were  joined  from  top  to  bot- 
tom on  the  left  side.  The  formal  opening 
part  of  the  will  is  printed  on  the  top  of  the 
first  page,  leaving  the  rest  of  that  page  blank. 
The  closing  part,  containing  the  clause  for 
the  appointment  of  the  executor,  and  that 
which  follows,  including  the  attestation 
clause,  was  printed  on  the  top  of  the  second 
page  of  the  first  leaf,  leaving  the  rest  of  that 
page  and  both  pages  of  the  second  leaf  blank. 
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The  draftsman  filled  the  blank  on  the  first 
page,  and  then  turned  to  the  first  page  of 
the  second  leaf,  being  the  third  page  of  the 
blank,  and  filled  that,  marking  it  at  the  top 
"2nd  page."  He  then  turned  to  the  second 
page  of  the  first  leaf,  containing  the  closing 
part  of  the  will  as  before  stated,  in  prints 
marked  it  at  the  top  "3rd  page,"  and  com- 
pleted the  instrument,  save  as  to  its  execu- 
tion, by  filling  the  blanks  at  the  top  of  that 
page,  except  the  blank  for  the  date,  which 
was  left  to  be  filled  in  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cution. It  is  to  be  observed  that  a  complete 
will  was  made  out  on  the  two  sides  of  the 
first  leaf,  being  the  first  and  second  pages 
of  the  blank.  All  of  the  first  side  of  the 
third  leaf,  marked  "2nd  page,"  could  have 
been  written  after  execution,  as  no  sentence 
thereof  is  continued  from  tbe  first  page  of 
the  will,  nor  carried  over  to  the  alleged  third 
page  thereof.  The  fourth  page  of  the  blank 
could  have  been  written  over  in  the  same 
way.  The  first  page  of  the  will  contains  the 
money  legacies,  the  direction  to  sell  the  real 
estate  and  divide  the  proceeds,  and  two  lega- 
cies of  personal  property.  The  alleged  sec- 
ond page  of  the  win  contains  bequests  of 
personal  property  and  the  residual^  clause. 
We  have  here  on  one  entire  piece  of  paper, 
folded  so  as  to  make  four  pages,  a  complete 
will,  so  far  as  form  goes,  on  the  first  and 
second  pages ;  and  then  follows  on  the  third 
page  of  the  blank,  and  after  the  signatures 
of  testatrix  and  witnesses  on  the  second  page 
of  the  blank,  a  page  marked  "2nd  page,"  not 
connected  with  the  will  proper  in  any  way, 
but  complete  by  itself.  The  question  is  not 
whether,  from  the  proofs  in  this  case,  the 
page  following  the  signatures  of  the  will  is 
in  fact  a  part  of  testatrix's  will,  by  reason 
of  her  established  intention,  but,  Is  the  in- 
strument so  drawn  subscribed  at  the  •end 
thereof,  as  the  statute  commands  T  We  are 
of  opinion  that  it  is  not  legally  subscribed, 
and  that  to  hold  otherwise  would  open  the 
door  to  gross  fraud,  and  be  contrary  to  the 
statute  and  the  settled  law.  It  was  suggest- 
ed on  the  argument  of  this  case  that  the  ef- 
fect of  the  statute  of  wills,  as  strictly  con- 
strued by  this  court,  is  to  defeat  the  inten- 
tion of  many  testators,  while  the  fraudulent 
addition  to  wills  was  a  crime  of  rare  occur- 
rence. The  fallacy  of  this  argument  con- 
sists in  overlooking  the  fact  that  the  num- 
ber of  frauds  prevented  by  our  wise  and  sim- 
ple statute  can  never  be  known.  We  might 
as  well  ask  how  many  commercial  crimes 
have  been  prevented  by  the  statute  of  frauds. 
The  case  at  bar  is  one  of  the  strongest  illus- 
trations of  the  wisdom  of  the  statute  of  wills 
that  has  ever  come  to  the  attention  of  this 
court.  With  a  complete  will  on  the  first 
and  second  pages  of  a  blank  containing  four 
pages,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  filling  up 
the  vacant  third  and  fourth  pages  with  any 
number  of  additional  provisions,  including, 
as  in  this  case,  a  residuary  cKuse  allowing 
an  executor  to  dispose  of  the  residue  in  such 
manner  as  he  deemed  proper.  The  defeat  of 
testamentary  intention  in  a  few  caries  is  not 
due  to  the  statute,  or  the  construction  of  it 
by  the  courts,  but  to  the  fact  that  scriven- 
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«r8  and  other  laymen,  ignorant  of  the  timple 
And  clear  provisions  of  the  statute,  are  per- 
jnitted  to  draw  wills. 

It  is  urged  with  much  ability  by  the 
learned  senior  counsel  for  the  appellants 
that  the  alleged  second  page  of  this  will  can 
he  read  into  it  by  invoking  the  doctrine  of 
incorporation  as  established  in  England,  and 
to  some  extent  in  this  state.  We  are  of 
•opinion  that  under  the  facts  here  disclosed 
that  doctrine  has  no  application.  If  it  were 
otherwise,  the  evasion  of  the  statute  would 
he  so  easily  accomplished  as  to  render  its  re- 
peal unnecessary. 

We  have  to  say  in  conclusion  that  it  is 
•quite  possible  we  have  given  to  this  appeal 
undue  importance,  involving,  as  it  does,  a 
•question  of  law  settled  in  this  court ;  but  we 
-oesire  to  express  in  the  most  emphatic  man- 
ner our  approval  of  the  statute  of  wills  as 
now  construed. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  he  af- 
firmed, with  costs  to  respondent  and  special 
guardian,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Cfrray,  O'Brien, 
Haiglit,  Martin,  and  Vann,  JJ.,  concur. 


Annette   B.   WETMORE,   now  Annette   B. 
Markoe,  Respt,, 

V, 

William    Boerum    WETMORE,  Impleaded, 
etc.,  Appi, 

(162  N.  Y.  603.) 

t..  An  appeal  as  front  a  llnal  order  In 
a  special  proceedtnar  or  a  flnal  Judgment 
in  an  action  lies  from  an  order  of  the  ap- 
pellate dlrisfon  of  the  supreme  court  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  reversing  an  order  of  a  spe- 
cial term,  which  modlfled  provisions  of  a 
former  decree  In  a  divorce  proceeding  as  to 
payment  of  income  of  a  trust  fund  as  ali- 
mony, which  proceeding  was  Instituted  in  ac- 
cordance with  permission  contained  in  the 
former  decree  upon  affidavits  that  were  given 
the  effect  of  pleadings,  the  facts  becoming 
the  subject  of  reference,  and  the  order  being 
based  upon  the  report  of  the  referee. 

:S.  Tl&e  fact  that  defendant  in  a  dlTorce 
unit  is  irnilty  of  contempt  In  refusing 
to  come  Into  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court 
and  submit  to  cross-examination  Is  not  suf- 
ficient where  the  record  does  not  show  a  re- 
versal on  the  facts,  and  the  statute  requires 
the  reviewing  court  under  such  circum- 
stances to  prebume  It  was  on  the  law,  to  au- 
thorise the  court  of  appeals  to  affirm  an  or- 
der of  the  appellate  division  of  the  supreme 
court  which  reversed  an  order  of  the  special 
term  modifying  a  decree  awarding  the  in- 
come of  a  fund  held  in  trust  for  his  benefit, 
as  alimony,  but  som«  legal  error  In  the  order 
must  be  pointed  out. 

9.  The  remarriaire  of  a  dt  to  reed  -vro- 
inan  to  one  whose  ability  to  support  her 
Is  unquestionable  will  prevent  the  further  ap- 
plication for  her  benefit  as  alimony  of  the 


income  of  a  testamemtary  trust  Institnted 
for  the  support  of  the  husband  from  whom 
■he  was  divorced. 

{BarUeti  and  Martin,  JJ.,  diesent.} 

(April  17,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  First  Department,  reversing  an  or- 
der of  a  Special  Term  for  New  York  County 
which  denied  defendant's  anplication  to  re- 
duce the  amount  to  be  paia  to  plaintiff  as 
alimony  out  of  the  income  of  a  trust  fund 
established  for  defendant's  benefit.  Re- 
versed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

3/r.  Thomaa  P.  Wiekes,  for  appellant: 

The  manner  in  which  the  defendant  has 
been  accustomed  to  live  is  a  controlling 
feature  upon  this  application. 

Moulton  V.  De  Ma  Carty,  6  Robt.  533; 
Sillick  V.  Mason,  2  Barb.  Ch.  79;  Hann  v. 
Vorhees,  1  Law  Bull.  65;  Stow  v.  Chapin, 
21  N.  Y.  S.  R.  38,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  496;  Niek- 
oU  V.  Eaton,  91  U.  S.  727,  23  L.  ed.  257. 

This  action  is  in  canity  to  apportion  a 
fund  of  which  equity  has  sole  jurisdiction. 
It  is  not  an  action  in  which  the  defendant 
can  be  punished  for  his  alleged  misdoings  in 
the  past. 

Mr.  Flamen  B.  Caadler,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  court  should  not  grant  any  relief  to 
the  defendant  William  B.  Wetmore  until  he 
shall  return  to  this  state  and  submit  himself 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  purge 
himself  from  his  contempt  in  not  complying 
with  the  judgment  of  divorce  when  he  was 
able  to  do  so. 

The  motion  papers  did  not  disclose  any 
adequate  reason  for  a  reargument  of  the  mo- 
tion which  was  denied  by  Mr.  Justice  Stover. 

A  reargument  will  be  granted  only  where 
some  question  decisive  of  the  case  and  duly 
submitted  by  counsel  was  overlooked,  or 
where  a  decision  is  in  conflict  with  the  ex- 
press statute  or  a  controlling  decision  to 
which  attention  was  not  called  by  counsel. 

Banks  v.  Carter,  7  Daly,  417;  Heald  v. 
Macgowan,  16  Daly,  233,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  450; 
Steams  v.  Hemmens,  22  N.  Y.  S.  R.  24,  3  N. 
Y.  Supp.  16;  Mahon  v.  Sewell,  27  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  816,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  600;  Duncan  v.  Root, 
23  N.  Y.  S.  R.  58,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  613;  People 
ex  rel.  Ward  v.  Ptirroy,  45  N.  Y.  8.  R  49, 
18  N.  Y.  Supp.  953. 

O'Brien,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  record  in  this  case  is  the  concluding 
part  of  the  history  of  a  long  and  bitter  con- 
troversy between  husband  and  wife.  The 
appeal  is  from  an  order  of  the  court  below 
reversing  an  order  of  the  special  term,  which 
modified  the  last  judgment  altered,  with  re- 
spect to  the  payment  of  alimony  by  the  de- 


Note. — For  former  decision  In  this  case,  see 
U3  L.  R.  A.  708. 

As  to  power  of  court  to  modify  alimony  aft- 
«r  decree  therefor  has  become  final,  see  Samp- 
son V.  Sampson  (R.  I.)  8  L.  R.  A.  849 ;  Kemp- 
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Bter  V.  Evans  (Wis.)  15  L.  R.  A.  391;  Cole  v. 
Cole  (111.)  19  L.  R.  A.  811,  and  note;  McKay 
v.  San  Francisco  City  &  Connty  Super.  Ct. 
(Cal.)  40  L.  R.  A.  585:  Alexander  v.  Alex- 
ander (D.  C.)  15  L.  R.  A.  806. 
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fendant  to  the  plaintiff.  In  order  to  get  a 
-dear  view  ol  the  questions  involved,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  recall  briefly  the  history  of 
the  litigation:  In  April,  1802,  the  plaintiff 
-obtained  an  absolute  divorce  from  the  de- 
fendant dissolving  the  marriage,  and  award- 
ing to  her  the  custody  of  the  three  children, 
-and  alimony  of  $3,000  per  annum  for  her 
own  use,  and  $3,000  more  per  annum  for  the 
support  of  her  children.  The  defendant 
failed  to  pay  the  alimony,  and  went  to  re- 
-side  in  another  state,  remaining  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  this  state.  The 
^defendant's  father,  who  died  in  1885,  made  a 
provision  by  will  for  the  benefit  of  his  son, 
whereby  a  fund  of  $100,000  was  created,  the 
net  income  of  which  was  to  be  paid  to  the 
-defendant  during  his  life.  The  plaintiff 
brought  another  action,  to  which  tne  trus- 
tee of  the  fund  was  made  a  party,  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  a  judgment  appropri- 
ating the  income  of  the  trust  to  the  payment 
•of  the  alimony  accrued  or  to  accrue.  In 
this  action  she  was  successful,  and  the  judg- 
ment in  her  favor  was  finally  affirmed  in 
this  court  149  N.  Y.  520,  33  L.  R.  A.  708, 
44  N.  E.  160.  But,  as  the  judgment  devot- 
•ed  the  whole  income  of  a  trust  for  the  de- 
fendant's benefit  to  the  payment  of  the 
plaintiff's  alimony,  this  court  modified  it  by 
^ving  permission  to  the  defendant  to  ap- 
ply at  any  time  in  the  future  for  leave  to 
share  in  the  income,  or  to  have  the  award  of 
alimony  modified  or  reduced  by  a  proper 
provision  at  the  foot  of  the  decree  in  the  ac- 
tion. Since  the  entry  of  that  judpfment  the 
income  of  the  trust  has  been  paid  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  decision  of  this  court  in  that 
regard  was  based  upon  the  assumption  that 
the  circumstances  of  the  parties  might  be 
so  chan&red  in  the  future  as  to  render  it  m- 
-equi table  for  the  wife  to  absorb  the  entire  in- 
come of  the  trust.  The  defendant  insists 
that  this  contingency  has  now  happened,  and 
Ibis  proceeding  now  before  us  was  com- 
menced to  meet  it.  The  defendant  applied 
to  the  court  below,  at  special  term,  for  a 
modifies tion  of  the  jud«rment  which  appro- 
priated the  income  of  the  trust  to  the  pnv- 
ment  of  the  plaintiff's  alimony.  Tn  his  affi- 
davit benrine  date  July  11,  1806,  the  history 
of  the  liti<»ation  Is  stated  with  considerable 
-detail.  There  were  two  facts  stated,  how- 
-cver,  that  h«d  a  direct  bearinsr  on  the  apnli- 
«ation,  namely,  that  he  was  then  possessed 
of  no  property  of  any  substantial  value,  and 
was  without  means  of  support,  since  the  in- 
come of  the  trust  had  beeti  diverted  to  the 
use  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  children,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  need  of  the  in- 
come, for  the  reason  that  she  had  married 
a  man  of  means,  and  was  then  on  a  visit  to 
ICurope  with  her  new  husband  and  the  chil- 
dren. The  defendant  was  then  forty-six 
years  of  age,  without  a  profession  or  any 
business  capacity;  he  having  graduated 
from  West  Pointy  and  spent  his  early  life  in 
the  army.  The  court  was  requested  to 
modify  the  judgment  by  reducing  the  allow- 
■anoe  of  alimony  payable  from  the  income  of 
the  trust  to  the  $3,000  awarded  to  the  chil- 
dren, and  providing  for  the  payment  of  the 
-48  L.  R.  A. 


balance,  if  any,  to  the  defendant  for  his  sup- 
port. The  plaintiff,  by  her  counsel,  opposed 
the  application,  in  an  affidavit  recalling  at 
consiaerable  length  what  had  appeared  pre^ 
viously  in  the  course  of  the  litigation  in  re- 
gard to  the  defendant's  pecuniary  condition. 
The  defendant's  application  was  denied  at 
the  special  term,  but  on  appeal  the  order 
was  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  to  the 
special  term  for  another  hearing.  The  ap- 
pellate court  appointed  a  referee  to  take  the 
proofs,  and  report  the  same  to  the  court  at 
special  term,  with  his  opinion.  The  order  ol 
reversal  also  directed  the  referee  to  treat 
the  affidavits  used  on  the  previous  motion  aa 
in  the  nature  of  pleadings,  and  as  a  supple* 
mental  application  to  modify  the  judgment. 
It  was  said  in  the  opinion  that,  while  the  ab- 
solute denial  of  the  motion  was  improper,  it 
should  not  be  granted  upon  affidavits,  with- 
out a  trial  of  Che  issue,  where  the  witnesses 
must  appear  before  the  referee  and  submit 
to  examination  and  cross-examination.  29 
App.  Div.  607,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  797.  The  ref- 
eree  made  his  report  to  the  court,  in  which 
he  found,  among  other  things,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  been  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  in 
one  of  the  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  on  the  13th  of  January,  1899;  that 
the  plaintiff  on  November  22,  1894,  was  mar* 
ried  to  Dr.  Markoe,  of  New  York,  who  was 
in  receipt  of  an  income  of  about  $6,000  per 
annum;  that  the  defendant  had  failed  to 
appear  before  him  for  examination  as  to  the 
facts  stated  in  the  affidavit;  and  that  his  ap* 

Jtlication  to  share  in  the  income  of  the  trust 
und  should  be  denied.  When  the  report 
was  submitted  to  the  special  term  it  was 
treated  as  advisory,  merely,  and  not  as  con- 
clusive; and  the  learned  judge  proceeded  to 
examine  the  testimony  and  determine  the 
facts,  treating  the  affidavits  as  pleadings  in 
an  action  upon  an  issue  of  fact,  wherein  the 
allegations  on  each  side  not  denied  by  the 
other  side  were  deemed  to  be  admitted.  It 
appeared  from  the  proceedings  reported  by 
the  referee  that  the  defendant's  counsel  at 
the  hearing  offered  to  produce  the  defendant 
for  examination  and  cross-examination  if  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  would  stipulate  that  no 
attempt  would  be  made  to  arrest  him  for 
nonpayment  of  alimony  or  disobedience  of 
the  decree,  while  in  attendance,  or  in  going 
to  and  returning  from  the  place  of  the  hear-* 
ing;  but  the  plaintiff's  attorney  distinctly 
refused  to  enter  into  any  such  stipulation. 
The  court  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  omis-* 
sion  of  the  defendant,  under  these  circum- 
stances, to  appear  for  examination  beforo 
the  referee,  was  not  conclusive  against  the 
application;  that,  while  the  plaintiff  was 
under  no  obligation  to  enter  into  any  such 
stipulation,  yet  it  could  not  have  deprived 
her  of  any  advantage  which  she  otherwise 
had;  and  that  her  refusal  to  make  it,  coup- 
led with  the  absence  of  any  denial  of  the 
defendant's  statements  as  to  his  present  fi- 
nancial condition,  warranted  the  conclusion 
that  she  believed  that  a  cross-examination 
of  the  defendant  would  not  tend  to  disprove 
the  allegations  of  his  affidavit  as  to  his  fi* 
nancial  condition.    After  a  careful  exami- 
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nation  of  the  referee's  report  and  the  testi- 
luony  contained  in  it,  and  of  the  moving  and 
opposing  affidavits,  treating  them  as  in  the 
nature  of  pleadings,  the  special  term  grant- 
ed the  applicatioii^  and  determined  that  the 
judgment  should  be  modified  by  reducing 
the  amount  to  be  paid  from  the  income  of 
the  trust  fund  to  $3,000  for  the  children 
alone.  The  learned  appellate  division  re* 
versed  this  order  upon  the  plaintiff's  appeal, 
and  it  is  from  this  order  of  reversal  that  the 
present  appeal  to  this  court  was  taken. 

The  learned  counsel  fpr  the  plaintiff  in- 
sists that  this  court  has  no  power  to  review 
the  order.  It  certainly  has,  if  it  is  a  final 
order  in  a  special  proceeding.  Whatever  it 
may  be  called,  it  is  clear  that  it  is  a  final 
determination  of  the  proceeding,  since  it  not 
only  reversed  the  order  of  the  special  term, 
but  denied  the  application.  It  was  a  pro- 
ceeding instituted  in  pursuance  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  judgment  in  the  action  to  se- 
quester the  income  of  the  trust  fund,  based 
upon  affidavits  on  both  sides  that  by  the  or- 
der of  the  court  were  given,  in  some  sense,  at 
least,  the  effect  of  pleadings.  The  facts 
were  the  subject  of  a  reference,  and  a  re- 
port to  the  court  upon  which  the  order  was 
made  that  has  been  reversed.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  objection  that  it  was  not  a  spe- 
cial proceeding  is  without  force*  But,  if  it 
was  not  a  special  proceeding,  then  it  must 
have  been  a  proceeding  in  an  action,  sup- 
plemental in  character,  to  modify  the  judg- 
ment by  provisions  at  the  foot  of  the  decree. 
If  so,  the  final  determination  was  a  judg- 
ment, since  it  finally  determined  the  rights 
of  the  parties.  So  that  it  must  be  either  a 
final  order  in  a  special  proceeding,  or  a  final 
judgment  in  an  action.  It  is  not  very  mate- 
rial to  determine  which,  since  either  or  both 
are  appealable  to  this  court. 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  we  are  required 
to  review  this  order,  it  must  be  admitted 
that  the  special  term  had  full  power  and  ju- 
risdiction to  make  the  order  that  it  did, 
granting  the  application.  The  motion 
called  for  the  exercise  of  discretion  upon  the 
facts.  The  learned  appellate  division  had 
power  to  reverse  the  order  upon  the  facts, 
and,  in  its  discretion,  deny  the  application. 
But,  since  the  order  does  not  contain  any 
statement  that  the  reversal  was  upon  the 
facts,  or  in  the  exercise  of  discretion,  this 
court  is  required  to  presume  that  it  was 
upon  the  law.  Ck>de,  §  1338.  So  we  must 
look  at  the  order  and  proceedings  of  the  spe- 
cial term  for  some  error  of  law,  in  order  to 
sustain  the  reversal.  It  is  quite  obvious 
that  there  was  no  question  of  law  before 
that  court,  except  the  one  hereafter  consid- 
ered, but  not  referred  to  in  either  of  the 
courts  below.  The  questions  actually  con- 
sidered were  all  questions  of  fact  or  of  dis- 
cretion. The  decision  of  these  questions 
was  open  to  review  on  appeal,  but  the  stat- 
ute requires  this  court  to  presume  that  they 
were  not  reviewed,  but  that  the  reversal  was 
upon  some  question  of  law.  The  opinion  of 
the  learned  court  below  indicates  very  dear- 
ly that  it  was  convinced  that  the  application 
should  not  be  granted  until  the  defendant  we* 
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turned  from  another  state  to  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  and  submitted  to  examina- 
tion and  cross-examination.  The  fact  that 
the  defendant  has  been  and  is  in  contempt  of 
the  authority  of  the  court  hae  been  a  potent 
argument  against  him  in  this  liti^tion,  and, 
if  this  couit  had  any  discretion  in  the  case 
before  us,  we  would  feel  inclined  to  uphold 
the  court  below,  within  the  limits  of  its  pow- 
er, in  the  enforcement  of  its  authority  and 
the  defense  of  its  own  dignity.  It  is  clear, 
however,  that  we  must  find  some  legal  error 
in  the  decision  ol  the  special  term  before  we 
can  sustain  the  order  appealed  from,  and,, 
obviously,  none  can  be  pointed  out. 
*  But  we  think  the  record  presents  a  ques- 
tion much  broader  and  more  important  than 
any  statutory  rule  for  the  disposition  of  ap- 
peals by  this  court,  and,  while  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law,  it  tends  to  sustain  the  special 
term,  instead  of  the  order  appealed  from. 
The  judgment  in  this  case  appropriated  the 
income  of  a  testamentary  trust,  made  for 
the  support  of  the  defendant  to  the  use  of 
his  wife  and  children,  after  an  absolute  di« 
vorce.  The  defendant  resisted  the  proceed- 
ing on  the  ground  that  what  was  proposed 
amounted  to  a  violation  of  the  terms  and  the 
purpose  of  the  trust  in  his  father's  will. 
When  the  discussion  of  that  question  in  this 
court  and  in  the  courts  below  is  examined, 
it  will  be  seen  that  the  defendant's  conten- 
tion was  answered  by  arguments  based  upon 
the  unity  of  husband  and  wife,  and  the  ob- 
ligation of  the  husband  to  support  her  and 
his  children.  While  the  defendant,  by  his 
misconduct,  was  adjudged  to  have  forfeited 
all  the  rights  growing  out  of  that  relation, 
the  wife  and  children,  being  innocent,  still 
retained  them  all.  It  was  said,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  testator,  in  constituting  a 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  son,  must  have 
contemplated  that  it  should  also  be  for  the 
benefit  of  his  wife,  should  he  marry,  and  hie 
children,  should  any  result  from  the  mar- 
riage. This,  we  thought,  was  a  reasonable 
and  just  view  of  the  question  presented.  The 
plaintiff  had  not  then  contracted  another 
marriage,  or,  if  she  had,  the  record  before 
the  court  did  not  disclose  that  fact.  If  the 
same  facts  appeared  then  that  appear  now  in 
the  record  before  us,  the  line  of  argument  in 
answer  to  the  defendant's  contention  would 
have  had  little  application.  The  relation  of 
the  parties  to  each  other  is  now  completely 
changed.  The  unity  of  that  relation  then 
existing  has  been  dissolved.  The  facts  and 
circumstances  upon  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered  no  longer  exist  The  question  now 
is  not  whether  the  testator,  in  creating  a 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  son,  necessarily 
contemplated  that  his  wife  and  children 
should  share  with  him  in  the  enjoyment  of 
the  income,  but  whether  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  once  his  wife,  and  is  now  the  wife  of 
another  man,  shall  continue,  in  her  new  re- 
lations, to  share  in  that  income.  Unless 
the  courts  can,  in  reason  and  justice,  hold 
that  the  testator  contemplated  such  a  dis- 
position of  his  bounty,  the  income  of  the 
fund  cannot  now  be  diverted  to  that  purpose 
without  a  plain  violation  of  the  trust    The 
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protection  and  enforcement  of  such  trusts, 
according  to  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the 
founder,  is  one  of  the  peculiar  functions  of 
a  court  of  equity.  We  are  not  now  concerned 
with  Uie  effect  of  a  second  marriage  upon  a 
decree  awarding  alimony  generally.  The 
only  question  we  are  now  dealing  with  is 
when  and  under  what  circumstances  such 
alimony  can  be  made  a  charge  upon  the  In- 
come of  a  testamentary  trust  created  for  the 
benefit  of  the  husband,  from  whom  the  wife 
has  procured  an  absolute  divorce,  and  re- 
married. Upon  the  plaintiff's  marriage  to 
her  present  husband,  she  ceased  to  be,  in  any 
sense,  the  defendant's  wife;  and  hence  the 
reason  upon  which  her  right  to  share  in  the 
income  of  the  trust  rested  ceased  also.  In 
contracting  that  marriage  she  became  the 
wife  of  another  man,  who,  as  it  appears  from 
the  record,  is  abundantly  able  to  sup^rt  her. 
The  contingency  contemplated  by  this  court, 
in  modifying  the  judgment,  has,  therefore, 
happened;  and  after  the  second  marriage  the 
courts  cannot  devote  the  income  of  the  trust 
fund  to  her  support  without  diverting  it  to 
a  purpose  that  could  not  have  been  contem- 
plated by  the  testator.  Some  incongruous 
results  frequently  follow  with  respect  to  ali- 
mony and  property  rights  when  the  wife 
procures  an  absolute  divorce  from  the  hus- 
band, and  it  may  be  possible  that,  under  cer- 
tain circumstances  and  conditions,  the  wife 
may  be  entitled  to  support  from  two  hus- 
bands at  the  same  time.  But  however  that 
may  be,  we  thinlc  that,  upon  a  second  maf- 
riage  of  the  wife  to  a  husband  whose  ability 
to  support  her  is  unquestionable,  she  ceases 
to  have  any  claim  in  law  or  equity  to  the 
income  of  a  trust  fund  created  by  will  for  a 
ve^  different  purpose. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  order  appealed  from  ehould  he  reversed, 
and  that  of  the  special  term  affirmed,  with- 
out costs  to  either  party. 

Parker,  Gh.  J.,  and  Halffht,  Vaan,  and 
Itandon,  JJ.,  concur. 

Bartlett,  J.,  dissenting: 

We  have  here  a  defen£int  who  is  in  fla- 
grant contempt  of  the  supreme  court,  and, 
under  its  well-settled  rule,  is  entitled  to  no 
hearing  or  relief  until  he  places  himself  in  a 
proper  attitude  to  ask  it.  The  order  ap- 
pealed from  is  not  reviewable  upon  the  facts 
in  this  court,  for  the  technical  reason  that  it 
does  not  state  that  the  reversal  of  the  order 
of  the  special  term  was  upon  the  facts  as 
well  as  the  law.  While  it  is  true  that  we 
will  not  look  into  the  opinion  of  the  court 
below  to  ascertain  whether  the  reversal  was 
on  the  facts,  nevertheless  it  is  the  practice 
of  this  court,  in  exceptional  cases,  to  hold 
the  appeal,  and  permit  the  appellant  to  ap- 
ply to  the  court  granting  the  order  to  amend 
it  so  as  to  show  that  the  reversal  was  on  tlie 
facts  as  well  as  the  law,  if  such  be  the  case. 
I  think  the  present  appeal  presents  a  very 
clear  exception  to  our  general  rule,  and  that 
this  order  should  be  amended,  as  the  opinion 
of  thd  appellate  division  shows  that  the  re- 
versal was  upon  the  facts,  and  for  the  addi- 
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tional  reason  that  the  requirement  of  the 
court  respecting  proof  to  be  made  before  the 
referee  of  the  changed  condition  of  the  de- 
fendant's circumstances  was  not  complied 
with  in  any  sense,  ''either  technically  or  in 
spirit"  as  stated  in  opinion  below.  The 
question  as  to  what  extent  the  income  of  a 
trust  created  for  the  husband's  benefit  can 
be  devoted  to  the  payment  of  alimony  due 
from  him  to  his  divorced  wife,  after  her  sec- 
ond marriage,  was  not  considered  by  the  spe- 
cial term  or  the  appellate  division,  and  has 
not  been  argued  at  our  bar.  A  question  of 
such  importance,  so  far-reaching  in  its  re- 
sults, ought  not  to  be  determined  without 
full  argument  and  careful  consideration.  I 
am  also  of  opinion  that  we  should  aid  the 
supreme  court  in  enforcing  obedience  to  its 
mandates  and  vindicating  its  authority. 

Martin,  J.,  concurs. 


Albert  L.  PURDY,  Reapt., 

V, 

ERIE  RAILROAD  COMPANY,  Appt. 
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1.  A  railroad  company  v^hlclt  v^as  in« 
corporated  and  ac^nlred  its  property 
rlflrbts  and  franchises  after  the  enactment 
of  Laws  1895,  chap.  1027,  requiring  such  com- 
panies to  issue  1,000-mlle  tickets  at  reduced 
prices,  is  not  deprived  of  property  without 
due  process  of  law  by  the  enforcement  of  such 
statute. 

2.  An  amendatory  statute  is  not  Invalid 
on  the  ground  that  It  imposes  burdens  on  a 
pre-existing  corporation,  If  the  amendments 
merely  modify  a  statute  to  which  the  corpora- 
tion was  subject,  by  making  the  provisions 
more  favorable  to  the  company. 

3.  Tl&e  conrt  cannot  take  Judicial 
Icnowledflre  of  the  history  of  railroad  lines 
operated  by  a  particular  railroad  company. 

4.  A  state  statute  requirinar  the  issu- 
ance  of  mlleaare  books  at  reduced  rates 
for  transportation  wholly  within  the  state  Is 
not  Invalid  as  an  attempt  to  regulate  inter- 
state commerce,  although  a  railroad  affected 
thereby  extends  Into  other  states. 

(February  27,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Fourth  Department,  denying  defend- 
ant's motion  for  new  trial  on  exceptions 
heard  before  it  in  the  first  instance  after 
verdict  in  plaintiflf's  favor  at  the  Allegany 
County  Circuit  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  statutory  penalty  for  refusal  to  sell 
a  mileage  ticket.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Moot,  Spraene,  Brownell,  * 
Maroy,  for  appellant: 

As  the  statute  in  question  violates  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  of  New  York,  which 
provides:        ''No    person    shall    be    .     .    . 

NoTB. — For  statute  as  to  mileage  books,  see 
also  Atty.  Gen.  ▼.  Old  Colony  B.  Co.  (Mass.)  22 
L.  R.  A.  112. 
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deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law;"  also  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  which  provides:  ''No 
state  shall  .  .  .  deprive  any  person  of 
life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws," — it  follows  that  said  statute  is  void, 
and  the  judgment  herein  has  no  foundation 
on  which  to  rest. 

N.  Y.  Const,  art.  1,  §  6;  U.  8.  Const  art. 
14,  §  1. 

The  power  of  making  bargains  for  individ- 
uals has  not  been  delegate  to  any  branch 
of  the  government.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed 
that  such  a  power  exists,  and  those  who  set 
it  up  should  tell  where  it  may  be  found. 

Taylor  v.  Porter,  4  Hill,  140 ;  Re  Jacobs, 
98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  636;  People  v. 
Marx,  99  N.  Y.  377,  52  Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E. 
20;  Forater  v.  Scott,  136  N.  Y.  677,  18  L.  R. 
A.  643,  32  N.  E.  976;  Smith  v.  Lake  Shore  do 
M,  8.  R.  Co.  114  Mich.  460,  72  N.  W.  328; 
LaJce  Shore  d  M.  S,  R,  Co,  v.  Smith,  173  U. 
S.  684,  43  L.  ed.  868,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  565. 

The  legislation  in  question  does  not  apply 
to  this  defendant,  becieLUse  of  the  statute  in- 
corporating the  Erie,  and  subsequent  stat- 
utes, and  therefore  judgment  should  have 
been  rendered  against  plaintiff,  not  defend- 
ant. 

The  fact  is  so  public  and  well  known  that 
this  defendant  is  the  successor  of  the  rail- 
road company  which  was  originally  called 
"The  Erie,"  although  its  name  was  "The 
New  York  k  Erie  Company,"  that  the  oourt 
will  take  judicial  cognizance  of  it. 

The  original  Erie  Company  was  incorpo- 
rated by  chapter  224  of  the  Laws  of  1832. 

This  act  incorporating  the  Erie,  and  giving 
it  the  power  to  fix  tolls,  was  acted  on  and 
relied  on  by  the  Erie,  and  was  a  contract 
between  the  Erie  and  the  state.  The  state 
reserved  the  power  to  alter  or  modify  the 
act,  but  it  could  not  take  all  income  from  de- 
fendant by  such  alteration. 

Covington  d  C.  Bridge  Co.  v.-  Kentucky, 
154  U.  S.  204,  38  L.  ed.  962,  4  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  649,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1087;  Reagan  v. 
Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co.  154  U.  S.  362,  38  L. 
ed.  1014«  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  560,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  1047;  Smyth  v.  Ames,  169  U.  S. 
466,  42  L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  418. 

The  legislation  in  question  amounts  to  a 
regulation  of  interstate  commerce,  and  is 
therefore  void. 

Wabash,  St.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  118 
U.  S.  657,  30  L.  ed.  244,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
31,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  4. 

Mr.  Clarenoe  A.  FamnnL,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  mileage  book  act  is  not  invalid  as  be- 
ing in  violation  of  art  14,  §  1,  U.  S.  Const, 
or  art  1,  §  6,  N.  Y.  Const  in  this,  that  the 
defendant  is  deprived  of  its  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law. 

What  is  "reasonable  compensation"  it  a 
judicial  question  to  be  determined  by  the 
courts  in  each  particular  case  when  the  ques- 
tion is  presented.  The  rates  fixed  by  the  leg- 
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islature  are  to  be  deemed  reasonable,  and 
proof  is  required  to  overcome  such  presump- 
tion. 

Munn  V.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed.  77; 
Budd  V.  yeto  York,  143  U.  S.  517,  36  L.  ed. 
247,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  45,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
468,  Affirming  117  N.  Y.  1,  6  L.  R.  A.  559, 
22  N.  E.  670,  682;  Georgia  R.  d  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  128  U.  S.  174,  32  L.  ed.  377,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  47 ;  Stone  v.  Farmers*  Loan  d  T.  Co, 
116  U.  S.  307.  29  L.  ed.  636,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
334,  388,  1191;  Cooley,  Const  Lim.  6th  ed. 
734-738;  Dovd  v.  Beidelman,  125  U.  S.  680, 
31  L.  ed.  841,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  56,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1028;  Winchester  d  L.  Tump.  Road 
Co.  V.  Croxton,  98  Ky.  739,  33  L.  R.  A.  177, 
34  S.  W.  518;  Chicago  d  0.  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wellman,  143  U.  S.  339,  36  L.  ed.  176,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  400. 

This  act  does  not  attempt  to  regulate  com- 
merce between  the  states,  and  does  not  pur- 
port to,  nor  could  it»  act  outside  of  the  state 
of  New  York, 

Chicago  d  O.  T,  R,  Co,  v.  Wellman, 
143  U.  S.  339,  36  L.  ed.  176,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  400;  Henderson  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Kentucky,  166  U.  S.  150,  41  L.  ed.  953,  17 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  532;  New  York,  L.  E.  d  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Pennsylvania,  158  U.  S.  431,  39  L.  ed. 
1043,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  896;  Hopkins  v. 
United  States,  171  U.  8.  678,  43  L.  ed.  290, 
19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  40. 

The  nuleage  book  acts  do  not  deny  to  the 
defendant  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Hayes  v.  Missouri,  120  U.  S.  71,  30  L.  ed. 
580,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  350;  Broum  v.  New  Jer- 
sey, 176  U.  S.  172,  44  L.  ed.  119,  20  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  77;  State  v.  Broadbeli  (Md.)  46  L. 
R.  A.  433,  43  Ati.  771;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Humes,  116  U.  S.  612,  29  L.  ed.  463,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  110;  Atchison,  T.  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
MattJiews,  174  U.  S.  96,  43  L.  ed.  909,  19 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  609;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mackey,  127  U.  S.  206,  32  L.  ed.  107,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1161. 

The  mileage  book  act  (chap.  1027,  Lawv 
1895)  being  in  force  at  the  time  the  defend- 
ant was  incorporated,  it  does  not  lie  within 
the  power  of  the  company  to  all^e  its  inva- 
lidity. 

Pierrepont  v.  Loveless,  72  N.  Y.  216; 
Plumb  V.  Christie,  103  Ga.  686,  42  L.  R.  A. 
181,  30  S.  E.  759 ;  Cooley,  Const  Lim.  6th  ed. 
196,  197 ;  People  v.  Rensselaer  d  S.  R.  Co.  15 
Wend.  113;  Reid  v.  Eatonton,  80  Ga.  765,  6 
S.  E.  602. 

The  legislature  having  the  power  to  give  or 
refuse  the  defendant  corporate  life  and  exist- 
ence, the  created  being  cannot  question  the 
powers  of  its  creator,  existing  at  the  time  of 
its  creation. 

Cooley,  Const  Lim.  6th  ed.  479 ;  People  em 
rel.  West  Side  Street  R.  Co,  v.  Barnard,  110 
N.  Y.  648,  18  N.  E.  364;  New  York  v.  Broad- 
way d  S.  Ave.  R.  Co.  17  Hun,  242;  Ashley 
V.  Ryan,  163  U.  S.  436,  38  L.  ed.  773,  4  In- 
ters. Com.  Rep.  664,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  865; 
Columbia  d  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Gibbes,  24  S.  C.  60; 
Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  161  U. 
S.  677,  40  L.  ed.  849,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  714; 
Brushu>ick  d  N.  Bridge  d  Tump.  R,  Co.  t.  Eh- 
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beta,  8  Edw.  Gh.  863;  Philadelphia  v.  Com. 
52  Pa,  451 ;  0«?efi  v.  8U  Louie  d  8.  F,  R,  Co, 
83  Mo.  454;  NolensvUle  Tump,  Co,  y,  Quinhy, 
8  Humph.  476;  Charlotte,  C.  A  A.  R,  Co,  v. 
(Hbbes,  27  S.  C.  385,  4  S.  E.  54;  Alabama  d 
V,  R,  Co.  y,  Odeneal,  73  Miss.  34,  19  So.  202; 
McCandleas  y,  Richmond  d  D,  R.  Co.  38  S.  C. 
103,  18  L.  R.  A.  440,  16  8.  E.  429. 

Cullen,  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action,  similar  in  character  to  that 
of  Bcardeley  v.  Vew  York,  L.  E.  d  W.  R,  Co. 
15  App.  Div.  261,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  175,  is 
brought  to  recover  penalties  for  the  refusal 
of  the  defendant  to  issue  mileage  books,  as 
prescribed  by  chapter  1027  of  the  Laws  of 
i895,  as  amended  by  chapter  835  of  the 
Laws  of  1896.  The  record  in  this  case,  how- 
ever, differs  materially  from  that  in  the 
Beardsley  Case,  both  in  its  facts  and  in  the 
objections  taken  by  the  counsel  to  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  The  complaints 
(there  were  originally  several  actions,  which 
were  subsequently  consolidated  into  one)  al- 
lege that  the  defendant  is  a  railroad  corpo- 
ration organized  under  the  laws  of  this  state, 
and  then  set  forth  the  various  matters  nec- 
essary to  bring  the  defendant  within  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  and  the  details  of  the 
plaintiff's  applications  for  mileage  books, 
and  the  defendant's  refusal  to  issue  them. 
They  do  not  state  when  the  defendant  was 
incorporated.  The  answers  to  the  several 
causes  of  action  admitted  the  incorporation 
of  the  defendant,  and  certain  other  allega- 
tions of  the  plaintiff  in  reference  to  the  mile- 
age of  road  operated  by  the  defendant,  and 
its  rates  of  fare,  and  put  in  issue  the  other 
averments  of  the  complaint.  They  further 
set  up  that  the  defendant  owned  and  oper- 
ated a  railroad  extending  through  several 
states,  and  charge  that  the  statute  of  1896 
"is  unconstitutional  and  void,  because  it  is 
in  violation  of  the  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  which  conunits 
to  Congress  the  sole  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce between  the  several  states;  and  that 
it  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  because  it  is 
in  violation  of  various  other  provisions  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  and  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  New  York." 
On  the  trial  of  the  action  the  plaintiff  put 
in  evidence  the  certificate  of  the  defendant's 
incorporation,  of  which  the  record  contains 
only  the  following:  ''Certificate  referred 
to  shows  that  the  Erie  Railroad  corporation, 
defendant,  was  duly  organized  and  incorpo- 
rated November  14,  1895,  under  the  general 
laws  of  the  state  of  New  York  for  the  incor- 
poration of  railroads."  The  earliest  refusal 
to  issue  a  mileage  book  for  which  it  is  sought 
to  recover  the  penalty  occurred  on  June  2.J, 
1896.  The  defendant  put  in  evidence  a  map 
showing  the  various  lines  of  the  Erie  Rail- 
road, extending  through  this  state  and  oth- 
ers, and,  ''to  make  tibe  description  of  the 
lines  of  the  defendant  more  certain/'  as  was 
stated  by  the  counsel  in  offering  them,  two 
deeds, — one  from  Arthur  H.  Masten,  special 
master,  to  Charles  Caster  and  others;  and 
the  other  from  Caster  and  others  to  the  do- 
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fend  ant.  All  the  record  states  of  these  deed» 
is  that  they  were  "of  the  New  York,  Lake 
Erie,  A  Western  lines,"  and  that  they  were 
delivered  and  recorded  in  November,  1895» 
This  is  all  that  appears  concerning  the  orig- 
inal title  to  defendant's  road.  There  is- 
nothing  to  show  the  defendant  has  succeeded 
to  the  rights  or  franchises  of  any  company 
antedating  the  enactment  of  the  statute  of 
1895.  While  our  personal  knowledge  may 
inform  us  of  the  history  of  the  railroad  lines- 
operated  by  the  defendant,  to  that  we  can- 
not appeal,  and  we  can  indulge  in  no  pre- 
sumption as  to  the  existence  of  facts  not  ap- 
pearing in  the  record.  As  the  case  stands- 
before  us,  we  have  a  railroad  company  cre- 
ated after  the  statute  of  X895,  and  whose 
franchises  and  property  rights  must  be  as- 
sumed to  have  accrued  subsequently  to  that 
time.  The  question,  therefore,  is  whether 
the  statute  of  1895,  though  void  as  to  exist- 
ing railroad  companies,  is  not  constitutional 
and  valid  as  to  companies  organized  and  ac- 
quiring property  and  franchises  in  the  fu- 
ture. That  a  statute,  which  is  unconstitu- 
tional so  far  as  it  purports  to  operate  retro- 
spectively, may  be  upheld  as  to  future  cases,, 
is  settled  by  authority.  People  v.  O'Neil, 
109  N.  Y.  251,  16  N.  E.  68;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  180.  We  do  not  assent,  however,  to 
the  broad  claim  of  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  respondent  that  a  corporation  cannot  ob- 
ject to  the  constitutionality  of  any  statute 
enacted  by  the  state  prior  to  the  time  of  it» 
organization.  Whether  the  proposition  con- 
tended for  is  true  or  false  depends  on  the- 
ground  on  which  the  validity  of  the  statute 
is  assailed  or  its  invalidity  declared.  If  the 
state  should  require  or  enact  that  railroad 
companies  thereafter  organized  must  subject 
the  management  and  conduct  of  any  inter- 
state transportation  and  business  they  may 
carry  on  to  state  control,  such  a  statute 
would  be  void,  as  in  contravention  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which 
commits  to  Congress  the  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce.  It  is  probable  that  there 
are  provisions  of  the  state  Constitution,  such 
as  those  regulating  the  administration  of 
justice,  and  ordained  for  the  security  of  per- 
sons and  property,  which  the  legislature 
could  not  require  even  future  corporations 
to  waive  as  a  condition  of  their  charters^ 
But  the  ground  on  which  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  Lake 
Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co,  v.  Smith,  173  U.  S.  684,. 
43  L.  ed.  858,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  565,  held  the 
mileage  book  act  unconstitutional,  was  that 
it  was  an  invasion  of  the  property  rights  of 
the  railroad  company,  in  t'  at  it  required 
the  company  to  transport  persons  will- 
ing and  able  to  purchase  1,000-mile  books- 
at  a  less  sum  than  the  general  or  maxi- 
mum rate  allowed  by  law;  in  other  words,, 
that  it  compelled  the  company  to  surrender, 
as  to  such  persons,  the  difference  between  the 
special  rate  of  fare  and  the  regular  rate, 
lliis  exaction  was  illegal,  because  it  was 
without  due  process  of  law.  We  know  of  no 
reason,  however,  why  a  railroad  company 
may  not  agree,  upon  sufficient  consideiation,. 
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to  surrender  or  transfer  any  specifie  pe- 
«uniary  right.  The  right  to  contract  as  to 
property  is  one  of  the  inherent  rights  of 
a  citizen,  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived, 
except  as  to  that  class  of  contracts  which  are 
condemned  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  pow- 
«r;  such  as  usury  and  the  like.  People  y. 
OilUon,  109  N.  Y.  389,  17  N.  E.  343.  The 
same  liberty  of  contract  exists  in  the  grant 
-of  charters  by  the  legislature.  Therefore  a 
regulation  as  to  the  price  of  transportation, 
which  would  be  an  illegal  exaction  when 
sought  to  be  imposed  on  existing  corpora- 
tions solely  by  legislatiye  fiat>  may,  in  the 
«ase  of  future  corporations,  be  the  mere  per- 
formance of  the  obligation  of  a  contract. 
The  authority  to  construct  and  operate  a 
railroad  is  not  the  natural  right  of  a  citizen, 
but  a  franchise  proceeding  from  the  favor  or 
grant  of  the  state.  As  a  condition  of  such 
^rant,  the  legislature  might  require  the  com- 
pany to  transport  passengers  at  any  pre- 
scribed rate  of  fare.  Equally,  it  may  re- 
•quire  that  certain  classes  of  passengers  be 
transport^  at  a  particular  rate  of  fare,  or 
that  any  passenger,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, and  on  compliance  with  certain  re- 
quirements, be  transported  at  such  rate.  In 
Baltimore  d  .0.  R.  Co.  v.  Maryland,  21  Wall. 
456,  22  L.  ed.  678,  the  Supreme  Ourt  of  the 
United  States  said:  "This  unlimited  right 
•of  the  state  to  charge,  or  to  authorize  others 
to  charge,  toll,  freight,  or  fare  for  transpor- 
tation on  its  roads,  canals,  and  railroads 
arises  from  the  simple  fact  that  they  are  its 
own  works,  or  constructed  under  its  author- 
ity. It  gives  them  being.  It  has  a  right  to 
exact  compensation  for  their  use."  So  it 
was  held  that  a  reservation  by  the  state  to 
itself  of  one  fifth  of  the  receipts  for  trans- 
portation of  passengers  was  valid,  and  it  was 
«aid  that  the  state  might  have  exacted  the 
whole  receipts.  See  also  Ashley  v.  Ryan,  153 
U.  S.  436,  38  L.  ed.  773,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
€64,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  865,  and  Louisville  d 
N.  R,  Co,  V.  Kentucky,  161  U.  S.  677,  40  L. 
•ed.  849.  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  714. 

The  statute  of  1896  was  passed  subse- 
•quently  to  the  incorporation  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  if  the  statute  increased  the  burden 
imposed  on  the  defendant  by  the  act  of  1895, 
as  to  such  additional  burden  it  would  be  in- 
valid. But  a  comparison  of  the  two  acts 
shows  that  all  the  modifications  of  the  stat- 
ute of  1895  effected  by  the  statute  of  1896 
Are  favorable  to  the  railroad  company.  By 
the  first  act  the  mileage  books  entitled  the 
li older — i.  e,,  the  bearer  or  assignee — ^to 
transportation;  by  the  second  the  use  of  the 
book  is  limited  to  the  purchaser  and  to  cer- 
tain members  of  his  family  and  employees. 
By  the  act  of  1895  there  was  imposed  on  the 
<;ompany  the  general  duty  to  issue  mileage 
books;  by  that  of  1896  the  company  is  re- 
-quired  to  keep  such  books  for  sale  only  at 
stations  in  incorporated  villages  and  cities. 
By  the  earlier  statute  the  company  was  prac^ 
ticaliy  required  to  accept  the  mileage  books 
from  passengers  on  the  train  in  lieu  of  tick- 
ots;  by  the  latter  act  the  mileage  book  can 
be  used  only  in  the  purchase  at  the  ticket 
48  L.  R.  A. 


office  of  a  ticket  for  the  proposed  Journey. 
We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  enact* 
ment  of  1896  is  constitutional  and  valid  in 
the  same  cases  where  the  statute  of  1885 
would  be  upheld. 

While  we  have  discussed  at  soma  length 
the  constitutionality  of  the  statutes  of  1895 
and  1896  as  applied  to  future  corporations, 
we  doubt  very  much  whether  the  defendant's 
objections  and  exceptions  are  sufficient  to 
raise  the  question.  So  far  as  the  pleadings 
are  concerned,  the  only  attack  on  the  validity 
of  the  statutes  is  that  already  quoted  from 
the  defendant's  answer.  At  tiie  opening  of 
the  trial  the  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the 
complaint  because  it  failed  to  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  for 
a  penalty.  No  particular  ground  for  the  at- 
tack on  the  complaint  is  stated.  At  the 
close  of  the  evidence,  the  defendant  renewed 
its  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  but  the 
sole  ground  on  which  it  assailed  the  valid- 
ity of  the  statute  itself  was  that  it  consti- 
tuted an  interferenoe  with  the  regulation  of 
interstate  commerce,  and  hence  was  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
The  objection  that  the  statute  was  an  inva- 
sion of  the  defendant's  property  rights,  and 
contravened,  for  that  reason,  either  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  or  the  Consti- 
tution of  this  state,  does  not  anywhere  ap- 
pear in  the  record;  and  the  rule  seems  settled 
that  sudi  an  objection,  to  be  available  here, 
must  have  been  raised  in  the  courts  below. 
Vose  V.  Cockcroft,  44  N.  T.  415;  Delaney  v. 
Brett,  51  N.  Y.  78. 

The  objection  that  the  statutes  of  1895 
and  1896  are  regulations  of  interstate  com- 
merce, and  hence  in  conflict  with  the  Federsl 
Constitution,  is  satisfactorily  dealt  with  in 
the  very  clear  opinion  of  Mr,  Justice  Mer- 
win,  of  the  appellate  division,  delivered  in 
the  Beardsley  Case,  16  App.  Biv.  251,  44  N. 
Y.  Supp.  175.  That  such  a  statute,  if  lim- 
ited in  its  scope  to  transportation  wholly 
within  the  limits  of  the  state,  is  a  valid  ex- 
ercise of  state  authority,  is  settled  by  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  Stone  v.  Farmers'  Loan  d  T.  Co. 
116  U.  S.  307,  29  L.  ed.  636,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
334,  388,  1191,  where  it  was  said:  'It  [the 
state]  may,  beyond  all  question,  by  the  set- 
tled rule  of  decision  in  this  court,  regulate 
freights  and  fares  for  business  done  exclu- 
sively within  the  state."  This  doctrine  has 
never  been  overruled  or  limited ;  on  the  con- 
trary, it  is  fully  recognized  in  the  later 
cases.  Bennington  v.  Georgia,  163  U.  S.  299, 
41  L.  ed.  166,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1086;  Western 
U.  Teleg,  Co.  v.  James,  162  U.  S.  650,  40  L 
ed.  1105,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  934;  Lake  Shore  d 
M.  8.  R.  Co.  V.  Ohio,  173  U.  S.  285,  43  L.  ed. 
713,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  465.  In  Wdbash,  St. 
L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Illinois,  118  U.  S.  557,  30 
L.  cd.  244,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  31,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  4.  a  statute  of  Illinois  regulating  fares 
was  held  void  solely  on  the  ground  that  the 
act,  as  interpreted  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state,  included  cases  of  transportation 
partly  within  and  partly  without  the  state. 
It  was  there  stated:     "If  the  Illinois  stotute 
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oould  be  construed  to  applj  eKclusivelj  to 
oontracts  far  a  carriage  which  begins  and 
ends  within  the  state,  disconnected  from  a 
continuous  transportation  through  or  into 
other  states,  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any 
difficulty  in  holding  it  to  be  valid."  There 
is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  statutes 
now  before  us  that  shows  they  were  intended 
to  affect  any  but  interstate  transportation, 
but,  if  their  interpretation  be  doubtful,  "the 
courts  must  so  construe  a  statute  as  to  bring 
it  within  the  constitutional  limitations,  if  it 
is  susceptible  of  such  a  construction."  Sage 
V.  Brooklyn,  89  N.  Y.  189;  People  ex  reL 
Sinkler  v.  Terry,  108  N.  Y.  1,  14  N.  E.  815. 
Within  this  principle  these  statutes  must  be 
construed  as  applying  to  transportation 
wholly  within  the  state,  and,  so  construed, 
they  do  not  infringe  upon  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  he  af- 
firmed, with  costs. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Gray,  Bartlett, 
Vaiua«  and  Werner,  JJ.,  concur.  Bfartin, 
J.,  concurs  in  result. 


J.  Francis  MURRAY,  by  Quardian  ad  Litem, 
Respi.f 

V. 

Harvey  A.  DWIQHT,  Appt. 

(161  N.  Y.  801.) 

A  senrflknt  of  a  trnokmAn  ^rbio  is  sent 
'w-lth  a  liorae  by  his  master,  by  whom  he  Is 
paid,  to  a  warehouse,  to  use  the  horse  in 
operating  taclcle  for  hoisting  goods,  which 
work  is  under  the  direction  of  the  foreman  of 
the  warehouseman,  is  not  a  fellow  servant 
with  the  warehouseman's  servants,  by  whose 
negligence  in  putting  in  place  the  pulley 
blocks  and  tackle  he  is  Injured. 

(Gray,  J.,  diasenU.} 

(January  9,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
0)urt,  Third  Department,  reversing  a  judg- 
ment of  a  Trial  Term  for  Albany  County  in 
defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negli- 
gence.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 
Mr.  Randall  J.  I<e  Boenf,  for  appellant: 
The  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed 
between  the  defendant  and  plaintiff  at  the 

Note. — As  to  which  of  t"wo  or  more  persons 
Is  the  mnster  of  another  who  Is  conceded  to  be 
the  servant  of  one  of  them,  see  Hardy  v.  Sbed- 
d*»n  Co.  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  87  L.  R.  A.  33.  and 
note:  also  (Jagnon  v.  Dana  (N.  H.)  41  L.  R.  A. 
3f^f> :  and  Channon  v.  Sanford  Co.  (Conn.)  41 
L.  R.  A.  200. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  servant  to  recover  dam- 
ages from  persons  other  than  his  master  for  in- 
juries received  in  the  performance  of  his  duties, 
see  Cleveland.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Berry 
(Ind.)  46  L.  R.  A.  83,  and  note. 
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time  and  in  respect  to  the  very  transaction 
out  of  which  the  injury  arose. 

WyUie  V.  Palmer,  137  N.  Y.  248,  19  L.  R. 
A.  285,  33  N.  E.  381 ;  Molnemey  v.  DeUnoare 
d  H.  Canal  Co.  161  N.  Y.  411,  45  N.  E.  848; 
Biggins  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  156  N.  Y. 
75,  50  N.  E.  500;  Murray  v.  CurHe,  L.  R.  tt 
C.  P.  26;  Bourke  v.  White  Moss  Colliery  Co. 
L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  205;  Basty  v.  Sears,  157 
Mass.  123,  31  N.  E.  759;  Powell  v.  Virginia 
Constr.  Co.  88  Tenn.  692.  13  S,  W.  691. 

The  defendant,  as  plaintiff's  master,  did 
not  fail,  in  the  performance  of  any  duty 
which  he  owed  to  Murray  by  reason  of  that 
relation,  and  plaintiff  could  not,  therefore, 
recover. 

Kimmer  v.  Weber,  151  N.  Y.  422,  45  N.  B. 
860;  Sisco  v.  Lehigh  d  B.  R.  Co.  145  N.  Y. 
296,  41  N.  E.  90. 

The  execution  of  the  part  of  the  work  dur- 
ing which  the  accident  happened  was  a  mere 
detail  of  that  work  which  defendant  might 
properly  intrust  to  his  employees.  Having 
furnished  all  the  appliances  which  experi- 
ence had  shown  were  safe  and  adequate,  it 
was  no  part  of  the  work  which  required  per* 
sonal  supervision,  or  which  was  so  import- 
ant in  its  character  as  to  have  placed  the 
servant  carrying  it  into  execution  in  the 
place  of  the  master,  and  therefore  make  him 
responsible  as  if  he  had  himself  directed  it 
to  be  done. 

Kimmer  ▼.  Wc6er,  151  N.  Y.  422,  46  N.  E. 
860;  Perry  v.  Rogers,  157  N.  Y.  251,  51  N. 
E.  10^1. 

Plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  injury  was  a 
coservant  engaged  with  the  other  servants 
of  D wight  in  a  common  employment,  and  if 
any  negligence  other  than  his  own  contrib- 
uted to  the  injury  it  was  that  of  a  fellow 
servant. 

Plaintiff,  as  the  servant  of  the  defendant, 
was  required  to  show  by  direct  proof  that 
the  defendant  had  failed  in  the  performance 
of  some  duty  which  he  owed  him  by  reason 
of  their  relation  to  each  other. 

Dobbins  v.  Broton,  119  N.  Y.  188,  23  N.  E. 
537 ;  Clark  v.  Riter-Conley  Co.  39  App.  Div. 
598,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  755;  Allen  v.  Banks,  7 
App.  Div.  405,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  1016;  Denen- 
feld  V.  Baumann,  40  App.  Div.  502,  58  K.  Y. 
Supp.  110. 

Messrs.  Coiiiitryinan  ft  DnBois,  for  re- 
spondent: 

The  plaintiff  was  not  a  fellow  servant  with 
defendant's  employees. 

The  plaintiff,  while  engaged  in  the  care 
and  management  of  his  master's  property, 
was  engaged  with  such  property  in  his  mas- 
ter's business,  and,  except  as  he  was  directed 
by  signal  when  to  stop  and  when  to  go  for- 
ward, was  in  no  way  under  the  direction  or 
control  of  the  defendant,  but  was  performing 
the  duties,  and  only  the  duties,  that  he  owed 
to  his  master,  in  connection  with  his  mas- 
ter's property,  and  in  the  general  course  of 
his  employment  as  his  master's  servant  and 
driver. 

He  remained  the  servant  of  his  general 
master,  and  in  no  way  became  a  fellow  serv- 
ant with  defendant's  employees. 
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1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  5th  ed.  S  162,  pp. 
244,  245,  §  226,  pp.  402,  403;  Laugher  v. 
Pointer y  5  Barn.  &  G.  579;  Quarman  v.  Bur- 
nett, 6  Mees.  &  W.  497;  Jones  v.  Liverpool, 
L.  K.  14  Q.  B.  Div.  890;  Jones  y.  fifouZtord 
[1808]  2  Q.  B.  565;  JficAoei  ▼.  Stanton,  3 
Hun,  462 ;  Gerlach  v.  Edelmeyer,  15  Jones  ft 
S.  292,  Affirmed  in  88  N.  Y.  645;  Bradley 
V.  Nevj  York  O.  R.  Co.  3  Thomp.  &  C.  288, 
Affirmed  in  62  K.  Y.  99 ;  Blake  y.  Ferris,  5 
N.  Y.  48,  55  Am.  Dee.  304;  Wabash,  8t,  L. 
d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Parver,  111  Ind.  195,  60  Am. 
Rep.  696,  12  N.  E.  296;  Story,  Agency,  453a, 
4535,  454a,  455,  pp.  561-565;  Huff  y.  Ford, 
126  Mass.  24,  30  Am.  Rep.  645;  New  Orleans, 
B.  R.  7.  d  M.  R.  Co,  v.  Norwood,  62  Miss. 
565,  52  Am.  Rep.  191 ;  Fuhrmeister  y.  Wil- 
son, 163  Pa.  310,  30  Atl.  150;  Hexamer  v. 
Well,  101  N.  y.  377,  54  Am.  Rep.  703,  4  N. 
E.  755;  Butler  v.  Townsend,  126  N.  Y.  105, 
26  N.  E.  1017;  Johnson  y.  Netherlands 
American  Steam  Nao.  Co,  132  N.  Y.  576,  30 
K.  £.  505;  Svenson  y.  Atlantic  Mail  S,  8, 
Co,  57  N.  Y,  108;  iCiZroy  v.  Delaware  d  H, 
Canal  Co.  121  N.  Y.  22,  24  N.  E.  192;  Kelly 
Y.  Cohoes  Knitting  Co.  84  Hun,  154,  32  N. 
Y.  Supp.  459;  Sanford  y.  Standard  Oil  Co. 
118  N.  Y.  571,  24  N.  E.  313;  Sullivan  v.  Ti- 
oga B.  Co.  44  Hun.  304,  Affirmed  in  112  N. 
Y.  643,  20  N.  E.  569;  Currier  y.  Henderson, 
85  Hun«  300,  32  N.  Y.  Supn.  608. 

The  principle  of  the  rme  of  the  nonlia- 
bility of  the  master  for  injuries  to  a  serYant» 
occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  his  fellow 
serYant,  rests  on  the  implication  of  law, that, 
as  part  of  the  contract  of  service,  the  serY- 
ant agrees  to  and  does  assume  the  risk  of  in- 
jury from  the  negligence  of  other  serYants, 
and  he  is  presumed  to  haYe  contracted  with 
reference  to  such  risks. 

Sherman  y.  Rochester  d  8.  R.  Co.  17  N. 
Y.  153;  Wood,  Railway  Law,  S  388; 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  5th  ed.  |  236,  pp.  430, 
431 ;  Smith  v.  New  York  d  H.  R.  Co.  19  N. 
Y.  127.  75  Am.  Dec.  305. 

EYen  assuming  that  the  fellow-serYant 
rule  and  the  ad  hoc  doctrine  would  apply 
had  the  accident  happened  during  the  oper- 
ation of  the  work,  the  defendant  cannot 
claim  the  benefit  of  either,  as  the  accident 
did  not  occur  in  the  performance  of  any 
work  with  which  the  plaintiff  had  any  con- 
nection whateYer. 

1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  5th  ed.  S  234,  p. 
428. 

O'Brien,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff,  a  young  man  about  twenty 
years  of  age«  receiYed  a  personal  injury  from 
the  falling  of  a  pulley  block  at  the  defend- 
ant's warehouse  on  the  24th  day  of  March, 
1894.  The  eyidence  tended  to  show  that  the 
blodc  fell  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant's  general  employees,  or  some  of 
them,  and  the  question  presented  at  the  trial 
was  whether  the  plaintiff  was  a  coservant 
with  them,  within  the  rule  that  relieves  em- 
ployers from  liability  in  cases  of  accidents  of 
this  character.  The  trial  court  held  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  coservant  of  the  person  whose 
negligence  caused  the  injury,  and  the  oom- 
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plaint  was  dismissed.  On  appeal  to  the  i^ 
pellate  division,  this  judgment  was  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  granted,  and  in  this  condi- 
tion the  case  comes  here. 

The  opinion  of  the  learned  court  below 
contains  a  clear  and  concise  statement  of  the 
facts  concerning  the  accident,  the  substance 
of  which  we  may  safely  adopt.  The  defend- 
ant was  the  owner  of  a  warehouse  in  which 
there  was  a  hoisting  apparatus  for  the  pur- 
pose of  hoisting  ana  lowering  heavy  arUdes 
from  one  story  to  another.  There  is  a  pro- 
jection at  the  roof  in  which  there  is  an  iron 
wheel,  oyer  which  a  chain  passes  down  in 
front  of  the  building,  and  about  a  foot  and  a 
half  therefrom.  Ais  chain  at  the  roof 
passes  into  the  building,  and  around  a  drum, 
and  thence  to  the  back  part  of  the  building. 
An  endless  rope  is  attaoied  to  the  drum,  by 
means  of  which  a  man  in  the  building  may 
operate  it  and  hoist  or  lower  the  chain  out- 
side. If  it  is  desired  to  use  horse  power  in 
hoisting,  a  pulley  block  is  attached  to  the 
door  post  in  the  lower  story,  and  another 
pulley  block,  with  tackle,  is  hooked  on  the 
chain,  and  drawn  up  to  the  top  of  the  build- 
ing. A  rope  connected  with  the  upper  block 
passes  down  and  over  the  lower  pulley,  and 
thence  into  the  building,  and  to  this  a  horse 
is  attached.  In  operating  the  tadde,  the 
horse  moves  forward  and  backward  within 
the  building.  The  plaintiff  was  the  servant 
of  a  truckman,  and  was  sent  by  his  master 
with  a  horse  to  hoist  at  the  defendant'B 
warehouse.  The  goods  to  be  moved  from 
the  first  to  a  hieher  floor  in  the  warehouse 
were  barrels  of  Time.  The  plaintiff,  on  ar- 
riying  at  the  warehouse  with  his  horse, 
stopped  near  the  curbstone  in  front  of  the 
door,  while  other  men  in  the  employ  of  the 
defendant  were  putting  in  place  the  pulley 
blocks  and  tackle.  The  upper  pulley  block 
was  hooked  onto  the  chain,  and  was  being 
drawn  up  to  its  place  by  one  of  the  men  oper- 
ating the  drum  inside.  When  the  block  was 
nearly  up  the  plaintiff  was  told  to  go  iiu 
and  as  he  started  to  do  so,  the  block  fell  upon 
the  plaintiff.  He  had  not  worked  there  be- 
fore, and,  as  the  testimony  tended  to  show, 
knew  nothing  about  the  apparatus  for  hoist- 
ing. He  had  nothing  to  do  with  placing  it 
in  position.  The  horse  belonged  to  the 
truckman,  the  plaintiff's  master,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  paid  by  him.  The  work  of 
moving  the  barrels  of  lime  irom  the  lower  to 
a  higher  story  was  under  the  direction  of 
the  defendant's  foreman. 

The  question  when  and  under  what  cir- 
cumstances the  servant  of  a  general  master 
becomes  the  servant  of  another  is  often  diffi- 
cult of  solution.  There  is  some  apparent 
conflict  in  the  authorities,  due  more  to  the 
difficulty  of  applying  the  legal  principle  to 
ever-varying  facte  than  to  any  discord  with 
respect  to  the  principle  itself.  Moreover, 
the  rule  is  subject  to  some  distinctions  that 
are  not  always  easy  to  stete  in  such  a  way 
as  to  render  the  result  in  every  case  so  plain 
as  to  command  acquiescence,  or  to  give  tb  the 
decision  the  character  of  a  conclusive  au- 
thority.   Counsel  upon  both  sides  have,  in 
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tiM  argument  of  this  case  before  iu,  sub- 
jected the  leading  authorities  to  a  very  care- 
ful and  able  examination,  that  has  thrown 
■o  mudi  light  upon  the  question  that  we 
have  been  greatly  aided  in  arriving  at  what 
appears  to  us  to  be  the  proper  conclusion. 
We  think  the  judgment  of  reversal  in  the 
court  below  is  correct.  The  opinion  of  Judge 
Herwin  contains  such  a  dear  statement  of 
the  law  as  deduced  from  the  numerous  cases, 
and  such  a  judicious  application  of  it  to  the 
facts,  that  we  would  not  attempt  to  add  any- 
thing to  his  reasoning  but  for  the  fact  that 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  has  at- 
tempted to  prove  by  an  argument^  which 
bears  all  the  marks  of  industry  and  discrim- 
ination, that  it  is  in  conflict  with  two  or 
three  recent  cases  in  this  court.  Before  re- 
ferring to  these  cases,  it  may  not  be  amiss  to 
point  out  a  feature  of  the  controversy  pe- 
culiar to  this  case,  and  which  distinguishes 
it  from  many,  if  not  all,  of  those  cited. 

The  relation  of  master  and  servant  is  often 
confused  with  some  other  relation.  The 
mere  fact  that  one  person  renders  some  serv- 
ice to  another  for  compensation,  expressed 
or  implied,  does  not  necessarily  create  the 
l^al  relation  of  master  and  servant.  There 
are  many  kinds  of  employment  which  are  pe- 
culiar and  special,  where  one  person  may 
render  service  to  another  without  becoming 
his  servant  in  the  legal  sense.  A  servant  is 
one  who  is  employed  to  render  personal  serv- 
ices to  his  employer  otherwise  than  in  the 
pursuit  of  an  independent  calling.  The 
truckman  who  transports  the  traveler's  bag- 
gage or  the  merchant's  goods  to  the  railroad 
station,  though  hired  and  paid  for  the  serv- 
ice by  the  owner  of  the  baggage  or  the  goods, 
is  not  the  servant  of  the  person  who  thus  em- 
ploys him.  He  is  exercising  an  independent 
and  quasi-public  employment  in  the  nature 
of  a  common  carrier,  and  his  customers, 
whether  few  or  many,  are  not  generally  re- 
sponsible for  his  negligent  or  wrongful  acts, 
as  they  may  be  for  those  of  other  persons  in 
their  regular  employment  as  servants.  A 
contract,  whether  express  or  implied,  under 
which  such  special  jobs  are  done  or  such  spe- 
dal  services  rendered,  is  not  that  of  master 
and  servant,  within  the  law  of  negligence. 
Jackson  Architectural  Iron  Works  v.  Burl- 
hut,  158  N.  Y.  34,  52  N.  E.  665;  1  Parsons. 
Contr.  101-109. 

The  plaintiff,  beyond  all  doubt,  was  in  the 
general  service  of  the  trudcman,  and  so  was 
his  general  servant  In  that  capacity  he 
represented  his  master,  and  hence  was  a 
truckman  himself.  In  the  pursuit  of  that 
calling  he  was  directed  by  his  master  to  ren- 
der special  services  to  the  defendant,  not  in 
moving  goods  from  the  store  or  warehouse  to 
a  place  of  shipment,  but  from  the  lower  floor 
of  the  warehouse  to  an  upper  floor.  It  so 
happened  that  in  this  particular  job  it  was 
not  necessary  to  use  the  truck,  but  it  was 
necessary  to  use  the  horse  in  order  to  fur- 
nish power  to  hoist  the  goods.  Neither  the 
time,  nor  duration  of  employment,  nor  the 
rate  of  compensation,  was  the  subject  of  any 
express  contract  with  the  defendant,  and 
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from  the  nature  of  the  case  there  could  not 
well  have  been  any  well-defined  agreement 
on  the  subject  The  employment,  in  its 
scope  and  character,  was  m  no  respect  es- 
sentially difl^erent  from  that  which  every 
truckman  enters  into  with  his  numerous  cus- 
tomers in  the  course  of  a  day  as  a  carrier  of 
baggage  or  goods.  The  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff detached  the  truck  and  performed  the  job 
with  a  hoTtle  alone  did  not  change  the  char- 
acter of  the  employment,  nor  the  legal  re- 
lation that  exists  between  an  ordinary  truck- 
man and  his  customers.  The  goods  were 
moved,  it  is  true,  not  by  the  truck,  but  by 
another  contrivance,  and  the  plaintiff's  dut^ 
was  to  manage  and  guide  the  horse  which 
was  the  real  power  ^ind  the  pulleys  and 
tackle,  as  it  would  have  been  when  hitched 
to  the  truck.  In  this  capacity  the  plaintiff 
represented  his  general  master,  the  truiok- 
roan,  and  was  all  the  time  his  servant,  and 
did  not  become,  in  any  legal  sense,  the  serv- 
ant of  the  defendant  any  more  than  he  would 
if  employed  to  move  the  goods  to  a  railroad 
station  on  the  truck,  and  if  not  such  servant 
he  could  not,  of  course,  have  become  the  oo- 
servant  of  the  defendant's  regular  workmen. 

The  recent  cases  in  this  court  cited  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  defendant,  and  to 
which  we  will  now  briefly  refer,  differ  widely 
from  this  in  the  nature  of  the  employment, 
and  in  the  l^gal  relations  held  by  the  per- 
son guilty  of  the  wrong  or  negligent  act  and 
the.  party  sought  to  be  charged  with  its  con- 
seo  uences 

In  Wyilie  v.  Palmer,  137  N.  Y.  248,  19  L. 
R.  A.  285,  33  N.  E.  381,  the  defendants  sold 
fireworks  to  an  organized  committee  in  a  dty 
for  the  purpose  of  a  cdebration.  They 
agreed  to,  and  did,  send  to  the  committee, 
at  its  own  expense,  a  competent  man,  who 
was  their  general  servant,  to  set  off  these 
fireworks,  under  the  direction  of  the  commit* 
tee,  and  this  man  brought  with  him  a  boy, 
also  in  the  general  service  of  the  defend- 
ants, as  a  helper.  In  the  course  of  the  dis- 
play the  committee  virtually  separated  the 
boy  from  the  control  of  the  man,  and  set 
him  at  firing  rockets,  a  work  which  he  was 
not  competent  to  do,  and  which  neither  his 
general  master  nor  the  man  intended  that 
he  should  do.  One  of  these  rockets  was  dis- 
charged into  a  crowd  through  his  negligence, 
and  the  plaintiff,  a  bystander,  was  injured. 
This  court  held  that,  if  his  negligent  act  was 
to  be  imputed  to  any  third  party,  it  should 
be  imputed  to  the  committee  giving  the  or^ 
der  to  the  boy  to  do  something  for  which  he 
was  incompetent,  rather  than  to  his  general 
master,  who  was  not  present,  and  who  had 
sent  him  there  for  a  different  purpose. 

In  Biggins  v.  Western  U,  Teleg,  Co.  166 
N.  Y.  75,  50  N.  E.  500,  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured by  the  negligent  act  of  a  person  oper- 
ating an  elevator,  and  who  was  the  general 
servant  of  the  defendant  The  plaintiff  was 
the  servant  of  the  contractor  for  the  repair 
of  the  building,  induding  the  furnishing  of 
the  devator  itsdf.  t£d  contractor  had 
placed  the  elevators  in  the  building  some 
time  before  the  accident,  and  they  were  in 
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nse  at  times  by  the  defendant  to  carry  pas- 
sengers  and  by  the  contractor  for  purposes 
of  his  own.  But  he  had  not  completed  the 
contract,  and  had  not  turned  over  the  build- 
ing, with  the  elevators,  to  the  defendant. 
They  were  still,  for  all  practical  purposes, 
under  the  control  of  the  contractor,  who  had 
a  right  to  use  them  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing materials  and  workmen  from  the  lower 
to  the  higher  floors.  The  plaintiff's  master 
wanted  to  use  the  elevator  on  the  day  of  the 
accident  aa  a  platform  upon  which  to  stand 
while  plastering  the  shaft  in  which  it  had 
been  placed,  and  procured  the  defendant's 
general  servant  to  operate  it  by  moving  it 
up  and  down  through  the  shaft  for  the  con- 
venience of  the  plaintiff  engaged  in  the  work 
of  plastering.  The  injury  to  the  plaintiff 
occurred  while  the  elevator  was  being  used 
for  this  purpose,  and,  as  the  proof  tended  to 
show,  by  the  negligent  act  of  the  operator. 
This  court  held  that  the  operator,  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  was  not  engaged  in  his  gen- 
eral master's  work«  but  was  acting  under  the 
orders  of  the  plaintiff  and  in  a  different  ca- 
pacity. It  is  apparent,  I  think,  that  the 
Elaintiff  in  that  case  occupied  a  different  re- 
ition  to  the  person  moving  the  elevator  than 
he  would  had  the  injury  occurred  while  be- 
ing conveyed  as  a  passenger  in  the  elevator 
to  his  place  of  duty  on  an  upper  floor,  and 
while  the  elevator  was  being  used  aa  a  pas- 
senger elevator,  and  while  it  was  in  law  the 
defendant's  elevator  and  in  charge  and  con- 
trol of  its  servants. 

InMoInemey  v.  Delaware  d  H.  0,  Co.  161 
N.  Y.  411,  45  N.  E.  848,  the  question  that 
we  are  now  concerned  with  was  not  involved, 
aa  will  be  seen  by  the  opinion,  which  express- 
ly disclaims  any  intention  to  deal  with  the 
question  whether  the  plaintiff  in  that  case 
was  injured  by  the  act  of  a  fellow  servant. 
Bo,  we  think  that  the  case  at  bar  is  not  gov- 
erned by  these  decisions,  since  there  is  a  ma^ 
terial  difference  in  the  facts,  as  we  have  at- 
tempted to  point  out. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  should 
therefore  he  affirmed,  and  judgment  absolute 
ordered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  costs. 

All  concur  except  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  not  sit- 
ting, and  Gray^  J.,  dissenting. 

Gray,  J.,  dissenting: 

While  it  is  true  that  a  variance  in  the 
facts  of  a  case  of  negligence  may  vary  the  ap- 
plication of  established  rules,  courts  should 
aim  at  consistency,  and,  where  the  facts  do 
not  materially  differ,  apply  them  strictly. 
This  case,  in  my  opinion,  falls  clearly  within 
certain  recent  authoritative  decisions  in  this 
state,  as  it  does  within  recent  decisions  in 
Massachusetts  and  in  England.  A  general 
principle  of  the  law  of  master  and  servant 
is  that,  among  the  risks  which  the  employee 
assumes  upon  entering  an  employment,  is 
that  of  injury  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
his  fellow  se**yants  engaged  in  the  same  em- 
ployment. Where  one  servant  is  injured  by 
the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant,  the  mas- 
ter, if  the  negligence  was  with  respect  to  a 
duty  pertaining  to  a  workman,  and  not  to 
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some  duty  owing  from  the  master,  is  not  li- 
able for  the  injury.  Crispin  v.  Babbit t,  81 
N.  Y.  622,  37  Am.  Rep.  621.  The  facts  of 
this  case  are  clear  and  undisputed.  The  de- 
fendant dealt  in  building  materials,  and 
owned  two  warehouses,  into  and  from  which 
ift  was  frequently  necessary  that  the  ma- 
terials should  be  hoisted  or  lowered.  Hoist* 
ing  tackle,  made  fast  to  chains  running 
through  the  upper  part  of  the  warehouses, 
and  over  a  drum  within  them,  was  used  up- 
on these  occasions.  The  drum  was  worked 
by  an  endless  rope  in  the  hands  of  a  man 
within  the  building,  and,  aa  it  was  made  to 
revolve,  caused  the  chain  to  descend  to  the 
street,  or  to  be  pulled  up,  as  it  was  required. 
To  the  end  of  the  chain  was  attached  the 
hoisting  tackle,  and,  when  it  was  necessary 
to  hoist  materials,  the  chain  waa  pulled  up, 
and  ropes,  running  over  pulleys  upon  the 
tackle,  fell  down  and  passed  over  a  pulley 
fastened  at  the  entrance  to  the  warehouse. 
A  horse  would  be  attached  to  one  of  the 
ropes,  and,  as  he  was  driven  forward  or  back- 
ward, within  the  basement  of  the  warehouse, 
the  article  would  be  hoisted  up  or  lowered. 
A  foreman  of  the  defendant  supervised  the 
workmen,  when  engaged  in  the  work  of 
hoisting  articles  in  or  out,  and  it  was  cut- 
tomary,  at  the  time,  to  employ  a  man  and 
horse  to  aid  them.  The  plaintiff  was  in  the 
general  employment  of  a  truckman  named 
McManus,  who  was  not  usually  resorted  to 
by  the  defendant  for  this  assistance;  but  up- 
on this  occasion  he  was  applied  to,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  sent  with  a  horse  as  he  says, 
"to  hoist  at  Dwight's,"  meaning  the  defend- 
ant. He  went  to  one  of  the  defendant's 
warehouses,  and,  under  the  directions  of  the 
latter's  foreman,  in  common  with  the  other 
employees  upon  the  premises,  took  part  in 
the  work  of  hoisting  up  barrds  of  lime  into 
the  lofts,  by  driving  the  horse  forward  or 
backward  in  the  basement,  as  he  was  bidden. 
After  the  hoisting  was  completed  at  that 
warehouse,  he,  with  the  other  men,  went  off 
to  do  similar  work  at  the  other  warehouse, 
near  by.  Until  the  hoisting  tackle  was  made 
fast,  and  the  chain  drawn  up,  preparatory 
to  the  hoisting  of  the  barrels,  the  plaintiff, 
instead  of  going  within  the  building,  re- 
mained outside,  upon  the  street  and  under 
the  tackle.  Owing  to  the  carelessness  of  one 
of  the  men,  who  was  stationed  in  the  door- 
way to  signal  another  man,  who  was  operat- 
ing the  drum  through  the  endless  rope,  the 
hoisting  tackle  was  allowed  to  strike  with 
force  against  the  wheel  or  frame  over  which 
the  iron  chain  passed,  and,  breaking  there- 
by, fell  upon  and  caused  the  injuries  to  the 
plaintiff  for  which  this  action  was  brought 
I  had  supposed  that  the  principles  of  law 
which  were  applicable  to  the  facts  of  such  a 
case,  and  which  were  to  determine  the  rela- 
tive rights  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
were  well  settled  by  recent  cases,  and  that 
their  doctrine  was  well  applied  by  the  learned 
trial  judge  when  he  dismissed  the  plaintiff's 
complaint.  The  question  is,  Was  the  plain- 
tiff, while  engaged  with  the  defendant's  serv- 
ants in  doing  the  work  described,  for  the 
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time  being,  in  the  service  of  the  defendant? 
That  he  was,  and  that  he  was  in  no  wise  act- 
ing independently  in  the  matter,  or  as  a 
stranger  to  the  defendant,  seems  to  me  to  be 
a  very  plain  proposition,  in  view  of  what 
this  court  and  other  courts  have  laid  down 
as  g^ding  principles.  If  I  read  these  cases 
right,  they  sustain  the  doctrine  that  one 
who  is  the  servant  of  the  general  master 
may,  if  employed  elsewhere  temporarily,  ad 
Aoo  become  the  servant  of  the  special  master, 
fluid  it  is  of  no  consequence  whether  he  is 
loaned  for  the  purpose,  or  whether  he  is 
hired,  not  directly^  but  through  his  general 
master.  If  the  particular  employment  sub- 
jects him  to  the  directions  and  orders  of  an- 
other than  his  general  master,  he  ceases  to 
be  the  latter's  servant  for  the  time,  whose 
responsibility  for  his  acts  also  ceases. 
Wyllie  ▼.  Palmer,  137  N.  Y.  238,  19  L.  R.  A. 
285,  33  N.  E.  381 ;  Mclnemey  v.  Delmoare  d 
H,  Canal  Co,  161  N.  Y.  411,  46  N.  E.  848; 
Higffins  v.  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co,  156  N.  Y. 
76,  60  N.  E.  500;  Uasty  v.  Sears,  157  Mass. 
123,  31  N.  E.  759;  Donovan  v.  Laing,  W,  do 
D.  Constr.  Syndicate  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  629; 
Rourke  v.  White  Moaa  Colliery  Co.  L.  R.  2  C. 
P.  Div.  206.  In  the  case  of  Higgina  v. 
Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  156  N.  Y.  76,  60  N.  E. 
600,  this  court  passed  upon  a  state  of  facts 
which  cannot  be  distinguished,  in  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  decision,  from  those  in  the  case 
before  us.  The  telegraph  company  had  con- 
tracted with  a  contractor  to  restore  its 
building  and  to  replace  the  elevators  within 
it.  Before  the  completion  of  the  contract, 
the  contractor  was  making  use  of  the  eleva- 
tor as  a  platform  upon  which  the  plaintiff, 
one  of  his  men,  might  stand  in  doing  some 
plastering  upon  the  shaft  It  was  neces- 
sary to  move  the  elevator  up  and  down  for  the 
work  to  be  done,  and  the  contractor,  instead 
of  making  use  of  one  of  his  own  men,  pro- 
cured from  the  defendant  one  of  the  men  in 
its  regular  service  for  the  purpose  of  run- 
ning the  elevator.  The  defendant  was  using 
the  elevator  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
passengers  up  and  down  during  portions  of 
the  day;  but,  on  the  day  of  the  accident  in 
question,  the  elevator  ceased  carrying  pas- 
sengers about  noon,  and  after  thsut  time  was 
made  use  of  by  the  contractor  for  the  rest 
of  the  day.  The  conductor  of  the  elevator 
was  negligent,  and  allowed  the  car  to  start 
up  without  signal  from,  or  warning  to,  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  at  work  upon  it,  with  the 
result  of  causing  serious  injury  to  the  lat- 
ter. The  judgment  whiph  the  plaintiff  had 
recovered  below  was  reversed  here,  upon  the 
theory  that  the  relation  of  master  and  serv- 
ant between  the  conductor  of  the  elevator 
and  the  defendant  was  suspended  during  the 
time  he  was  doing  the  work  for  the  con- 
tractor, in  moving  the  plaintiff  up  and  down 
in  the  shaft.  In  the  opinion,  which  was  de- 
livered by  my  Brother  O'Brien,  who  now  dif- 
fers with  me  in  his  view  of  this  case,  the 
question  of  the  responsibility  of  the  defend- 
ant for  the  negligence  of  its  servant  was 
carefully  consider^  in  the  light  of  the  au- 
thorities in  this  state  and  in  England,  and 
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the  principles  there  laid  down  seem  to  me  to 
be  strictly  apposite  to  the  discussion  here. 
It  was  observed  that  there  was  no  question 
with  respect  to  the  fact  thai  the  conductor 
of  the  elevator^  whose  negligence  caused  the 
accident,  was  in  the  general  service  and  pay 
of  the  defendant;  but  the  question  was 
whether,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  he  was 
engaged  in  doing  the  defendant's  work,  or 
the  work  of  the  contractor,  and  that,  as  he 
was  not  at  the  time  taking  any  orders  from 
the  defendant,  but  was  directed  by  the  con- 
tractor's servant  in  moving  the  elevator  up 
and  down,  he  became  the  servant  of  the  con- 
tractor, engaged  for  the  time  being  in  doing 
his  work  and  subject  to  his  orders.  The 
general  proposition  was  advanced  that  serv- 
ants who  are  employed  and  paid  by  one  per- 
son may,  nevertheless,  be  ad  hoc  the  servants 
of  another  in  a  particular  transaction,  and 
that,  too,  when  their  general  employer  is 
interested  in  the  work.  He  quotes  the  re- 
mark of  Lord  Cockburn  in  Rourke  v.  White 
Moss  Colliery  Co,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  206,  that, 
"when  one  person  lends  his  servant  to  an- 
other for  a  particular  employment,  the  serv- 
ant, for  anything  done  in  that  particular 
employment,  must  be  dealt  with  as  the  serv- 
ant of  the  man  to  whom  he  is  lent,  although 
he  remains  the  general  servant  of  the  per- 
son who  lent  him."  The  conclusion  that  was 
reached  by  Judge  O'Brien,  that  the  con- 
ductor of  the  elevator  had  become,  at  the 
time,  the  servant  of  the  contractor,  fits  ex- 
actly the  facts  of  Uiis  case,  inasmuch  as  this 
plaintiff,  like  the  conductor  of  the  elevator, 
was,  for  the  time  being,  engaged  in  the  em- 
ployment of  another  than  his  general  em- 
ployer in  the  common  work  which  was  being 
done,  and  therefore  was  the  servant  of  the 
defendant.  If  we  apply  the  test,  which  was 
believed  in  the  Higgins  Case  to  be  the  true 
one  in  such  cases,  namely,  who  directs  the 
movements  of  those  who  are  engaged  in  the 
work,  we  see  that  the  plaintiff  was,  in  the 
performance  of  his  work,  at  the  time  solely 
under  the  direction  of  the  defendant  or  his 
foreman.  As  cases  supporting  and  justify- 
ing his  conclusions.  Judge  O'Brien  very 
properly  relied  upon  Wyllie  v.  Palmer,  137 
N.  Y.  248,  19  L.  R.  A.  285,  33  N.  E.  381 ;  and 
Mclnemey  v.  Delaware  d  H.  Canal  Co.  151 
N.  Y.  411,  46  N.  E.  848,  which  illustrated 
how  the  servant  of  a  general  em.ployer  may 
be,  for  a  particular  employment,  the  servant 
of  another  and  dealt  with  accordingly.  In 
the  Wyllie  Case,  the  defendants,  with  whom 
a  contract  had  been  made  to  furnish  fire- 
works for  an  exhibition  in  the  city  of  Au- 
burn, sent  with  the  articles  contracted  for 
two  of  their  servants  to  render  aid  in  the  ex- 
hibition. An  accident  occurred,  due  to  the 
negligence  of  one  of  these  servants  while 
obeying  an  order  of  a  member  of  the  com- 
mittee having  in  charge,  for  the  city,  the  ex- 
hibition of  t£e  fire  works,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  injured.  He  sued  the  contractors  to  re- 
cover for  the  injury  inflicted  by  their  serv- 
ant's carelessness;  but  a  judgment  of  non- 
suit was  affirmed  in  this  court,  upon  th« 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  engaged  in 
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the  defendants'  business  at  the  time,  but 
was  a  servant  of  the  committee.  In  the  Mo- 
Inemey  Case  the  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany had  furnished  an  engine  and  a  crew, 
which  Willard,  an  owner  of  a  lumber  yard, 
had  requested  for  the  purpose  of  moving  cars 
which  were  being  loaded  in  his  yard.  When 
they  arrived  at  his  yard,  Willard  assumed 
direction,  and  ordered  the  moving  of  the  en- 
gine, until  the  cars  were  all  attached  which 
were  to  be  moved  out  The  plaintiff  was 
one  of  Wniard's  servants^  and  upon  the  oc- 
casion in  question,  not  having  been  warned 
by  anyone,  was  caught  between  two  cars, 
and  injured,  by  the  backing  down  of  the 
engine.  He  brought  an  action  against  the 
railroad  company,  and  a  judgment  of  non- 
suit was  affirmed  in  this  court,  upon  the 
theory  that  the  crew  of  the  engine  were  un- 
der Willard's  orders,  who  was  held  to  be,  as 
to  them«  as  well  as  to  his  own  men  who  were 
engaged  in  the  work,  their  common  master. 

If  Higgins  and  the  conductor  of  the  eleva- 
tor were  Fellow  servants  under  the  contractor, 
although  the  telegraph  company  had  merely 
loaned  the  conductor^  was  not  this  plaintiff 
quite  as  much  a  fellow  servant  with  the  em- 
ployees of  this  defendant?  If  Mclnerney 
and  the  crew  of  the  railroad  engine  were  fel- 
low servants  while  doin^  the  work  of  mov- 
ing cars  in  Willard's  yard,  although  the  rail- 
road company  had  furnished  its  own  men  to 
operate  the  engine,  how  can  it  be  fairly  said 
that  this  plaintiff  was  not  a  fellow  servant 
with  the  defendant's  employees?  The  doc- 
trine laid  down  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Massachusetts  in  Hasty  v.  Sears,  157  Mass. 
123,  31  N.  E.  759,  is  exactly  applicable. 
There  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  carpenter  in 
the  employ  of  K.  A,  Co.,  was  sent  by  them 
to  do  some  work  for  the  defendant  upon  his 
building.  The  defendant's  superintendent 
directed  him  to  do  work  upon  the  elevator 
shaft.  The  conductor  of  the  elevator  had  re- 
ceived orders  not  to  run  down  below  the  sec- 
ond floor  until  the  plaintiff  had  finished  his 
work.  He  disobeyed  the  order,  and,  in  con- 
sequence, the  plaintiff  received  injuries,  for 
which  he  sued  the  defendant^  who  was  the 
owner  of  the  building.  It  was  held  that 
he  and  the  elevator  conductor  were  both  serv- 
ants of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
jury, and«  as  their  employment  was  a  com- 
mon employment,  the  negligence  of  the  con- 
ductor was  an  obvious  risk  which  the  plain- 
tiff assumed,  and  for  which  the  defendant 
was  not  answerable  to  him. 

The  English  cases  fully  recognize  the  rule 
that  a  man  may  be  a  general  servant  of  one 
person,  and  yet,  at  the  same  time,  be  the 
servant  of  another  in  relation  to  a  partic- 
ular matter.  They  hold  that  the  important 
element,  in  determining  whose  servant  for 
the  time  being  he  is,  is,  Which  of  the  two  per- 
sons had  the  control  of  him  in  the  conduct  of 
the  particular  business  7  Jones  v.  ScuUard 
[1898]  2  Q.  B.  565;  Donovan  v.  Laing,  W, 
d  D.  Constr.  Syndicate  [1893]  1  Q.  B.  629. 
In  Donovan  v.  Laing,  W.  d  D.  Constr.  Syn- 
dicate, we  find  a  situation  which  is  not  to  be 
distinguished  from  the  one  in  the  present 
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case.  In  that  case,  Jones  k  Co.  were  wharf- 
ingers, and  contracted  with  the  defendants, 
a  construction  company,  to  send  their  crane, 
with  one  of  their  men  to  run  it,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  loading  a  ship  at  the  firm's  wharf. 
When  the  defendants'  crane  and  man  arrived 
at  the  wharf,  the  plaintiff,  a  servant  of 
Jones  &  Co.«  acted  in  giving  signals  to  set 
the  crane  in  motion  for  the  purpose  of  rais- 
ing and  lowering  the  goods.  The  defend- 
ants' man,  without  waiting  for  a  signal,  neg- 
ligently allowed  the  crane  to  swing  around, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  injured.  It  was  held, 
in  an  action  against  the  defendants,  that 
they  were  not  liable;  for  they  had  placed 
their  crane  and  man  at  the  disposal  of  Jones 
A,  Co.«  and  had  no  control  over  the  work  be 
was  to  do,  and  that,  in  the  working  of  the 
crane,  he  was  no  longer  their  servant,  but 
was  bound  to  work  under  the  orders  of  Jones 
&  Co.  The  court  relied  upon  Rourke  v. 
White  Moss  Colliery  Co,  Lord  Esher,  M.  R., 
observed  that,  "so  far  as  the  working  of  the 
crane  went,  .  .  .  the  man  in  charge  was 
the  servant  of  Jones  k  Co.,  and  was  not  the 
servant  of  the  defendants."  Lords  Lindley 
and  Bowen  agreed  in  that  view;  the  former 
remarking  that  Jones  A,  Co.  "must,  for  that 
particular  job,  be  considered  as  Wand's 
[the  defendant's  servant]  masters,"  and  the 
latter  holding  the  law  to  be  clear,  and  point- 
ing out  the  distinction  between  the  carriage 
cases  {Laugher  v.  Pointer,  5  Barn,  k  C.  547, 
and  Quarman  v.  Burnett,  6  Mees.  k  W.  499) 
and  the  case  at  bar,  where  the  general  master 
has  placed  the  servant  under  the  control  of 
another.  It  was  also  observed  by  Lord 
Bowen  that  "we  have  only  to  consider  in 
whose  employment  the  man  was  at  the  time 
when  the  acts  complained  of  were  done,  in 
this  sense:  that  by  the  employer  is  meant 
the  person  who  has  a  right  at  the  moment  to 
control  the  doing  of  the  act"  Whether, 
therefore,  we  regard  the  recent  authorities 
in  this  state,  or  in  Massachusetts,  or  in  Eng- 
land, we  find  the  doctrine  to  be  well  settled 
that  one  who  is  the  general  servant  of  a  mas- 
ter, who  employs  and  pays  him,  may,  never- 
theless, become  the  servant  of  another  in  a 
special  employment,  and  that  it  is  imma- 
terial that  he  does  not  enter  the  special  em- 
ployment by  any  direct  hiring  or  contract 
In  the  Higgins  Case,  the  telegraph  company 
loaned  its  servant  to  the  contractor,  and  in 
other  cases,  from  our  and  from  other  courts, 
payment  for  the  services  of  the  servants  was 
made  to  their'  general  master.     . 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  as  much  in 
the  defendant's  employment,  and  under  his 
direction  and  orders,  as  though  the  latter 
had  engaged  him,  individually,  to  come  in 
and  assist  in  the  work  which  was  to  be  done 
in  his  building.  That  the  plaintiff  was  in 
the  general  employment  of  a  truckman,  hav- 
ing an  independent  business,  cannot  possibly 
affect  the  question  of  the  relation  which  he 
bore  towards  the  defendant,  or  the  servants 
of  the  defendant,  when  he  entered  upon  the 
performance  of  the  particular  work  under 
the  directions  of  the  latter  or  his  foreman. 
In  all  the  cases  the  existence  of  the  relation 
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of  fellow  servants  between  the  plaintiffs  and 
those  from  whose  negligence  their  injuries 
were  received  depended  upon  the  sole  question 
of  whether,  at  the  time,  they  were  under  the 
direction  and  control  of  the  temporary  em- 
ployer in  performing  the  special  work  for 
which  they  were  loaned  or  contracted. 
In  no  essential  respect  can  the  position  of 
this  plaintiff  be  regarded  as  differing  essen- 
tially from  that  in  any  one  of  the  cases  re- 
ferred to,  where  the  plaintiffs,  though  in  the 
«ervice  of  a  general  master,  were  held,  for 
the  time  being,  to  become  the  servants  of 
other  masters.  Of  course,  cases  of  inde- 
pendent contractors,  where  the  contracts  of 
the  parties  have  fixed  their  relative  obliga- 
tions, including  the  furnishing  of  men  and 
defining  their  duties,  are  mostly  inappli- 
cable. 

Nor  do  I  consider  it  to  be  any  answer  to 
the  proposition  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured 
by  the  act  of  a  fellow  servant,  and  therefore 
cannot  hold  the  defendant  liable,  that  at 
the  particular  moment  when  the  accident 
happened  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  work.  His 
engagement  was  "to  hoist"  at  the  defendant's 
warehouses,  and  his  employment  in  that  re- 
spect was  continuous  from  the  time  when 
he  reported  for  duty.  The  preliminary  work 
of  hoisting  the  tackle,  which  was  necessary 
to  be  done  at  the  second  building  before  the 
plaintiff  could  go  on  with  his  part  of  the 
work,  was  being  done  by  the  defendant's 
servants,  with  whom  he  was  engaged  in  the 
same  employment,  namely,  to  hoist  bags  of 
lime  from  the  street  into  the  upper  lofts  of 
the  warehouses.  He  was  as  much,  at  the 
time,  under  the  control  and  direction  of  the 
defendant,  or  his  foreman,  as  he  had  been  at 
any  time  during  the  day.  If  the  defendant 
did  not  direct  him  to  take  part  in  the  hoist- 
ing up  of  the  tackle,  that  was  a  mere  matter 
of  the  division  of  labor,  and  it  seems  to  me 
to  be  the  purest  kind  of  technical  reasoning 
to  say  that  because  at  the  moment  the  plain- 
tiff was  at  rest,  and  not  actually  driving  his 
horse  to  and  fro,  or'  helping  in  getting  up 
the  tackle,  he  was  therefore  withdrawn  pro 
tanto  from  the  defendant's  employment.  I 
think  that  the  Judgment  of  nonsuit  at  the 
circuit  was  correct,  and  in  accordance  with 
the  principles  of  the  adjudged  cases. 


Mary  W.  LYNDE 

17. 

Charles  W.  LYNDB. 

(162  N.  Y.  406.) 

!•  A  Iblndlnv  Jvdirmeiit  avalniit  de- 
fendant In  n  divorce  proeeedlnv  Is  au- 
thorised by  his  volimtary  appearance,  with- 
out reservation  and  without  objection  to  Ju- 
risdiction, seeking  advantage  of  the  decree 
In  opposition  to  an  application  for  amend- 
ment of  the  decree  so  as  to  allow  slimony, 

NoTB. — As  to  the  effect  of  appearance  by  a 
nonresident   to  give  Jurisdiction  of  a  divorce 
«ult,   see  Ellis's  Appeal    (Minn.)   28  L.  R.   A. 
^87,  and  note, 
48L.R.A. 


although  it  is  void  as  to  him  for  want  of 
service  of  process. 
8.     Tlie    unpreine    court    of    Neir    York 
vrlll  enforce  n  llnal  decree  of  the  New 

Jersey  chancery  court  adjudging  a  defendant 
in  a  divorce  proceeding  over  whom  It  has  Ju- 
risdiction Indebted  to  plalntlflt  in  a  definite 
sum  as  alimony,  but  it  will  not  enforce  provi- 
sions as  to  future  alimony  and  as  to  equit- 
able remedies  to  enforce  compliance  with  the 
decree. 
S.  Tl»e  provisions  of  tlie  Ne-vr  York 
Mlatnte  upon  tbe  subject  of  alimony 
In  divorce  proceedings  are  not  available  to 
a  plaintiff  seeking  to  enforce  In  the  courts 
of  that  state  a  decree  of  another  state  grant- 
ing alimony  and  providing  for  its  own  en- 
forcement. 

(AprU  6,  1900.) 

CROSS-APPEALS  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme  Courts 
Second  Department,  modifying  a  judgment 
of  a  Special  Term  for  Suffolk  County  in  a 
proceeding  to  enfore  a  decree  for  alimony; 
tho  defendant  appealing  from  so  much  as 
undertook  to  enforce  the  decree;  and  plain- 
tiff  appealing  from  so  much  as  refused  to 
enforce  it  in  its  entirety.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Gray,  J.^: 

This  action  was  brought  upon  a  final  de- 
cree of  the  court  of  chancery  of  the  state  ol 
New  Jersey,  which,  as  the  result  of  proceed- 
ings to  recover  alimony,  adjudged  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  of  the  defend- 
ant the  sum  of  $7,8^0,  and  a  counsel  fee  of 
$1,000;  that  the  defendant  pay  to  her  per- 
manent alimony  at  the  rate  of  $80  a  week 
from  the  date  of  the  decree,  and  that  he 
give  security  for  the  payment  of  the  sev- 
eral sums  directed  by  the  decree  to  be  paid; 
and  further  provided,  upon  his  failure  to 
comply  with  the  decree,  that  application 
might  be  made  for  sequestration  proceed- 
ings, for  a  receivership,  and  for  an  injunc- 
tion. The  complaint  also  asked  to  have  en- 
forced an  order,  made  subsequently  to  the 
final  decree,  which  appointed  a  receiver,  and 
enjoined  the  defendant  from  disposing  of  his 
property,  etc.  Tlie  plaintiff  ana  the  defend- 
ant were  married  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey 
in  1884,  and  were  domiciled  there.  In  1892 
the  plaintiff  filed  her  petition  in  chancery 
in  that  state,  which  alleged,  among  other 
things,  desertion  by  her  husband,  and  cruel 
treatment,  and  prayed  that  she  might  be  di- 
vorced from  him,  and  that  reasonable  ali- 
mony might  be  decreed  to  be  paid  to  her. 
The  defendant  was  not  served  personally, 
but  by  publication  of  process,  and  did  not 
appear  in  the  action,  nor  answer  the  peti- 
tion. Thereafter  such  proceedings  were  had 
in  the  case  that  in  1893  a  final  decree  was 
made,  divorcing  the  petitioner  from  the  de- 
fendant upon  the  ground  of  his  wilful  and 
continued  desertion,  but  containing  no  provi- 
sion with  respect  to  alimony.  In  1896  the 
plaintiff  filed  a  petition  upon  affidavits  for 
the  amendment  of  the  decree  of  divorce  so  as 
to  provide  for  an  award  of  alimony.  The 
grounds  of  the  application  were  that,  though 
her  petition  in  the  divorce  proceedings 
prayed    for    alimony,  through  the   inadver- 
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tenca  or  n^lect  of  her  solicitor  the  decree 
was  entered  without  making  provision  ad- 
Judging  the  payment  of  alimony,  or  reserv- 
ing the  consideration  thereof  for  hearing  up- 
on a  future  application.  An  order  was 
granted  hy  the  chancellor  directing  the  de- 
fendant to  show  cause  why  the  petition 
should  not  be  granted,  which,  with  tne  mov* 
ing  papers,  was  personally  served  upon  the 
defendant  in  this  state.  The  defendant  ap- 
peared in  opposition  to  the  application  by  J. 
Herbert  Potts  as  his  solicitor,  and  without 
any  reservation  upon  the  record  as  to  the 
appearance.  He  filed  an  affidavit,  in  which 
he  alleged  that  his  residence  was  in  the  state 
of  New  York ;  that  he  "was,  by  the  decree  of 
this  court,  divorced  from  the  said  petitioner 
from  the  bond  of  matrimony,  upon  her  pe- 
tition, on  August  7,  1893,  and  that  since 
that  time  he  has  been  married  again  to  an- 
other woman,  with  whom  he  is  now  living," 
ete.;  that  "the  decree  for  divorce  was  pur- 
posely drawn  without  providing  for  or  re- 
serving any  alimony,"  eto. ;  that  he  was  *'li- 
nacially  unable  to  pay  alimony;"  and  "that 
he  is  advised  by  counsel  and  believes  that, 
the  said  decree  having  been  made  without 
reserving  the  question  of  alimony,  and  this 
defendant  having  been  absolutely  divorced 
from  the  said  petiiioner  by  said  decree,  and 
havin^T  since  formed  new  relations  and  matri- 
monial obligations,  that  it  would  be  illegal, 
inequitable,  and  unjust  to  now  impose  upon 
him  the  burden  of  alimony,  so  long  after  the 
granting  of  said  absolute  decree  dissolving 
his  first  matrimonial  relations  absolutely 
without  terms."  After  testimony  had  been 
taken  pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  chancel- 
lor, during  the  course  of  which  Mr.  Potts  ap- 
peared as  defendant's  solicitor,  and  after  ar- 
gument upon  the  same  by  the  solicitor  for 
the  petitioner  and  the  solicitor  for  the  de- 
fendant, the  chancellor  ordered  that  the  de- 
cree of  divorce  theretofore  made  should  \ye 
amended  by  inserting  therein  that  "it  is  fur- 
ther ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the 
petitioner,  Mary  W.  Lynde,  shall  have  the 
right  to  apply  to  this  court  at  any  time  here- 
after, at  the  foot  of  this  decree,  for  reason- 
able alimony,  and  suph  other  relief  in  the 
premiRes  touching  alimony  as  may  be  equit- 
able and  just;  and  this  court  reserves  the 
power  to  make  such  order  or  decree  as  may 
DO  necessary  to  allow  and  compel  the  pay- 
ment of  alimony  to  petitioner  by  defendant, 
or  to  refuse  to  allow  alimony."  It  appears 
in  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  which  is 
made  a  part  of  the  record  (54  N.  J.  £q.  473, 
35  Atl.  641),  that  he  was  satisfied  that  the 
omisi^ion  of  the  decree  to  reserve  the  ques- 
tion as  to  alimony  was  due  to  the  inadver- 
tence of  the  petitioner's  counsel,  and  that 
under  the  rule  recognized  by  the  court  it 
will  "amend  its  enrolled  decree  when  the 
amendment  is  necessary  to  give  full  expres- 
sion to  its  judgment."  From  the  ordor 
amending  the  decree  of  divorce  the  defend- 
ant appealed  to  the  court  of  errors  and  ap- 
peals, where  the  order  was  affirmed.  39  Atl. 
1114.  Thereupon,  after  reciting  the  various 
proceedings  relating  to  the  amendment  of 
the  decree  of  divorce,  an  order  of  reference 
48  L.  K.  A. 


was  made  as  to  whether  alimony  should  be 
allowed  to  the  petitioner,  and,  if  so,  how 
much.  This  order  was  entered  after  service 
of  a  notice  upon  the  defendant's  solicitor, 
and  the  reference  was  proceeded  with  after 
personal  service  upon  the  defendant  of  a 
summons  to  attend.  Neither  the  defendant 
nor  his  solicitor  appeared  upon  the  refer* 
ence,  although  duly  notified,  and  such  pro- 
ceedings were  had  that  the  final  decree  here- 
in sued  upon  was  made  on  December  28, 
1807,  by  the  chancellor,  which,  after  reciting 
the  proceedings  had,  and  the  report  of  the 
master  to  whom  it  had  been  referred  to  re- 
port as  to  alimony,  and  "adjudging  that  a 
money  judgment  should  be  rendered  against 
the  defendant,"  adjudged  and  decreed  as 
first  hereinabove  briefly  described.  TTiere- 
after,  upon  proof  of  the  failure  of  the  de- 
fendant to  comply  with  the  final  decree,  an 
order  dated  February  8,  1898  ( referred  to  in 
the  complaint  as  of  "24th  day  of  March, 
1898"),  was  made,  appointing  a  receiver  of 
the  defendant's  property  in  New  Jersey,  and 
directing  the  issuance  of  an  injunction,  etc 
The  receiver  was  unable  to  obtain  possession 
of  any  of  the  defendant's  property  in  New 
Jersey,  and  the  defendant  did  not  comply 
with  the  decree  in  any  respect.  The  trial 
court  decided  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  en- 
forcing against  him  the  decree  of  the  chan- 
cery court  of  New  Jersey,  and  further  en- 
forcing against  him  the  order  of  that  court 
which  provided  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
decree  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  and 
by  an  injunction.  She  was  held  entitled 
to  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the 
amount  of  alimony,  counsel  fees,  and  costs 
due  or  incurred  under  the  New  Jersey  de- 
cree; for  the  amount  of  alimony  accrued 
since  the  decree;  that  he  pay  to  her  the  sum 
of  $80  a  week  from  the  date  of  the  decision 
as  and  for  permanent  alimony;  that  he  give 
a  bond  in  the  sum  of  $100,000  to  secure  the 
payment  of  the  several  siuns  of  money  speci- 
fied; and  that,  upon  his  failure  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  decision,  a  re- 
ceiver might  be  appointed,  ancillary  to  the 
receiver  appointed  by  the  court  of  chancery 
of  New  Jersey.  Exceptions  were  filed  to  the 
decision,  and  thereafter  judgment  was  en- 
tered in  conformity  with  the  decision.  The 
appellate  division,  upon  the  defendant's  ap- 
peal, modified  the  judgment  so  as  to  ad- 
judge that  the  plaintiff  recover  of  the  de- 
fendant the  sum  of  $8,840,  and,  as  so  mod- 
ified, affirmed  it.  41  App.  Div.  280,  58  X. 
Y.  Supp.  567.  The  amount  of  the  recovery, 
as  allowed  by  the  appellate  division,  repre- 
sente  the  only  and  the  precise  amount  of 
money  which  the  final  decree  of  the  court  in 
New  Jersey  adjudged  to  be  due  and  payable 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  at  the 
date  of  its  rendition.  Cross-appeals  were 
taken  by  the  parties  from  the  judgment  of 
the  appellate  division;  the  plaintiff  because 
of  its  modification,  and  the  defendant  be- 
cause of  its  affirmance,  of  the  judgment  of 
the  trial  court. 
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MeaarB,  Henry  B.  Gaylej  and  Mat-* 
tbew  G.  Fleming,  with  Mr,  James 
IXTeaterrelt,  for  pl&intiff: 

The  chancery  decree  awarding  alimony 
has  the  same  effect  in  New  Jersey  aa  a  judg- 
meii^  at  law  in  personam, 

Aapintcall  v.  Aspinwall,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  684, 
85  Atl.  470. 

Defendant's  solicitor,  Potts,  was  author- 
ised to  appear  generally  on  the  application 
for  alimony,  and  he  did  so. 

Lynde  y.  Lynde,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  473,  35  Atl. 
641,  Affirmed  in  56  N.  J.  Eq.  591,  35  Atl. 
641 ;  Crane  v.  Brigham,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  29. 

A  decree  of  divorce  and  a  subsequent  order 
fixing  alimony  pursuant  to  a  reservation  in 
the  decree  are  Doth  parts  of  one  action,  no 
matter  how  many  years  may  intervene,  and, 
jurisdiction  having  once  attached  in  t&e 
cause,  the  court  can  provide  for  alimony 
whenever  it  becomes  necessary. 

Forrest  v.  Forrest,  25  N.  Y.  501 ;  CMusha 
V.  Oalusha,  138  N.  Y.  272,  33  N.  B.  1062; 
Hauscheld  v.  Bauscheld,  33  App.  Div.  296, 
53  N.  Y.  Supp.  831. 

Where  a  court  of  equity  has  Jurisdiction 
and  entertains  a  case  it  will  ordinarily  re- 
tain the  case  until  the  whole  subject  is  dis- 
posed of. 

Ostrander  ▼.  Weher,  114  N.  Y.  95,  21  N. 
E.  112;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  43  N.  Y.  578;  Hen- 
derson V.  New  York  C,  R.  Co,  78  N.  Y.  423 ; 
Lt/nch  V.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co.  129  N.  Y. 
274,  15  L.  R.  A.  287,  29  N.  E.  315;  Madison 
Ave.  Baptist  Church  v.  Baptist  Church,  73 
N.  Y.  82. 

Where  a  state  court  has  obtained  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter,  and  of  defend- 
ant's person,  any  error  arisinn^  thereafter  is 
an  irre^rularity,  and  can  be  taken  advantafii^e 
of  only  by  way  of  motion  or  by  appeal.  No 
evidence  can  be  introduced  of  such  irregu- 
larity to  impeach  the  judj^ent  in  an  action 
brought  in  another  state  to  enforce  it. 

Jones  V.  Jones,  108  N.  Y.  415,  15  N.  R 
707;  Rigney  v.  Rigney,  53  Hnn.  457,  6  N.  Y. 
Supp.  141,  127  N.  Y.  408,  28  N.  E.  405;  Jai- 
inff  V.  Riqneif,  160  U.  S.  531,  40  L.  ed.  525, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  366;  Nations  v.  Johnson.  24 
How.  195.  16  1j.  ed.  628;  Comett  v.  Wit- 
Hams,  20  WsH.  226.  22  L.  ed.  254;  McNitt  v. 
Turner,  16  Wall.  366,  21  L.  ed.  348;  Kin- 
nier  v.  Kinnier,  45  N.  Y.  535,  6  Am.  Rep. 
132:  Dunstan  v.  Hingins,  138  N.  Y.  70,  20 
L.  R.  A.  668,  33  N.  E.  729. 

It  is  proper  to  apply  summarily  by  peti- 
tion to  amend  or  supplement  a  final  decree 
in  equitv,  without  the  necessity  of  again* 
setting  the  cfliise  down. 

Ban.  Ch.  PI.  k  Pr.  6th  Am.  ed.  pp.  9fll, 
996;  Camnhell  v.  Gardner,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  423, 
69  Am.  Dec.  598 :  Lynde  ▼.  Lynde,  54  N.  J. 
Eq.  473,  35  Atl.  641,  Affirmed  in  65  N.  J.  Eq. 
691.  35  Atl.  641 :  Dorsheimer  r.  Rorhack,  24 
N.  J.  Eq.  83;  Jarmon  v.  Wiswall,  24  N.  J. 
Eq.  68. 

The  Constitutfon  of  the  United  States  re* 
quires  that  full  faith  and  credit  be  given  to 
the  decree  and  order  of  the  New  Jersey 
court. 

IT.  8.  Const,  art  4;  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  S  905; 
Dohstm  ▼.  Pearee,  12  N.  Y.  156,  62  Am.  Dec. 
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162;  Fletcher  v.  Ferrel,  9  Dana,  372.  35  Am. 
Dec.  143;  Cheever  v.  Wilson,  9  Waii.  108,  19 
L.  ed.  604;  Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  582, 
16  L.  ed.  226;  Shields  y.  Thomas,  18  How. 
253,  15  L.  ed.  368;  Nations  v.  Johnson,  24 
How.  195,  16  L.  ed.  628. 

It  is  proper  to  file  a  bill  in  equity  to  en- 
force in  all  its  parta  a  chancery  decree  of  a 
sister  state. 

Bullock  V.  Bullock,  52  N.  J.  Eq.  561,  27  L. 
R.  A.  213,  30  Atl.  676;  Fletcher  v.  Ferrel,  0 
Dana,  372,  35  Am.  Dec.  143;  Barber  v.  Bar- 
ber, 21  How.  582,  16  L.  ed.  226;  Shields  v. 
Thotnas,  18  How.  253,  15  L.  ed.  368;  Nations 
T.  Johnson,  24  How.  195,  16  L.  ed.  628; 
Cheever  v.  Wilson,  9  WaU.  108,  19  L.  ed. 
604. 

The  supreme  court  is  the  successor  of  the 
old  court  of  chancery  having  general  equity 
jurisdiction,  and  as  such  may  grant  equi- 
table relief  independent  of  the  Ccnle. 

Youngs  v.  Carter,  10  Hun,  194;  Sherman 
V.  Feli,  2  N.  Y.  186,  Approved  in  Wegman  v. 
Ghilds,  41  N.  Y.  159;  Shields  v.  Thomas,  18 
How.  253,  15  L.  ed.  308;  Post  v.  Neafie,  9 
Cai.  22;  Pennington  ▼.  Qxbson,  16  How.  65, 
14  L.  ed.  847. 

A  court  of  equity  has  power  to  bring  its 
judgment  down  to  date,  and  make  it  con" 
fonn  to  the  facts  as  they  exist  when  the 
judgment  is  rendered. 

Lynch  V.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co,  129  N. 
Y.  280.  15  L.  R.  A.  287,  29  N.  E.  315;  Van 
Allen  V.  Nexo  York  Elev.  R.  Co.  144  N.  Y. 
174,  38  N.  E.  997;  Inderlied  v.  Whaley,  85 
Hun,  63,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  640;  Kilbourne  v. 
Sullivan  County  Supers,  137  N.  Y.  170,  33 
N.  E.  159. 

Mr.  John  H.  Kemble,  ^ith  Mr,  George 
S.  Infpraliam,  for  defendant: 

The  courts  of  this  state  have  the  right  to 
examine  judgments  of  courts  of  other  states 
on  jurisdictional  grounds. 

Jacobs,  Domicil,  §  47;  Thompson  v.  Whit- 
man, 85  U.  S.  457,  21  L.  ed.  897;  Ward  v. 
Boyce,  1.32  N.  Y.  191,  36  L.  R.  A.  649,  46 
N.  E.  180;  Douglass  v.  Phcnix  Ins.  Co.  138 
N.  Y.  209.  20  L.  R.  A.  118,  33  N.  E.  938. 

The  original  basal  decree  of  divorce  was 
and  is  void  rs  against  the  defendant  for 
wmt  of  jurisdiction. 

People  V.  Baker.  76  N.  Y.  78.  32  Am.  Rep. 
274:  O'Doa  v.  0*Dea,  101  N.  Y.  23.  4  N.  E. 
110;  Atherton  v.  Atherton,  155  N.  Y.  129, 
40  L.  R.  A.  291,  49  N.  E.  933;  Re  Kimball, 
,155  N.  Y.  62,  49  N.  E.  331. 

Notice  by  publication  is  not  sufficient  to 
lay  the  foundation  for  a  personal  judgment. 

Jacobs,  Domicil,  §  47;  Potter  v.  Ogden, 
136  N.  Y.  384,  33  N.  E.  228;  Kilbum  v. 
Woodxcorth,  6  Johns.  37,  4  Am.  Dec.  321; 
People  V.  Baker,  76  N.  Y.  78,  32  Am.  Rep. 
274;  Pennoyer  v.  Neif,  96  U.  8.  714,  24  L. 
ed.  565;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  406;  St.  Cla4r 
V.  Cor,  106  U.  S.  350,  27  L.  ed.  222,  1  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  354;  Harkness  ▼.  Hyde,  98  IT.  S. 
476,  25  L.  ed.  237;  Owens  v.  Henry,  161  U. 
8.  642,  40  L.  ed.  837,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  693; 
Henrietta  Min.  <f  Mill.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  173 
U.  8.  221,  43  L.  ed.  675,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
402. 

The  void  decree  for  divorce  will  not  snp* 
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port  a  judgment  in  peraonan  awarding  ali- 
mony. 

Krkenhrach  v.  Erkmbraoh,  06  N.  Y.  456; 
Rigney  v.  i^iyney,  127  N.  Y.  408,  28  N.  K 
40o. 

An  appearance  only  in  a  supplemental 
proceeding  will  not  render  an  otherwise  void 
judgment  of  another  state  valid. 

Mard  v.  Boyce,  152  N.  Y.  191,  36  L.  R.  A. 
549,  46  N.  £.  180. 

Grajf  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1  think  that  the  appellate  division  has 
very  correctly  decided  tne  questions  in  the 
case,  and  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Bart'* 
lett)  speaking  for  that  courts  leaves  little, 
if  anything,  to  be  added  to  its  reasoning. 
With  respect  to  the  main  question — whether 
the  court  of  chanoerv  of  the  state  of  New 
Jersey  acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  defend- 
ant to  render  the  final  decree  for  the  pay- 
ment of  alimony — it  is  argued  in  his  behalf 
that  the  decree  of  divorce  was  invalid  as  to 
him,  and  therefore  afforded  no  support  for 
the  decree  of  alimony.  That  the  decree  of 
divorce  was  of  no  force  as  to  him  cannot  be 
disputed.  It  is  quite  settled,  at  the  present 
day,  that  no  state  can  exercise  jurisdiction 
and  authority  over  persons  or  property  with- 
out its  territory.  Its  laws  and  the  judg- 
ments of  its  tribunals  can  have  no  extras 
territorial  operation,  except  so  far  as  the 
former  may  be  allowed  sucn  by  comity.  The 
decree  of  divorce  which  the  plaintiff  ob- 
tained in  New  Jersey  was  effectual  to  de- 
termine'her  status  as  a  citizen  of  that  state 
towards  the  defendant,  but  as  to  him  it  ef- 
fected nothing,  Ind  was  void  for  want  of 
personal  service  of  process,  or  of  an  appear- 
ance by  him  in  the  divorce  proceedings. 
One  or  the  other  of  these  conditions  was  re- 
quired to  be  shown  to  enable  the  court  to 
proceed  with  jurisdiction  in  personam.  As 
the  service  of  process  was  constructive,  by 
publication,  however  authorized  by  the  laws 
of  the  state,  it  was  ineffectual  a^inst  the 
defendant  for  any  purpose.  People  v.  BaJo- 
er,  76  N.  Y.  78,  32  Am.  Hep.  274;  Re  Kim- 
hall  156  N.  Y.  62.  49  N.  E.  331;  Pennoyer 
V.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714,  24  L.  ed.  665;  Story, 
Confl.  L.  I  539.  This  action,  however,  is  up- 
on a  final  decree  of  the  chancery  court  of 
New  Jersey,  which  rendered  a  money  judsr- 
ment  in  personam  acfainst  the  defendant  in 
a  proceeding  in  which  there  was  a  voluntary 
a)>pearnnoe  on  his  pari.  Upon  service  of  the 
order  of  the  chancellor  directing  him  to  show 
cause  why  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff  for 
the  amendment  of  the  decree  of  divorce 
should  not  be  urranted,  he  appeared  in  the 
proceeding,  without  any  reservation  of  rec- 
ord, and  without  making  any  objection  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Not  only  was 
that  so,  but  in  his  affidavit  which  was  filed 
in  the  proceed! ni;,  he  asserted  that  he  had 
been  divorced  from  his  matrimonial  rela- 
tions upon  the  plaintiff's  petition:  that  he 
had  subsequently  married  afirain ;  and  his  ob- 
jections to  the  grnntinff  of  the  plaintiff's 
petition  were  carefully  formulated.  He  al- 
leged that  "the  decree  for  divorce  •  •  . 
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waa  purposely  drawn  without  providing  for 
or  reserving  any  alimony,"  etc;  that  he  was 
"financially  unable  to  pay  alimony;"  and 
"that,  the  said  decree  of  divorce  having  been 
made  without  reserving  the  question  of  ali- 
mony, and  this  defendant  having  been  abso- 
lutely di\'orced  from  said  petitioner  by  said 
decree,  and  having  since  formed  new  rela- 
tions and  matrimonial  obligations,  that  it 
would  be  illegal,  inecjuitable,  and  unjust  to 
now  impose  upon  him  the  burden  of  ali- 
mony," etc  In  short,  he  appeared  and  sub- 
mitted himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  appealing  to  its .  consideration  of  the 
facts,  and  not  Ejecting  to  ita  power  to  pro- 
ceed; not  repudiating  the  divorce,  but  rely- 
ing upon  it.  There  cannot  be  the  slightest 
question  that  his  appearance  was  general 
He  was  represented  by  counsel  until  the  order 
of  the  chancellor,  which  amended  the  decree 
of  divorce  by  reserving  to  the  petitioner  the 
right  to  apply  at  the  foot  thereof  for  ali- 
mony, and  to  the  court  the  power  to  make 
any  further  order  with  respect  thereto,  had 
been  affirmed  by  the  court  of  errors  and  ap- 
peals upon  his  own  appeal,  and  until  the  ap- 
plication for  a  reference  to  determine  the 
amount  of  alimony.  Is  he,  then,  in  a  posi- 
tion to  invoke  the  invalidity  of  the  original 
decree  of  divorce?  As  he  was  not  person- 
ally served,  and  did  not  appear  in  the  di- 
vorce action,  the  decree  divorcing  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  have  given  her  any  judgment 
in  personam.  It  did  not  reserve  the  right 
to  apply  thereafter  for  alimony  when  juris- 
diction in  personam  was  obtained  of  the  de- 
fendant; but  that  was  an  unintentional 
omission,  as  the  chancellor  decided,  which 
was  due  to  the  inadvertence  of  plaintiff's 
counsel,  and  would  be  remedied  by  amending 
the  decree.  The  affirmance  of  the  order  in 
that  respect  on  defendant's  appeal  settled 
the  law  of  that  state  to  be  that  the  court 
may,  upon  petition,  amend  its  enrolled  de- 
cree, when  the  amendment  is  necessary  to 
give  full  expression  to  its  judgment,  and  is 
matter  which  would,  without  doubt,  have 
been  incorporated  in  the  decree  when  made, 
if  attention  had  been  called  to  it.  Lyndr  v. 
Lynde,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  473,  35  AU.  641,  The 
demand  for  alimony  in  a  divorce  suit  is  not 
an  essential  part  of  the  cause  of  action,  but 
is  merely  incidental  to  the  action  and  the 
jndemen't.  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  25  N.  Y.  501 : 
aalnsha  v.  Oalusha,  138  N.  Y.  272.  281.  33 
N.  E.  1002;  Ltfnde  v.  Lynde,  54  N.  J,  Kn. 
473.  35  Atl.  641.  In  Kamp  v.  Kamp,  59  N. 
Y.  212,  the  question  was  not  up  as  to  wheth- 
er the  court  might  amend  its  judgment 
granting  divorce  simplioiter,  when  the  omis- 
sion to  reserve  the  question  of  alimony  was 
shown  to  have  been  through  inadvertence. 
The  application  there  was  for  an  order  di- 
recting the  payment  of  alimony  upon  a  judg- 
ment of  divorce  which  was  silent  as  to  ali- 
mony, and  it  was  held  that  the  power  to  al- 
low it  in  subsequent  proceedings  does  not  ex- 
ist, in  view  of  the  lesral  presumption  that  the 
judffment  had  finally  decided  every  question 
involved  in  the  action,  which  would  indndo 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  claim  alimony. 
In  my  opinion,  assuming,  as  we  must,  that 
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the  decree  of  (he  clmnoory  court,  which 
amended  the  orin^inal  decree  of  divorce,  ex- 
pressed the  law  of  the  state  of 'New  Jersey 
{Laing  y.  Rigncy,  160  U.  S.,  at  page  542,  40 
L.  ed.  528,16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  366), jurisdiction 
was  obtained  over  the  defendant  by  his  ap- 
pearance, plea,  and  submission,  to  so  far 
cure  the  invalidity  of  the  divorce  decree  as 
to  render  it  effective  as  a  basis  for  alimony 
proceedings.  But,  whether  its  invalidity 
was  cured  or  not  in  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ing, to  which  the  defendant  was  a  party,  a 
final  decree  was  entered  adjudging  that  he 
ray  to  the  plaintiff  a  certain  sum  of  money. 
The  jurisdiction  once  obtained  could  not  be 
devested  by  his  refusal  to  appear  in  the  lat- 
er stages  of  the  proceeding.  He  cannot  now 
attack  the  final  decree  of  the  court  collater- 
ally, after  having  had  his  day  in  court.  In 
LaAng  v.  Rigney,  160  U.  S.  542,  40  L.  ed.  528, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  366,  after  the  wife  had  filed 
a  bill  against  her  husband  in  the  court  of 
chancery  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  alleg- 
ing acts  of  adultery,  and  the  defendant  had 
appeared,  and  answered,  denying  the  allega- 
tions, the  plaintiff  filed  a  supplemental  bill, 
wherein  she  alleged  that  the  defendant  had 
committed  adultery  with  a  person  named 
since  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and 
prayed  that  she  might  have  the  same  relief 
against  the  defendant  as  she  might  if  thci 
facts  had  been  stated  in  the  original  bill. 
Process  upon  the  supplemental  bill  could  not 
he  served  personally  upon  the  defendant, 
who  was  a  nonresident,  and  there  was  a  sub- 
stituted service  by  publication.  He  filed  no 
answer  to  the  supplemental  bill,  nor  did  he 
appear,  and  a  final  decree  was  rendered  by 
the  chancellor  granting  the  divorce  and 
awarding  alimony,  etc.  An  action  was  then 
brought  in  this  state  by  the  wife  upon  the 
decree  to  recover  against  her  husband  the 
amount  awarded  for  alimony  and  costs,  and 
the  question  was  whether  the  New  Jersey 
court  had  jurisdiction  to  render  the  decree. 
In  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
to  which  the  case  wns  taken  from  this  court 
(127  N.  Y.  408,  28  N.  E.  405)  by  writ  of  er- 
ror, it  was  held  that,  in  affirming  the  dismiss- 
al of  the  plaintiff's  complaint  upon  the 
trial,  due  effect  had  not  been  given  to  the 
provisions  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  which  require  that  full 
faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state 
to  the  judicial  proceedin.sjs  of  every  other 
state.  It  was  conceded  that,  if  the  judj?- 
ment  of  the  court  of  chancery  was  not  bind- 
ing upon  the  defendant  therein  personally 
in  that  state,  no  such  force  could  be  given  to 
it  in  the  state  of  New  York ;  but  it  was  held 
that  the  law  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey  must 
be  deemed  to  be  as  declared  by  the  chancel- 
lor, who  had  rendered  a  final  decree,  based 
upon  the  original  bill,  the  process  under 
which  had  been  served  upon  the  defendant 
within  the  state,  and  upon  the  supplemental 
bill,  a  copy  of  which,  with  the  rule  to  plead, 
had  been  served  upon  the  defendant  without 
the  state.  It  was  said  that,  "so  long  as  this 
decree  stands,  it  must  be  deemed  to  express 
the  law  of  the  state.  If  the  defendant 
deemed  himself  aggrieved  thereby,  his  rem* 
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edy  was  by  appeal.''  In  other  words,  th« 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  held 
that,  the  New  Jersey  court  having  once  ac- 
quired jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  in  the 
action,  whether  it  retained  that  jurisdiction, 
so  as  to  render  the  final  decree  in  the  pro- 
ceedings leading  thereto,  was  a  question  de- 
pending upon  the  law  of  that  state,  which 
could  not  be  attacked  collaterally.  Laing 
Y.  Rigney  is  much  in  point,  inasmuch  as  ju- 
risdiction of  the  defendant,  in  this  case,  hav- 
ing been  obtained  in  the  proceeding,  it  was 
retained  by  the  court  until  it  made  the  final 
decree.  Tlie  jurisdiction  conferred  the  powi 
er  to  render  the  decree,  and  it  will  be  re- 
garded as  valid  and  binding  until  set  aside 
in  the  court  in  which  it  was  rendered.  Kin^ 
flier  V.  Kinnier,  45  N.  Y.  542,  6  Am.  Rep. 
132.  Ward  v.  Boyoe,  152  N.  Y.  191,  36  L 
R.  A.  549,  46  N.  £.  180,  has  no  application. 
The  action  was  upon  a  promissory  note  made 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  order,  and 
tne  issue  between  the  parties  was  as  to 
the  plaintiff's  ownership.  The  defendant 
claimed  that  the  record  of  a  certain  proceed- 
ing in  a  justice's  court  in  the  state  of  Ver- 
mont was  conclusive  evidence  that  the  note 
was  not  her  property,  but  was  that  of  her 
husband.  The  proceeding  in  the  Vermont 
court  was  by  way  of  trustee  process,  and  was 
instituted  by  a  creditor  of  Mr.  Ward,  this 
plaintiff's  husband,  against  him  and  Boyce, 
the  maker  of  the  note,  as  his  debtor.  Ward 
was  a  nonresident,  did  not  appear,  and  judg- 
ment went  against  him  by  default.  Boyce, 
the  other  defendant,  appeared,  and  stated 
that  he  gave  the  note  to  Mrs.  Ward  for  cat- 
tle purchased,  and  he  asked  that  she  be  cited 
to  appear.  A  citation  was  served  upon  her 
in  the  state  of  Vermont  to  show  cause  why 
the  note  should  not  be  adjudged  to  be  held 
as  her  husband's  property  by  his  creditor. 
She  did  not  appear,  and  judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  the  ci- 
tation. We  held  that  the  judgment  did  not 
conclude  Mrs.  Ward,  because  she  was  not  a 
party  to  the  proceeding,  and  was  cited  to  ap- 
pear at  a  staffe  of  it  when  she  had  no  oppor- 
tunity to  litigate  the  fundamental  issue. 
The  principal  fact  had  then  been  adjudged, 
— that  the  indebtedness  for  the  cattle,  for 
which  the  note  was  given,  was  owing  to  the 
husband. — ^and  this  in  a  special  statutory 
proceed ini;,  in  which  the  court  had  acquired 
no  jurisdiction  by  service  of  any  process  up- 
on him,  or  upon  his  wife,  who  held  the  note. 
When  she  was  cited,  it  was  not  that  she 
might  contest  the  validity  of  the  judgment 
against  her  husband,  but  merely  to  show 
cause  why  the  note  she  held  should  not  lie 
adjudfired  as  her  husband's  property,  and  to 
be  held  by  his  creditor.  I  can  perceive  no 
resemblance  in  the  principle  of  the  decision 
in  Ward  v.  Boyce  to  that  involved  here.  I 
am  satisfied,  without  further  discussion, 
that  the  court  of  chancery  in  New  Jersey 
had  ample  jurisdiction  to  render  the  final 
decree  now  in  question  against  the  defend- 
ant. 

With  respect  to  how  far  the  supreme  court 
of  this  state  will  enforce  the  final  decree  of 
the  New  Jersey  court,  I  think  the  determin- 
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ation  of  the  appellate  diyieioii  to  be  quite 
correct.  The  action  was  to  recover  upon  a 
final  decree  of  the  court  of  another  Btate, 
which,  being  rendered  with  jurisdiction  over 
the  person  of  the  defendant,  is  to  be  deemed 
conclusive,  in  so  far  as  it  adjudged  the  de 
fendant  to  be  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  at  the 
date  of  its  rendition.  The  proceeding  in 
chancery  had  terminated  in  an  uncondition- 
al decree  that  the  defendant  must  pay  a  defi- 
nite sum  of  money,  established  as  a  debt 
against  him,  and  therefore  it  had  extrater- 
ritorial value  and  force.  Wharton,  Confl. 
L.  §  804.  As  a  debt  of  record  against  the 
defendant,  the  courts  of  this  state  should 
give  it  full  credit  and  effect;  but  as  to  its 
other  provisions  for  future  alimony,  and  for 
equitable  remedies  to  enforce  compliance,  I 
do  not  think  we  should  say  that  it  falls  with- 
in the  rule  of  the  Federal  Constitution.  I 
do  not  think  that  the  courts  of  this  state 
should  give  effect  to  the  decree  by^  enforcing 
any  of  the  collateral  remedies  which  the  pre- 
vailing party  may  be  entitled  to  in  New 
Jersey,  and  which  the  subsequent  order  gave 
to  her.  So  far  as  it  made  provision  for  the 
payment  of  alimony  in  the  future,  it  re- 
mained subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  chan- 
cellor, and  lacked  conclusiveness  of  charac- 
ter. The  chancellor's  action  was  not  final 
on  the  subject.  As  he  observed  in  Lynde  v. 
Lyfkfe,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  473,  35  Atl.  641,  refer- 
ring to  the  law  of  New  Jersey:  "The  stat- 
ute exhibits  an  intention  that  the  subject 
shall  be  continuously  dealt  with  according 
to  the  varyinpr  conditions  and  circumstan- 
ces of  the  parties."  The  proviflion  of  the 
Federal  Constitution  which  requires  that 
full  faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  to  the 
judicial  proceedings  of  another  state,  in  my 
opinion,  should  be  deemed  to  relate  to  judj?- 
ments  or  decrees  which  not  only  are  conclu- 
sive in  the  jurisdiction  where  rendered,  but 
which  are  final  in  their  nature.  If  they, 
once  and  for  all.  establish  a  debt  or  other 
obligation  apainst  a  party,  the  record  is 
available  in  other  jurisdictions  as  a  founda- 
tion for  a  judgment  there.  The  provisions 
of  our  Code  for  the  enforcement  of  a  direc- 
tion, in  a  judgment  of  divorce,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  alimony,  by  equitable  remedies,  per- 
tain only  to  such  juderments  as  are  recovered 
here.  Article  4,  chap  15.  The  jurisdiction 
of  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  to  dissolve 
a  marriage  is  conferred  solely  by  statute, 
and  its  provisions  upon  the  subject  of  ali- 
mony are  not  available  to  the  plaintiff  in 
aid  of  her  decree.  The  plaintiff's  decree  was, 
therefore,  available  to  her  as  evidence  in 
this  action  that  the  subject-matter  of  the 
proceedings  leading  to  its  rendition,  tnc?., 
the  liability  for  alimony,  had  become  a  debt 
of  record  in  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  which 
could  not  be  avoided  but  by  plea  of  nul  tiel 
record.  M*Elmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet  312, 
824,  10  L.  ed.  177,  183. 

The  case  of  Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  682, 
16  L.  ed.  226,  cited  by  the  plaintiff  in  sup- 
port of  her  claim  that  the  decree  of  the  New 
Jersey  court  should  be  enforced  in  all  its 
parts,  was  not  parallel  in  its  facts,  and  the 
observations  of  Justice  Wayne,  which  are 
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referred  to,  if  intended  as  supposed,  were  noi 
necessary  to  the  decision  of  the  particular 
question,  in  that  case  the  wife  had  ob- 
tained a  judgment  of  divorce  from  her  hus- 
band in  the  court  of  chancery  of  this  state, 
and  the  final  decree  awarded  her  a  sum  of 
money  representing  alimony  retrospectively 
due  to  her  for  the  interval  between  the  filing 
of  the  bill  and  the  rendition  of  the  decree,  di- 
rected execution  therefor,  and  further,  or" 
dered  the  payment  of  permanent  alimony  in 
the  future,  during  her  life,  in  quarterly  pay- 
ments,  which  was  "vested  in  her  for  her  own 
and  separate  use,  and  as  her  own  and  sep- 
arate estate,  with  full  power  to  invest  t&e 
same,  ...  to  dispose  of  the  same  by 
will,  or  otherwise,  from  time  to  time  durins 
her  life,  or  at  her  death,"  etc.  The  husband 
then  left  this  state,  and  went  to  Wisconsin. 
A  bill  was  filed  there  in  the  United  States 
court  by  the  wife,  through  her  next  friend, 
setting  forth  the  proceedings  had  in  the  New 
York  court  and  the  decree,  charging  the  hus- 
band with  not  having  paid  any  part  of  the 
alimony  adjudged  to  his  wife,  and  alleging 
that  there  was  then  due  to  her  a  certain 
amount  of  money  on  that  account.  In  his 
answer  he  admitted  the  rendering  of  a  decree 
of  divorce  after  contestation,  and  that  by  it 
he  "was  subjected  to  the  payment  of  alimony 
to  the  extent  and  in  the  way  it  is  claimed  in 
the  bill,"  and  alleged  that,  as  he  had  ob- 
tained a  divorce  from  his  wife  in  Wisconsin, 
she  thereby  "became  a  feme  sole,  and.  being 
so,  could  not  sue  by  her  next  friend,"  etc 
The  action  resulted  in  a  decree,  adjudging 
that  a  stated  amount  of  money  "is  due  from 
the  defendant  upon  the  alimony  sued  for," 
and,  upon  his  default  in  payment,  ordering 
execution  therefor.  It  will  be  observed  that 
the  situation  of  the  parties  was  quite  other 
than  it  is  here;  that  the  decree  of  the  New 
York  court  was  the  basis  of  a  bill  in  equity 
in  the  Federal  court;  and  that  its  finality  as 
an  adjudication  with  respect  to  alimony 
past  due  and  in  the  future  (in  which  latter 
respect  it  was  made  a  vested  estate  in  ber 
for  life)  was  admitted  by  the  answer  to  the 
bill.  It  will  also  be  observed  that  the  decree 
obtained  in  the  United  States  court  in  Wis- 
consin merely  adjudged  a  certain  amount  to 
be  due  complainant  which  the  defendant 
must  pay.  The  question  in  the  case  was 
stated  to  be  whether  the  wife  might  sue  in 
another  state,  "by  her  next  friend,  in  equi- 
ty, in  a  court  of  the  United  States,  to  carry 
into  judgment  the  decree;"  and  much  of  the 
discussion  proceeded  upon  the  jurisdiction 
in  equity.  As  to  the  nature  of  a  decree 
which  awards  alimony,  it  was  remarked,  in 
the  course  of  the  opinion,  that  when  the 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  wife's  suit 
for  divorce,  allows  her  alimony,  "it  becomes 
a  judicial  debt  of  record  against  the  hus- 
band." As  Mr.  Justice  Bartlett  very  cor- 
rectly suggests  in  his  examination  of  Bar- 
ber V.  Ba/rber,  Mr.  Justice  Wayne,  when  he 
further  observed  in  his  opinion  that  the 
wife  might  sue  her  husband  in  another  ju- 
risdiction, "to  carry  the  decree  into  a  judg- 
ment there  with  the  same  effect  that  it  had 
in  the  state  in  which  the  decree  was  given," 
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could  not  have  intended  that  she  could  carry 
with  her  judgment  into  another  state  the 
right  to  any  particular  remedies  for  its  en- 
forcement, because  that  would  have  been  in 
conflict  with  the  rule  which  he  had  laid 
down  many  years  earlier  in  U'Elmoyle  v. 
Cohen,  13  Pet.  312,  324,  10  L.  ed.  177,  183. 
So  far,  therefore,  as  the  final  decree  of  the 
court  in  New  Jersey  adjudged  moneys  to  be 
due  and  payable  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  de- 
fendant, it  became  a  judicial  debt  of  record, 
which  the  former  was  entitled  to  have  en- 
forced by  the  courts  of  this  state,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  and 
a  jndorment  recovered  thereupon  could  be  ex- 
ecuted only  as  our  laws  permit  {Barber  v. 
Barher,  21  How.  582,  16  L.  ed.  226),  which 
would  not  include  the  particular  equitable 
remedies  provided  by  the  statute  in  the  chap- 
ter on  matrimonial  actions.  So  far  as  the 
plaintiff's  decree  provided  for  methods  to 
enforce  payment,  its  provisions  were  in  the 
nature  of  execution,  and  operative  upon  the 
defendant  only  as  he,  or  property  belon<ring 
to  him,  mipht  be  found  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  of  Xew  Jersey.  The  sub- 
sequent order,  dated  February  8,  1898,  and 
which  is  set  out  in  the  complaint  (but  re- 
ferred to  as  of  March  24,  1898),  is  not  en- 
forceable here,  for  it  was  merely  an  order 
which  sonpfht  to  carry  the  final  decree  into 
execution  within  the  state  by  the  equitable 
remedies  of  a  receivership  and  of  an  injunc- 
tion. No  action  will  lie  upon  such  an  or- 
der. Sheehy  v.  Profesfiional  Life  Assur.  Co, 
2  C.  B.  N.  S..  at  page  256. 

/  atlrifie  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment, 
without  costs. 

Pftrker,  Ch.  J.,  and  Haieht  and  Wer- 
ner, JJ.,  concur.  O'Brien,  J.,  not  voting. 
Onllen,  J.,  not  sitting. 

Iiandon,  J.,  concurring: 

I  concur  in  the  opinion  of  Gray,  J.,  in 
overruling  the  defendant's  appeal.  I  would 
go  further,  and  sustain  the  plaintiff's  ap- 
peal. The  plaintiff  seeks  such  equitable 
judgment  in  this  state  as  shall  give  full 
faith,  credit,  and  effect  to  a  decree  of  the 
court  of  chancery  of  New  Jersey  awarding 
her  alimony  asrainst  her  husband.  The  case 
onbraces  a  Federal  question,  and  the  deci- 
sions of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court  be- 
eome  authoritative,  so  far  as  they  are  appli- 
cable. The  question  is  not  whether  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  courts  of  this  state  to  grant 
alimony  is  equitable  or  statutory,  but  wheth- 
er a  plaintiff  who  has  obtained  a  decree  for 
alimony  in  another  state  can,  in  an  equita- 
ble action  in  this  state,  upon  sufficient  alV 
gations  and  proofs,  not  on'y  obtain  judge- 
ment upon  such  foreign  d^^oree.  hnt  also  such 
means  of  enforcin*^  it  as  are  am'tpd  to  period- 
fcal  paypierit*.  and  the  oecnliar  dnfv  Honm- 
bent  upon  the  hushand  in  resnpot  of  aVn^or^v. 
wh'ch  mean*  enuity  a'one  c^r\  ervp  Bnrh*>r 
v.  Rarht^.  21  How!  KR2  1«  L.  ed  9'>f^  holds 
that  enuify  h««  furisdi^'tion  i"  «"r»>»  a  caao. 
Tn  Wood  V.  Wood,  7  M'-e.  570  09  N.  V. 
Supp.  164,  the  court  refused  to  foMow  the 
decision,  and  the  appellate  division  has 
48L.R.  A. 


adopted  the  refusal.  But  the  case  there  wIlb 
upon  a  French  decree,  and  no  Federal  ques- 
tion existed,  and  the  court  was  not  bound  by 
the  authority  of  the  Barber  Case,  It  is 
otherwise  here.  If  equity  has  jurisdiction, 
then  it  can  adapt  its  remedies  to  the  exigen- 
cies of  the  case.  This  the  special  term  did, 
and  1  think  did  right. 


Frederic  B.  VANDEGRIFT,  Respt,, 

V. 

COWLES    ENGINEERING   COMPANY   et 
al.,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appts, 

(161  N.  Y.  485.) 

1.  A  general  aiisiflrnnieitt  for  creditors, 
made  by  a  contractor,  does  not  abrogate 
the  contract  or  constitute  a  breach  of  it,  so 
as  to  entitle  the  other  party  to  take  posses- 
sion of  the  property  on  which  the  work  Is  be- 
ing done  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
agreed  upon  for  performance,  although  the 
assignment  contains  no  provisions  with  re- 
spect to  the  assignee's  power  to  carry  ont 
contracts. 

2.  Taking  posseselon  of  avesiiel-wlilclfc 
In  belnflT  built  by  a  contractor  before  its 
completion  or  the  expiration  of  the  time 
therefor,  merely  because  the  contractor  has 
made  an  assignment  for  creditors,  though  it 
might  be  treated  by  his  assignee  as  a  trespass, 
may  be  regarded.  Instead,  at  his  option,  as  an 
acceptance  under  the  contract. 

3.  One  who  lakes  pomiesfllon  of  a  Tee- 
•el  which  a  contractor  is  building  Is  estopped 
from  denying  that  he  has  accepted  It  nnder 
the  contract,  when  he  could  lawfully  take  It 
only  by  accepting  it. 

4.  A  penalty  -wblcb  by  tbe  terms  of  a 
contract  Is  to  be  paid  only  by  a  deduc- 
tion from  the  final  payment  cannot  be  recov- 
ered when  no  part  of  that  payment  has  been 
made. 

(Bartlett,  Gray,  and  O'BHen,  J  J.,  dissent,) 
(January  9,  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  First  Department,  reversing  a  judg- 
ment of  the  New  York  County  Circuit  in  de- 
fendants' favor  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  breach  of  a  contract  to 
build  a  steamboat.    Reversed, 

Statement  by  Martin,  J.: 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  first  appel- 
late division,  reversing  a  judgment  which 
dismissed  the  complaint,  and  granting  a  new 
trial.  From  that  order  the  defendants  the 
Cowles  Engineering  Company  and  Vaulx 
Carter,  its  assignee,  appealed  to  this  court. 
On  the  3d  day  of  March,  1803.  the  engineer- 
ing company  entered  into  a  written  contract 
with  the  Interstate  Steamboat  Company,  by 
which  the  former  agreed  to  build  and  com- 
plete for  the  latter  a  steamboat  of  the  char- 


Note. — As  to  right  to  rescind  or  abandon 
contract  because  of  other  party's  default,  see 
note  to  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  It.  Co.  v.  Uichards 
(111.)  30  L.  R.  A.  83. 
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acter,  dimensions,  and  speed  therein  pro- 
vided, and  to  deliver  the  same  at  a  time  and 
place  provided  in  the  contract.  In  consider- 
ation thereof  the  Interstate  Ck)mpany  was  to 
pay  $50,000  as  follows:  Ten  per  cent  on  tho 
si^itiing  of  the  agreement;  25  per  cent  when 
all  tho  steel  for  the  steamer  was  in  the  yard 
a:td  eiiops  of  the  defendant  company,  being 
worked  upon;  25  per  cent  when  the  steamer 
was  in  the  frame,  and  the  principal  forgings, 
castings,  plates,  and  tubes  for  the  engines 
and  boilers  were  in  the  shops  of  the  defend- 
ant company,  being  worked  upon;  26  per 
cent  when  the  steamer  was  launched;  and 
the  remaining  15  per  cent  upon  its  comple- 
tion in  accordance  with  the  agreement.  Five 
thousand'  dollars  of  the  fourth  and  $5,000  of 
the  fifth  payments  were  permitted  to  be  paid 
in  the  bonds  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  to  be 
made  and  to  become  due  as  therein  men- 
tioned, and  to  be  secured  by  a  first  mortgage 
upon  property  therein  described.  It  was  also 
mutually  agreed  that  in  case  the  defendant 
company  should  not  complete  the  steamer  on 
or  before  the  22d  of  August,  1893,  it  should 
forfeit  to  the  plaintiff's  assignor  the  sum  of 
$100  per  day  after  that  date  as  damages  for 
each  day's  delay  in  the  completion  of  the 
steamer,  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount 
of  the  bonds  which  the  plaintiff's  assignor 
might  pay  on  the  final  payment.  It  was  also 
agreed  that,  if  the  steamer  was  not  com- 
pleted within  two  months  after  the  time 
named,  the  plaintiff's  assignor  might  accept 
or  reject  her  upon  her  completion,  and  that, 
if  she  was  rejected,  then  the  defendant  com- 
pany should  repay,  with  interest,  all  sums 
paid  to  it  under  this  agi'eement.  It  was  like- 
wise agi'eed  that  all  the  time  which  delay 
in  the  completion  of  the  steamer  should  be 
caused  by  strikes  of  workmen,  whether  in  the 
works  of  the  defendant  company,  or  in  the 
works  where  any  of  the  materials  or  ma- 
chinery for  such  steamer  were  made,  or  by 
epidemics,  or  by  the  elements,  or  by  delays 
of  carriers,  or  by  other  causes  beyond  the 
control  of  the  defendant  company,  should  be 
added  to  the  time  fixed  for  the  completion  of 
such  steamer,  and  the  time  extended  accord- 
ingly. A  bond  in  the  penal  sum  of  $25,000 
was  executed  by  the  defendant  company,  and 
by  the  defendants  Kevins  and  Tumbridge  as 
sureties,  conditioned  for  the  performance  of 
the  contract  by  the  defendant  company.  The 
latter  entered  upon  its  performance,  and  in 
August,  1803,  the  first  four  instalments  pro- 
vided for,  amounting  to  $42,500,  had  been 
paid  by  the  plaintiff's  assignor.  During  that 
month  the  defendant  company  failed,  and 
upon  the  30th  day  of  the  month  it  executed 
a  general  assignment  to  the  defendant  Carter 
for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors. 

Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  the  con- 
tract and  specifications,  the  bond,  and  an  as- 
signment by  his  assignor  to  him,  which  as- 
signed the  bond  and  all  the  debt  and  obligation 
thereby  secured ;  that  the  plaintiff's  assignor 
executed  a  mortgage  upon  its  real  estate  and 
upon  certain  personal  property  to  the  Cam- 
den Safe-Deposit  Company,  as  trusteee,  to  se- 
cure its  bonds;  and  that  bonds  were  issued 
under  that  mortgage  to  the  amount  of  $26,- 
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000.  The  plaintiff  then  proved  that  his  as- 
signor made  all  the  payments  required  by 
the  contract,  except  the  last;  that  the  boat 
was  launched  the  early  part  of  August,  1893, 
was  named  by  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  but 
was  never  completed  by  the  defendant  com- 
pany; that  when  launched  she  had  some 
decking,  her  hull,  and  engines,  but  no  boil- 
ers, and  there  was  nothing  above  the  hull; 
that  no  offer  or  tender  of  the  boat  to  the 
plaintiff's  assignor  was  made  by  the  defend- 
ant company;  that  there  were  parts  of  the 
boat  in  the  shops  of  the  defendant  company, 
brass  works,  part  of  the  rudder,  tiller  wheel, 
brass  fittings  for  the  different  parts  of  the 
boat,  and  a  number  of  things;  that  the  boil- 
ers, brass  fittings,  and  other  things  were 
sold  by  the  sheriff  of  Kings  county,  but  it 
was  not  proved  when  the  sale  occurred ;  that 
they  were  not  purchased  by  the  defendant 
company,  but  were  bought  by  a  young  man 
in  the  office  of  Parsons,  Shepard,  &  Ogden; 
that  the  boat  laid  at  Bush's  Wharf,  Brook- 
lyn, six  weeks,  during  which  time  she  was  in 
charge  of  the  employees  or  officers  of  the  In- 
terstate Company,  and  on  the  9th  or  16th  of 
October  was,  by  the  direction  of  the  presi- 
dent of  that  company,  taken  to  Philaddphia 
and  completed  by  direction  of  the  plaintiff'a 
assignor.  Briefly  stated,  this  is  au  the  evi- 
dence that  was  given  upon  the  trial. 

When  the  plaintiff  rested,  the  defendants 
moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon  the 
grounds:  "First.  That  there  is  no  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  Interstate  Steam- 
boat Company  or  its  assignee,  Vandegrift, 
has  sustained  any  damage  by  reason  of  the 
failure  to  complete  the  boat.  Second.  That 
it  appears  that  within  the  time  within 
which,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the 
Cowles  Engineering  Company  was  to  complete 
the  boat,  the  Interstate  Steamboat  Company 
removed  the  boat  from  the  possession  of  the 
assignee,  and  deprived  him  and  the  Cowles 
Company  of  the  power  of  completing  the 
boat.  Third.  That  the  removal  of  the  boat 
within  such  time,  and  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  the  time  for  her  completion,  was  an  ac- 
ceptance by  the  Interstate  Steamboat  Com- 
pany of  the  boat  as  a  completed  boat  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  the  contract. 
Fourth.  Upon  the  further  ground  that  there 
is  no  evidence  of  a  breach  of  the  contract 
by  the  Cowles  Engineering  Company.  On 
the  further  ground  that  he  has  not  shown 
that  the  defendant  the  Cowles  Engineering 
Company  was  not  prevented  from  oompletr 
ing  the  boat  by  strikes."  This  motion  was 
granted,  and  the  plaintiff  duly  excepted. 

Messrs,  Henry  W.  Ooodrieli  and  Jvrrj 
A.  Wembere,  with  MeasrB,  Shepard  St 
Prcntiaa,  for  appellants. 

Messrs,  Eaek  Cowen  and  Robert  D. 
Benediot,  for  respondent: 

By  the  fair  construction  of  the  contract  of 
March  3,  1893,  the  Cowles  Company  was  to 
deliver  the  boat  on  or  before  August  22, 1893^ 
unless  delayed  by  "causes  beyond  the  con* 
trol"  of  that  company. 

Where  one  party  to  a  contract  under  seat 
refuses  to  perform  his  part,  the  other  may 
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either  sue  on  the  contract  for  damages  for 
the  breach^  or  rescind  the  contract  and  re- 
cover on  assumpsit  the  money  paid,  for 
which  he  receives  no  benefit. 

American  L.  Ina,  Co,  v.  MoAden,  100  Pa. 
895),  1  Atl.  256. 

The  assignment  by  the  Gowles  Company 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  to  a 
trustee,  with  instructions  to  sell  the  boat  and 
divide  the  proceeds  among  its  creditors,  thus 
devesting  itself  of  all  title  to  the  boat,  and 
of  all  right  to  complete  and  deliver  it,  was  of 
itself  a  breach  of  the  contract,  and  gave  the 
plaintiff  an  immediate  right  of  action. 

If  one  party  to  an  executory  contract,  by 
his  own  act,  makes  the  performance  of  his 
promise  impossible,  the  other  party  may  at 
once  bring  an  action  for  a  breach,  and  is  not 
bound  to  make  a  tender,  or  perform  any  oth- 
er condition  precedent  on  his  part. 

Heard  v.  Bowers,  23  Pick.  455;  Netooomh 
V.  Brackett,  16  Mass.  161;  Ford  v.  Filey,  6 
Barn.  &  C.  325;  United  States  v.  Behan,  110 
U.  S.  339,  28  L.  ed.  168,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  81 ; 
Reuscns  v.  Mexiccm  Vat.  Constr,  Co,  22  Fed. 
Rep.  622;  Hawley  v.  Keeler,  53  N.  Y.  114; 
Woolnerv.  mil,^93  N.  Y.  576;  Burtis  v. 
Thompson,  42  N.  Y.  246,  1  Am.  Rep.  516; 
Windmuller  v.  Pope,  107  N.  Y.  674,  14  N.  E. 
436. 

Where  a  party  has  a  contract  to  sell  and 
deliver  personal  property  on  a  future  day, 
and  before  that  day  has  arrived  has 
sold  and  delivered  the  property  to  an- 
other, he  is  immediately  liable  to  an  action 
at  the  suit  of  the  party  with  whom  he  had 
first  contracted. 

Bowdell  v.  Parsons,  10  East,  359;  Crist  v. 
Armour,  34  Barb.  378;  Raymond  v.  Minton, 
L.  R.  1  Exch.  244. 

lliere  is  a  plain  distinction  between  an  as- 
signment to  an  individual,  and  one  to  a  gen- 
eral assignee  in  trust,  in  the  case  of  an  ex- 
ecutory contract. 

Clark  V.  Dickinson,  74  N.  Y.  47;  Monde- 
ville  V.  Reed,  13  Abb.  Pr.  173;  Woolner  v. 
Hill,  93  N.  Y.  676. 

Martin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  controversy  is  based  upon  the  agree- 
ment between  the  plaintiff's  assignor  and  the 
defendant  company,  and  the  bond  given  to 
secure  its  performance  by  the  latter.  To 
authorize  a  recovery  upon  the  bond,  upon 
the  contract  or  for  the  money  paid  thereon, 
it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  there  was  something  due  under  the 
agreement,  or  that  it  had  been  broken  by 
the  defendant  company  without  fault  of  the 

Elaintiff's  assignor,  and  anterior  to  any 
reach  by  the  latter.  This  involves  a  deter- 
mination as  to  the  time  within  which  the 
defendant  company  was  required  to  complete 
and  deliver  the  steamer  to  the  plaintiff's  as- 
signor. The  appellants  insist  that,  in  any 
event,  the  time  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  con- 
tract did  not  expire  until  the  22d  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1803,  and  as  there  was  no  proof  that 
the  company  was  not  delayed  by  strikes, 
epidemics,  delays  of  carriers,  or  other  causes 
beyond  its  control,  it  was  not  shown  that  its 
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time  did  not  extend  beyond  that  day.  The 
first  clause  of  the  contract  relating  to  the 
subject  provides  that  the  steamer  shall  be 
completed  on  or  before  the  22d  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1893.  If  this  was  all  of  the  agreement 
relating  to  the  question  of  time,  there  would 
be  no  difliculty  in  determining  it.  But  we 
find  two  others,  both  of  which  relate 
to,  and  bear  directly  upon,  the  intention 
of  the  parties  as  to  the  time  within  which 
the  defendant  company  was  bound  to  com- 
plete and  deliver  the  boat.  The  first  is 
to  the  effect  that  the  company  should 
forfeit  $100  for  each  day's  delay  in  com- 
pleting her  after  August  22d,  and,  if 
she  was  not  completed  within  two  months 
after  that  time,  the  plaintiff's  assignor 
might,  at  its  option,  accept  or  reject  her 
upon  completion.  From  this  provision  the 
pliin  and  necessary  implication  is  that  the 
defendant  company  was  to  have  ^o  months' 
further  time  for  her  completion,  although  it 
might  be  liable  to  pay  the  specified  penalty 
for  its  delay.  The  next  provides  that  any 
delays  caused  by  strikes  or  other  conditions 
mentioned  should  be  added  to  the  time  fixed 
for  the  completion  of  the  work,  and  that  the 
time  should  be  extended  accordingly.  Thus, 
it  is  manifest  that  the  time  for  the  comple- 
tion of  the  vessel  was  not  fixed  absolutelv  as 
the  22d  of  August,  so  far  as  the  defendant 
company  was  concerned.  While  it  may  be 
that  the  plaintiff's  assignor  could  not  have 
been  required  to  accept  the  boat  and  pay  the 
full  consideration  before  that  time,  yet  the 
provisions  of  the  contract  show  a  clear  in- 
tent that  the  defendant  company  should  not 
be  absolutely  required  to  complete  her  on  or 
before  that  date.  It  is  true,  if  it  did  not  it 
might  become  liable  to  pay  the  penalty  pre- 
scribed. But  this  was  the  only  loss  or  lia- 
bility to  which  it  was  to  be  subjected  until 
two  months  after  that  time,  when  the  plain- 
tiff's assignor  might  accept  or  reject  her  as 
it  saw  fit.  Thus,  prior  to  October  22d,  it 
possessed  no  right  to  reject  her,  and,  conse- 
quently, if  she  was  completed  in  accordance 
with  the  contract  within  that  time,  it  was 
bound  by  its  agreement  to  accept  her  and  pay 
the  contract  price,  less  only  the  penalty 
which  was  provided  for  delay  after  the  22d 
of  August.  Moreover,  in  case  of  strikes, 
epidemics,  delays  of  carriers,  or  other  causes 
beyond  the  control  of  the  defendant  company, 
the  time  of  such  delays  was,  by  virtue  of  the 
contract,  added  to  the  time  provided  for  her 
completion.  It  is  therefore  obvious  that  un- 
der the  contract  the  defendant  company  had 
at  least  until  the  22d  of  October  within 
which  to  complete  its  work.  As  there  was 
no  rejection  01  the  steamer  by  the  plaintiff's 
assignor,  and  no  breach  of  the  agreement 
upon  the  part  of  the  defendant  company  by 
reason  of  her  noncompletion,  it  follows  that 
the  plaintiff's  assignorhad  no  right  of  action 
at  the  time  it  took  possession  of  and  removed 
her.  The  contract  being  then  in  force,  the 
defendant  company  having  broken  none  of  its 
provisions,  the  plaintiff's  assignor  had  no 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  vessel,  and  the 
contract  was  first  broken  by  it  when,  about 
six  weeks  before  the  9th  of  October,  it  took 
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possession  of  her,  and  thus  prevented  her 
completion.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the 
steamer  could  not  have  been  completed  be- 
tween the  time  it  was  taken  and  the  22d  of 
October,  as  there  was  no  proof  that  it  could 
not  have  been  thus  completed,  nor  that  the 
time  had  not  been  extended  by  reason  of 
strikes,  or  some  other  of  the  causes  men- 
tioned in  the  agreement.  The  defendant 
company  had  the  full  time  given  by  the  con- 
tract, of  which  nearly  two  months  remained, 
within  which  to  perform  it  if  possible;  and 
the  plaintiff's  assignor  was  not  authorized  to 
prevent  its  performance,  or  its  attempted 
performance,  during  that  time,  by  the  re- 
moval of  the  boat.  That  the  title  to  it  re- 
mained in  the  defendant  company  until  it 
was  delivered  and  accepted  by  the  plaintiffs 
assignor,  is  expressly  admitted  by  the  re- 
spondent. 

While  impossibility  of  performance  is,  in 
general,  no  answer  to  an  action  for  damages 
for  nonperformance  of  a  contract,  provided 
the  contingency  was  such  as  the  promisor 
should  have  foreseen  and  provided  against, 
yet,  if  the  impossibility  arises  directly  or 
even  indirectly  from  the  acts  of  the  promisee, 
it  is  a  sufficient  excuse  for  nonperformance. 
This  is  upon  the  principle  that  he  who  pre- 
vents a  thing  may  not  avail  himself  of  the 
nonperformance  which  he  has  occasioned. 
Dolan  V.  Rodgers,  140  N.  Y.  489,  491,  44  N. 
E.  167. 

Nor  was  there  any  proof  of  a  tender  of 
performance  by  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  or 
demand  that  the  defendant  company  should 
perform  the  contract  upon  its  part.  It  is 
evident  from  the  agreement  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  was  that  the  completion 
and  delivery  of  the  vessel,  and  the  payment 
of  the  last  instalment,  should  be  dependent 
and  concurrent  acts.  Where,  by  the  terms 
of  a  contract,  the  acts  are  to  be  concurrent, 
it  is  the  duty  of  him  who  seeks  to  maintain 
an  action  for  its  breach,  either  by  way  of 
damages  for  its  nonperformance,  or  for  the 
recovery  of  money  paid  thereon,  not  only  to 
be  ready  and  tender  performance  upon  his 
part,  but  he  must  demand  performance  from 
the  other  party.  Ziehen  v.  Smith,  148  N.  Y. 
658,  42  N.  £.  1080;  Higgins  v.  Eagleton,  155 
N.  Y.  466,  50  N.  E.  287;  Olenn  v.  Bossier, 
156  N.  Y.  161,  50  N.  E.  785;  Benjamin,  Sales, 
7th  ed.  §  592;  Gazley  v.  Price,  16  Johns.  267. 
Wliile  there  are  qualifications  to  this  rule 
where  a  formal  tender  or  demand  becomes 
unnecessary,  such  as  a  refusal  in  advance  to 
comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or 
where  its  performance  is  proved  to  have  been 
impossible,  yet  they  have  no  application  here, 
as  neither  of  those  facts  was  established 
upon  the  trial. 

The  respondent,  however,  contends  that 
the  general  assignment  by  the  defendant 
company  constituted  a*  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, and  hence  this  action  could  be  main- 
tained. We  do  not  assent  to  that  proposi- 
tion. A  general  assignment  does  not  con- 
stitute a  breach  of  a  contract  with  the  as- 
signor, by  reason  of  the  insolvency  which 
such  an  act  imports.  The  insolvency  of  one 
of  the  parties  to  an  executory  contract  of 
48  L.  R.  A. 


sale  is  not  equivalent  either  to  a  rescission 
or  a  breach.  Pardee  v.  Kanady,  100  N.  Y. 
121,  2  N.  £.  886.  Where  the  subject  of  the 
contract  involves  no  personal  relation  or 
confidence  between  the  parties,  or  the  exer- 
cise of  personal  skill  or  science,  and  there 
are  no  words  restraining  its  assignment, 
the  mere  assignment  by  one  of  the  parties 
will  not  operate  as  a  rescission  or  termina- 
tion of  the  agreement.  Devlin  ▼.  New  York, 
63  N.  Y.  8;  Rochester  Lantern  Co.  v.  Stiles 
d  P.  Press  Co,  135  N.  Y.  209,  216,  31  N.  E. 
1018;  Wells  v.  Alexandre,  130  N.  Y.  642,  15 
L.  R.  A.  218,  29  N.  E.  142.  Nor  is  the  rule 
different  where  the  assignment  is  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors.  New  England  Iron  Co, 
V.  Gilbert  {Metropolitan)  Elev,  R.  Co.  91  N. 
Y.  153.  In  the  case  last  cited,  where  there 
was  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  it  was  expressly  held  that  insol- 
vency and  the  making  of  such  an  assignment 
did  not  justify  the  defendant  in  treating  the 
contract  as  abrogated,  or  give  cause  for 
rescinding,  and  did  not  discharge  the  de- 
fendant from  its  obligations  t^bereunder. 
The  principle  of  that  case,  seems  to  be  con- 
trolling upon  the  question  we  are  now  con- 
sidering, unless  it  is  distinguishable  from 
the  case  at  bar.  The  only  distinction  claimed 
is  that  in  the  Hew  England  Iron  Co.  Case 
there  was  a  provision  in  the  <^8signment 
which  gave  the  trustees  power  to  make  such 
arranfonient  and  disposition  of  the  com- 
pany's contracts  as  they  should  deem  judi- 
cious, while  no  such  provision  is  found  in  the 
assignment  in  this  case.  Hence,  in  deter- 
mining the  pertinency  and  weight  of  that 
decision,  the  question  arises  whether  that 
provision  in  the  assignment  in  any  way 
changed  its  effect.  It  seems  to  us  not.  It 
in  no  way  changed  the  rights  of  the  as- 
signees. The  same  duties  were  imposed 
and  the  same  rights  existed  by  virtue  of  the 
assignment,  independently  of  that  provision, 
as  existed  under  it.  Indeed,  if  it  had 
changed  the  character  of  the  assignment,  it 
would,  for  that  reason,  have  rendered  it 
void.  Dunham  v.  Waterman,  17  N.  Y.  9,72 
Am.  Dec.  406;  Rohhins  v.  Butcher,  104  N.  Y. 
575,  11  N.  E.  272.  "It  frequently  occurs  that 
the  assignor  had  entered  into  contracts  prior 
to  his  assignment,  which  at  the  date  of  the 
execution  of  that  instrument  were  still  in- 
complete, or,  if  executed,  remained  unpaid 
for.  The  interest  in  all  such  contracts 
passes,  with  the  rest  of  the  debtor's  property, 
to  the  assignee ;  and  he  may  enforce  the  same 
against  the  parties  interested  in  the  same 
manner  as  his  assignor  might  have  done,  or 
may,  at  his  option,  go  on  and  complete  the 
contracts,  either  on  his  own  discretion  or 
under  an  order  of  the  court,  as  the  case  may 
be."  Headly,  Assignments,  citing  Robbins 
V.  Butcher,  104  N.  Y.  576,  11  N.  E.  272; 
Van  Dine  v.  Willett,  38  Barb.  319;  Collins 
V.  Colmey,  14  N.  Y.  S.  R.  444.  In  Burrill 
on  Assignments  (§  396)  it  is  said:  "Inde- 
pendently, however,  of  any  authority  con- 
tained in  the  assignment,  the  assignee  may, 
in  certain  cases,  continue  the  business  as  it 
has  been  conducted  by  the  debtor.  Thus, 
where  an  assignor  is  conducting  a  manu/ac- 
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turing  business  when  he  makes  an  assign- 
ment, and  he  has  a  large  amount  of  material 
on  hand  for  the  purpose  of  being  manufact- 
ured, the  assignee  can  conduct  the  business 
in  his  own  name,  for  the  purpose  of  working 
up  the  material  thus  ready  for  manufacture, 
where  it  is  manifestly  for  the  benefit  of  the 
estate.':  In  Woodward  v.  Marshall,  22  Pick. 
468,  474,  it  is  said:  "They  [the  assignees] 
of  necessity  have  some  discretion  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  trust  property.  If  it 
be  perishable,  they  are  bound  to  resort  to 
the  proper  means  for  its  preservation  until 
it  can  be  advantageously  disposed  of.  .  .  . 
So,  if  it  be  unsalable,  by  reason  of  the  un- 
finished state  of  its  manufacture,  we  can 
see  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  completed 
and  prepared  for  market.  And,  in  our  opin- 
ion, the  authority  here  expressly  conferred 
[which  authorized  the  assignees  to  work  up 
the  stock  in  process  of  manufacture]  would 
have  been  implied  by  law,  as  necessarily  in- 
cident to  the  principal  powers  granted. 
Where  the  estates  of  insolvent  men  are  lia- 
ble to  be  transferred,  and  that,  too,  generally, 
without  much  discretion  in  the  selection  of  a 
propitious  opportunity,  it  will  necessarily 
happen  that  property  of  all  kinds,  and  in 
every  stage  oi  preparation  for  market,  will 
come  into  the  hands  of  assignees;  and,  un- 
less they  exercise  the  power  of  preparing  it 
for  market,  it  will  often  perish  or  be  sacri- 
ficed. Of  the  propriety  and  expediency  of 
the  measures  to  be  adopted,  they  must  judge 
in  the  first  instance.  Whether  they  abuse 
their  trust  or  not  may  be  inquired  into  in  a 
proper  form  of  action."  In  Miller  v.  Mul- 
ford,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  661,  it  was  held  that  such 
an  assignee  might,  for  the  benefit  of  the  es- 
tate, complete  unfinished  contracts  of  the 
debtor,  provided  he  exercises  reasonable  dis- 
cretion. In  Watson  v.  Butcher,  37  Hun,  391, 
there  was  a  general  assignment  for  the  bene- 
fit of  creditors,  which  contained  a  clause  pro- 
viding that«  should  it  be  necessary  to  the 
better  performance  of  the  trust,  the  assignee 
should  have  full  power  and  authority  to 
finish  such  work  as  was  unfinished,  to  com- 
plete such  buildings  as  were  incompleted,  and 
to  pay  all  necessary  charges  and  expenses  for 
such  completion  prior  to  the  debts  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  assignor;  and  it  was  there 
held  that  this  clause  gave  to  the  assignee 
no  additional  right  beyond  that  which  the 
law  srave  and  imposed,  and  hence  that  its  in- 
sert! on  in  the  assignment  did  not  render  it 
fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  or  require  it  to 
be  set  aside.  In  He  Carter,  21  App.  Div. 
118,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  383,  which  was  an  ac- 
coiintinflr»  to  which  the  plaintifT  in  the  pres- 
ent action,  his  assignor,  and  the  defendant 
asfiifimee  were  parties,  this  agreement  was 
under  consideration.  It  was  there  held  ( 1 ) 
that  the  general  assi^ment  by  the  defend- 
ant company  did  not  pfr  se  constitute  a 
rescission  or  breach  of  the  agreement  now 
under  consideration;  (2)  that  there  was  no 
breach  of  the  contract  by  reason  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  defendant  company  to  complete 
the  boat;  (3)  that  the  damages  were  not  li- 
quidated ;  and  (4)  that,  there  having  been  an 
omission  for  four  years  to  present  a  claim 
48  I^  n.  A.  44 


against  the  assignee,  no  recovery  upon  the 
bond  or  upon  the  contract  sliouid  be  allowed 
on  his  final  accounting.  The  decision  in  that 
case  was  alfirmed  by  this  court  without  opin- 
ion.    155  N.  Y.  627,  49  N.  E.  1094. 

The  discretion  vested  in  the  assignee  in 
respect  to  the  completion  of  unfinished  con- 
tracts is,  however,  limited  and  temporary  in 
its  nature,  and  is  strictly  confined  to  the 
time  necessary  to  close  out  the  stuck  or  finish 
the  incompleted  business,  in  the  case  at 
bar  it  evidently  would  have  been  to  the  in- 
terest of  the  estate  for  the  assignee  to  com- 
plete the  work,  thus  becoming  entitled  to  the 
remainder  of  the  contract  price,  and  at  the 
same  time  obviating  any  claim  by  the  plain- 
tiflf*s  assignor  for  the  money  paid  thereon. 
Therefore,  presumptively,  he  would  have 
done  so  but  for  the  interference  of  the  plain- 
tiff's assignor,  by  which  he  was  prevented 
from  completing  the  boat.  Again,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  no  one,  other  than  creditors, 
could  interfere  with  the  assignee  in  the  dis- 
position of  the  affairs  of  the  assigned  estate; 
and,  if  he  had  the  consent  of  the  creditors 
to  complete  the  boat,  his  doing  so  would 
clearly  have  been  proper,  and  the  plaintiff's 
assignor  would  have  had  no  right  to  prevent 
its  completion  by  him,  if  finished  within  the 
time  provided  in  the  contract,  Headley, 
Assignments,  76.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
he  did  not  have  that  consent,  nor  that  he  did 
not  possess  the  right  to  perform  the  contract 
in  behalf  of  the  defendant  company  and  its 
creditors.  Under  these  circumstances,  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  principle  of  the 
case  of  VevD  England  Iron  Co.  v.  Oilheri 
{Metropolitan)  Elev.  R,  Co.  is  applicable, 
and  that  the  assignment  did  not  abrogate 
the  contract  between  the  plaintiff's  assignor 
and  the  defendant  company,  or  constitute  a 
breach  of  it.  Therefore  it  was  while  the  con- 
tract was  executory,  and  before  the  time  for 
its  completion  had  expired,  that  the  plain- 
tiff's assignor  took  possession  of  the  vessel, 
and  subsequently  procured  its  completion. 
While  it  may  be  that  the  assignee  of  the  de- 
fendant company  would  have  been  justified 
in  treating  such  taking  as  a  trespass,  he 
was  not  required  to  do  so.  but  misrht  dis- 
regard the  tort,  and  regard  the  taking  as  an 
acceptance  under  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
tract. It  was  taken  before  the  period  when 
the  plaintiff's  assignor  had  a  right  to  re- 
ject it,  and  there  was  no  proof  of  any  re- 
jection. Therefore,  in  view  of  the  situation 
at  that  time,  the  taking  might  well  be  re- 
garded as  an  acceptance  under  the  contract. 
It  having  paid  $42,500.  and  the  defendant 
company  being  insolvent,  it  doubtless  re- 
garded it  more  to  its  advantage  to  accept  the 
property  in  its  incompleted  condHion  as  a 
compliance  with  the  contract,  than  to  rely 
upon  the  responsibility  of  the  defendant 
company  for  the  money  paid  thereon.  Hav- 
ing thus  taken  possession  of  the  vessel,  ae 
it  could  Hffhtfully  do  only  in  case  it  was  ao- 
cepted  under  the  contract,  presumptively  it 
was  80  accepted ;  and  the  plaintiff's  assignor, 
after  having  elected  to  thus  accept  the  boat, 
is  estopped  from  insisting  to  the  contrary, 
and  thereby  imposing  upon  the  defendant 


C90 


New  York  Ooubt  of  Apfbalb. 


Jak., 


eompany  a  liability  which  might  not  other- 
ivise  have  arisen. 

The  appellants  also  contend  that  there  was 
no  proof  that  the  plaintiff  sustained  any 
damage  hy  reason  of  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract of  which  he  complains.  The  only 
proof  in  the  case  bearing  upon  this  question 
was  the  execution  of  the  contract;  uie  pay- 
ments made  under  it  by  the  plaintiff's  as- 
signor; that  the  boat  was  not  fully  com- 
pleted by  the  defendant  company  on  August 
22;  that  the  latter  made  an  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  on  the  30th  of 
August;  that  the  plaintiff's  assignor  almost 
immediately  took  possession  of  the  boat; 
and  that  she  was  subsequently  completed  un- 
der the  directions  of  that  company.  Fiom 
this  proof,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  that  dam- 
ages to  any  amount  were  established.  The 
plaintiff's  assignor  having  taken  the  boat 
with  no  proof  that  it  was  not  of  a  value  equal 
to  the  amount  paid  on  the  contract,  or  even 
of  grcjater  value,  we  do  not  find  any  evidence 
which  would  have  justified  the  court  in  sub- 
mitting the  question  of  damages  to  the  jury, 
even  if  we  were  to  assume  that  there  had 
been  a  breach  of  the  contract  upon  the  part 
of  the  defendant  company  or  its  assignee, 
which  is  by  no  means  permissible,  as  we 
have  already  seen. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  proof  disclosed  a 
covenant  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany to  forfeit  to  the  plaintiff's  assignor 
$100  for  each  day's  delay  after  the  22d  of 
August,  the  answer  is  that,  if  it  was  a  pro- 
vision for  a  penalty,  the  plaintiff  could  re- 
cover only  the  actual  damages  sustained; 
but  be  that  as  it  may,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
not  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  company, 
except  by  a  deduction  of  the  amount  from 
the  bonds  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  which 
were  to  be  delivered  on  the  final  payment  of 
the  consideration  for  the  vessel,  it  is  plain 
that  under  the  evidence  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover  any  portion  of  the  penalty  pre- 
scribed by  the  contract  under  Uie  proof  in 
this  case. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  we  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  trial  court  was  justified  in  dis- 
missing the  plaintiff's  complaint,  and  that 
the  learned  appellate  division  erred  in  re- 
versing its  determination. 

The  order  of  the  Appellate  Division 
ehottid  he  reversed,  and  judgment  of  the  trial 
court  affirmed,  with  costs  in  all  the  courts. 

Parker,  Ch.  J.,  and  HalKHt  and  Vana, 
JJ.,  concur. 

Bartlett,  J.,  dissenting: 
The  important  chronology  of  this  case  is 
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confined  to  the  year  1803.  The  Cowlee  En- 
gineering Company  agreed  in  writing  to  con- 
struct a  steamer  for  the  Interstate  Steam- 
boat Company  for  $50,000,  to  be  completed 
by  Auffust  22d.  The  contract  further  pro- 
vided Uiat,  if  the  steamer  should  not  be  com- 
pleted within  two  months  after  August  22d» 
the  Interstate  Company  might  accept  or  re- 
ject her  upon  completion;  receiving  $100  a 
day  as  damages  if  accepted,  and  the  money 
paid  on  contract  if  rejected.  The  Cowlea 
Company  did  not  complete  the  steamer  by 
August  22,  and  on  August  30  made  a  gen- 
eral assignment  for  the  benefit  of  its  credi- 
tors. On  or  about  the  15th  of  October  the 
Interstate  Company  took  possession  of  the 
steamer,  towed  her  into  another  jurisdiction, 
and  completed  the  work  of  construction. 
The  Interstate  Company  received  a  bond 
from  the  Cowles  Company  for  the  faithful 
performance  of  the  contract,  and  now  seeks, 
by  its  assignee  of  the  cause  of  action,  to  re- 
cover damages.  The  record  discloses  that 
the  Interstate  Company  had  paid  $42,500  on 
the  contract  prior  to  the  general  assignment 
of  the  Cowles  Company,  and  the  question  is 
whether  it  was  damaged  after  completing  the 
boat.  As  the  complaint  was  dismissed,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  every 
fact  that  the  jury  could  have  found  from 
the  evidence,  and  to  all  inferences  warranted 
thereby.  The  plaintiff's  proofs  show  that 
the  Cowles  Company  never  completed  the 
steamer,  and  that  the  Interstate  Company 
did;  that  the  Interstate  Company  did  not 
take  possession  until  about  a  week  before 
October  22d;  that  the  steamer  was  not 
launched  until  August,  but  her  boilers  were 
not  on  board,  and  there  was  nothing  above 
tiie  hull;  that  there  were  parts  of  the  boat 
in  the  shops  of  the  Cowles  Company, — ^brasa 
works,  portions  of  the  rudder,  the  tiller 
wheel,  the  brass  fittings;  that  the  boilers, 
brass  fittings,  and  other  things  were  sold  by 
the  sheriff  of  Kings  county,  and  the  Cowles 
Company  did  not  buy  them.  The  fair  infer- 
ence from  all  this  proof,  in  addition  to  other 
facts,  is  that  the  steamer  was  not  completed 
by  the  Cowles  Company  or  its  assignee,  and 
that  neither  intended  to  do  so ;  that  it  would 
have  been  impossible  to  complete  the  con- 
tract during  the  time  between  the  Interstate 
Company  taking  possession  and  October  22, 
— about  a  week.  I  think  the  Interstate  Com- 
pany, through  the  plaintiff,  should  have  been 
allowed  to  prove  such  damages  as  it  had  suf- 
fered, if  any,  subject  to  the  defenees  the 
Cowles  Company  or  its  assignee  might  inter- 
pose and  establish.    I  favor  affirmance. 

Gray  and  0'BrieB»  JJ.,  concur. 
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CONNECTICUT  SUPREME  COURT  OF  ERRORS. 


PLATT  BROTHERS  &  COMPANY 

V. 

City  of  WATERBURY,  Appt. 
(72  Conn.  681.) 

1.  A  elty  is  rcaponnlble  for  tl&e  acts  of 
«  board  of  sender  commissioners  with- 
la  the  scope  of  their  authority  under  a  char- 
ter which  gives  the  boai*d  authority  to  exe- 
cute oertain  powers  Tested  in  the  city. 

2.  SuMtalnliii:  a  demurrer  to  special 
defenses  is  not  prejudicial  error,  when  de- 
fendant has  had  the  benefit  on  the  trial  of  all 
evlden^ce  that  could  have  been  introduced  un- 
der those  defenses. 

8.  Tbe  use  of  a  stream  for  drain agre 
Is  unreasonable,  when  it  results  in  the 
concentration  of  filth,  and  it  discharge  into 
the  stream  in  such  quantities  that  it  is  nec- 
essarily carried  to  the  premises  of  another, 
where  it  produces  a  nuisance  dangerous  to 
health  and  destructive  of  the  value  of  the 
property. 

4.  A  prescriptive  rlscbt  to  pollute  a 
river  in  a  certain  maimer  does  not  Justify 
pollution  thereof  by  an  additional  and  diCTer- 
ent  use. 

5.  Tbere  can  be  no  rlirht  by  prescrip- 
tion to  maintain  a  nuisance  by  the  pollu- 
tion of  a  river  so  as  to  carry  filth  and  nox- 
ious substances  to  the  premises  of  a  lower 
proprietor,  thereby  endangering  his  health 
and  destroying  the  value  of  his  property. 

•.  Merely  srantlni:  to  a  city  authority 
to  construct  sewers  for  the  convenience 
and  benefit  of  Its  inhabitants  does  not  nec- 
essarily make  their  use  a  governmental  use 
in  the  sense  that  there  can  be  no  remedy, 
unless  given  by  statute,  for  consequential  in- 
juries resulting  therefrom. 

V.  Damage  to  a  riparian  owner  by 
noxious  and  illthy  substances  de- 
posited on  his  premises  in  consequence  of 
the  pollution  of  the  river  by  sewers  empty- 
ing Into  it  above  his  land  Is  not  a  mere  con- 
sequential damsge,  but  a  direct  appropria- 
tion of  his  welJ-recognlzed  property  rights 
which  are  within  the  guaranty  of  the  Con- 
stitution. 

8.  Ijack  of  cbarter  authority  to  con- 
demn the  property  rights  of  a  riparian  owner 


will  not  relieve  a  city  from  liability  to  make 
compensation  for  damage  to  such  rights  by 
the  unlawful  pollution  of  a  river  by  sewers. 

9.  The  rlKht  of  surface  drainage  Into 
a  river  does  not  include  the  right  to  dis- 
charge into  it  from  sewers  such  noxious  sub- 
stances and  In  such  quantities  that  the  river 
cannot  dilute  them  or  safely  carry  them  ofT 
without  injury  to  the  property  of  lower  pro- 
prietors. 

10.  The  pollution  of  a  river  by  city 
sewers,  though  it  may  become  Justifiable 
when  done  for  a  public  purpose.  Is  subject 
to  payment  of  compensation  for  the  Invasion 
of  the  property  rights  of  riparian  owners. 

11.  The  UMe  of  city  sewers  by  connect- 
ing property  therewith  does  not  pre- 
clude the  owner  from  recovering  damages  to 
his  riparian  property  rights  in  premises  fur- 
ther down  the  river  on  account  of  the  pollu- 
tion of  the  waters  by  the  sewers,  where  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  damage  was  due  in 
part  to  his  fault. 

12.  An  injunction  to  protect  riparian 
proprietors  against  the  pollution  of  a  riv- 
er by  city  sewers  cannot  be  refused  because 
of  the  possibility  of  future  legislative  action 
respecting  a  plan  of  sewerage. 

18.  The  arrant  of  an  injunction  will 
not  be  disturbed  on  appeal,  unless  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court  was  abused. 

14.  Evidence  that  a  foreman  refused 
to  take  charire  of  premises  because  of 
a  stench  Is  admissible  to  prove  that  fact, 
though  not  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  stench. 

16.  Elvldence  that  a  person  refused  to 
work  on  certain  premises  because  of  a 
stench  is  not  inadmissible  because  the  re- 
fusal was  made  pending  an  action,  although 
that  fact  might  affect  Its  weight. 

16.  Bvidence  that  a  city  at  a  special 
meetina:  voted  not  to  accept  a  cer- 
tain act  which  provided  for  its  acceptance 
at  a  meeting  held  for  that  purpose  is  inad- 
missible for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  con- 
struction of  the  act. 

17.  ESvldence  of  the  acts  of  a  city  with 
respect  to  the  construction  of  sewers  is  in- 
admissible for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
it  was  compelled  to  build  a  sewer. 

I 
(January  4,  1900.) 


NoTB. — Hi0ht  of  municipal  corporation  to  drain 
sewage  into  waters. 

I.  Introduction, 
II.  Btatuiory  authorltif. 

III.  Taking  or  damaging  property, 

IV.  Mitcellaneous. 

I.  Introduction, 

Whatever  may  be  the  rule  with  respect  to 
■nrface  water,  there  seem  to  be  no  authorita- 
tive decisions  asserting  the  right  of  municipal 
eorpormtlons,  merely  as  riparian  owners  and 
without  legislative  authority,  either  express  or 
implied,  to  drain  sewage  into  waters  to  the  in- 
jury of  others,  although  there  is  an  intima- 
tion to  that  effect  in  Valpabaiso  v.  Haobn. 

The  rule  that  exempts  municipal  corpora- 
tions from  liability  for  consequential  damages 
to  private  property  from  public  improvements 
does  not  apply  when  the  act  which  causes  the 
damages  is  in  excess  of  the  authority  of  the 
municipality,  or  when,  although  the  act  Is  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  within  its  authority,  the 
48  L.  R.  A. 


infliction  of  the  damages  amounts  to  a  taking 
of  property  within  the  constitutional  prohibi- 
tion against  taking  private  property  for  public 
use  without  compensation.  Hence,  the  first 
question  reached  in  determining  the  right  of  a 
municipality  to  drain  sewage  into  waters  to 
the  injury  of  others  is  whether  or  not  the  au- 
thority to  do  so  has  been  conferred,  either  ex- 
'pressly  or  impliedly,  upon  the  municipality.  In 
England,  of  course,  the  inquiry  stops  here,  and 
if  a  statute  Is  construed  to  confer  the  authority 
the  individual  must  submit  to  the  injuries  nec- 
essarily resulting,  unless,  Indeed,  the  statute 
itself  gives  him  a  remedy;  but  in  the  United 
States,  if  a  statute  is  construed  to  confer  the 
authority,  the  inquiry  goes  further,  and  touches 
the  question  whether  or  not  the  infliction  of 
the  injuries  amounts  to  a  taking  of  property  la 
the  constitutional  sense.  If  the  answer  is  In 
the  aflirmatlTe,  the  statute  affords  no  protec- 
tion to  the  municipality  unless  it  has  also  been 
authorised  to  acquire,  upon  payment  of  com- 
pensation, the  right  to  inflict  such  injuries*  and 
has  duly  pursued  such  authority. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  New  Haven 
County  in  favor  of  plaintitf  in  an  action 
brought  to  restrain  defendant  from  casting 
sewage  into  a  stream  on  which  plaintiff  was 
a  riparian  owner  and  to  recover  damages  for 
injury  already  inflicted.     Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Hameraley,  J.: 
The  amended  complaint  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  land  and  a  water 
privilege  on  the  Naugatuck  river,  2  miles 
south  of  Waterbury,  with  manufacturing 
establishments,  dwelling  houses,  and  other 
buildings  thereon,  and  that  the  water  is  con- 
ducted in  a  canal  to  the  manufacturing  es- 
tablishments for  the  purpose  of  supplying 
power ;  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  nat- 
ural flow  of  said  river  in  a  pure  condition; 
that  from  about  July  12,  1884,  to  the  present 
time,  the  defendant  has  discharged  into  the 
waters  of  said  river,  above  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff,  large  quantities  of  sewage  and 
other  noxious  substances,  which  contaminat- 
ed the  waters  in  the  river,  and  rendered  the 
same  noxious  and  filthy,  producing  noxious 
and  unhealthy  gases,  permeating  the  plain- 
tiff's said  buildings;  that,  by  said  action 
of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  has  been  de- 
prived of  all  use  of  the  water  in  said  river, 
except  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  power, 
and  its  manufacturing  establishments  have 
been  injuriously  affected  by  reason  of  said 
noxious  and  unhealthy  gases,  and  that  the 
value  of  said  land,  buildings,  and  water  priv- 
ilege has  been  largely  diminished;  that  the 
plaintiff  has  duly  notified  the  defendant, 
and  requested  it  to  desist  from  such  defile- 
ment of  the  river,  but  the  defendant  has, 
notwithstanding,  continued  the  nuisance  to 
the  present  time;  that  the  plaintiff  has  al- 
ready been  damaged  to  the  extent  of  $25,000, 
and  the  continuance  of  said  nuisance  will 
still  more  injure  and  damage  its  property. 
The  plaintiff  claims  $2.').00G  damages,  and 
an  injunction  against  the  continuance  of 
said  nuisance.  The  answer  of  the  defend- 
ant admits  the  plaintiff's  ownership  of  the 


property  as  alleged,  and  denies  all  other  al- 
legations. It  contained,  also,  a  special  de- 
fense, setting  up  certain  statutes,  and  ac- 
tion in  pursuance  of  the  same,  and  alleging 
that  the  action  complained  of  is  the  action 
of  the  board  of  sewer  commissioners  of  the 
city  of  Waterbury,  and  not  of  the  defendant. 
The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  special  de- 
fense. The  court  (G.  W.  Wheeler,  Judge) 
sustained  the  demurrer,  because  the  statutes 
referred  to  show  that  the  board  of  sewer 
commissioners  was  created  to  act  for  the 
city,  and  had  no  power  except  to  act  for 
the  city,  and  because  the  statement  of  the 
defense  was  too  inadequate  and  indefinite 
to  present  any  other  claims.  The  defendant 
by  leave  of  court  then  filed  three  special  de- 
fenses, setting  up  substantially  the  claims 
appearing  below  in  the  statement  of  the  de- 
fendant's claims  in  the  finding  of  the  court 
Upon  demurrer  the  court  (G.  W.  Wheeler, 
Judge)  held  the  defenses  insufficient  on  the 
ground  that  the  facts  which  could  not  be 
proved  under  the  denials  of  the  answer  did 
not  constitute  a  defense.  The  case  was  then 
tried  on  the  issues  formed  by  the  denials 
of  the  plaintiff's  allegations,  and  judgment 
rendered  that  the  plaintiff  recover  $500  dam- 
ages, and  that  the  defendant  be  enjoined 
against  discharging  the  sewage  from  its 
sewers  into  the  Naugatuck  river  above  the 
premises  of  the  plaintiff,  whereby  such  sew- 
age shall  be  carried  down  the  river  to  said 
premises,  during  the  months  of  June,  July, 
August,  September,  and  October  in  each 
year,  from  and  after  the  1st  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1002.  The  defendant  aaked  that  this 
injunction  be  modified  so  as  not  to  preju- 
dice its  rights  under  possible  future  legisla- 
tion in  respect  to  a  state  sewerage  commis- 
sion, and  also  to  include  a  provision  that  the 
injunction  should  become  inoperative  when- 
ever the  defendant  might  acquire  the  plain- 
tiff's property  by  condemnation.  The  modi- 
fication was  denied,  as  unnecessary. 

The  court  (Shumway,  J.)  made  the  fol- 
lowing findings: 

"  ( 1 )  At  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the 


II.  statutory  authority. 

The  first  question — whether  the  municipal- 
ity has  authority  to  inflict  the  Injarles,  or  rath- 
er to  do  the  act  which  necessarily  causes  them 
— Is  not  always  ensMy  determined,  since  the 
anthoHty  may  be  implied  by  statutes  which  do 
not  expressly,  or  in  terms,  confer  It. 

Thus.  KIcbmoDd  v.  Test,  18  Ind.  App.  482, 
48  N.  E.  610.  nnd  Valpaeaiso  v.  Haobn,  which 
uphold  the  rif^ht  of  monlclpal  corporations  to- 
drain  84*wage  into  streams,  and  deny  the  right 
of  riparian  owners  whose  property  is  injured 
thereby  either  to  enjoin  the  nn'sance  or  recover 
damages  therefor,  infer  thp  authority  from  the 
general  power  of  municipalities  to  construct 
•ewers  and  outlets  Id  connection  with  the  fact 
that  the  stream  affords  the  only  practicable  out- 
let or  Is  the  natural  drainage  way. 

In  Joplln  OoDsol.  MIn.  Co.  v.  Joplin.  124  Mo. 
)99.  27  8.  W.  406.  infra,  the  court  held  that 
the  power  conferred  upon  a  city  by  a  statute 
t»  establish  public  aewers  along  the  principal 
cwreee  of  dralnajie  authorised  It  to  so  con- 
■tract  a  sewer  as  to  discharge  Into  a  creek. 
The  court  said,  however,  that  It  would  not  pass 
upon  the  question  whether  the  city  could  so 
48  L.  R.  A. 


exercise  such  power  as  to  create  a  public  nui- 
sance. 

Attwood  v«  Bangor,  83  Me.  R82.  22  Atl.  466, 
and  Merrlfleld  v.  Worcester,  110  Mass.  216. 
14  Am.  Rep.  592.  infra,  hold  that  city  authori- 
ties act  In  a  Judicial  or  quasl-Jadlclal  capacity 
In  determining  where  sewers  shall  discharge, 
and  that  when.  In  the  exercise  of  their  discre- 
tion, the  sewers  are  made  to  discharge  Into 
waters,  the  city  is  under  no  common-law  liabili- 
ty for  the  Incidental  damages. 

On  the  other  hand.  Valparaiso  t.  Moffltt,  IS 
Ind.  App.  250.  80  N.  E.  009.  held  a  city  liable 
for  damages  to  a  riparian  owner  from  the  dis- 
charge ot  sewage  Into  a  stream,  thereby  pollot- 
Ing  It,  upon  the  ground  that  the  pollution  ol 
the  stream  was  declared  by  statute  to  be  a  ool- 
sanee,  and  that  a  municipal  corporation  la  lia- 
ble In  a  clTll  action  for  erecting  and  main- 
taining a  nuisance,  the  same  as  a  natural  per 
son. 

When  the  legislature  authorises  a  city  oi 
town  to  conatruct  sewers,  or  to  use  a  na^aril 
stream  as  a  sewer.  It  is  not  to  be  assumed 
that  It  Intends  to  authorise  the  dty  or  town  so 
to  conatruct  the  sewers,  or  to  use  the  stream. 
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suit,  and  for  many  years  before,  the  plain- 
tiff, as  admitted  in  the  answer  to  the  iirst 
paragraph  of  the  complaint,  was  the  owner 
of  the  tract  of  land  situated  in  the  town  of 
Waterbury,  about  2  miles  southerly  from 
the  city  of  Waterbury,  with  manufacturing 
establishments,  dwelling  houses,  and  other 
buildings  thereon,  through  which  said  land 
flowed  the  Naugatuck  river.  On  the  said 
lands  of  the  plaintiff  there  was  a  valuable 
water  privilege,  from  which  water  was  con- 
ducted in  an  artificial  canal  to  the  several 
manufacturing  establishments  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  purpose  of  supplying  water  there- 
in. 

"(2)  Under  an  amendment  to  the  charter 
of  the  city  of  Waterbury  (9  Spec.  Laws,  pp: 
233-237),  and  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions thereof,  the  city  of  Waterbury,  by 
the  board  of  sewer  commissioners,  began  the 
construction  of  sewers  in  said  city  in  1883, 
according  to  a  sewerage  system  by  which 
the  contents  of  the  sewers  were  all  dis- 
charged into  the  Naugatuck  river  at  points 
about  2  miles  above  the  manufacturing  es- 
tablishments of  the  plaintiff. 

"(3)  The  place  where  said  manufacturing 
establishments  were  carried  on  always  has 
been,  and  is  now,  known  as  Tlatt's  Mills.' 
At  that  place  there  has  been  a  mill  site  for 
about  a  hundred  years,  at  least;  the  dam 
across 'the  Naugatuck  river  being  at  the 
same  place,  and  substantially  of  the  same 
height,  as  it  was  in  1811.  It  was  raised  1 
foot  about  twenty-five  years  ago.  From  a 
pond  made  by  the  dam  the  water  has  always 
been  taken  out  by  means  of  an  artificial 
canal,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  which 
carried  it  aown  to  the  said  manufacturing 
establishments,  a  distance  of  about  %  mile. 
About  $150,000,  in  all,  has  been  invested  in 
the  plaintiff's  manufacturing  establishments 
at  Piatt's  Mills. 

"(4)  Prior  to  the  construction  of  said 
sewers  in  accordance  with  the  said  sewerage 
system  by  the  city  of  Waterbury,  the  waters 
of  the  Naugatuck  river  at  Piatt's  Mills  had 


contained  no  substances  in  sufficient  quan- 
tity to  be  annoying  to  the  plaintiff,  or  inju- 
rious to  its  business  or  property. 

"(5)  The  defendant  commenced  to  dis- 
charge into  the  Naugatuck  river  the  sewage 
from  said  sewers  about  July,  1884,  but  it 
was  several  years  before  the  plaintiff  ex- 
perienced any  special  difficulty  therefrom. 

"(6)  No  attempt  had  or  ever  has  been 
made  by  the  city  of  Waterbury  to  agree  with 
the  plaintiff  as  to  any  compensation  to  be 
paid  it  for  any  injury  to  any  ^estate,  prop- 
erty, right,  privilege,  or  franchise'  which 
might  be  incurred  by  it  by  said  use  of  the 
Naugatuck  river  for  the  discharge  therein 
of  the  contents  of  said  sewers,  nor  has  any 
such  conopensation  been  made. 

"(7)  For  a  considerable  period  prior  to 
the  institution  of  this  suit  the  plaintiff  was 
very  much  and  specially  annoyed  and  in- 
jured, as  hereafter  stated,  in  the  use  and  en- 
joyment of  its  property,  by  reason  of  the 
sewage  discharged  from  said  sewers  into  the 
Naugatuck  river.  It  also  appeared  in  evi- 
dence that  there  were  other  sources  of  pol- 
lution by  which  the  water  of  the  said  river 
was  also  affected. 

"(8)  In  the  early  part  of  the  year  1891, 
and  before  this  suit  was  brought,  the  plain- 
tiff requested  said  city,  both  through  its 
board  of  sewer  commissioners,  whose  au- 
thority is  described  in  said  amendment  to 
the  charter  of  the  city  of  Waterbury  here- 
inbefore referred  to,  and  through  its  court 
of  common  council,  to  desist  from  continu- 
ing to  dipcharge  the  contents  of  such  sew- 
ers into  the  Naugatuck  river ;  or,  if  the  city 
should  persist  in  so  doing,  that  the  city 
should  take  steps  under  said  amendment  to 
assess  damages  and  compensation  to  the 
plaintiff  for  any  injury  to  their  estate,  prop- 
erty, right,  privilege,  or  franchise  which 
might  or  would  be  incurred  by  the  use  of 
Naugatuck  river  as  an  outlet  for  the  dis- 
charge of  said  sewers.  Said  city  of  Water- 
bury neglected  to  comply  with  said  request 
in  either  particular,  and  has  taken  no  steps 


as  to  create  a  nuisance,  unless  this  Is  the  nec- 
essary result  of  the  powers  granted.  On  the 
contrary.  If  it  Is  practicable  to  do  the  work 
authorized  without  creating  a  nuisance.  It  Is 
to  be  presumed  that  the  legislature  Intends  It 
shall  be  so  done.  Morse  v.  Worcester,  139 
Mass.  880.  2  N.  E.  604. 

Kdniondson  v.  Moberiy,  98  Mo.  626,  11  S.  W. 
900,  held  that  an  acton  would  He  against  a 
city  for  the  Impairment  of  the  value  of  private 
property  near  a  stream,  caused  by  the  pollu- 
tion of  the  stream  by  city  sewage  discharged 
Into  It.  This  decision  rests  upon  the  ground 
that  tbe  authority  conferred  by  the  city  char- 
ter to  establish  a  sewer  system  was  general, 
and  did  not  expressly  Indicate  and  sanction 
tbe  particular  arrangement  of  drains  adopted, 
and  that  the  power  must  be  regarded  as  sub- 
^t  to  the  just  limitation  forbidding  Its  exer- 
cise In  such  a  manner  as  to  create  a  nuisance 
Injurious  to  private  rights  or  property,  where 
such  consequence  Is  not  a  necessary  result  of 
exerting  the  power. 

Nolan  V.  New  Britain,  69  Conn.  668,  38  Atl. 
708,  held  that  the  pollution  of  a  stream  to  the 
damage  of  riparian  property  outside  the  city 
was  not  authorized  by  a  statute  which  empow- 
ers the  common  council,  "whenever  in  their 
#8  L.  R.  A. 


opinion  the  public  heaitb  or  sewerage  shall  re- 
quire such  action,  to  take,  occupy,  and  appro- 
priate .  .  .  any  stream  or  part  of  a 
stream,  natural  or  artificial,  running  in  or 
through  said  city."  This  decision  was,  in  a 
great  measure.  Induced  by  tbe  failure  of  the 
statute  to  provide  for  compensating  tbe  owner 
of  such  property,  the  court  expressing  its  opin- 
ion that  the  pollution  of  a  stream  to  tbe  Injury 
of  riparian  proprietors  amounts  to  a  taking  of 
their  property. 

Bo,  also,  Cator  v.  I^wlsham  Bd.  of  Works,  5 
Best  &  S.  116,  34  L.  J.  Q,  R.  N.  S.  74,  11  Jur. 
N.  S.  340.  13  L.  T.  N.  S.  212,  13  Week.  Rep. 
2o4,  denied  the  right  of  a  district  board  of 
works  to  pollute  a  private  stream  flowing 
through  another's  land  by  the  discharge  of  sew- 
age therein.  The  decision  rests  upon  the 
ground  that  the  statute  did  not  expressly  give 
the  power,  and  that  it  would  not  be  inferred 
by  reason  of  the  supposed  necessity  for  dis- 
charging the  sewage  Into  the  stream. 

Public  works  ordered  by  act  of  Parliament 
must  be  so  executed  as  not  to  interfere  with 
the  private  rights  of  individuals;  and  in  decid- 
ing on  the  right  of  a  single  proprietor  to  aa 
Injunction  to  restrain  such  interference,  the 
circumstance  that  a  vast  population  will  sufTer 
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to  prevent  the  pollution  of  the  waters  of 
Naugatudc  river  by  the  sewage  discharged 
into  it  from  said  sewers,  or  to  assess  such 
damages. 

"(0)  In  1854  the  population  of  the  city 
of  Waterbury  was  about  10,000.  It  was 
agreed  on  the  trial  that  its  present  popula- 
tion is  about  42,500.  Of  late  years  the  pop- 
ulation has  rapidly  increased. 

''(10)  There  are  about  32  miles  of  high- 
ways in  said  city,  which  it  is  the  duty  of 
said  city  to  maintain  in  a  condition  safe 
and  convenient  for  public  travel.  For  this 
purpose  these  highways  are  drained  into  the 
sewers  of  said  city  by  means  of  gutters  and 
catch-basinSi  and  thereby  a  quantity  of  filth 
from  the  streets  finds  its  way  into  the  Kaug- 
atuck  river,  and  a  further  quantity  of  surface 
water  flows  over  said  highways  into  Great 
brook  and  Little  brook,  and  thiB  is  carried 
into  said  Naugatuck  river. 

"(11)  The  contents  of  the  discharges  of 
said  sewers  have  been,  and  are,  the  same  as 
are  continually  discharged  from  city  sewers 
containing  organic  matter  capable  of  decom- 
position and  putrefaction,  and,  if  not  fur- 
ther diluted  or  purified,  will  putrefy. 

"  ( 12 )  The  sewerage  system  of  the  city  of 
Waterbury  has  continually  been  extended 
since  1884,  and  is  now  being  extended  as  the 
growth  and  wants  of  the  city  require.  The 
number  of  sewer  connections  in  January, 
1885,  was  359;  on  the  1st  of  January,  1893, 
1,748;  on  the  let  of  January,  1898,  3,046,— 
extending  through  about  31  miles  of  streets. 
These  connections  are  with  manufactories, 
— some  employing  2,000  operatives, —  stores, 
hotels,  dwelling  houses,  etc. 

"(13)  In  consequence  of  the  discharge  of 
the  contents  of  these  sewers  into  the  Nauga- 
tuck river,  the  waters  of  the  river  in  the 
season  of  the  year  when  the  water  was  or  is 
low  were  for  a  considerable  period  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  have  been, 
and  are  inadequate  to  properly  dilute  the 
sewage,  so  that  the  pollution  of  the  waters 
of  the  river  from  such  sewage  from  said  city 


of  Waterbury  had  before  the  bringing  of  this 
suit  passed,  and  ever  since  has  pa^ed,  the 
limits  of  safe  tolerance. 

"(14)  The  accepted  rule  of  safe  tolerance 
is  one  part  of  sewage  to  twenty  parts  of  pure 
river  water.  It  is  found  that  during  the 
months  of  July,  August,  September,  and  Oc- 
tober of  the  years  1894,  1895, 1896,  and  1897 
the  average  ratio  of  sewage  in  the  waters  of 
Naugatuck  river  a  short  distance  below 
Piatt's  Mills  to  pure  river  water  has  been 
substantially  one  part  of  sewage  to  about 
eleven  parts  of  pure  river  water;  and  dur- 
ing the  months  of  August  and  September 
during  said  period  the  average  ratio  of  sew- 
age to  pure  river  water  in  the  waters  of 
Naugatuck  river  at  the  same  place  below 
Piatt's  Mills  has  been  on  the  basis  of  one 
part  of  sewage  to  about  eight  parts  of  rivet 
water. 

"  ( 15)  The  flow  of  water  in  the  Naugatiidc 
river  in  the  dry  season  of  the  year  varies 
greatly  in  different  years.  The  rainfall  at 
Waterbury  for  a  period  of  years  between 
1887  and  1897,  inclusive,  is  shown  by  a  table 
kept  by  Nelson  J.  Welton,  president  of  the 
board  of  water  commissioners  for  the  city 
of  Waterbury  for  many  years,  and  a  civil 
engineer,  which  table  was  offered  in  evi- 
dence by  the  defendants.  While  the  rainfall 
of  a  watershed  may  not  be  the  most  reliable 
means  of  ascertaining  the  volume  of  water 
in  a  river  receiving  the  rainfall  of  such  wa- 
tershed, yet  the  varying  amounts  of  the  rain- 
fall in  different  seasons  do  represent  with 
approximate  accuracy  the  comparative  flow 
of  the  river,  measuring  one  season  with  an- 
other; and  the  table  of  Mr.  Welton  shows 
how  the  flow  of  water  in  the  Naugatuck 
river  has  varied  between  1887  and  1897. 

"(16)  For  a  considerable  period  of  time 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and 
to  an  increasing  amount  ever  since,  the  sew- 
age from  said  sewers  of  the  city  of  Water- 
bury has  been  carried  down  the  Naugatuck 
river,  has  settled  in  the  waters  of  the  pond 
made  by  the  plaintiff's  dam,  and  in  the  said 


(0.  i7.f  by  remaining  imdralned),  unless  tals 
rights  are  Invaded,  is  one  which  the  court  can- 
not take  Into  consideration.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Bir- 
mingham, 4  Kay  ft  J.  528. 

In  Llllywhlte  v.  Trimmer,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8. 
680,  the  court  denied  an  application  for  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  a  local  board  of  health 
from  discharging  sewage  into  a  river,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  plalntifT  sustained  no  material 
injury ;  but  the  court  said  that  It  was  well  set- 
tled that,  however  desirable  public  improve- 
ments may  be.  If  they  cannot  be  effected  with- 
out Interfering  with  private  rights,  private 
rights  must  prevail,  and  those  who  desire  pub- 
lic improvements  must  effect  them  as  best  they 
can  without  Interfering  with  those  private 
rights. 

The  disposition  of  the  English  courts,  shown 
by  the  two  preceding  cases,  to  deny  the  statu- 
tory authority  of  municipal  authorities  to 
drain  into  streams  so  as  to  create  a  nuisance, 
is  further  Illustrated  by  Atty.  Gen.  ew  rcl.  Trus- 
tees of  River  Lee  v.  Metropolitan  Bd.  of  Works, 
11  Week.  Rep.  820,  1  Hem.  &  M.  208,  9  L.  T.  N. 
8.  139;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Leeds,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  583. 
89  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  711,  19  Week.  Rep.  19 ;  Atty. 
Gpn.  V.  nackney  Local  Board,  L.  R.  20  Eq. 
626.  44  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  546,  83  L.  T.  N.  8.  244  ; 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Atty.  Gen.  v.  Luton  Local  Bd.  of  Health,  2  Jur. 
N.  8.  180;  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Conservators  of 
River  Thames  v.  Kingston-on-Thames,  13  Week. 
Rep.  888,  34  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  481.  11  Jur.  N.  8. 
596,  12  L.  T.  N.  8.  665  :  Goldsmid  v.  Tunbridge 
Wells  Improv.  Comrs.  12  Jur.  N.  S,  308,  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  340,  35  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  382.  14  L.  T.  N.  8. 
154,  14  Week.  Rep.  562 ;  Oldaker  v.  Hunt,  19 
Beav.  485,  Affirmed  in  6  DeG.  M.  ft  G.  388, 
1  Jur.  N.  8.  785;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Cockermouth 
Local  Board,  L.  R.  18  Eq.  172.  44  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
8.  118,  30  L.  T.  N.  8.  590.  22  Week.  Rep.  619. 

8ome  of  the  decisions,  while  apparently  up- 
holding the  right  of  the  municipality  to  drain 
into  waters,  make  it  conditional  upon  protec- 
tion of  others  from  damages  incident  to  Its  exer- 
cise. Thus,  Bloomlngton  v.  Costello,  65  UK 
App.  407,  holds  that  while  It  Is  within  the  pow- 
er of  a  city  to  establish  a  system  of  sewerage 
discharging  Into  a  natural  waterconrse,  it  la 
liable,  regardless  of  the  question  of  negligence, 
for  damages  caused  to  a  riparian  owner,  by 
reason  of  the  pollution  and  overflow  of  the 
water  due  to  the  discharge  of  the  sewage  into 
the  watercourse. 

A  c?ty  has  the  right  to  construct  a  sewer 
which  discharges  into  a  creek ;  but  If  the  sab- 
stances  discharged  are  Injurious  tc  the  real- 
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canal  leading  from  the  dam  to  the  manufac- 
turing establishments ;  and  in  the  warm  sea- 
sons of  the  years  it  has  putrefied,  causing 
large  and  numerous  patches  of  foul  and  of- 
fensive stuff  to  come  to  the  surface  of  the 
pond  and  canal,  giving  forth  offensive  odors, 
and  fouling  the  water  to  such  an  extent  as 
that  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff's  operatives, 
after  being  in  the  water  for  any  purpose, 
would  carry  away  an  offensive  smell.  The 
^deposits  from  such  sewage  during  all  said 
period  both  before  and  since  the  suit  at  the 
bottom  of  the  pond  and  in  the  canal,  have 
been  deep,  and  have  been  a  great  annoyance 
to  the  plaintiff  in  repairing  its  dam,  in  clear- 
ing out  its  canal,  especially  at  its  head,  and 
in  repairing  its  wheel  pit.  The  odors  from 
this  putrefying  sewage  m  the  warm  and  low- 
water  seasons  of  the  years,  both  before  and 
since  the  institution  of  the  suit,  have  been 
so  strong  and  offensive  as  to  compel  the 
shutting  of  the  windows  of  the  plaintiff's 
manufactories,  and  to  make  some  of  the 
plaintiff's  operatives  sick  with  nausea  and 
consequent  vomiting,  and  all  uncomfortable; 
and  said  odors  are  likely  to  cause  serious 
and  protracted  sickness.  Some  of  the  plain- 
tiff's operatives  have  been  unwilling  to  work 
at  Piatt's  Mills,  because  of  conditions  just 
described ;  and,  by  reason  of  said  conditions, 
plaintiff  has  not  been  able  to  improve  a  very 
large  portion  of  its  water  power  at  Piatt's 
Mills,  or  to  improve  a  large  portion  of  a 
manufacturing  building  erected  there  since 
the  suit>  to  take  the  place  of  one  damaged  by 
fire. 

"(17)  In  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff's 
business  at  Piatt's  Mills,  a  large  quantity 
of  pure  water  for  dipping  and  cleansing  its 
manufactured  product  is  essential.  Prior 
to  the  introduction  of  the  sewerage  system 
of  the  city  of  Watcrbury,  the  plaintiff  had 
been  able  to  use  the  waters  of  the  Naugatuck 
river  for  that  purpose.  Since  said  date, 
both  before  and  after  the  institution  of  the 
suit,  the  waters  of  the  river  have  become  so 
foul  that  they  cannot  be  used  for  the  pur- 


pose; and  the  plaintiff  is  compelled  to  take 
this  part  of  its  manufactured  product  to  a 
branch  of  its  works  in  the  city  of  Waterbury 
for  the  purpose  of  dipping  and  cleansing, 
and  return  the  same  to  Piatt's  Mills  for 
finishing. 

"(18)  The  plaintiff  has  used  two  differ- 
ent devices  for  carrying  off  the  accumula- 
tion upon  the  surface  of  the  water :  A  log 
or  beam  was  placed  at  the  entrance  of  the 
canal,  so  inclined  as  to  throw  the  floating 
substances  away  from  the  canal  towards  the 
dam.  It  also  constructed  in  the  canal,  near 
the  raceway,  a  box  sunk  in  the  water,  with 
an  outlet  in  the  bottom.  When  the  canal 
was  full  of  water,  it  would  flow  over  the 
sides  of  the  box,  and  carry  into  the  box  the 
floating  material,  and  this  was  conducted  in 
an  underground  drain  into  the  river.  It  did 
not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  any  other 
means  could  reasonably  be  adopted,  and  pre- 
serve the  full  efficiency  of  the  water  power. 

"(19)  The  noxious  and  offensive  odors 
created  by  said  sewage  in  the  manner  above 
stated,  and  the  pollution  of  the  waters  of  the 
river  by  said  sewage,  are  likely  to  increase 
with  the  growth  and  development  of  busi- 
ness and  population  in  the  city  of  Water- 
bury;  and,  unless  such  conditions  are  re- 
strained and  prevented,  the  value  of  the 
plaintiff's  said  premises  at  Piatt's  Mills  will 
be  diminished,  if  not  substantially  de- 
stroyed. 

"(20)  In  the  year  18C8,  and  from  time 
to  time  down  to  the  year  1895,  by  authority 
of  its  charter  and  amendments  thereto,  the 
city  of  Waterbury  procured  its  water  sup- 
plies from  certain  streams  which  are  tribu- 
taries of  the  Naugatuck  river.  Some  of 
these  streams  flow  into  the  Naugatuck  river 
within  the  limits  of  the  city,  and  some  with- 
out. Two  other  streams,  known  as  'Great 
Brook'  and  'Little  Brook,'  flow  through  and 
near  the  center  of  the  city  into  said  river. 

"  (21 )  This  water  supply  has  been  used  by 
the  inhabitants  of  said  city  in  their  resi- 
dences, stores,  offices,  factories,  hotels,  res- 


dence  of  a  citizen  be  has  bis  remedy  for  such 
damages  as  be  has  sustained.  Jacksonville  ▼. 
Doan.  145  111.  23.  33  N.  E.  878. 

Franklin  Wharf  Co.  ▼.  Portland,  67  Me.  46, 
24  Am.  Rep.  1,  held  that  a  city  which  unrea- 
BonAbly  neglected  or  refused  to  remove  deposits 
coming  from  a  sewer  discharging  into  a  public 
dock,  after  they  bad  accumulated  in  such  quan- 
tities as  to  obstruct  navigation,  was  guilty  of 
creating  a  public  nuisance  and  liable  to  in- 
dictment, and  was  also  liable  to  an  action  of 
tort  at  the  suit  of  a  wharf  owner  suffering  spe- 
cial damages,  notwithstanding  that  the  city 
tiad  a  statutory  right  to  construct  its  sewer  so 
as  to  discbarge  into  the  public  dock  below  low- 
water  mark.  This  decision  rests  upon  the 
f^ound  that  the  statute  did  not  contemplate 
or  include  the  right  to  create  a  nuisance,  pub- 
lic or  private,  which  would  Interfere  with  the 
right  of  navigation,  but  that  the  purpose  was 
to  enable  the  city  to  collect  and  deposit  refuse 
foatter  In  the  public  dock,  where  It  would  ordi- 
narily be  so  distributed  and  dissipated  by  the 
elements  as  not  to  create  a  nuisance. 

A  city  authorised  by  statute  to  lay  out  com- 
mon  sewers  **througb  any  streets  or  private 
lands**  may  construct  them  so  as  to  discharge 
Into  tide  waters,  but  has  no  right  to  discharge 
48  L.  R.  A. 


mud  and  filth  through  the  same  in  such  quan- 
tities as  to  create  a  nuisance,  and  it  may  be 
restrained  by  Injunction  from  continuing  the 
nuisance,  at  the  Instance  of  the  owner  of  a  pri- 
vate dock,  the  use  of  which  is  interfered  with 
thereby.  Haskell  T.  New  Bedford,  108  Mass. 
208. 

A  village  Is  liable  to  the  owner  of  premises 
near  a  creek  for  Injuries  resulting  from  the 
pollution  of  air  and  water  by  the  sewage  dis- 
charged by  It  Into  the  creek.  The  decision 
rests  upon  the  ground  that,  assuming  the  law- 
fulness of  the  construction  and  the  right  to  the 
use  of  the  sewer,  such  use  must  not  be  to  the 
Injury  of  any  lawful  rights  of  another.  Moody 
V.  Saratoga  Springs,  17  App.  Div.  207,  45  N.  Y. 
Supp.  365. 

Mansfield  v.  Hunt.  10  Ohio  C.  C.  488.  held, 
upon  the  theory  that  a  city  had  the  right  to 
construct  Its  system  of  sewers  with  an  outlet 
into  a  stream  or  creek,  and  that  there  was  no 
fault  in'  the  construction  either  as  to  plan  or 
in  the  execution  of  the  work,  that  It  was  lia- 
ble in  an  action  for  damages  for  maintaining 
a  nuisance,  to  a  riparian  owner,  whose  proper- 
ty was  Injured  by  the  corruption  and  pollution 
of  the  water  of  the  stream. 

Where  a  municipality  adopts  a  stream -as  an 
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taurants,  and  for  public  buildings,  and  for 
flushing  gutters  and  watering  streets,  and 
for  all  the  various  purposes  for  which  city 
water  is  ordinarily  used,  and  after  so  being 
used  has  been  discharged  mostly  into  the 
said  sewers,  and  to  a  limited  extent  into  the 
natural  streams  within  the  city,  and  thus 
has  found  its  way  into  Naugatuck  river. 
The  quantity  of  water  so  used  is  about 
4,000,000  gallons  per  day. 

"(22)  The  sewers  were  constructed  under 
the  advice  of  a  skilful  and  competent  sani- 
tary engineer,  and  of  skilful  and  competent 
>m1  engineers.     The  sanitary  engineer  was 

•  dolph  Herring.     He  advised  the    city  of 

aterbury,  in  writing,  through  its  board  of 
sewer  commissioners  and  through  the  court 
of  common  council,  when  the  sewerage  sys- 
tem of  said  city  was  first  established,  in 
1883,  that  the  time  would  come  when  the 
waters  of  the  Naugatuck  river  would  no 
longer  be  able  to  properly  dilute  the  sewer- 
ajB;e  from  the  sewers,  and  that  when  such 
time  should  arrive  it  would  be  necessary  for 
the  city  of  Waterbury  to  take  steps  to  re- 
move the  sewage  out  of  the  river  or  to  take 
some  other  proper  measure  by  which  the  wa- 
ters of  the  river  would  not  be  polluted  be- 
yond the  point  of  safe  tolerance. 

"(23)  The  plaintiff,  so  far  as  appears, 
took  no  part,  one  way  or  the  other,  concern- 
ing the  institution  of  the  sewerage  system 
of  the  city  of  Waterbury.  The  officers  and 
directors  of  the  plaintiff  company  are  resi- 
dents of  Waterbury.  For  more  than  twenty 
years  it  has  also  owned  and  occupied  a  fac- 
tory located  on  Great  brook,  in  the  city  of 
Waterbury,  in  which  it  now  employs  from 
160  to  200  hands.  Before  the  introduction 
of  said  sewerage  system  the  refuse  from 
such  factory,  including  the  water  from 
wator-closets  and  urinals  therein,  went  into 
Great  brook,  directly  or  indirectly,  and 
thence  into  the  Naugatuck  river.  Within  a 
year  or  two  after  said  introduction  of  said 
sewerage  system,  and  as  soon  as  the  sewer 
was  built  in  the  street  on  which  was  the  city 


factory,  the  plaintiff,  in  compliance  with  the 
ordinances  of  the  city,  connected  its  city 
manufactory  with  the  sewer,  and  thereafter 
no  foul  water  of  any  kind  left  said  factory 
except  through  said  sewer. 

"  ( 24)  Upon  trial  of  the  case  the  following 
question  of  evidence  arose:  Lewis  A.  Piatt, 
the  manager  of  the  plaintiff,  testified  that, 
after  the  burning  of  a  rolling  mill  at  Piatt's 
Mills,  the  plaintiff  was  obliged  to  have  a 
rolling  mill  at  once,  and  there  was  no  place 
on  the  property  in  the  city  to  put  it ;  and  he 
proceeded  as  follows:  'And  afterwards  we 
put  up  a  building  about  150  feet  long  by  60 
feet  wide,  with  the  intention  of  moving  va- 
rious departments  from  the  city  mills  to 
Piatt's  Mills.  We  did  move  one  department 
there  at  first,  with  some  difficulty.  Q,  What 
do  you  mean  by  'some  difficulty?'  A.  Well, 
I  mean  there  was  some  objection  on  the  part 
of  the  people  who  had  charge  of  it, — the 
foreman.  Q.  That  is,  he  worked  in  that 
department  here  in  the  city?  A.  Yes.  Q, 
You  say  some  objection.  What  objection? 
(Objected  to  as  being  hearsay  statements.) 
Court:  What  he  said,  you  don't  care  for. 
Q.  There  was  some  objection  on  their  part. 
I  want  to  know  what  the  objection  consisted 
of,  not  what  they  said, — whether  it  was  be- 
cause of  the  going  out  of  the  city,  or  what 
the  objection  was,  or  whether  it  was  attrib- 
utable to  this  nuisance.  That  is  all.  Mr. 
Harrison:  What  the  gentleman  seeks  is, 
apparently,  to  avoid  the  rule  against  hear- 
say. Then  he  cannot  tell  what  the  party 
said,  but  he  is  going  to  ask  him  to  toll  your 
honor  the  substance  of  what  they  said. 
There  isn't  any  difference  in  the  principle. 
Mr.  Ailing:  Sometimes  the  very  hearsay  is 
admissible.  The  objection  a  person  trives  to 
doing  a  certain  thing  is  that  he  said  so  and 
so.  If  he  said  so,  it  doesn't  prove  that  the 
thing  exists,  but  it  shows  the  objection.  It 
isn't  hearsay  in  the  objectionable  sense.  It 
is  the  very  thing  we  want, — what  rea- 
son did  he  assign,  if  any,  for  not  going?  It 
isn't  offered  to  prove  that  there  was  a  stench 


open  sewer.  It  Is  bound  to  keep  open  the  chan- 
nel and  to  remove  accumulations  of  filth,  ashes, 
or  other  material  that  obstruct  the  flow  of 
the  water,  and  throw  It  out  of  its  banks  upon 
the  land  of  adjoining  owners.  Bllazard  v. 
Danville,  176  Pa.  479,  84  Atl.  846. 

Owens  V.  Lancaster,  182  Pa.  257,  87  Atl. 
858,  applied  the  doctrine  of  tbe  preceding  case 
to  the  injury  inflicted  by  allowing  offensive 
and  Injurious  odors  and  smells  to  Issue  from 
the  polluting  substances  discharged  into  a 
stream  from  city  sewers. 

Clark  V.  Peckham,  9  R.  I.  455,  held  that  a 
city  had  an  implied  power,  arising  from  the 
duties  imposed  upon  it  in  relation  to  its  streets 
and  highways,  to  construct  drains  or  sewers 
beneath  the  surface  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
off  the  water  coming  on  the  streets,  but  also 
held  that  if  a  drain,  either  from  its  improper 
construction  or  improper  use,  creates  a  public 
nuisance,  the  city  Is  liable  for  damages  to  one 
specially  injured.  In  this  case  the  injury  to 
plaintiff  was  by  filling  up  and  pollution  of  the 
water  of  his  dock  by  sewage. 

The  Lea  Conservancy  Board  v.  Hertford,  1 
Cababe  ft  El.  299.  48  J.  P.  628,  held  that  so 
long  as  a  public  body  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  a  statute  permitting  the  discharge  of 
48  L.  K.  A. 


sewage  Into  a  stream  with  reference  to  purifi- 
cation, It  was  not  liable  to  an  action  for  a  nai- 
sance  at  the  instance  of  a  conservancy  board 
intrusted  with  the  management  of  the  river. 

O'Brien  v.  St.  Paul.  18  Minn.  176,  Gil.  163, 
holds  that  a  city  which  by  discharging  its  sew- 
er Into  a  stream  conducts  to,  and  empties  up- 
on the  property  of  a  lower  riparian  proprietor 
a  greater  body  of  water  than  the  natural  flow, 
to  the  Injury  of  such  owner,  is  prima  facie 
guilty  of  creating  a  nuisance,  and  if  the  ci^ 
cumstances  exist  which  would  rebut  the  prima 
facie  character  of  the  act,  the  city  must  al- 
lege and  prove  it  as  a  Justlflcation  in  an  action 
against  it  for  damages. 

It  Is  not  entirely  clear  whether  the  cases 
next  cited  proceed  upon  the  theory  that  there 
was  no  legislative  sanction  for  the  act  of  the 
municipality,  or  upon  the  theory  that  the  legis- 
lative sanction,  if  there  were  such,  did  not 
protect  the  municipality  because  the.  constitu- 
tional guaranty  as  to  property  rights  had  been 
Infringed.  Where  the  constitutional  provision 
prohibits  the  damaging  as  well  as  the  taking 
of  private  property  for  public  use  without  com- 
pensation, or  where  the  court,  as  in  the  princi- 
pal case,  Ukes  the  view  that  the  infliction  of 
the  damages  in  question  amounts  to  a  taking 
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down  there,  but  it  is  offered  to  prove  that 
the  foreman  wouldn't  take  charge  because 
of  the  stench,  and  that  he  set  up  that  as  a 
reason.  This  evidence  is  in  no  sense  evi- 
dence as  to  condition  of  the  stench.  It  is  evi- 
dence as  to  the  reason^ — the  difficulties  that 
he  assigned,  and  the  reasons  which  other 
people  assigned,  for  not  going  to  work;  the 
difficulty  of  establishing  a  branch  of  indus- 
try where  the  stench  is  so  severe  that  the 
men  refuse  to  go  there.  Mr.  Harrison:  If 
it  was  a  controversy  between  this  company 
and  the  men  themselves  over  some  issue  or 
other,  and  this  was  a  material  fact,  then 
what  the  men  said  would  be  admissible,  be- 
cause they  would  be  parties.  These  men  are 
not  parties  to  these  proceedings.  This  evi- 
dence is  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  asking 
your  honor  to  find  damages  for  them  in  a 
large  amount,  and  your  honor  is  asked  to 
find  and  hear  what  some  men  said  about  the 
stench  there,  as  a  reason.  Mr.  Terry:  No, 
no.  Mr.  Harrison:  The  substance  of  what 
they  said, — the  objection  they  made  to  go- 
ing there  is  necessarily  the  substance  of 
what  they  said  on  the  subject.  The  proper 
way  to  prove  that  is  to  call  the  men  them- 
selves, and  see  what  they  have  to  say  about 
it,  not  what  they  said  to  this  employer;  non 
constat  but  what  they  said  something  else. 
Perhaps  they  were  trying  to  push  up  their 
wages.  Mr.  O'Neill:  There  is  another  ob- 
jection. This  objection  on  the  part  of  the 
man  going  down  there  was  all  after  this  con- 
troversy arose.  These  new  mills  were  set 
up  here  within  the  last  two  or  three  years, 
and  it  would  be  very  easy  for  a  person  to 
make  out  a  case, — for -a  person  to  make  evi- 
dence for  himself.  Mr.  Ailing:  All  that  is 
simply  to  the  weight  of  the  testimony.  If 
he  can't  get  workmen  to  go  there  on  account 
of  the  stench,  he  can't  carry  on  his  work,  and 
that  depreciates  the  value  of  his  property. 
The  Court:  I  am  inclined  to  think  you  are 
entitled  to  the  fact,  if  it  is  a  fact,  that  you 
can't  get  workmen  to  go  there  on  account  of 
the  stench.    Mr.  O'Neill:    It  doesn't  give  ujs 


any  opportunity  to  cross-examine  the  man 
who  made  the  statement.  The  Court:  I 
think  I  will  allow  the  witness  to  answer  the 
question.  Mr.  Harrison:  I  think  this  fact 
ought  to  appear  in  the  record,  as  to  the  time 
when  this  took  place,  so  that  it  may  appear 
whether  it  was  after  this  suit  was  brought. 
Mr.  Terry:  Yes;  it  was  after  this  suit  was 
brought.  But  that  don't  affect  the  question 
whether  it  has  injured  our  property,  and 
prevented  us  from  developing, — whether  it 
has  occurred  before  or  after.  (Exception 
by  the  defense.)  Q.  You  say  some  objection. 
What  objection?  A.  The  foreman  was 
afraid  his  health  would  be  injured,  and  he 
anticipated  difficulty  i«  keeping  his  work- 
men together.  Q.  Well,  for  what  reason? 
A.  On  account  of  the  sewage  in  the  river.  Q. 
Whether  or  not,  in  fact,  you  have  been  pre- 
vented by  that  cause  from  increasing  your 
plant  down  there  by  filling  up  the  unoccu- 
pied portion,  which  you  testified  to  yester- 
day, of  this  new  factory  which  you  have 
built?  A.  Yes;  I  have  attempted  to  move 
three  departments  to  that  building,  and  I 
have  met  with  the  same  objection.  Q,  So, 
if  I  understand  you  correctly,  substantially 
half  of  this  new  building  remains  unused  at 
the  present  time?  A.  Just  about  half.' 
Afterwards  the  plaintiff  introduced  sundry 
operatives  of  the  plaintiff  in  its  city  factory, 
who  testified  that  they  objected  to  go  down 
to  Piatt's  Mills  to  work  on  account  of  the 
offensive  nuisance  there. 

"(25)  Franklin  G.  Newbert  was  called 
as  a  witness  by  the  plaintiff,  and  testified  he 
was  in  the  employ  of  Piatt  Bros.  &  Com- 
pany, and  had  charge  of  the  short-eyelet  de- 
partment. The  following  question  was 
asked  on  the  direct  examination:  *Q. 
Whether  or  not  Mr.  Piatt  has  been  to  you 
with  reference  to  moving  your  department 
or  works  down  to  Piatt's  Mills?  A.  Yes; 
he  did.  Q.  Whether  you  made  any  objec- 
tion to  going  down,  to  Mr.  Piatt?  A.  I  did 
object.  Q,  For  what  reason  ?  A.  Because  of 
the  smell    down    there, — in    regard    to  my 


of  property  in  the  constitutional  sense,  it  is 
not  Important  to  determine  the  queBtion  as  to 
legislative  sanction,  since,  even  if  there  be  sucti 
sanction,  it  is  Ineflrectual,  unless  the  constitu- 
tional provision  has  been  complied  with. 

A  riparian  owner  has  the  rl^ht  to  have  the 
water  of  a  stream  flow  over  her  land  in  its 
natural  purity,  and  such  a  pollution  of  the 
stream  by  a  municipal  corporation  as  substan- 
tially impairs  its  value  for  the  ordinary  pur- 
poses of  life,  and  renders  it  measurably  unfit 
for  domestic  purposes.  Is  an  actionable  nui- 
sance. Peterson  v.  Santa  Rosa,  119  Cal.  387, 
51  Pac  567. 

Equity  will  enjoin  the  pollution  of  a  stream 
by  the  discharge  of  city  sewage  therein,  ren- 
dering the  water  unfit  for  domestic  use  or  for 
the  drink  of  domestic  animals.  Dwight  v. 
Hayes.  150  111.  273.  87  N.  E.  218. 

A  municipal  corporation  cannot  empty  its 
sewage  Into  a  stream  of  water  where  the  re- 
sult Is  the  pollution  of  the  stream,  and  a  bill 
In  eqnlty  to  restrain  the  nuisance  will  lie  on  be- 
half of  any  person  Injured.  Robb  v.  LaGrange, 
158  III.  21.  42  N.  B.  77. 

A  city  Is  liable  for  damages  caused  by  the 
flooding  of  plaintlflT's  lot  and  the  deposit  of  filth 
thereon,  caused  by  the  discharge  of  surface 
48  L.  R,  A.  \     ^ 


water  and  sewage  by  the  city  Into  a  water- 
course which  has  not  sufficient  capacity  to 
carry  away  the  increased  amount  of  water. 
Nounan  v.  Albany,  79  N.  T.  470,  35  Am.  Rep. 
540. 

A  city  which  by  artificial  drainage  causes 
sewage  to  pollute  a  stream,  rendering  its  water 
unfit  for  use,  and  covering  its  banks  with  filth 
and  unwholesome  sediment,  creates  a  nuisance 
for  which  it  Is  liable  In  damages  to  a  riparian 
owner  who  is  specially  injured.  Chapman  v. 
Rochester,  110  N.  Y.  273,  1  L.  R.  A.  290,  18  N. 
E.  88. 

A  city  Is  liable  In  damages  to  the  operator 
of  a  ferry  where  It  causes  a  new  sewer  to  be 
constructed  by  which  it  diverts  an  old  water- 
course from  its  former  channel,  and  discharges 
the  same  together  with  surface  water  and 
drainage  Just  about  a  ferry  slip,  which  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  enter,  whereby  the  same 
Is  filled  up  and  obstructed  by  sand  and  dirt. 
Sleight  V.  Kingston.  11  Hun.  594. 

Bolton  V.  New  Rochelle,  84  Hun,  281,  32  N. 
Y.  Supp.  442.  upheld  a  decree  enjoining  a  city 
from  permitting  the  outflowing  material  of  a 
city  sewer  to  discharge  Into  Ijong  Island  sound 
where  it  would  become  offensive  or  injurious 
to  the  health  or  property  of,  or  in  any  manner 
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health.'  It  appeared  that  this  was  since  the 
bringing  of  this  action,  and  that  the  witness 
had  not  left  the  Waterbury  factory.  The  de- 
fendant objected  to  this  evidence  because  it 
appeared  that  the  witness  had  not  made  any 
objection  to  going  to  Piatt's  Mills  until  after 
this  action  was  brought.  To  the  ruling  of 
the  court  admitting  the  question,  the  defend- 
ant excepted. 

"(20)  In  March,  1877,  the  general  assem- 
bly passed  an  act  concerning  the  city  of  Wa- 
terbury (8  Spec.  Laws,  pp.  121-127).  By 
§  11  of  said  act,  it  was  to  take  effect  when 
accepted  by  said  city  at  a  special  meeting  to 
be  duly  warned  and  held  tor  that  purpose. 
The  defendant  offered  to  show  that,  at  a  spe- 
cial meeting  of  the  citizens  of  Waterbury 
held  in  pursuance  of  said  act,  the  city  voted 
not  to  accept  the  act.  The  court  excluded 
the  evidence,  and  the  defendant  duly  ex- 
cepted. 

"(27)  On  the  trial  of  the  case  the  defend- 
ant offered  to  show,  from  the  records  of  the 
board  of  sewer  commissioners  of  the  city  of 
Waterbury,  the  warning  of  the  first  meet- 
ing of  the  board  of  sewer  commissioners,  for 
the  purpose  of  organization,  signed  by  the 
mayor  of  the  city  April  17,  1882,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  the  board  was  or- 
ganized under  the  act  of  1881,  and  proceeded 
to  employ  engineers,  to  adopt  a  plan,  and  to 
construct  these  sewers,  acting  independently, 
under  authority  of  the  act  of  1881.  Upon 
this  offer  the  court  said :  Ms  it  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that  they  were  compelled  to 
build  the  sewer?  Mr.  Burpee:  Yes.  The 
Ck)urt:  It  is  ruled  out.  Mr.  Burpee: 
There  are  a  number  of  other  records  for  that 
same  purpose.  I  think  this  is  sufficient  for 
that  point.'  The  defendant  duly  excepted  to 
said  ruling. 

"(28)  The  court  found  the  damages  to 
the  plaintiffs  to  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  to  be  $500,  and  rendered  judgment  for 
that  amount  and  costs,  together  with  an 
order  and  injunction. 

"  ( 29 )   On  the  trial  of  the  case  the  plaintiff 


claimed  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
take  its  sewage  out  of  the  river,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent its  becoming  a  nuisance  to  the  plain- 
tiff's property,  or  to  assess  and  pay  the 
plaintiff  its  damages  under  the  said  act 
of  1881. 

"(30)  The  defendant  offered  testimony 
from  which  I  find  that  the  expense  to  the 
city  of  Waterbury  in  removing  said  sewage 
from  the  Naugatuck  river,  or  of  preventing 
the  unreasonable  pollution  of  its  waters  by 
reason  of  such  sewage,  will  be  very  great, 
and  that  such  work  will  take  considerable 
time,  and  asked  that,  if  an  order  of  injunc- 
tion was  issued,  that  it  be  so  drawn  as  not 
to  take  effect  immediately,  nor  within  a  pe- 
riod of  three  years  from  date.  It  is  found 
that  a  reasonable  period  for  the  defendant  to 
remove  said  sewage  from  the  river,  or  to 
otherwise  prevent  the  waters  of  the  river 
from  being  unreasonably  polluted,  would  be 
the  1st  of  December,  1902. 

"(31)  The  defendant  now  further  object- 
ing that  the  injunction  order  should  not  be 
so  drawn  as  to  prevent  the  use  of  the  waters 
of  said  Naugatuck  river  for  said  sewage  dur- 
ing the  seasons  of  the  year  when  the  flow  of 
the  river  is  full  and  sufficient  for  the  safe 
dilution  of  the  said  sewage,  it  is  found  upon 
the  evidence  that  such  use  of  said  river  at 
the  present  time  is  safe,  and  not  injurious  to 
the  plaintiff,  during  the  months  of  the  year, 
except  June,  July,  August,  September,  and 
October,  and  for  those  months  it  is  unsafe 
and  injurious  to  the  plaintiff,  as  heretofore 
stated  and  described. 

"(32)  The  plaintiff's  attorney,  to  prove 
the  allegations  of  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the 
complaint,  offered  to  show  that  he  had  st 
one  time  given  verbal  notice  to  the  sewer  com- 
missioners of  the  city  of  Waterbury  that 
they  should  cease  to  pollute  the  waters  of 
the  Naugatuck  river.  The  defendant  ob- 
jected on  the  ground  that  nothing  in  the 
charter  of  the  defendant  city  authorized  the 
board  of  sewer  commissioners  to  stop  sewer- 
ing into  the  Naugatuck  river,  or  to  do  any- 


be  a  nulsaoce  to,  plaintiff,  who  was  the  owner 
of  a  lot  bordering  on  the  Bound,  It  appearing 
that  the  sewage  flowing  from  the  sewer  bad 
been  deposited  upon  the  flats  In  front  of  bis 
property,  and  that  the  odors  arising  therefrom 
were  so  offensive  that  bis  bouse  became  unin- 
habitable. 

A  city  Is  not  Justlfled  In  discharging  the  con- 
tents of  Its  sewer  Into  a  stream  of  water  be- 
longing to  the  class  designated  as  "private  wa- 
tercourses,*' In  which  the  general  public  have  no 
Interest,  and  the  title  to  tbe  bed  of  which,  to- 
gether with  tbe  use  of  tbe  water,  belongs  to 
tbe  riparian  owners.  Hooker  v.  Rochester,  37 
riun,  181. 

A  city  bas  no  right  to  destroy  a  natural  wa- 
tercourse by  collecting  Impure  drainage  and 
casting  the  same  Into  it.  Butler  v.  Bdgewater, 
2  Silv.  Sup,  Ct.  8,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  174. 

A  perpetual  injunction,  with  at  least  nomi- 
nal damages.  Is  Justlfled  where  a  city  by  a  per- 
manent system  of  sewers  collects  sewage  and 
empties  It  into  a  natural  non-navigable  stream, 
whereby  tbe  water  of  plaintiff's  millpond  Is 
polluted  and  rendered  unfit  for  use.  Scbriver 
V.  Jobnston,  71  Hun,  232,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  1083. 

The  discbarge  of  sewage  Into  a  pond  by  a 
city,  resulting,  not  only  In  pollution  of  tbe 
4B  L.  K.  A. 


water,  but  also  in  tbe  depositing  of  offensive 
matter  upon  tbe  plaintiff's  premises.  Is  a  nui- 
sance which  will  be  enjoined.     Ibid. 

An  action  may  be  maintained  for  damages 
for  discbarging  tbe  sewage  of  a  city  throusb 
creeks  of  adjacent  towns  to  tbe  detriment  of 
lands  along  such  creeks,  and  an  Injunction 
may  be  granted  restraining  such  use.  Hooker 
V.  Rochester,  36  N.  Y.  S.  R.  408,  12  N.  Y.  Supp. 
671. 

A  city  Is  liable  in  damages  for  the  pollution 
of  a  stream  by  tbe  drainage  of  sewage  into  It, 
wberelby  tbe  water  of  tbe  stream  and  of  springs 
fed  by  It  Is  rendered  unfit  for  use,  and  deposits 
of  flitb  are  left  on  tbe  banks  of  tbe  stream  at 
times  of  overflow.  Good  v.  Altoona,  162  Pa, 
493    29  Atl.  741. 

In  Aibertson  v.  Philadelphia,  12  W.  N.  C. 
158,  and  In  Martin  v.  Philadelphia,  26  W.  N.  C. 
120.  tbe  court,  witbout  writing  an  opinion, 
granted  Injunctions  at  tbe  instance  of  property 
ovv^ers  restraining  a  city  from  draining  sew- 
age Into   streams  flowing  through   their  land. 

III.  Taking  or  damaging  property. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  point  of  depart- 
ure of  the  principal  case  (which  held  that  a 
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thing  else  with  the  sewage  except  to  empty 
it  into  such  river,  and  thej  were  not  the 
agents  of  the  city  to  receive  protests  or  no- 
tices,  or  for  any  other  purpose,  except  to 
manage  the  sewer  system  of  the  city  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  charter  of  the  city. 
The  court  admitted  the  evidence,  and  the  de- 
fendant duly  excepted  to  the  ruling. 

"(33)  The  defendant  claimed  (a)  that 
the  construction  of  said  sewers  was  a  pub- 
lic, governmental  work;  (b)  that  the  use  of 
said  sewers  was  a  public,  governmental  use ; 
(c)  that  the  use  of  said  sewers  as  above  de- 
scribed was  a  reasonable  use  thereof;  (d) 
that  the  defendant  had  the  legal  right  to 
use  its  water  supply  for  the  purposes  and 
in  the  manner  above  described;  (e)  that  the 
use  of  said  water  supply  in  the  manner  and 
for  the  purposes  above  described  was  a  rea- 
sonable use  thereof;  (f)  that  inasmuch  as 
the  plaintiff  itself  had  been  for  a  long  time, 
and  was  still,  contributing  to  the  pollution 
of  the  Naugatuck  river  in  the  same  manner 
as  other  inhabitants  of  the  city,  it  was  not 
entitled  to  either  damages  or  relief  by  in- 
junction; (g)  that  the  plaintiff,  by  obstruct- 
ing the  free  flow  of  the  water  in  Uie  Nauga- 
tuck river  by  its  dam  as  above  described, 
caused  or  contributed  to  its  own  injuries, 
and  that  it  was  not,  therefore,  entitled  to 
any  damages,  or  to  injunctive  relief;  (h) 
that  the  injuries  complained  of  and  found  to 
exist  were  and  are  not  direct,  but  consequen- 
tial merely;  (i)  that  the  charter  of  the  de- 
fendant and  its  amendments  do  not  provide 
for  compensation  for  merely  consequential 
injuries  resulting  from  the  construction  or 
use  of  said  sewers;  (j)  that  the  injuries  to 
the  plaintiff  are  not  so  great  as  to  require 
the  expenditure  by  the  defendant  of  $1,000,- 
000  or  more  for  relief  from  plaintiff's  pres- 
ent injuries;  (k)  that  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  damages  and  to  injunctive  relief 
also;  (1)  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable 
for  consequential  injuries  resulting  from 
the  construction  of  its  sewers,  or  the  reason- 
able use  thereof;  (m)  that  the  construction 


and  maintenance  of  said  sewers  by  the  de- 
fendant were  authorized  by  express  legisla- 
tive authority,  and  that  therefore  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  injunctive  relief; 
(n)  that,  if  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  in- 
junctive relief,  it  is  entitled  to  have  the  de- 
fendant restrained  only  until  the  plaintiff's 
damages  have  been  ascertained  and  paid; 
(o)  that  inasmuch  as  no  evidence  has  snown 
that  the  water  in  the  Naugatuck  river  was 
contaminated  to  a  noxious  or  offensive  de- 
gree at  any  time  except  during  the  months 
of  July,  August,  and  September  in  each 
year,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  e  Joined 
from  the  use  of  the  river  except  during  those 
months.  The  attention  of  the  court  was  not 
called  to  the  claim  numbered  ^o'  until  judg- 
ment had  been  rendered  in  the  cause." 

The  appeal  assigns  for  error  the  action  of 
the  court  (1)  in  respect  to  certain  prelimin- 
ary motions  and  the  demurrers;  (2)  in  the 
rulings  on  the  admission  of  testimony  as 
stated  in  the  finding;  (3)  in  overruling  the 
defendant's  claims  set  forth  in  paragraph  33 
of  the  finding;  (4)  in  finding  the  fact  stated 
in  paragraph  16  of  the  finding, — that  sew- 
age from  said  sewers  had  settled  in  the  wa- 
ters of  the  pond  made  by  the  plaintiff's  dam 
and  the  canal  leading  therefrom,  because 
there  is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  to 
that  effect,  and  no  such  issue  of  fact  is 
raised  by  the  pleadings. 

Messrs,  I^ynde  Harrison,  John  O'Neill, 
Luoien  F.  Bnrpee,  and  John  P.  KellogB, 

for  appellant: 

Plaintiffs  do  not  claim  that  any  estate, 
right,  etc.,  of  theirs  was  taken  for  the  con- 
struction of  those  sewers.  They  have  been 
injured  only  by  the  subsequent  use  of  them. 
Such  injuries  are  indirect  and  consequential, 
and  neither  the  special,  nor  any  other  law, 
makes  this  defendant  responsible  for  such 
injuries,  if  the  use  of  the  sewers  has  been 
without  negligence,  unskilfulness,  or  malice. 

Bradley  v.  New  York  d  N,  H.  R.  Co.  21 
Conn.  294;  Pennsylvania  R,  Co.  v.  Lippin- 


city  was  liable  to  a  riparian  owner  for  damages 
to  his  property  by  noxious  and  filthy  substances 
deposited  thereon  in  consequence  of  the  pollu- 
tion of  the  river  by  city  sewers  discharging  in- 
to the  same,  and  enjoined  it  from  continuing 
the  nuisance)  from  Valparaiso  v.  Hagen 
(which  denied  an  injunction  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances) Is  where  the  question  as  to  the 
constitutional  provision  against  taking  private 
property  for  public  use  without  compensation 
is  reached.  The  principal  case,  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  act  of  the  municipality  had 
legislative  sanction,  held  that  such  sanction 
was  ineffectual  because  the  damages  inflicted 
amounted  to  a  taking  of  property  in  the  con- 
stitutional sense,  while  Valparaiso  v.  IIaqex 
held,  with  reference  to  substantially  similar 
damages,  that  they  did  not  amount  to  a  tak- 
ing of  property,  and,  therefore,  since  the  act 
of  the  municipality  had  legislative  sanction 
it  was  within  the  protection  of  the  rule  exon- 
erating municipal  corporations  from  liability 
for  consequential  damages. 

The  latter  decision  has  the  support  of  a 
prior  decision  in  the  same  state.  Richmond  ▼. 
Tost,  18  ind.  App.  482,  48  N.  K.  610,  supra, 
which  held  that  the  destruction  of  the  value 
of  a  riparian  owner's  manufacturing  plant  by 
48  L.  U.  A. 


the  discharge  of  city  sewage  into  a  stream  did 
not  constitute  a  taking  of  property  within  the 
constitutional  provision. 

The  court  in  Merrifield  t.  Worcester,  110 
Mass.  210,  14  Am.  Rep.  592,  which  denied  the 
right  of  a  riparian  owner  to  recover  from  a  city 
damages  caused  by  the  pollution  of  a  stream 
by  city  sewage,  rendering  the  water  unfit  for 
manufacturing  purposes,  so  far  as  the  pollu- 
tion was  attributable  to  the  plan  of  sewerage 
adopted  by  the  city,  remarked  that  the  right  of 
which  plaintiff  alleged  a  violatlofn  was  not  that 
of  acquired  property  in  possession,  and  was  not 
an  absolute  right,  but  a  natural  one  qualified 
and  limited  by  the  existence  of  like  rights  In 
others,  and  was  Incident  merely  to  his  owner- 
ship of  land  through  which  the  stream  had  its 
course.  Again  It  remarked  that  the  detriment 
ccnslsted  in  the  unfitness  of  the  stream  for 
certain  uses  in  the  plaintiff's  works,  whereby 
he  was  deprived  of  a  capacity.  Incident  to  the 
ownership  of  his  land,  to  make  such  use  of  its 
waters  as  they  passed,  and  that  there  was  no 
allegation  of  damage  to  his  property  otherwise 
than  by  such  depredation :  no  allegation  that 
a  nuisance  was  created  which  injurlousl.v  af- 
fected his  land  or  the  occupation  thereof. 
These  remarks  Indicate  that  there  may   have 
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ooU,  116  Pa.  472,  0  Atl.  871;  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  V.  Aiarchant,  119  Pa.  541,  13  Atl.  690. 

This  act  was  imposing  upon  a  munici- 
pal corporation  a  gi*eat  burden  in  order  to 
protect  the  public  health.  Such  corpora- 
tions are  created  solely  for  the  public  good, 
and  are  the  appropriate  agencies  to  protect 
the  public  interests. 

Central  R.  d  Electric  CoJa  Appeal,  67 
CJonn.  219,  35  Atl.  32. 

By  reason  of  the  terms  of  the  act  this  was 
a  work  of  which  it  had  no  control,  but  which 
was  in  charge  of  the  sewer  commissioners, 
who  were  public  officers,  independent  of  the 
defendant,  and  not  its  servants  or  agents. 

If  a  workman  had  been  injured  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  these  commissioners  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  work,  the  city  would  not 
have  been  liable. 

Jewett  V.  Neto  Haven,  38  Conn.  389,  9  Am. 
Rep.  382;  Mead  v.  Neto  Haven,  40  Conn.  74, 
16  Am.  Rep.  14;  Mahoney  v.  Boston,  171 
Mass.  427,  60  N.  E.  939. 

If  evidence  of  refusal  to  accept  the  plan 
of  the  legislature  had  been  admitted,  the  ar- 
gument would  have  been  very  strong,  after 
the  passage  of  the  act  of  1881,  that  the  legis- 
lature had  determined  to  take  the  matter  into 
its  own  hands  and  to  force  this  system  upon 
the  city,  with  all  its  details.  These  facts 
would  have  put  defendant  within  the  rea- 
soning of  Jones  V.  Neu)  Haven,  34  Conn.  11. 

The  carrying  power  of  running  water,  in 
streams  large  enough  to  be  of  public  use,  be- 
longs to  the  public  for  all  beneficial  public 
purposes,  ana  private  ownership  is  subject 
to  public  rights  or  public  use. 

The  public  have  a  right  or  easement  in 
such  rivers,  as  common  highways,  for  pass- 
ing and  repassing  with  vessels,  boats,  or  any 
water  craft. 

2  Rolle,  Abr.  107;  Royal  Fishery  of  the 
Banne,  Davies'  Rep.  56,  155,  Dub.  ed.  1762; 
Adams  v.  Pease,  2  Conn.  481 ;  Com.  v.  Chapin, 
6  Pick.  202,  16  Am.  Dec.  380 ;  Haskell  v.  New 
Bedford,  108  Mass.  214;  Drown  v.  Chad- 
hourne,  31  Me.  18,  50  Am.  Dec.  641 ;  Knox 


T.  Chaloner,  42  Me.  150;  Carter  v.  Thursttm^ 

58  N.  H.  106,  42  Am.  Rep.  684;  8t.  Louis,  L 
M,  d  8,  R.  Co,  V.  Ramsey,  63  Ark.  314,  8  L. 
R.  A.  559,  13  S.  W.  931;  Weise  v.  Smith,  3 
Or.  445,  8  Am.  Rep.  621 ;  Felger  v.  Robinson, 
3  Or.  455;  Moore  v.  Sanbome,  2  Mich.  523, 

59  Am.  Dec.  209;  Stuart  v.  Clark,  2  Swan, 
16,  58  Am.  Dec.  49;  Lamprey  v.  State,  52 
Minn.  181,  18  L.  R.  A.  670,  53  N.  W.  1139; 
Barnard  v.  Sherley,  135  Ind.  647,  24  L.  R. 
A.  668,  34  N.  E.  600,  35  N.  E.  117. 

The  Naugatuck  river  must  be  classed  as 
a  public  stream,  subject  to  public  rights  and 
public  uses. 

Public  rights  in  a  stream  cannot  be  affect- 
ed by  the  enlargement  and  assertion  of  pri- 
vate rights  in  running  water. 

Bro(^s  V.  Cedar  Brook  d  S,  C.  River  Im- 
prov.  Co.  82  Me.  17,  7  L.  R.  A.  460,  19  Atl. 
87 ;  Hollister  v.  Union  Co,  9  Conn.  443,  25 
Am.  Dec.  36. 

If  defendant  itself  constructed  these  sew- 
ers, it  was  performing  a  govei-nmental  work, 
imposed  upon  it  for  the  public  good. 

For  any  damage  caused  by  the  perform- 
ance of  such  work,  or  by  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  performed,  there  is  no  remedy 
unless  it  be  given  by  statute. 

Jones  V.  New  Haven,  34  Conn.  13;  Hevoi- 
son  V.  New  Haven,  37  Conn.  475,  9  Am.  Rep. 
342 ;  Jewett  v.  New  Haven,  38  Conn.  376,  9 
Am.  Rep.  382;  Bronson  v.  Wallingford,  54 
Conn.  513,  9  Atl.  393;  Cone  v.  Hartford,  28 
Conn.  372;  Mead  v.  New  Haven,  40  Conn. 
72,  16  Am.  Rep.  14;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v. 
New  Haven,  55  Conn.  510,  13  Atl.  409;  1 
Beach,  Mun.  Corp.  §  259;  Hooker  v.  New 
Haven  d  N.  Co.  15  Conn.  312;  Boulton  v. 
Crowther,  2  Barn.  &  C.  711. 

Defendant  has  made  only  a  reasonable  use 
of  its  sewers  and  the  waters  of  the  Nauga- 
tuck river.  For  the  consequences  of  sucb 
use,  the  law  is  now  well  established  that  one 
riparian  proprietor  is  not  liable  to  another. 

Uerrifleld  v.  Worcester,  110  Mass.  216,  14 
Am.  Rep.  592;  Barnard  v.  Sherley,  135  Ind, 
547,  24  L.  R.  A.  568,  34  N.  E.  600,  35  N. 


been  In  the  mind  of  the  court  a  distinction  be- 
tween a  mere  Injury  to  the  water  right  and  an 
injury  to  the  land.  If  tlie  court  intended  to 
make  such  distinction,  tlie  decision,  though  it 
supports  tbe  decision  in  Richmond  v.  Test,  18 
Ind.  App.  482,  48  N.  E.  610,  eupra,  does  not 
support  Valparaiso  v.  Hagen. 

Maione  v.  Pbiladelpbia,  2  Pennyp.  370,  de- 
nied the  right  of  the  owner  of  a  wharf  to  re- 
cover damages  from  a  city  caused  by  the  fill- 
ing lip  of  the  dock  at  the  side  of  tbe  wharf 
by  sewage  from  a  sewer,  which  under  the  au- 
thority of  statute  a  city  had  constructed  to  the 
low-water  marlc  of  the  river.  The  decision 
rests  upon  the  ground  that  a  municipal  corpo- 
ratioA  is  not  liable  in  an  action  for  consequen- 
tial damages  to  private  property  unless  it  be 
given  by  statute,  where  the  act  complained  of 
is  done  under  a  valid  act  of  the  legislature, 
and  there  has  been  no  wajit  of  reasonable  care 
or  reasonoble  sic  ill  in  the  execution  of  the  pow- 
er, although  the  same  act  if  done  without  legis- 
lative sanction  would  be  questionable. 

Among  the  cases  heretofore  cited  with  refer- 
ence to  which  it  was  said  that  It  was  not  ap- 
parent whether  the  court  proceeded  upon  the 
theory  of  a  want  of  legislative  sanction  or  up- 
on tbe  theory  of  a  violation  of  the  constitu- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


tionai  guaranty  are  several  New  Tork  cases. 
The  position  of  the  New  York  courts,  which 
obviated  the  necessity,  in  those  cases,  of  choos- 
ing between  the  two  alternatives.  Is  well  Illus* 
trated  by  Selfert  v.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  139, 
54  Am.  Rep.  664.  4  N.  E.  321,  which  held  that 
a  city  was  liable  to  a  property  owner  whose 
land  was  inundated  by  the  overflow  from  city 
sewers  which  were  of  insufficient  capacity. 
The  court  said :  **It  is  a  principle  of  the 
fundamental  law  of  the  state  that  the  property 
of  individuals  caiuiot  be  taken  for  public  nas 
except  upon  the  condition  that  Just  compensa- 
tion t)e  made  therefor,  and  any  statute  con/er- 
ring power  upon  a  municipal  body,  the  exercise 
of  which  results  in  the  appropriation,  destnic- 
tlon,  or  physical  injury  of  private  property  by 
such  body,  is  Inoperative  and  ineffectual  to  pro- 
tect It  from  liabiMty  for  the  resultant  damages, 
unless  some  adequate  provision  Is  contained  In 
the  statute  for  making  such  compensation.  The 
immunity  which  extends  to  the  consequences, 
following  the  exercise  of  judicial  or  discretion- 
ary power  by  a  municipal  body,  .  .  .  pre- 
supposes that  such  consequences  are  .awful  in 
their  character,  and  that  the  act  performed 
might  in  some  mann«r  be  lawfully  authorized. 
^Vhen  such  power  can  be  exercised  so  as  not 
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E.  117;  Uazeltinc  v.  Case,  46  Wis.  394,  32 
Am.  Rep.  715,  1  N.  W.  60;  Middlesex  Co. 
V.  i/cC'uc,  149  Mass.  104,  21  N.  E.  230; 
Wheeler  v.  Worceatery  10  Allen,  591;  Bain- 
ard  V.  Newton,  154  Mass.  255,  27  N.  E.  995; 
Beach  v.  Sterling  Iron  d  Zinc  Co,  54  N.  J. 
Eq.  66,  33  Atl.  286;  Keeney  d  W.  Mfg,  Co, 
V.  Union  Mfg.  Co,  39  Conn,  did;  West  Cum- 
berland Iron  d  Steel  Co,  v.  Kenyon,  L.  R. 
11  Ch.  Div.  783;  People  eao  rel.  Ricks  Water 
Co,  V.  Elk  River  Mill  d  Lumber  Co,  107  Cal. 
214,  40  Pac.  486;  Richmond  v.  Test,  18  Ind. 
App.  482,  48  N.  E.  610;  Valparaiso  v.  Ha- 
gen  (Ind.)  post,  707,  54  N.  E.  1062;  Qilbert 
V.  Showerman,  23  Mich.  448. 

The  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  an  in- 
junction, because  they  directly  and  indirect- 
ly cause  the  nuisance  of  which  they  com- 
plain. 

Shepaug  Voting  Trust  Cases,  60  Conn. 
687,  24  Atl.  32;  Enfield  Toll  Bridge  Co,  v. 
Connecticut  River  Co,  7  Conn.  49;  Bigeloto 
▼.  Hartford  Bridge  Co.. 14  Conn.  566,  36  Am. 
'Dec.  602;  Iforidich  Oaslight  Co.  v.  yorunch 
City  Gas  Co.  26  Conn.  19;  Falls  Village  Wa- 
ter Power  Co,  v.  Tibbetts,  31  Conn.  168; 
Eawley  v.'Beardsley,  47  Conn.  571;  New 
York,  N.  H.  d  E.  R,  Co,  v.  Long,  72  Conn. 
10,  43  Atl.  559;  Irwin  T.  Dixion,  9  How. 
29,  13  L.  ed.  34;  Curtis  v.  Winslow,  38  Vt. 
692;    Cassady  v.  Cavenor,  37   Iowa,   300. 

No  injunction  should  l)e  decreed  in  this 
case  while  the  state  of  Connecticut,  in  its 
sovereign  capacity,  acting  through  and  by 
its  general  assembly,  is  taking  affirmative 
action  to  regulate  and  control  the  disposal  of 
sewage  matter  throughout  the  state. 

The  courts  will  recognize  the  public  insti- 
tutions of  the  country,  and  what  they  are 
doing. 

Oxford  Poor-Rate,  8  El.  &  Bl.  186 ;  United 
States  V.  Williams,  6  Mont.  379,  12  Pac.  851. 

If  a  nuisance  has  been  alleged  and  proved 
to  exist,  it  is  a  public  nuisance,  from  which 
the  plaintiff  suffered  no  dibtinct  damage. 

(ySrien  v.  Norwich  d  W,  R,  Co,  17  Conn. 
376;  Seeley  t.  Bishop,  19  Conn.  136;  Blood 


V.  Nashua  d  L.  R.  Corp,  2  Gray,  137,  61  Am. 
Dec.  444;  Brayton  v.  Fall  River,  113  Mass. 
218,  18  Am.  Rep.  470;  Haskell  v.  New  Bed- 
ford, 108  Mass.  208;  Emery  v.  Lowell,  104 
Mass.  13;  Child  y,' Boston,  4  Allen,  4l,  81 
Am.  Dec.  680;  Richardson  v.  Boston,  19 
How.  263,  15  L.  ed.  639 ;  Gerrish  v.  Broion, 
61  Me.  256,  81  Am.  Dec.  569;  Atty.  Gen,  v. 
Birmingham,  4  Kay  &  J.  528;  Lansing  v. 
Smith,  8  Cow.  146;  State  ex  rel.  Board  of 
Health  v.  Bergen  County  Chosen  Freehold- 
ers, 46  N.  J.  Eq.  173,  18  Atl.  465. 

The  city  has  expended  large  sums  of 
money  for  the  construction  of  its  system  of 
sewers,  which  was  done  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  with  no  protest  on  its 
part  until  the  money  was  expended.  It  was 
therefore  guilty  of  laches,  ai\d  to  enjoin  the 
defendant  would  inflict  great  injuries  u^on 
it.  Under  such  circumstances  the  plaintiffs 
should  be  left  to  their  remedy  at  law. 

Fisk  V.  Hartford,  70  Conn.  720,  40  Atl. 
906;  Barnard  v.  Sherley,  136  Ind.  647,  24 
L.  R.  A.  668,  34  N.  E.  600,  35  N.  E.  117. 

Messrs.  Joliii  W.  AUlns  and  Oeorse 
E.  Terrji  for  appellee: 

Kellogg  v.  New  Britain,  62  Conn.  232,  24 
Atl.  996;  Morgan  v.  Danbury,  67  Conn. 
484,  36  Atl.  499 ;  Fisk  r.  Hartford,  69  Conn. 
376,  38  L.  R.  A.  474,  37  Atl.  983;  Nolan  v. 
New  Britain,  69  Conn.  668,  38  Atl.  703; 
Fisk  V.  Hartford,  70  Conn.  720,  40  Atl.  906; 
and  Watson  v.  New  Mil  ford  Water  Co,  71 
Conn.  442,  42  Atl.  266, — are  decisive  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  a  judgment 
for  damages  and  a  decree  of  injunction  as 
awarded  by  the  superior  court. 

See  also  Wood,  Nuisances,  chap.  13,  H 
427,  429,  434,  435,  p.  600;  Noonan  v.  Al- 
bany, 79  N.  Y.  470,  36  Am.  Rep.  640;  Sei- 
fert  V.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  136,  64  Am. 
Rep.  664,  4  N.  E.  321 ;  Cogswell  v.  New  York, 
N,  H,  d  H,  R,  Co.  103  N.  Y.  10,  67  Am.  Rep. 
701,  8  N.  E.  637;  Atty,  Gen,  v.  Leeds,  L.  R. 
6  Ch.  683. 

The  rights  of  riparian  proprietors  in  a 
natural  watercourse  are  not  merely  an  "ease- 


to  create  a  nalsance,  and  does  not  require  the 
appropriation  of  private  property  to  effectuate 
It,  the  power  to  make  such  an  appropriation  or 
create  such  nuisance  will  not  be  inferred  from 
the  grant.  Where,  however,  the  acts  done  are 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  constitute  a  positive  In- 
vasion of  the  Individual  rights  guaranteed  by 
the  Constitution,  legislative  sanction  Is  Inef- 
fectual as  a  protection  to  the  persons  or  corpo- 
ration performing  such  acts  from  responsibility 
for  their  consequences.'* 

Uuffmire  v.  Brooklyn,  22  App.  Dlv.  406,  48 
N.  Y.  Supp.  132.  which  held  a  elty  liable  for 
mining  oyster  beds  by  the  discbarge  of  sewage 
Into  public  wat(»r8  under  statutory  authority, 
expressly  held,  upon  the  authority  of  Selfert 
T.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  136,  54  Am.  Rep.  664, 
4  N.  E.  321,  supra,  that  such  damages  amounted 
to  a  taking  of  property. 

The  fact  that  sewers  are  necessary  to  a  city, 
and  that  a  statute  directs  that  they  Shall  fol- 
low as  nearly  as  practicable  the  natural  drain- 
aice  of  the  country,  does  not  justify  the  dty  In 
discharging  sewers  into  a  stream  to  the  damage 
of  a  landowner,  without  just  compensation  to 
him,  as  required  by  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion against  taking  or  damaging  private  prop- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


erty  without  just  comx>ensatlon.  Smith  v. 
Bedalia. 

When  the  constitutional  provision  In  terms 
Includes  the  damaging,  as  well  as  the  taking, 
of  property.  It  Is  clear  that  legislative  sanc- 
tion affords  no  protection  to  a  city  against  lia- 
bility for  discharging  sewage  Into  a  stream  to 
the  damage  of  the  property  rights  of  others, 
unless  provision  Is  made  for  compensation,  and 
It  has  been  so  held. 

The  discharge  of  dty  sewage  Into  a 
creek  decreasing  the  value  of  land  through 
which  the  creek  runs  amounts  to  a  damaging 
of  property  within  the  constitutional  provision 
against  taking  or  damaging  private  property 
for  public  use  without  compensation :  and  a 
statute  authorising  the  discharge  of  sewage  In- 
to the  stresm  affords  no  protection  to  the  city, 
unloss  provision  Is  made  for  compensation. 
Joplln  Corsol.  Mln.  Co.  v.  Joplln.  124  Mo.  129. 
27  B.  W.  406. 

Butchers'  Ice  k  Coal  Co.  v.  PhMadelphla, 
1B6  Pa.  .M.  27  Atl.  876,  makes  s  similar  deci- 
sion uDd<*r  a  similar  constltut*onal  provision, 
distinguishing  the  case  from  Malone  v.  Phila- 
delphia. 2  Pennyp.  870,  upon  the  ground  that 
In  that  case  the  sewer  was  constructed  prior 
to  the  Constitution  of  1874,  which  Introduced 
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ment  or  appurtenance,  but  are  inseparably 
annexed  to  the  soil  as  parcel  of  the  land  it- 
self." 

Wadsworth  v.  Tillotson,  16  Conn.  373,  39 
Am.  Dec.  391. 

It  is  against  all  reason  and  principle  to 
say  that  a  substantial  wrong  can  be  done  to 
the  property  of  an  individual,  and  the  wrong- 
doer,  no  matter  how  rich  and  strong  he  may 
be,  may  be  justified  because  it  costs  more  to 
avoid  v^ongdoing,  than  the  property  of  the 
sufferer  is  worth.  Such  a  doctrine  is  abom- 
inable, and  leads  to  the  destruction  of  all 
notions  of  justice. 

Williama  v.  New  Haven,  68  Conn.  263,  36 
Atl.  61;  New  Milford  v.  Litchfield  County, 
70  Conn.  435,  39  Atl.  796;  Wood,  Nuisances, 
§  435;  Suffolk  Gold  Min.  d  Mill.  Co,  v.  San 
Miguel  Consol.  Min.  d  Mill,  Co.  9  Colo.  App. 
407,  48  Pac.  828. 

Hamerflley,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

There  is  no  error  in  the  disposition  of  the 
preliminary  motions. 

The  demurrer  to  the  special  defense  was 
properly  sustained.  Under  the  charter  of 
the  city  of  Waterbury,  the  board  of  sewer 
commissioners  is  established  to  execute  cer- 
tain powers  vested  in  the  city,  and  the  mu- 
nicipal corporation  is  responsible  for  the 
acts  of  the  commissioners  within  the  scope 
of  their  authority.  The  action  complained 
of  in  the  complaint  was  the  action  of  the 
city.  West  Hartford  v.  Hartford  Water 
Comra.  44  Conn.  360,  369. 

Sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  three  spe- 
cial defenses  subsequently  filed  is  not  ground 
for  a  new  trial.  These  defenses  contained 
certain  allegations  of  facts  that  may  be  ad- 
missible under  the  issues  formed  by  the  de- 
nials of  the  several  paragraphs  of  the  com- 
plaint. Possibly  some  of  these  allegations 
might  have  been  retained  in  the  answer  as 
explaining  the  nature  of  the  denials,  but,  if 
so,  the  defendant  has  not  been  injured.  It 
has  gone  to  trial  on  the  denial  of  the  facts 


stated  in  the  complaint,  and  it  has  had  the 
benefit  of  all  eviaence  that  it  could  have 
introduced  under  the  special  defenses.  All 
claims  of  law  arising  on  these  defenses  are 
also  fully  presented  in  the  record  by  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  in  overruling  the  claims  of 
the  defendant  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the 
facts  found,  and  will  be  considered  in  dispos- 
ing of  those  claims. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  overruling  the  de- 
fendant's claims  set  forth  in  paragraph  33 
of  the  finding.  To  understand  the  precise 
nature  of  the  questions  of  law  involved,  it  is 
convenient  to  briefly  restate  the  material 
facts.  The  plaintiff  owned  an  ancient  water 
privilege  on  the  Naugatuck  river,  below  the 
defendant  city,  and  also  the  land  on  the 
river,  and  large  manufacturing  establish- 
ments run  by  the  water  power.  The  river 
drains  a  section  somewhat  thickly  populat- 
ed, and  largely  used  for  manufacturing.  By 
this  use  of  the  river,  reaching  back  to  the 
early  settlement  of  the  Naugatuck  valley, 
its  water  prior  to  1884  had  become  polluted  - 
to  a  considerable  extent,  rendering  it  unfit 
for  the  primary  use  of  water.  About  1884 
the  defendant  constructed,  under  authority 
from  the  legislature,  certain  main  and  lat- 
eral sewers,  by  means  of  which  filthy  and 
noxious  substances  accumulated  by  inhabit- 
ants of  the  city  were  collected  and  dis- 
charged into  the  river  in  such  quantities 
that  the  water  was  inadequate  to  dilute  such 
sewage,  and  the  same  was  carried  to  the 
premises  of  the  plaintiff,  producing  the  in- 
juries complainea  of.  Be/ore  the  construc- 
tion of  the  sewers  the  pollution  of  the  river 
was  not  of  such  a  nature  as  to  produce  such 
injuries. 

The  defendant  claims  that  its  use  of  the 
river  is  a  reasonable  use,  and  is  justified  by 
the  fact  that  the  water  of  the  river  has  been 
for  an  indefinite  period  given  up  to  second- 
ary uses.  This  claim  is  substantially  dis- 
posed of  by  the  court  as  a  question  of  fact. 
Whether  or  not  the  use  of  a  river  by  a  ripa- 
rian proprietor  is  a  reasonable  use,  in  view 


the  words  "injured  or  destroyed*'  into  the  con- 
stitutional provision. 

Tide  waters. 

Satbe  v.  Newark,  holds  that  the  own- 
er of  a  dock  In  a  tidal  river  at  a  point  where 
the  tide  ebbs  and  flows  Is  not  entitled  to  an 
Injunction  restraining  a  city  from  completing 
and  using  a  public  sewer  In  process  of  construc- 
tion and  designed  to  empty  Into  the  river  be- 
low low-water  mark,  although  such  a  use  of 
the  river  will  so  pollute  the  water  and  air  in 
the  neighborbood  of  the  dock  as  to  Impair  Its 
value. 

This  decision  rests  upon  the  ground  that  the 
state  Is  the  absolute  owner  of  the  bed  of  the 
stream  within  the  limits  of  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide,  and  that  the  damages  to  the  dock 
are  merely  incidental.  This  case  is  not  op- 
posed to  the  doctrine  of  the  principal  case  and 
other  cases  heretofore  cited,  wbich  hold  that 
the  damages  inflicted  upon  riparian  prop- 
erty by  the  discharge  of  sewage  into 
ai  stream  constitute  a  taking  of  the 
property  in  a  constitutional  sense.  In 
those  cases  the  bed  of  the  stream  was  owned  by 
the  riparian  proprietors,  and,  thus,  there  wa9 
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a  direct  Invasion  of  their  property,  and  not  a 
mere  incidental  injury  when  the  stream  was 
polluted  by  sewage,  even  when  there  was  no 
noxious  matter  deposited  upon  the  banks  of 
the  stream. 

This  distinction  becomes  apparent  when  the 
case  of  Satrb  v.  Newark  is  compared  with  a 
later  decision  by  the  same  court  in  Orkt  ex  rel 
Simmons  v.  Paterson.  The  latter  case  holds 
that  the  pollution  of  a  tidal  river  by  the  dis- 
charge of  city  sewage  therein  pursuant  to 
statutory  authority,  to  the  damage  of  riparian 
property  above  the  limits  of  the  ebb  and  flow 
of  the  tide,  constitutes  a  taking  of  private  prop- 
erty which  the  legislature  cannot  authorise  ex- 
cept upon  Just  compensation  to  the  parties  In- 
jured. 

Attwood  T.  Bangor,  83  Me.  583,  22  Atl.  466. 
denied  the  right  ot  the  owner  of  a  dock  In  a 
tidal  river  to  recover  damages  from  a  dty 
which  discharged  its  sewage  into  the  river  be- 
low low-water  mark.  The  decision  rests  apoo 
the  ground  that  the  state  had  a  right  to  ex- 
tend its  sewer  into  the  river,  and  that  the 
plalntlfT  had  no  remedy  growing  oat  of  the 
location  of  the  sewer.  The  opinion  does  not 
discuss  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  under  the 
constitutional    provision,    but   the   distinguish- 
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of  the  rights  of  other  riparian  proprietors, 
depends  largely  on  the  circumstances  of  each 
case,  and  is  essentially  a  question  of  fact. 
Keeney  d  W.  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Union  Mfg.  Co.  39 
Conn.  676,  581.  The  inference  of  the  trial 
court,  from  the  special  facts  found,  that  the 
city's  use  of  the  river  is  an  unreasonable 
one,  is  the  only  inference  that  can  legally  be 
drawn  from  those  facts.  The  use  of  a 
stream  for  drainage  may  imder  some  circum- 
stances be  reasonable,  although  the  water  is 
thereby  rendered  unfit  for  its  primary  use; 
but  the  concentration  of  the  filth  accumu- 
lated by  one  proprietor,  whether  an  individ- 
ual or  a  municipal  corporation,  and  its  dis- 
char|i:e  into  the  river  in  such  quantities  that 
it  is  necessarily  carried  to  the  premises  of 
another,  where  it  produces  a  nuisance  dan- 
gerous to  his  health  and  destructive  of  the 
value  of  his  property,  must  be  unreason- 
able. Morgan  v.  Danhury,  67  Conn.  484, 
493,  36  Atl.  499.  If  the  defendant  has,  as 
claimed,  a  prescriptive  right  to  pollute  the 
river  in  the  manner  used  prior  to  1884,  that 
right  does  not  justify  it  in  further  polluting 
the  river  by  an  additional  and  different  use ; 
and  the  defendant  cannot  acquire  by  any 
prescription  a  right  to  maintain  a  nuisance 
like  that  described  in  the  finding.  Nolan  v. 
New  Britain,  69  Conn.  668,  683,  38  Atl.  703. 
Its  defense  therefore  must  rest  wholly  on 
legislative  authority. 

The  main  contention  of  the  defendant  may 
be  stated  in  this  way:  The  use  of  the  sew- 
ers under  authority  of  the  legislature  in  the 
manner  described  is  a  public,  governmental 
use.  The  injuries  to  the  plaintiff  result 
from  this  governmental  use,  and  are  not  di- 
rect, but  merely  consequential.  The  victim 
of  consequential  Injuries  resulting  from  a 
governmental  use  is  entitled  to  no  remedy 
unless  one  is  given  by  statute.  The  defend- 
ant's charter  provides  no  remedy  for  conse- 
quential injuries  resulting  from  the  use  of 
said  sewers.  Ergo  the  plaintiff  has  no  rem- 
edy, and  its  damage  is  damnum  absque  inju- 
ria.   The  premises  essential  to  this  conclu- 


sion are  untrue.  A  governmental  use  may 
include  any  act  which  the  state  may  lawfully 
perform  or  authorize.  There  are,  however, 
governmental  acts  to  which  certain  immuni-. 
ties  attach,  and  it  is  with  this  restricted 
meaning  that  the  phrase  is  used  by  the  de- 
fendant. In  this  sense  a  governmental  act 
is  one  done  in  pursuance  of  some  duty  im- 
posed by  the  state  on  a  person,  individual  or 
corporate,  which  duty  is  one  pertaining  to 
the  administration  of  government,  and  is  im- 
posed as  an  absolute  obligation  on  a  person 
who  receives  no  profit  or  advantage  peculiar 
to  himself  from  its  execution.  It  is  the 
state  exercising  its  governmental  power 
through  an  agent,  who  in  this  matter  is  tlie 
agent  of  the  state,  and  nothing  more.  It  is 
to  be  distinguished  from  a  large  class  of  gov- 
ernmental acts  which  the  state,  by  way  of 
grant  or  special  privilege,  authorizes  per- 
sons to  perform  in  part  for  their  personal 
benefit.  The  principal  immunities  belong- 
ing to  a  governmental  act,  in  this  restrict^ 
sense,  are:  (1)  Freedom  from  personal  re 
sponsibility  for  the  consequences  of  the  act 
done.  So  long  as  a  lawful  mandate  of  the 
state  is  faithfully  executed,  the  agent  acting 
within  the  scope  of  that  authority  enjoys  the 
exemption  from  suit  which  belongs  to  the 
state.  (2)  Freedom  from  personal  respon- 
sibility for  the  negligence  of  his  servants. 
The  rule  of  respondeat  superior  does  not  ap- 
ply because  the  agent  of  the  state  is  not  the 
superior.  The  real  superior  is  the  state  it- 
self. The  defendant  daiiis  the-se  immuni- 
ties. It  may  be  doubted  whether  th3  use  of 
sewers  under  the  charter  of  the  defendant 
for  the  collection  and  disposition  of  refuse 
belonging  to  its  citizens  is  a  governmental 
act,  within  the  definition  given.  The  char- 
ter authorized  the  construction  of  sewers  for 
that  purpose,  but  no  absolute  duty  was  im- 
posed upon  the  city.  Action  in  pursuance 
of  the  authority  was  at  its  option,  and  could 
not  have  been  enforced  by  any  process  of  law 
without  further  legislation.  While  sewers 
or  drains  for  the  disposition  of  surface  wa- 


Ing  element  in  Satrb  v.  Newark,  supra,  vig„ 
the  absence  of  a  direct  Inyaslon  of,  as  distin- 
guished from  an  incidental  Injury  to,  the  plaln- 
tllTs  property,  also  characterizes  this  case. 

Haskell  ▼.  New  Bedford,  108  Biass.  208,  held 
that  a  city  was  liable  to  the  owner  of  a  private 
dock  in  tide  waters  for  damages  caused  by  the 
discharge  of  sewage  Into  the  river.  The  deci- 
sion, however,  does  not  rest  upon  the  ground 
that  there  was  a  taking  of  property  In  the  con- 
stitutional sense,  hot  uiK>n  the  ground  that 
though  the  right  conferred  upon  the  city  to  lay 
out  sewers  "through  any  streets  or  private 
lands**  authorised  it  to  discharge  sewage  Into 
tide  waters.  It  did  not  authorize  It  to  create 
a  nuisance,  public  or  private,  upon  the  property 
of  the  commonwealth,  or  of  an  individual,  with- 
in tide  waters. 

Bolton  V.  New  Bochelle,  84  Hun,  281,  32  N. 
Y.  Supp.  442,  held  that  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion ^oold  be  enjoined  from  discharging  sew- 
age into  tide  water;  but  in  this  case  sewage 
was  deposited  upon  the  plaintiff's  property, 
and  thus  there  was  a  direct  Invasion  of  his 
property. 

Hnffmlre  t.  Brookljrn,  22  App.  Dlv.  406,  48 
N.  Y.  Supp.  182,  sujtra,  held  that  a  city  was 
liable  for  mining  oyster  beds  by  the  discharge 
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of  sewage  Into  tide  waters  under  statutory  au- 
thority, but  here,  too,  there  was  a  direct  Inva- 
sion of  the  plalntifTs  property. 

Butchers'  Ice  St  Coal  Co.  t.  Philadelphia, 
156  Pa.  54,  27  Atl.  876,  supra,  also  held  that  a 
city  was  liable  for  damages  to  a  wharf  In  tide 
water  caused  by  deposits  from  a  city  sewer; 
but  this  decision  was  under  a  constitutional 
provision  requiring  municipal  corporations  to 
make  Just  compensation  for  property  "taken. 
Injured,  or  destroyed"  by  the  construction  and 
enlargement  of  their  works;  and,  as  already 
shown,  Malone  v.  Philadelphia,  2  Pennyp.  870, 
decided  when  the  constitutional  provision 
merely  prohibited  the  taking  of  property  with- 
out compensation,  denied  the  right  of  the  own- 
er of  a  wharf  to  recover  damages  from  a  city 
caused  by  the  filling  up  of  the  dock  at  the  side 
of  the  wharf  by  sewage  deposits  from  a  city 
sewer  discharging  into  the  river  at  low-water 
mark. 

Clark  V.  Peckham.  9  R.  I.  455.  supra,  held 
that  the  owner  of  a  dock  could  recover  damages 
from  a  dty  for  the  pollution  of  his  dock  by  sew- 
age from  a  city  sewer  discharging  Into  the  tide 
water,  but  the  ground  of  the  decision  In  this 
case  was  the  improper  construction  or  improp- 
er use  of  the  sewer. 
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ters  collecting  in  highways  may  be  consid- 
ered as  mere  adjuncts  of  a  highway,  partak- 
ing of  its  nature  as  a  governmental  use 
(Cone  V.  Hartford,  28  Conn.  363,  372),  it  is 
different  with  sewers  for  the  disposition  of 
refuse  and  filth  accumulated  on  private 
property.  The  disposition  of  such  stuff  is 
in  part  for  the  benefit  of  the  property  holder. 
The  city  represents  in  such  respects  the  in- 
terests of  its  inhabitants,  and  is  granted  cer- 
tain special  powers,  in  part  for  the  promo- 
tion of  their  interests.  Bronson  v.  Walling- 
fordy  64  Conn.  513,  519,  0  Atl.  393.  It  is 
well  settled  that  there  is  a  clear  distinction 
between  those  governmental  duties  imposed 
upon  a  city  as  a  mere  agent  of  government, 
and  those  governmental  powers  granted  as 
a  privilege  primarily  for  the  personal  bene- 
fit of  its  inhabitants.  But  the  tests  for  the 
demarkation  of  the  two  classes  of  power  are 
not  so  well  settled.  When  the  terms  of  the 
statute  are  clear,  they  furnish  the  most  reli- 
able test ;  and  some  weight,  perhaps,  may  be 
given  to  the  nature  of  the  power  as  common- 
ly regarded  iJeweti  v.  Ifew  Havens  38  Conn. 
368.  377,  379,  387,  389.  9  Am.  Rep.  382; 
Jones  V.  yew  Haven,  34  Conn.  1,  11,  13,  14), 
care  being  taken  not  to  clothe  an  individual 
with  the  immunity  of  the  state  beyond  the 
necessity  of  his  agency.  The  distinction 
must  always  be  in  some  cases  a  difficult  one 
to  draw.  We  think  it  evident  that  the  mere 
granting  authority  to  a  city  to  construct, 
for  the  convenience  and  benefit  of  its  inhab- 
itants, sewers  adapted  to  carry  off  their  ref- 
use matter  to  some  neighboring  stream,  does 
not  necessarily  make  such  use  of  the  sewers 
a  governmental  use,  in  the  sense  indicated. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  also  evident  that  the 
legislature  may  impose  the  duty  of  construct- 
ing sewers  in  such  manner  as  to  make  the 
performance  of  that  duty  strictly  a  govern- 
mental act.  But  if,  for  the.  purpose  of  this 
case,  we  concede  the  defendant's  claim  that 
the  use  is  a  governmental  use,  it  is  neverthe- 
less liable  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  injury  de- 
scribed by  the  complaint  is  not  a  mere  con- 


sequential damage,  like  that  resulting  whol- 
ly from  the  lawful  use  of  one*s  own  property 
or  the  lawful  exercise  of  governmental  pow- 
er. It  is  a  direct  appropriation  of  well-rec- 
ognized property  rights  within  the  guaranty 
of  the  Constitution.  "The  property  of  no 
person  shall  be  taken  for  public  use  without 
just  compensation  therefor."  Uolan  v. 
.Veu?  Britain,  69  Conn.  681,  38  Atl.  707. 
And  so  the  defendant's  claim  that  its  char- 
ter does  not  authorize  the  condemnation  of 
the  plaintiffs'  property  rights  is  immaterial. 
Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  charter 
as  enacted  in  1871  (7  Spec.  Acts.  p.  206), 
and  amended  in  1881  (9  Spec.  Acts.  pp.  233 
et  aeq.),  in  1883  (Id.  p.  839).  and  in  1884 
(Id.  p.  954),  and  applying  the  rule  which 
requires  a  law  to  be  so  construed,  if  reason- 
ably possible,  as  to  give  it  validity,  we  think 
the  city  is  authorized  to  make  compensation, 
by  agreement,  or  after  appraisal,  for  any 
private  property  taken  for  the  purpose  of 
the  maintenance  and  use  of  the  sewers  au- 
thorized. But,  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  de- 
fendant would  not  be  benefited.  Its  whole 
defense  of  acting  under  lawful  state  author- 
ity would  then  fail,  and  the  mere  finding  of 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  would 
clearly  support  the  judgment. 

The  defendant's  brief  presents  its  claim  in 
a  form  somewhat  different  from  that  stated 
in  the  finding,  and  certainly  novel  in  this 
state.  It  is  substantially  this:  (1)  A  ri- 
parian city  has  a  right  to  use  the  river  for 
surface  drainage,  and  such  surface  drainage 
necessarily  pollutes  the  water  to  some  ex- 
tent, increasing  with  the  growth  of  the  city. 
(2)  The  use  of  these  legitimate  drains  to 
carry  off  the  noxious  refuse  accumulated  by 
its  inhabitants  becomes  in  time  an  absolute 
necessity.  (3)  The  right  of  surface  drain- 
age is  thereby  enlarged  so  as  to  include  the 
right  to  discharge  into  the  river,  by  means 
of  these  drains,  such  noxious  refuse.  There- 
fore the  necessities  of  municipal  growth  give 
to  the  city  a  right  to  convey  thejse  noxious 
substp-'oes  to  the  property  of  down-stream 


IV.  MiBoellaneou; 

A  city  which  falls  to  pay  the  damages  to  a 
lower  riparian  proprietor  from  the  discbarge 
of  sewage  into  a  stream  pursuant  to  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  such  use  of  the  stream,  but 
msking  the  payment  of  such  damages  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the  right. 
Is  liable  for  any  damage  It  may  have  caused  as 
If  the  act  had  not  been  passed.  Kellogg  ▼. 
New  Britain,  62  Conn.  232.  24  Atl.  996. 

Washburn  &  M.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Worcester.  116 
Mass.  458.  held  that  in  the  absence  of  any  alle- 
gation of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  city, 
either  In  the  mode  of  discharging  the  sewage 
or  in  omitting  to  take  proper  precautions  to 
purify  It.  a  bill  for  an  injunction  will  not  lie 
In  favor  of  a  riparian  owner  whose  property 
la  damaged  by  the  discharge  of  city  sewage  into 
a  stream,  but  that  his  remedy  Is  under  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  for  the  assessment  of 
damages  to  parties  whose  estates  are  Injured. 

Cities  and  towns  located  upon  the  shores 
of  lakes  or  backs  of  rivers  are  not  absolutely 
prohibited  from  emptying  their  sewage  into 
such  lakes  or  rivers  by  111.  Trim.  Code.  |  277. 
making  It  a  public  nuisance  to  throw  or  de- 
posit any  ^ffal  or  other  offensive  matter  Into 
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any  watercourse  or  lake,  or  to  corrupt  or  ren- 
der unwholesome  the  water  of  any  stream  or 
lake  to  the  Injury  or  prejudice  of  others.  The 
opinion,  however,  makes  the  right  of  a  city  un- 
der this  section  to  discharge  sewage  d4>pendent 
upon  Its  being  rendered  innoxious.  Walker  T. 
Aurora,  140  111.  402.  29  N.   B.  741. 

A  city  has  no  right  to  discharge  sewage  Into 
a  private  canal  In  such  manner  as  to  Impede 
navigation  or  to  create  a  nuisance,  without  ac- 
quiring the  property.  Boston  Rolling  Mills  t. 
Cambridge.  117  Mass.  806. 

Watson  V.  New  Mllford  (Conn.)  46  Atl.  167. 
held  that  a  town  was  liable  to  a  riparian  own- 
er for  the  pollution  of  a  stream  by  the  dis- 
charge of  sewage  from  school  buildings  Into 
It  creating  a  nuisance  upon  such  owner's  land 
by  the  deposit  of  sewage  and  sediment  thereon. 

The  act  of  the  municipality  In  this  ease  Is 
clearly  referable  to  Its  private,  as  distinguished 
from  its  governmental,  functions,  and  there- 
fore does  not  come  within  the  rule  protecting 
municipal  corporations  from  consequential  dam- 
ages, since  that  rule  only  applies  to  acts  re- 
ferable to  the  governmental  functions  of  the 
municipalities.  The  principal  case  suggests  a 
doubt  whether  the  collection  and  disposition  of 
sewage  belonging  to  Its  cltisena  Is  a  govsiBr 
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proprietors,  and  so  to  appropriate  that  prop- 
erty lor  public  use  without  compensation. 
It  is  unnecessary  now  to  discuss  the  limita- 
tions to  the  right  of  surface  drainage,  for 
the  second  and  third  propositions  are  clearly 
wrong.  The  right  to  pour  into  the  river 
surface  drainage  does  not  include  the  right 
to  mix  with  that  drainage  noxious  sub- 
stances in  such  quantities  that  the  river  can- 
not dilute  them,  nor  safely  carry  them  oflf 
without  injury  to  the  property  of  others. 
The  latter  act  is  in  effect  an  appropriation 
of  the  bed  of  the  river  as  an  open  sewer,  and 
the  proposition  that  it  may  become  lawful 
by  reason  of  necessity  is  inconsistent  with 
undoubted  axioms  of  jurisprudence.  The 
appropriation  of  the  river  to  carry  such  sub- 
stances to  the  property  of  another  is  an  in- 
vasion of  his  right  of  property.  When  done 
for  a  private  purpose,  it  is  an  unjustifiable 
wrong.  When  done  for  a  public  purpose,  it 
may  become  justifiable,  but  only  upon  pay- 
ment of  compensation  for  the  property  thus 
taken.  Public  necessity  may  justify  the 
taking,  but  cannot  justify  the  taking  with- 
out compensation.  It  may  be  necessary  for 
a  city  to  thus  mix  with  its  drainage  such 
substances,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  pour 
such  mixture  into  the  river  without  purifica- 
tion. Indeed,  the  purification  is  coming  to 
be  recognized  as  a  necessity.  But,  however 
great  the  necessity  may  be,  it  can  have  no 
effect  on  the  right  to  compensation  for  prop- 
erty taken.  The  mandate  of  the  Constitu- 
tion is  intended  to  express  a  universally  ac- 
cepted principle  of  justice,  and  should  re- 
ceive a  construction  in  accordance  with  that 
principle,  broad  enough  to  enable  the  court 
to  protect  every  person  in  the  rights  of  prop- 
erty thus  secured  by  fundamental  law. 
There  are  certain  apparent,  but  not  real,  ex- 
ceptions to  this  protection.  Emergencies 
may  be  such  as  to  justify  the  taking  of  prop- 
erty without  waiting  to  provide  for  compen- 
sation. Property  may  be  destroyed  without 
compensation  in  certain  cases,  when  used 
unlawfully,  or  when  it  has  become  a  thing 


of  danger.  But  this  is  not  a  case  of  war 
or  conflagration.  The  plaintiff  has  not  so 
used  its  property  as  to  subject  it  to  the 
harsh  police  power  of  confiscation.  The 
plaintifi  has  certain  rights  as  riparian  land- 
owner. These  rights  are  property,  within 
the  meaning  of  our  constitutional  guaranty, 
and  an  invasion  of  these  rights  such  as  the 
defendant  has  made  is  a  taking  of  that  prop- 
erty. The  legislature  has  no  power  to  au- 
thorize such  taking,  except  for  public  use, 
and  then  only  upon  providing  for  just  com- 
pensation. Kellogg  v.  New  Britairij  62 
Conn.  232,  239,  24  Atl.  996;  Wadsworth  v. 
Tilloiaan,  15  Conn.  366,  373,  39  Am.  Dec. 
391;  Harding  v.  Stamford  Water  Co.  41 
Conn.  87,  93;  Nolan  v.  New  Britain,  69 
Conn.  668,  681,  38  Atl.  703;  Fiak  v.  Hart- 
ford, 70  Conn.  720,  731,  40  Atl.  906;  Seifert 
V.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  130,  54  Am.  Rep.  664, 
4  N.  E.  321;  Chapman  v.  Rochester,  110  N. 
Y.  273,  277,  1  L.  R.  A.  296,  18  N.  E.  88.  In 
England  the  protection  of  property  from  ap- 
propriation for  public  use  without  compen- 
sation does  not  depend  on  any  fundamental 
law,  but  upon  inherent  justice,  and  the  prin- 
ciple is  carefully  recognized  in  all  legisla- 
tion authorizing  an  infringement  of  private 
rights.  So  the  legislative  authority  for 
emptying  the  sewage  of  cities  into  water- 
courses and  rivers  is  coupled  with  the  provi- 
sion that  no  nuisance  is  thereby  authorized. 
Such  legislation  protects  private  rights  in 
a  manner  similar  to  our  constitutional  leg- 
islation. The  city  of  Leeds,  having  obtain^ 
an  act  of  Parliament  for  emptying  its  sew- 
age into  the  river  Aire,  claimed  that  the 
usual  protection  was  not  included  in  the  act, 
and  therefore  the  city  was  not  responsible 
for  nuisances  maintained  under  an  act  6f 
Parliament,  urging  the  same  plea  of  neces- 
sity pressed  in  this  case.  James,  V.  C, 
held  that  the  act  would  not  bear  the  con- 
struction claimed,  and  said  he  would  be 
bound  to  put  any  construction  on  the  act 
"which  would  prevent  such  a  monstrous  in- 
justice."   This  decision  was  aflBrmed  by  the 


meotal  act,  but  there  are  no  cases  holding  mu- 
nicipal corporations  liable  upon  that  ground. 

Prescriptive  rights;  license. 

The  right  of  a  village  to  pollute  the  waters 
of  a  creek  by  discharging  sewage  therein  Is  in 
the  nature  of  an  easement  which  can  be  created 
only  by  grant  or  prescription,  and  a  mere  oral 
consent  to  such  pollution  vests  In  the  village 
no  right  which  it  is  not  within  the  power  of 
the  landowner  at  any  time  to  recall.  Dwlght 
V.  Hayes,  150  111.  273,  87  N.  E.  218. 

A  prescriptive  right  to  discharge  sewers  Into 
a  stream  will  not  arise  from  the  mere  fact  that 
tbey  are  so  discharged  for  more  than  the  statu- 
tory period  of  prescription,  "without  objection 
or  hindrance,"  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  user 
was  nnder  claim  of  right  and  exercised  ad- 
versely, and  not  with  permission.     Smith  v. 

BSDALIA. 

The  maintenance  of  private  sewers  discharg- 
ing Into  a  stream,  causing  some  pollution*  will 
not  be  sufficient  to  create  an  easement  by  pre- 
scription for  the  discharge  into  the  stream  of 
a  substituted  public  sewer  system  which  causes 
much  greater  pollution  of  the  stream,  and 
thereby  creates  a  nuisance.     Smith  v.  Srdalia. 

In  Bloomington  v.  Costello,  65  111.  App.  407, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


it  was  urged  that  a  city  had  acquired  a  pre- 
scriptive right  to  maintain  the  nuisance  caused 
by  the  discharge  of  Its  sewage  into  a  natural 
watercourse,  thereby  injuring  the  plaintllTs 
property,  but  the  court  held  that  no  prescrip- 
tive right  to  maintain  a  nuisance  of  a  public 
nature  could  be  acquired. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Leeds,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  583,  80 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  711,  10  Week.  Rep.  10.  the  court 
granted  an  Injunction  at  the  suit  of  landowners 
restraining  the  corporation  of  Leeds  from  pol- 
luting the  river  Aire  by  pouring  into  it  the 
sewage  of  her  town  in  an  unpurlfled  and  undeo- 
dorlzed  state,  although  the  sewer  had  been  com- 
pleted and  in  operation  for  sixteen  years  be- 
fore the  application  was  made. 

There  can  be  no  prescriptive  right  to  pollute 
a  stream  by  the  dischnrge  of  sewage  In  such  a 
maimer  and  to  such  an  extent  as  to  be  Injurious 
to  public  health.  Even  assuming  that  a  pre- 
scriptive right  to  foul  a  stream  with  sewage 
can  be  acquired,  such  right  must  be  restricted 
to  the  limits  of  It  when,  the  period  of  prescrip- 
tion commenced ;  and  If  the  pollution  be  sub- 
stantially increased,  whether  gradually  or  sud- 
denly, the  court  will  Interfere  by  Injunction  to 
prevent  the  wrongful  excess:  and  If  It  be  Im- 
possible to  separate  the  illegal  excess  frum  the 
45 
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appellnte  conrt,  Giffard,  L.  J.,  saying:  **Tn 
construing  the  act  one  must  always  consider 
that,  if  it  had  a  different  meaning,  it  would 
be  against  common  sense."  Atty.  Oen,  v. 
Leeds,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  583,  588,  596.  The  the- 
ory of  the  defendant  that  the  necessities  of 
a  city  may  not  only  justify  the  taking  of 
riparian  rights,  but  the  taking  without  com- 
pensation, seems  to  find  support  in  some 
Indiana  cases.  Richmond  v.  Test,  18  Ind. 
App.  482,  48  N.  E.  610;  Barnard  v.  Sherley, 
136  Ind.  547,  24  L.  R.  A.  568,  34  N.  E. 
600,  and  35  N.  E.  117;  Valparaiso  v.  Hagen 
(Ind.)  post,  707,  54  N.  E.  1062.  We  do  not 
find  other  cases  that  take  this  extreme 
ground.  The  right  to  compensation  cannot 
be  questioned  in  this  state. 

The  defendant  claims  that  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  equitable  relief,  because  it 
contributed  to  its  own  injury:  (1)  By  not 
arranging  its  dam  and  canal  so  as  to  effect- 
ually prevent  the  accumulation  of  noxious 
substances  brought  down  by  the  river;  (2) 
by  using  the  sewers  in  the  same  manner  as 
othpr  inhabitants  of  the  city.  The  court 
finds  that  devices  were  used  by  the  plaintiff 
to  mitigate  the  evil,  and  that  "it  did  not 
appear  from  the  evidence  that  any  other 
means  could  reasonably  be  adopted,  and  pre- 
serve the  full  efficiency  of  the  water  power," 
and  also  finds  that  the  plaintiff  owned  prop- 
erty in  Waterbury  which  prior  to  1884 
drained  into  the  Naugatuek  river,  and  that 
aft«r  that  date,  in  compliance  with  the  city 
ordinances,  the  plaintiff  connected  this  prop- 
erty with  the  sewer.  These  facts  fall  far 
short  of  proving  that  the  nuisance  com- 
plained of  was  due  in  part  to  the  fault  of 
the  plaintiff,  so  that  it  does  not  come  into 
court  with  clean  hands. 

It  appears  that  some  steps  have  been  tak- 
en by  the  legislature  looking  towards  the 
adoption  of  a  plan  of  sewerage  for  the  whole 
Naugatuek  valley.  The  present  rights  of 
the  plaintiff  are  not  contingent  on  the  fu- 
ture action  of  the  legislature,  and  there  is 
no  public  policy  which  forbids  the  issue  of 


an  injunction  to  protect  its  rights  because 
of  such  possible  legislative  action.  It  was 
plainly  unnecessary  to  incorporate  in  the  or- 
der of  injunction  a  provision  that  it  is  made 
subject  to  the  authority  of  future  legisln- 
tion,  or  that  it  should  become  inoperative  if 
the  defendant  should  hereafter  acquire  the 
plaintiff's  premises  by  condemnation. 

The  claim  is  made  that  the  court  abused 
its  discretion  in  granting  an  injunction,  un- 
der all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  '^e 
granting  or  refusal  of  an  injunction  rests 
.  .  .  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court, 
exercised  according  to  the  recognized  prin- 
ciples of  equity."  Fisk  ▼.  Hartford,  70 
Conn.  732,  40  Atl.  910.  We  think  the  trial 
court  has  acted  within  the  limits  of  this  dis- 
creation.  The  plaintiff  cannot  initiate  pro- 
ceedings of  condemnation,  and  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  it  can  obtain  adequate  remedy  ex- 
cept by  injunction.  We  fail  to  see  how  any 
great  public  mischief  will  be  produced  by 
compelling  the  city,  within  the  time  limited, 
either  to  make  compensation  for  the  prop- 
erty taken,  or  to  provide  proper  means  for 
the  disposition  of  its  sewage.  Under  the 
practice  act,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
claim  damages  for  the  injury  already  done, 
and  an  injunction  against  its  continuance. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  rulings  upon  evi- 
dence. The  testimony  of  Mr.  Piatt  (stated 
in  paragraph  24  of  the  finding)  that  his 
foreman  refused  to  take  charge  of  the  prem- 
ises because  of  the  stench.,  was  not  admissi- 
ble to  prove  the  fact  of  the  stench,  but  was 
admissible  to  prove  the  fact  that  the  fore- 
man refused  to  act  on  that  ground.  It  was 
offered  for  no  other  purpose.  Moreover,  the 
fact  of  the  stench  was  fully  established  by 
direct  and  proper  testimony.  The  testi- 
mony of  Franklin  G.  Newbert,  that  he  h^ 
refused  to  work  on  the  plaintiff's  premises 
for  a  similar  reason  was  not  inadmissible  be- 
cause the  refusal  was  made  after  the  action 
was  brought,  although  that  fact  might  af- 
fect its  weight.  The  court  properly  refused 
to  admit  the  evidence  referred  to  in  para- 


legal user,  the  wrongdoer  must  bear  the  conse- 
quences of  any  restrictions  neceesary  to  pre- 
vent the  excess,  even  If  It  unavoidably  extends 
to  a  total  prohibition  of  the  user.  Blackbume 
y.  Somers,  L.  R.  Ir.  6  Eq.  1. 

Liability  tohen  others  contribute  to  injury, 

A  city  has  no  right  to  discharge  sewage  Into 
a  stream  when  In  flowing  down  tbe  stream  it 
may  be  brought  In  contact  with  other  sub- 
stances, for  the  presence  of  which  the  city  Is 
not  responsible.  In  such  a  way  as  to  work  a 
nuisnnce,  although  the  sewage  before  being  de- 
posited In  the  stream  was  rendered  Innoxious. 
Morgan  v.  Danbury,  67  Conn.  484,  35  Atl.  499. 

Mansfield  v.  Hunt,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  488,  held 
that  It  was  no  defense  to  an  action  against  a 
city  for  a  nuisance  resulting  from  the  pollution 
of  the  water  of  a  stream  by  the  discharge  of 
sewage  Into  It,  that  other  persons  also  con- 
tributed to  the  injury  in  the  same  way  as  the 
city. 

A  landowner  Is  not  deprived  of  his  right  of 
action  against  a  city  for  the  pollution  of  a 
stream  by  sewage  discharged  Into  It  by  the  city 
because  of  the  existence  of  obstructions  for 
which  neither  he  nor  the  city  is  responsible, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


preventing  the  escape  of  the  objectionable  mat- 
ter: Jacksonville  v.  Doan,  146  III.  23,  33  N. 
E.  878. 

Atty.  Gen.  y.  Leeds.  L.  R.  5  Ch.  683.  30  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  711,  19  Week.  Rep.  19,  held  that  ri- 
parian owners  were  entitled  to  restrain  the 
further  pollution  of  a  stream  by  the  discharge 
of  city  sewage  Into  it,  although  It  was  pol- 
luted before  it  received  the  drainage  from  the 
city. 

THegligefic^ 

If  the  damages  are  not  the  necessary  result 
of  the  act  which  the  municipality  Is  authorised 
to  perform,  but  are  attributable  to  Its  negli- 
gence, the  rule  that  would  otherwise  protect  It 
against  consequential  damages  does  not  apply. 

Thus,  Peck  v.  Michigan  City,  149  Ind.  670, 
49  N.  E.  800,  while  recognlalng  the  Immunity 
of  the  municipality  from  liability  for  conse- 
quential damages  from  the  construction  of  eew- 
ers  in  the  absence  of  negligence,  upheld  a  para- 
graph of  a  complaint  In  an  action  by  a  dock 
owner  against  a  city  for  damages  from  sewage 
discharged  Into  the  haAor,  which  proceeded 
upon  the  theory  that  the  damages  were  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  the  city. 


1900. 
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graph  26.  It  was  offered  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  the  construction  of  the  act  of 
1881,  and  for  that  purpose  was  an  irrelevant 
fact.  For  similar  reasons,  the  evidence  re- 
ferred  to  in  paragraph  27  was  proj^erly  ex- 
cluded. The  defendant  was  not  injured  hj 
the  admission  of  evidence  of  a  verbal  notice 
given  to  the  sewer  commissioners  (para- 
graph 32)  as  notice  to  the  city  was  duly 
proved.  The  complaint  charged  that  the 
noxious  substances  committed  to  the  river 
by  the  defendant  produced  certain  deleteri- 
ous effects  upon  the  premises  of  the  plain- 


tiff. It  was  competent  for  the  plaintiff, 
certainly  in  the  absence  of  all  objection,  to 
show  that  this  effect  was  accomplished  by 
the  current  of  the  river  depositing  these  sub- 
stances in  the  plaintiff's  pond  and  the  canal 
leading  to  its  manufacturing  establishment, 
and  the  court  did  not  err  in  finding  that 
fact. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court. 

The  other  Judges  concur. 


INDIANA    SUPREME   COURT. 


City  of  VALPARAISO,  Appt,, 

17. 

Herman  HAGEN  et  al. 
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1.  A  city  cannot  be  enjoined  front  dla- 
cliararlnar  ae^Taare  into  a  atream,  when 
it  acts  skilfully  and  in  conformity  to  stat- 
ute, and  the  atream  constitutes  the  only  nat- 
ural and  reasonably  possible  line  of  drainage. 

9.  Damaarea  reaultlngr  to  tbe  property 
of  riparian  o-wnera  by  the  discbarge  of 
city  sewage  into  a  stream  in  a  skilful  man- 
ner, and  in  conformity  to  statute,  are  merely 
consequential,  and  give  them  no  right  to  com- 
pensation. 

8.  The  leaaenlnv  of  the  ▼alne  of  an 
estate  by  destruction  of  the  grass  and  the 
creation  of  some  personal  discomfort  to  the 
owner  by  the  discharge  of  sewage  therein  is 
not  such  a  taking  of  his  property  as  entitles 
him  to  compensation,  where  the  damage  re- 
sults from  the  discharge  of  sewage  Into  a 
stream  by  a  city  in  a  skilful  manner  and  In 
conformity  to  statute,  since  the  damage  is 
merely  consequential. 

4.  'What  the  lair  grants  cannot  conatl- 
tnte  a  nnlnance  per  se,  either  public  or 
private,  snd.  If  the  law  is  obeyed,  no  action- 
able wrong  can  result. 

(October  25,  1899.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgrment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Porter  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  alleged  wrongful 
pollution  of  a  stream  of  water  flowing 
through  plaintiff's  premises.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  D.  Bartholomew,  for  appellant: 

It  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint  or 
the  evidence  that  the  appellant  failed  to  con- 
struct its  sewer  system  with  due  skill  or 
care,  or  that  the  sewers  were  negligently  op- 
erated and  maintained,  or  that  there  was 
any  malice  on  part  of  the  appellant  in  con- 
structing and  operating  the  sewers. 

If  any  damage  or  inconvenience  has  re- 
sulted, or  may  result,  from  the  construction 
and  operation  of  the  sewers  or  the  proposed 
extension,  it  is  only  such  as  is  consequential, 
and  must  necessarily  result  from  the  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  a  system  to 
get  rid  of  the  sewage  of  a  city. 

The  law  has  authorized  cities  to  construct 
sewers  and  sewer  outlets;  the  work  then  iM 
lawful. 

For  consequential  injuries  resulting  from 
the  construction,  maintenance,  or  operation 
of  Bewers,  streets,  or  other  public  works,  in 
the  absence  of  negligence  or  of  want  of  due 


In  Morse  v.  Worcester,  189  Mass.  889,  2  N. 
K.  694,  the  court  upheld  a  bill  by  a  mlllowner 
to  abate  a  nuisance  caused  by  the  discharge  of 
city  sewage  Into  a  stream.  The  decision  rests 
upon  the  averment  of  the  bill  that  a  city 
"carelessly,  negligently,  and  unnecessarily  so 
constructed  said  sewers  and  drains,  and  care- 
lessly, negligently,  and  unnecessarily  so  dis- 
charged the  waters  therefrom,  and  so  negli- 
gently omitted  to  take  reasonable  and  proper 
precautions  and  methods  in  the  construction 
of  said  sewers  and  drains  and  purification  of 
■aid  waters'*  that  the* nuisance  complained  of 
was  created. 

Bidder  v.  Croydon  Local  Bd.  of  Health,  6  L. 
T.  N.  S.  778,  held  that  a  riparian  owner  on  a 
river  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  restrain- 
ing a  local  board  of  health  from  causing  or 
permitting  to  pass  any  sewage  Into  the  stream 
to  the  plalntlfTs  injury.  The  decision  rests 
npon  the  ground  that  a  case  of  negligence  had 
been  established  against  the  board.  It  appearing 
that  they  had  failed  to  deodorize  sewage  dis- 
charged into  the  river  and  which  polluted  the 
■ti-eam,  killing  fish  therein  and  otherwise  caus- 
ing a  nuisance ;  it  further  appearing  that  if  ' 
48L.R.  A. 


care  were  taken  in  the  combined  preparation 
and  filtration  of  the  sewage  matter  no  damags 
would  be  occasioned  to  the  river. 

When   injunction  justified;  contempt. 

To  Justify  an  injunction  restraining  drainage 
by  a  city  of  its  sewage  into  a  stream,  evidence 
that  a  nuisance  Is  created  must  be  clear  and 
satisfactory,  where  the  nuisance  has  not  been 
judicially  established.  Robb  v.  La  Grange,  158 
111.  21,  42  N.  B.  77. 

Hutchinson  v.  Delano,  46  Kan.  345,  26  Pac. 
740,  merely  holds  that  the  apprehended  fouling 
or  pollution  of  a  stream  in  the  future  by  the 
sewage  of  a  part  of  a  city  from  sewers  which 
have  been  legally,  scientifically,  and  properly 
constructed,  but  which  has  not  yet  taken  place, 
and  of  which  there  is  no  Immediate  or  Immi- 
nent danger,  and  which  depends  upon  a  contin- 
gency that  may  not  happen,  does  not  present  a 
case  for  an  injunction. 

Newark  Aqueduct  Board  v.  Passaic,  46  N,  J. 
Eg.  552,  20  Atl.  54,  22  Atl.  66.  held  that  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  to  restrain  a  city  from  con- 
structing   public    sewers    discharging    into    a 
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care  and  skill  a  municipal  corporation  is  not 
liable. 

Richmond  v.  Test,  18  Ind.  App.  482,  48  N. 
E.  610. 

In  cities  and  towns  with  their  numerous 
inhabitants  and  diversified  business,  it  would 
be  impossible  that  the  pure  streams  that 
flow  in  from  the  farm  sides  should  remain 
uncontaminated ;  and  those  that  live  upon 
the  lower  banks  of  such  streams  must,  for 
the  general  good,  abide  the  necessary  results 
of  such  causes. 

Barnard  v.  SherUy,  135  Ind.  559,  24  L.  R. 
A.  668,  34  N.  E.  600,  35  N.  E.  117. 

The  city  can  only  be  amenable  to  the  law 
in  case  of  carelessness,  negligence,  or  malice 
in  the  manner  of  the  construction  and  opera- 
tion of  its  outlet,  and  the  court  will  not  in- 
dulge the  presumption  that  the  city  is  or 
will  be  so  guilty. 

Elkhart  v.  Wickwire,  121  Ind.  331,  22  N. 
£.  343. 

There  is  a  presumption  in  favor  of  all  per- 
sons that. they  will  exercise  care  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  duties. 

Whittaker's  Smith,  Neg.  p.  419;  Penn- 
sidva/nia  Co,  v.  Marion,  104  Ind.  241,  3  N.  E. 
874. 

The  case  at  bar  is  not  to  be  treated  strict- 
ly as  an  action  for  an  abatable  nuisance. 
More  accurately,  it  is  an  action  against  the 
defendant  for  the  construction  of  a  public 
work  under  its  charter  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  cause  unnecessary  damage  by  the  want  of 
reasonable  care  and  skill  in  its  construction. 
For  such  an  injury  the  remedy  is  at  com- 
mon law. 

North  Vernon  v.  Voegler,  103  Ind.  325,  2 
N.  E.  821. 

The  good  of  the  community  forbids  that 
one  who  occupies  such  a  position  as  the  ap- 
pellant does  should  be  permitted  to  arrest 
the  woi4c. 

Kincaid  v.  Indianapolis  Natural  Ga4t  Co. 
124  Ind.  582,  8  L.  R.  A.  602,  24  N.  E.  1066: 
Peck  V.  Michigan  City,  149  Ind.  670,  49  N. 
E.  800;   Mei-rifield  v.  Worcester,  110  Mass. 


216,  14  Am.  Rep.  592;  Washburn  d  M.  Mfg. 
Co.  v.  Worcester,  116  Mass.  458;  Stein  v. 
Lafayette,  6  Ind.  App.  414,  33  N.  E.  912; 
Haag  v.  Vanderburgh  County  Comrs,  60 
Ind.  511,  28  Am.  Rep.  654. 

Messrs,  Agnew  ft  Kelly,  for  appellees: 

If  the  complaint  states  that  an  act  is  done, 
which  in  itself  is  unlawful,  wrongful,  or  neg- 
ligent, then  it  need  not  be  characterized  bj 
the  word  "negligence." 

Weis  V.  Madison,  75  Ind.  241,  39  Am.  Rep. 
135;  Knoof  County  Comrs.  ▼.  Montgomery, 
109  Ind.  69,  9  N.  E.  590. 

The  city  has  no  right  to  cast  even  sufface 
water  upon  the  servient  lands  in  materially 
increased  quantities  by  collecting  it  and  car- 
rying it  in  a  sewer  or  channel,  unless  it  pro- 
vides an  adequate  outlet. 

Evansville  v.  Decker,  84  Ind.  326,  43  Am. 
Rep.  S(i ;  Indianapolis  v.  Lau>yer,  38 .  IniL 
348. 

The  same  thing  is  true  of  sewage  conduct- 
ed through  sewers  constructed  by  the  city 
and  deposited  at  a  point  where  it  is  east  into 
the  waters  of  the  creek,  if  thereby  it  creates 
a  nuisance. 

The  act  of  the  city  in  collecting  its  sew- 
age, and  depositing  it  at  a  point  w^ere  it  in* 
vades  the  rights  of  riparian  proprietors  be- 
low, so  that  not  only  their  property  in  the 
waters  of  the  creek  are  destroyed,  but  by 
reason  of  the  nuisance  their  adjoining  prop- 
erty, to  wit,  their  lands  and  their  homes,  are 
injured  or  destroyed,  amounts  to  such  a 
taking  of  property  as  the  city  must  condemn 
and  compensate  for  in  damages  before  it  can 
cast  its  sewage  into  the  waters  of  the  stream. 

Wood,  Nuisances,  2d  ed.  §  782, 

The  city  has  no  more  right  to  commit  a 
wrong  than  an  individual.  A  public  neces- 
sity would  not  allow  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion to  take  private  property  without  com- 
pensation, nor  to  do  an  act  which  a  private 
individual  might  not  do. 

PatoUa  Tivp.  v.  Hopkins,  131  Ind.  142,  30 
N.  E.  890. 


river,  upon  the  ground  that  the  water  supply 
of  another  city  would  be  polluted,  was  properly 
refused  upon  the  ground  that  the  apprehended 
pollution  had  not  yet  taken  place,  and  was  not 
Immediately  threatened,  and  It  was  doubtful 
under  the  proofs  whether  pollution  would  be 
caused  In  any  degree  deleterious  to  the  latter 
city. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Gee,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  131,  28  L. 
T.  N.  S.  209,  a  bill  and  information  filed  to  re- 
strain a  local  board  of  health  from  discharg- 
ing sewage  into  a  river  was  dismissed  on  the 
ground  that  the  Injury  proved  was  trifling. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Halifax,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
120,  the  court  granted  an  Imm<^Iate  Injunction 
restraining  a  city  from  increasing  the  discharge 
of  sewage  into  a  brook,  and  an  Injunction  to 
take  effect  after  the  expiration  of  a  year  re- 
straining the  existing  discharge  unless  the  sew- 
age should  be  purified  and  deodorized,  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  nuisance  from  the  discharge 
was  gradually  increasing. 

Atty.  Gen.  v.  Richmond,  L.  R.  2  Eq.  306,  12 
Jur.  N.  S.  544,  35  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  597.  14  Week. 
Rep.  686,  14  L.  T.  N.  8.  398.  held  that  the 
court  would  restrain  local  authorities  from  al- 
lowing any  fresh  communications  to  be  made 
with  a  sewer  constructed  by  their  predecessors 
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in  office  which  occasion  a  nuisance  to  the  In- 
habitants of  the  adjoining  parish  by  draining 
Into  a  stream  flowing  from  such  parish,  al- 
though from  the  limited  nature  of  their  powers 
no  order  could  be  made  against  them  which 
would  have  the  effect  of  compelling  them  to 
abate  the  nuisance  altogether  by  stopping  ap 
the  sewer  and  ceasing  to  drain  into  the  stream. 
Spokee  v.  Banbury  Bd.  of  Health,  L.  R.  1 
Eq.  42,  held  that  a  local  board  of  health  was 
guilty  of  a  gross  contempt  In  failing  to  stop 
the  discharge  of  sewage  from  a  large  monld- 
pality  into  a  stream,  it  appearing  that  that 
was  the  only  means  of  compliance  with  an  in- 
junction restraining  the  board  from  causing 
or  T>ermitt1ng  sewage  or  water  polluted  with 
sewage  to  pass  from  the  drains  under  their 
control  into  the  river  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
render  the  water  of  the  river  at  or  near  plain- 
tiff's mill  unfit  for  use  by  the  plaintiffs  or  other- 
wise injurious  to  the  health  of  the  persons 
resident  at  the  mill.  The  defendants  claim 
that  compliance  with  the  Injunction  was  prac- 
tically impossible  without  stopping  the  drain- 
age of  the  town,  and  that  that  would  cause 
great  public  Inconvenience,  but  the  court  held 
that   it   could   not   regard   such   clrcumstaaces. 

G.  H.  P. 


1889. 


Valpabaibo  y.  Hagsn. 
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Hadle7»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Valparaiso  ifi  a  city  of  8,000  inhabitants. 
Salt  creek  ia  a  natural  watercourse  flowing 
from  south  to  north  throuisrh  the  western 
part  of  the  city,  and  thence  west  and  north 
to  its  confluence  with  the  Calumet  river.  Its 
fall  is  15  feet  per  mile,  and  its  minimum  vol* 
ume  227   cubic  feet  of  water  per  minute. 
Within  the  city  limits  on  the  southwest  is  a 
low-lying  marsh  that  naturally  drains  into 
Salt  creek.    The  natural  and  only  practica- 
ble drainage  for  all  the  territory  within  the 
city  limits  is  Salt  creek.    Prior  to  1896  the 
city  had  constructed,  according  to  law,  a  gen- 
eral and  complete  system  of  sewerage  for  the 
city,  at  a  cost  of  $50,000,  and  200  closets  and 
500  kitchens  had  been  connected  therewith; 
and  the  outfall  from  the  entire  system  was 
into  the  marsh  at  the  southwest,  at  a  point 
about  64  rods  from  Salt  creek.    About  47,- 
000  gallons  of  sewage  are  being  daily  dis- 
charged into  the  marsh.     The  marsh  is  heav- 
ily overgrown  with  grass  and  other  vegeta- 
tion, but  sewage  in  some  form  flnds  its  way 
into   Salt   creek,   and   pollutes   its   waters. 
Above  the  point  of  sewage  contact  there  are 
three  slaughter  houses  that  drain  directly 
into  Salt  creek,  and  one  rendering  establish- 
ment and  one  gas  works  drain  into  near-by 
tributaries.     Nine- tenths  of   1   per  cent  of 
the  water  in  Salt  creek  below  the  sewer  dis- 
charge in  time  of  low  water  is  sewage  com* 
ing  from  the  city,  and  slaughter  houses,  and 
other  polluting  agencies    above.    Appellant 
is  threatening  and  has  arranged  for  an  ex- 
tension of  the  outlet  directly  through   the 
marsh  to  Salt  creek.     The  plaintiffs,  nine- 
teen in  iiiunber,  are  the   owners    and   occu- 
pants of  lower  lands  abutting  on  Salt  creek 
at  distances  from  2  to  10  miles  from  and  be- 
low Valparaiso.     The  action   is  for  an   in- 
junction precluding  the  city  from  dischar;*- 
im»  sewaee  into  Salt  creek.     The  complaint 
Bcts  forth  fhe  8e%'eral  interests  of  the  plain- 
tiffs    in     the     subject-matter:     That     Salt 
creek,  before  the  grievances  mentioned,  was 
a    natural    watercourse   and    a    perpetually 
runniner  stream  of  pure  water  flowing  by  anil 
throuarh  the  lands  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  wa« 
nsed  by  them  for  domestic,  agricultural,  an«l 
dairy  purposes:  that  defendant  city  has  8.- 
000   inhabitants,  and  is  situate  upon   Salt 
creek  at  a  point  higher  and  up  stream  from 
the  lands  of  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  city  had 
theretofore  constructed  and  put  into  use  a 
larcre  and  complicated  system  of  sewers,  and 
had  permitted  500  houses  and  closets  to  be 
connected  therewith ;   that  the  sewers  were 
so  constructed  that  they  emptied  all  the  sew- 
age of  the  city  into  the  marsh  on  the  souths 
west,  a  short  distance  from  Salt  creek,  and 
that  the  sewage,  being  discharged  in  great 
quantities   into  the  marsh,   overflowed  and 
ran  into  Salt  creek,  whereby  the  waters  of 
the  creek  became  polluted,  filthy,  and  un- 
wholesome, and  the  banks  of  the  creek  be- 
came  lined   and     overflowed   with    sewage, 
slops,  excremental  fllth,  and  garbage,  and  the 
lands  of  the  plaintiffs  contiguous  thereto, 
and  which  were  nsed  for  pasture,  have  been 
and  are  being  overflowed  by  said  substances, 
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and  the  grass  so  befouled  that  the  plaintiffs' 
stock  would  not  eat  it,  nor  drink  the  water 
in  the  stream ;  that  noxious  odors  arise  from 
the  stream  and  permeate  the  air  for  half  a 
mile,  and  injuriously  affect  the  health  and 
happiness  of  the  plaintiffs  and  their  fami- 
lies ;  that  the  city  is  threatening  to  and  will 
accomplish  an  extension  of  the  sewer 
through  the  marsh  to  Salt  creek,  and  there 
and  thereby  empty  all  the  sewage  of  the  city 
directly  into  Salt  creek  above  the  plaintiffs' 
lands,  and  there  and  thereby  greatly  increase 
the  pollution  of  the  water,  and  render  it  un- 
fit for  any  purpose,  to  the  irreparable  dam- 
age of  the  plaintiffs.  Prayer,  "that  the  city 
be  enjoined  forever  from  constructing  said 
sewer  outlet,  or  emptying  the  sewage  of  the 
city  in  the  said  stream,  or  upon  the  said 
land  at  the  place  where  it  is  now  emptying, 
and  from  depositing  the  same  into  said  creek 
at  any  point."  A  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint was  overruled  and  sustained  to  the 
second  paragraph  of  answer.  A  trial  was 
had  upon  the  general  issue,  and  finding  and 
judgment  perpetually  enjoining  the  appel- 
lant from  polluting  or  increasing  the  pollu- 
tion of  the  waters  of  the  creek  by  permit- 
ting its  sewage  to  run  into  the  waters  of  the 
stream. 

Error  is  assigned  upon  the  action  of  the 
court  upon  the  demurrers  and  upon  the  over- 
ruling of  appellant's  motion  to  modify  the 
finding  and  for  a  new  trial.  But,  as  sug- 
gested by  the  appellant,  each  assignment 
raises  but  a  single  and  the  same  question, 
and  they  will  therefore  be  considered  to- 
gether. That  question  is:  May  a  munici- 
pality, acting  in  conformity  to  the  statutes, 
skilfully  and  without  negligence  or  malice, 
pursuing  the  only  natural  and  reasonably 
possible  line  of  drainage,  be  enjoined  from 
discharging  its  sewage  into  a  natural  water- 
course, thereby  polluting  its  waters,  to  the 
injury  of  the  lower  riparian  proprietors?  It 
is  a  familiar  principle  that  injunctive  relief 
will  not  be  granted  if  there  exists  a  complete 
remedy  at  law,  and,  if  the  case  falls  within 
the  class  of  damnum  absque  injuria,  the  de- 
nial is  equally  imperative.  It  is  equally 
well  established  that  every  owner  of  land 
through  which  a  stream  of  water  flows  is  en- 
titled to  the  reasonable  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  stream.  His  right  to  do  so  is  not  an 
acquired  property  right,  but  a  natural  right 
appurtenant  to  his  freehold,  and  is  in  com- 
mon and  equal  with  all  others  owning  land 
upon  the  stream.  He  may  dam  it  and  di- 
vert it  for  mechanical  purposes  and  flsh 
ponds,  if  he  will  return  it  to  its  channel  be- 
fore leaving  his  premises;  he  may  use  it  for 
purposes  of  agriculture;  his  animals  may 
take  water  from  it  at  will;  he  may  dear 
away  the  forests,  plant  crops,  fertilize  his 
field,  feed  his  animals  in  lots,  and  permit  the 
storm  water  from  his  fields  and  feed  yards 
to  flow  by  natural  ways  into  the  stream;  or 
he  may  collect  the  surface  water  upon  his 
premises,  if  all  upon  the  water  shed,  into 
ditches,  covered  or  uncovered,  and,  clean  or 
unclean,  may  direct  them  into  the  stream, 
even  though  such  drainage  corrupts  the  wa- 
ters of  the  stream  and  sends  them  on  to  the 
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owners  of  the  servient  estates  less  pure  than 
he  received  them.  His  enjoyment  is,  accord- 
ing to  his  position,  superior  to  those  below 
him  and  inferior  to  those  above  him.  The 
right  to  improve  and  beautify  property,  and 
to  employ  all  the  reasonable  methods  afford- 
ed by  the  estate  and  its  appurtenances,  to 
protect  the  health  and  oromote  the  comfort 
and  happiness  of  self  ana  family,  is  insepara- 
bly connected  with  the  right  to  own  and  con- 
trol property;  and,  though  its  exercise  may 
sometimes  injuriously  affect  others,  the  law 
affords  no  remedy.  In  acquiring  estates 
and  in  erecting  homes  along  watercourses, 
notice  roust  be  taken  of  the  conformation  of 
the  territory,  the  natural  lines  of  drainage 
that  farms,  cities,  and  villages  may  gather 
along  its  banks,  and  that  the  impurities  in- 
cident to  the  trades,  to  agriculture  and  pop- 
ulation, that  fall  upon  the  surface,  will  find 
their  way  into  the  stream,  and  that  the  en- 
joyment of  the  stream  is  liable  to  be  modi' 
fied  and  abridged,  if  not  altogether  suspend- 
ed, in  many  uses  to  which  it  might  original- 
ly have  been  fitted,  by  those  above,  in  the 
exercise  of  their  own  equal  rights.  A  munici- 
pality, in  a  large  sense,  is  a  riparian  pro- 
prietor. Its  officers  stand  for  the  corpora- 
tion. They  are  empowered  by  the  state  to 
provide  and  enforce  sanitary  measures  for 
the  preservation  of  the  health  and  welfare 
of  the  public.  The  corporation  has  the  same 
right  to  exist  as  an  aggregation,  and  to  en- 
joy its  possessions  as  a  natural  person.  It 
may,  under  the  law,  establish  public  halls, 
libraries,  and  market  places,  and  it  may  lay 
out  parks  and  embellish  them  with  flowers 
and  fountains  for  the  comfort  and  happiness 
of  the  corporate  body.  It  may  open  and  im- 
prove streets,  construct  gutters,  sluices,  and 
waterways;  and  if  storm  water  carries  into 
these  latter  the  multifarious  filth  and  gar- 
bage incident  to  populous  places,  and  bears 
the  same  away  by  natural  channels  to  the 
general  watercourse  of  the  basin,  the  right 
of  the  municipality  to  permit  it  will  not  be 
doubted,  even  though  the  waters  of  the 
stream  are  thereby  so  polluted  as  to  render 
them  unfit  for  ordinary  uses.  And  wherein 
have  the  dwellers  below  ground  of  com- 
plaint? They  have  suffered  only  that  which 
they  should  have  reasonably  expected  and 
estimated  in  acquiring  their  property.  The 
question  is  rooted  in  the  natural  law  of  self- 
preservation.  And,  if  cities  are  permitted 
to  adulterate  streams  by  allowing  all  accum- 
ulatinsr  surface  impurities  to  fiow  into  them 
by  natural  channels,  we  do  not  perceive  why 
the  underlying  principle  will  not  allow 
them  to  deepen  these  natural  storm  chan* 
nela  and  transform  them  into  covered  sew- 
ers, nor  why  the  right  to  protect  the  health 
and  welfare  of  the  public  against  one  class 
of  noxious  matter  should  not  be  extended  to 
all  classes  of  equal  virulence.  And,  while 
action  must  be  taken  with  a  cautious  regard 
for  the  riehts  of  those  below,  it  has  come  to 
be  a  scientific  fact  generally  accepted  that 
the  minimum  of  mischief  resulting  from 
closet  contents  may  be  attained  by  an  early 
despatch  through  the  medium  of  flowing  wa- 
ter, wherein  solids  are  dissolved  and  chemi- 
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cal   action   for   purification   speedily   takes 

Slace.  But,  however  this  may  be,  there  in 
Bick  of  the  question  sovereign  power,  rest- 
ing upon  reasons  satisfactory  to  the  legisla- 
ture, conferred  upon  cities  to  construct  sew- 
ers and  outlets,  and,  by  necessary  implica- 
tion, authority  to  discharge  the  sewage  into 
the  usual  and  naturally  adapted  conduita. 
The  grant  of  such  powers  imposes  the  duty 
to  exercise  them  in  all  needful  cases.  This 
record  shows  that  appellant  is  a  city  of  8,-* 
000  inhabitants;  that  between  the  years 
1891  and  1806  the  proper  authority  project- 
ed and  constructed  a  complete  system  of 
sewers  at  a  cost  of  more  than  $40,000,  adopt- 
ing for  the  outlet  of  the  system  the  line  of 
natural  drainage  for  the  district.  It  fur- 
ther appears  that  all  parts  of  the  city  were 
ultimately  drained  into  Salt  creek  within 
the  city  limits.  And  there  is  no  pretense 
that  there  is  any  other  possible  outlet  or 
practical  means  of  disposing  of  sewage,  or 
that  the  sewer  was  unskilfufiy  or  negligent- 
ly constructed.  Hence,  then,  to  forbid  a  dis- 
charge of  sewage  into  Salt  creek  is  to  deny 
to  the  city  the  right  to  discharge  it  any- 
where, and  thus  leave  it  without  the  ordi- 
nary means  of  sanitation.  Surely  it  is  not 
the  law  that  a  salutary  statute,  essential  to 
the  health  and  welfare  of  the  public,  may  be 
thus  nullified  by  exhibiting  a  damage  to 
private  right.  The  sewage  must  be  des- 
patched or  the  city  abandoned.  The  place 
adopted  for  the  outpour  is  that  provided  by 
nature,  and  cannot  be  had  elsewhere.  The 
facts  present  a  case  wherein  the  principle  of 
the  greatest  good  to  the  greatest  number 
must  be  permitted  to  operate,  and  private 
interest  yield  to  the  public  good;  and  if  the 
erection  has  been  skilfully  performed,  and 
without  negligence,  as  is  shown  to  be  the 
fact  by  the  record,  and  in  a  way  to  do  the 
least  mischief,  it  must  be  held  to  be  a  lawful 
exercise  of  power  that  equity  will  not  re- 
strain. Barnard  v.  SherUy,  135  Ind.  647,  24 
L.  R.  A.  668,  34  N.  E.  600,  35  N.  E.  117; 
Richmond  v.  Tent,  18  Ind.  App.  482,  501,  48 
N.  E.  610;  Mcrrificld  v.  Worcester,  110  Mass. 
216.  14  Am.  Rep.  592. 

That  cities  are  not  liable  for  consequential 
damages  to  private  property,  resulting  from 
the  construction  of  streets,  sewers,  and  oth- 
er public  improvements,  when  the  work  is 
skilfully  executed  and  free  from  necrligenoei 
is  no  longer  an  open  question  in  this  state. 
Terre  Haute  v.  JJudnut,  112  Ind.  542.  13  N. 
K.  686.  and  caf^es  there  cited:  Vincennes  ▼. 
Richards,  23  Ind.  381.  But  appellees'  coun- 
sel arcrues  on  behalf  of  one  of  the  appellees 
that  the  waters  of  the  stream  in  flood  time 
carry  the  sewer  filth  out  upon  his  pasture, 
whereby  the  grass  is  rendered  worthless,  and 
noxious  odors  are  emitted,  to  the  annoyance 
and  harm  of  appellee  and  his  family,  and 
that  this  is  a  consequontial  damacre,  not  to 
his  natural  rights  in  the  stream,  but  to  his 
acquired  property  rights;  and  that  it  is  a 
taking  of  his  private  property  for  publie  use 
without  compensation  first  being  rendered. 
The  lessening  of  the  value  of  an  estate  ny  a 
destruction  of  the  grass  and  the  creation  of 
some  personal  discomfort  has  only  the  i 
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protection  of  the  law  that  is  acoorded  to 
other  fonus  of  injury  to  property  by  muni- 
cipal improvements,  and  it  has  been  uni- 
formly held  in  this  state  that  such  conse- 
quential damage  is  not  such  a  taking  of  pri- 
vate property  as  must  be  preceded  by  just 
compensation.  Cummins  v.  Seymour,  79 
Ind.  491,  41  Am.  Rep.  618;  Macy  v.  Indian- 
apoliSy  17  Ind.  267;  Lafayette  v.  Spencer,  14 
Ind.  399;  Weia  v.  Madison,  76  Ind.  241,  39 
Am.  Rep.  135;  Lafayette  v.  Bush,  19  Ind. 
326.  See  also  Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Gush. 
53,  85.  It  will  not  do  to  say  that  the 
stream  and  appellees  lands  lying  along  the 
margins  of  Salt  creek  should  have  been  con- 
demned by  the  city  to  the  right  to  despatch 
sewage  along  the  stream  before  proceeding 
to  do  so.  According  to  the  statement  of  ap- 
pellant's counsel,  the  premises  of  appellees 
alleged  to  be  affected  are  situate  from  2  to 
10  miles  by  the  stream  from  the  corporate 
limit*  of  the  city ;  and,  if  the  city  is  required 
to  go  so  far  to  recompense  sewage  effect, 
where  may  it  stop  short  of  the  sea?  Appel- 
lant had  lawful  authority  to  exercise  the 
right  of  eminent  domain  in  securing  an  out- 
let for  its  sewage,  but  no  such  authority  ex- 
ists as  will  permit  it  to  seize  upon  the 
stream  and  its  margins  to  relieve  consequen- 
tial damages.  Richmond  v.  Test,  18  Ind. 
App.  482.  600,  48  N.  E.  610,  and  authorities 
cited.  Furthermore,  the  construction  of 
sewers  and  outlets  is  sanctioned  by  the  law, 
and  what  the  law  grants  will  not  constitute 
a  nuisance  per  se,  public  or  private.  And, 
If  the  law  is  obeyed,  no  actionable  wrong 
will  result.  In  any  instance,  however,  an 
action  may  ari^e  from  want  of  due  care  in^ 
eonntruction  or  repairs.  But  it  must  be 
prpBimied  that  all  ministerial  officers  will 
perform  their  official  duty,  and  cause  no  of- 
fpm»e  in  their  execution  of  the  law.  Elk- 
hart V.  Wichwire,  121  Ind.  331,  337,  22  N.  E. 
342.    Hence  injunction  will  not  lie  to  re- 


strain tlie  exercise  of  a  power  lawfully  con- 
ferred until  the  power  has  been  abused  to 
the  injury  of  public  or  private  right. 

By  the  judgment  appealed  from  appellant 
is  "permitted  to  extend  its  sewer  system 
from  its  present  outlet  to  Salt  creek,  but  is 
perpetually  enjoined  and  restrained  from 
polluting  or  increasing  the  pollution  of  the 
waters  of  the  creek."  ^nie  judgment  is  anom- 
alous in  that  it  expressly  authorizes  ap- 
pellant to  construct  the  proposed  extension 
through  the  marsh  to  Salt  creek,  but  forbids 
forever  the  pollution  of  the  waters  of  the 
stream.  Ordinarily  the  right  to  extend  the 
active,  operating  sewer  to  Salt  creek  would 
carry  \\ith  it  the  right  to  discharge  the  sew- 
age usually  and  necessarily  carried  by  it  in- 
to the  stream,  which  implies  pollution  of  its 
waters;  but  the  express  prohibition  must  be 
held  to  preclude  the  emptying  of  any  cor- 
rupting substances  into  the  creek.  Whether 
the  judgment  is  intended  to  operate  against 
the  situation  as  it  now  exists,  and  against 
the  voiding  of  sewage  intd  the  marsh,  whence 
it  escapes  into  Salt  creek,  or  to  conditions 
that  may  exist  if  and  after  appellant  ex- 
tend? the  sewer  to  the  creek,  is  not  dear; 
but  if  it  relates  to  future  conditions,  as  we 
have  seen,  injunction  will  not  lie,  and  if  to 
present  conditions,  the  facts  averred  in  the 
complaint  and  established  by  the  evidence  do 
not  warrant  it. 

Tlie  complaint  fails  to  aver  the  absence  of 
skill  or  the  want  of  due  care,  or  that  some 
other  outlet  could  more  reasonably  be  had, 
or  that  some  other  reasonable  method  of  dis- 
posing of  the  city  sewage  is  available;  and,, 
lor  reasons  stated,  it  is  insufficient  to  enti- 
tle appellees  to  the  relief  prayed.  The  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint  should  therefore 
have  been  sustained. 

Jvdfiment  reversed,  with  instructions  to 
sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT    (Division  1). 


D.  H.  SMITH,  Respt., 

V. 

aty  of  8EDALIA,  Appt. 

(152  Mo.  283.) 

1.  Tlie  failure  to  npectfT  tn  the  order 
of   record    frrantlnic   a   new   trial    the 

irround  on  which  It  was  granted,  as  requ'rcd 
by  Rev.  Stat.  1880,  |  2241,  Is  not  reversible 
error. 

9.  A  preacrtptl-re  rlfirht  to  dfactaarfce 
ae-wera  Into  a  stream  will  not  arise  from 
the  mere  fact  that  they  are  so  dtschan^ed  for 
more  than  the  statutory  per'od  of  prescrip- 
tion, "without  objection  or  hindrance,"  un- 
less It  Is  shown  that  the  user  was  under 
claim  of  riffht,  and  exercised  adversely  and 
not  with  permission. 

8.  The  maintenance  of  private  aevrera 
dlncharved  Into  a  stream,  causinflr  some 
poIIutloQ.  will  not  be  sufllcient  to  create  an 


Bee  note  to   Piatt '  Brothers  ft  Co.   v.  Wa- 
terbnry,  anie,  691. 
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easement  by  prescription  for  the  discharge 
into  the  stream  of  a  substituted  public  sew- 
er system  which  causes  much  greater  pollu- 
tion of  the  stream,  and  thereby  creates  a 
nuisance. 

4.  The  mle  that  the  rlfcht  of  action 
for  trespass  to  real  estate  accrues  to 
the  one  o'wnlnir  the  property  at  the 
time  the  trespass  is  committed,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  emptying  of  a  sewer  system  Into  a 
stream  to  the  injury  of  a  riparian  owner, 
where  the  extent  of  the  Injury  cannot  then 
be  for  all  time  estimated,  while  subsequent 
change  of  the  outlet  and  enlargement  of  the 
system  materially  increase  the  injury  after 
the  change  in  the  ownership  of  the  riparian 
property. 

5.  It  Is  erroneons  to  Instrnct  the  iury 
as  to  what  their  verdict  shall  be  if  they  find 
certain  facts,  when  there  is  no  evidence  on 
which  those  facts  can  be  found. 

6.  A  nnlsance  caused  by  the  pollvtion 
of  a  stream  to  the  damafire  of  riparl* 
an  owners  whose  Injuries  are  similar  In 
kind,   though   different   In  degree,   Is  not  a 
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owners  of  the  servient  estates  less  pure  than 
he  received  them.  Hie  enjoyment  ib,  accord- 
ing to  hie  position,  superior  to  those  below 
him  and  inferior  to  those  above  him.  The 
right  to  improve  and  beautify  property,  and 
to  employ  all  the  reasonable  methods  afford- 
ed by  the  estate  and  its  appurtenances,  to 
protect  the  health  and  promote  the  comfort 
and  happiness  of  self  ana  family,  is  insepara- 
bly connected  with  the  right  to  own  and  con- 
trol property;  and,  though  its  exercise  may 
sometimes  injuriously  affect  others,  the  law 
affords  no  remedy.  In  acquiring  estates 
and  in  erecting  homes  along  watercourse!), 
notice  roust  be  taken  of  the  conformation  of 
the  territory,  the  natural  lines  of  drainage 
that  farms,  cities,  and  villages  may  gather 
along  its  banks,  and  that  the  impurities  in- 
cident to  the  trades,  to  agriculture  and  pop- 
ulation, that  fall  upon  the  surface,  will  find 
their  way  into  the  stream,  and  that  the  en- 
jo^'ment  of  the  stream  is  liable  to  be  modi* 
fied  and  abridged,  if  not  altogether  suspend- 
ed, in  many  uses  to  which  it  might  original- 
ly have  been  fitted,  by  those  above,  in  the 
exercise  of  their  own  equal  rights.  A  munici- 
pality, in  a  large  sense,  is  a  riparian  pro- 
prietor. Its  officers  stand  for  the  corpora- 
tion. They  are  empowered  by  the  state  to 
provide  and  enforce  sanitary  measures  for 
the  preservation  of  the  health  and  welfare 
of  the  public.  The  corporation  has  the  same 
right  to  exist  as  an  aggregation,  and  to  en- 
joy its  possessions  as  a  natural  person.  It 
may,  under  the  law,  establish  public  halls, 
libraries,  and  market  places,  and  it  may  lay 
out  parks  and  embellish  them  with  fiowers 
and  fountains  for  the  comfort  and  happiness 
of  the  corporate  body.  It  may  open  and  im- 
prove streets,  construct  gutters,  sluices,  and 
waterways;  and  if  storm  water  carries  into 
these  latter  the  multifarious  filth  and  gar- 
bage incident  to  populous  places,  and  bears 
the  same  away  by  natural  channels  to  the 
general  watercourse  of  the  basin,  the  right 
of  the  municipality  to  permit  it  will  not  be 
doubted,  even  though  the  waters  of  the 
stream  are  thereby  so  polluted  as  to  render 
them  unfit  for  ordinary  uses.  And  wherein 
have  the  dwellers  below  ground  of  com- 
plaint? They  have  suffered  only  that  which 
they  should  have  reasonably  expected  and 
estimated  in  acquiring  their  property.  The 
question  is  rooted  in  the  natural  law  of  self' 
preservation.  And,  if  cities  are  permitted 
to  adulterate  streams  by  allowing  sill  accum- 
ulntine  surface  impurities  to  flow  into  them 
by  natural  channels,  we  do  not  perceive  why 
the  underlying  principle  will  not  allow 
them  to  deepen  these  natural  storm  chau' 
nels  and  transform  them  into  covered  sew- 
ers, nor  why  the  right  to  protect  the  health 
and  welfare  of  the  public  against  one  class 
of  noxious  matter  should  not  be  extended  to 
all  classes  of  equal  virulence.  And,  while 
action  must  be  taken  with  a  cautious  regard 
for  the  ricrhts  of  those  below,  it  has  come  to 
be  a  scientific  fact  generally  accepted  that 
the  minimum  of  mischief  resulting  from 
closet  contents  may  be  attained  by  an  early 
despatch  through  the  medium  of  flowing  wa- 
ter, wherein  solids  are  dissolved  and  chemi- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


cal   action   for   purification   speedily  takes 

Elace.  But»  however  this  may  be,  there  if 
ftck  of  the  question  sovereign  power,  rest- 
ing upon  reasons  satisfactory  to  the  legisla- 
ture, conferred  upon  cities  to  construct  sew- 
ers and  outlets,  and,  by  necessary  implica- 
tion, authoritv  to  discharge  the  sewage  into 
the  usual  and  naturally  adapted  conduits. 
The  grant  of  such  powers  imposes  the  duty 
to  exercise  them  in  all  needful  cases.  This 
record  shows  that  appellant  is  a  city  of  8,4 
000  inhabitants;  that  between  the  yean 
1891  and  1806  the  proper  authority  project- 
ed and  constructea  a  complete  system  of 
sewers  at  a  cost  of  more  than  $40,000,  adopt* 
ing  for  the  outlet  of  the  system  the  line  of 
natural  drainage  for  the  district.  It  fur- 
ther appears  that  all  parts  of  the  city  were 
ultimately  drained  into  Salt  creek  within 
the  city  limits.  And  there  is  no  pretenio 
that  there  is  any  other  possible  outlet  or 
practical  means  of  disposing  of  sewage,  or 
that  the  sewer  was  unskilfully  or  negligent- 
ly constructed.  Hence,  then,  to  forbid  a  dis- 
char^re  of  sewage  into  Salt  creek  is  to  deny 
to  the  city  the  right  to  discharge  it  any- 
where, and  thus  leave  it  without  the  ordi- 
nary means  of  sanitation.  Surely  it  is  not 
the  law  that  a  salutary  statute,  essential  to 
the  health  and  welfare  of  the  public,  may  be 
thus  nullified  by  exhibiting  a  damage  to 
private  right.  The  sewage  must  be  des- 
patched or  the  city  abandoned.  The  place 
adopted  for  the  outpour  is  that  provided  by 
nature,  and  cannot  be  had  elsewhere.  The 
facts  present  a  case  wherein  the  principle  of 
the  greatest  good  to  the  greatest  number 
must  be  permitted  to  operate,  and  private 
interest  yield  to  the  public  good;  and  if  the 
erection  has  been  skilfully  performed,  and 
without  negligence,  as  is  shown  to  be  the 
fact  by  the  record,  and  in  a  way  to  do  the 
least  mischief,  it  must  be  held  to  be  a  lawful 
exercise  of  power  that  equity  will  not  re« 
strain.  Barnard  v.  Hherley,  135  Ind.  547,  24 
L.  R.  A.  668,  34  N.  E.  600,  35  N.  E.  117: 
Richmond  v.  Te/tt,  18  Ind.  App.  482,  501,  48 
N.  E.  610;  Mcrrificld  v.  Worcester,  110  Mass. 
216.  14  Am.  Rep.  502. 

That  cities  are  not  liable  for  consequential 
damages  to  private  property,  resulting  from 
the  construction  of  streets,  sewers,  and  oth- 
er public  improvements,  when  the  work  is 
skilfully  executed  and  free  from  nefifligenoe, 
is  no  longer  an  open  question  in  this  state. 
Terre  Haute  v.  Hudnut,  112  Ind.  542.  13  N. 
K.  686.  and  cases  there  cited:  Vincennea  v. 
RichardSy  23  Ind.  381.  But  appellees*  coun- 
sel arcrues  on  behalf  of  one  of  the  appellees 
that  the  waters  of  the  stream  in  flood  time 
carry  the  sewer  filth  out  upon  his  pasture, 
whereby  the  grass  is  rendered  worthless,  and 
noxious  odors  are  emitted,  to  the  annoyance 
and  harm  of  appellee  and  his  family,  and 
that  this  is  a  consequential  damacre,  not  to 
his  natural  rights  in  the  stream,  but  to  his 
acquired  property  rights;  and  that  it  is  a 
taking  of  his  private  property  for  public  use 
without  compensation  first  being  rendered. 
The  lessening  of  the  value  of  an  estate  by  a 
destruction  of  the  grass  and  the  creation  of 
some  personal  discomfort  has  only  the  same 
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protection  of  the  law  that  is  accorded  to 
other  forms  of  injury  to  property  by  muni- 
cipal improvements,  and  it  has  been  uni- 
formly held  in  this  state  that  such  conse- 
quential damage  is  not  such  a  taking  of  pri- 
vate property  as  must  be  preceded  by  just 
compensation.  Cummins  v.  Seymour,  79 
Ind.  491,  41  Am.  Rep.  618;  Macy  v.  Indian- 
apoliSf  17  Ind.  267;  Lafayette  v.  Spencer ,  14 
Ind.  399;  Wew  v.  Madison,  75  Ind.  241,  39 
Am.  Rep.  135;  Lafayette  v.  Bush,  19  Ind. 
326.  See  also  Com,  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
53,  85.  It  will  not  do  to  say  that  the 
stream  and  appellees  lands  lying  along  the 
margins  of  Salt  credc  should  have  been  con- 
demned by  the  city  to  the  right  to  despatch 
sewage  along  the  stream  before  proceeding 
to  do  so.  According  to  the  statement  of  ap- 
pellant's counsel,  the  premises  of  appellees 
alleged  to  be  affected  are  situate  from  2  to 
10  miles  by  the  stream  from  the  corporate 
limits  of  the  city;  and,  if  the  city  is  required 
to  go  so  far  to  recompense  sewage  effect, 
where  may  it  stop  short  of  the  sea?  Appel- 
lant had  lawful  authority  to  exercise  the 
right  of  eminent  domain  in  securing  an  out- 
let for  its  sewage,  but  no  such  authority  ex- 
ists as  will  permit  it  to  seize  upon  the 
stream  and  its  margins  to  relieve  consequen- 
tial damages.  Richmond  v.  Test,  18  Ind. 
App.  482.  600,  48  N.  E.  610,  and  authorities 
cited.  Furthermore,  the  construction  of 
sewers  and  outlets  is  sanctioned  by  the  law, 
and  what  the  law  grants  will  not  constitute 
a  nuisance  per  se,  public  or  private.  And, 
if  the  law  is  obeyed,  no  actionable  wrong 
will  result.  In  any  instance,  however,  an 
action  may  arise  from  want  of  due  care  in. 
construction  or  repairs.  But  it  must  be 
presumed  that  all  ministerial  officers  will 
perform  their  official  duty,  and  cause  no  of- 
fense in  their  execution  of  the  law.  Elk- 
hart v.  Wicktcire,  121  Ind.  331.  337,  22  N.  E. 
342.     Hence  injunction  will  not  lie  to  re- 


strain the  exercise  of  a  power  lawfully  con- 
ferred until  the  power  has  been  abused  to 
the  injury  of  public  or  private  right. 

By  the  judgment  appealed  from  appellant 
is  '^permitted  to  extend  its  sewer  system 
from  its  present  outlet  to  Salt  creek,  but  is 
perpetually  enjoined  and  restrained  from 
polluting  or  increasing  the  pollution  of  the 
waters  of  the  creek."  The  judgment  is  anom- 
alous in  that  it  expressly  authorizes  ap- 
pellant to  construct  the  proposed  extension 
through  the  marsh  to  Salt  creek,  but  forbids 
forever  the  pollution  of  the  waters  of  the 
stream.  Ordinarily  the  right  to  extend  the 
active,  operating  sewer  to  Salt  creek  would 
carry  ^ith  it  the  right  to  discharge  the  sew- 
age usually  and  necessarily  carried  by  it  in- 
to the  stream,  which  implies  pollution  of  its 
waters;  but  the  express  prohibition  must  be 
held  to  preclude  the  emptying  of  any  cor- 
rupting substances  into  the  creek.  Whether 
the  judgment  is  intended  to  operate  against 
the  situation  as  it  now  exists,  and  against 
the  voiding  of  sewage  iniA  the  marsh,  whence 
it  escapes  into  Salt  creek,  or  to  conditions 
that  may  exist  if  and  after  appellant  ex- 
tend? the  sewer  to  the  creek,  is  not  clear; 
but  if  it  relates  to  future  conditions,  as  we 
have  seen,  injunction  will  not  lie,  and  if  to 
present  conditions,  the  facts  averred  in  the 
complaint  and  established  by  the  evidence  do 
not  warrant  it. 

Tlie  complaint  fails  to  aver  the  absence  of 
skill  or  the  want  of  due  care,  or  that  some 
other  outlet  could  more  reasonably  be  had, 
or  that  some  other  reasonable  method  of  dis- 
posing of  the  city  sewage  is  available;  and,. 
#or  reasons  stated,  it  is  insufficient  to  enti-* 
tie  appellees  to  the  relief  prayed.  The  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint  should  therefore 
have  been  sustained. 

Jvdpment  reversed,  with  instructions  to 
sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT    (Division  1). 


D.  H.  SMITH,  Respt,, 

V, 

aty  of  SEDALIA,  Appt, 

(162  Mo.  288.) 

1.  Tlie  failure  to  apeclfr  In  the  order 
of   record    frrantlnic   a   neir   trial    the 

ground  on  which  It  was  ftranted,  as  requ*rpd 
by  Rev.  Stat  1889,  |  2241,  Is  not  reversible 
error. 

S.  A  preaerlptl-re  rlfirlit  to  dlnctaarfce 
seTrera  Into  a  atream  will  not  arise  from 
the  mere  fact  that  they  are  so  dlschanced  for 
more  than  the  statutory  per'od  of  prescrip- 
tion, **wlthoi]t  objection  or  hindrance,"  un- 
less It  Is  shown  that  the  user  was  under 
claim  of  right,  and  exercised  adversely  and 
not  with  permission. 

S«  Tlie  maintenance  of  prl-rate  nevrerii 
dlnchar^ed  Into  a  atream,  caualnf?  some 
pollution,  will  not  be  sufllclent  to  create  an 
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easement  by  prescription  for  the  discharge 
into  the  stream  of  a  substituted  public  sew- 
er system  which  causes  much  greater  pollu- 
tion of  the  stream,  and  thereby  creates  a 
nuisance. 

4.  Tlie  rnle  tltat  the  rlfcHt  of  action 
for  treapaaa  to  real  eatate  accrnea  to 
the  one  o-wnlnir  the  property  at  the 
time  the  trespass  is  committed,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  emptying  of  a  sewer  system  Into  a 
stream  to  the  Injury  of  a  riparian  owner, 
where  the  extent  of  the  Injury  cannot  then 
be  for  all  time  estimated,  while  subsequent 
change  of  the  outlet  and  enlargement  of  the 
system  materially  Increase  the  Injury  after 
the  change  In  the  ownership  of  the  riparian 
property. 

5.  It  la  erroneona  to  Inatrnct  the  Jury 
as  to  what  their  verdict  shall  be  If  they  And 
certain  facts,  when  there  Is  no  evidence  on 
which  those  facts  can  be  found. 

6.  A  nnlaance  canned  by  the  pollntlon 
of  a  atream  to  the  damaire  of  rlparl* 
an  ownera  whose  Injuries  are  similar  In 
kind,   though  different   In  degree,  Is  not  a 
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public,  bbt  iB  a  private,  nulsazuse,  such*  tbat 
a  single  landowiier  may  maintain  a  private 
action  for  damages. 
7.  Tbe  facta  tbat  aewera  are  neeea- 
•ary  to  a  city,  and  that  a  statute  directs 
that  they  shall  follow  as  near  as  practica- 
ble the  natural  drainage  of  the  country,  does 
not  Justify  the  city  in  discharging  sewers 
into  a  stream  to  the  damage  of  a  landowner, 
without  Just  compensation,  to  him,  as  re- 
quired by  a  constitutional  provision  against 
taking  or  damaging  private  property  with- 
out Just  compensation. 

(November  14,  1890.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Pettis  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  allied  wrongful  pol- 
lution of  a  stream  flowing  through  plaintiff's 
property.    Afjirmed. 

Statement  by  ValUant,  J.: 

This  is  a  suit  for  damages  against  the 
«ity  of  Sedalia  for  the  alleg«l  wrongful  pol- 
lution of  the  water  of  a  natural  stream 
wrhich  flows  through  the  plaintiff's  farm. 
The  petition  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  owns 
a  farm  adjoining  the  city,  through  which 
flows  Cedar  creek,  a  stream  affording  an 
abundant  supply  of  water  for  stock  and 
other  farm  purposes,  which,  until  the  injury 
complained  of,  was  fresh,  pure,  and  whole- 
some, and  greatly  enhanced  the  value  of  the 
land  and  the  enjoyment  of  its  use  and  3C- 
cupancy;  but  that  the  defendant  city  had 
constructed  a  system  of  sewers,  which  col- 
lected and  carried  the  sewage  of  the  city, 
and  discharged  it  into  the  cre^  a  short  dis- 
tance from  where  it  enters  plaintiff's  land, 
and  by  that  means  so  polluted  the  water  of 
the  stream,  as  it  came  down  on  plaintiff's 
land,  that  it  was  foul,  unwholesome,  and  un- 
fit for  use  by  man  or  beast,  and  in  its  turn 
polluted  the  atmosphere,  so  that  it  was  ren-i 
dered  offensive  and  injurious  to  the  health 
of  the  occupants  of  the  farm.  Damages  are 
sought  for  the  depreciation  of  the  value  of 
the  farm  and  of  its  rental  value.  The  an- 
swer pleads  the  several  acts  of  the  general 
assembly  under  which  the  defendant  was  in- 
corporated, and  its  charter  from  time  to 
time  amended,  beginning  with  the  act  (»f 
1861,  down  to  the  act  of  1873,  and  the  final 
organization  as  a  city  of  the  third  class  un- 
der the  General  Statutes,  in  1886 ;  that  dur^ 
ing  the  period  of  its  existence  it  had  so 
grown  that  at  the  date  of  the  suit  it  was  a 
city  of  20,000  inhabitants;  that  Cedar  creek 
was  the  natural  drain  for  the  water  falling 
on  a  large  part  of  the  area  of  the  city,  and 
the  sewers,  as  constructed,  do  not  carry  into 
Cedar  creek  sewage  or  water  from  any  terri- 
tory other  than  that  which  naturally  drains 
into  the  creek;  that  for  more  than  twenty 
years  prior  to  the  institution  of  this  suit 
there  were  sewers  constructed  in  the  city  by 
its  authority  and  consent,  such  as  are  com- 
plained of  in  the  petition,  which  gathered 
the  sewageand  surface  water. and  discharged 
the  same  into  the  creek,  and  down  on  and 
Across  the  land  now  owned  by  plaintiff,  and 
from  time  to  time  those  sewers  and  sewer 
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syateme  were  enlarged  and  extended,  and 
new  sewers  were  constructed  and  added  to 
the  others,  until  the  present  system  now  in 
use  was  brought  into  existence.  So  defend* 
ant  says  it  has,  by  lon^  usage,  acquired  the 
right  to  use  Cedar  credc  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  its  sewage,  and  the  plaintiff's  right 
is  barr^  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  ten 
years,  and  that,  if  a  right  of  action  to  any- 
one ever  accrued,  it  was  to  the  person  who 
owned  the  land  when  the  city  began  to  so 
use  the  creek,  and  not  to  the  plaintiff.  The 
answer  denies  that  the  water  is  polluted,  or 
that  plaintiff's  property  is  injured.  The  pe- 
tition concludes,  not  only  with  a  prayer  for 
judgment  for  damages,  but  also  for  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  defendant  from  further 
committing  the  alleged  nuisance  complained 
of.  But  the  petition  contains  but  one  count, 
and  that  is  shaped  as  an  action  at  law  for 
damages,  and  the  cause  was  tried  as  such. 
An  injunction  issues  out  of  a  suit  in  equity, 
and.  if  plaintiff  had  really  intended  to  ask 
equitable  relief,  he  should  have  framed  a 
count  substantially  as  a  bill  in  equity.  We 
^vill  treat  the  case  as  the  parties  and  the 
trial  court  treated  it;  that  is,  as  an  action 
at  law  only. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  tend- 
ed to  prove :  That  he  bought  the  land  men- 
tioned in  the  petition  in  1889.  That  it  is  a 
highly- improved  and  Valuable  farm,  of  about 
400  acres,  to  the  north  of  and  adjoining  the 
city  of  Sedalia,  a  small  part  of  the  southern 
end  being  within  the  city  limits.  That 
Cedar  creek  runs  through  the  farm  for  i 
distance,  followiftg  its  meanderings,  of  about 
a  mile,  affording  a  sufficient  supply  of  water 
for  a  stock  farm,  to  which  use  it  was  prin- 
cipally devoted,  and  for  other  farm  purpos- 
es. The  residence  is  about  200  yards  frMn 
the  creek.  That  in  1887  the  city  passed  an 
ordinance  establishing  a  general  sewer  sys- 
tem, under  which  the  main  sewer  now  com- 
plained of  was  constructed,  which  then  emp- 
tied at  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  track, 
about  a  mile  south  of  its  present  terminus, 
and  that  was  the  situation  when  the  plain- 
tiff bought,  in  1889.  At  that  time  the  wa- 
ter was  clear,  and  there  was  no  odor  from 
the  creek,  but  it  could  be  detected  that  some 
foreicrn  element  was  in  the  water.  In  1888 
the  main  sewer  was  enlarjjed.  and  in  1891 
extended  in  the  direction  of  plaintiff's  farm, 
and  acrain  in  1893,  until  it  reached  the  main 
channel  of  Cedar  creek  about  200  yards  from 
plf^intiff's  land.  That  beginninj?  in  1889, 
anrl  continuing  to  1895,  the  city  constructed 
district  sewers,  eleven  in  number,  emptying 
into  the  main  sewer  above  mentioned.  That 
until  1891,  when  the  first  extension  of  the 
main  sewer  in  the  direction  of  plaintiff's 
farm  was  made,  much  of  the  offensive  char- 
acter of  the  sewage  was  dissipated  in  the 
open  air  before  it  reached  the  plaintiff'* 
land,  although  even  then  an  examination  of 
the  water  in  the  creek  showed  contamin*- 
tion;  but  that  after  the  extension  of  1891, 
and  the  second  extension  of  1893,  with  the 
addition  of  the  several  district  sewers  above 
mentioned,  the  water  became  entirely  unfit 
for  use,  and  dangerous,  not  only  to  the  cat- 
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tie,  but  also  the  Lealth  and  comfort  of  the 
tenants  of  the  farm.  That  in  1893  plaintiff 
made  oral  complaint,  and  in  1894  written 
complaint,  to  the  city  officers,  of  the  same, 
but  without  avail.  There  was  also  testi- 
mony for  the  plaintiff  tending  to  show  the 
depreciation  of  the  rentals  and  value  of  tho 
land  within  the  periods  complained  of.  This 
suit  was  begun  in  1895. 

It  was  admitted  that  Cedar  creek  was  the 
natural  drain  for  all  that  district  in  the 
city  which  now  drains  and  empties  its  sew- 
age into  it  through  the  sewerage  complained 
of.  On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  testi- 
ittonj^  tended  to  prove  that  as  early  as  1873 
the  city  built  a  sewer  for  surface  drainage 
which  emptied  about  a  mile  from  plaintifrs 
land,  but  the  output  of  which,  following 
natural  coursee,  reached  Cedar  creek;  and 
the  city,  in  1874,  authorized  private  persons 
to  build  private  sewers  for  surface  drainage, 
emptying  into  that  sewer.  In  1877  the  city 
authorized  certain  persons  to  build  a  sewer 
for  drainage  from  Lamine  street  to  Moni- 
teau avenue,  with  which  persons  so  desiring 
were  allowed  to  make  connection  for  their 
private  drains  upon  payment  of  a  stipulated 
amount.  In  1882  a  similar  authority  was 
granted  another  person  to  construct  a  sewer 
on  Broadway.  In  1886  the  gas  company 
built  a  sewer  which  emptied  on  the  open 
ground  near  its  works.  In  1875  and  1876 
there  was  a  soap  factory  in  the  city  just 
north  of  the  railroad  tracks,  whose  offensive 
offcast  washed,  in  the  course  of  natural 
drainage,  into  Cedar  creek,  but  the  city  in- 
terfered, and  put  a  stop  to  this,  in  a  year 
or  two.  There  were  also,  about  this  time, 
several  slauj^hter  houses  in  the  city  limits, 
on  a  branch  of  Cedar  creek,  about  a  mile 
from  the  land  now  owned  by  plaintiff,  but 
these  were  all  closed  in  1884  by  injunctions 
from  the  circuit  court,  at  the  suit  of  citi- 
zens. The  testimony  of  defendant  also  tend- 
ed to  prove  that  the  water  on  the  plaintiff's 
farm  was  not  polluted  to  the  offensive  or 
danfirerous  degree  that  plaintiff's  testimony 
tended  to  show  it  to  be. 

The  theory  of  the  instructions  given  by 
the  court  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  was 
that  by  the  construction  of  private  sewers  by 
permission  of  the  city,  which  emptied  into 
naturai  drains  that  carried  the  output  into 
Cedar  creek,  the  city  did  not  acquire  the 
right  to  construct  its  system  of  sewers  to 
discharge  their  offensive  contents  into  the 
creek,  to  the  plaintiff's  injury;  nor  did  the 
fact  that  plaintiff  bought  the  land  after  the 
city  had  aiidopted  the  sewer  system,  and  con- 
structed it  in  part,  preclude  the  plaintiff 
from  recovery  for  damages  he  has  sustained 
after  his  purchase;  and  that  the  fact  that 
the  sewer  system  may  have  been  in  opera- 
tion, with  offensive  consequences,  for  five 
years  before  the  bringing  of  this  suit,  did 
not  preclude  recovery,  within  the  scope  of 
other  instructions;  nor  did  the  fact  that  a 
system  of  sewers  was  necessary  to  the  city, 
and  that  there  was  no  other  natural  or  con- 
venient channel  than  the  one  in  question, 
and  that  it  would  }>e  troublesome  or  expen- 
sive to  dispose  of  the  sewltge'  without  ere- 
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ating  a  nuisance,  justify  the  collecting  and 
emptying  of  the  sewage  on  or  near  the  plain- 
tiir's  premises.  The  instructions  placed  the 
plaintiff's  measure  of  damages  at  the  depre- 
ciation of  rental  value  within  five  years  be-> 
fore  the  commencement  of  the  suit  and  per- 
manent injury  to  the  value  of  the  farm. 

At  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  court 
gave  the  following  instructions : 

"(A)  If  the  stream  in  question  was  used 
for  more  than  ten  years  before  the  bringing 
of  this  action,  continuously,  by  the  defend- 
ant city,  for  the  purpose  of  drainage  or  car- 
rying off  the  sewage  from  the  part  of  said 
city  which  naturally  drained  into  the  same 
without  objection  or  hindrance  from  those 
owning  the  farm  now  owned  by  the  plaintiff, 
then  the  city,  and  the  inhabitants  of  the 
same,  have  acquired  a  right  to  the  use  of 
said  stream  for  carrying  off  the  drainage  and 
sewsire  from  said  part  of  defendant  city,  and 
the  verdict  will  be  for  the  defendant,  unless 
the  jury  find  that  defendant  has,  within  ten 
years  before  the  bringing  of  this  suit,  caused 
the  sewage  and  drainage  from  other  terri- 
tory  than  that  naturally  drainec*  into  said 
stream  to  be  carried  into  the  same,  and  this 
to  the  damage  of  the  pl.iintiff. 

"(B)  Although  the  jury  may  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  the  use  of  the  watercourse 
in  question,  as  it  has  been  and  is  being  used, 
was  a  nuisance  when  first  b^un,  yet,  if  said 
use  has  continued  uninterrupted  [by  the  city 
of  Sedalia]  for  more  than  ten  years  next  be- 
fore the  bringing  of  this  action,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  now  complain  of  the  same,  and  the 
verdict  will  be  for  the  defendant."  This 
was  asked  without  the  words  in  brackets, 
*by  the  city  of  Sedalia,'  but  the  court  insert- 
ed said  words,  and  gave  it  of  his  own  mo- 
tion, to  which  change  defendant  excepted  at 
the  time. 

"(C)  Although  the  jury  may  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  the  use  of  the  watercourse 
in  question  was  or  is  injurious  to  the  land 
now  owned  by  plaintiff  or  to  the  owner  there- 
of, yet  if  the  jury  further  believed  from  the 
evidence  that,  before  the  plaintiff  became  the 
owner  of  said  land,  said  use  had  become  per- 
manent,— that  is,  so  fixed  that  without  hu- 
man labor  it  would  continue, — and  that 
there  was  then  no  present  intention  of  chang- 
ing or  abandoning  said  use,  so  as  to  avoid 
further  injury  to  said  land  and  its  owner, 
then  said  injury  is  to  be  regarded  as  perma- 
nent and  an  injury  to  the  land  itself,  and 
only  to  be  compensated  for  once,  and  that 
compensation  was  due  to  the  one  who  owned 
the  land  before  the  plaintiff,  and  not  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
therefor. 

"(D)  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  sewage  discharged  into  the  water- 
course in  question  comes  only  from  the  part 
of  the  city  of  Sedalia  which  naturally  drains 
into  said  stream,  and  if  the  jury  further  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  that,  without  the 
construction  of  sewers  by  the  defendant  city, 
the  natural  drainage  into  said  stream  would 
constitute  a  nuisance  to  the  extent  proved  to 
exist  at  the  time  of  bringing  this  suit,  then 
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the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  and  the  verdict 
will  be  for  the  defendant 

"(E)  Although  the  jury  may  believe  that 
the  discharge  of  sewage  into  the  stream  in 
question  amounts  to  a  nuisance,  yet  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  unless  the  jury  fur- 
ther find  that  the  damage,  if  any,  suffered  by 
glaintiff,  is  peculiar  to  him;  being  such  as 
\  different  in  kind,  and  not  simply  in  de- 
gree, from  that  sustained  by  other  persons 
owning  land  in  the  same  general  locality." 

And  of  its  own  motion  the  court  gave  the 
following : 

"(F)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  if 
they  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  natural 
drainage  into  the  watercourse  in  question, 
together  with  the  drainage  from  the  sewers 
built  or  constructed  by  individuals,  prior  to 
the  construction  of  the  sewer  by  the  city, 
constitute  a  nuisance  in  kind  and  extent 
with  that  existing  at  the  time  of  bringing 
this  suit  by  plaintiff,  then  your  verdict 
should  be  for  the  defendant ;  and,  if  you  find 
from  the  evidence  that  this  drainage  did 
not  constitute  such  nuisance,  then,  in  esti- 
mating the  damages  plaintiff  has  sustained, 
if  you  find  he  has  sustained  any,  you  must 
take  into  consideration  the  natural  drain- 
age, and  the  drainage  from  the  sewers  built 
as  aforesaid  by  individuals  prior  to  the 
building  of  the  sewer  by  the  city,  and  give 
him  only  such  damages  as  is  in  excess  of  the 
damages  already  sustained  by  reason  of  said 
natural  drainage  and  drainage  from  said  in- 
dividual sewers." 

Exceptions  were  preserved  on  both  sides. 
There  was  a  verdict  for  defendant  and  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  by  plaintiff,  which  was 
sustained  by  the  court,  and  from  that  order 
defendant  appeals. 

Mr,  John  Cashman  for  appellant. 
Messrs,  Montsomerj  ft  Montgomery, 

for  respondent: 

'  It  is  not  the  extent  of  the  claim  of  the 
right,  but  the  extent  of  its  actual  exercise, 
which  controls;  a  claim  of  right  to  do  more 
than  that  which  has  been  done  affects  noth- 
ing on  the  question  of  prescription. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  999;  Wood, 
Nuisances,  1st  ed.  §§  705,  706;  Wood,  Limi- 
tations of  Actions,  §  182;  Holsman  v.  Boil- 
ing Spring  Bleaching  Co.  14  N.  J.  Eq.  345; 
Postlp.thicaite  v.  Payne,  8  Ind.  104;  Janssen 
V.  Lammers,  29  Wis.  89;  Russell  v.  Scott y  9 
C!ow.  279;  Roundtree  v.  Brantley,  34  Ala. 
544,  73  Am.  Dec.  470;  WHght  v.  Moore,  38 
Ala.  593,  82  Am.  Dec.  731 ;  Odiome  v.  Ly- 
ford,  9  N.  H.  502,  32  Am.  Dec.  387;  Bald- 
tcin  V.  Calkins,  10  Wend.  169;  Carlisle  v. 
Cooper,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  576. 

No  right  became  vested  in  defendant  by 
the  mere  silent  acquiescence  of  the  owner  of 
the  premises  in  permitting,  at  the  first,  the 
drainage  to  be  carried  on  to  the  premises, 
and  afterwards  the  continuance  of  the  nui- 
sance. At  best  it  was  only  a  license  revoca- 
ble at  the  pleasure  of  the  owner  of  the  land. 

Pitzman  v.  Boyce,  111  Mo.  387,  19  S.  W. 
1104:  Bunten  v.  Chicago,  R.  I,  d  P,  R.  Co, 
50  Mo.  A  pp.  426:  House  v.  Montgomery,  19 
Mo.  App.  170;  Cohh  v.  Smith,  38  Wis.  21. 
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The  drainage  provided  by  the  city,  as  it  ex- 
isted prior  to  plaintiff's  purchase,  was  not 
injui'ious,  or  very  slightly  so;  but  after 
plaintiff's  purchase  the  sewer  system  was 
put  in  force,  and  the  use  extended,  enlarged, 
and  changed  every  year. 

The  structure  or  work  causing  the  injury 
must  be  a  completed  and  finishcSi  work,  and 
the  damage  occasioned  thereby  such  as  that 
the  plaintiff  could  have  sued  for  and  recov« 
ered  entire  damag^es,  or  damages  in  the  fu- 
ture  from  the  ordinary  use  of  such  a  struo* 
ture:  otherwise  plaintiff  would  not  be  pr^ 
eluded  from  recovering  for  such  damages. 

Wood,  Limitations  of  Actions,  §§  180- 
182,  and  note;  Wood,  Nuisances,  S§  705, 
706;  James  v.  Kansas,  83  Mo.  670;  Hols- 
man  Y,  Boiling  Spring  Bleaching  Co.  14  N. 
J.  Eq.  345;  Rogers  v.  Stoever,  24  Pa.  180; 
Padilock  V.  Somes,  102  Mo.  238,  10  L.  R,  A. 
254,  14  S.  W.  746;  Dvnght  v.  Hayes,  150  IlL 
273,  37  N.  E.  218. 

The  instruction  that  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover except  for  such  injury  as  is  peculiar 
to  him,  'lieing  such  as  is  different  in  kind, 
and  not  simply  in  degree,  from  that  sus- 
tained by  other  persons  owning  lands  in  the 
same  ireneral  locality,''  is  not  the  law  Mnoe 
the  adoption  of  our  present  Constitution. 

Joplin  Consol.  Min.  Co,  v.  Joplin,  124  Mo. 
137,  27  S.  W.  406;  Van  DeVere  v.  Kansas 
City,  107  Mo.  91,  17  S.  W.  695;  Paddock  v. 
Somes,  102  Mo.  238,  10  L.  R.  A.  254,  14  S. 
W.  746;  Seifert  v.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  139, 
54  Am.  Rep.  604,  4  N.  E.  321 ;  Baltimore  A 
P,  R,  Co.  V.  Fifth  Baptist  Church,  108  U.  8. 
317,  27  L.  ed.  739,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  719. 

If  it  is  a  public  nuisance  the  defendant 
could  never  gain  prescriptive  immunity,  and 
the  other  instructions  for  defendant  are  up- 
on the  right  acquired  by  limitation. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  995;  Wood, 
Nuisances,  1st  ed.  §  724;  Cooley,  Torts,  2d 
ed.  p.  731. 

People  owning  land  in  the  same  general 
locality  are  entirely  different  from  the 
community  at  large,  which  is  the  legal  ex- 
pression applicable  to  such  cases. 

Fnnke  v.  St.  Louis,  122  Mo.  139.  26  S.  W. 
1034:  Oivens  v.  Van  Studdiford,  86  Mo.  158, 
56  Am.  Rep.  421 ;  Wood,  Nuisances,  2d  ed.  IS 
736,  737;  (flaessner  v.  Anheuser-Buwh 
Brewing  Asso.  100  Mo.  616,  13  S.  W.  707; 
Edmondson  v.  Moherly,  98  Mo.  526,  11  S.  W. 
990. 

These  daniaees  are  those  actually  sus- 
tained by  plaintiff,  including  any  diminu- 
tion of  rentals  down  to  the  time  of  the  in- 
stitution of  this  suit. 

Carson  v.  Sprinqfield,  63  Mo.  App.  297; 
Pinney  v.  Bci-ry,  61  Mo.  360;  Brown  ▼.  CM- 
cage  <£•  A,  R,  Co,  80  Mo.  457. 

Valllant,  J.,    delivered  the    opinion  of 

the  court : 

1.  The  order  of  record  granting  the  new 
trial  fails  to  specify  the  ground  on  which  it 
was  granted,  as  required  by  §  2241,  Rev. 
Stat.  1889,  and  that  is  the  first  assignment 
of  error  upon  which  appellant  asks  a  re- 
versal of  the  judgment  The  specifying  in 
the  record  of  the  ground  on  which  a  new 
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trial  is  granted  was  first  required  by  the  act 
of  1887  (Laws  1887,  p.  230),  amending  § 
3705,  Rev.  Stat.  1879,  which  in  other  re- 
spects is  the  same  as  §  2241,  Rev.  Stat  1889. 
The  original  purpose  of  that  section  was  to 
limit  the  power  of  the  court  in  granting  new 
trials  for  errors  in  a  matter  of  fact.  But, 
unless  the  record  shows  upon  what  ground  a 
first  new  trial  is  granted,  the  ground  for 
the  action  of  the  trial  court  in  granting  a 
new  trial  a  second  or  third  time  would  be 
ditiicult,  if  not  impossible,  to  ascertain,  when 
the  propriety  of  the  action  is  questioned  in 
an  appellate  court.  It  was  doubtless  to 
overcome  this  difficulty  that  the  amendment 
of  1887  was  enacted.  This  is  not  the  first 
case  that  has  come  before  this  court  since 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment  in  which  its 
requirement  has  been  disregarded;  that  is, 
in  which  a  new  trial  has  been  granted  with- 
out specifying  the  ground  for  the  same. 
Hewitt  V.  iSteele,  118  Mo.  463,  24  S.  W.  440; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Wood,  124  Mo.  72,  27  S. 
W.  654.  But  we  have  never  treated  a  fail- 
ure to  observe  this  direction  as  reversible  er- 
ror. The  omission  is  liable  to  arise  through 
the  carelessness  of  the  clerk  and  oversight  of 
the  judge,  and  of  the  attorneys  in  the  case  on 
both  sides.  The  statute  itself  does  not  ren- 
der the  order  granting  the  new  trial  invalid 
for  failure  to  observe  this  requirement,  and 
we  cannot  so  adjudge  it. 

2.  The  propriety  of  the  action  of  the  trial 
court  in  granting  a  new  trial  is  the  only  sub- 
ject for  our  consideration  on  the  review  of 
this  record.  The  instructions  given  on  the 
request  of  the  plaintiff,  as  briefly  summar- 
ized in  the  foregoing  statement,  present,  in 
the  main,  the  correct  theory  of  the  law,  but 
the  instructions  given  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant  afford  ^fround  for  affirming  the  ac- 
tion of  the  circuit  court  in  granting  a  new 
trial.  The  theory  of  the  defense,  advanced 
both  in  the  answer  and  instructions,  is  that 
the  city  has  acquired,  by  long  use,  a  prescrip- 
tive right  to  empty  its  sewage  into  Cedar 
creek.  That  a  prescriptive  right  to  main- 
tain a  nuisance  of  the  kind  complained  of 
by  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  may  be  acquired, 
IB  a  well-established  principle  of  law.  The 
period  requisite  to  establish  such  right  is 
that  which,  under  the  statute  of  limitations, 
bars  a  right  of  entry,  which  in  this  state  is 
ten  years.  ^Fames  v.  Kansas,  83  Mo.  667 ; 
B award  County  v.  Chicago  d  A.  R,  Co,  130 
Mo.  652,  32  S.  W.  651.  The  user,  however, 
upon  which  the  prescriptive  risrht  is  founded, 
ipust  be  adverse  in  its  character;  mere  per- 
miBRive  user  cannot  create  such  a  right. 
The  burden  is  upon  him  who  as.««erts  the 
right  to  show,  not  only  the  user,  but  that  it 
was  exercised  adversely  and  under  a  claim 
of  right.  Pitzman  v.  Boyce,  111  Mo.  393,  19 
6.  W.  1104.  And  the  user  relied  upon  must 
not  only  be  of  the  same  general  character, 
but  must  have  been  exercised  substantially 
in  as  offensive  a  degree  and  to  as  great  an 
extent  as  at  the  time  the  suit  is  brought. 
Wood,  Limitations  of  Actions,  f  182; 
Wright  ▼.  Moore,  38  Ala.  693,  82  Am.  Dec 
731;  Carlisle  v.  Cooper,  21  N.  J.  Eq.  676. 
Neither  the  answer  which  attempts  to  set  up 
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this  prescriptive  right,  nor  the  instructions 
given  at  the  request  of  the  defendant  bear- 
ing upon  it,  comprehend  all  the  essentials  or 
such  a  right.  The  answer  avers  that  Cedar 
creek  is  the  natural  drain  for  the  water  fall- 
ing on  a  large  district  in  the  city,  and  that, 
from  the  beginning  of  the  incorporation,  the 
surface  water,  drainage,  and  sewage  of  that 
district  have  drained  into  the  cieek;  and 
that  for  more  than  twenty  years  there  were 
sewers  in  the  city,  by  its  permission,  which 
gathered  surface  water  and  sewage,  and  sent 
it  down  the  creek;  and  that  from  time  to 
time  tliohc  sewers  have  been  enlarged  and 
extended,  until  the  present  sewer  system  was 
brought  into  existence.  There  is  no  aver- 
ment in  the  answer  that  the  sewers  com- 
plained of  in  the  petition  had  existed  twenty 
years,  or  ten  years  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  and  the  evidence  sliows  that 
there  would  have  been  no  justification  for 
such  an  averment.  The  instruction  marked 
"A,"  given  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant^ 
is  to  the  effect  that  if  for  more  than  ten 
years  prior  to  the  suit  the  creek  had  been 
used  by  the  city  for  drainage  or  carrying  off 
the  sewage  from  the  district  which  it  natur- 
ally drained,  without  objection  from  the 
owners  of  the  land,  the  verdict  must  be  for 
the  defendant,  unless  it  appeared  that  de- 
fendant, by  its  present  system,  was  drain- 
ing sewage  from  other  territory  into  it. 
That  is  to  say,  if  there  were  sewers  in  the 
city  which  collected  offensive  matter,  with- 
out regard  to  the  degree  or  quantity,  and 
sent  it  down  a  natural  course,  which  carried 
it  into  the  creek,  and  this  condition  existed 
for  ten  years  without  complaint,  then  the 
city  had  a  right  to  construct  its  present  sys- 
tem of  sewers,  enlarge  and  extend  the  same, 
from  1887  to  1893,  with  continued  addition- 
al district  sewers,  down  to  1895,  and  empty 
the  whole  sewage  from  that  area,  which  com-* 
passes  the  chief  part  of  a  city  now  grown  to 
20,000  inhabitants,  into  the  creek  within  200 
yards  of  plaintiff's  land,  and  render  the  wa- 
ter unfit  for  use,  and  the  atmosphere  offen* 
sive  and  unwholesome  to  the  occupants  of 
the  farm.  We  cannot  give  that  proposition 
our  approval.  The  instruction  literally  goes 
even  further,  and  confirms  the  city's  pre- 
scriptive right  if  only  the  drainage  of  that 
district  was  wont  to  go  that  way;  but  that 
is  BO  palpable  an  error  that  it  was  doubtless 
an  inadvertence.  The  term,  "without  object 
tion  or  hindrance,*'  used  in  the  instruction, 
docs  not  sufiiciently  express  the  adverse 
character  that  is  necessary  to  give  a  pre- 
scriptive right.  **Without  objection  or  hin- 
drance" is  not  inconsistent  with  permission. 
A  prescriptive  right  cannot  be  acquired  by 
user  under  permission,  howsoever  long  itmay 
continue.  It  must  be  under  claim  of  ri^ht, 
and  adversely  exercised.  This  instruction, 
also,  in  the  light  of  the  evidence,  would  con- 
fer on  the  city  the  prescriptive  right  to  pol- 
lute the  watercourse  witn  its  sewage,  be- 
cause individuals  and  private  concerns  had, 
for  the  period  of  ten  years,  committed  nui- 
sances which  produced  more  or  less  pollution 
in  the  stream.  But  one  man  cannot  build 
his  edifice  on  another's  foundation.    The  pe- 


716 


MI860USI  SUFBBMB  COUBT. 


Nov., 


riod  of  user  by  one  cannot  establish  a  pre- 
scriptive right  in  another,  unless  he  is  suc- 
cessor to  the  rights  of  the  other  by  privity 
of  estate.  Evidence  that  the  gas  company 
and  the  owners  of  the  slaughter  houses  had 
for  years  cast  offensive  matter  into  a  nat- 
ural tributary  of  this  stream  had  nothing  to 
do  with  this  case,  except  as  bearing  on  the 
question  of  damages,  as  their  drains  were 
no  part  of  the  city's  sewers,  now  complained 
of.  If  we  have  rightly  comprehenaed  the 
evidence  in  this  case,  this  instruction  marked 
"A"  should  have  been  refused,  even  if  it  had 
correctly  set  forth  the  essentials  of  a  pre- 
scriptive right,  upon  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  evidence  on  which  to  base  it.  With 
no  knowledge  of  the  situation  except  that  af- 
forded by  descriptions  in  the  evidence  in  the 
record,  we  get  the  impression  that  the  only 
sewers  built  by  the  city  prior  to  those  built 
under  the  ordinances  of  1887  were  for  sur- 
face drainage,  and  that  all  the  other  sewers 
before  that  date  were  private,  and  some,  if 
not  all,  of  them  were  limited  to  surface 
drainage,  and  that  the  sewer  system  inaugu- 
rated in  1887  was  not  a  mere  enlargement  of 
those  formerly  existing,  but  a  new  and  dif- 
ferent creation.  If  that  is  the  case,  then 
there  was  no  foundation  in  the  evidence  for 
an  hypothesis  on  which  to  base  a  finding 
that  the  present  system  had  existed  for  ten 
years  before  this  suit  was  brought.  But  we 
recognize  the  fact  that  the  court  and  jury 
which  tried  the  case,  and  the  counsel  too,  be- 
ing familiar  with  the  locality,  were  better 
able  to  comprehend  the  situation  and  apply 
the  evidence  than  a  mere  reader  of  the  rec- 
ord. Therefore  we  do  not  now  say  that  the 
defendant  was  not  entitled  to  an  instruction 
properly  presenting  the  law  on  the  subject 
of  a  prescriptive  right;  but,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  case  is  to  be  retried,  we  call 
the  trial  court's  attention  to  that  feature  of 
the  evidence,  for  its  enlightened  considera- 
tion on  the  retrial,  and  we  only  now  hold 
that  the  instruction  marked  "A"  should  not 
have  been  given  because  it  failed  to  present 
the  essentials  of  the  law  of  prescriptive  right 
in  the  particulars  above  di.«»cussed.  And  for 
the  same  reasons  the  instruction  marked  "D'* 
should  also  have  been  refused. 

3.  The  instruction  marked  "C"  undertnkcs 
to  apply  to  the  facts  of  this  case  the  propo- 
sition of  law  that  where  the  trespass  com- 
mitted is  in  itself  permanent,  and  the  injury 
complete,  the  right  of  action  accrues  then, 
and  to  him  who  was  then  injured,  not  to  a 
subsequent  purchaser.  But  that  is  not  ap- 
plicable to  a  case  of  this  kind.  That  prin- 
ciple is  illustrated  in  the  facts  in  James  v. 
Kansas f  83  Mo.  507.  The  injury  there  com- 
plained of  was  the  structure — the  sewer  it- 
self— which  the  city  had  thirteen  years  be- 
fore built  on  plaintiff's  land,  and  which, 
when  plaintiff,  after  that  lapse  of  time,  came 
to  build  a  house,  was  found  to  interfere  with 
the  economical  building  of  the  foundation. 
It  was  held  that  that  injury  was  a  perma- 
nent one,  manifest  from  the  beginning,  and 
susceptible  of  being  measured  in  damages 
once  for  all,  and  suit  on  it  was  barred  in  five 
years.  But  the  nature  of  this  injury  is  very 
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different  True,  it  was  manifest  in  1887 
that  the  natural  result  of  the  sewerage  then 
being  constructed  would  be  to  cast  sewage 
into  a  drain  that  would  bring  it  to  the  land 
now  owned  by  plaintiff,  and,  when  plaintiff 
bought  the  land  in  1889,  that  result  had  to 
some  degree  been  accomplished,  but  the  ex- 
tent of  the  injury,  even  with  the  sewers  as 
then  constructed,  could  not  have  been  for  all 
time  estimated.  Besides,  the  sewage  was 
then  discharged  at  a  very  much  greater  dis- 
tance from  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  was  ex- 
posed in  its  flow  to  the  opm  air  before  it 
entered  the  plaintiff's  premises.  And,  in  ad- 
dition to  this,  the  main  sewer  was  enlarged 
in  1888,  extended  in  1891,  and  again  in  1893, 
and  from  July,  1889,  to  August,  1895,  eleven 
district  sewers  were  constructed  and  turned 
into  the  main  sewer.  That '  instruction 
should  not  have  been  given. 

4.  It  was  error  to  have  given  the  instruc- 
tion marked  "D,"  because  there  was  no  evi- 
dence on  which  to  base  it  There  was  no 
evidence  upon  which  the  jury  could  have 
based  a  finding  that,  if  there  had  been  no 
sewers,  the  natural  drainage  into  the  creek 
would  have  been  a  nuisance  to  the  extent 
shown  by  the  evidence  to  exist  at  the  Ume  of 
bringing  this  suit. 

5.  The  instruction  marked  "E"  was  inap- 
plicable to  this  case.  The  principle  intended 
to  be  expressed  there,  to  wit,  that  plaintiff 
could  recover  only  for  damage  peculiar  to 
himself,  differing  in  kind,  not  simply  in  de- 
gree, from  that  suffered  by  others,  is  appli- 
cable where  complaint  is  made  of  a  public 
nuisance,  as,  for  instance,  when  a  public 
street  is  obstructed.  If  the  plaintiff,  in  such 
case,  is  inconvenienced  only  in  the  same  way 
that  other  citizens  suffer,  though  perhaps  to 
a  greater  degree  than  some  others,  he  can- 
not recover.  Examples  of  this  doctrine  are 
shown  in  Rude  v.  8t.  Louis,  93  Mo.  408,  6  S. 
W.  257 ;  Edmonson  v.  Moberly,  98  Mo.  523, 
11  S.  W.  990;  and  other  cases  cited  by  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  city.  But  even  in 
such  cases,  if  the  plaintiff  has  an  interest  in 
the  matter  that  the  public  in  general  has 
not. — for  example,  if  tne  obstruction  hinders 
his  access  to  his  lot  abutting  the  street — 
he  may  recover  for  that  injury.  But  it  is 
a  misconception  to  treat  the  case  made  in  the 
petition  as  one  of  a  public  nuisance. 
Though  there  be  several  landowners  through 
whose  possessions  the  polluted*  stream  may 
flow,  and  all. suffer  damage  of  the  same  char- 
acter, but  each  of  different  degree,  that  does 
not  convert  the  injurious  act  into  a  public 
nuisance,  for  it  is  only  those  individuals, 
and  not  the  public  in  general,  who  suffer; 
and  therefore  each  may  recover  the  damage 
he  suffers,  though  it  differ  only  in  d^ree 
from  that  that  others  in  the  same  class  suf- 
fer. Indeed,  if  we  should  find  the  injury 
of  which  the  plaintiff  here  complains  to  be 
a  public  nuisance,  the  whole  foundation  must 
fall  out  of  the  defense,  because  no  one  can 
acquire  a  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  a 
public  nuisance.  Oooley,  Torts,  2d  ed.  pp. 
730,  731 ;  Wood,  Nuisances,  3d  ed.  §  711. 

6.  The  only  criticism  that  the  instruction 
given  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion,  marked 
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*"£,"  suggests,  is  that  in  its  first  clause 
it  presents  an  hypothesis  for  which  there  is 
no  justification  in  the  evidence.  If  there 
was  any  evidence  on  which  to  hase  a  find- 
ing that  the  natural  drainage  and  the  pri- 
vate sewers  created  a  nuisance  in  extent 
«qual  to  that  existing  at  the  time  of  bringing 
this  suit,  it  has  escaped  our  notice.  At  all 
events,  if  there  was  a  scintilla  of  such  evi- 
dence, it  was  so  overcome  that  the  trial 
court  would  have  been  justified  in  granting 
m.  new  trial  on  that  account. 

7.  The  facts  that  sewers  are  necessary  to 
a  city,  and  that  the  statute  directs  that  they 
shall  follow  as  near  as  practicable  the  nat- 
ural drainage  of  the  country,  afford  no  jus- 
tification to  the  action  of  a  city  in  emptying 
its  sewers  on  the  land  of  an  individual,  to 
his  damage.  Our  Constitution  declares  that 
private  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  dam- 
aged without  payment  of  just  compensation. 
'Ae  legislature,  therefore,  could  not,  if  it  so 
intended,  confer  authority  on  a  city  to  in- 
jure private  property  for  the  public  good, 
without  first  paying  the  damage.  But,  sub- 
ject to  this  qualification,  private  interest 
must  yield  to  the  public  good.    If  it  is  a 


public  necessity  that  the  plaintiff's  land  be 
taken  or  damaged  in  order  to  dispose  of  the 
sewage  of  the  defendant  city,  it  mav  be  so 
condemned  according  to  law,  but  the  city 
must  first  pay  him  the  just  compensation. 
Such  condemnation  can  only  be  made  in  con- 
formity to  a  proceeding  prescribed  by  stat- 
ute. The  issues  in  this  case  do  not  call  for 
an  examination  of  the  statute  to  ascertain 
whether  or  not  provision  has  already  been 
made  for  the  condemnation  of  land  outside 
the  city  limits  for  such  purpose,  but  it  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  until  such  provision 
is  made,  if  it  has  not  been,  and  until  con- 
demnation has  been  adjudged  in  accordance 
with  such  provision,  or  the  city  has,  by  con- 
tract or  prescription,  acquired  the  right  to 
do  so,  it  is  liable  for  the  damage  caused  by 
emptying  its  sewers  into  a  natural  stream 
flowing  through  private  property.  Cooley, 
Torts,  2d  ed.  693;  Joplin  Oonsol.  Min.  Co. 
v.  Joplin,  124  Mo.  129,  27  S.  W.  406. 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  the  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  in  sustaining  the  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  is  affirmed. 

All  concur. 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS. 


Samuel  H.  GREY,  Attorney  General,  ew  rel, 
Henry  P.  SIMMONS  et  ah,  Respts., 

17. 

Mayor,  etc.,  of  PATERSON,  Appts, 
( N.  J ) 

•1.  The  eitT  of  Paternon  had  le^tala- 
,  tive  authority  to  construct  its  system  of 
■ewers,  discharging  their  contents  Into  the 
Passaic  river,  and  is  not,  therefore,  subject 
.to  the  charge  of  maintaining  a  public  nui- 
sance. 

9.  The  title  of  riparian  ovrnera  alonar 
the  Paaaalc  rl^er,  where  the  tide  ebbs 
and  flows,  extends  only  to  high-water  mark. 
The  state  Is  the  absolute  owner  of  the  bed  of 
the  stream.  Such  riparian  owners,  having 
so  title  to  the  bed  of  the  stream,  are  not 
entitled  to  an  Injunction  against  the  city  on 
account  of  the  pollution  of  the  stream. 
'8.  The  title  of  riparian  o-wnera  abo^e 
the  ebb  and  flow  of  tide  extends  to  the 
middle  of  the  stream,  subject  only  to  a  servi- 
tude to  the  public  for  purposes  of  naviga- 
tion. The  pollution  of  the  river  by  sewage 
constituted  the  taking  of  the  property  of 
snch  owners,  which  the  legislature  cannot 
authorise  except  upon  Just  compensation. 

4.  Jersey  City  has  no  rlgrhtii  In  the 
vratern  of  the  Paanalo  river  distinct 
from  the  rights  of  the  general  public,  either 
by  reason  of  the  location  of  its  waterworks, 
or  In  virtue  of  act  1852,  p.  419. 

5.  By  reason  of  the  vreat  Injnry  irhleh 
TTonld  fall  upon  the  city  by  restrain- 
ing the  continuous  use  of  its  sewerage  sys- 
tem, and  the  acquiescence  of  these  riparian 
owners  above  where  the  tide  flows,  their  in- 

•Headnotes  by  Van  Stckel,  J. 


See   note   to    Piatt   Brothers   &   Co.   v.   Wa- 
terbury,  ante,  691. 
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Jury  being  comparatively  small.  It  would  be 
inequitable  to  grant  them  an  injunction. 
6.  They  may  obtain  redreaa  by  amend- 
ing their  bill,  or  by  filing  a  new  bill,  pray- 
ing for  an  injunction,  unless  the  city  of  Pat- 
erson  will  consent  to  make  such  compensa- 
tion to  them  as  shall  be  ascertained  to 
be  Just,  or  they  may,  If  they  elect,  sue  at  law 
for  their  damsges. 

(March  5,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  Chancery  Court  granting  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  defendants  from  depositing 
sewage  in  the  Passaic  River.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Thomas  C.  Simonton,  Jr.,  and 
Eugene  Stevenson  for  appellants. 

Messrs,  George  MoEwan,  James  B. 
Vredenbnrgh,  and  John  P.  Stookton, 
for  respondents: 

A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  re- 
strain existing  or  threatened  public  nui- 
sances by  injunction  at  the  suit  of  the  at- 
torney general. 

Atty,  Gen,  v.  Chicago  d  N,  W.  R,  Co.  35 
Wis.  532 :  Delaware  d  R,  Canal  Co.  v.  Cam- 
de^i  d  A.  R,  Co.  16  N.  J.  Eq.  321,  18  N.  J.  Eq. 
546;  Bonaparte  v.  Camden  d  A,  R.  Co, 
Baldw.  227,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,617;  Newark  PI. 
Road  d  Ferry  Co,  v.  Elmer  ex  rel.  Van 
Wagenen,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  754 ;  Thompson  v.  Pat- 
erson  d  H,  River  R,  Co,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  627. 

As  to  the  sea,  in  which  all  his  subjects 
have  the  right  of  navigation  and  of  fishing, 
the  King  can  make  no  modem  grants  in 
derogation  of  the  rights  of  his  subjects. 

Hlundell  v.  Catterall,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  268; 
Browne  v.  Kennedy,  5  Harr.  &  J.  203,  9  Am. 
Dec.  503. 
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The  corruption  of  a  stream  of  water  util- 
ized as  a  source  for  the  supply  of  water  to 
a  town,  for  the  ordinary  domestic  use  of  its 
inhabitants  and  for  drinking,  constitutes  a 
public  nuisance  affecting  the  health  and 
comfort  of  an  entire  community,  and  calls 
for  the  interposition  of  the  attorney  general 
in  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  wrongful  act. 

Com,  ex  rel,  McCormick  v.  Russell,  172 
Pa.  606,  33  Atl.  709 ;  Westcott  v.  Middleion, 
43  N.  J.  Eq.  478,  11  Atl.  400. 

It  would  be  a  public  nuisance  to  render 
the  water  of  a  stream  so  impure  that  it  could 
not  be  used  for  domestic  purposes  or  for 
the  watering  of  cattle,  and  so  that  it  gave 
off  noxious  and  unhealthy  odors. 

Chapman  v.  Rochester,  110  N.  Y.  273,  1 
L.  R.  A.  296,  18  N.  E.  88 ;  Toionsend  v.  Bell, 
62  Hun,  306,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  210;  Chipman 
V.  Palmer,  77  N.  Y.  66,  33  Am.  Rep.  566; 
Bullard  v.  Saratoga  Victory  Mfg,  Co,  77  N. 
Y.  626 ;  Prentice  v.  Oeiger,  9  Hun,  360,  Af- 
firmed in  74  N.  Y.  341 ;  Bucoleugh  v.  Cou?an, 
6  Macph.  214 ;  Crossley  v.  Lightowler,  L.  R. 
3  Eq.  279 ;  Pennington  v.  Brinsop  Hall  Coal 
Co,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  769;  Bickett  ▼.  Morris, 
L.  R.  1  H.  L.  Sc.  App.  Cas.  47 ;  Clinton  v. 
Myers,  46  N.  Y.  520,  7  Am.  Rep.  373;  Crock- 
er V.  Bragg,  10  Wend.  260,  25  Am.  Dec.  555 ; 
Han-op  V.  Hirst,  L.  R.  4  Exch.  43;  Busch 
T.  New  York,  L,  d  W,  R,  Co.  34  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  7,  12  N.  Y.  Supp.  85 ;  Smith  v.  Rochester, 
38  Hun,  612,  Affirmed  in  104  N.  Y.  674; 
Wehh  V.  Portland  Mfg.  Co.  3  Sumn.  189,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  17,322;  Allaire  v.  Whitney,  1  Hill, 
484 ;  Honsee  v.  Hammond,  39  Barb.  96 ;  Mer- 
rifield  v.  Worcester,  110  Mass.  219.  14  Am. 
Rep.  692 ;  Corning  v.  Troy  Iron  d  Nail  Fac- 
tory, 40  N.  Y.  220 :  Drake  v.  Hudson  River 
R.  Co.  7  Barb.  508 ;  MacLaury  v.  Hart,  121 
N.  Y.  636,  24  N.  E.  1013:  Morgan  v.  Bing- 
hamton,  102  N.  Y.  500,  7  N.  E.  424 ;  Purdy 
V.  Manhattan  Elev.  R.  Co.  36  N.  Y.  S.  R.  43, 
13  N.  Y.  Supp.  295;  Wright  v.  Howard,  1 
Sim.  &  Stu.  202. 

Public  navigable  rivers  are  held  by  the 
state  in  trust  for  the  public;  the  water  is 
subject  to  diversion  for  public  purposes, 
either  by  the  state  directly,  or  by  delegated 
authority. 

Rundle  v.  Delaxoare  d  R.  Canal  Co.  14 
How.  80,  14  L.  ed.  335;  St.  Anthony  Falls 
Water-Power  Co.  v.  St.  Paul  Water  Comrs. 
66  Minn.  485.  58  N.  W.  33. 

The  corruption  of  the  water  of  a  public 
river  is  a  wrongful  act,  when  persons  are 
injured  thereby,  and  calls  for  the  interfer- 
ence of  the  courts  by  injunction. 

Hargreaves'  Law  Tracts,  p.  12,  Hale,  De 
Jure  Maris;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Kingston-on- 
Thames,  34  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  481;  Acquacka- 
nonk  Water  Co.  t.  Watson,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  370 ; 
Kceney  d  W.  Mfg,  Co,  v.  Union  Mfg.  Co.  39 
Conn.  .'581. 

The  common-law  rights,  appurtenant  to 
the  ownership  of  the  bank,  are  property  as 
much  entitled  to  protection  as  the  rights  of 
the  owner  of  the  bed  of  the  river  to  the  use 
of  the  water  which  flows  over  it. 

Lyon  V.  Fishmongers'  Co.  L.  R.  1  App. 
Cas.  662. 

Rights  of  a  riparian  owner  are  in  the  na- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


ture  of  easements  attached  to  the  upland, 
and  extend  over  the  soil  in  the  bed  of  the 
stream  to  the  navigable  poition  thereof, 
which  may  not  be  taken  or  interfered  with 
to  his  injury  by  the  public  authorities  with- 
out compensation,  and  any  injurjr  thereto  by 
private  persons  is  restrainable  in  equity  or 
to  be  compensated  for  in  damages. 

Bucoletich  V.  Metropolitan  Bd,  of  Works, 
L.  R.  5  H.  L.  418;  Metropolitan  Bd.  of 
Works  ▼.  McCarthy,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  243;  Lyon 
V.  Fishmongers*  Co.  L.  R.  1  -App.  Cas.  662; 
Atty.  Ocn.  v.  Wemyss,  L.  R.  13  App.  Cas. 
192;  North  Shore  R.  Co.  v.  Pton,  L.  R.  14 
App.  Cas.  612;  Miner  v.  Gilmour,  12  Moore 
P.  C.  C.  131;  Rose  v.  Groves,  5  Mann.  &  G. 
613;  Lord  v.  Sydney  Comrs.  12  Moore,  P. 
C.  C.  473;  Eastern  Counties  R.  Co.  v.  Dor- 
ling,  5  C.  B.  N.  S.  821 ;  Reams  ▼.  Cordwain- 
ers'  Co.  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  388;  Yates  ▼.  Milwoi^- 
kce,  10  Wall.  497,  19  L.  ed.  984;  Illinois  C 
R.  Co.  V.  Illinois,  146  U.  S.  387,  36  L.  ed. 
1018,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  110;  Bumsey  v.  New 
York  d  N.  E.  R.  Co.  133  N.  Y.  79,  15  L.  R. 
A.  618,  30  N.  E.  664;  Fan  DoUen  v.  New 
York,  21  Blatchf.  454,  17  Fed.  Rep.  817; 
New  York  C.  d  H,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Aldridge,  135 
N.  Y.  83,  17  L.  R.  A.  616,  32  N.  E.  50 ;  Saun- 
ders V.  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  144  N. 
Y.  75,  26  L.  R.  A.  378,  38  N.  E.  992;  Hedges 
V.  West  Shore  R.  Co.  160  N.  Y.  150,  44  N". 
E.  691 ;  Sage  ▼.  New  York,  10  App.  Div.  294, 
41  N.  Y.  Supp.  938;  Gould,  Waters,  §§  149, 
206,  208. 

A  riparian  proprietor  on  a  natural  stream 
has  a  right  to  the  flow  of  the  stream  through 
or  by  his  land  in  its  natural  state  as  an  in- 
cident  of  the  land  through  or  by  which  it 
flows,  and  if  the  water  be  polluted  so  as  to 
occasion  damage  in  law,  though  not  in  fact, 
it  gives  him  a  good  cause  of  action. 

Coulson  &  Forbes,  Waters,  p.  150. 

There  can  be  no  prescription  for  the  right 
to  commit  a  public  nuisance,  nor  for  the 
confiscation  of  private  property;  prescrip- 
tion being  founded  on  the  presumption  of  a 
grant. 

Atty,  Gen.  v.  Daugars,  33  Beav.  621; 
State  ex  rel.  Watson  v.  Standard  Oil  Go. 
49  Ohio  St.  137,  15  L.  R.  A.  145,  30  N.  E. 
291 ;  Sooy  v.  State,  39  N.  J.  L.  149 ;  Weber 
v.  State  Harbor,  18  Wall.  70,  21  L.  ed.  803- 

Any  person  through  whose  land  runs  a 
watercourse,  which  is  perceptibly  polluted 
by  the  sewage  of  a  town,  and  is  thereby  ren- 
dered unfit  for  drinking  or  domestic  iiae,  ii 
entitled  to  equitable  relief. 

Goldsmid  v.  Tunbridge  Wells  Improv. 
Comrs.  L.  R.  1  Eq.  161;  on  appeal  L.  R.  1 
Ch.  349. 

Use  of  the  stream  for  the  discharge  of 
sewage  to  the  material  injury  of  other  ri- 
parian owners,  without  compensation  (in 
the  absence  of  grant  or  prescription),  is  il- 
legal, notwithstanding  tho  sewers  have  been 
built  under  authority  of  law  for  a  public 
purpose. 

Kellogg  v.  New  Britain,  62  Conn.  239,  24 
Atl.  996;  Inman  v.  Tripp,  11  R.  I.  620,  23 
Am.  Rep.  620;  New  York  C.  d  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Rochester,  127  N.  Y.  591,  28  N.  E.  416; 
Seifert  v.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  136,  54  AvL 
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Rep.  C34,  4  N.  E.  321 ;  Morse  v.  Worcester, 
139  Mass.  389,  2  N.  E.  694;  Dwight  v.  Hayes, 
160  III.  273,  37  N.  E.  218;  Carmiohael  ▼. 
Texarkana,  94  Fed.  Rep.  561. 

The  plea  that  the  injury  done  by  the  en- 
croachment upon  private  rights  would  be 
small  in  comparison  with  the  advantage  to 
the  public,  and  that  therefore  some  little 
sacrifice  ought  to  be  made  by  private  indi- 
viduals, is  erroneous ;  no  one  can  be  deprived 
of  his  property  without  his  consent  and 
without  compensation. 

Ooldsmid  v.  Tunhridge  Wells  Improv. 
Comrs.  L.  R.  1  Eq.  161;  Indianapolis  Wa- 
ter Co.  V.  American  Btrawboard  Co.  57  Fed. 
Rep.  1003;  Gardner  v.  Newburgh  Trustees, 
2  Johns.  Ch.  162,  7  Am.  Dec.  526;  Nolan 
V.  New  Britain,  69  Conn.  668,  38  Atl.  707 ; 
Wadstoorth  v.  Tillotson,  15  Conn.  366;  East 
Jersey  Water  Co.  v.  Bigeloto,  60  N.  J.  L.  201, 
38  Atl.  633. 

The  rights  of  the  individual  proprietor 
are  protected  by  law,  however  much  it  may 
be  to  the  advantage  of  the  community  to  in- 
vade them. 

Atty,  Gen.  v.  Colney  Hatch  Lunatic  Asy- 
lum, L.  R.  4  Ch.  154;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Leeds,  L. 
R.  5  Ch.  589;  Wood,  Nuisances,  §  434. 

It  is  no  justification  for  creating  and 
maintaining  a  nuisance  that  others,  however 
many,  are  committing  similar  acts,  as  by 
draining  filth  and  refuse  matter  into  a  river. 

Newark  Aqueduct  Board  v.  Passaic,  45  N. 
J.  Eq.  393,  18  Atl.  106;  Indianapolis  Wa- 
ter Co.  V.  American  Strawhoard  Co.  57  Fed. 
Rep.  1003;  Baltimore  t.  Warren  Mfg.  Co. 
59  Md.  105;  Morgan  v.  Danhury,  67  Conn. 
484,  35  Atl.  499. 

Van  flyekel,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  information  and  bill  of  complaint  in 
this  case  was  filed  by  the  attorney  general 
on  behalf  of  the  state,  at  the  relation  of 
owners  and  possessors  of  lands  along  the 
banks  of  the  Passaic  river,  to  restrain  the 
city  of  Paterson  from  depositing  or  discharg- 
ing its  sewage  through  its  drains  or  sewers 
into  the  Passaic  river,  and  from  construct- 
ing new  sewers  to  discharge  into  said  river, 
and  from  enlarging  or  increasing  its  present 
sewage  system  with  outlets  into  saia  river. 
Thereupon  a  rule  to  show  cause  was  granted 
why  an  injunction  should  not  issue  as  prayed 
for  in  said  information  and  bill.  Upon  the 
hearing  of  this  rule,  affidavits  were  presented 
by  the  defendants.  To  the  information  and 
bill  the  city  interposed  a  demurrer.  Upon 
the  28th  day  of  March,  1899,  the  chancellor 
overruled  the  demurrer,  and  ordered  an  in- 
junction, in  which  order  it  is  recited  that 
upon  reading  the  information  and  bill  of 
complaint  and  the  affidavits  annexed  there- 
to, and  upon  reading  the  demurrer  of  the 
defendants  to  the  said  information  and  bill, 
and  the  affidavits  presented  by  the  defend- 
ants upon  said  order  to  show  cause,  the  chan- 
cellor being  of  opinion  that  the  defendants' 
acts  In  discharging  sewage  into  the  Passaic 
river  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  said  in- 
formation and  affidavits  constituted  a  pub- 
lic nuisance,  it  is  ordered  that  an  injunction 
48  L.  R.  A. 


do  issue  enjoining  and  restraining  the  mayor 
and  aldermen  of  the  city  of  Paterson,  until 
the  further  order  of  said  court,  from  dis- 
charging sewage,  or  permitting  sewage  to  be 
discharged,  directly  or  indirectly,  into  the 
Passaic  river,  above  tide  water,  through  any 
public  sewer  or  sewers  of  said  defendant, 
constructed  or  to  be  constructed,  which  do 
not  now  discharge  directly  or  indirectly 
into  said  river.  From  the  order  overruling 
the  demurrer,  and  also  from  the  order  for 
injunction,  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this 
court.  The  affidavits  therefore,  which  were 
considered  by  the  chancellor  in  making  the 
order  for  injunction,  are  part  of  the  case,  as 
presented  by  the  appeal  to  this  court. 

In  1867,  the  legislature  passed  a  supple- 
ment to  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Paterson, 
by  the  17th  section  of  which  it  is  provided 
"that  the  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  city  of 
Paterson  are  hereby  authorized  to  cause  such 
surveys,  maps,  and  returns  to  be  made,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  enable  them  to  prescribe 
and  adopt,  either  for  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  said  city,  the  location  of  streets  and  sew- 
ers or  either,  and  the  width  thereof,  here- 
after to  be  opened  or  constructed  therein, 
and  when  such  location,  width,  and  grade 
shall  be  adopted,  the  surveys,  maps,  and  re- 
turns, prescribing  and  defining  the  same, 
shall  be  recorded  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the 
coimty  of  Passaic,  and  thereupon  no  street 
or  sewer  shall  thereafter  within  the  district 
comprised  in  any  such  survey,  map,  or  re- 
turn be  opened  or  constructed,  except  in 
conformity  therewith  as  to  location,  width, 
and  grade,  and,  fully  to  accomplish  the  pur- 
poses coil tem plated  hy  this  section,  the  said 
mayor  atid  aldermen  may  employ  such  engi- 
neers, surveyors,  and  other  persons,  and  pro- 
vide for  their  compensation,  and  pass  such 
ordinances  as  they  may  deem  to  be  proper, 
and  may  enter  upon  any  land  for  making 
surveys    and    examinations."      Pub.     Laws 

1867,  p.  653,  §  17.  It  appears  by  the  affi- 
davits that  in  January,  1868,  Gen.  Viele  pre- 
sented a  map  and  report  of  the  city  for  a 
general  system  of  sewerage.  The  map  and  re- 
port were  referred  to  a  joint  committee  of 
streets  and  finance,  to  ascertain  what  le<n»- 
lation  would  be  necessary  to  enable  the  city 
to  proceed  with  the  work.  Thereupon,  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  public  authorities, 
an  act  was  drafted  to  enable  the  city  to  con- 
struct its  sewers.     On  the  26th  of  February. 

1868.  an  act  of  the  lesrislature  was  passed 
entitled  "An  Act  to  Authorize  the  Construc- 
tion of  Sewers  and  Drains  in  the  City  of 
Paterson."  The  second  section  of  this  act 
provides  "that  all  such  sewers  and  drains 
shall  be  constructed  in  conformity  with  the 
plans  thereof  adopted,  or  which  shall  be 
adopted,  by  said  mayor  and  aldermen,  pur- 
suant to  the  17th  section  of  the  act  approved 
April  4,  1867,  entitled  *A  Further  Supple- 
ment to  the  Act  Entitled  "An  Act  Amend- 
ing and  Revising  the  Act  to  Incorporate  the 
City  of  Paterson.*' ' "  By  the  said  act  the 
city  was  authorized  to  enter  upon  any  lands 
for  the  purpose  of  making  surveys  and  ex- 
aminations, and  to  use  the  ground  and  soil 
under   any   street,   highway,  railroad,  land, 
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alley,  or  court  within  the  city  for  the  pur- 
pose of  constructing  the  works  contemplated 
by  the  paid  act.  By  the  last  section  of  the 
said  act,  it  was  declared  that  it  should  take 
effect  immediately,  and  be  deemed  to  be  a 
public  act.  Laws  1868,  p.  126.  Under  the 
sanction  of  this  legislation,  a  number  of 
sewers  which  are  now  part  of  the  sewer  sys- 
tem of  the  city  were  constructed.  By  an  act 
passed  in  1871  (Pub.  Laws  1871,  p.  808), 
the  city  charter  was  revised,  and  therein  the 

S9wer  to  construct  sewers  was  continued, 
y  the  said  affidavits  it  appears  that  all 
the  sewers  constructed  under  this  legislation 
discharged  into  the  Passaic  river,  and  that 
at  least  up  to  the  year  1872  the  only  system 
of  constructing  sewers  which  had  been 
adopted  in  this  country  was  by  building 
them  undergroimd,  with  the  outlet  into  the 
natural  watercourse  on  the  banks  of  which 
the  city  was  built. 

From  this  recital,  I  think  it  sufficiently 
appears  that  the  city  of  Paterson  had  leg- 
islative authority  to  construct  the  system 
of  sewers  the  use  of  which  the  complainants 
seek  by  their  information  and  bill  to  re- 
strain. Full  power  was  conferred  by  this 
legislation  upon  the  city  of  Paterson  to 
adopt  and  execute  its  own  plan  of  sewerage, 
so  lar  as  the  rights  of  the  state  were  con- 
cerned. If  the  power  inhered  in  the  legisla- 
ture to  bestow  such  authority  upon  the  city, 
it  is  the  settled  law  of  this  state  that  the 
municipal  corporation  is  not  responsible  for 
those  mcidental  damages  that  result  from 
the  proper  exercise  (\f  its  functions,  and  such 
exercise  will  not  subject  it  to  the  charge  of 
maintaining  a  public  niti^ance.  Beseman 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  50  N.  J.  L.  2.35,  13 
Atl.  164,  Affirmed  in  52  N.  J.  L.  221.  20 
Atl.  169.  So  far  as  the  authority  of  the 
state  can  avail  for  that  purpose,  the  legis- 
lative consent  furnishes  ample  protection  to 
the  city  for  the  appropriate  exercise  of 
granted  power. 

Since  the  decision  of  Stevens  v.  Paterson 
d  N.  R.  Co.  in  this  court,  reported  in  34  N. 
J.  L.  532.  3  Am.  Rep.  269,  it  has  been  the 
conceded  law  that  the  title  of  the  riparian 
owner  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the  state, 
where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  extends  only 
to  hiffh-water  mark,  and  that  the  state  is 
the  absolute  owner  of  the  bod  of  the  waters 
beyond  high-water  mark.  This  adjudication 
leaves  the  riparian  owners  of  lands  on  the 
PaAsaic  river  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows 
without  the  right  to  relief.  This  question  is 
diflCURsed  and  settled  in  the  opinion  of  this 
court  in  the  case  of  Rayre  v.  Netiyark  (N.  J.) 
post,  722,  45  Atl.  985,  and  it  is  therefore  un- 
necessary to  refer  to  other  authorities.  But 
in  that  case  the  alleged  injury  affected  only 
owners  on  tide  'water.  The  rights  of  those 
above  the  flow  of  the  tide  are  in  no  wise  in- 
volved in  the  decision  of  the  Say  re  Case, 
In  Cohb  V.  Davenport,  in  our  supreme  court 
(32  N.  J.  L.  369),  Mr.  Justice  Depue  says 
"that  by  the  common  law  all  waters  are  di- 
vided into  public  waters  and  private  waters. 
In  the  former,  the  proprietorship  is  in  the 
sovereign;  in  the  latter,  in  the  individual 
proprietor.  •  •  •  The  title  of  the  indi- 
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vidual,  being  personal  in  him,  is  ezdusiYe,— 
subject  only  to  servitude  to  the  publio  for 
purposes  of  navigation,  if  the  waters  are 
navi^ble  in  fact.  The  test  by  which  to  de- 
termme  whether  waters  are  public  or  pri- 
vate is  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  Wa- 
ters in  which  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  so  far 
only  as  the  sea  flows  and  reflows,  are  public 
waters,  and  those  in  which  there  is  no  ebb 
and  flow  of  the  tide  are  private  waters." 
In  the  case  of  Atiy,  Gen.  v.  Delavxure  d  B,  B. 
R.  Co.  27  N.  J.  £q.  631,  the  case  of  Cohh 
V.  Davenport  is  cited  with  approbation.  In 
pronouncing  the  opinion  of  this  court,  Mr. 
Justice  Dixon  said  that  the  bed  of  the  Dela- 
ware river  above  tide  water  is  private  prop- 
erty, subject  to  the  paramount  public  right 
to  use  the  river  as  a  common  highway,  in 
which  is  included  the  right  to  preserve  and 
improve  the  navigability  of  the  water.  No 
other  qualification  or  restriction  of  the  pri- 
vate ownership  was  intimated.  The  Eng- 
lish cases  sustaining  the  right  to  sewer  into 
fresh-water  streams  under  license  from  Par- 
liament are  not  authority  here.  Our  legis- 
lature has  not  like  unlimited  power  to  legal- 
ize a  grant  which  is  hostile  to  the  interest 
of  the  riparian  owner  without  providing 
compensation,  as  enjoined  by  our  state  Con- 
stitution. There  is  no  such  limitation  upon 
the  power  of  the  British  Parliament.  The 
learned  justice  who  delivered  the  opinion  in 
the  case  of  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Delaware  d  B.  B. 
R.  Co.  27  N.  J.  Eq.  631,  is  too  accurate  in 
his  statement  of  legal  principles  to  have 
omitted  to  mention  the  right  of  a  city  above 
tide  water  to  make  the  river  an  outlet  for 
its  sewers,  if  such  a  right  in  his  judcrment 
existed.  It  would  be  a  barren  title,  if  the 
owner  could  not  invoke  the  aid  of  the  law 
to  preserve  it  from  destruction. 

It  must  therefore  be  concluded  that  the 
riparian  owners  of  the  Passaic  river,  above 
the  point  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows, 
have  title  to  the  bed  of  the  stream  to  the 
middle  thereof,  subject  only  to  the  right  of 
the  state  to  regulate  navigation,  so  far  as 
the  water  may  be  navigable.  The  relators, 
in  the  information  of  the  attorney  general, 
who  are  riparian  owners  above  the  flow  of 
the  tide,  have  a  right  of  property  in  the 
river,  and  in  that  respect  the  lesral  rule  ap- 
plicable to  them  differs  essentially  from  that 
which  pertains  to  those  below  them,  where 
the  tide  ebbs  and  flows.  In  Merrifield  v. 
Worcester,  110  Mass.  216,  14  Am.  Rep.  592, 
and  in  the  more  recent  ^'ase  of  Valparaiso 
V.  Eagen  (Ind.)  ante,  707,  54  N.  E.  1062.  in 
an  opinion  of  much  force,  it  is  held  that, 
where  sewers  emptying  into  fresh-water 
streams  are  constructed  under  legislative  au- 
thority, the  riparian  proprietor  cannot  re- 
cover for  the  pollution  of  the  stream,  so  far 
as  it  is  attributable  to  the  authorized  plan 
of  sewerage  adopted  by  the  city,  but  only  in 
case  the  injury  resulted  from  improper  con- 
struction or  unreasonable  use  of  sewers,  or 
negligence  of  the  city  in  the  case  of  them. 
Assent  cannot  be  given  to  the  correctness  of 
these  decisions,  as  they  are  not  in  harmony 
with  the  adjudications'  of  our  own  legal  tri- 
bunals.    In  Beach  v.  Sterling  Iron  d  Zinc 
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Co.  64  N.  J.  Eq.  65,  33  Atl.  286,  Vice  Chan- 
•cellor  Pitney,  in  his  able  review  of  the  au- 
thorities, criticised  the  case  of  Merrifield  -y. 
Worcest^,  and  said  that,  so  far  as  the  ex- 
pressions tliere  used  favor  the  notion  that 
a  city  or  town  may  collect  and  discharge 
sewage  matter  into  a  fresh-water  stream  to 
the  injury  of  a  riparian  owner  and  without 
liability  to  action,  they  are  contrary  to  the 
law  as  held  in  England  for  centuries.  The 
decree  in  that  case  recognizing  the  right  of 
•the  riparian  owner  was  unanimously  af- 
firmed in  this  court,  upon  the  opinion  of 
5the  vice  chancellor,  in  56  N.  J.  Eq.  824,  41 
Atl.  1117.  Riparian  owners  above  tide  own 
<id  medium  filum  aquw,  and  have  a  property 
right  in  the  water  flowing  along  and  over 
their  land.  This  property  right  cannot  be 
impaired,  except  by  the  lawful  use  of  the 
waters  by  riparian  owners  higher  up  the 
-fltream.  Lower  owners  must  submit  to  such 
pollution  as  results  from  the  natural  or  rea- 
sonable use  of  the  owners  above,  produced 
hj  the  surface  drainage  or  by  the  percola- 
tion of  offensive  matter  through  the  soil.  But 
the  higher  owners  cannot  lawfully  combine, 
and  by  construction  of  artificial  conduits 
-collect  foul  matter,  and  pour  it  in  mass  into 
the  stream.  Such  a  scheme,  when  put  into 
•operation,  constitutes  the  taking  of  private 
property,  which  the  l^slature  cannot  au- 
thorize, except  upon  just  compensation  to 
the  party  injured.  The  rights  of  such  ri- 
parian owners  are  clearly  stated  in  the  opin- 
ion of  Mr.  Justice  Lippincott  in  this  court 
in  the  case  of  East  Jersey  Water  Co.  v.  Bige- 
low,  60  N.  J.  L.  201,  38  Atl.  631. 

By  reason  of  the  location  of  the  Jersey 
•City  waterworks  upon  the  tidal  stream,  the 
mayor  and  common  council  of  Jersey  City, 
complainants  in  this  suit,  have  no  rights  in 
the  waters  of  the  stream  distinct  from  the 
rights  of  the  general  public  therein,  nor  are 
they  endowed  with  superior  rights  by  the 
legislation  of  1852.  Pub.  Laws  1852,  p. 
419.  That  legislation  did  not  guarantee  or 
assure  to  Jersey  City  the  purity  of  the  wa- 
ter, nor  did  it  vest  in  Jersey  City  any  part 
-of  the  state's  title  in  the  tidal  waters,  upon 
which  its  present  claim  can  be  established 
and  enforced.  It  was  simply  the  consent  of 
the  state  that  Jersey  City  might  withdraw 
such  quantity  of  water  from  the  Passaic  as 
might  be  required  to  furnish  a  supply  of 
pure  and  wholesome  water.  This  provision 
was  intended  to  qualify  and  limit  the  ex- 
tent of  the  grant,  so  that  the  implication 
■could  not  arise  that  Jersey  City  might,  with- 
out further  legislation,  divert  the  water  for 
other  purposes  than  a  water  supply  for  do- 
mestic and  other  like  purposes.  At  the  time 
•of  the  legislative  grants  to  the  city  of  Pat- 
erson,  in  1867,  1868,  and  1871,  it  would  have 
t)€en  competent  for  the  legislature  to  pass 
A  law  prohibiting  the  further  use  of  the 
Passaic  water  in  Jersey  City,  and  compel- 
ling the  city  to  procure  its  water  elsewhere. 
Therefore  the  grant  to  Paterson  must  be  re- 
jgarded  as  a  repeal  by  implication  of  the  pre- 
vious grant  to  Jersey  City,  if  it  was  an  im- 
f)airroent  of  that  grant,  which  cannot  be  con- 
•ceded.  Jersey  City  v.  Jersey  City  d  B,  R. 
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Co,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  306;  Veicark  Aqueduot 
Board  v.  Passaic,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  393,  18  Atl. 
106.  Jersey  City  is  without  a  standing  to 
invoke  the  injunction  power  in  this  case. 

Ordinarily,  where  the  riparian  owner  is 
injured  by  an  unlawful  diminution  of  the 
quantity  of  water,  or  by  its  excessive  pollu- 
tion, when  his  legal  right  is  established  he 
is  entitled  to  the  exercise  of  the  injunction 
power  of  a  court  of  equity.  Whether  in 
this  case  the  restraining  order  of  the  court 
should  be  interposed  for  the  protection  of 
the  riparian  owners  above  tide  water  is  the 
remaining  question  to  be  considered.  That 
question  must  be  solved  by  determining 
whether,  in  the  situation  of  the  parties  here, 
there  is  the  presence  of  such  circumstances 
and  such  equities  as  may  justify  this  court 
in  withholding  its  restraining  arm.  On  the 
one  hand,  the  riparian  owner  is  entitled  to 
redress  in  respect  of  the  deprivation  of  his 
property.  On  the  other  hand,  the  city  of 
Paterson,  at  an  enormous  expense,  has  put 
into  operation  under  legislative  authority, 
and  for  a  long  series  of  years  has  used  and 
enjoyed,  a  system  of  sewerage  which  accom- 
modates a  population  of  over  100,000  people. 
By  the  restraint  prayed  for,  this  sewerage 
system  will  be  suddenly  destroyed,  and  the 
homes  of  this  multitude  of  people  will  be 
rendered  perilous  to  health  and  life,  and  un- 
fit for  occupancy.  While  the  city  cannot, 
upon  this  continued  acquiescence  of  these  ri- 
parian owners,  predicate  the  right  to  deprive 
them  of  their  property  in  the  stream,  yet  in 
view  of  such  acquiescence,  and  the  magni- 
tude of  the  injury  which  would  fall  upon  the 
public  by  prohibiting  the  use  of  the  sewers, 
it  would  be  inequitable  to  enjoin,  if  relief 
can  otherwise  be  afforded.  The  relators  are 
here  asking  equity,  and  they  must  do  equity. 
A  substituted  remedy,  by  giving  them  ade- 
quate compensation  for  their  injury,  would 
be  a  just  disposition  of  the  controversy.  The 
granting  or  refusing  of  an  injunction  is  a 
matter  resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
court.  Where  it  would  cause  great  injury 
to  the  defendants,  and  might  1^  of  serious 
detriment  to  the  public,  without  correspond- 
ing advantage  to  the  complainant,  it  will 
not  be  granted.  The  authorities  are  col- 
lected in  Stewart,  N.  J.  Dig.  p.  620,  }S 
7-10.  In  Morris  d  E,  R,  Co,  v.  Prttd- 
den,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  631,  Mr.  Justice 
Depue,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  this 
court,  said  "that  an  injunction  ought  not 
to  be  granted  where  the  benefit  secured  by 
it  to  one  party  is  but  of  little  importance, 
while  it  will  operate  oppressively  and  to  the 
great  annoyance  and  injury  of  the  other 
party,  unless  the  wrong  complained  of  is  so 
wanton  and  unprovoked  in  its  character  as 
properly  to  deprive  the  wrongdoer  of  the 
benefit  of  any  consideration  as  to  its  injuri- 
ous consequences,"  and  he  recognized  the  fact 
of  acquiescence  as  a  consideration  of  impor- 
tance in  determining  whether  the  defendants 
should  be  restrained.  In  the  case  before  us, 
the  injury  to  the  defendants  would  be  so 
great  that  an  injunction  should  not  be 
granted  to  these  complainants,  whose  injury 
is     incidental     and     comparatively    small. 
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II  these  complainants  amend  their  bill| 
or  file  a  new  bill  asking  for  an  injunc- 
tion, unless  the  city  will  consent  to  make 
such  compensation  for  the  diminution  in  the 
value  of  their  lands  as  shall  be  ascertained 
to  be  just,  such  equitable  relief  can  be  given 
to  them. 

A  court  of  equity  will,  to  effectuate  jus- 
tice, settle  unliquidated  damages.  Coster  v. 
Monroe  Mfg.  Co.  2  N.  J.  Eq.  467 ;  Ingersoll 
V.  Neicton  (N.  J.)  46  Atl.  596.  These  ripa- 
rian owners  above  the  flow  of  the  tide  have 
the  right,  if  they  so  elect,  to  pursue  their 
remedy  at  law  by  instituting  suits  for  dam- 
ages. In  that  event  the  city  would  be  driv- 
en to  file  its  bill  to  restrain  the  suits,  offer- 
ing to  make  just  compensation.  That  pro- 
cedure was  taken  in  Pateraon,  N.  d  N.  7.  R. 
Co.  V.  Kamlah,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  93,  6  Atl.  444, 
and  approved  in  this  court,  the  decree  being 
unanimously  affirmed.  Id,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  331, 
21  Atl.  954. 

The  injunction  should  he  vcLoated,  and  the 
record  remitted  to  the  court  of  chancery, 
and  the  case  proceeded  with  in  accordance 
with  the  views  herein  expressed. 


Marcus  SAYRE  et  al.,  Reepta., 

V. 

Mayor  etc.,  of  NEWARK  et  al.,  Appts. 
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•1.  The  leirlslatnre  of  tills  state  hMi 
eonatltotlonal  povi^er  to  confer  on  muni- 
clpalitles  the  right  to  use  the  tidal  streams 
within  our  borders  as  outlets  for  public  sew- 
ers carrying  off  surplus  water  and  the  sew- 
age from  buildings. 

2.  The  charter  of  the  city  of  Ncvrark 
grants  to  the  municipal  authorities  of  the 
city  the  right  to  use  the  Passaic  river  as  such 
an  outlet. 

'8.  The  fact  that  such  a  vse  of  the 
Paaaalo  river  pollvtea  the  crater  and 
air  in  the  neighborhood  of  a  dock  on  the 
river  owned  by  private  persons,  and  thus 
lessens  the  value  of  the  private  property,  will 
not  Justify  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  city 
from  constructing  and  operating  a  sewer 
which  the  municipal  authorities  have,  within 
the  limits  of  their  legal  discretion,  deter- 
mined to  be  necessary  for  sewerage  purposes. 

ilAppincoti,  J.,  aUsents.) 

(April  2,  1900.) 
• 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Chancery  Ck)urt  enjoining  defend- 
ants from  depositing  sewage  in  the  Passaic 
river.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Joseph  Conlt,  for  appellants: 

There  is    a    distinction  between    injuries 

which  affect  the  air  merely  by  way  of  noises 

and  disagreeable  gases,  resulting  in  personal 

discomfort,  and  uiose  which  injuriously  af- 

•Headnotes  by  Dixon,  J. 


See   note   to   Piatt   Brothers  &   Co.   T.   Wa- 
terbury,  ante,  691. 
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feet  the  land  itself  or  the  structures  upon 
it.  As  to  the  former,  each  person  liying  u» 
society  must  submit  to  a  degree  of  discom- 
fort depending  in  some  measure  upon  the 
circumstances  of  his  residence. 

Hennessy  v.  CarmGny,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  610^ 
25  Atl.  374. 

The  mere  apprehension  of  a  public  nui- 
sance from  pollution  of  a  stream  by  the  sew- 
age of  a  city  does  not  present  a  case  for  an 
injunction. 

Wood,  Nuisances,  IS  788,  789;  Wolcoit  v. 
Jfe/icfc,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  204,  66  Am.  Dec.  790; 
Duncan  v.  Hayes,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  25;  Hutchin- 
son V.  Delano,  46  Kan.  345,  26  Pac.  740  ^ 
Rohh  T.  La  (hange,  158  111.  21,  42  N.  E.  77. 

A  court  of  equity  exercises  its  restraining 
po>A'er8  in  cases  of  nuisance  with  very  gieat 
caution. 

Hagerty  v.  Lee,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  255,  17  Atl. 
826;  Atiy.  Oen.  v.  Delaware  d  B.  B.  R.  Co, 
27  N.  J.  Eq.  25 ;  MoNeal  v.  Assiscunk  Creek 
Meadow  Co.  37  N.  J.  Eq.  204 ;  8toudinger  v. 
Newark,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  187 ;  Washburn  d  M. 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Worcester,  116  Mass.  458. 

The  court-s  of  equity  will  not  sit  in  review 
of  the  proceedings  of  subordinate  political 
municipal  tribunals,  and  ^here  matters  are 
left  to  the  discretion  of  such  bodies,  the  ex- 
ercise of  that  discretion  in  good  faith  is 
conclusive,  and  will  not,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  be  disturbed. 

High,  Inj.  1st  ed.  S  7S6;  Soden  v.  Em- 
poria, 7  Kan.  Apo.  583,  52  Pac  461 ;  Bine* 
v.  Lockport,  50  N."^  Y.  236;  Wicks  v.  De  Witt, 
54  Iowa,  130,  6  N.  W.  176 ;  Brewster  v.  Da- 
vfnport,  51  Iowa,  427,  1  N.  W.  737 ;  North 
Vernon  ▼.  Voegler,  103  Ind.  325,  2  N.  E. 
821;  8ullivan  v.  Phillips,  110  Ind.  320,  U 
N.  E.  300;  Avery  v.  Job,  25  Or.  512,  36  Pac. 
2P3;  Titus  ▼.  Boston,  161  Mass.  209,  36  X. 
E.  793 ;  Detroit  v.  Hosmer,  79  Mich.  384,  44 
N.  W.  622. 

Public  work  authorized  by  law,  under- 
taken for  the  public  benefit,  will  be  deemed 
to  be  beneficial  and  not  harmful,  and  such  a 
work  prosecuted  by  the  public  authorities 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  properly  con- 
structed. 

Michener  v.  Philadelphia,  118  Pa.  535,  12 
Atl.  174;  Allen  v.  Woods,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
59,  45  S.  W.  106. 

In  cases  where  the  nuisance  is  not  created 
by  a  public  body  in  the  performance  of  a 
public  duty,  and  where  the  remedy  may  be 
by  suit,  equity  will  interfere  at  the  instance 
of  a  private  individual  only  where  the  com- 
plainant suffers  some  private,  direct,  and 
material  damage  beyond  that  which  is  suf- 
fered by  the  public  at  large,  and  which  with- 
out such  interference  will  be  an  irreparable 
injury  to  him. 

Higbee  v.  Camden  d  A,  R.  Co,  19  N.  J. 
Eq.  276;  Van  Wagenen  v.  Cooney,  45  N.  J. 
Eq.  24,  16  Atl.  689;  Allen  v.  Monmouth 
County  Freeholders,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  68;  Hinch- 
man  v.  Paterson  Horse  R.  Co.  17  N.  J.  Eq. 
75,  86  Am.  Dec  262;  Bigelow  v.  Hertford 
Bridge  Co.  14  Conn.  666,  36  Am.  Dec.  602; 
O'BHen  v.  Norwich  d  W,  R.  Co.  17  Conn. 
372;  Irwin  v.  Diteion,  9  How.  28,  IS  L.  cd- 
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33;  Smith  v.  Boston,  7  Cush.  264;  10  Enc 
PL  k  Pr.  p.  807. 

Mere  diminution  in  the  value  of  his  prop- 
yl ty  without  irreparable  injury  will  not  fur- 
nish the  foundation  for  equitable  relief. 

Morris  d  E,  B,  Co.  v.  Prudden,  20  N.  J. 
Eq.  530;  Zahriakie  v.  Jersey  City  d  B.  R. 
Co,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  314;  Raritah  Tivp.  v.  Port 
Reading  R,  Co,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  11,  23  Atl.  127. 

The  Passaic  river  is  a  tidal  stream.  The 
complainant  has  no  rieht  in  the  waters  of 
this  river,  by  virtue  of  its  riparian  propri- 
etorship. 

Stevens  v.  Paterson  d  N.  R.  Co.  34  N.  J. 
L.  532,  3  Am.  Rep.  269;  OotUd  v.  Hudson 
River  R.  Co.  6  N.  V.  622;  Wood,  Nuisances, 
§  502;  BrookUne  v.  Mackintosh,  133  Mass. 
215. 

The  primary  usee  of  tidal  rivers  are  navi- 
gation and  drainage. 

Having  no  rights  as  a  riparian  owner  in 
tidal  waters,  a  shore  owner  cannot  complain 
of  injury  to  the  water  caused  by  the  dis- 
charge therein  of  polluting  matter,  unless  a 
nuisance  is  created  thereby  by  which  he  is 
specially  injured,  as,  for  instance,  by  a  de- 
posit of  matter  in  front  of  his  dock,  inter- 
fering with  its  use. 

Haskell  v.  New  Bedford,  108  Mass.  209; 
Lilly  White  v.  Trimmer,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
525;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Gee,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  131. 

Mr.  Thomas  N.  M eCarter*  Jr.«  for  re- 
spondents : 

The  fact  that  this  sewer  is  to  serve  a  pul^ 
lie  need  cannot  avail  against  the  private  in- 
jury to  the  complainant,  especially  when,  as 
shown  in  the  case,  it  is  perfectly  possible  to 
bring  about  the  desired  result  by  the  mere 
repairing  of  an  intercepting  sewer  already 
constructed,  but  allowed  to  fall  in  disrepair. 

Higgins  v.  Flemington  Water  Co.  36  N.  J. 
Eq.  538 ;  Hennessy  v.  Carmony,  60  N.  J.  Eq. 
616,  25  Atl.  374;  Susquehanna  Fertilizer  Co. 
V.  Malone,  9  L.  R.  A.  737,  73  Md.  268,  20 
Atl.  900;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Birmingham,  4  Kay 
ft  J.  528;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Colney  Hatch  Luna- 
tic Asylum,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  146. 

The  right  of  an  individual  to  sue  to  en- 
join a  private  nuisance  of  this  character  is 
unquestioned. 

McDonald  v.  Newark,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  136,  7 
Atl.  855 ;  Miller  v.  Morristoicn,  47  N.  J.  Eq. 
62,  20  Atl.  61,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  645,  25  Atl.  20; 
Jiart  V.  Union  County  Freeholders,  69  N.  J. 
L.  90,  29  Atl.  490. 

Permission  to  build  sewers  does  not  give 
authority  to  create  a  nuisance. 

Atty.  Gen.  v.  Leeds,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  583;  Atty. 
Gen.  V.  Birmingham,  4  Kay  k  J.  628;  Atty. 
Gen.  V.  Hackney  Local  Board,  L.  R.  20  Eq. 
626;  Goldsmid  v.  Tunhridge  Wells  Improv. 
Comrs.  L.  R.  1  Eq.  161;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Col- 
ney Hatch  Lunatic  Asso.  L.  R.  4  Ch.  146; 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Acton  Local  Board,  L.  R.  22 
Ch.  Div.  221 ;  Morse  v.  Worcester,  139  Mass. 
389,  2  N.  E.  694;  Chapman  v.  Rochester,  110 
K.  y.  273,  1  L.  R.  A.  296,  18  N.  E.  88;  Stale 
V.  Portland,  74  Me.  268,  43  Am.  Rep.  586; 
Du'ight  V.  Hayes,  160  III.  273,  37  N.  E.  218; 
Grey  v.  Paterson  (N.  J.)  ante,  717,  42  Atl. 
749. 

The  building  of  such  a  sewer  as  this,  un- 
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der  the  evidence  in  this  cause,  must,  from 
the  nature  of  things,  create  a  nuisance,  and 
therefore  will  be  enjoind  on  Anal  hearing. 

Rex  V.  White,  1  Burr.  337;  Davidson  y, 
Isliam,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  186;  Holsman  v.  Boiling 
Spring  Bleaching  Co.  14  N.  J.  Eq.  335;  Rosa 
V.  Butler,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  294,  97  Am.  Dec.  654 ; 
Cleveland  v.  Citizens*  Gaslight  Co.  20  N.  J. 
Eq.  201;  Wolooti  v.  M click,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
204,  66  Am.  Dec.  790;  Duncan  v.  Hayes,  22 
N.  J.  Eq.  25 ;  Hennessy  v,  Carmony,  50  N.  J. 
Eq.  616,  25  Atl.  374;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Stcivard, 
20  N.  J.  Eq.  415;  Meigs  v.  Lister,  23  N.  J. 
Eq.  199 ;  Bahcook  v.  New  Jersey  Stock  Yard 
Co.  20  N.  J.  Eq.  296;  Higgins  v.  Flemington 
Water  Co.  9  Stew.  36  N.  J.  Ea.  538;  State 
ex  rel.  Board  of  Health  v.  Hutchinson,  39  N. 
J.  Eq.  218 ;  Butterfoss  v.  State  ex  rel.  Board 
of  Health,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  326;  Perrine  v.  Tay- 
lor, 43  N.  J.  Eq.  128,  12  Atl.  769;  Beach  v. 
Sterling  Iron  d  Zinc  Co.  54  N.  J.  Eq.  66,  33 
Atl.  286,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  824,  41  Atl.  1117; 
State  ex  rel.  State  Bd.  of  Health  v.  Jersey 
City,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  116,  36  AU.  836;  State  ex 
rel.  Board  of  Health  v.  Lederer,  62  N.  J.  Eq. 
675,  29  Atl.  444;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Luton  Local 
Bd.  of  Health,  2  Jur.  N.  8.  180;  Atty,  Gen. 
V.  Kingston-on-Thames,  11  Jur.  N.  8.  697; 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Nichol,  16  Ves.  Jr.  342; 
Dwight  V.  Hayes,  160  111.  273,  37  N.  E.  218; 
Rohb  V.  La  Grange,  168  III.  21,  42  N.  E.  77 ; 
Catlin  V.  Valentine,  9  Paige,  675,  38  Am. 
Dec.  667;  Woodruff  v.  North  Bloomfield 
Gravel  Min.  Co.  9  Sawy.  441,  18  Fed.  Rep. 
753. 

The  doctrine  that  because  it  is  municipal 
work  it  will  be  presumed  to  be  proper,  and 
the  court  will  not  interfere,  has  no  author- 
ity in  law. 

Haskell  v.  New  Bedford,  108  Mass.  209. 

Mr.  Robert  H.  M oCarter  also  for  re- 
spondents. 

Bizon,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  complainant  Marcus  Sayre  is  the  own- 
er, and  the  Marcus  Sayre  Company  is  the 
lessee,  of  land  having  a  frontage  of  about 
200  feet  on  the  west  side  of  the  Passaic 
river,  in  the  city  of  Newark,  where  they  carry 
on  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  mar 
sons*  materials.  At  that  point,  and  for  sev- 
eral miles  above  the  city,  the  tide  ebbs  and 
flows  in  the  river,  and  the  river  is  navigable 
for  vessels  of  considerable  size.  Conse- 
quently the  state  was  the  owner  of  the  bed 
of  the  river  below  ordinary  high- water  mark, 
but  in  pursuance  of  an  implied  license  from 
the  state,  growing  out  of  the  local  common 
law  of  New  Jersey,  as  declared  in  Bell  v. 
Gough,  23  N.  J.  L.  624,  and  Stevens  v  Pater- 
son d  N.  R.  Co.  34  N.  J.  L.  632,  3  Am.  Rep. 
269,  the  complainant,  owning  the  upland,  had 
built  a  dock  in  front  thereof,  and  thus  had 
aoiuired  title  to  so  much  of  the  shore  as  was 
occupied  bv  the  dock.  The  object  of  the  bill 
of  complainant  is  to  restrain  the  city  of 
Newark  from  completing  and  using  a  pub- 
lic sewer  now  in  process  of  construction,  and 
designed  to  empty  its  contents  into  the  Pas- 
saic river  below  low-water  mark,  about  56 
feet  north  of  the  complainant's  property^ 
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The  ground  of  objection  is  that  the  sewage 
dischiirged  from  the  sewer  will  be  carried  by 
the  tide  to  the  complainant's  property,  and 
will  so  infect  the  water  and  air  in  the  neigh- 
borhood as  to  impair  the  comfort  and  health 
of  persons  engaged  on  the  premises,  and  thus 
lessen  the  value  of  the  property.  The  sewer 
in  question  is  designed  to  be  an  Auxiliary  in 
the  city's  plan  of  sewerage.  Experience 
has  shown  that  in  times  of  heavy  rain  the 
existing  sewers  are  inadeauate  to  carry  oil 
the  water  and  sewage  that  seek  passiu^e 
through  them,  and  hence  the  filthy  material 
is  backed  up  into  the  streets  and  the  cellars 
•f  connectcKi  buildings.  The  obiect  of  the 
new  sewer  is  mainly  to  receive  this  surplus 
and  conduct  it  to  the  river,  and  the  evidence 
in  the  cause  shows  that  the  city  authorities 
have  exercised  their  discretion  in  j^lanning 
the  sewer,  and  are  constructing  it  with  care, 
for  the  accomplishment  of  that  purpose. 
We  are  thus  brought  to  the  controlling  ques- 
tions in  the  case:  (1)  Whether  the  legis- 
lature has  intended  to  authorize  the  city  to 
construct  and  use  such  a  sewer;  (2)  whether 
the  legislature  has  constitutional  power  to 
grant  such  authority;  and  (3)  whether  the 
complainants,  as  private  owners  of  property 
likely  to  sustain  some  incidental  damage 
from  the  operation  of  the  sewer,  are  entitled 
to  have  the  city  restrained  from  exercising 
the  authority  conferred. 

As  to  the  first  question:  By  the  original 
charter  of  Newark  as  a  city,  passed  Febru- 
ary 29,  1836  (Pub.  Laws  1836,  p.  185),  the 
common  council  were  empowered  to  pass  all 
such  ordinances  as  they  should  deem  proper 
for  regulating  the  streets,  and  causing  com- 
mon sewers  and  drains  to  be  made  m  any 
part  of  the  city.  By  a  supplement  to  the 
<!faarter  passed  February  28,  1838  (Pub. 
Laws  1838,  p.  218),  "the  mayor  and  com< 
mon  council  of  the  city,  to  enable  them  more 
fully,  effectually,  and  completely  to  exercise 
the  powers  already  conferred  on  them  of 
passing  all  such  ordinances  as  they  shall 
think  proper  and  of  raising  and  borrowing 
money  -for  causing  common  sewers  and 
drains  to  be  made  in  any  part  of  the  city/' 
were  authorized  and  empowered  to  take  and 
appropriate  to  the  use  of  the  city  all  such 
lands,  waters,  and  streams  within  and  ad-* 
jacent  to  the  said  city  as  might  be  suitable 
or  necessary  to  drain  and  carry  off  the  wa- 
ter from  the  streets,  lanes,  alleys,  and 
grounds  in  the  city.  This  act  makes  provi- 
sion for  compensation  to  the  owners  of  prop- 
erty taken.  By  another  supplement,  ap- 
proved February  28,  1849  (Pub.  Laws  1849, 
p.  203) ,  the  city  was  empowered  to  cause  the 
expense  of  building  sewers  to  be  assessed,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  on  the  owners  of  property 
l)enefited.  This  plainly  contemplates  the 
construction  of  common  sewers  for  the  bene- 
fit of  private  property.  By  an  act  to  revise 
and  amend  the  charter  of  the  city,  approved 
March  11,  1867  (Pub.  Laws  1867,  p.  116), 
these  provisions  were  re-enacted  so  far  as 
they  relate  to  the  regulation  of  streets,  the 
construction  of  sewers,  and  the  assessment 
of  the  expense  thereof  on  property  benefited, 
and  nothing  therein  contained  was  to  impair 
48L.R  A. 


or  take  away  any  right  acquired  or  given 
by  any  former  act  This  statute  also  ex- 
pressly empowered  the  council  to  provide  for 
the  protection  and  maintenance  oi  the  health 
of  the  city.  By  a  supplement  to  this  act 
approved  March  19,  1867  (Pub.  Laws  1867, 
p.  301),  the  authority  of  the  city  to  con- 
struct the  sewer  in  the  first  and  second 
wards  of  the  city,  commonly  known  as  the 
"North  Sewer,"  is  distinctly  asserted  by  the 
legislature.  This  sewer  was  built  to  drain 
private  property  as  well  as  streets,  and  emp- 
ties into  the  Passaic  river.  A  further  sup- 
plement, approved  March  26,  1872  (Pub. 
Laws  1872,  p.  828),  expressly  recognizes 
the  authority  of  the  city  to  construct  sewers 
in  the  public  streets  for  the  draining  of  pri- 
vate property  lying  along  the  streets.  Ths 
evidence  in  this  case  shows  that  at  least  as 
early  as  1864  the  municipality  constructed 
common  sewers  through  tne  streets,  having 
their  final  outlet  in  the  Passaic  river,  to 
carry  off,  not  only  the  water  and  refuse  in 
the  streets,  but  also  the  sewage  from  private 
property,  and  from  that  time  to  the  present 
this  power  has  been  continually  exercised. 
In  Sioudinger  v.  Neirark,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  187 
(A.  D.  1877),  a  bill  was  filed  to  prevent  the 
city  from  constructing  what  is  known  as  the 
'l^fillbrook  Sewer,"  which  ran  from  High 
street,  through  various  streets,  to  the  Pas- 
saic river,  and  was  intended  to  conduct  into 
the  river  the  foul  waters  of  the  Millbrook, 
and  the  sewage  of  the  streets  and  houses 
along  its  course.  But  Vice  Chancellor  Van 
Fleet  decided  that  the  city  had  power  to 
build  the  sewer,  and  held  that  the  location 
of  sewers,  their  size  and  capacity,  and  the 
materials  of  which  they  should  be  construct^ 
ed,  were  matters  which  by  the  charter  were 
committed  to  the  judgment  of  the  municipal 
authorities,  and  so  long  as  they  kept  within 
their  power,  and  did  not  abuse  it,  their  acts 
were  not  subject  to  judicial  revision.  Tlie 
order  of  the  court  of  chancery  denying  an  in- 
junction was  afiirmed  by  this  court  (28  X. 
J.  Eq.  446),  with  a  declaration  that  it  was 
not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty,  of  the  mu- 
nicipal authorities  to  erect  and  maintain  all 
necessary  sewers.  In  view  of  this  course  of 
public  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  city,  of 
this  series  of  legislative  enactments,  and  of 
these  judicial  utterances,  we  are  impelled  to 
the  conclusion  that  tiie  legislature  has  in- 
tended to  confer  upon  the  city  of  Newark  tbe 
right  to  use  the  Passaic  river  as  an  outlet 
for  such  sewers  as  the  municipal  authorities 
deem  necessary  for  removing  the  surplus 
water  and  sewage  of  the  river  and  its  inhabi- 
tants. 

The  next  question  is  whether  the  legisU' 
ture  has  the  ooastitutional  power  to  confer 
such  a  right.  In  Stevens  v.  PtUeraon  d  .V. 
R.  Co,  34  N.  J.  L.  632,  3  Am.  Rep.  269, 
Chief  Justice  Beasley,  expressing  the  opin- 
ion of  this  court  that  the  legislature  had  ths 
power  to  grant  lands  in  a  navigable  river  be- 
low high-water  maiic,  without  regard  to  the 
owner  of  the  adjacent  upland,  declared  "that 
all  navigable  waters  within  tbe  territorial 
limits  of  the  state,  and  the  soil  under  such 
waters,  belong  in  actual  propriety  to  ths 


1900 


Batbb  y.  Nbwabx. 


720 


public;  that  the  riparian  owner,  by  the  com- 
mon law,  has  no  peculiar  rights  in  the  pub- 
lic domain,  as  incidents  of  his  estate; 
•  .  .  that,  as  a  general  rule,  the  public 
domain  is  subject  altogether  to  the  control 
of  the  legislature;  .  ...  that,  unless  in 
certain  particulars  protected  by  the  Federal 
Constitution,  the  public  rights  in  navigable 
rivers  can,  to  any  extent,  he  modified  or  ab- 
solutely destroyed  by  statute.  .  .  .  But 
the  dominion  of  the  legislature  over  the  jura 
^hlica  appears  to  be  unlimited.  By  this 
power  they  can  be  regulated,  abridged,  or 
vacated."  These  explicit  declarations  of  the 
judgment  of  this  court  seem  to  place  beyond 
question  the  power  of  the  l^slature  to  au- 
thorize the  municipalities  of  the  state  to  use 
the  tidal  navigable  streams  within  our  bor- 
ders for  sewerage  purposes.  The  Federal 
Constitution  interposes  no  obstacle  to  the  ex- 
ercise of  such  a  power,  provided  the  availa- 
bility of  the  stream  for  interstate  and  for- 
eign commerce  be  not  impaired;  and,  as  no 
private  property  exists  in  such  waters,  there 
remain  only  the  jura  puhlica,  over  which, 
in  the  words  of  the  chief  justice,  the  domin- 
ion of  the  legislature  appears  to  be  unlim- 
ited. Indeed,  the  histoi^  of  sewers  shows 
that  from  time  immemorial  the  right  to  con- 
nect them  with  navigable  streams  has  been 
regarded  as  part  of  the  jus  puhlioum.  Al- 
though in  England,  until  modem  times,  sew- 
ers were  used  chiefly  to  drain  lowlands  liable 
to  be  submerged  by  tide  and  rain,  and  the 
streets  of  towns,  yet  in  other  countries  for 
centuries  past,  and  more  recently  in  England 
and  the  United  States,  they  have  been  con- 
structed to  carry  off  the  sewage  of  dwell- 
ings; and,  whenever  tidal  streams  could 
conveniently  be  reached,  they  have  been  em- 
ployed as  the  medium  of  discharge  to  the  sea. 
Such  a  use  of  public  waters  must  necessarily 
entail  some  defilement.  The  degree  of  pol- 
lution to  be  permitted  is  a  matter  over  which 
the  l^slature  has  full  power  and  control. 
It  therefore  seems  clear  that  in  New  Jersey 
the  legislature  may  constitutionally  confer 
on  the  municipalities  of  the  state  the  right 
to  use  tidal  streams  for  sewerage  purposes, < 
and  that  in  the  proposed  construction  and 
operation  of  tlie  sewer  noV  in  question  the 
city  of  Newark  is  within  the  limits  of  its 
delcsrated  authority.  . 

The  last  point  for  consideration  is  wheth- 
er the  complainants  may  restrain  the  exer- 
cise of  this  authority  because  of  the  inciden- 
tal damage  which  it  will  cause  to  them  and 
their  property.  The  principle  laid  down  by 
the  supreme  court  in  Beseman  v.  Pennayl- 
vania  R.  Co.  50  N.  J.  L.  235,  13  Atl.  164, 
and  approved  by  this  court  in  52  N.  J.  L. 
221,  20  Atl.  169,  disposes  of  this  phase  of  the 
controversy.  That  principle  is  that  if  a  cor- 
poration, though  private,  in  the  reasonable 
exercise  of  a  franchise  lawfully  granted  to 
it  for  a  public  purpose,  causes  an  incidental 
damage  to  private  property,  such  damage  is 
damnum. absque  injuria.  The  principle  thus 
enunciated  is  applicable  a  fortiori  to  a  pub- 
lic corporation.  The  same  doctrine  was  de- 
clared with  reference  to  tidal  streams  in 
f^tevens  v.  Paierson  d  N,  R,  Co.  34  N.  J.  L. 
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532,  3  Am.  Rep.  269,  where  the  chief  justice 
said  that,  "as  a  general  rule,  the  public  do- 
main is  subject  altogether  to  the  control  of 
the  le^slature,  and  that  incidental  damage 
resulting  to  individuals  from  the  exercise  of 
such  control  gives  no  legal  claim  to  compen- 
sation." We  have,  therefore,  the  city  of 
Newarlc,  a  public  corporation,  executing, 
within  the  boimds  of  its  discretion  and  with 
care^  a  franchise  lawfully  granted  to  it  by 
the  l^slature  for  a  public  purpose,  but 
thereby  producing  consequential  damage  to 
jthe  complainants.  Such  damage  is  a  losa 
'  for  whidi  there  is  no  remedy.  It  is  a  bur- 
den to  which  the  sufferers  must  submit,  a» 
members  of  the  community  from  which  they 
receive  compensatory  benefits.  There  are 
decisions  in  the  courts  of  this  state  to  tho 
effect  that  even  n^ligence  on  the  part  of  a 
public  corporation  in  the  performance  of  a 
public  function,  whether  ouasi  judicial  or 
ministerial,  will  not  justify  an  action  for 
damages  against  the  corporation  on  behalf 
of  a  person  who  has  sustained  special  dama- 
ges by  reason  of  such  neglect.  The  exact 
purport  of  these  decisions,  and  whether,  con- 
sistently with  them,  the  aggrieved  party 
might  not  seek  relief  by  injunction  or  man- 
damus, under  circumstances  otherwise  ap- 
propriate to  those  means  of  redress,  we  need 
not  now  consider;  for  there  is  neither  alle- 
gation nor  proof  of  such  negligence  in  the 
present  case. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  intended  action 
of  the  citv  is  lawful,  and  therefore  the,  in- 
junction issued  out  of  ehanoery  should  he 
dissolved,  and  the  hill  dismissed. 

Depve,  J.,  concurring: 

The  Passaic  river,  at  Newark,  is  a  tidal 
stream.  The  ebb  and  flow  of  the  ordinarv 
tide  at  the  Centre  Street  bridge,  near  which 
the  mouth  of  the  proposed  sewer  is  located, 
is  4  feet  and  9  inches.  The  river  empties 
into  Newark  bay,  4%  miles  below  the  bridge. 
The  tides  extend  above  the  city  to  the  Dun- 
dee dam,  about  8  miles  above  the  bridge,  and 
6  miles  above  the  city  line.  As  far  up  the* 
river  as  Newark  the  river  is  navigable  with 
steamboats  and  vessels  engaged  in  the  sea- 
going trade  with  almost  every  port  in  the 
United  States  on  the  Atlantic  coast  Above 
the  city  the  river  is  navigable  with  steam- . 
boats  and  vessels  of  considerable  size  as  far 
as  the  Dundee  dam.  Between  the  city  and 
the  Dundee  dam  the  Federal  government  ha» 
at  times  expended  considerable  sums  of  mon> 
ey  in  removing  reefs  and  obstructions,  anci 
otherwise  improving  that  part  of  the  river 
for  navigation.  Besides  the  city  of  Newark^ 
with  its  population  of  250,000  inhabitants,. 
Paterson,  with  its  population  of  100,000, — 
cities  with  large  manufacturing  establish- 
ments, discharging  waste  into  the  sewers,, 
and  sometimes  directly  into  the  stream, — th© 
sewage  of  Passaic,  Rutherford,  Montclair, 
Orange,  East  Orange,  Belleville,  Arlington^ 
Kearney,  East  Newark,  and  Harrison  is  car- 
ried into  the  river.  With  such  a  mass  of 
sewage  cast  into  the  river,  the  waters  of  the 
stream  have  become  polluted  and  foul.  But 
this  is  not  a  suit  by  the  attorney  general,  em 
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officio,  for  the  purpoBe  of  vindicating  or  pro- 
tecting any  public  right.  The  complainants 
are  the  owners  of  a  lot  of  land  in  the  city, 
having  a  frontage  on  the  river  of  250  feet, 
on  which  there  have  been  erected  a  wharf 
and  dock.  The  premises  are  used  for  the 
brick,  lime,  cement,  and  masons'  materials 
business.  A  large  part  of  the  materials 
used  in  the  business  is  brought  there  by 
boats  and  scows,  and  there  are  employed  dai- 
ly upon  the  premises  from  thirte^  to  twen- 
ty-five men,  engaged  in  the  business  of  the 
company.  The  outlet  of  the  proposed  sewev 
in  the  stream  is  just  above  the  Centre  Street 
Bridge,  65  feet  north  of  the  northerly  line  of 
the  complainants'  property.  The  suit  is  for 
the  prevention  of  a  private  injury  to  private 
property  anticipated  by  the  construction  of 
the  proposed  sewer.  It  presents  at  the 
threshold  a  consideration  of  the  rights  of 
the  state,  and  of  a  riparian  owner  who  has 
improved  his  connection  with  tide  water. 

The  title  to  a  tidal  stream  below  ordinary 
liigh  tide  is  in  the  state,  as  absolute  owner. 
The  decision  of  this  court  in  Stevens  v.  Pat- 
erson  d  N.  R,  Co,  34  N.  J.  L.  532,  3  Am. 
Rep.  269,  placed  the  law  of  this  subject  on  a 
firm  foundation  as  a  finality.  In  that  case 
Chief  Justice  Beasley,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "As  a  general 
rule,  the  public  domain  is  subject  altogether 
to  the  control  of  the  legislature,  and  that  in- 
cidental damage  resulting  to  individuals 
from  the  exercise  of  such  control  gives  no 
legal  claim  to  compensation.  The  principle 
seems  universally  conceded  that,  unless  in 
certain  particulars  protected  by  the  Federal 
Constitution,  the  public  rights  in  navigable 
rivers  can,  to  any  extent,  be  modified  or  ab- 
fiolutely  destroyed  by  statute.  .  .  .  The 
dominion  of  the  legfislature  over  the  fura 
puhlica  appears  to  be  unlimited."  This  de- 
cision was  made  in  a  case  where  the  riparian 
owner  had  neither  wharf ed  out,  nor  other- 
wise improved,  his  connection  with  the  tidal 
fltream,  and  consequentlv  had  no  property 
rights  to  be  affected  by  the  execution  of  the 
public  grant  tKen  in  question.  How  far  the 
doctrine  contained  in  this  extract  from  the 
chief  ju.Hice'B  opinion  in  its  universality 
will  be  modified  by  the  fact  that  in  the  pres- 
ent case  the  complainants  have  constructed 
a  dock  on  the  property  in  question,  will 
hereafter  be  discussed.  In  fresh-water 
streams  the  property  in  the  bed  of  the 
stream  is  in  private  ownership,  with  a  usu- 
fruct as  private  property,  subject  to  certain 
public  rights.  From  an  early  period  in 
jSngland  the  right  of  drainage  and  sewerage 
was  regarded  as  a  public  right,  and  was  reg- 
ulated by  statute  as  early  as  Henry  VI.  5 
Chit.  Bum.,  Just.  993 ;  6  Comyns,  Dig.  Seu)- 
ere,  453,  465.  In  England  and  in  this  ooun« 
try  power  to  construct  and  utilize  sewers 
in  private  streams  has  frequently  been 
granted  by  act  of  Parliament  or  act  of  the 
legislature.  The  right  to  devote  a  private 
stream  to  purposes  which  are  to  a  certain 
extent  public  uses  is  foimded  on  the  common- 
law  right  of  the  upper  proprietors.  In 
streams  of  this  class  the  right  of  upper  pro- 
prietors is  limited  to  the  reasonable  use  of 
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the  common  property.  Biggins  v.  Fleming* 
ton  Water  Co.  36  N.  J.  Eq.  538,  543.  '^n 
tidal  streams,  although  the  King  has  the 
property,  the  people  have  likewise  the  use 
necessary.  Rew  habet  proprietum,  sed  popu- 
lua  habct  usum  ibidem  neceasarium."  Cal- 
lis.  Sewers,  13;  Hall,  Rights  of  the  Crown, 
14.  A  right  conferred  by  the  state  to  use 
its  property  for  sewer  purposes  is  without 
limitations  and  qualifications  that  attach  to 
the  use  of  private  property  for  those  purpos- 
es. 

By  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Newark,  and 
the  supplements  thereto,  the  legislature  em- 
powered the  city  to  construct  sewers  so  as  to 
discharge  into  the  Passaic  By  the  act  of 
1801  the  power  of  the  common  council  in 
this  respect  was  transferred  to  the  board  of 
street  and  water  commissioners.  The  loca- 
tion of  the  proposed  sewer,  and  its  connec- 
tion with  the  river  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
charging sewage  therein,  were  lawful  acts, 
under  competent  municipal  authority,  and  a 
legitimate  exercise  by  the  city  of  a  ri^hl 
conferred  by  the  legislature.  The  decision 
of  this  case  must  rest,  therefore,  on  the  le^ 
rules  established  for  determining  the  liabili- 
ty for  damages  to  a  riparian  owner  arising 
from  the  exercise  of  l^slative  authority  for 
such  use  of  a  tidal  stream,  and  the  condi- 
tions under  which  the  exercise  of  that  right 
will  afford  redress  to  a  riparian  owner,  who 
has  improved  his  connection  with  tidal  wa- 
ters, for  an  injury  to  his  property.  Cases 
cited  by  the  vice  chancellor,  such  as  Atty» 
Gen.  V.  Leeds,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  583,  and  Atty. 
Gen,  V.  Birminghtuntf  4  Kay  &  J.  528,  are 
instances  where  the  sewerage  of  a  town  was 
into  small  brooks,  and  the  pollution  was  in- 
evitable, and  the  property  affected  was  pri- 
vate property.  It  will  also  be  observed  that 
in  such  cases  the  right  of  sewerage  was  un- 
der statutes  which,  as  will  appear  by  the 
Leeds  Case,  conferred  the  right  to  use  the 
stream  on  condition  that  no  nuisance  was 
created.  The  cases  cited  from  the  courts  of 
our  own  country,  of  which  Chapman  v. 
Rochester,  110  N.  Y.  273,  1  L.  R.  A.  296.  18 
N.  E.  88;  Nolan  v.  New  Britain,  69  Conn. 
668,  38  Atl.  703.  707,  708,  and  Dwight  ▼. 
Hayes,  150  111.  273,  37  N.  E.  218,  are  types, 
are  also  cases  of  drainage  into  small 
streams.  In  these  cases  the  waters  affected 
were  private  waters,  and  the  appropriation 
of  them  for  public  sewerage  far  exceeded  the 
reasonable  use,  such  as  -determines  the 
rights  of  upper  and  lower  proprietors  on  pri- 
vate streams,  and  the  injury  was  such  as 
amounted  to  a  pMilpable  invasion  of  private 
property,  and  justifiable  only  under  the 
right  of  eminent  domain,  on  just  compensa- 
tion. Trenton  Water  PoMoer  Co.  v.  Raff,  36 
N.  J.  L.  335;  Nolan  v.  New  Britain,  69 
Conn.  668,  38  Atl.  703,  707,  708.  Seifert 
V.  Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  136,  64  Am.  Rep.  664, 
4  N.  E.  321,  was  an  action  for  damages 
caused  by  the  insufficiency  of  the  sewerage 
system  to  carry  off  the  sewage,  whereby  it 
was  forced  through  a  manhole,  and  inundated 
the  plaintiff's  premises.  Cases  coming  un- 
der file  above  classifications  are  inapplicable 
to  this  litigation.    These  are  the  decisions 
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on  which  the  vice  chancellor  rests  his  judg- 
ment. They  cannot  rule  this  case,  for  the 
reason  that  the  right  of  sewerage  into  pri« 
'▼ate  waters  rests  upon  principles  different 
Irom  those  which  prevail  where  the  sewer- 
4ige  is  into  public  waters. 

By  the  law  of  this  state,  a  riparian  owner 
has  no  property  in  the  land  by  reason  of  his 
adjacency  to  tidal  waters,  while  it  remains 
under  water.  The  inchoate  right  which  the 
owner  of  the  upland  has  to  acquire  an  ex- 
•clusive  right  to  the  property  by  wharfing  out 
or  otherwise  improving  the  same  gives  him 
no  property  in  the  land  while  it  remains  un* 
-der  water.  State,  Roberts,  Prosecutor,  v. 
Jersey  City,  25  N.  J.  L.  526;  Stewart  v. 
Fitch,  31  N.  J.  L.  18.  Such  was  the  title 
•under  discussion  in  Stevens  t.  Paterson  d 
N.  R.  Co.  37  N.  J.  L.  532,  3  Am.  Rep.  269,  to 
'Which  the  expression  of  the  chief  justice, 
that  incidental  damages  resulting  to  individ- 
uals from  the  exercise  of  legislative  control 
gives  no  legal  claim  to  compensation,  was 
applied.  At  common  law  the  right  of  the 
owner  of  lands  along  the  shore  of  tidal  wa- 
ters extended  only  to  ordinary  high  water; 
but  in  this  state  such  owner  may  extend  his 
improvements  by  wharves  and  other  im< 
provements  to  the  low  water.  Such  was  de- 
olared  to  be  the  law  in  this  state  before  the 
adoption  of  any  of  the  statutes  regulating 
riparian  rights,  and  is  attributed  to  what 
has  been  called  "local  usage"  or  "local  com- 
oion  law."  But  by  the  common  law  of  Eng- 
land and  the  local  common  law  of  this  state 
the  owner  of  riparian  lands  acquires  a  prop- 
erty in  his  reclamations  by  wharfing  out  ox 
otherwise  improving,  and  the  state  cannot 
appropriate  the  shore  so  recovered  to  pub- 
lic use,  without  adequate  compensation. 
-Consequently,  for  any  invasion  of  his  prop- 
erty, or  use  of  it  without  lawful  authority* 
«uch  owner  is  entitled  to  the  same  remedies 
as  tlio  owner  of  property  is  entitled  to  under 
the  i^neral  law  of  the  state.  Among  the 
Tights  of  a  riparian  owner  who  has  made  his 
improvemenis  between  high  and  low  water 
mark  is  tlie  right  to  the  use  of  his  wharf, 
and  of  access  to  the  navigable  waters.  In 
Lyon  V.  Fishmongers'  Co.  decided  in  th«» 
House  of  Lords,  and  considered,  not  only  in 
England,  but  in  this  country,  as  the  leading 
authority  on  the  subject  of  the  right  at  com- 
mon law  of  a  riparian  owner  who  has  im- 
proved and  wharfed  out  on  the  bank  of  the 
stream,  Lord  Cairns  used  this  language: 
"Unquestionably  the  owner  of  a  wharf  on 
the  river  bank  has,  like  every  other  subject 
•of  the  realm,  the  right  of  navigating  the 
river  as  one  of  the  public.  This,  however, 
is  not  a  right  coming  to  him  qua  owner  or 
occupier  of  any  lands  on  the  bank,  nor  is  it 
a  right  which  per  se  he  enjoys  in  a  manner 
different  from  any  other  member  of  the  pub- 
lic. But,  when  this  right  of  navigation  is 
connected  with  an  exclusive  access  to  and 
from  a  particular  wharf,  it  assumes  a  very 
different  character.  It  ceases  to  be  a  right 
held  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  public, 
for  other  members  of  the  public  have  no  ac- 
cess to  or  from  the  river  at  the  particular 
place;  and  it  Becomes  a  form  of  enjoyment 
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of  the  land,  and  of  the  river  in  connection 
with  the  land,  the  disturbance  of  which  may 
be  vindicated  in  damages  by  an  action,  or  re- 
strained by  an  injunction."  L.  R.  1  A  pp. 
Cas.  6«2,  671.  This  doctrine  of  the  com- 
mon law  in  this  respect  has  been  affirmed  as 
the  law  of  this  state.  In  Oough  v.  Bell, 
which  established  the  law  of  this  state  as  a 
finality,  the  action  was  in  trespass  quaro 
clauswn  fregit.  The  defendant  pleaded  lih- 
ei'um  tenementutn.  The  plaintiff  made  title 
under  a  deed  from  the  heirs  of  Coles  for  the 
upland  adjoining  Harsimus  cove,  above  high 
water.  Coles  acquired  title  in  1804,  and 
was  the  undisputed  owner  of  the  soil  bound- 
ed by  the  river.  The  defendant  made  title 
under  a  survey  by  the  proprietors  of  East 
Jersey  to  Boudinot,  dated  ^lay  21,  1802,  for 
53*4  acres  of  land  then  lying  entirely  below 
ordinary  high  water  in  Harsimus  bay.  Bou- 
dinot, January  2,  1804,  conveyed  to  Budd, 
in  fee,  the  same  lands.  November  8,  1836, 
an  act  of  the  legislature  was  passed  vesting 
in  Budd  all  the  right  and  title  of  the  state 
of  New  Jersey  to  the  lands  which  had  been 
surveyed  to  Boudinot,  and  conveyed  to  him 
by  Boudinot.  Pub.  Laws  1830,  p.  13.  The 
grant  of  the  state  to  Budd  was  for  lands  en-* 
tirely  under  water,  and  the  right  of  the  state 
to  make  such  a  grant,  independently  of  con- 
siderations hereafter  mentioned,  was  undis- 
puted. The  question  was  whether  the  title 
so  granted  was  valid  as  against  the  Coles 
title.  It  appeared  in  the  case  that  as  early 
as  1814  or  1815  Coles  commenced  the  erec- 
tion of  a  wharf  extending  from  his  own  land 
towards  the  channel  of  the  river,  a  distance 
of  over  1,000  feet,  which  was  completed  be- 
fore the  passage  of  the  act  of  1836.  He  also 
reclaimed  a  part  of  the  mud  flats  in  front 
of  his  land,  lying  between  hisrh  and  low  wa- 
ter, by  filling  in  with  earth,  and  raising 
them  above  the  level  of  the  tide.  At  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  the  place 
where  the  trespass  was  committed  was  not 
subject  to  the  fiow  and  reflow  of  the  tide.  It 
was  admitted,  as  was  stated  by  Chief  Jus- 
tice Green,  that,  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  grant,  the  legislature  had  power  to  make 
it,  and  the  question  for  decision  was  whether 
the  title  to  the  locus  in  quo  was  in  the  state 
at  the  time  of  the  passacre  of  the  act.  After 
an  exhaustive  examination  of  prior  decisions 
in  this  state,  the  chief  justice  expressed  his 
conclusions  that  "the  title  of  the  state  ex- 
tends, as  at  common  law,  to  high-water 
mark,  but  it  is  to  high-water  mark  as  it  ac- 
tually exists.  Where  the  waters  have  recede 
ed  by  alluvion,  or  by  the  labor  of  the  adjoin- 
ing proprietor,  the  title  of  the  state  does  not 
extend  beyond  the  actual  high-water  line. 
That  any  encroachment  upon  the  shore  or 
other  part  of  the  public  domain  may  at  all 
times  be  restricted  and  controlled  by  legisla- 
tion is  admitted.  That  any  erection  preju- 
dicial to  the  common  rights  of  navigation  or 
fishery  may  be  abated  is  not  denied.  But,  in 
the  absence  of  such  legislative  restriction, 
where  no  nuisance  is  created,  the  riparian 
proprietor  may  appropriate  the  shore  be- 
tween high  and  low  water  mark  to  his  own 
use."     He  adds:     "The  custom  of  making 
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radi  appropriation,  long  enjoyed  and  uni- 
yersally  acquiesced  in,  constitutes  a  local 
common  law,  which  this  court  will  recognize, 
and  which  it  would  be  alike  unsafe  and  un- 
wise to  disregard."  The  chief  justice  then 
expressed  his  opinion  (which  was  concurred 
in  by  the  court)  that  the  act  of  1836  did  and 
could  convey  to  Budd  no  title  to  the  soil 
from  which  the  flow  and  reflow  of  the  tide 
had  been  excluded  by  the  improvements  of 
the  riparian  owners  at  the  time  of  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act,  and  judgment  was  given  for 
the  plaintiff.  The  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  was  affirmed  in  l£e  court  of  errors  and 
appeals,  and  by  these  decisions  the  law  was 
settled  in  this  state  that,  if  the  owner  of 
land  bounded  by  the  shore  upon  tide  water 
make  improvements  upon  or  reclaim  tho 
shore  adjoining  his  lands,  the  part  of  the 
shore  so  improved  or  reclaimed  belongs  to 
him,  and  cannot  be  granted  by  the  state.  22 
N.  J.  L.  441,  23  N.  J.  L.  624.  In  a  subse- 
quent case  Chief  Justice  Green,  in  referring 
to  the  decision  of  Chugh  v.  Bell,  used  this 
language:  "By  the  common  law  of  this 
sta.te,  wharves  erected  bv  the  shore  owner  be- 
low tide,  and  within  the  limits  of  the  ju8 
puhliotun,  vest  in  the  shore  owner.  It  was 
BO  held  by  all  the  court  in  Oough  v.  Bell. 
The  judges,  it  is  true,  differed  as  to  the 
foundation  and  nature  of  the  right  of  the 
shore  owner;  but  all  agreed  that,  when  the 
land  was  reclaimed  or  the  wharf  erected  by 
the  tacit  or  express  consent  of  the  legisla- 
ture, it  became  private  property,  and  de- 
vested of  its  public  character.  And  the 
owner  has  the  same  absolute  dominion  over 
it — ^the  same  exclusive  right  of  enjoyment  in 
it — ^that  he  has  in  and  over  other  private 
property."  O'Neill  v.  Annett,  27  N.  J.  L. 
200,  20*3,  72  Am.  Dec.  364.  In  Keypart  <€ 
M.  P.  8,  B.  Co,  V.  Farmers*  Transp.  Co,,  Chief 
Justice  Beasley,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
this  court,  used  this  language:  "It  has  al- 
ready been  conclusively  settled  by  judicial 
decisions  in  this  state  that  after  such  land- 
owner has  reclaimed  from  the  dominion  of 
the  water  the  land  along  his  front,  even  be- 
yond low-water  mark,  his  title  to  such  por- 
tion thus  reclaimed  becomes  vested  and  in- 
defeasible, except  so  far  as  it.  in  common 
with  all  other  property,  is  subject  to  the 
state's  eminent  domain."  18  N.  J.  Eq.  511, 
516.  And  in  the  Stevens  Case  Chief  Justice 
Beasley,  referring  to  Oough  v.  Bell,  re- 
marked that  the  final  decision  in  that  case 
was  a  concurrence  in  the  views  expressed  by 
Chief  Justice  Green  in  his  opinion  delivered 
in  the  supreme  court,  and  he  declared  that 
the  existence  and  legality  of  the  usage  which 
conferred  on  the  riparian  owner  the  right  to 
extend  his  lands  by  artificial  moans  below 
the  line  of  hisrh  water  was  res  judicata  in 
this  state.  34  K  J.  L.  545,  3  Am.  Rep.  269. 
Property  in  a  wharf  or  dodc  on  a  navigable 
stream  consists  in  the  ability  of  the  owner 
to  use  the  structure  in  connection  with  the 
navigable  water. 

The  problem  for  solution,  then,  is  the  con- 
sideration of  the  scope  of  the  legislative  au- 
thority granted  to  the  city  to  connect  its 
sewers  with  the  Passaic,  in  respect  to  the 
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rights  of  a  riparian  owner  who  has  im- 
proved and  acquired  a  property  in  his  im- 
provements by  reclaiming  and  wharfing  out. 
I  am  unwilling  to  assent,  even  sub  sileniio, 
to  the  proposition  that  under  our  law  the- 
city  of  Newark  may  vent  its  sewage  into  the 
river  ad  libitum,  to  the  destruction  of 
wharves  and  docks  on  the  Passaic  of  great 
value  and  of  incalculable  public  b^efit, 
without  the  owners  of  such  property  being 
entitled  to  a  remedy  by  action  or  otherwise. 
Such,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  the  law  of  thia 
state.  l*he  evidence  in  this  case  shows  that 
the  complainants  have  sustained  a  serious 
injury  by  the  discharge  of  earth  and  sewage 
into  the  streams  from  the  city  sewer  at  B^- 
lantine's  dock,  which  was  carried  by  the- 
water  to  and  in  front  of  the  oomplainanta' 
dock — that  the  complainants'  dock  has  there- 
by been  filled  up  from  year  to  year  by  the 
refuse  coming  down  from  the  sewer,  so  that 
occasionally  the  dock  had  to  be  dredged  ouL 
The  gravamen  of  the  complaint  in  this  bill 
is  the  apprehension  of  the  same  or  greater 
injury  in  that  respect  by  the  opening  of  th» 
proposed  sewer  nearer  to  their  property. 
The  injury  complained  of  and  apprehended 
is  purely  an  injury  to  private  property,  in 
which  the  public  is  in  no  sense  concerned. 
For  such  an  injury,  done  without  legislative 
sanction,  an  action  will  lie.  The  city  justi- 
fies under  the  power  conferred  on  it  by  the 
legislature.  The  issue  in  this  case  presenta 
the  construction  and  effect  of  the  power* 
granted  by  the  legislature  to  the  city  for  the 
use  of  the  Passaic  for  sewerage,  with  respNect 
to  injuries  sustained  by  the  owners  of  im- 
proved riparian  property,  for  which,  without 
competent  legislative  authority,  an  action  or 
injunction  might  be  nmintained.  The  legal 
rules  that  control  where  an  injury  to  private 
property  is  occasioned  in  the  course  of  the 
exercise  of  legislative  authority  were  ad- 
judsred  in  Beseman  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
50  N.  J.  L.  235,  13  AtJ.  164.  Affirmed  in  this 
court  in  52  N.  J.  L.  221,  20  Atl.  1C9.  The 
suit  was  brought  byan  owner  of  propertyad- 
jacent  to  the  tracks  of  the  oompanjr's  rail- 
road, alleging  an  injury  from  the  use  of  the 
company's  track  for  the  passage  of  locomo- 
tives and  cars  in  the  transportation  of  cat- 
tle, sheep,  swine,  manure,  and  other  freight, 
so  as  to  render  his  dwelling  houses  unfit  for 
habitation,  and  wrongfully  allowing  its  cars 
loaded  with  such  freight,  both  in  the  day- 
time and  at  all  hours  of  the  night,  to  stand 
upon  said  track,  emitting  noisome  odors,  etc., 
and  shifting  and  distributing  its  cars,  and 
blowing  the  whistles  of  its  locomotives,  and 
causing  great  and  unusual  noises,  etc.,  and 
jarring  the  doors  and  walls  of  said  dwellings 
hmises,  etc..  whereby,  etc.  To  the  declara- 
tion the  defendant  pleaded  its  chartered 
right  to  build  a  railroad,  and  that  it  used 
tie  same  in  the  prosecution  of  it«  business 
as  a  common  carrier  of  passengers  and 
freight,  as  it  lawfully  might  do,  and  did 
thereby  necessarily  create  some  smells  and 
some  noises,  and  did  necessarily  shift  and 
distribute  its  cars,  and  did  necessarily  trans- 
port thereon  cattle,  sheep,  swine,  manure^ 
and  other  freight,  as  it  lawfully  might  do^ 
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without  that,  etc.  This  plea  waa  demurred 
to,  and  the  chief  justice,  in  sustaining  the 
plea,  placed  his  opinion  on  the  stable  ground 
that  the  franchises  granted  to  the  defendant 
legalized  the  running  of  trains  and  the 
transportation  of  freight  by  the  company, 
and,  the  acts  complaint  of  being  themselves 
lawful,  those  incidental  injuries  which  nec- 
essarily and  unavoidably  resulted  from  the 
exercise  of  legislative  authority,  if  prosecut- 
ed in  all  respects  with  care  and  skill,  were 
damnuM  absque  injuria.  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  the  chief  justice  in  the  decision 
of  this  case  qualified  the  doctrine  on  which 
the  Stevens  Case  was  decided,  and  limited 
the  immunity  of  such  public  body  from  lia- 
bility for  damages  resulting  to  individuals 
from  the  exercise  of  legislative  control  to 
those  incidental  injuries  which  necessarily 
and  unavoidably  result  from  the  exercise  of 
legislative  authority,  and  added  a  condition 
that  the  franchises  granted  should  be  exer- 
cised with  due  care  and  skill.  The  differ- 
ence in  this  respect  between  the  decisions  in 
the  two  cases  was  eminently  proper.  In  the 
first  case  the  chief  justice  was  dealing  with 
the  right  of  a  riparian  owner  who  had  ac- 
quired no  property  by  improving  his  connec- 
tion with  the  tidal  stream,  and  in  the  other 
case  the  injury  was  to  an  owner  of  adjacent 
lands  whose  property  was  affected  in  the 
exercise  of  public  franchisefl  under  legisla- 
tive authority. 

The  doctrine  adjudged  in  the  Beaeman 
Case  accords  with  the  decisions  of  the  Eng- 
lish courts.  Vaughan  v.  Taff  Vale  R,  Co,  5 
Hurlst.  ft  N.  679 :  Hammersmith  d  O.  R,  Co, 
V.  Brand,  L.  R.  4  H.  L.  171;  London,  B.  A 
S.  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Truman,  L.  R.  11  App.  Cas. 
45.  In  these  cases  the  injuries,  the  subject 
of  suit,  were  such  as  resulted  from  the  oper- 
ation of  railways  under  legislative  authori- 
ty, and  it  was  held  that  an  action  would  not 
lie  for  damage  necessarily  resulting  from 
the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  an  act  of  Parlia- 
ment :  that  a  cause  of  action  could  arise  only 
from  negligence  in  the  execution  of  the  stat- 
utory powers.  These  decisions  were  made 
upon  statutory  powers  granted  to  private 
corporations  in  the  exercise  of  public  fran- 
chises for  their  own  emolument.  The  legal 
rule  thus  established  has  greater  support  in 
reason  and  in  public  policy  with  respect  to 
municipal  bodies  upon  which  devolve  the 
duty  of  providing  sewers  for  the  health  and 
comfort  of  the  inhabitants.  It  was  applied 
to  the  construction  and  operation  of  a  sewer 
built  and  managed  by  a  public  body  under 
statutory  authority,  and  held  that  it  was  a 

fmblic  body  acting  in  the  discharge  of  a  pub- 
ic duty,  and,  as  that  which  happened  was 
only  the  inevitable  result  of  what  Parlia- 
ment had  authorized  them  to  do,  they  were 
not  liable.  Dixon  v.  Metropolitan  Bd,  of 
Works,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  Div.  418.  In  Geddis  v. 
Proprietors  of  Bonn  Reservoi)',  the  defend- 
ants were  incorporated  bv  statute  to  make 
and  maintain  by  means  of  a  reservoir  a  con- 
stant water  supply  for  owners  of  mills  sit- 
uate on  the  river  Bann.  To  do  this  they  had 
power  to  collect  waters  into  a  reservoir, 
from  which  water  was  from  time  to  time  to 
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be  sent  down  to  the  river  through  a  channel 
in  a  stream  called  "Muddock,"  and  they  had 
power  to  maintain,  widen,  deepen,  and 
cleanse  proper  channels  and  watercourses, 
etc  The  plaintiff's  property  was  injured  by 
flooding,  as  the  result  of  the  defendant's  peri 
mitting  to  pour  down  through  the  channel 
of  the  Muddock  more  water  than  it  would 
hold.  In  the  House  of  Lords  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  in 
an  action  for  damages,  on  the  ground  that 
the  defendants,  having  power  to  widen  and 
deepen  the  channel  of  the  Muddock  sufficient- 
ly to  contain  the  water,  were  bound  to  do  so 
before  sending  the  water  down.  Lord 
Blackburn,  in  his  opinion,  states  the  princi- 
ple in  tliese  words:  "It  is  now  thoroughly 
well  established  that  no  action  will  lie  for 
doing  that  which  the  legislature  has  author- 
ized, if  it  be  done  without  negligence,  al- 
though it  does  occasion  damage  to  anyone, 
but  an  action  does  lie  for  doing  that  which 
the  legislature  has  authorized,  if  it  be  done 
negligently.  And  I  think  that  if  by  a  rea- 
sonable exercise  of  the  powers  either  given 
by  statute  to  the  promoters,  or  which  they 
have  at  common  law,  the  damage  could  be 
prevented,  it  is,  within  this  rule,  'negligence' 
not  to  maJce  such  reasonable  exercise  Of  their 
powers."    L.  R.  3  App,  Cas.  430,  455. 

The  principle  adjudged  in  the  Beseman 
Case  was  applied  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  under  circumstances  iden- 
tical with  those  in  this  case.  Boston  v.  Le- 
oraw,  17  How.  426,  437,  15  L.  ed.  118,  123; 
Richardson  v.  Boston,  19  How.  263,  270,  15 
L.  ed.  639,  642.  These  two  decisions  were 
upon  the  same  facts,  and  in  relation  to  the 
same  property.  The  city  had  power  by  stat- 
ute to  oonstrucii  its  sowers  into  tide  water, 
and  the  owner  had  erected  a  wharf  on  ad- 
joining property.  The  first  case  was  by  the 
tenant  in  possession;  the  other,  by  the  own- 
er. In  the  first  case  it  was  held  that  an  in- 
jury to  the  wharf  arising  from  the  construc- 
tion of  the  owner  into  tide  water  was  dam- 
num absque  injuria;  but  in  the  second  case 
it  was  held  that  if  the  drain  constructed  by 
the  city  was  not  carried  out  sufficiently  to 
discharge  its  contents  so  as  to  be  swept  off 
by  the  tides,  but  caused  an  accumulation  of 
matter  at  the  outer  end  of  the  plaintiff's 
wharves,  in  so  much  that  vessels  could  not 
approach  with  the  same  depth  of  water  a^ 
formerly,  that  was  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff 
for  which  he  was  entitled  to  recover.  The 
use  of  the  Passaic  river  by  the  city  as  am 
outlet  for  its  sewers  being  lawful,  such  inci- 
dental injuries  as  necessarily  and  imavoida- 
bly  result  from  the  exercise  of  such  legisla- 
tive authority  are  damnum  absque  injuria; 
but  for  injuries  arising  from  negligence  the 
city,  being  without  the  protection  of  legisla- 
tive authority,  is  responsible  therefor  to  the 
owners  of  improved  riparian  property.  For 
it  will  be  observed  that  the  legal  rule  which 
exempts  public  bodies  from  liability  to  pay 
damages  for  injuries  to  private  property  ap- 
plies only  to  those  incidental  injuries  which 
necesnarily  and  unavoidably  result  from  the 
exercise  of  the  legislative  authority.  The 
city  justifies  under  the  power  contained  in 
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its  charter.  In  its  answer  it  describes  the 
construction  and  use  of  the  proposed  sewer 
as  the  best  plan  that  could  be  devised,  by 
ventilation  and  otherwise,  to  prevent  the 
venting  of  fermented  and  foul  sewage  into 
the  river,  the  location  and  use  of  the  sewer, 
etc.,  with  great  particularity.  The  answer 
of  the  city  to  the  bill  of  complaint,  as  a  jus- 
tification, conforms  in  principle  to  the  plea 
in  the  lieaeman  Case.  These  averments  pre- 
sent an  issue  for  decision  in  this  case, — in 
fact,  the  real  issue  on  which  this  litigation 
should  be  disposed  of.  An  answer  justify- 
ing under  the  city  charter,  which  authorized 
♦he  city  to  connect  its  sewers  with  the  Pas- 
saic, without  such  averments  as  are  con- 
tained in  this  answer,  with  respect  to  the  lo- 
cation, construction,  and  use  of  this  sewer, 
would  have  been  imperfect,  and  would  be 
struck  out.  And,  on  the  testimony  taken, 
prominence  was  given  to  evidence  explana- 
tory of  the  location,  mode  of  construction, 
and  adaptability  of  the  proposed  sewer  to 
lessen  the  injury  to  private  property  that 
mi|?ht  be  affected  by  the  sewerage.  By  the 
evidence  it  appears  that  the  sewer  proposed 
to  be  constructed  by  the  city  is  4,347  feet  in 
length,  with  an  opening  into  the  Passaic  6 
feet  in  diameter,  and  extending  below  low- 
water  mark.  It  extends  into  sewer  districts 
Nos.  5  and  6  of  the  city.  District  No.  5  em- 
braces an  area  of  225  acres,  and  the  sewer 
now  in  that  district  is  discharged  into  the 
Pxssaic  at  Ballantine's  dock,  254  feet  north 
of  the  complainants*  property.  District  No. 
6  embraces  562  acres,  and  the  sewer  now  in 
that  distiict  is  discharged  through  Market 
street  into  the  Passaic  at  the  city  dock,  2,- 
000  feet  south  of  the  complainants'  property. 
Into  the  proposed  sewer  will. drain  295  acres 
in  a  thickly  populated  portion  of  the  city, 
having  a  population  estimated  at  20,000. 
The  necessity  for  this  sewer  arises  from  the 
fact  that  the  sewerage  in  these  two  districts 
has  become  inadequate,  because  of  the  In- 
crease of  storm  water,  and  a  nuisance  was 
created  by  the  overflow  of  the  sewers  in 
times  of  heavy  rains,  lifting  off  the  covers 
of  the  manholes,  and  discharging  sewage  in- 
to the  streets  and  flooding  the  cellars.  The 
proposed  sewer  was  designed  as  a  means  of 
relief.  Upon  the  construction  of  this  sewer, 
it  is  not  proposed  to  dispense  with  the  sew- 
ers that  are  now  in  existence  in  these  dis- 
tricts. The  sewer  begins  in  Arlington 
street,  near  the  Market  street  sewer,  crosses 
sewers  that  are  connected  with  the  sewer 
system  emptying  into  the  Passaic  at  the  city 
dock  and  at  Ballantine's  dock,  and  is  adapt-* 
■ed  to  carry  off  storm  water,  which  would  ac- 
cumulate at  the  time  of  severe  rains.  Nec- 
essarily it  would  take  up  some  part  of  the 
house  sewage.  Otherwise  than  relieving 
that  portion  of  the  city  that  was  flooded  at 
times  of  severe  rains  from  the  overflow  of 
water,  the  proposed  sewer  did  not  increase 
the  sewage  carried  into  the  river  by  the  sew- 
ers already  in  existence.  The  separation  of 
the  fluids  in  sewage  from  the  solid  matter 
appears  to  be  a  step  in  the  right  direction. 
The  plan  for  construction  provides  for  venti- 
lated manholes  every  200  feet,  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  relieving  the  sewer  from  the  evolved 
gases,  and  the  delivery  of  the  sewage  at  the 
mouth  of  the  sewer,  as  far  as  possible,  in  an 
un fermented  state.  This  method  of  con- 
structing sewers  is  of  recent  adoption.  The 
testimony  of  the  witnesses  who  are  experts 
on  the  subject  makes  it  clear  that  a  sewer 
constructed  with  such  ventilation  as  the  sew- 
a'ge  proceeds  from  the  intake  to  the  outlet 
will  relieve  the  outlet,  in  a  great  measure, 
from  the  foul  gases  usually  discharged.  Mr. 
Schaeffer,  a  witness  called  by  the  complain- 
ants, says  that  perforated  covers  placed 
over  the  manholes  would  prevent  decompo- 
sition, by  admitting  fresh  air  and  causing 
the  interior  of  the  sewer  to  be  kept  cooler, 
f  nd  less  liable  to  be  in  a  condition  for  de- 
composition to  take  place.  Therefore  the 
sewage  would  be  deposited  at  the  outlet  more 
freely  in  its  natural  state.  Dr.  Disbrow  tea- 
tifles:  "There  is  no  danger  from  sewerage 
poison  if  the  sewage  is  active.  As  long  as 
it  flows  with  plenty  of  ventilation,  there  is 
no  danger  whatever.  If  the  ventilation 
were  every  200  feet,  enough  oxygen  would  be 
supplied  to  dilute  the  gas  sufficiently  for  it.^ 
complete  oxidation  or  burning  up,  and  would 
be  the  only  scientific  way  to  construct  a  sew- 
er. If  it  were  so  constructed,  there  could 
not  be  at  the  point  of  discharge  any  obnox- 
ious odors  or  gases  that  would  be  injurious 
or  affect  anyone."  Dr.  Wallace  says:  "The 
sewer  is  to  be  constructed  with  perforated 
manholes.  With  these,  any  gases  which  might 
arise  through  decomposition  would  be  liber- 
ated. There  would  not  be  much  smell  at 
point  of  discharge.  Gas  would  not  be  liber- 
ated if  the  discharge  was  below  the  surface 
of  the  river,  as  it  would  if  it  dropped  down 
into  the  river."  Ernest  Adams  says :  "The 
perforated  tops  in  sewers  help  to  create  a 
current  of  air,  and  are  considered  to  be  the 
only  method,  or  one  of  the  best  methods,  to 
ventilate  sewers."  It  is  a  fair  deduction 
from  the  evidence  with  respect  to  venvilation 
in  the  course  of  the  sewer  that  the  emission 
of  foul  gases  in  the  other  sewers,  such  sa 
that  at  Ballantine's  dock  and  the  city  dock 
sewer,  was  probably  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
sewage  was  not  subjected  to  the  ventilating 
process  in  its  passage  to  the  river. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  what  acts 
of  a  city  in  the  construction  and  use  of  its 
sewers  are  or  are  not  actionable,  the  distinc- 
tion is  between  the  duties  of  a  municipality 
which  are  judicial  or  quasi  judicial,  and 
those  which  are  ministerial.  With  respect 
to  the  former  no  action  is  maintainable,  and 
a  remedy  by  action  is  given  only  for  negli- 
gence in  performing  such  duties  as  are  min- 
isterial. In  Aitwood  v.  Bangor,  83  Me.  682, 
22  Atl.  466,  the  action  was  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  unlawful  location,  construction, 
and  maintenance  of  a  sewer  below  low-water 
mark  in  the  Penobscot  river,  whereby  the 
plaintiff's  dock  was  rendered  less  valuable, 
by  reason  of  tne  liability  of  vessels  to  ground 
on  the  end  of  the  sewer,  and  on  the  sediment 
flowing  out  of  it.  It  was  held  by  the  court 
that  the  city  had  a  right  to  extend  its  sewer 
across  the  fiats  of  the  river  to  a  point  below 
low-water  mark ;  that,  in  the  performance  of 
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its  duty  to  tbe  public  in  locating  eewers  for 
tho  drainage  of  the  city,  the  city  council 
acted  judicially,  and  for  that  judicial  act 
the  city  was  under  no  common-law  liability, 
but,  if  the  construction  was  improperly  and 
unskillfuUy  made  it  was  a  ministerial  act, 
for  which  the  city  might  be  made  liable  to 
any  party  injured  thereby.  The  same  dis- 
tinction between  the  duties  of  municipal  au- 
thorities with  respect  to  acts  that  are  of  a 
•quasi  judicial  nature,  involving  the  exercise 
•of  ju.^^nient  and  discretion,  and  depending 
upon  considerations  affecting  the  public 
liealth  and  general  convenience  throughout 
an  extensive  territory,  and  ministerial  du- 
ties, such  as  the  construction  and  repair  of 
«cwers,  was  adopted  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  in  Johnston  v.  District  of 
Columbia,  118  U.  S.  19,  30  L.  ed.  75,  6  Sup. 
■Ct.  Rep.  923.  To  the  same  effect  are  Morse 
V.  Worcester,  130  Mass.  389,  2  N.  E.  694; 
-Child  V.  Boston.  4  Allen,  41,  81  Am.  Dec. 
680;  Franklin  Wha/rf  Co.  v.  Portland,  07 
Me.  46,  24  Am.  Rep.  1 ;  Lynch  v.  Hfew  York, 
7C  N.  Y.  60,  32  Am.  Rep.  271 ;  and  Clark  v. 
Peckham,  10  R.  I.  35,  14  Am.  Rep.  664. 

l*he  complainants  have  no  cause  of  com- 
plaint that  the  outlet  of  this  sewer  is  nearer 
'their  property  than  the  sewers  already  in  the 
river.  Tlie  location  of  the  outlet  of  a  public 
sewer  is  necessarily  committed  to  the  aiscre- 
tion  of  the  public  authorities.  The  proper 
place  for  such  location  is  determined  by  pub- 
lic necessity  and  convenience,  and  the  deci- 
sion of  the  municipal  aiithorities  on  this  sub- 
ject is  conclusive,  because  it  is  the  exercise 
of  a  discretion  reposed  in  them  by  law,  and 
not  reviewable  by  the  courts.  Attwood  v. 
Bangor,  83  Me.  582,  22  Atl.  466;  Morse  v. 
'Worcester,  139  Mass.  389,  2  N.  E.  ^M;  Lynch 
V.  yeu>  York,  76  N.  Y.  60.  32  Am.  Rep.  271 ; 
Rtoudinger  v.  Netnark,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  187. 
This  whole  subject  is  considered  and  decided 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts  in 
Merrif^U  v.  Worcester,  110  Mass.  216,  14 
Am.  Rep.  592.  In  that  case  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  land  abutting  on  a  natural 
stream  running  through  the  city.  He  sued 
the  city  for  the  violation  of  his  rights  as  ri- 
parian owner,  in  polluting  its  waters  so  as 
to  render  them  unfit  for  mechanical  and 
other  purposes.  The  drains  and  sewers  were 
constructed  bv  the  city  under  authority  con- 
ferred upon  the  common  council  by  the  cHv 
charter.  The  sTround  of  liability  was  that 
dirt,  filth,  and  other  materials  were  carried 
into  the  stream  by  means  of  the^e  drains  an<l 
sewers.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  as^ainst  the  city  for  the  pol- 
lution so  far  as  it  was  sttributable  to  the 
plan  of  seiyera^e  adopted  by  the  citv.  but 
that  a  recovery  miGrht  be  had  so  far  as  it  was 
attributable  to  the  improper  eonstruction  or  < 
-i8L.S.A. 


unreasonable  use  of  the  sewers,  or  to  the 
negligence  or  other  fault  of  the  city  in  the 
care  or  management  of  them;  that  for  the 
incidental  disadvantage,  loss,  or  inconven- 
ience necessarily  resulting  to  individuals  in 
their  rights  of  property  from  the  mainte- 
nance and  use  of  the  drains  in  a  proper  and 
reasonable  manner,  without  negligence  in 
their  care  and  management,  no  action  could 
be  maintained,  but  in  the  construction  of 
works  so  laid  out  the  town  or  city  is  respon- 
sible that  it  will  be  done  in  a  proper  manner, 
and  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  skill  and 
care,  and  if,  for  want  thereof,  any  unneces- 
sary injury  is  caused  to  the  property  or 
rights  of  individuals,  the  town  or  city  may 
be  charged  therewith.  This  case  has  been 
discredited  as  applied  to  private  waters, 
where  reasonable  use  is  the  measure  of  the 
ri^ht  of  the  upper  proprietor;  but  the  doc- 
trine of  the  case  is  abundantly  supported 
upon  principle  and  authority  as  to  tidal 
streams,  where  the  right  of  the  public  has 
been  derived  from  the  state  to  use  its  prop- 
erty, and  maladministration  of  the  powers 
conferred  is  the  condition  of  responsibility. 
It  must  be  assumed  that  the  city,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  its  rights,  will  make  all  reasonable 
efforts  to  avoid  injury  either  to  riparian 
owners,  or  to  the  health  and  comfort  of  its 
inhabitants.  If  by  the  use  of  the  river  for 
sewers  by  the  city,  or  by  other  places  along 
the  river,  its  condition  has  become  such  that 
such  use  should  be  prohibited  or  regulated, 
the  subject  devolves  upon  the  lecrislature  to 
prohibit  or  regulate  as  in  its  judgment  may 
seem  fit.  In  England  statutes  resrulating 
sewers  and  the  use  of  streams  for  that  pur- 
pose have  been  passed,  some  of  which  are  re- 
ferred to  in  16  English  Ruling  Gases,  413- 
427.  619-028.  From  an  early  period  in  Eng- 
land a  body  known  as  "Commissioners  of 
Sewers"  has  been  in  existence,  with  extensive 
powers  and  control  over  the  subject.  5  Com- 
yns.  Dig.  title  Sewers,  pp.  453  et  seq, ;  5  Chit. 
Bum.  Just.  593.  Under  the  law  of  the  state 
the  city  has  the  right  to  construct  this  sew- 
er, with  an  outlet  into  the  Passaic  river  at 
such  a  point  as  the  duly-constituted  author- 
ities of  the  city  in  their  judgment  should 
adopt.  If,  by  reason  of  fault  in  the  con- 
struction or  management  of  the  sewer,  in- 
jury to  private  property  is  sustained,  re- 
dress may  be  had  therefor  by  an  action  for 
damages,  but  the  evidence  makes  no  ca:«e  for 
an  injunction  quia  timet.  For  the  reasons 
above  given,  I  concur  in  the  decision  of  this 
court  reversing  the  decree  of  the  court  of 
chancery,  and  dismissing  the  complainants' 
bill. 

Llppinoott,  J.,  dissents. 
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CINCINNATI  VOLKSBLATT   COMPANY, 
Plff,  in  Err., 

V. 

Albert  P.  HOFFMICISTER. 
(62   Ohio   St.    189.) 

•1.  Injuuetlon  !•  tlie  proper  form  of 
remedy  to  enforce  the  right  of  a  stockhold- 
er In  a  private  corporation,  giyen  by  i  8254, 
Rev.  SUt.,  to  Inspect  the  books  and  records 
of  the  corporation. 

1.  The  rlvht  to  Inspeet  does  not  de- 
pend upon  tlie  motive  or  parpoae  of  the 
stockholder  In  demanding  sach  Inspection, 
and  a  petition  which  shows  that  the  plaintiff 
is  a  stockholder,  that  he  has  requested  the 
defendant  to  allow  him  to  Inspect  the  books 
and  records  of  the  corporation,  and  fix  a  rea- 
sonable time  for  the  same,  which  request  has 
been  refused,  states  a  cause  of  action. 

S.  A*  Ineldent  to  aneh  riffl&t  la  the 
rlffht  to  lia-re  aveh  Inapeetlon  by  a 
proper  aarent,  and  to  take  copies  from 
such  books  and  records. 

(March  6,  1900.) 

II^RROR  to  the  Superior  Court  of  Oincin- 
J  nati  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  a  proceeding  to  obt9.in  permis- 
sion to  inspect  the  books  of  the  defendant 
corporation.     Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Spear,  J.: 

The  defendant  in  error,  Albert  P.  Hoff- 
meister,  commenced  his  action  against  the 
Cincinnati  Volksblatt  Company,  in  the  supe- 
rior court  of  Cincinnati,  by  the  filing  of  a  pe- 
tition in  which  it  is  alleged  that:  "The 
defendant  is  a  corporation  organized  under 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Ohio.  The  plaintiff 
Is  a  stockholder  in  said  corporation,  and  is 
the  owner  and  holder  of  five  (5)  shares  of 
its  capital  stock,  of  the  face  value  of  five 
hundred  ($500)  dollars  each.  The  plaintiff 
has  requested  the  defendant  to  allow  him  to 
inspect  the  books  and  records  of  said  corpo- 
ration, and  to  fix  a  reasonable  time  for  said 
inspection.  Defendant  has  refused  such  re- 
quest, and  refuses  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to 
inspect  its  books  and  riecords  at  any  time. 
Wherefore  the  plaintiff  prays  that  the  de- 
fendant be  enjoined  from  refusing  to  allow 
him  to  inspect  its  books  and  records,  and 
prays  the  court  for  such  other  and  further 
relief  as  he  may  be  entitled  to  at  law  or  in 
equity."  A  demurrer  to  the  petition  being 
overruled,  the  defendant  company  answered, 
admitting  its  corporate  existence,  and  that 
plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  number  of 
shares  of  stock  alleged  in  the  petition,  and 
denying  other  allegations;  also  averring 
that  the  plaintiff's  action  was  not  brought 
in  good  faith,  but  to  compel  defendant  to 

^Headnotes  by  the  Court. 


Note. — As  to  the  right  to  Inspect  books  of 
the  corporation,  see  Welhenmayer  t.  Bltner 
(Md.)  45  L.  R.  A.  446,  and  note;  also  State  ew 
rel.  Weinberg  v.  Pacific*  Brewing  &  Malting  Co. 
(Wash.)  47  L.  R.  A.  208. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


purchase  the  stock  held  by  him  under  * 
threat  to  apply  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver for  the  company;  also  that  plaintifiT 
is  interested  in  a  rival  company,  a  compet- 
itor of  defendant,  and  the  application  is- 
made  in  bad  faith,  for  the  purpose  of  injur- 
ing defendant,  and  to  compel  it  to  purchase 
the  stock;  also  that  plaintiff  is  not,  under 
the  allegations  of  the  petition,  entitled  to 
any  relief,  and  that  the  court  has  no  juris- 
diction of  the 'action.  A  reply  took  issue 
with  the  new  matter  all^d.  Upon  trial 
the  court  found  the  issues  for  the  plaintiff; 
that  he  is  entitled  to  inspect  any  of  the 
books  and  records  of  defendant,  at  any  rea- 
sonable time,  and  that  he  may  make  such  in- 
spection by  himself  or  by  agent,  bookkeeper^ 
or  accountant,  and  may  take  copies  of  any 
of  said  books  and  records;  ana  judgment 
was  entered  enjoining  defendant  from  pre* 
venting  an  inspection  of  any  of  the  books 
and  records  of  defendant,  at  any  reasonable 
time,  and  the  taking  of  copies  thereof  bv  the 
plaintiff  himself,  or  by  his  agent,  bookkeep- 
er, or  accountant.  This  judgment  was  af- 
firmed by  the  general  term  of  the  superior 
court  and  the  company  brings  error. 

Mr.  Gliarles  W.  Baker,  for  plaintiff  la 
error: 

Plaintiff  below  has  mistaken  his  remedy* 
It  is  not  by  injunction,  mandatory  or  others 
wise. 

High,  Inj.  §  2. 

If  the  plaintiff  has  any  remedy  at  all,  it 
is  by  mapdamus  under  S  6741,  Rev.  Stat. 

State  ex  rel.  TempUn  v.  Farmer,  7  Ohio 
C.  C.  429;  Spelling,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  656.  667; 
High,  Extr.  Legal  Rem.  9S  6-24;  4  Thomp. 
Corp.  §  4431 ;  2  Kinkead,  Code  PI.  S  790. 

Ko  stockholder  is  entitled  to  any  such 
sweeping  and  omnibus  order  as  is  to  be 
found  in  this  final  decree,  and  certainly  not 
on  the  plaintiff's  petition. 

Pratt  V.  Meriden  Cutlery  Co.  36  Conn.  36; 
Grant,  Corp.  §  311 ;  Foster  v.  White,  86  Ala. 
467,  6  So.  88;  American  Asylum  v.  PhcBni» 
Bank,  4  Conn.  172,  10  Am.  Dec.  112;  Com. 
ew  rel.  Sellers  v.  Phceniw  Iron  Co.  105  Pa. 
Ill,  61  Am.  Rep.  184;  Lyon  v.  Am^rioan 
Screw  Co.  16  R.  I.  472,  17  Atl.  61 ;  People 
ex  rel.  Hatch  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  8.  R.  Co. 
11  Hun,  1,  Affirmed  in  70  N.  Y.  220. 

The  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained. 

1  Kinkead,  Code  PI.  §  682;  Putnam  v. 
Valentine,  6  Ohio,  187;  Van  Wert  v.  Web- 
ster, 31  Ohio  St.  420;  Spangler  v.  Cleveland, 
43  Ohio  St.  526,  3  N.  E.  36.5. 

Messrs.  Alfred  B.  Benediet*  and  Jer-^ 
ome  D.  Creed,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  stockholder's  remedy  to  compel  an  in- 
spection under  the  statute  is  by  suit  in  equi- 
ty for  a  mandatory  injunction.  He  has  no 
remedy  by  mandamus. 

Mandamus  in  Ohio  has  preserved  its  orig- 
inal high,  prerogative  character,  issuing 
only  to  redress  public  injuries,  and  never  to- 
redress  private  grievances. 

State  ex  rel.  Bross  v.  Carpenter,  51  Ohio- 
St.  83,  37  N.  E.  261 ;  Freon  v.  Carriage  Co. 
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42  Ohio  St.  30,  61  Am.  Rep.  794;  HoUand 
V.  Dickson,  L.  R.  37  Ch.  Dir.  669;  Mutter 
V.  Eastern  d  M,  R.  Co.  L.  K.  38  Ch.  Div.  92; 
Pender  ▼.  LiwWnflrton,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  Div.  70; 
Huylar  v.  Cra^n  Ca«Z«  Co.  40  N.  J.  Eq. 
392,  2  Atl.  274;  Ift^c^ell  v.  Ruhher  Reclaim- 
ing Co.  (N.  J.  Eq.)  24  Atl.  407;  4  Thomp. 
Corp.  §  4432;  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  S  1412. 

Mandamus  is  not  the  proper  remedy  to 
restore  to  membership  in  a  corporation  a 
member  unlawfully  excluded. 

Fraternal  Mystic  Circle  v.  State  em  rel. 
Fritter,  61  Ohio  St.  628,  48  N.  E.  940. 

At  common  law  a  stockholder  had  a  right 
to  inspect,  but  some  courts  held  that  he  must 
allege  some  reason  for  wanting  an  inspec- 
tion, while  other  courts  held  that  the  right 
-was  absolute,  just  as  the  right  of  a  partner 
is  absolute  to  have  access  to  the  books  of  his 
fMirtnership. 

2  Cook,  Stock  ft  Stockholders,  4th  ed.  § 
«12. 

Where  u  statute  confers  a  right  to  inspect, 
the  right  is  absolute.  All  that  the  stock- 
holder needs  to  do  is  to  bring  himself  within 
the  language  of  the  statute. 

Holland  v.  Dickson,  L.  R.  37  Ch.  Diy.  669; 
Mutter  V.  Eastern  d  M.  R,  Co.  L.  R.  38  Ch. 
Div.  92;  Pender  v.  hushington,  L.  R.  6  Ch. 
Div.  70. 

Stock  in  Ohio  is  personal  property. 
Rev.  Stat.  §  3255. 

Stock  is  not  the  certificate,  but  the  sum 
total  of  the  rights  a  stockholder  has  in  the 
<3ompany,  to  wit:  the  right  to  dividends,  the 
right  to  vote,  the  right  to  a  certificate  of 
«tock,  the  right  to  have  the  certificate 
transferred  on  the  books  of  the  company,  the 
Tight  to  inspect  the  books,  and  other  rights 
not  necessary  to  enumerate. 

Jermain  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Co.  91 
T^.  Y.  483;  Elliott,  Priv.  Corp.  §  81,  p.  61;  1 
Bl.  Com.  p.  138. 

One  may  assert  his  property  rights  re- 
.^rdless  of  motive. 

Letts  V.  Kessler,  54  Ohio  St.  73,  40  L.  R. 
A.  177,  42  N.  E.  765 ;  Morns  v.  Tuthill,  72 
N.  Y.  675;  Davis  v.  Flagg,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  491 ; 
M'Donald  v.  Smalley,  1  Pet.  620,  7  L.  ed. 
-287;  4  Thomp.  Corp.  §  4412;  1  Cook,  Stock 
A  Stockholders,  4th  ed.  S  514 ;  State  ex  rel. 
l^ilson  V.  St.  Louis  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  29  Mo. 
App.  301 ;  State  ex  rel.  Spinney  v.  Sport- 
man's  Park  d  Club  Asso.  29  Mo.  App.  326; 
Mitchell  V.  Rubber  Reclaitning  Co.  (N.  J. 
Eq.)  24  Atl.  407;  Martin  v.  William  J. 
Johnston  Co.  25  Abb.  N.  C.  350,  12  N.  Y. 
Supp.  844;  Foster  v.  White,  86  Ala.  467,  6 
fio.  88. 

Plaintiff  need  not  show  that  he  was  in- 
jured by  the  refusal  to  let  him  see  the 
i>ooks. 

Kelsey  v.  Pfaulder  Process  Fermentation 
-Co.  20  N.  Y.  S.  R.  533,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  723. 
The  right  is  not  personal  merely. 
4  Thomp.  Corp.  S  4426;  Foster  v.  White, 
^6  Ala.   467,6  So.   88;    Mitchell  y.  Rubber 
Reclaiming  Co.   (N.    J.  Eq.)    24  Atl.    407; 
Phcenix  Iron  Co.  v.- Com.  ex  rel.  Sellers,  113 
Pa.  563,  6  Atl.  7JS;  State  ex  rel.  Martin  v. 
Bienville  Oil  Works  Co.  28  La.  Ann.  204. 
AS  L.  R.  A. 


The  rif^ht  to  inspect  includes  the  right  to 
take  copies. 

Mutter  v.  Eastern  d  M.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  38 
Ch.  Div.  92. 

Spear,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  argued  in  support  of  the  petition  in 
error  that  the  plaintiff  has  mistaken  his 
remedy ;  that,  if  he  has  any,  it  is  by  manda- 
mus, and  not  by  injunction ;  and  that  the  su- 
perior court  is  without  jurisdiction,  that 
court  having  no  jurisdiction  in  mandamus. 
Also  that  sufficient  facts  are  neither  stated 
in  the  petition  not  proven  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  any  injunction  whatever,  and 
that,  under  any  possible  showing,  he  was 
not  entitled  to  the  sweeping  order  that  the 
court  made. 

1.  The  proper  form  of  action.  As  to  man- 
damus our  statute  (Rev.  Stat.  §  6741)  pro- 
vides: "Mandamus  is  a  writ  issued  in  the 
name  of  the  state,  to  an  inferior  tribunal,  a 
corporation,  board,  or  person,  commanding 
the  performance  of  an  act  which  the  law 
specifically  enjoins  at  a  duty  resulting  from 
an  oflftce,  trust,  or  station."  And  by  S  6744 
it  "must  not  be  issued  in  a  case  where  there 
is  a  plain  and  adequate  remedy  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  the  law."  In  some  jurisdic- 
tions the  remedy  of  mandamus  is  given  to 
right  wrongs  similar  to  the  one  here  com- 
plained of.  We  are  not,  however,  concerned 
with  the  law  of  other  states,  but  with  that 
of  our  own,  and  it  seems  hardly  necessary 
to  take  space  to  demonstrate  that  in  Ohio 
mandamus  is  not,  but  that  injunction  is,  the 
proper  remedy  in  a  case  of  this  nature.  The 
complaint  of  plaintiff  is  that  he  is  unlaw- 
fully prevented  from  the  enjoyment  of  a 
right  which  is  incident  to  his  ownership  of 
stock,  and  his  remedy  is  that  the  corporation 
be  compelled  to  desist  from  such  depriva- 
tion. This  does  not  call  for  the  perform- 
ance of  an  act  which  the  law  specifically  en- 
joins. It  is,  on  the  other  hand,  an  act  which 
may  be  compelled  by  injunction  in  the  com- 
mon and  ordinary  exercise  of  that  power. 
There  is,  therefore,  a  plain  and  adequate 
remedy  open  to  him  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  the  law,  for,  within  the  meaning  of  this 
statute,  an  equity  proceeding  is  a  proceed- 
ing of  that  character.  There  is,  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  writer,  another,  and  perhaps  bet- 
ter, reason  than  the  foregoing  for  the  con- 
clusion announced  {Fraternal  Mystic  Circle 
V.  State  ex  rel.  Fritter,  61  Ohio  St.  628,  48 
N.  E.  940) ,  but  the  one  given  is  deemed  suffi- 
cient for  the  purposes  of  this  case  {Freon  v. 
Carriage  Co.  42  Ohio  St.  30,  51  Am.  Rep. 
794;  State  ex  rel.  Bross  v.  Carpenter,  51 
Ohio  St.  83,  37  N.  E.  261). 

2.  It  being  determined  that  the  action  was 
properly  brought,  and  that  the  court  had  ju- 
risdiction, is  the  petition  sufficient,  or  must 
the  plaintiff,  before  he  can  have  standing  in 
court,  set  out  what  his  reasons  for  desiring 
the  inspection  asked  are,  and  show  that  he 
is  actuated  by  proper  motives,  and  in  the 
pursuit  of  justifiable  ends?  Such  is  the  con« 
tention  of  plaintiff  in  error.  The  statute  is 
(§  3254) :       "And  the  books  and  records  of 
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such  corporation  shall  at  all  reasonable 
times  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  every 
Btodcholder/'  But  it  is  insisted  that  this 
provision  is  not  intended  to  enlarge  the 
rightj  but  is  a  mere  affirmation  of  the  com- 
mon-law rule,  and  that  that  rule  embodies 
many  conditions,  among  them  that  the  stock- 
holder must  allege  and  prove  that  he  is  act- 
ing in  good  faith.  Without  stopping  to  dis- 
cuss the  extent  of,  and  the  limitations  upon, 
the  rule  as  established  by  the  common  law 
(for  the  holdings  are  at  vaiiance  upon  it), 
we  inquire  what  reason  there  is  for  saying 
that  the  intent  of  the  legislature  was  to  mere- 
ly affirm  the  common-law  rule.  If  that  had 
been  all,  why  take  the  trouble  to  legislate  on 
the  subject  at  all?  Is  it  not  more  reason- 
able to  conclude  that  the  object  was  to  get 
rid  of  all  uncertainty,  and  of  various  condi- 
tions, whatever  they  were,  and  establish  the 
right  by  a  rule  clear,  direct,  simple,  and 
practically  without  qualification?  The  lan- 
guage is  plain.  The  right  given  is  clear. 
One  condition,  and  one  only,  is  attacked,  viz,, 
that  the  right  can  be  exeroised  only  at  rea- 
sonable times.  Ordinarily,  the  motive  or 
purpose  of  the  party  who  is  in  the  exercise 
of,  or  is  about  to  exercise,  a  clear  legal  right, 
is  unimportant.  Letts  v.  K easier,  54  Ohio  St. 
73,  40  L.  R.  A.  177,  42  N.  E.  765,  and  author- 
ities  cited ;  M'Donald  v.  Smalley,  1  Pet.  620, 
7  L.  ed.  287.  A  like  rule  prevails  as  to  one's 
pursuit  of  an  equitable  remedy.  Morris  v. 
Tuthilh  72  N.  Y.  575;  Davis  v.  Flagg,  35  N. 
J.  Eq.  491 ;  4  Thomp.  Corp.  §  4412,  and  au- 
thorities cited.  No  reason  is  apparent  why 
the  rule  should  not  apply  to  the  case  at  bar. 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that,  where  a  suitor 
demands  the  enforcement  of  a  clear  right 
given  him  by  law,  whether  the  remedy  be  le- 
ffal  or  equitable,  his  motive  for  such  action 
IS  not  a  proper  subject  for  judicial  investi- 
gation. The  petition  stated  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, and,  if  supported  by  the  evidence,  war- 
ranted the  granting  of  equitable  relief. 

3.  Was  the  order  of  the  trial  court  too 
broad?  The  finding  by  the  court  of  all  the 
issues  for  the  plaintiff  settles  the  questions 
of  fact  for  this  court,  but  it  is  not  improper 
to  add  that  there  was  an  entire  failure  to 
show,  on  the  part  of  defendant,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  acting  from  the  improper  mo- 
tives charged  in  the  answer,  and  that  the 
evidence,  all  of  which  we  have  read  and  con- 
sidered, fully  justifies  the  finding  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff.  So,  that,  even  had  the  pe- 
tition been  obnoxious  to  a  demurrer  in  fail- 
ing to  allege  a  proper  purpose  for  the  suit, 
the  defendant,  having  obtained  a  full  hear- 
ing on  the  charges  stated  in  the  answer, 
would  have  no  ground  of  complaint  on  ac- 
count of  the  action  of  the  court  on  the  de- 
murrer. The  contention  is  that  whatever 
right  of  examination  the  statute  gives  is  a 
personal  right,  and  must  be  exercised  by  the 
stockholder  in  person.  Since  when,  we 
would  inquire,  has  it  been  the  law  that  one 
who  has  given  him  a  clear  right  as  to  prop- 
erty may  not  exercise  it  by  any  proper 
agent?  The  proposition  has  the  quality  of 
novelty,  but  it  is  not  sound.  It  must  be  ap- 
parent, on  reflection,  that,  if  so  circum- 
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scribed  a  limit  were  placed  on  the  right,  its 
exercise  in  many  instances  would  be  futile, 
Foster  v.  White,  86  Ala.  467,  6  So.  88; 
Mitchell  V.  Rubber  Reclaiming  Co.  (N.  J. 
£q.)  37  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  42,  and  notes, 
and  same  case  in  24  Atl.  407;  State  esB  rel. 
Martin  v.  Bienville  Oil  Works  Co.  28  La. 
Ann.  204.  Nor  is  the  right  limited  to  one 
inspection.  It  is  an  incident  to  ownership 
of  stock,  and  may  be  exercised  at  any  reason- 
able time  so  long  as  the  relation  of  stock- 
holder subsists.  The  right  to  take  copies 
from  the  records  follows  as  an  incident  to- 
the  right  to  inspect.  It  rests,  as  does  the 
entire  right  to  examination  rest,  upon  the 
broad  ground  that  the  business  of  the  corpor- 
ation is  not  the  business  of  the  officers  exelu* 
sively,  but  is  the  business  of  the  stockhold- 
ers. Phoenix  Iron  Co.  v.  Com.  ex  rel.  Sellers, 
113  Pa.  563,  6  Atl.  75;  Mutter  v.  Eastern  d 
M.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  38  Ch.  Div.  92. 

We  refrain  from  extended  discussion  of  the 
questions  involved,  because  they  are  fully 
and  ably  discussed,  and  the  authorities  cited 
at  large,  in  the  briefs  of  the  respective  coun- 
sel which  precede,  and  to  which  attention  is 
here  directed.  We  would  add,  however,  that 
the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  are 
based  upon  a  recognition  of  his  standing  as 
an  integral  part  of  the  corporation.  The 
idea  that  the  corporation  is  an  entity  dis- 
tinct from  the  corporators  who  compose  it 
has  been  aptly  characterized  as  "a  nebulous 
fiction  of  thought."  Much  learning  has  been 
indulged  in  and  much  space  occupied  by  text 
Mrriters  and  others  in  an  effort  to  differenti- 
ate the  essential  character  of  a  corporation 
from  that  of  its  stockholders,  and  great  in- 
genuity has  been  displayed  in  the  argument; 
but  it  has  been,  in  the  main,  a  fruitless 
metaphysical  discussion.  For  the  purpose 
of  description,  and  in  defining  corporate 
rights  and  obligations  and  characterizing 
corporate  action,  the  fiction  that  the  corpo- 
ration is  an  artificial  person  or  entity,  apar^ 
from  its  members,  may  be  convenient,  and 
possibly  useful,  but,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
writer,  the  argument  favoring  the  essential 
separate  entity  of  the  corporation  fails,  and 
it  is  believed  that  the  effort  has  resulted  in 
misleading  conceptions,  and  in  much  confu- 
sion of  thought  upon  the  subject.  When  n\\ 
has  been  said,  it  remains  that  a  corporation 
is  not  in  reality  a  person  or  a  thing  distinct 
from  its  constituent  parts,  and  the  constitu- 
ent parts  are  the  stockholders,  as  much  so  in 
essence  and  in  reality  as  the  several  partners 
are  the  constituent  parts  of  the  partnership. 
Stripped  of  misleading  verbiage,  the  corpo- 
ration is  a  device  created  by  law  whereby 
an  aggregation  of  persons  who  may  avail 
themselves  of  its  privileges  by  organization 
are  permitted  to  use  their  property  in  a  way 
different  from  that  which  is  permitted  ta 
others  who  do  not  so  organize,  and  with  cer- 
tain special  advantages,  among  which  are  a 
measure  as  to  personal  liability  for  debts, 
and  the  power  to  perpetuate  the  organiza- 
tion, denied  by  the  law  to  all  others.  With 
this  conception  of  a  corporation,  it  would 
seem  to  follow,  as  mattsr  of  course,  that  the 
property  of  a  corporation,  although  subject 
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under  some  conditions  to  rights  of  creditors, 
is,  in  the  last  analysis,  that  of  the  stock- 
holders ;  and  that  when  one  seeks  an  inspec- 
tion of  its  books,  records,  or  property  he  is 
in  realitv  but  sedcing  an  inspection  of  his 
own,  ana  that  this'  should  be  accorded  fully, 
freely,  and  at  all  times  when  such  inspection 
will  not  unreasonably  inconvenience  others 
who  have  like  interest  in  and  rights  to  the 
property,  and  that  the  attempt  to  unreason- 
ably hamper  such  inspection  by  officers, 
managers,  or  others  is  an  unjust  exercise  of 
power,  and  one  which  courts  should  not 
sanction.  Nor  can  the  officers  of  the  cor- 
poration, or  the  other  stockholders,  justly 
complain.  They  have  chosen  this  method  of 
investing  their  means  and  conducting  the 
business  for  personal  profit, — a  method 
w^hich,  as  we  have  seen,  is  especially  favored 
by  the  law, — and  they  should  expect  to  en- 
dure such  inconveniences,  and  such  chances 
of  exposure  of  management  as  the  method 
entails.  In  other  words,  it  ib  not  unreason- 
able that  they  should  be  required  to  take  the 
bitter  with  the  sweet. 

No  error  is  found  in  the  judgments  of  the 
courts  below,  and  they  will  be  affirmed. 


Agnes  NOBLE,  Plff.  in  Err,^ 

V. 

P.  L.  TYLER,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Marcella  Mc- 
Lean, Deceased. 

(61  Ohio  St.  432.) 

*1.  Rents  are  not  apportionable  be- 
t-ween the  admlntstrator  of  a  tenant 
for  life  and  the  remaindermen,  where 
there  Is  no  privity,  and  the  estate  of  the 
latter  becomes  an  estate  In  possession.  Im- 
mediately upon  the  death  of  the  life  tenant, 
and  puts  an  end  to  the  lease  made  by  him. 

a.  The  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
a  tenant  for  life,  or  his  lessee,  Is  entitled, 
under  ||  6026.  6027,  Rev.  Stat.,  to  the  "an- 
nual crops  raised  by  labor,"  as  assets  of  the 
estate  of  the  deceased,  whether  severed  or 
not  at  his  death. 

8.  M.,  the  o^fner  of  a  life  estate,  re- 
mainder to  certain  other  persons,  on 
August  15,  1892,  leased  the  land  to  a  tenant. 
to  be  farmed  for  a  year,  for  which  the  lessor 
was  to  receive  as  rent  $800.  She  died  Au- 
gust 22,  1893.  The  wheat  sown  In  the  fall 
of  1892,  together  with  the  crops  o(f  1893,  had 
all  been  cultivated  and  harvested  before  her 
death,  except  the  corn,  which  had  been  culti- 
vated and  laid  by  In  July,  and  was  harvested 
In  November.  The  rent  was  secured  by  a 
note  payable  March  1.  1894.  Held,  that  the 
note  for  the  rent  Is  assets  of  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  life  tenant. 

(January  9,  1900.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Butler 
County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 

^Beadnotes  by  the  Court. 


NoTB. — As  to  right  to  crops  on  death  of  life 
i«mant,  see  Bradley  v.  Bailey  (Conn.)  1  L.  R.  A. 
427,  and  note;  and  some  cases  In  note  to  Bat- 
terraan  v.  Albright  (N.  Y.)  11  L.  R.  A.  800. 
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disallowing  exceptions  to  items  in  the  inven- 
tory of  the  estate  of  Marcella  McLean,  de* 
ceased.    Reversed. 


Statement  by  Mlnsliall,  J. : 

The  suit  in  error  in  this  case  grew  out  of 
exceptions  filed  in  the  probate  oourt  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error  to  certain  items  in  the  in- 
ventory of  the  estate  of  Marcella  McLean, 
deceased,  as  filed  by  her  administrator,  D.  L. 
Tyler.  The  exceptions  were  overruled,  and 
an  appeal  taken  to  the  common  pleas.  It, 
as  requested,  found  the  facts,  and  thereon 
overruled  the  exceptions,  and  the  judgment 
was  afiirmed  by  the  circuit  court.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  finding  of  facts  that  Marcel- 
la McLean  was  the  owner  of  a  life  estate  in 
two  certain  farms,  one  of  208  acres  and  the 
other  of  83  acres,  which  estate  had  been  de- 
vised to  her  by  the  will  of  her  father,  Elias 
Ayers,  who  died  March  13,  1885,  the  remain- 
der being  devised  to  certain  of  his  grand- 
children,— ^Walter  Ayers,  David  Ayers,  and 
Bertha  Ayers.     Marcella  died   August    22, 

1893,  testate,  leaving  the  residuum  of  her 
property  to  Agnes  Noble;  and  D.  L.  Tyler 
was  duly  appointed  her  administrator  with 
the  will  annexed.  Among  what  is  claimed 
to  be  assets  of  her  estate  are  two  notes,— on* 
for  $800,  made  by  John  Burch,  due  March 
1,  1894,  and  given  for  a  y<«-r's  rent  of  the 
208-acre  tract;  and  the  other  for  $350,  giv- 
en by  Charles  McLean,  due  at  the  same  time, 
and  given  for  the  rent  of  the  83-acpe  tract. 
The  leases  and  the  notes  were  made  August 
15,  1892,  and  September  3,  1892,  respective- 
ly. The  administrator,  assuming  that  the 
rent  shotlld  be  apportioned  between  the  es- 
tate of  Marcella  McLean,  the  life  tenant,  and 
the  remaindermen,  inventoried  each  note  at 
half  its  value;  the  makers  being  perfectly 
solvent.  The  residuary  legatee,  Agnes  No- 
ble, filed  exceptions  to  this,  claiming  that 
each  note  should  be  inventoried  as  an  asset 
of  the  estate  at  its  full  value.  The  finding 
of  fact  in  regarjd  to  the  leasing  of  the  farms 
and  the  giving  of  the  notes  is  as  follows  ^ 
*-That  Marcella  McLean  held  possession  of 
said  tracts  of  208  acres  and  83  acres  from 
the  death  of  her  father,  Elias  Ayers,  until 
her  death,  22d  August,  1893.  That  on  15th 
August,  1892,  she  leased  the  said  208  acres, 
to  John  Burch  to  be  seeded  in  the  fall  of  1892 
and  farmed  for  the  year  1893.  That  Burch 
seeded  about  36  acres  in  the  fall  of  1892  in 
wheat,  which  was  by  him  harvested  in  June, 
18^3;  16  acres  timothy  harvested  July, 
1893;  and  that  in  the  spring  of  1893  ho 
planted  about  42  acres  in  corn  on  said  farm, 
and  it  was  all  laid  by  as  early  as  July,  1893, 
but  which  was  not  gathered  and  harvested 
until  November,  1893.  That  at  the  date  of 
said  lease  said  Burch  gave  his  note  for  $800 
for  said  rent,  payable  to  Marcella  McLean, or 
order,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  March, 

1894.  That  on   the   3d   day  of   September, 

1892,  said  Marcella  McLean  leased  said  83* 
acres  to  Charles  McLean,  which  was  to  be 
seeded  by  him  in  the  fall  of  1892,  in  part, 
and   the   balance   farmed   during   the  year 

1893.  That  in  the  fall  of  1892  he  seeded  on 
said  tract  24  acres  in  wheat,  and  that  the> 
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same  was  harvested  in  June,  18D3.  The  bal- 
ance of  said  farm  he  planted  in  corn  in  the 
spring  of  1893,  and  it  was  all  laid  by  as 
early  as  July,  1803,  but  which  was  not  gath- 
ered and  harvested  until  November,  1893. 
That  for  the  rent  for  said  year  1893  said 
Charles  McLean  gave  his  note  for  $350,  the 
same  payable  to  Marcella  McLean,  or  her  or- 
der, on  or  before  March  1,  1894.  Each  of 
said  notes  was  written  on  same  piece  of  pa- 
per as  the  lease.  Said  two  notes  so  given 
by  John  Burch  and  Charles  McLean  were  in 
the  possession  of  Marcella  McLean  at  her 
deatn,  and  held  by  her,  and  came  into  the 
hands  of  Raid  D.  L.  Tyler,  as  her  said  ad- 
ministrator with  the  will  annexed,  no  part 
of  the  same  having  been  paid." 

Messrs,  Sfillikin,  Bhotta,  A  MUlikin, 

for  plaintifT  in  error : 

There  is  no  provision  made  in  the  statute 
of  Ohio  for  apportioning  the  rent  between 
the  life  tenant  and  the  heir  at  law,  or  be- 
tween the  life  tenant  and  a  remainderman: 
and  it  follows  that  where  the  farm  is  rented 
and  planted  during  the  life  of  the  life  ten- 
ant the  entire  crop,  or  its  equivalent,  shal! 
go  to  the  administrator  of  the  deceased  own- 
er. 

The  statute  laws  of  Ohio,  §§  G026  and 
6027,  have  settled  the  rule  that  the  admin- 
istrator is  entitled  to  the  rent,  whether  in 
the  shape  of  crops  or  money. 

The  right  to  take  crops  after  the  termina- 
tion of  the  tenancy  rests  partly  upon  the 
idea  of  compensation,  but  chiefly  upon  the 
policy  of  encouraging  husbandry,  by  assur- 
ing the  fruits  of  his  labor  to  the 'one  who 
cultivates  the  soil. 

1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  132,  §  3. 

Growing  crops  are  personal  estate,  and  do 
not  pass  by  judicial  sale. 

Cassilly  v.  Rlvodes,  12  Ohio,  88;  Houts  v. 
Showalter,  10  Ohio  St.  125;  Alhin  v.  liieael, 
40  Ohio  St.  339. 

The  only  Ohio  case  that .  bears  directly 
upon  the  question  before  the  court  is  Yon 
Bayes  v.  West,  3  Ohio  C.  C.  66. 

Messrs.  Slaybaok  Sc  Harr,  for  defend- 
ant in  error: 

We  have  no  statute  in  this  state  providlnp; 
for  the  disposition  of  rents  which  accrue  aft- 
er the  death  of  the  owner  of  real  estate. 

For  the  respective  rights  of  the  adminis- 
trator and  the  reversioner  or  remainder- 
man, we  must  look  to  the  rules  of  the  com- 
mon Iaw. 

Where  a  decedent  owned  real  estate  at  the 
time  he  dietl,  occupied  by  tenants  who  paid 
rent  therefor,  the  rent  that  became  due  and 
was  unpaid  at  the  time  of  such  death  belongs 
to  his  estate,  and  must  be  collected  as  assets 
by  the  executor  or  administrator.  But  all 
the  rent  that  became  due  after  such  death, 
«ven  though  part  of  the  time  for  which  it 
is  due  elapsed  before  such  death,  belongs  to 
the  heir  or  devisee  of  the  real  estate;  and 
with  it  the  executor  or  administrator  has 
nothing  to  do;  not  even  if  he  afterwards 
sells  such  real  estate  to  pay  debts. 

Giauque,  Decedents'  Estates,  pp.  285,  286, 
§§  26,  28;  Woemer,  Administrators,  SS  300, 
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301;  3  Bedf.  Wills,  p.  184;  Sohier  t.  BU 
dredge,  103  Mass.  345;  Fay  v.  Hollonin,  35 
Barb.  295;  Bloodworth  v.  Stevens,  51  Miss. 
475;  Ball  ▼.  First  Nat.  Bank,  80  Ky.  501; 
King  y.  Anderson,  20  Ind.  385;  McDowell 
▼.  Hcndriw,  67  Ind.  513;  Logan  v.  Caldtoell, 
23  Mo.  372;  Price  v.  Pickett,  21  Ala.  741. 

Rents  accruing  after  the  testator's  de- 
cease, though  paid  for  a  period  of  occupa- 
tion a  part  of  which  was  before  his  decease, 
are  income,  and  belong  to  the  heir. 

Sohier  ▼.  Eldredge,  103  Mass.  345;  3  Redf. 
Wills,  p.  184,  S  12;  King  v.  Anderson,  20 
Ind.  385;  Sutliff  v.  Atwood,  15  Ohio  St 
186;  Millikin  ▼.  Welliver,  37  Ohio  St.  460. 

MlaslLally  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  real  question  in  this  case  is.  When 
did  the  rent  for  which  these  notes  were  given 
accrue?  If,  upon  the  facts  as  found,  it  ac- 
crued, in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term,  in 
the  lifetime  of  Marcella  McLean,  the  notes, 
to  their  full  value,  should  have  been  inven- 
toried as  assets  of  her  estate.  The  lease  in 
each  case,  or,  more  properly  speaking,  the 
agreement  for  the  occupation  and  farming 
of  tlie  laud,  was  made,  the  one  August  15, 
1892,  and  the  otlier  September  3d  of  the  same 
year.  They  gave  to  the  tenant  in  each  case 
the  right  to  seed  part  of  the  land  in  wheat 
in  the  fall  of  1892,  and  to  farm  the  land  for 
the  year  1893.  This  is  the  common  way 
among  farmers  of  renting  lands  to  be  farmed 
for  a  year;  wheat,  in  our  climate,  being 
sown  in  the  fall  and  harvested  in  the  follow- 
ing summer.  No  one  would  claim,  under 
this  letting,  either  tenant  could  have  sown 
his  tract  in  wheat  in  the  fall  of  1893,  with 
the  right  to  harvest  it  in  1894,  for  all  his 
rights  in  the  premises  were  to  end  with  the 
harvesting  of  the  crops  cultivated  in  that 
yeai',  and  the  rent  then  accrued,  and  would 
have  been  payable,  but  for  the  agreement  by 
which  the  time  was  extended  to  the  1st  of 
March  following.  By  an  indulgence  of  the 
common  law  in  favor  of  agriculture,  incor- 
porated in  the  statute  law  of  this  state  ($f 
6026,  0027,  Rev.  Stat.),  one  whose  estate 
may  be  terminated  by  an  event  the  time 
whereof  is  uncertain  has  the  right  to  reap 
what  he  has  sown  although  this  may,  (o 
some  extent,  trench  upon  the  occupancy  of 
the  tenant  of  the  next  estate  in  remainder 
or  reversion.  This,  however,  cannot  be  said 
to  impair  the  next  estate,  for  it  is  an  inci- 
dent, created  by  law,  of  every  estate  in  re- 
version or  remainder, — ^a  burden,  if  it  be  one, 
imposed,  as  we  have  said,  in  the  interest  of 
agriculture;  for,  when  the  termination  of 
an  estate  is  uncertain,  it  would  grreatly  dis- 
courage the  cultivation  of  the  land  if  every 
such  tenant  must  sow  at  his  peril.  Hence 
it  is  that  the  right  to  harvest  growing  crops, 
sown  and  cultivated  before  the  termination 
of  the  particular  estate,  in  no  legal  sense  in- 
fringes upon  the  next  estate  in  possession. 
Every  such  estate  is  created  subject  to  such 
contingency,  and  the  right  is  an  incident  to 
every  estate  whose  termination  is  not  fixed 
by  some  definite  time.  When  the  time  of 
the  termination  of  an  estate  is  defiaitely 
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knowa,  the  reaaon  ceases,  and  no  euch  right 
•exists;  and  this  is  why  we  have  said  that, 
if  either  of  the  renters  of  Mrs.  McLean  had 
«own  the  land  rented  to  him  in  wheat  in  the 
fall  of  1S93,  he  would  have  done  so  at  his 
peril,  as  the  termination  of  his  tenancy  was 
<a  ftzed  period,  limited  to  the  time  in  which 
annual  crops  are  usually  harvested  in  the 
fall.  It  therefore  follows,  as  we  think,  that 
the  agreement  for  the  cultivation  of  the  par- 
■ticular  farms  of  the  deceased  terminated  in 
lier  lifetime,  and  the  rent  agreed  to  be  paid 
>on  or  before  March  1,  1894,  had  accrued,  and 
the  notes  should  have  been  inventoried  at 
Iheir  full  value  as  assets  of  her  estate.  The 
roakers  of  the  notes  could  make  no  defense 
to  their  collection,  as  they  had  fully  enjoyed, 
under  the  agreement  and  the  law,  Uie  eonsid- 
-eration  for  their  respective  promises  to  pay. 
Much  confusion  has  arisen  in  the  case 
from  the  fact  that  the  rent  did  not,  by  the 
aCTeement  of  the  parties,  become  due  until 
March  1,  1894, — about  six  months  after  the 
death  of  the  life  tenant, — from  which  it  is 
assumed  that  the  rent  then  accrued.  This 
would  imply  that  the  term,  instead  of  being 
for  a  year,  was  for  a  year  and  six  months, 
which  is  contrary  to  the  fact.  The  accrual 
•of  rent  does  not  necessarily  depend  upon  the 
ttime  fixed  by  the  parties  for  its  payment. 
The  accrual  of  rent  has  respect  to  the  term 
of  the  lease.  It  accrues  as  the  term  elapses, 
and  is  fully  accrued  when  the  term  is  com- 
plete. The  term  and  the  enjoyment  of  it  is 
the  consideration  for  the  rent.  When  the 
term  is  complete,  the  rent  has  accrued.  If, 
as  claimed,  the  question  depends  ui)on  when 
the  rent  is  made  payable,  irrespective  of  the 
•time  of  its  accrual,  then  the  next  in  estate 
might  be  entitled  to  it  any  number  of  years 
-after  it  had  been  earned,  for  any  number  of 
years  may  be  given  for  its  payment.  It  is 
then  evident  that  the  accrual  of  rent  depends 
upon  the  lapse  of  the  term  for  which  it  is  to 
be  paid,  and  not  upon  the  lapse  of  the  time 
given  for  its  payment.  The  latter  is  a  mat- 
ter of  agreement  between  the  parties.  If 
there  were  no  express  agreement,  the  rent 
would  become  due  on  its  accrual;  but  by 
agreement  it  may  be  made  to  become  due  at 
any  time  that  will  best  suit  the  convenience 
■of  the  parties.  Here,  by  agreement,  it  was 
made  to  become  due  in  six  months  after  its 
accrual,  or,  in  other  words,  after  it  had  been 
earned  by  the  land.  Hence  the  remainder- 
men have  no  claim  to  this  rent.  It  was  all 
earned,  or  had  accrued,  in  the  legal  sense, 
in  the  lifetime  of  Marcella  McLean,  and  is, 
consequently,  assets  of  her  estate,  though 
the  notes  given  for  it  did  not  become  due  un- 
til after  her  death.  It  is  thought  tliat  the 
case  of  Sutliff  v.  Attcood,  15  Ohio  St.  18(5, 
sustains  the  contention  of  the  defendant  in 
error  in  this  regard.  All  that  this  case  de- 
eides  that  can  1^  in  any  way  helpful  to  the 
claim  of  the  remaindermen  is  that  the  tak- 
ing of  the  notes  for  rent  did  not  change  the 
eharacter  of  the  consideration  for  which  they 
were  given  while  they  remained  in  the  hands 
of  the  lessor,  unnegotiated ;  and,  consequent- 
ly, a  suit  on  them  by  the  lessor  against_the 
lessee  would  be  in  fact  a  suit  for  rent. 
-48  L.  R.  A. 


But  there   is  no   such 
case.      The     principle. 


is  not  questioned. 

question     in     this  ^  , 

however,  on  which  the  case  was  deciaed^ 
applied  to  this  case,  disposes  of  any 
claim  made  for  the  remaindermen  to 
any  portion  of  the  rent  due  on  these 
notes.  Sutliil  leased  his  dairy  farm 
to  Atwood  for  the  term  of  three  years 
at  an  annual  rent  of  $500,  payable  at  the 
end  of  each  vear.  He  transferred  the  first 
note  to  one  Quimby,  who  recovered  a  judg- 
ment upon  it,  levied  on  the  lease,  and  pur- 
chased it  in  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  then 
assigned  it  to  the  lessor,  Sutliff.  The  latter 
then  brought  suit  on  the  notes  for  the  rent 
that  accrued  after  the  assignment  of  the 
lease  to  him,  and  it  was  held  that  he  could 
not  recover.  The  ro<to  decidendi  of  the  de- 
cision is  that,  being  in  possession  of  the  de- 
mised premises  under  the  assignment,  his 
right  to  rent  was  compensated  by  his  duty 
to  pay  it;  in  other  words,  he  could  not  oc- 
cupy the  position  of  lessor  and  lessee  at  the 
same  time.  So,  in  this  case,  when  the  life 
tenant  died,  the  estate  of  the  remaindermen, 
by  operation  of  law,  at  once  became  an  es- 
tate in  possession,  and  they  could  not  de- 
mand rent  therefor  from  any  other  person. 
Whether  they  in  fact  took  possession  is  im- 
material. They  had  the  right  to  it,  subject 
to  the  right  of  the  administrator  of  the  de- 
ceased life  tenant,  or  her  lessee,  to  the  grow- 
ing crops ;  and  we  may  assume,  though  there 
is  no  finding  as  to  the  fact,  Uiat  they  took 
possession,  as  possession  generally  accom- 
panies the  right.  Therefore,  having  the  pos- 
session and  the  right  to  it,  they  cannot,  in 
law  or  reason,  demand  rent  from  someone 
else  for  a  possession  which  they  themselves 
have  and  enjoy.  In  Millikin  v.  Welliver, 
37  Ohio  St.  460,  468,  the  corn  in  question 
was  planted  and  raised  after  the  death  of 
the  lessor,  Smith,  and  so  went  to  the  devi- 
sees, and  not  to  the  administrator. 

We  have  examined  the  cases  and  authori- 
ties cited  by  the  defendant  in  error,  and 
fail  to  see  how,  on  the  facts  of  the  case,  they 
support  his  contention.  He  assumes  that 
the  lease  did  not  terminate  until  the  rent 
notes  became  due.  In  this,  as  we  have 
shown,  he  is  in  error.  Neither  tenant  had 
any  right  to  enter  upon  the  farm,  leased  to 
him,  after  the  crops  had  been  all  harvested 
in  the  usual  time.  Most  of  the  cases  cited 
relate  to  leases  made  by  the  owner  in  fee, 
who  died  before  the  termination  of  the  lease. 
In  such  cases,  the  death  of  the  lessor  does 
not  terminate  the  lease,  and,  as  there  is 
privity  of  estate  between  the  administrator 
and  the  heir,  the  rent  is  apportioned;  1»hat 
which  )iad  accrued  at  the  death  of  the  lessor 
going  to  the  administrator,  and  that  which 
accrues  afterwards  attends  the  reversion, 
and  goes  to  the  heir  or  devisee.  In  some 
cases  the  death  of  the  life  tenant  does  not 
terminate  his  estate,  as  in  the  case  of  an  es- 
tate per  autre  vie.  In  such  cases,  and  in 
all  other  cases  where  the  death  of  a  life  ten- 
ant does  not  terminate  an  existing  lease, 
there  may  be  an  apportionment  between  the 
administrator  and  the  remaindermen  on  the 
This  above  principles.  But  no  case  is  produced^ 
47 


788 


Ohio  Sufrbmb  Coubt. 


Jab;» 


ftnd  we  think  no  weIl-oonBid«red  one  can  be 
found,  where  an  apportionment  has  been 
made  between  an  aaministrator  of  the  life 
tenant  and  the  owner  of  the  next  estate,  tak- 
ing effect  in  possession,  immediately  upon 
the  death  of  the  life  tenant.  In  such  cases  at 
common  law,  where  the  term  had  not  ended 
at  the  death  of  the  life  tenant,  no  rent  could 
be  collected, — ^not  by  the  administrator,  for 
the  reason  that  the  lessee  was  depriveid  of 
the  consideration  for  his  promise  (the  pos- 
session of  the  land) ;  nor  by  the  remainder- 
man, for  there  is  no  privitv  of  estate  between 
him  and  the  life  tenant's  lessee;  and  for  the 
further  reason  that  rent  in  his  favor  can- 
not issue  out  of  lands  in  his  own  possession. 
Whether  this  is  so  in  Ohio  as  to  the  adminis- 
trator does  not  arise  in  this  case,  for,  as 
above  shown,  the  tenants  enjoyed  all  they 
were  entitled  to  under  the  letting  to  them, 
and  for  which  they  promised  to  pay  the 
notes  in  question ;  and  do  not,  it  seems,  deny 
their  liability  to  pay,  either  to  the  adminis- 
trator or  to  the  remaindermen.  And  it  is 
worthy  of  note  in  this  connection  that  it  is 
admitted  that,  if  Marcella  McLean  had 
farmed  the  lands  as  they  were  farmed  by  the 
tenants,  her  administrator  would  have  been 
entitled  to  the  crops  raised  in  the  year  1893, 
under  the  statute  above  referred  to.  ft 
seems,  then,  a  strange  sort  of  logic  by  which 
the  conclusion  is  reached  that,  having  trans- 
ferred this  right  to  another  for  a  considera- 
tion secured  by  a  note,  the  note  would  not 
be  hers  and  so  assets  of  her  estate,  without 
regard  to  when  it  was  made  payable. .  The 
whole  confusion,  as  we  have  said,  arises  out 
of  not  properly  distinguishing  between  the 
accrual  of  rent  and  the  time  when  it  is  made 

})ayable.  It  is  generally  made  payable  at  the 
apse  of  some  particular  period  of  the  lease, 
— as  annually,  or  by  the  month, — and  so 
becomes  payable  as  it  matures;  and  in  all 
such  cases  the  time  of  payment  and  the  ac- 
crual of  the  rent  are  coincident.  But,  as 
before  pointed  out,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
this  should  be  so  in  order  to  reserve  rent. 
Time  for  the  payment  of  rent  may  be  given 
irrespective  of  the  time  of  its  accrual. 
Reversed,  and  exceptions  sustained. 


BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS  OF  CHAM- 
PAIGN COUNTY,  Plffs,  in  Err., 

V. 

Benjamin    F.    CHURCH,   Admr.,    etc.,    of 
Charles  W.  Mitchell,  Deceased. 


J.  W.  CALDWELL,  Plff.  in  Err,, 

V. 

BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS  OF  CUYA- 
HOGA COUNTY. 

(62  Ohio  St.  318.) 

-*1.     Tlie  act  of  the  lestslatwre  of  Ohio, 

•Headnotes  by  the  Coukt. 


entitled  "An  Act  for  the  SnppreMlon  of  Iffo^ 
Violence,**  passed  April  10,  1896  (92  Ohio^ 
Laws,  p.  180),  is  constitutional. 

2.  The  reeoTorj-  awthoriaed  hy  salA 
act  !■  penal  In  Its  nature,  and  It  is  within 
the  legislative  power  to  provide  therefor. 
Such  legislation  is  not  an  exercise  of  Judicial 
power,  nor  Is  it  a  violation  of  the  right  of 
trial  by  Jury. 

8.  Saeh  recoTeryt  t^n^d.  the  tax  le-wTr  aa- 
thorlsed  and  reaatred  by  said  aet». 
are  within  the  general  powers  of  the  legisla- 
ture and  the  provisions  of  f  7,  art.  10,  of 
the  Constitution,  and  such  recovery  and 
levy  are  not  in  contravention  of  f  10,  art.  1, 
ol  the  Constitution. 

4.  In  an  action  hronsht  vnder  anch 
Mtatnte,  to  recover  the  penalty  of  $5,000 
for  the  death  of  a  person  caused  by  lynching, 
it  is  error  for  the  court  to  charge  the  Jury 
to  the  effect  that  if  the  collection  of  in- 
dividuals who  lynched  the  deceased  had  as- 
sembled without  any  unlawful  purpose,  and 
afterwards  committed  the  acts  of  violence 
which  resulted  In  the  death  of  such  person, 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  and  that  the 
verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant. 

B«  In  an  action  bron^ht  nnder  ancb 
■iatnte  to  recover  the  penalty  for  an 
injury  caused  by  lynching,  where  It  is  suffi- 
ciently alleged  In  the  petition  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  suffered  a  lynching  at  the  hands  of 
a  mob  composed  of  a  collection  of  individ- 
uals, who  had  assembled  for  an  unlawful 
purpose,  and  attempted  to  exercise  correc- 
tional power  over  the  plaintiff  and  his  fel- 
lows, the  allegations  In  the  petition  are  not 
negatived  by  the  speolflc  averments,  also  con- 
tained in  the  petition,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
struck  by  **a  heavy  glass  insulator  throws 
at  him  by  one  of  the  mob/'  and  that  he  was- 
"shot  through  the  leg  with  a  leaden  bullet 
fired  from  a  revolver  in  the  hands  of  some  of 
the  mob." 

(April  10,  1000.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cham- 
paign County  to  review  s  judgment  re- 
versing a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of 
plaintiff's  intestate  by  a  mob.    Affirmed, 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cuyahoga 
County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  inflict^  upon  plaintiff  by  a  mob. 
Reversed. 


Statement  by  DaTis,  J.: 

Benjamin  F.  Church,  as  the  administrator 
of  Charles  W.  Mitchell,  deceased,  filed  a  pe- 
tition against  the  board  of  commissioners  of 
Champaign  county,  under  the  "Act  for  the 
Suppression  of  Mob  Violence,"  passed  April 
10,  1896  (92  Ohio  Laws,  p.  136j.  to  recover 
$5,000  for  the  lynching  of  said  Mitchell,  At 
Urban  a,  in  said  county.  Defendant  de- 
murred to  the  petition,  and  the  demurrer 
was  sustained  by  the  court  of  common  plea&, 
and    the    petition    dismissed.    The  circuit 


Note. — For     constitutionality     of     statutes 
making    counties    or   municipalities    liable    for 
'  damages  done  by  mobs,  see  note  to  Glanfortone 
48  L.  R.  A. 


v.  New  Orleans  (C.  C.  E.  D.  La.)  24  L.  R.  A. 
692 ;  and  Chicago  v.  Manhattan  Cement  Coi. 
(in.)  45  L.  R.  A.  848. 
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court  reyersed  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
common  pJ^b*  and  the  defendant  then  an- 
swered. The  first  defense  contained  in  the 
answer  of  the  defendant  is  a  general  denial^ 
ftnd  the  second  defense  allejb;cs  that  the  said 
act  is  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of  Ohio. 
A  demurrer  to  the  second  defense  of  the  an- 
swer was  sustained,  and  on  the  trial  of  the 
case  the  court  gaye  to  the  jury  the  follow- 
ing special  charge  upon  the  request  of  the 
defendant:  "The  jury  is  charged,  as  a  mat^ 
ter  of  law,  that  although  you  may  find  and 
belieye,  from  the  eyidence  before  you  in  this 
case,  that  said  Charles  W.  Mitchell,  referred 
to  in  the  petition,  suffered  death  at  the 
hands  of  a  collection  of  individuals  in  Cham- 
paign county,  Ohio,  on  or  about  the  4th  day 
of  June,  1897,  if  vou  further  find  from  the 
evidence  that  said  collection  of  individuals 
did  not  assemble  for  any  unlawful  purpose, 
and  did  not  intend  to  do  damage  or  injury  to 
anyone,  and  did  not  pretend  to  exercise  cor- 
rectional power  over  other  persons  by  vio- 
lence, and  without  authority  of  law,  at  the 
time  of  assembling,  but  was  or  were  attract- 
ed and  induced  through  motives  of  curiosity, 
and  the  events  that  had  transpired  around 
the  courthouse  yard  and  jail  during  the 
night  and  morning  preceding,  to  meet  and 
assemble  together,  and  being  thus  assembled, 
without  any  unlawful  purpose,  and  not  in- 
tending to  do  damage  or  injury  to  anyone, 
or  pretending  to  exercise  correctional  power 
over  any  other  person  or  persons  by  violence 
and  without  authority  of  law,  afterwards 
committed  the  acts  of  violence  resulting  in 
the  death  of  said  Charles  W.  Mitchell,  then 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case  cannot  recover,  and 
your  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant." 
And  afterwards,  in  the  general  charge,  the 
court  instructed  the  jury  in  part  as  follows: 
"Much  has  been  said  concerning  the  meaning 
of  special  charge  No.  6  given  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  court  therefore  deems 
it  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  mean- 
ing which  you  are  to  give  to  that  charge  is 
that — and  I  give  it  in  the  words  of  the 
charge  itself,  omitting  the  first  introductory 
sentences — if,  after  being  assembled,  the 
I'd  lection  of  individuals  referred  to  before, 
without  any  unlawful  purpose  having  been 
formed,  and  not  intending  to  do  damage  or 
injury  to  any  person,  or  pretending  to  exer- 
oise  correctional  power  over  any  other  per- 
son, committed  the  acts  of  violence  which 
resulted  in  the  death  of  Charles  W.  Mitchell, 
then  the  plaintiff  cannot  lecover."  "The 
special  charges  given  you  before  the  argu- 
ment began  are  as  much  the  char^ire  of  the 
court  as  are  these  general  inetructions,  and, 
so  far  as  it  treats  of  the  same  subjects,  the 
general  charge  is  to  be  received  in  addition 
to,  and  as  explanatory  of»  the  special 
charges.*  The  verdict  was  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  on  petition  in  error  the  circuit 
court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  court  of 
common  pleas  for  error  in  the  charge  of  the 
court.  J.  W.  Caldwell  brought  his  action, 
under  the  same  statute,  a^inst  the  board 
of  county  commissioners  of  Cuyahoga  coun- 
ty, to  recover  the  sum  of  $1,000  for  an  in- 
jury which  he  alleged  that  he  had  received 
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at  the  hands  of  a  mob  in  that  county.  A  do- 
murrer  to  the  petition,  on  the  ground  that 
the  petition  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  that  said 
act  is  unconstitutional,  was  sustained  by 
the  court  of  common  pleas,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  of  common  pleas  was  ai- 
firmed  by  the  circuit  court.  These  cases 
came  up  on  petitions  in  error  to  reverse  the 
respective  judgments  of  the  circuit  court. 

Measra.  T«  J«  Frank,  E.  P.  Mlddleton^ 
and  S.  S.  Deatoa,  for  Champaign  County^ 
plaintiff  in  error: 

No  such  liability  against  a  county  as  is 
provided  for  in  this  sSntute  existed  at  com- 
mon law. 

Western  College  of  Homeopathio  Medicine 
T.  Cleveland,  12  Ohio  St.  375;  Robinson  v. 
Qremville,  42  Ohio  St.  625,  51  Am.  Rep. 
857;  Qianforione  v.  JiJew  Orleans,  61  Fed, 
Rep.  64,  24  L.  R.  A.  592;  Rock  Island  y, 
Steele,  31  111.  543;  Schuyler  County  v.  Ifer- 
oer  County,  9  111.  20. 

Penal  statutes  must  be  strictly  construed. 
They  cannot  be  extended  by  implication  to 
cases  not  strictly  within  their  terms. 

23  Am.  A,  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  375,  note  1, 
p.  378;  Shultz  v.  Cambridge,  38  Ohio  St. 
669;  White  v.  Woodward,  44  Ohio  St.  347, 
7  N.  E.  446. 

Statutes  in  derogation  of  the  common  law 
are  to  be  construed  strictly. 

23  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  887,  note  1. 

Statutes  passed  in  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state  are  to  be  strictiy  con- 
strued. 

23  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  348-388, 
notes  1-3. 

If  the  language  of  a  statute  is  unam- 
biguous there  is  no  rule  for  construction, 
even  though  the  objects  of  the  act  are  de- 
feated. 

McCormiok  v.  Alexander,  2  Ohio,  65 ;  Bru- 
ner  v.  Briggs,  39  Ohio  St.  478. 

The  bare  fact  that  three  or  more  persons 
in  a  violent  manner  beat  another  does  not 
raise  the  presumption  of  law  that  they  as- 
sembled with  that  intent,  after  being  as- 
sembled agreed  mutually  to  assist  one  an- 
other in  the  execution  of  such  purpose,  for, 
if  the  law  from  such  conduct  deduced  the  in- 
ference either  as  a  conclusive  or  a  disputa- 
ble presumption  that  the  intent  existed, 
which  is  a  necessary  ingredient  to  a  riot, 
there  would  be  no  distinction  between  riot% 
and  affrays. 

State  V.  Kempf,  20  Mo.  429. 

The  act  entitled  "An  Act  for  the  Suppres«- 
sion  of  Mob  Violence,"  passed  by  the  general 
assembly  of  Ohio  on  the  10th  day  of  April, 
1896  (92  Ohio  Laws,  p.  136),  is  unconstitu- 
tional and  void. 

The  constitutional  limitation  as  to  trial 
by  jury  is  on  the  power  to  abridge,  and  not 
on  the  power  to  extend.  The  right  may  be 
extended,  but  not  abridged. 

Ounsaulluft  v.  Pettit,  46  Ohio  St.  28,  IT 
N.  E.  231 ;  Salt  Creek  Valley  Tump.  Co.  v. 
Parks,  50  Ohio  St.  578,  28  L.  R.  A  769,  35 
N.  E.  304. 

The  right  to  retain  property  already  in 
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possession  is  as  sacred  as  the  right  to  re- 
cover it  when  dispossessed. 

Hocking  Valley  Coal  Co.  ▼.  Roaser,  63 
Ohio  St.  24,  29  L.  R.  A.  380,  41  N.  E.  203. 
My  propjerty  is  as  much  imperiled  hy  an 
action  against  me  for  money,  as  it  is  by  an 
action  against  me  for  my  land  or  my  goods. 
tiormal  School  Dist.  Bd.  of  Bdu.  v.  Blod- 
gett,  165  111.  441,  31  L.  R.  A.  70,  40  N.  E. 
1025. 

Due  process  of  law  requires  that  a  party 
shall  be  properly  brought  into  court,  and 
that  he  shall  have  an  opportunity,  when 
there,  to  prove  any  fact  which,  according  to 
the  Constitution  and  the  usa^^ea  of  the  com- 
mon law,  would  be  a  protection  to  him  or 
his  property. 

People  ex  rel,  Wiiherhee  v.  Essex  County 
Supers.  70  N.  Y.  234;  Clark  v.  Mitchell,  04 
Mo.  578;  People  ex  rel.  Herrick  v.  Smith, 
21  N.  Y.  596;  Risser  v.  Boyt,  63  Mich.  201, 
18  N.  W.  611;  Zeigler  v.  South  d  North 
Ala.  R.  Co.  68  Ala.  594;  Dartmouth  College 
V.  Woodward,  4  Wheat.  518,  4  L.  ed.  629; 
Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Okely,  4  Wheat.  244, 
4  L.  ed.  661. 

What  constitutes  judicial  power,  within 
the  >neanin^  of  the  Constitution,  is  to  be 
determined  in  the  light  of  the  common  law, 
and  of  the  history  of  our  institutions,  as 
they  existed  anterior  to  and  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution. 

State  V.  Harmon,  31  Ohio  St.  250;  De 
Camp  y.  Archibald,  50  Ohio  St.  625,  35  N. 
E.  1056. 

The  legislature  cannot  exercise  judicial 
powers. 

19  Am.  Sl  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  454,  note  3; 
Ponder  v.  Oraham,  4  Fla.  23 ;  Jones  v.  Perry, 
10  Yerg.  59;  State  ex  rel.  McCurdy  ▼.  Tap- 
^pan,  29  Wis.  664,  9  Am.  Rep.  622;  Dorsey 
▼.  Dorsey,  37  Md.  64,  11  Am.  Rep.  628;  Re 
Selby,  6  Mich.  193;  People  v.  Frisbie,  26 
Cal.  135;  Sydnor  v.  Palmer,  32  Wis.  406; 
Lane  v.  Dorman,  4  111.  238,  3G  Am.  Dec.  543. 
Ascertainment  of  indebtedness  from  one 
to  another  and  a  direction  for  payment  are 
judicial  acts  which  cannot  be  performed  by 
the  legislature. 

Lane  v.  Dorman,  4  111.  238,  36  Am.  Dee. 
543;  Central  P.  R,  Co.  ▼.  Gallatin,  99  U. 
fi.  761,  25  L.  ed.  516. 

The  act  of  the  general  assembly  in  ques- 
tion arbitrarily  fixes  the  pecuniary  interest 
of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  said  Charlefi  Mitch- 
ell, and  adjudicates  and  determines  the  dam- 
ages to  be  $5,000  without  any  regard  what- 
•ever  to  the  common  law,  or  the  history  of 
our  institutions  as  they  existed  anterior  to 
and  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  state 
Constitution,  and  denies  to  the  defendant 
the  right  of  trial  or  defense  as  to  the  pecu- 
niary interest,  or  damage  sustained,  if  any, 
and  determines  the  question  of  fact  and  law 
affecting  the  property  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant by  legislative  decree  and  judgment,  con- 
trary to  the  established  rules  of  a  court  of 
law  and  the  law  of  the  land. 

Janesville  v.  Carpenter,  77  Wis.  288,  8  L. 
R.  A.  808,  46  N.  W.  128;  State  ex  rel.  Holtz 
Y.  Henry  County  Comrs.  41  Ohio  St.  435; 
De  Camp  y.  Archibald,  60  Ohio  St.  025,  85 
&8L.R.A. 


N.  E.  1056;  Hocking  Valley  Coal  Co.  y.  Bca- 
ser,  53  Ohio  St.  24,  29  L.  R.  A.  386,  41  N. 
E.  263. 

This  statute  is  unconstitutional  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  an  encroachment  of  the 
legislative  upon  the  judicial  branch  of  gov- 
ernment, and  by  its  terms  necessarily  de- 
prives the  defendant  of  any  right  of  trial 
as  to  material  and  disputed  facts,  and  aub- 
jects  the  taxpayers  of  the  county  to  the  loss 
of  property  without  due  course  of  law. 

Hanson  v.  Vernon,  27  Iowa,  28,  1  Am.  Rep. 
215;  Marion  Twp.  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  State,  51 
Ohio  St.  539,  26  L.  R.  A.  770,  38  N.  E.  614; 
Ervine^s  Appeal,  16  Pa.  267,  55  Am.  Dec 
499 ;  Ponder  v.  Qraham,  4  Fla.  23 ;  Calduteil 
V.  Cuyahoga  County  Comrs.  15  Ohio  C.  C. 
167. 

The  money  to  be  recovered  under  this  stat- 
ute, and  to  be  collected,  as  a  debt  against 
the  county,  is  not  directed  to  be  paid,  ap- 
plied, or  used  for  any  public  use  or  purpose 
for  which  an  exaction  on  property  can  be 
levied. 

Marion  Twp.  Bd.  of  Edu.  y.  State,  51  Ohio 
St.  539,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  38  N.  E.  614;  Han- 
son y.  Vernon,  27  Iowa,  28,  1  Am.  Rep.  215; 
PalaireVs  Appeal,  67  Pa.  479,  5  Am.  Rep. 
450;  Mays  v.  Cinoinnaii,  1  Ohio  St.  273; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Mayer,  28  Ohio  St. 
521 ;  Taylor  v.  Ross  County  Comrs.  23  Ohio 
St.  84;  State  ex  rel.  McCurdy  y.  Tappan, 
29  Wis.  664,  9  Am.  Rep.  622. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  impose 
taxes  is  not  unlimited.  It  is  within  the 
province  of  the  courts  to  determine  in  par- 
ticular cases  whether  the  extreme  boundaiy 
of  legislative  power  has  been  reached  and 
passed. 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.v. Mayer,  28  Ohio  St 
521 ;  State  ex  rel.  Hibbs  v.  Franklin  County 
Comrs.  35  Ohio  St.  468 ;  Hanson  v.  Vernon, 
27  Iowa,  28,  1  Am.  Rep.  215 ;  Brodhead  v. 
Milwaukee,  19  Wis.  624,  S8  Am.  Dec.  711; 
25  Am.  A  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  74,  note  6. 

Taxation  having  for  its  only  legitimste 
object  the  raising  of  money  for  public  pur- 
poses, and  the  proper  needs  of  government, 
the  exaction  of  money  from  the  citizens  for 
other  purposes  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of 
the  power,  and  must  therefore  be  unauthor- 
ised. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  487 ;  Hanson  y.  Ver- 
non,  27  Iowa,  28,  1  Am.  Rep.  228:  Sharp- 
less  y.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  167,  59  Am.  Dec 
759. 

A  tax  is  generally  understood  to  mean  the 
imposition  of  a  duty  imposed  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  government. 

Pray  y.  Northern  Liberties,  31  Pa.  69; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  470;  Hanson  v.  Femon, 
27  Iowa,  28,  1  Am.  Rep.  215. 

The  act  in  question  authorizes  a  tax  to 
be  levied  and  collected  for  a  private  purpose, 
and  for  the  private  use  and  benefit  of  private 
individuals. 

Marion  Txop.  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  State,  51  Ohio 
St.  531,  25  L.  R.  A.  770,  38  N.  E.  614;  Tay- 
lor V.  Ross  County  Comrs.  23  Ohio  St  84; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  y.  Mayer,  28  Ohio 
St  521 ;  Lima  v.  McBride,  34  Ohio  St  340; 
State  ex    rel.    Hibbs    y.  FtankUn  County 
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Comrs.  35  Ohio  St  468;  Brodhead  T.  MO- 
tcaukee,  19  Wis.  624,  88  Am.  3>ec.  711;  Han- 
son y.  Vernoji,  27  Iowa,  28,  1  Abu  Rep.  216; 
PalaireVs  Appeal,  67  Pa.  479,  6  Am.  Rep. 
450;  Caldwell  v.  Cuyahoga  County  Oomra. 
15  Ohio  C.  C.  167;  Smith  v.  Atk^tio  d  G. 
W.  R.  Co.  25  Ohio  St.  91. 

There  are  limitations  upon  the  police 
power. 

Cooley,  Const  Lim.  6th  ed.  710;  1  Dill. 
:Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  142 ;  Re  Jacobs,  98  N. 
Y,  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  636;  People  ▼.  OiUeon, 
109  X.  Y.  389;  Hare,  Am.  Const  Law,  618; 
Taylor  v.  Porter,  4  Hill,  140,  40  Am.  Dec. 
274;  Norman  v.  Heist,  5  Watts  k  S.  171,  40 
Am.  Dec.  493;  Hoke  ▼.  Henderson,  15  N.  C. 
(4  Dev.  L.)  1,  25  Am.  Dec.  677;  Dash  ▼. 
Van  Kleeck,  7  Johns.  477,  6  Am.  Dec.  291; 
Goshen  v.  Stonington,  4  Conn.  209,  10  Am. 
Dec.  121 ;  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87,  3 
L.  ed.  162;  Ervine's  Appeal,  16  Pa.  256,  55 
Am.  Dec.  499;  Internal  Improvement  Fund 
V.  Bailey,  10  Fla.  239;  Taylor  v.  Place,  4 
R.  I.  324;  Qreenough  ▼.  Oreenough,  11  Pa. 
489,  51  Am.  Dec.  567 ;  People  ea  rel.  Mutual 
L.  Ins.  Co,  T.  "Sew  York  City  d  County  Su- 
pers, 16  N.  Y.  424;  Cincinnati,  W.  d  Z.  R. 
Co.  T.  Clinton  County  Comrs.  1  Ohio  St  77 ; 
Merrill  v.  Sherburne,  1  N.  H.  199,  8  Am. 
Dec.  52;  Salt  Creek  Valley  Tump,  Co.  v. 
Parks,  50  Ohio  St  668,  28  L.  R.  A.  769,  35 
N.  E.  304;  State  ex  rel.  McCurdy  v.  Tap- 
pan,  29  Wis.  664,  9  Am.  Rep.  622. 

This  act  of  April  10,  1896,  is  in  conflict 
with  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of 
our  state,  which  prohibits  the  legislature 
from  exercising  judicial  functions,  and  it 
also  contravenes  the  provision  that  no  per- 
son can  be  deprived  of  his  property  without 
due  process  of  law. 

Pryor  v.  Dovmey,  60  Cal.  388,  19  Am.  Rep, 
656;  Ratcliife  v.  Anderson,  31  Gratt.  105, 
31  Am.  Rep.  716;  State  v.  Walsh,  136  Mo. 
400,  35  L.  R.  A.  231,  37  S.  W.  1112;  State 
V.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163.  29  L.  R.  A.  257,  31 
S.  W.  781;  Howell  v.  Fry,  19  Ohio  St  559; 
Salt  Creek  Valley  Tump.  Co.  v.  Parks,  50 
Ohio  St.  568,  28  L.  R.  A.  769,  35  N.  E.  304; 
State  ex  rel.  McCurdy  v.  Tappan,  29  Wis. 
064,  9  Am.  Rep.  622. 

Messrs,  George  M.  Eiohelberser  and 
Charles  H.  Bosler  for  Church,  defendant 
in  error. 

Mr.  Willis  ViokiBry,  for  Caldwell,  plain- 
tiff in  error: 

The  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Ohio  pro- 
vides for  a  government  of  unlimited  powers, 
and  whatever  is  not  prohibited  by  the  Con- 
stitution is  reserved  to  the  people  thereof, 
and  what  is  not  prohibited  in  so  many  words 
by  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Ohio  can 
be  Ie<ifi««latcd  upon  by  the  legislature. 

Thorpe  v.  Rutland  d  B.  R.  Co.  27  Vt  140, 
02  Am.  Dec.  625;  People  ex  rel.  Wood  ▼. 
Draper,  15  N.  Y.  543. 

Tlie  wisdom  of  the  law  Is  not  a  subject  for 
the  court  to  consider. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  202,  204. 

If  an  act  is  to  be  held  void  it  is  not  be- 
cause the  judges  have  any  control  over  the 
legislative  power,  but  because  the  act  is  for- 
bidden by  the  Constitution,  and  because  the 
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will  of  the  people  which  is  therein  declared 
is  paramount  to  that  of  the  representatives 
expressed  in  any  law. 

1  Bryce,  Am.  Com.  430;  Cooley,  Const 
Lim.  195;  Lindsay  t.  East  Bay  Street 
Comrs,  2  Bay,  61. 

The  courts  will  not  so  construe  a  law  as 
to  make  it  conflict  with  the  Con&c;tdtion, 
but  will  rather  put  such  an  interpretation 
upon  it  as  will  avoid  eonfliot  with  the  Con- 
stitution, and  ^ve  it  the  force  of  law,  if  this 
can  be  done  without  extravagance. 

Inkster  v.  Carver,  16  Mich.  484 ;  Newland 
▼.  Marsh,  19  Ul.  376;  Roosevelt  v.  Qodard, 
62  Barb.  533;  Parsons  v.  Bedford,  3  Pet 
433,  7  L.  ed.  732;  Grenada  County  Supers. 
y.  Brogden,  112  U.  8.  261,  sub  nom,  Gren- 
ada County  Supers,  r.  Brown,  28  L.  ed.  704, 
6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  126. 

The  courts  nave  nothing  to  do  with  the 
policy,  expediency,  or  propriety  of  the  acts 
of  the  legislature. 

Angle  v.  Chicago,  Bt,  P.  M,  d  0,  R,  Co. 
161  U.  S.  1,  38  L.  ed.  66,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
240;  Merchants*  Union  Barb  Wire  Co,  r. 
Brown,  64  Iowa,  275,  20  N.  W.  434;  People 
ex  rel,  Hayden  v.  Rochester,  50  N.  Y.  526; 
Sears  v.  Cottrell,  6  Mich.  251 ;  People  ex  rel. 
Wood  v.  Draper,  15  N.  Y.  532 ;  Citizens'  Sao, 
d  L,  Asso,  V.  Topeka,  20  Wall.  655,  22  L.  ed. 
455;  Ham  v.  M'CUiws,  1  Bay,  93;  People  ex 
rel.  Detroit  d  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Salem  Twp, 
Board,  20  Mich.  452,  4  Am.  Rep.  400;  Shar^ 
less  V.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  147,  69  Am.  Dec. 
759;  Adler  v.  Whitbeck,  44  Ohio  St.  662,  9 
N.  E.  672;  Morgan  v.  Nolte,  37  Ohio  St  23, 
41  Am.  Rep.  485 ;  Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch, 
87,  3  L.  ed.  162;  Hedderich  v.  State,  101 
Ind.  564,  51  Am.  Rep.  768;  McComas  t. 
Krug,  81  Ind.  327,  42  Am.  Kep.  135;  Robin- 
son V.  Schenck,  102  Ind.  319;  Darlington  r. 
New  York,  31  N.  Y.  189,  68  Am.  Dec.  248. 

Messrs.  P.  H.  Kaiser  and  F.  lu  Taf t,  for 
Cuyahoga  County,  defendant  in  error : 

This  statute  is  void  because  the  language 
employed  therein  is  so  indefinite  that  the  in- 
tent of  the  legislature  is  not  ascertainable, 
and  therefore  the  enforcement  of  the  statute 
is  impossible. 

Bond  V.  Swearingcn,  1  Ohio,  395;  State 
ex  rel.  Long  v.  Brinkman,  7  Ohio  C.  C.  166. 

This  statute  opens  a  wide  door  for  the  per- 
petration of  frauds  upon  the  counties  of  this 
state,  and  is  therefore  against  public  pol- 
icy and  void. 

This  statute  takes  private  property,  and 
makes  it  subservient  to  private  welfare. 

Weismer  r.  Douglas,  64  N.  Y.  99,  21  Am. 
Rep.  586. 

Legislative  power  cannot  be  delegated. 

Cincinnati,  W,  d  Z.  R.  Co,  v.  Clinton 
County  Comrs.  1  Ohio  St.  77. 

At  common  law  a  county  cannot  be  held 
liable  for  the  negligence  or  other  wrongful 
acts  of  its  officers. 

Hamilton  Ccunty  Comrs,  v.  Mighels,  7 
Ohio  St  110. 

A  liability  imposed  upon  the  county  is  a 
liability  imposed  upon  the  state  itself;  and, 
if  the  liability  is  imposed  upon  the  state, 
then  the  stete,  and  not  the  arm  which  the 
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state  thrusts  out  into  a  particular  locality, 
should  bo  taxed  to  meet  that  liability. 

Cinoinnati,  W.  do  Z,  R.  Co.  y.  Clinton 
County  Comra.  1  Ohio  St.  89;  Western  Col- 
lege of  HomeopathiQ  Medicine  v.  Cleveland, 
12  Ohio  St  377. 

Davis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

These  cases  require  a  decision  of  the  ques- 
tion whether  "An  Act  for  the  Suppression 
of  Mob  Violence,"  passed  April  10,  1896  (92 
Ohio  Laws,  p.  136),  is  constitutional.  It 
is  argued  that  the  provisions  of  this  statute 
contravene  article  1  of  the  14th  Amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
and  are  also  repugnant  to  the  Constitution 
of  Ohio,  because  they  violate  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury,  because  they  authorize  the 
taking  of  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  because  tney  are  a  violation  of  private 
rights  of  property,  because  they  are  an  exer- 
cise of  judicial  functions  by  the  legislature, 
and  because  the  object  and  purposes  of  the 
statute  are  not  within  the  taxing  power. 

In  the  ardor  of  attack,  it  seems  to  have 
been  overlooked  that  the  Constitution  ex- 
tends its  protection  over  individuals,  as  well 
as  counties  and  municipal  corporations. 
Even  a  criminal  has  some  rights  which  can- 
not be  forfeited.  Every  person  who  is  ac- 
cused of  crime  is  guaranteed  a  fair  trial, 
and  he  cannot  be  deprived  of  life  or  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law.  The  faith  of 
the  body  politic  is  pledged  to  make  good  the 
constitutional  guaranties  to  the  individual. 
To  the  counties  and  municipal  corporations 
are  delegated,  in  large  measure,  the  duties 
of  local  administration.  Within  their  juris- 
diction they  stand  in  the  place  of  the  state, 
in  enforcing  the  laws,  and  in  protecting  the 
life,  the  liberty,  and  the  property  of  the  cit- 
izen. If  a  large  number  of  the  people  of 
any  county  become  imbued  with  the  lynch- 
ing spirit,  or  negligent  and  indifferent  to 
the  due  and  orderly  enforcement  of  the  laws, 
so  that  lawless  men  may  act  with  impunity, 
then  there  is  no  course  for  the  state  to  take, 
other  than  to  intervene  and  directly  protect 
the  individual,  as  well  as  to  enforce  upon 
the  community  the  observance  of  good  or- 
<[er.  The  power  of  the  state  to  do  this  can- 
not well  be  questioned.  What  is  known  as 
the  "police  power"  is  based  on  the  public 
safety,  the  public  health  and  morals,  and 
the  general  welfare,  and  it  is  therefore  as 
broad  as  these  conditions  may  require.  In 
this  respect,  as  in  other  respects,  the  power 
of  the  lejrislative  branch  of  the  state  govern- 
ment is  plenary,  except  as  it  may  be  specifi- 
•cally  and  clearly  limited  in  the  Constitution. 
Within  these  limitations  the  legislature  may 
prescribe  such  laws,  sanctioned  by  fines,  pen- 
alties, forfeitures,  or  damages  as  will  en- 
force the  observance  of  the  peace  and  dig- 
nity of  the  state,  and  compensate  the  injured 
party;  for,  unfortunately,  the  public  con- 
science is  oftentimes  more  easily  quickened 
in  this  way  than  by  teaching  and  persuasion. 
Now,  as  to  the  alleged  violation  of  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury,  it  may  well  be  doubt- 


any  such  absolute  rSght  of  trial  by  jury  that 
they  mav  complain  of  its  infringement  by 
the  l^islature.  They  are  creatures  of  con- 
stitutional and  legislative  enactment.  They 
have  only  such  powers  and  privileges  as  are 
given  them,  and  these  powers  and  privileges 
may,  in  general,  be  modified  or  taken  away. 
But  cases  like  these  need  not  be  disposed 
of  on  that  ground.  The  contention  is  that 
the  statute  deprives  the  defendant  of  the 
right  to  have  the  amount  to  be  paid  assessed 
by  a  jury  as  damages.  A  county  or  munici- 
pality can  no  more  complain  of  this  statute 
as  an  infringement  upon  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury  than  the  man  who  has  been  tried  by 
a  jury  and  found  guilty  of  a  crime  can  com- 

Slain  that  the  law  under  which  he  is  tried 
oes  not  provide  that  the  jury  shall  assess 
the  amount  of  his  fine  or  adjudge  the  extent 
of  his  imprisonment.  The  primary  purpose 
of  the  legislature  was  punishment  and  cor- 
rection. The  expressed  object  of  the  law  is 
"the  suppression  of  mob  violence."  That  the 
legislature  might,  in  the  exercise  of  the  po- 
lice power,  fix  the  amount  of  a  penalty  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  jury,  was  long  ago 
decided  by  this  court  in  Cincinnati,  8.  d  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Cook,  37  Ohio  St.  265.  And,  this 
being  so,  it  is  of  no  concern  to  the  party  pay- 
ing the  penalty  to  whom  the  state,  in  its  sov- 
ereignty, may  pay  it.  It  may  well,  as  un- 
der this  statute,  turn  the  money  over  to 
those  who  suffer  by  the  act  of  lynching.  In 
this  respect  it  makes  no  difference  whether 
in  the  statute  it  be  called  penalty,  or  com- 
pensation, or  damages.  Nor  does  it  alter 
the  case  that  the  amount  is  fixedr-that  is, 
determined — ^by  the  statute,  as  in  this  case, 
or  that  it  is  to  be  found  by  a  jury.  Nor  yet 
does  it  matter  that  it  is  declared  to  be  "for 
the  suppression  of  mob  violence,"  as  in  this 
case,  or  "for  compensating  parties  whose 
property  may  be  destroyed  in  consequence  of 
mobs  or  riots,"  as  in  the  statute  which  was 
upheld  in  Darlington  v.  New  York,  31  N.  Y. 
187,  88  Am.  Dec.  248;  because  the  imposi- 
tion of  any  amount  by  authority  of  the  state 
is,  in  either  case,  essentially  penal  and  cor- 
rective in  its  nature.  The  party  paying  the 
money  so  recovered — that  is,  as  a  penalty- 
has  no  right  to  complain  that  the  sovereign 
pays  it  over  to  the  person  injured,  or  pays 
it  for  the  benefit  of  the  minor  children  of' a 
person  suffering  death  by  lynching,  or  to  the 
next  of  kin  of  such  person ;  nor  that  the  sov- 
ereign provides  that  "such  recovery  shall  not 
be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  estate  of  the 
person  lynched,  nor  be  subject  to  any  of  his 
liabilities."  Nor  is  it  a  matter  which  can 
be  put  in  issue  for  trial  by  jury;  for  the 
legislature  does  not  authorize  nor  attempt  a 
compensation  of  the  injury  according  to  the 
measure  of  the  injury,  to  be  settled  on  an 
inquiry  of  damages. 

We  have  dwelt  on  this  phase  of  the  law 
more  than  we  have  thought  necessary,  be- 
cause it  is  the  source  of  the  main  contention 
in  these  cases.  We  shall  very  briefly  advert 
to  the  remaining  questions  presented  for  our 
consideration. 

In  the  nature  of  things,  the  limitations  of 


ed  whether  counties  and  municipalities  have  the  taxing  power  are  not  ordinarily,  nor  nec- 
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easarily,  lixnitations  on  the  police  power; 
but  the  matter  is  set  at  rest  for  the  cases  at 
bar  by  the  Constitution  itself,  which  pro- 
vides as  follows:  "The  commissioners  of 
counties,  the  trustees  of  townships,  and  sim- 
ilar boards,  shall  have  such  power  of  local 
taxation,  for  police  purposes,  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  law."  Const,  art.  10,  §  7.  This 
<K>urt  held  in  Seaaiona  v.  Crunkilton,  20 
Ohio  St.  349,  358,  that  when  local  taxation 
is  exercised  for  purposes  which  are  demand- 
«d  by,  or  are  conducive  to,  public  health, 
convenience,  or  welfare,  it  is  within  the  con- 
stitutional meaning  of  "police  purposes." 

From  what  has  been  said,  it  will  appear 
that  this  statute  does  not  authorize  nor  at- 
tempt the  taking  of  private  property  for  a 
private  use,  nor  even  the  taking  of  private 
property  for  a  public  use,  in  the  exercise  of 
the  right  of  eminent  domain.  It  authorizes 
the  recovery  of  a  penalty  against  the  coun- 
ty, and  authorizes  an  order  to  be  made  on 
the  commissioners  of  the  county,  to  include 
the  same  in  the  next  succeeding  tax  levy. 
This,  as  we  have  seen,  the  legislature  has 
power  to  enact,  under  the  general  police 
power,  the  general  taxing  power,  and  {  7, 
Art.  10,  of  the  Constitution.  Hence  S  10, 
Art.  1,  of  the  Constitution  does  not  apply. 

Again,  this  legislation  is  not  an  exercise 
•of  judicial  power;  because  it  does  not  ad- 
judicate any  transaction,  case,  or  controver- 
sy which  arose  before  its  enactment,  and  of 
which  the  judicial  tribunals  might  have 
been  cognizant.  It  provides  what  shall  be 
the  law,  binding  upon  the  judicial  depart- 
ment, after  its  enactment,  and  is  not,  in  any 
-sense,  a  trespass  upon  the  province  of  the 
•courts. 

Having  disposed  of  the  foregoing  objec- 
tions to  the  statute,  we  assume  that  the  con- 
tention that  it  provides  for  the  taking  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law  is  al- 
ready sufficiently  answered.  Many  other 
^estions  have  been  raised  and  discussed. 
They  are  all  such  as  might  well  have  been 
addressed  to  the  legislature,  but  they  cannot 
be  considered  here.  We  conclude  that  the 
act  is  constitutional. 

On  the  trial  of  the  case  of  "Church, 
Adm'r,  etc.,  against  the  Commissioners  of 
Champaign  Coimty,"  in  the  common  pleas 
court,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  in  sub- 
stance, that  if  the  collection  of  persons  who 
lynched  Mitchell  had  assembled  without  any 
unlawful  purpose,  and  afterwards  com- 
mitted the  acts  of  violence  which  resulted  in 
the  death  of  Mitchell,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover,  and  the  verdict  should  be  for  the 
defendant.  The  court  afterwards  made  an 
•explanation  of  this  instruction,  but  the  ex- 
planation did  not  explain,  especially  since 
the  court  instructed  the  jury  that  such  un- 
lawful purpose  or  design  may  be  formed 
-either  before  or  at  the  time  of  assembling, 
"or  it  may  be  formed  with  the  agreement  of 
mutual  assistance  after  they  have  assem- 
bled," and  that  "no  formal  or  express  agree- 
ment need  be  proved  to  establish  such  unlaw- 
ful purpose,  but  it  may  be  inferred  from  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  proved  in  the 
case,  and  its  existence  and  the  time  of  its 
48  L.  R.  A. 


formation  are  questions  of  fact  for  the 
jury."  And  the  court  not  only  refused  to 
instruct  the  jury,  as  requested  by  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  fact  that  Mitchell  was  lynched 
was  evidence  that  the  individuals  who 
lynched  him  intended  to  lynch  him,  but  in- 
stead the  court  charged  the  jury  that  the 
lynching  of  Mitchell  might  be  considered  as 
evidence  of  the  unlawful  intent,  and  also 
charged  that  such  lynching  did  not  raise  a 
presumption  of  law  that  they  assembled  with 
that  intent.  The  charge,  when  all  taken  to- 
gether, seems,  very  plainly,  to  have  told  the 
jur^r  that,  if  the  crowd  came  together  with 
an  -innocent  purpose,  and  afterwards  lynched 
Mitchell,  they  would  not  be  a  mob  unless 
they  had  specifically  agreed  to  be  a  mob  aft- 
er they  had  assembled.  This  charge  is  not 
merely  seriously  misleading.  It  is  errone- 
ous. It  is  an  ancient  doctrine  in  the  crim- 
inal law,  as  old  as  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown, 
at  least,  that,  although  the  assembly  was 
lawful,  the  persons  assembled  might  unite 
in  unlawful  conduct  and  thus  become  riot- 
ers. 

In  "Caldwell  against  the  Commissioners 
of  Cuyahoga  County,"  a  demurrer  to  the  pe- 
tition was  sustained  in  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  and  the  petition  was  dismissed.  This 
judgment  was  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court. 
Besides  the  constitutional  objections  which 
we  have  already  considered,  the  counsel  for 
the  commissioners  urge  that  the  petition  is 
defective,  because  the  plaintiff  therein  avers 
that  he  was  struck  by  "a  heavy  glass  insula- 
tor thrown  at  him  by  one  of  the  mob,"  and 
was  "shot  through  the  leg  with  a  leaden 
bullet,  fired  from  a  revolver  in  the  hands  of 
some  of  the  mob."  It  is  argued  that  as  the 
shooting  was  done  by  a  pistol  in  the  hands 
of  one  person,  and  as  the  glass  insulator  was 
thrown  by  one  person,  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  specific  acts  which  occasioned  the 
plaintiff's  injuries  were  the  acts  of  a  "collec- 
tion of  individuals"  or  a  "mob."  We  do 
not  think  that  there  is  much  force  in  this  ar- 
gument. It  is  clearly  alleged  in  the  petition 
that  the  plaintiff  and  his  fellow  workmen 
were  assaulted  by  a  collection  of  individuals, 
who  had  assembled  for  an  unlawful  purpose, 
and  tried  to  exercise  correctional  power  over 
the  plaintiff  and  his  fellows,  without  any 
auinority  of  law,  and  that  thus  and  thereby 
the  plaintiff  suffered  a  lynching  at  the  hands 
of  said  mob.  The  petition  contains  a  suffi- 
cient statement  of  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  county,  under  the  statute  in  question, 
and  the  details  which  are  set  forth  in  the  pe- 
tition are  not  inconsistent  with  the  more 
general  averments  contained  therein.  The 
demurrer  should  have  been  overruled.  We 
have  carefully  considered  all  of  the  argu- 
ments and  authorities  which  counsel  have 
submitted,  and  we  are  thoroughly  satisfied 
with  the  foregoing  conclusions. 

In  "Commissionera  (igainat  Church,  Adm'r 
of  Mitchell"  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court  ia  affirmed. 

In  "Caldwell  againat  Commiaaionera*'  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  and  the  judg^ 
tn^nt  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleaa  are  re- 
veraed. 
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*1.  IVh^n  pasiieiiKers  In  tite  passenger 
cnr»  of  a  railroad  ha-re  earried  vrltlt 
them  Into  iinch  ears,  and  ^ritb  tbem 
npon    their  Jonmey,  •mall   paelcaires 

of  merchaDdlse,  In  derogation  of  the  com- 
mon-law contract  of  carriage,  the  usage  or 
practice  to  do  so,  in  order  that  the  paasen- 
gers  may  rely  upon  it  as  a  regulation  of  the 
railroad  company  that  such  packages  can  be  so 
carried,  must  be  so  general,  certain,  uniform, 
and  notorious,  and  It  must  be  so  clearly 
proved,  that  it  can  be  concluded  that  the  of- 
ficers and  agents  of  such  company  possessed 
knowledge  of  such  usage,  and  acquiesced 
therein,  in  such  manner  that  it  became  a 
part  of  the  contract  of  carriage. 

S.  The  proof  of  snch  nsaire  mast  not 
only  be  elear  and  explicit*  but  it  also 
must  be  distinguished  from  mere  acts  of  ac- 
commodation. The  mere  fact  that  such  acts 
of  accommodation  have  been  constantly  per- 
mitted by  the  servants  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany, not  in  obedience  to  duty  or  contract, 
but  as  a  matter  of  form  and  indulgence,  can- 
not compel  their  continuance.  Such  mere  ac- 
commodation can  be  discontinued  at  any 
time. 

V.  A  habit  of  one  particular  passenger 
to  carry  such  package  of  merchandise  Into 
the  passenger  cars,  and  with  him  on  his 
Journey,  will  not  constitute  the  usage  or 
practice  which  can  be  relied  on  by  passengers 
as  a  general  regulation  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany. 

4.  The  proof  of  nsanre  invoIv«s  questions 
both  of  law  and  fact.  It  Is  a  question  of  law 
what  is  a  sufficient  usage  to  bind  parties. 
The  usage  must  be  strictly  proved  and  con- 
strued :  and  when  the  facts  are  undisputed  it 
becomes  a  question  of  law-  whether  such 
usage  has  been  established,  and  Its  binding 
force  upon  the  parties.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, it  cannot  be  left  to  the  Jury  to  de- 
termine whether  the  usage  existed,  or  what 
operation  or  foroe  must  be  given  to  It. 

5.  When  the  facts  and  cl reams tances 
are  nndlspnted  by  which  a  custom  or 
usage  is  sought  to  be  established,  and  they 
are  such  that  but  one  legitimate  reasonable 
conclusion  or  Inference  can  be  drawn,  it  be- 
comes a  question  of  law,  for  the  court  to  de- 
termine, whether  such  usage  has  been  proved 
or  not. 

6.  Ilnaerei  Can  the  habit  of  a  slnarle 
passenarer  to  carry  sntall  paclcaffes 
of  merchandise  with  him  into  the  passenger 
car  of  a  railroad  company,  and  with  him  on 
his  Journey,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  serv- 
ants of  the  company  In  charge  of  such  cars, 
estop  the  company  from  examination  of  such 
merchandise  in  order  to  ascertain  the  con- 
tents, to  Justify  his  exclusion,  without  rea- 

•Headnotes  by  Lippincott^  J. 


NoTB — ^As  to  right  of  a  passenger  to  carry 
packages  Into  a  car,  see  also  Bullock  v.  Dela- 
ware, L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  J.)  37  L.  R.  A.  417  ; 
and  prior  decision  In  the  present  case  In  48 
L.  R.  A.  284. 
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sonabI«   notice  to   him   to  discontinue  sucb 
habit? 

(November  22."  1899.)       • 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Unioa 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  refusal  to  permit  plaintiff  aa 
a  passenger  to  carry  packages  onto  defend- 
ant's train.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Corbin  ft  Corbla  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs.  MoCarter,  Williamsoa,  ft  Me» 
Carter  for  defendant  in  error. 

liippinoott,  J.J  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  the  same  case,  in  a  different  form, 
as  reported  in  the  court  of  errors  and  ap- 
peals in  61  N.  J.  L.  537,  43  L.  R.  A.  284,  41 
Atl.  367.  The  facts,  up  to  a  certain  point,  are 
the  same  as  set  forth  in  the  opinion  in  that 
case.  In  that  case  the  judgment  of  nonsuit 
was  reversed  because  of  an  erroneous  rejec- 
tion of  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff  on 
the  trial  thereof,  tending  to  show,  or  intro- 
ductory to  the  proof  of,  a  custom,  usage,  or 
Sractice  on  <^e  part  of  the  passengers  of  the 
efendant  company  to  carry  packages  of  mer- 
chandise with  them  into  cars«  to  be  trans- 
ported with  them  on  the  journey,  and  to 
show  that  the  company,  with  knowledge  of 
the  custom,  usage,  or  practice,  had  acquiesced 
in  it,  and  that  thereby  arose  a  regulation  of 
the  company  that  such  packages  might  be 
carried  as  personal  baggage.  The  plaintiff 
in  this  case  had  purchased  a  ticket  from 
New  York  to  Elizabeth,  on  a  passenger  train 
between  those  places,  and  attempted  to  en- 
ter the  car  of  the  defendant  to  go  to  Eliza- 
beth. He  then  had  with  him  a  small  satch- 
el, containing  sundry  articles  of  use,  and, 
besides,  in  his  arms  and  hands,  a  10-pound 
package  of  nails  and  a  letter  file,  which  he 
had  purchased  in  the  city  of  New  York.  The 
agents  of  the  defendant  company  refused  to 
allow  him  to  enter  the  car  with  the  package 
of  nails  and  letter  file.  He  insisted  upon 
entering  the  car  with  these  packages.  He 
was  prevented  from  doing  so,  and  he  event- 
ually took  his  passage  toElizabetii  on  a  train 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad,  and  he  now 
sues  to  recover  damages  of  the  defendant 
company  because  of  his  exclusion  from  the 
cars  of  that  company.  He  recovered  a  ver- 
dict against  the  company,  upon  which  judg- 
ment has  been  entered,  and  the  cause  is  now 
under  review  upon  writ  of  error  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  defendant.  The  court  of  errors 
and  appeals,  in  its  opinion  (61  N.  J.  L.  537. 
43  L.  R.  A.  284,  41  Atl.  367),  held  that  the 
ticket  of  the  plaintiff,  which  he  had  pur- 
chased for  his  passage,  was  but  a  token  of 
his  right  to  transportation,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  passenger,  with  all  his  com- 
mon-law  rights,  and  that  at  common  law  'Hie 
was  entitled  to  take  with  him  for  use  his  per- 
sonal baggage  appropriate  to  the  journey 
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and  its  object, — ^that  is,  not  only  wearing  ap- 
parel for  use  and  ornament,  but  also,  other 
articles,  all  within  reasonable  limit,  the  use 
of  which  was  personal  to  him  during  his 
journey,  and  in  accomplishing  its  purposes." 
The  package  of  nails  and  the  fetter  file  in  the 
hands  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  which  is  the  same  in  this  respect  in 
the  former  case,  were  held  in  no  wise  to  be- 
long to  the  class  of  articles  which  he  had  the 
right  to  carry  with  him  at  common-law,  as 
they  plainly  were  not  for  the  personal  use  of 
the  plaintiff  upon  the  journey,  or  in  accomp- 
lishing its  purpose.  But  the  court,  in  treat- 
ing of  the  offer  of  evidence  which  was  erro- 
neously excluded,  said  that  "if  the  defendant 
company  had,  previous  to  the  denial  of  ad- 
mission of  the  plaintiff  to  their  cars  com- 
plained of,  for  a  long  time  acquiesced  in,  and 
made  accommodation  for,  the  carriage  of 
small  packages  of  merchandise  of  its  pas- 
sengers as  personal  baggage  so  as  to  lead 
them  to  accept  and  rely  upon  its  attitude  in 
that  respect  as  one  of  its  regulations,  that 
it  could  resume  its  rights  under  the  law 
only  after  reasonable  notice  of  its  rescission 
of  the  regulation  so  made.  It  could  not  sud- 
denly enforce  the  right  resumed  against  pas- 
sengers who  were  in  good  faith  traveling  in 
reliance  upon  the  previous  regulation,  with- 
out reasonable  notice,  and  ignorant  of,  and 
unprepared  for,  any  change  in  it.  We  think 
that  the  questions  asked  were  admissible  as 
a  step  in  the  plaintiff's  proofs,  and  were 
wrongfully  overruled,  and  for  that  reason 
that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed." 
Therefore  the  present  case  must  be  governed 
by  this  principle  enunciated  by  the  court  of 
errors  and  appeals,  that  a  custom,  usage,  or 
practice  of  passengers  to  carry  small  pack- 
ages with  them  on  the  passenger  cars,  ac- 
quiesced in  by  a  railroad  company,  embodies 
or  ingrafts  itself  into  the  contract  of  car- 
riage of  the  passenger  as  a  regulation  of  the 
company,  and  can  only  be  segregated  from 
such  contract  by  reasonable  notice  of  the  re- 
scission of  such  regulation,  or  reasonable  no- 
tice of  the  resumption  of  the  common-law 
contract  of  carriage.  This  must  be  consid- 
ered settled  in  this  state,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  questions  which  were  pro- 
posed and  excluded  on  the  former  trial  were 
admissible,  as  it  seems  to  me,  upon  an  en- 
tirely different  ground  than  that  they  tended 
to  prove  a  custom  or  usage.  It  will  be  no- 
ticed that  the  whole  stress  of  the  decision  in 
the  former  case  was  placed  upon  the  fact 
that  the  usage  or  custom  was  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  gave  the  passenger  a  right  to  rely  on 
it  as  a  regulation  which  for  the  time  being 
became  a  part  of  the  contract  of  carriage. 

In  the  case  auh  judice,  an  attempt  was 
made  on  the  trial,  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  establish  a  custom,  usage,  or  practice  of 
passengers  on  this  railroad  to  carry  packages 
of  merchandise  into  the  cars  with  them  on 
their  journeys,  and  that  provision  had  been 
made  by  the  company  for  the  carriage  of 
fluch  packages  in  this  manner,  and  to  accom- 
modate the  passengers  in  the  exercise  of  this 
custom  and  usage,  and  Uiat,  by  reason  of 
these  facts,  the  defendant  company  had  ac- 
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quiesced  in  such  custom  or  usage,  and  that 
upon  its  attitude  in  this  respect  the  plain- 
tiff had  the  right  to  rely,  as  one  of  its  regu- 
lations, without  notice  of  its  discontinuance 
or  rescission.  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  re- 
lies entirely  upon  the  establishment  of  a  pre- 
vious custom,  usase,  or  practice  of  passen- 
gers to  carry  small  packages  of  merchandise 
with  them  into  the  cars  and  on  the  journey. 
This  is  made  the  basis  of  proof  in  this  case, 
and  it  is  not  claimed  that  a  right  of  recov- 
ery can  stand  upon  any  other  ground. 

After  the  evidence  upon  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  had  closed^  a  motion  to  nonsuit  was 
made  and  refused.  The  first  assignment  of 
error  is  based  upon  an  exception  allowed  to 
this  refusal.  The  consideration  of  this  as- 
signment of  error  requires  an  examination 
into  the  question  whether  the  evidence  is  of 
such  a  character  as  that  it  should  be  sent 
to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  such  a  cus- 
tom, usage,  or  practice  had  been  established, 
or,  in  other  words,  whether  an  implied  reg- 
ulation had  been  established  that  passengers 
could  carry  such  packages  with  tiiem.  In 
the  decision  in  the  court  of  errors  and  ap- 
peals, the  court  was  dealing  with  the  over- 
ruling of  an  offer  of  evidence;  and  nothing 
at  all  was  determined  as  to  the  character  of 
proof  necessary  to  establish  the  implied  reg- 
ulation, or  necessary  to  establish  the  custom 
or  usage  from  which  acquiescence  of  the  rail- 
road company  could  be  concluded,  and  upon 
I  which  the  plaintiff  could  rely  as  a  part  of 
,  his  contract  of  carriage.  It  is  clear  tiiat 
I  such  a  custom  or  usage  is  in  derogation  of 
,  the  contract  at  common  law.  It  is  in  dero- 
I  gation  of  the  common-law  right  of  the  de- 
I  f endant,  and  strips  it  of  a  benefit  of  which  it 
is  possessed  at  common-law.  It  interpolatea 
itself  into  the  contract,  and  therefore  the 
custom,  usage,  or  practice  must  be  strictly 
proved,  the  evidence  adduced  to  prove  it 
must  be  clear ;  it  must  be  strictly  construed ; 
and  great  care  should  be  exercised  in  allow- 
ing a  custom, '  usage,  or  practice  to  ehango 
contracts  either  expressly  entered  into  or  im- 
plied at  common  law.  Southwest  Virginia 
Mineral  Co,  v.  Chase,  95  Va.  50-67,  27  S.  E. 
820;  Metcalf  v.  Weld,  14  Gray,  211;  Thorn- 
ton  v.  Suffolk  Mfg.  Co,  10  Cush.  376;  Law- 
son,  Usages  ft  Customs,  pp.  99-101 ;  27  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  title  Usages  and  Customs^ 
p.  717.  It  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  right 
of  the  company  to  bar  the  plaintiff  with  mer- 
chandise was  clear,  unless  it  be  by  force  of 
some  custom,  usage,  or  practice  otherwise 
clearly  established  against  the  company,  in 
which  they  have  clearly  acquiesced;  and  the 
burden  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  establish  such 
custom,  usage,  or  practice,  and  acquiescence, 
by  a  preponderance  of  proof.  He  is  the  only 
one  who  testified  to  any  facts  in  relation  to 
this  matter,  and  he  commences  by  showing 
that  racks  were  adjusted  to  the  sides  of  the 
car,  near  the  roof  thereof,  and  that  these 
racks  would  hold  such  packages  as  he  was 
carrying,  and  other  similar  packages;  but 
he  himself  testifies  that  they  were  suitable 
for,  and  intended  also  for,  packages  and  ar- 
ticles for  the  personal  use  of  the  passengera 
on  their  journey,  and  to  accomplisn  the  pur« 
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poae  thereof;  and,  therefore,  keeping  in  mind 
the  rule  of  the  common  law  in  re&rence  to 
the  contract  of  carriage,  the  proof  of  the 
fact  that  racks  were  there,  into  which  small 
packages  could  be  placed,  does  not  even  in 
the  slightest  tend  to  show  that  the  railroad 
had  made  provisions  in  this  way  to  carry 
merchandise.  The  presumption  is  the  other 
way,  and  he  testifies  to  nothing  which  over- 
comes it.  It  might  just  as  well  be  insisted 
that  the  floor  of  the  car  between  the  seats 
was  provided  for  this  purpose,  as  well  as 
such  other  unoccupied  spaces  which  could  be 
convenientlv  or  inconveniently  used  for  such 
purpose.  Again,  he  does  not  testify  beyond 
nis  own  use  of  these  racks,  or  any  other  part 
of  the  car,  for  such  packages  of  merchandise. 
It  may  be  well  to  refer  specifically  to  his  evi- 
dence in  this  respect,  and  perhaps  well  to  set 
it  out  in  its  entirety.  His  whole  evidence  is 
as  follows: 

Q.  Have  the  trains  or  cars  that  run  be- 
tween Elizabeth  and  New  York  any  provision 
for  parcels? 

A,  They  have. 

Q.  What  is  it? 

A.  They  have  racks  about  that  long  and 
«bout  that  deep  [witness  illustrating]. 

Q,  You  say,  ** About  that  long."  What  do 
you  mean? 

A .  About  2  feet  6  inches. 

Q.  Where  are  they  generally  located? 

A.  Along  the  upper  side  of  the  car,  just 
above  the  windows;  between  the  windows; 
a  little  higher  than  the  windows. 

Q.  I  think  you  have  already  testified  that 
vou  have  been  accustomed  to  travel  between 
New  York  and  Elizabeth  frequently? 

A.  I  have,  very  often. 

Q,  And  have  you  frequently  carried  par- 
eels  of  this  kind  on  the  cars?  (Here  there 
was  an  objection  to  the  question,  and  allow- 
ance, and  exception.) 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  There  never  had  been  any  objection  to 
your  doing  this? 

A.  Never  before. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  whether  from  your  ob- 
servation and  experience*  prior  to  and  up  to 
and  including  the  30th  day  of  December, 
1896,  pcwsengers  traveling  between  New  York 
and  Elizabeth,  or  other  stations  on  the  New 
York-New  Jersey  Central  Railroad,  were  ac- 
eustomed  to,  and  were  permitted  to,  carry 
packages  ? 

A,  Yes;  four  times  as  big  as  mine.  (Here 
there  was  an  objection  to  the  latter  part  of 
the  answer,  and  the  witness  said,  "I  will  say 
yes,  then/'  and  the  latter  part  of  the  an- 
swer is  stricken  out.) 

Q.  For  how  long  a  time  did  you  observe 
such  a  habit  on  the  part  of  the  Central  Rail- 
road Company,  allowing  this  to  be  done? 

A.  Ever  since  I  have  been  traveling  over 
the  road, — for  about  ten  years. 

On  cross-examination: 

Q,  You  say  you  have  seen  passengers  in 
the  cars  of  the  Central  Railroad  Company 
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for  the  last  ten  years  put  their  parcels  in 
the  racks? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  what  was  in  them, 
except  your  own  parcels? 

A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  have  seen  umbrellas^  hats,  ooats, 
and  cloaks  put  in  the  rack? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  shawls? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  small  handbags? 

A,  xes. 

Q.  Could  you  put  such  a  handbag  aa  you 
have  in  the  racks? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  But  not  very  much  bigger  than  that? 

A.  Oh,  yes;  twice  the  size  of  that. 

Q.  These  racks  are  generally  made  of 
wire? 

A.  Yes;  I  believe  they  are. 

Q,  And  are  lightly  constructed? 

A.  Yes;  I  think  they  are  strong  enough  to 
hold  a  man's  weight. 

Q.  Some  of  them  are  fiat,  and  some  of 
them  round,  are  they  not? 

A.  I  have  seen  fiat  ones. 

Q.  And  they  are  put  up  under  the  roof  of 
the  car,  and  you  have  seen  people  put  paper 
parcels  in  them? 

A.  Yes;  I  have. 

Q.  They  are  the  same  sort  of  racKs  on  the 
Central  Railroad,  substantially,  as  those 
used  on  all  the  roads  ? 

A.  Except  there  are  different  shapes. 

And  on  redirect  examination: 

Q,  Have  you  heard  previous  to  this  of  any 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany to  the  carrying  of  parcels  by  the  pas- 
sengers owning  them? 

A.  No,  sir. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  witness  care- 
fully avoided,  except  so  far  as  his  own  acts 
were  concerned,  testifying  to  or  attempting 
to  identify  any  other  parcels  or  packages  of 
merchandise  which  he  had  seen  other  pas- 
sengers carrying  into  the  cars,  and  he  does 
not  testify  that  he  had  any  knowledge  what 
any  packages  he  had  ever  seen  other  passen- 
gers carry  contained.  Upon  his  evidence  no 
inference  or  conclusion  can  be  drawn,  either 
by  the  court  or  by  a  jury,  with  any  reason- 
able degree  of  proof,  that  any  packages  car- 
ried by  other  passengers  were  such  in  their 
character  as  were  at  all  prohibited  the  pas- 
senger in  the  exercise  of  his  common-law 
right.  For  aught  that  appears  in  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  they  may  have  been  pack- 
ages of  articles  intended  for  personal  use  on 
the  journey,  or  to  accomplish  the  object 
thereof.  So  far  as  the  establishment  of  a 
custom  is  concerned,  the  evidence  entirely 
fails  to  establish  it.  It  is  but  necessary  to 
consider  fundamentally  the  necessary  requi- 
sites of  a  legal  custom  controlling  a  con- 
tract, to  determine  that  none  of  its  elementa 
exist  in  this  case.  Whatever  the  practice 
or  usage  contained  in  the  evidence,  it  did  not 
atttain  the  force  and  effect  of  what  is  known 
as  a  "legal  custom,"  which  ingrafts  itseli 
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hito  a  oontract^  and  oontrola  the  rights  of 
the  parties  thereto.  If  it  is  undertaken  to 
distinguish  between  what  is  known  as  a  "le- 
gal custom"  and  what  is  known  as  a  "usa^e" 
or  "practice,"  the  same  difficulty  in  relation 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  arises.  The 
plaintiff  relies  upon  a  general  usage  or  a 
^neral  practice  to  establish  the  attitude  and 
acquiescence  of  the  defendant  company,  upon 
'which  he  must  rely  in  or(\er  to  sustain  his 
riffht  to  carry  this  package  of  merchandise 
with  him.  If  he  fails  in  this  proof,  he  fails 
in  this  action,  because  the  case  was  tried  up- 
on tiie  idea  that  acquiescence  in  a  general 
usage  or  practice  implied  a  general  regula- 
tion which  controlled  the  rights  of  the  com- 
pany in  respect  to  all  other  passengers  as 
well  as  to  himself.  The  plaintiff  was  bound 
to  establish  such  a  general  usage  or  practice 
fay  a  preponderance  of  proof,  in  order  to  suc- 
ceed in  a  recovery.  The  question  is  whether 
lie  has  presented  such  facts — such  evidence — 
as  warranted  the  trial  court  in  submitting 
the  case  to  the  jury,  to  ascertain  whether  the 
usage  or  practice  required  had  been  estab- 
lished. It  is  remembered  in  this  connection 
that  the  rule  is  that,  where  the  question  is 
one  of  fair  dispute,  the  jury  must  determine 
it.  The  conclusion  has  been  reached  that 
the  proof  of  the  usage  or  practice  is  not  such 
that  under  the  rules  of  law  the  question  of 
its  existence  oould  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 
His  evidence  is  not  at.  all  supplemented  by 
other  evidence,  either  positive  or  circum- 
stantial. There  does  not  appear  in  the  case 
any  evidence  touching  the  existence  of  such 
a  general  usage,  either  so  general  that  the 
acquiescence  of  the  defendant  oould  be  pre- 
sumed, nor  any  facts  of  acquiescence  on  the 
part  of  its  officers,  agents,  or  servants,  and 
nothing  to  show  any  actual  knowledge  on 
their  part.  Of  this  class  of  evidence  the  case 
is  entirely  barren.  There  are  no  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances which  would  in  the  slightest  tend 
to  show  any  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  company  or  its  agents.  Such  evi- 
dence is  quite  material  when  the  establish- 
ment of  a  usage  is  insisted  upon.  His  tes- 
timony shows  that  he  was  not  a  frequent 
passenger.  Sometimes  he  would  go  once  a 
week,  sometimes  twice  a  week,  and  some- 
times not  for  a  month  at  a  time ;  and  he  tes- 
tifies to  no  acts,  save  his  own,  which  have  in 
the  slightest  any  tendency  to  establish  a 
usage.  Whatever  the  facts  may  be,  the  evi- 
dence is  barren  of  any  which  were  not  of  his 
own  creation;  and  he  admits  that  he  is  ig- 
norant of  any  facts  which  go  to  prove  that 
anyone  but  himself  ever  carried  any  pack- 
ages of  merchandise  in  the  passenger  cars  of 
the  defendant  company,  and,  so  far  as  any 
express  knowledge  or  acquiescence  is  con- 
<»rned,  the  case  is  entirely  silent.  His  own 
evidence  is  devoid  of  facts  which  even  tend 
to  exhibit  the  usage  insisted  upon,  and  an 
examination  of  his  evidence  shows  that  it 
relates  to  his  own  acts  exclusively.  They 
•do  not  establish  the  usage  or  practice  upon 
which  he  could  rely,  alike  with  other  passen- 
gers, as  establishing  a  regulation  alike  ap- 
plicable to  all.  Whether  there  had  existed 
in  his  own  conduct  theretofore  as  a  passen- 
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ffer  such  a  practice  or  usage,  applicable  to 
him  alone,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  com- 
pany or  its  servants  regulating  such  matters, 
as  would  estop  the  company  from  objecting 
to  his  carriage  of  these  packages,  and  from 
excluding  him  from  the  cars  with  such  pack- 
ages, until  after  reasonable  notice  to  him  to 
discontinue  such  practice,  is  not  the  ques- 
tion at  all,  and  no  opinion  is  intended  to  be 
expressed  upon  that  subject.  Neither  is  it 
intended  to  express  any  opinion  upon  the 
question  of  whether  such  a  usage  had  grown 
up  of  allowing  the  carrying  of  packages  with- 
out requiring  passengers  to  disclose  whether 
they  contained  such  articles  as  were  pro- 
hibited by  the  ordinary  oommon-law  con- 
tract of  carriage,  and  thus  the  defendant  be 
prevented  from  excluding  the  passenger  re- 
fusing to  BO  disclose  until  reasonable  notice 
of  the  rescission  of  such  custom.  These  ara 
not  the  questions  raised  or  discussed,  nor 
were  such  usages  insisted  upon  as  a  right  of 
recovery.  The  insistment  was  that  a  gen- 
eral usage  had  been  established  which  im- 
plied acouiescence  by  the  defendant  com- 
pany, ana  which  gave  rise  to  a  general  reg- 
ulation, alike  applicable  to  all  passengers, 
to  allow  the  carriage  of  packages  of  mer- 
chandise with  them  on  their  journey  on  the 
passenger  cars.  The  usage,  to  be  made  a 
part  of  this  contract  of  carriage,  must  be  es- 
tablished by  plain  and  explicit  evidence. 
Steioard  v.  Scudder,  24  N.  J.  L.  96-101.  In 
the  case  of  The  Reeside,  2  Sumn.  567,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  11,657,  Justice  Story  says:  "I  own 
myself  no  friend  to  the  almost  indiscrimi- 
nate habit  of  late  years  of  setting  up  partic- 
ular usages  or  customs  in  almost  all  kinds 
of  business  and  trade  to  control,  vary,  or 
annul  the  general  liabilities  of  parties  under 
the  common  law,  as  well  as  under  the  com- 
mercial law.  It  has  long  appeared  to  me 
that  there  is  no  small  danger  in  admitting 
such  loose  and  inconclusive  usage  or  cus- 
toms, often  unknown  to  particular  parties, 
and  always  liable  to  great  misunderstand- 
ings and  misinterpretations  and  abuses,  to 
outweigh  the  well-known  and  well-settled 
principles  of  law.  And  I  rejoice  to  find  that 
of  late  years  the  courts  of  law,  both  in  Eng- 
land and  America,  have  been  disposed  to  nar- 
row the  llmite  of  the  operation  of  such 
usages  and  customs,  and  to  discountenance 
any  further  extension  of  them."  In  Wood 
V.  Wood,  1  Car.  &  P.  69,  it  was  held  that  a 
usage,  to  be  binding,  must  be  certain,  uni- 
form, and  notorious^  so  that  it  must  have 
be^n  known  to  the  parties.  Bewell  v.  Corp, 
1  Car.  &  P.  392 ;  Steward  v.  Scudder,  24  N. 
J.  L.  101.  Usage  cannot  be  proved  by  iso- 
lated instances,  but  must  be  so  certain,  uni- 
form, and  notorious  that  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  understood  by  the  par- 
ties as  entering  into  and  constituting  a  part 
of  the  contract.  Cope  v.  Dodd,  13  Pa.  33; 
Nichols  \\  De  Wolf,  1  R.  I.  277.  The  con- 
tract by  the  common  law  was  just  as  explicit 
in  its  terms  as  if  it  had  been  expressed  in 
writing,  and  the  evidence  of  usage  to  modify 
it  must  show  it  to  be  a  general  one  in  re- 
spect to  the  business  or  matter  in  which  it 
is  invoked.    Barton  v.  MoKehoay,  22  N.  J. 
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L.  166.  Whatever  the  usage  or  practice 
which  will  oontrolj  or  however  long  a  time 
existed,  the  proof  of  it  must  be  clear  and  ex- 

5 licit;  and  it  must  be,  and  is  to  be,  clearly 
istinguisbed  from  mere  acts  of  accommoda- 
tion. Many  things  are  done  in  the  course  of 
trade,  by  way  of  favor,  which  cannot  be  held 
to  constitute  UBage  entering  into  contracts 
of  the  parties.  The  fact  that  such  acts  have 
constantly  been  done,  not  in  obedience  to 
duty  or  contract,  but  as  matter  of  form,  can- 
not compel  their  continuance.  27  Am.  & 
£ng.  Enc.  Law,  title  Usages  and  Customs,  p. 
717,  and  cases  cited;  Citizens*  Bank  v.  Graf- 
flin,  31  Md.  507,  1  Am.  Rep.  66;  Metoalf  v. 
Weld,  14  Gray,  210.  A  habit  of  particular 
person  or  persons  does  not  of  itself  consti- 
tute usage.  Ibid.  And  they  are  to  be  strictly 
construed.  Ibid.  They  must  be  of  such  gen- 
erality and  publicity  in  the  line  of  business 
that  the  parties  sought  to  be  held  would  be 
presumed  to  have  knowledge  and  acquies* 
cence. 

Proof  of  usage  involves  questions  both  of 
law  and  fact,  it  is  a  question  of  law  what 
is  sufficient  usage  to  bind  the  parties;  that 
is  to  say,  for  how  long  a  time,  at  what  places, 
and  with  what  degree  of  uniformity  it  must 
have  been  observed.  If  the  facts  be  dis- 
puted, then  they  become  a  matter  for  the 
jury;  but,  being  undisputed,  a  given  state 
of  faicts  beinff  found,  it  becomes  a  question 
of  law,  for  the  court  to  determine,  whether 
such  a  usage  as  claimed  existed,  and  its  bind- 
ing force  upon  the  parties.    Under  such  cit- 


cumstanoes,  it  cannot  be  left  to  the  jury  to 
determine  whether  the  usage  existed,  or 
what  operation  or  force  must  be  given  to  it. 
27  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  732,  and  cases 
cited.  In  this  case  the  facts  as  testified  to 
by  the  plaintiff,  the  only  witness  in  this  re- 
spect>  convince,  beyond  question,  that  no 
usage  existed  on  the  part  of  the  passengers 
to  carry  packages  of  merchandise  with  them 
in  the  cars;  that  is,  such  packages  as  under 
the  common  law  they  had  no  right  to  carry. 
The  facts  testified  to  did  not  constitute  a 
usage  or  practice,  and  were  such  as  thai 
knowledge  could  not  be  inferred  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant's  officers  and  agents  that 
such  packages  were  being  carried  as  a  prac- 
tice by  the  passengers,  or  as  a  usage  by  the 
rissengers.  >io  acquiescence  is  established, 
think  upon  that  subject  the  case  is  barroi 
of  evidence  or  proof.  The  whole  caae  is  be- 
fore the  court,  and  the  evidence  in  behalf  of 
the  defendant  in  no  wise  aids  the  defective 
proof  of  the  plaintiff.  The  elements  of  proof 
in  this  respect  were  entirely  lacking,  and  the 
cause  should  not  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury.  The  motion  to  nonsuit  should  have 
prevailed,  and  for  this  reason  there  must  be 
a  reversal. 

Upon  the  undisputed  independent  proof  of 
the  defendant  in  defense  of  the  action,  se7- 
eral  important  questions  have  been  raised 
and  discussed,  but  they  have  not  been  con- 
sidered. 

The  judgment  v^ust  he  reversed,  and  a 
venire  de  novo  awarded. 
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V. 

FOREST  OIL  COMPANY. 

a94  Pa.  879.) 

A  flTKfl  pump  may  lawfully  be  ased  to  Increase 
the  production  of  an  oil  well,  althoagh  the 
production  of  wells  on  adjoining  property  Is 
thereby  diminished. 

(January  2,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  No.  2,  for  Al- 
legheny County  refusing  to  enjoin  the  use 
of  a  gas  pump  in  an  oil  well  adjacent  to 
complainant's  property.  Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  below  by  Fbazier,  J.,  which  was  as 
follows: 

"The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  for  the 
purpose  of  restraining  the  defendant  by  in- 
junction from  using  what  is  known  as  a  'gas 
pump'  for  pumping  oil  from  one  of  its  wells 


on  the  Boyce  farm,  in  this  county.  From 
the  bill,  answer,  and  testimony  taken  at  the 
trial,  we  find  the  following 'facts:  First 
The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of 
a  tract  of  land  situate  in  Robinson  township, 
this  county,  generally  known  as  the  'W.  H. 
Kelso  Farm,'  bounded  by  lands  of  Tidball, 
Boyce  heirs.  Neely,  Schaffer,  Linton,  Noble 
heirs,  and  McCurdy,  and  containing  about 
126  acres.  That  the  plaintiff  has  drilled  six 
oil  wells  on  said  farm;  two  of  these  wells, 
known  as  *Kelso  Nos.  2  and  3,'  being  located 
251  and  204  feet,  respectively,  from  the 
south  line  of  the  farm.  That  well  No.  2  was 
finished  and  began  producing  oil  in  October, 
1891 :  No.  3  was  finished  and  began  produc- 
ing in  November,  1891.  Second.  That  the 
Forest  Oil  Company  is  a  corporation  of  this 
commonwealth,  and,  as  lessee,  has  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  drill  for  oil  and  gas  on  the 
farm  of  the  Boyce  heirs,  which  farm  adjoins 
the  Kelso  farm  of  plaintiff  on  the  south.  On 
this  farm  the  defendant  has  completed  and 
is  now  operating  several  oil  wells, — among 


NoTK. — As  to  explosion  of  nitroglycerine  by 
which  gas  Is  drawn  fram  neighboring  well,  see 
People's  Gas  Co.  v.  Tyner  (Ind.)  16  L.  B.  A. 
44S. 

As  to  permitting  the  escape  of  gas  from  a 
well  Into  the  air,  see  Hague  v.  Wheeler  (Pa.) 
22  L.  R.  A.  141. 

As  to  constitutionality  of  a  statute  prohib- 
iting the  waate  of  natural  gas  by  allowing  It  to 
48  L.  R.  A. 


flow  Into  the  air,  see  State  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co. 
(Ind.)  47  L.  R.  A.  627,  and  to  the  same  effect 
the  decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  In  Ohio  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana,  177  U.  S. 
190,  44  L.  ed.  729. 

For  right  to  drill  wells  near  the  boundary 
of  land  and  draw  oil  from  under  the  adjoining 
land,  see  Kelley  v.  Ohio  Oil  Co.  (Ohio)  89  L. 
R.  A.  766. 
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them,  a  well  known  as  'No.  1  Boyce/  which 
is  located  162  feet  from  the  line  dividing  the 
KelBO  and  Boyce  farms,  and  is  366  feet  south 
from  Kelso  No.  Z,  and  660  feet  southwest 
irom  Kelso  No.  2.  The  well  known  as 
^Boyce  No.  3'  is  located  200  feet  south  from 
the  line  dividing  the  Kelso  and  Boyoe  farms. 
Third.  That  the  parties  hereto  have  each 
leased  numerous  other  farms  adjoining  the 
Boyce  and  Kelso  farms  for  oil  and  gas  pur- 
poses, and  are  now,  and  have  heen  for  some 
time,  producing  oil  and  gas  therefrom;  that 
the  oil  is  now  obtained  from  all  wells  in  that 
field  by  pumping,  the  daily  production  of 
the  wells  being  small.  I  further  find  that 
the  sand  or  rock  from  which  oil  is  obtained 
in  this  field  is  of  a  loose,  coarse  gravelly  na- 
ture. Fourth.  That  Boyce  well  No.  1  in 
the  early  fall  of  1898  was  producing  from 
twelve  to  fifteen  barrels  of  oil  per  day,  and 
that  this  production  gradually  fell  off  until 
December  1, 1898,  when  its  output  was  seven 
-and  a  half  barrels,  and  in  January,  1899,  it 
was  producing  less  than  one  per  day.  That 
in  February,  1899,  the  well  was  shot  and 
-cleaned  out,  and  shortly  thereafter  there  was 
added  to  its  pumping  machinery  and  appara- 
tus a  device  known  as  a  'gas  pump.'  This 
device  is  used  by  oil  operators  for  the  pur 
pose  of  withdrawing  ^s  from  the  wells  by 
suction,  thereby  increasing  the  well's  produc- 
tion of  oil.  That  the  distance  from  which 
these  pumps  will  draw  oil  and  gas  depends 
upon  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  oil-pro- 
•ducing  sand,  its  effect  being  felt  to  a  much 
greater  distance  in  a  coarse  and  loose  sand 
than  in  a  hard  and  compact  sand.  That 
about  one  week  after  the  use  of  the  gas  pump 
was  commenced  on  the  Boyce  No.  1  the  gas 
-supply  in  Kelso  wells  Nos.  2  and  3  of  plain- 
tiff began  to  fall  off,  and  shortly  afterwards 
the  oil  production  of  these  wells  was  de- 
creased. That,  after  the  use  of  the  (eras 
pump  on  Boyce  No.  1  was  discontinued,  Kel- 
so  No.  2  went  back  to  its  former  production, 

^nd  No.  3  is  now  producing  daily  as  much  as 
formerly,  within  55-100  of  a  barrel,  and  both 
wells  now  have  an  ample  supply  of  gas. 
Fifth.  The  production  of  the  three  wells 
claimed  to  be  affected  by  the  use  of  the  gas 
pump  was  as  follows:  Kelso  No.  2,  before 
use  of  gas  pump  on  Boyce  No.  1,  five  barrels 
in  six  days.  Kelso  No.  2,  while  using  gas 
pump  on  Boyce  No.  1,  four  and  one  fourth 
barrels  in  six  days.  Kelso  No.  3,  before  us- 
ing gas  pump  on  Boyce  No.  1,  three  and 
three  fourths  barrels  in  six  days.  Kelso  No. 
3.  while  using  gas  pump  on  Boyce  No.  1,  two 
nnd  one  half  barrels  in  six  days.  Boyce  No. 
1,  before  using  pump,  produced  a  fraction 
less  than  1  barrd  daily;  Boyce  No.  2,  while 
using  pump,  produced  a  fraction  more  than 
1  barrel  daily.  Sixth.  That  the  gas  pump 
has  been  used  in  every  oil  field  except  that 
known  as  the  'Bradford  Field,'  but  that  it 
is  not  generally  used  except  in  failing  and 
almost  exhausted  territory.  That  its  use  by 
one  operator  necessitates  its  use  by  others  in 

'the  immediate  neighborhood,  if  they  desire  to 
prevent  the  daily  production  of  their  wells 
from  being   decreased.     That  if  pumps  are 

placed  on  all  wells   the   production   of  the 
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wells  is  neither  increased  nor  diminished. 
These  pumps  can  be  purchased  either  in 
Pittsburg,  or  at  various  points  in  the  oil 
fields,  and  cost  from  $60  upwards,  according 
to  size.  And  that  the  pump  used  on  Boyce  I^o. 
1  cost  $60.  Seventh.  That  gas  pumps  were 
in  use  in  the  McCurdy  field,  the  field  in 
which  the  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  wells 
are  located,  before  being  placed  on  the  Boyce 
well  No.  1,  and  have  been  in  use  in  that  field 
for  more  than  one  year  previous  thereto,  and 
are  now  being  used  on  wells  in  that  field. 
Eighth.  That  the  farms  of  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant, described  in  findings  1  and  2,  lie 
wholly  in  what  is  known  as  the  TdcCurdy 
Oil  Field,'  which  field  was  discovered  in  the 
year  1890,  and  has  been  operated  since  that 
time.  That  the  production  of  the  wells  has 
largely  decreased,  and  at  this  time  the  field 
is  almost  exhausted. 

"Conclusions  of  Law. 
"The  question  for  determination  in  this 
case  is  a  new  one.  Counsel  have  not  re- 
ferred us  to  any  case  in  which  this  question 
was  involved;  nor  have  we,  in  our  examina- 
tion of  the  case,  found  any.  The  question 
here  is  to  what  extent  an  owner  of  oil  wells 
may  use  mechanical  devices  for  bringing  the 
oil  to  the  surface.  In  operating  his  own 
wells,  may  he  use  appliances  which  diminish 
the  production  of  his  neighbor's  wells?  It 
is  not  denied  that  a  sas  pump  will  to  some 
extent  affect  the  production  of  oil  wells  lo- 
cated in  the  immediate  neighborhood  of  the 
well  to  which  the  pump  is  attached,  if  the 
sand  from  which  the  oil  is  obtained  is  of  a 
porous,  pebbly  nature,  as  is  the  case  in' the 
McCurdy  field.  To  some  extent,  the  law 
governing  the  use  of  subterranean  waters  by 
the  owner  of  the  surface  is  applicable  to  the 
production  of  oil.  In  regard  to  wells  and 
springs,  the  law  is  well  settled  that  the  own- 
er of  land  is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  inju- 
ries to  his  wells  and  springs  caused  by  the 
acts  of  an  adjoining  owner,  if  the  injury  re 
suits  from  a  lawful  exercise  of  the  rights  of 
the  adjoining  owner,  on  his  own  property, 
and  without  malice  or  negligence.  An  own- 
er of  land  may  dig  a  well  upon  his  property 
and  if,  in  so  doing,  he  taps  the  hidden  How 
of  water,  which  supplies  his  neighbor's 
spring,  it  is  a  loss  to  the  neighbor  for  which 
the  law  provides  no  remedy.  Lyhe*8  Appeal, 
106  Pa.  626,  61  Am.  Rep.  542.  In  Pennsyl- 
vania Coal  Co.  V.  SandersoUy  113  Pa.  145,  57 
Am.  Rep.  445,  6  Atl.  456,  it  is  said:  'It 
must  be  conceded,  we  think,  that  every  man 
is  entitled  to  the  ordinary  and  natural  use 
and  enjoyment  of  his  property;  he  may  cut 
down  the  forest  trees,  clear  and  cultivate  his 
land,  although  in  so  doing  he  may  dry  up  the 
sources  of  his  neighbor's  springs,  or  remove 
the  natural  barriers  against  wind  and  storm. 
.  .  .  In  sinking  his  well  he  may  intercept 
and  appropriate  the  water  which  supplies 
his  neighbor's  well.'  In  this  case  the  de- 
fendant has  the  exclusive  right  to  bore  for 
oil  on  the  farm  of  the  Boyce  heirs  adjoining 
a  farm  owned  by  plaintiff.  The  right  being 
a  lawful  one,  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to 
use  all  lawful  means  to  obtain  'all  the  gas 
and  oil  contained  in,  or  obtainable  through, 
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the  land.'  Westmoreland  d  0.  Natural  Gob 
Co,  V.  De  Witt,  130  Pa.  249,  6  L.  R.  A.  732, 
18  Ail.  725.  And  to  that  end  it  may  re- 
sort to  the  use  of  all  known  lawful  modem 
machinery  and  appliances. 

'The  plaintiff's  claim  is  that  the  use  of  a 
gas  pump  in  the  production  of  oil  is  unlaw- 
ful, oecause,  as  he  alleges,  by  its  powerful 
suction  the  oil  and  gas  are  drawn  from  his 
adjoining  farm,  thereby  decreasing  his  pro- 
duction. Plain  tiif  assumes  that  there  is  a 
certain  fixed  amount  of  oil  and  eas  under 
his  farm,  in  which  he  has  an  absolute  prop- 
erty. True,  they  belong  to  him  while  they 
are  part  of  his  land ;  but  when  they  migrate 
to  the  lands  of  his  neighbor,  or  become  under 
his  control,  they  belong  to  the  neighbor.  On 
this  point,  in  Brown  v.  Vandergrift,  80  Pa. 
147,  Judge  Agnew,  in  referring  to  the  pro- 
duction of  petroleum,  says:  Its  fugitive 
and  wandering  existence  within  the  limits  of 
a  particular  tract  is  uncertain.'  And  in 
Westmoreland  d  C.  Natural  Oaa  Co.  v.  De 
Witt,  130  Pa.  249,  6  L.  R.  A.  732,  18  Atl. 
725,  Justice  Mitchell  says:  'Water  and  oil, 
and  still  more  strongly  ^as,  may  be  classed 
by  themselves,  if  the  analogy  be  not  too  fan- 
ciful, as  minerals  ferce  natures.  In  common 
with  animals,  and  unlike  other  minerals, 
they  have  the  power  and  the  tendency  to  es- 
cape without  the  volition  of  the  owner. 
.  .  .  They  belong  to  the  owner  of  the 
land,  and  are  part  of  it,  so  long  as  they  are 
on  or  in  it,  and  are  subject  to  his  control; 
but  when  they  escape,  and  go  into  other  land, 
or  come  under  another's  control,  the  title  of 
the  former  owner  is  gone.  Possession  of  the 
land,  therefore,  is  not  necessarily  possession 
of  the  gas.  If  an  adjoining  or  even  a  dis- 
tant owner  drills  his  own  land  and  taps  your 
gas,  so  that  it  comes  into  his  well  and  under 
his  control,  it  is  no  longer  yours,  but  his.' 
From  these  cases  we  conclude  that  the  prop- 
erty of  the  owner  of  lands  in  oil  and  gas  is 
not  absolute  until  it  is  actually  within  his 
grasp,  and  brought  to  the  surface.  If  pos- 
session of  the  land  is  not  necessarily  posses- 
sion of  the  oil  and  gas,  is  there  any  rea- 
son why  an  oil  and  gas  operator  should  not 
be  permitted  to  adopt  any  and  all  appliances 
known  to  the  trade  to  make  the  production 
of  his  wells  as  large  as  possible?  If  one 
may  lawfully  use  a  steam  pump,  may  he  not 
lawfully  use  a  gas  pump?  In  Ballard  v. 
Tomlinson,  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  115,  it  was  held 
that  a  landowner  has  the  right  to  all  of  the 
percolating  stream  under  his  land,  the  court 
saying:  This  percolating  water  below  the 
surface  of  the  earth  is  therefore  a  common 
reservoir  or  source  in  which  nobody  has  any 
property,  but  of  which  everybody  has,  so  far 
as  he  can,  the  right  of  appropriating  the 
whole.  The  principle  of  natural  user  does 
not  apply  at  all.  The  plaintiff,  if  he  has  a 
right  to  use  anything  in  nature,  has  a  right 
to  exercise  that  user  by  all  the  skill  and  in- 
vention of  which  man  is  capable;  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  as  long  as  the  plaintiff  uses 
only  lawful  means  as  against  his  neighbor, 
however  ingenious  or  however  artificial  those 
means  may  be,  his  right  to  appropriate  the 
common  source  is  not  diminished  because  ha 
48  L.  R.  A. 


uses  the  most  artificial  or  most  ingenious- 
methods.'  If  it  is  lawful  to  take  water 
from  a  substrata  by  the  'exercise  of  all  th* 
skill  and  invention  of  which  man  is  capable,^ 
we  see  no  reason  why  it  is  not  lawful  to  pro- 
duce oil  by  those  means,  especially  as  the 
possession  of  the  soil  for  purposes  of  tillage 
£^ves  the  owner  no  actual  possession  of  thfr 
oil  and  gas  underlying  it.  The  evidence- 
shows  that  the  gas  pump  has  been  in  con- 
stant use  in  all  fields,  except  one,  to  a  great- 
er or  less  extent,  since  the  discovery  of  oil; 
that  its  use  has  been  generally  recognized  by 
all  operators;  and  that  it  is  only  used  on 
wells  in  territory  which  is  almost  exhausted. 
Gas  pumps  have  been  used  in  this  field  for 
almost  a  year  past,  within  1,500  feet  of  th* 
wells  of  lx>th  plaintiff  and  defendant,  with- 
out objection.  Their  cost  is  within  the 
reach  of  all  operators,  and,  when  used  by  alU 
none  are  injured. 

"It  seems  to  me  that  if  it  is  unlawful  to 
use  a  gas  pump,  because  its  use  may  perhaps 
lessen  the  supply  of  gas  in  the  well  of  an  ad- 
joining owner,  and  thereby  diminish  his 
production  of  oil,  for  the  same  reason  it  is 
unlawful  to  use  a  steam  pump;  and,  if 
neither  ^s  nor  steam  can  lawfully  be  used 
in  pumping,  very  few  wells  at  this  day  will 
pay  drilling  and  operating  expenses. 

"In  view  of  the  testimony  and  authorities 
above  cited,  we  conclude  tiiat  the  use  of  a 
gas  pump  by  defendant,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  is  not  an  unlawful  act 
that  should  be  restrained  by  injunction;  that 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  relief 
prayed  for ;  and  that  the  bill  'should  be  dis- 
missed. And  now,  July  29,  1899,  the  pre- 
liminary injunction  heretofore  granted  in 
this  case  is  dissolved,  and  the  bill  dismissed, 
at  costs  of  plaintiff." 

Messrs.  A.  M.  Brown  and  Johm  D. 
Brown  for  appellant. 

Messrs.   R.   W.  Cwmmlns  and  J.  MeF. . 
Oarpenter,  for  appellee: 

Water,  oil,  and  gas  stand  on  the  same  foot- 
ing and  belong  to  the  same  class  as  regards 
proprietary  and  other  rights  pertaining  to 
them. 

Westmoreland  d  C.  Natural  Gas  Co.  ▼.  De- 
Witt,  130  Pa.  235,  5  L.  R.  A.  731,  18  Ati. 
724;  Brown  v.  Spilman,  155  U.  S.  670,  39 
L.  ed.  304,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  245. 

No  one  has  at  any  time  any  property  in 
water  percolating  below  the  surface  of  the 
earth,  even  when  it  is  under  his  own  land; 
but  everybody  has  a  right  to  appropriate 
that  percolating  water,  at  least  while  it  is 
under  his  own  land,  to  the  extent  that  he 
may  take  it  all,  so  as  to  prevent  any  of  it 
going  on  the  land  of  his  neijihbor. 

Ballard  v.  Tomlinson,  L.  R.  29  Cb,  Div. 
115;  Haldeman  v.  Bruckhart.  45  Pa.  514,  84 
Am.  Dec.  611:  Wheatleif  v.  Bough,  25  Pa. 
528,  64  Am.  Dec.  721 ;  ^Lybe*s  Appeal,  106 
Pa.  626,  51  Am.  Rep.  542 ;  Pennsylvania  Coat 
Co.  V.  Sanderson,  113  Pa.  145,  57  Am.  Rep. 
445,  6  Atl.  453:  Williams  v.  Ladew,  161  Fa. 
283,  20  Atl.  54. 


Per  Cnrlamt 

Though  this  particular  question  is 
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what  of  a  novelty,  the  principles  which  con-  [  opinion  of  the  learned  court  below,  and,  on 
trol  it  are  very  familiar,  and  perfectly  well  I  the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law 
settled.    They    are    well    expressed    in    the    there  contained,  ioe  affirm  the  decree. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Ckorge  CREDLE    et    ah,    Admrs.,    etc.,  of 
l&nry  W.   Wahab,   Deceased,  et  al., 

17. 

Steven  B.  AYERS,  Appt. 
i N.  C ) 

1.  Mesne  proftta  are  recoverable  from 
a  defaaltlnflT  vendee  in  a  land  contract 
for  the  time  that  he  withholds  possession  of 
the  premises  pending  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  him,  in  which  he  gives  a  defense  bond 
under  Code,  t  287. 

&  Tbe  measnre  of  damaares  In  eject- 
ment for  withholding  possession  of  land  is 
the  actual  rental  value  of  the  land,  irre- 
spective of  what  the  defendant  may  have 
gathered  from  it. 

a.  The  conrt  mar  Itself  find  the  facta 
in  question  without  a  reference  therefor, 
where  a  r^eree  has  failed  to  pass  upon  ob- 
jections to  evidence. 

d.  BTldence  of  the  rental  value  of  ad- 
join Inar  farms  is  not  admissible  on  the 
question  of  the  amount  recoverable  as  mesne 
profits  for  withholding  possession  of  land. 

(February  20,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Hyde  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  to  recover 
possession  of  real  estate  after  defendant  had 
defaulted  in  payment  of  the  first  instalment 
of  the  purchase  money  thereof.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Small  ft  Macliean,  for  appel- 
lant: 

Section  237  in  no  wise  assumes  that  every 
plaintiff  in  an  action  to  recover  possession 
18  also  entitled  to  recover  rents  and  profits. 
The  object  of  the  statute  is  only  to  provide 
for  a  judgment  for  rents  and  profits  if  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case  shall  justify  such  a  judgment. 

Allen  V.  Taylor,  96  N.  0.  37,  1  S.  E.  462. 

This  is  one  of  the  actions  in  which  the 
plaintiffs  are  seeking  to  recover  the  posses- 
sion, and  are  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
rents  and  profits,  and  therefore  there  is  no 
liability  for  the  same  as  against  the  defend- 
ant or  his  surety. 

The  mortgagor  is  the  equitable  owner  and 
the  mortgagee  is  the  legal  owner  of  the  land. 
The  mortgf^or  is  allowed  to  remain  in  pos- 
session and  is  entitled  to  reasonable  notice 
to  quit,  and  entitled  to  receive  the  rents  and 
profits  while  he  is  in  possession. 

Hemphill  v.  Roas,  66  N.  C.  477 ;  Pearsall 
T,  Mayers,  64  N.  C.  649 :  Wellborn  v.  Simon- 
ion,  88  N.  C.  268;  Killebrew  v.  Bines  104 
N.  C.  188,  10  S.  E.  169,  251 ;  Carr  v.  Dail, 


NoTi. — As  to  right  of  dowerese  to  mesne 
profits,  see  note  to  Roan  v.  Holmes  (Fla.)  21 
L.  R.  A.  180. 

For  mesne  profits  in  case  of  cotenancy,  see 
note  to  Gage  v.  Gage  (N.  H.)  28  L.  R.  A.  on 
page  857. 
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114  N.  C.  284,  19  S.  E.  236;  Hinton  v.  Wals- 
ton,  116  N.  C.  7s  20  S.  E.  164. 

lif  the  mortgagor  is  left  in  possession,  he 
is  regarded  for  most  purposes  as  the  owner 
and  takes  the  rents  and  profits. 
'  Pingrey,  Mortg.  §  826;  15  Am.  &  Kng. 
Enc.  Law,  p.  812,  note  3;  Teal  v.  Walker, 
111  U.  S.  248,  28  L.  ed.  417,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
420;  Freedman*s  8av,  d  T.  Co,  v.  Shepherd, 
127  U.  S.  494,  32  L.  ed.  103,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1260;  Betg  v.  Vemer  <N.  J.)  7  L.  R.  A.  note 
on  p.  630;  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1204;  Story,  Eq. 
Jur.  12th  ed.  1017;  Jones,  Mortg.  770,  771. 

Messrs,  Shepherd  Sc  Shepherd  also  for 
appellant. 

Mr,  Charlos  F*  Warren,  for  appellees: 

After  default  and  demand  the  possession 
of  the  vendee  or  mortgagor  is  unlawful. 

Kiser  v.  Oomhs,  114  N.  C.  640,  19  S.  E. 
664;  Hinson  v.  Smith,  118  N.  C.  603,  24  S. 
E.  641. 

If  the  plaintiffs  have  lost  title  pending  the 
action,  the  title  is  still  lodged  and  vested  in 
Makely,  not  a  stranger,  but  a  party  plain- 
tiff in  this  action,  and  Ayers  has  volunta- 
rily surrendered  to  him  the  possession  of  the 
land.  This  meets  the  requirement  that  in 
actions  of  ejectment  the  plaintiff  must  show 
the  l^gal  title  and  the  right  of  possession  un- 
der  it,  both  at  the  time  tiie  action  is  brought 
and  at  the  time  of  the  trial. 

Arrington  v.  Arrington,  114  N.  C.  116,  19 
S.  E.  278. 

The  mortgage  of  Makely  was  not  a  men- 
ace to  Ayers.  Makely  was  a  parinr  to  the 
bond  for  title,  and  bound  himself  by  its 
terms  and  provisions. 

Ayers  assumed  the  debts  as  a  part  of  the 

Surchase  money,  and  became  the  principal 
ebtor  and  primarily  liable  for  them,  Make- 
ly consenting.  He  made  default  in  his  pay- 
ments,' and  by  reason  thereof,  Makely,  who 
would  not  otherwise  have  foreclosed,  did  fore- 
close, and  Wahab  and  Credle  lost  the  farm. 

3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1206;  15  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  pp.  834,  835,  837-840;  Woodcock 
V.  Bostio,  118  N.  C.  822,  24  S.  E.  362;  Kerr, 
Real  Prop.  9  2166. 

Where  the  right  or  title  of  the  plaintiff  in 
ejectment  expired  after  the  commencement 
of  his  suit,  but  before  trial,  and  there  was 
consequently  no  question  of  title  or  posses- 
sion to  try,  the  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  re- 
cover actual  damages. 

10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  537;  Wilkes 
V.  Lion,  2  Cow.  333;  Woodhull  v.  Rosenthal, 
61  N.  Y.  382 ;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Henderson  v. 
Davenport,  18  Johns.  295;  Brown  v.  Oallo- 
way.  Pet.  C.  C.  291,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,006; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Morgan  v.  Bluck,  3  Campb.  447 ; 
Thrust  out  ex  dem.  Turner  v.  Grey,  2  Strange, 
1056;  Sutherland,  Damages,  §  848. 

Vendee  in  action  of  ejectment  by  vendor 
must  give  bond  before  answering. 

Allen  V.  Taylor,  96  N.  C.  37,  1  S.  E.  462. 
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Vendor  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  posses- 
lion  unless  vendee  gives  bond  under  the  Code, 
§1  237^  300. 

The  demand  for  possession  and  refusal, 
the  bringing  of  the  action  of  ejectment,  and 
the  execution  of  bond  by  defendant,  are 
equivalent  in  law  to  an  entry. 

Dow  V.  Memphis  d  L.  R.  R.  Co,  124  U.  S. 
652,  31  L.  ed.  565,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  673;  Sage 
V.  Memvhia  d  L.  R,  R,  Co.  125  U.  S.  361, 
31  L.  ed.  694,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  887 ;  Freed- 
man*8  Sav,  d  T.  Co.  v.  Shepherd,  127  U.  S. 
494,  32  L.  ed.  163,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1250. 

Clarky  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  vendee  having  defaulted  in  payment 
of  the  first  instalment  of  the  purchase 
money,  due  November,  1894,  the  vendors 
(and  their  mortgagee,  Makely,  who  had 
joined  in  the  contract  of  sale)  brought  an 
action  of  ejectment  in  December,  1894,  at 
the  end  of  thirty  days  thereafter,  under  the 
terms  of  the  contract.  The  plaintiffs  could 
have  brought  their  action  'either  (1)  for 
possession  of  the  land ;  (2)  for  sale  and  fore- 
closure; or  (3)  in  personam,  for  judgment 
for  the  debt;  or  for  all  three.  They  elected 
to  take  the  first,  and  have  sued  for  posses- 
sion and  damages  for  withholding.  Allen  v. 
Taylor,  96  N.  C.  37,  1  S.  E.  462;  SUvey  ▼. 
Amley,  118  N.  C.  959,  23  S.  E.  933. 

The  defendant  contends  that  he  is  not  lia- 
ble for  mesne  profits,  and  relies  upon  Kille^ 
brew  V.  Hines,  104  N.  C.  182,  10  S.  E.  159, 
251;  Carr  v.  Dail,  114  N.  C.  284,  19  S.  E. 
235;  and  Hinton  v.  Walston,  115  N.  C.  7, 
20  S.  E.  164.  Those  cases  hold  that  a  vendee 
or  mortgagor,  before  or  after  breach,  who  is 
permitted  to  retain  possession,  is  entitled  to 
the  rents  and  profits  (unless  there  is  an  ex- 
press stipulation  in  the  contract  or  mortgage 
to  the  contrary,  as  in  Crinkley  v.  Egerton, 
113  X.  C.  444,  18  S.  E.  669;  Jones  v.  Jones, 
117  N.  C.  254,  23  S.  E.  214) ;  but  here  the 
withholding  by  the  defendant,  after  action 
brought  in  December,  1894,  was  wrongful, 
and  he  became  liable,  like  any  other  defend- 
ant in  ejectment,  for  the  mesne  profits.  For 
what  other  purpose  than  to  secure  such 
mesne  profits  is  the  defense  bond  required, 
under  Code,  §  237  T  Had  the  bond  not  been 
given,  or  not  been  raised  to  $5,000,  as  re- 
quired by  the  court  {Rollins  v.  Henry,  77  N. 
C.  467),  the  plaintiffs  would  have  had  pos- 
session by  default  (Code,  §  390;  Norton  v. 
McLaurin,  125  N.  C.  185,  34  S.  E.  269,  and 
cases  cited)  ;  or  if  the  defendant  had  been 
allowed  to  defend  without  the  bond,  by  rea- 
son of  poverty,  a  receiver  would  have  been 
appointed  to  secure  the  rents  and  profits 
( Horton  v.  White,  84  N.  C.  297 ) .  This  case 
differs  from  Leach  v.  Curtin,  123  N.  C.  85, 
31  S.  E.  269,  in  that  possession  is  here  sued 
for  and  demanded  in  the  complaint.  The  de- 
fendant surrendered  possession  to  Makely 
in  May,  1896.  That  did  not  release  the  de- 
fendant's liability  for  rents  and  profits  for 
1895,  during  the  wrongful  withholding,  un- 
less there  had  been  a  stipulation  to  that  ef- 
fect. Otherwise,  any  tenant  in  possession 
could  wrongfully  withhold  possession  of  land 
48  L.  R.  A. 


after  action  brought,  and  enjoy  the  renta 
and  profits  till  forced  to  trial,  and  then  re- 
lease himself  and  bond  from  liability  for 
mesne  profits  by  abandoning  possession.  In 
such  case  the  plaintiffs  take  judgment  for 
the  mesne  profits  till  they  got  possession, 
and  for  the  title,  but«not  for  the  possession. 
Woodley  V.  Hassell,  94  N.  C.  157;  Clark's 
()ode,  3d  ed.  §  384.  Under  the  former  prac- 
tice, in  actions  of  ejectment,  damages  were 
recoverable  only  up  to  the  time  action  was 
begun,  but  under  the  present  system  they  are 
recoverable  up  to  the  trial.  Pearson  v. 
Carr,  97  N.  C.  194,  1  S.  E.  916;  Arrington 
V.  Arrington,  114  N.  C,  at  page  120,  19  S. 
£.,  at  page  279;  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
1st  ed.  p.  537 ;  Sutherland,  Damages,  $  848. 
Here,  up  to  surrender  of  premises,  and  by 
agreement  in  the  order  of  reference,  these 
are  restricted  to  the  rents  and  profits  for  the 
year  1895. 

The  mortgagee,  Makely,  foreclosed  and 
bought  the  premises  in  May,  1896.  That 
could  have  no  effect  upon  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  for  mesne  profits  during  his  wrong- 
ful withholding.  This,  being  "fruit  fall- 
en," by  the  defendant's  own  authorities  {Kil- 
lebrew  v.  Hines  and  others,  above  cited), 
would  go  to  the  plaintiffs  Credle  ft  Wahab. 
and  not  to  their  coplaintiff  and  mortgagee, 
Makely.  But  the  defendant  is  relieved  from 
difficulty,  as  Makely  is  a  coplaintiff,  assent- 
ing to  the  recovery  of  judgment  by  Credle 
&  Wahab,  and,  besides,  his  express  agree- 
ment, releasing  such  mesne  profits  to  them, 
is  in  the  record. 

The  referee  finds  as  a  fact  that  the  defend- 
ant, by  his  neg:ligence  and  want  of  good  hus- 
bandry, materially  lessened  the  productive- 
ness of  the  land,  and  exposed  the  crop  to  the 
depredation  of  hogs  and  cattle.  He  correctly 
held,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  measure 
of  damages  was  the  actual  rental  value  of 
the  land,  and  not  what  the  defendant  actu- 
ally gathered  from  the  land.  The  language 
of  the  defense  bond  required  by  Code,  §  237. 
is  for  payment  of  costs  and  damages  for  loss 
of  rents  and  profits.  The  object  is  to  put 
the  plaintiffs,  when  wrongfully  kept  out  of 
possession,  in  statu  quo,  by  giving  as  com- 
pensation the  rental  value  that  could  have 
been  had  if  the  possession  of  the  premises 
had  not  been  withheld.  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc 
Law,  1st  ed.  p.  542   (c). 

The  defendant  further  excepted  because 
the  referee  failed  to  pass  upon  certain  objec- 
tions to  evidence,  and  that  the  judge,  in- 
stead of  referring  the  case,  found  those  facts 
himself.  This  was  admissible  {Wallace  v. 
Douglass,  103  N.  C.  19,  9  S.  E.  453;  Brackett 
V.  Qilliam,  125  N.  C.  380,  34  S.  E.  444) ;  and 
the  defendant  has  had  benefit  of  those  excep- 
tions in  his  exceptions  to  the  rulings  of  the 
judge.  Nor  was  there  error  in  the  referee 
rejecting  evidence  as  to  rental  value  of  ad- 
joining farms,  as  that  would  have  raised 
collat^al  issues.  Warren  v.  Makely,  86  X. 
C.  12;  Bruner  v.  Threadgill,  88  N.  C.  381; 
Hinton  v.  Pritohard,  98  N.  C.  366,  4  &  B. 
462. 

Affirmed, 
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Albert  DALLEMAND  et  al,  Appta., 

t?. 

Isaac  SAALFELDT,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  David 

Saalfeldt,  Deceased. 

(175  111.  810.) 

1..  That  failure  to  comply  -VFlth  an  or- 
dinance reaalrlnar  the  openlnars  Into 
elevator  sUafta  to  be  kept  closed  when 
not  In  use  was  negligence,  and  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  death  of  a  person  who 
fell  down  the  shaft,  may  be  found  from  evl- 
denee  showing  that  such  person,  who  was 
attempting  to  ascend  on  the  elevator,  was 
required  to  stand  near  the  edge  to  operate 
It,  and  that  the  opening  was  protected  only 
by  a  bar  across,  while  the  lining  of  the  ele- 
vator shaft  made  a  horizontal  edge  above 
the  opening,  so  that  one  standing  near  the 
opening  might  come  In  contact  with  such 
bar  or  edge  and  be  dragged  from  the  elevator 
and  precipitated  down  the  shaft. 


2.  The  danarers  attendant  upon  the 
rnnulnir  of  an  nnsafe  elevator  are  not 

assumed  by  one  employed  to  wash  bottles  In 
the  basement,  and  whose  duty  does  not  In- 
volve the  use  of  the  elevator. 

3.  IrVhether  or  not  an.  employee  acts 
properly  In  obeying  an  order  of  a  fore- 
man to  take  bottles  to  an  upper  floor  by  the 
use  of  an  elevator  Is  a  question  for  the  Jury. 

4.  A  you  til  nineteen  years  old,  employed 
only  Ave  to  seven  weeks  at  work  in  which  he 
occasionally  uses  an  elevator,  is  not,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  charged  with  knowledge  that  it 
is  unsafe,  where  no  Instruction  upon  the 
matter  Is  given  him,  and  there  Is  nothing 
to  shoiw  that  the  danger  Is  apparent. 

5.  An  employee  -who  perform*  a  par- 
ticular service  by  order  of  the  foreman, 
which  is  outside  the  scope  of  his  employment, 
does  not  thereby  assume  risks  incident  there- 
to unless  they  are  such  that  an  ordinarily 
prudent  man  would  not  encounter  them. 

(October  24,  1898.) 


MoTB. — 8ervanr9  right  of  action  for  injuriet    result  from   the  introduction  of  the  elements 


received  in  obeying  a  direct  command. 

I.  Introductory. 

II.  Direot     ordere,    an    immaterial     factor, 
where  the  risk  to  which  they  emposed 
the  servant  was  one  of  those  assumed. 
HI.  Contributory  negligence,  when  not  predi- 
cated of  compliance  with  a  direct  or- 
der. 
IV.  Master  and  servant  not  upon  the  same 
footing. 
V.  Servant  usually  entitled  to  act  on   the 
assumption    that  Ms   master   has   per- 
formed and  will  perform  his  duty. 
VI.  Rationale  of  the  servant's  right  to  rely 
on  the  master. 

a.  Order  an  implied  Msuranoe  of  safe- 

ty. 

b.  Order  tends  to  throw  servant  off  7^is 

guard. 

c.  NecesHty  for  jtrompt   obedience. 

d.  Direct  order  tends  to  negative  vol- 

untariness of  action. 
VII.  TV;^efi  direct  orders  will  not  justify  the 
servant's  obedience. 
VIII.  Negligence  in  respect  to  the  manner  of 
carrying  out  the  order. 
IX.  Specific  order  no  excuse  unless  the  serv- 
ant's act  was  induced  by  it. 
X.  By  whose  orders  the  master  is  bound. 

I.    Introductory. 

The  fact  that  the  servant  at  the  time  when 
fie  was  Injured  was  complying  with  a  direct, 
specific,  persona]  order  of  his  master,  or  his 
master's  representative,  has.  it  Is  well  settled, 
a  material  bearing  upon  the  question  whether 
tie  can  hold  the  master  responsible.  Haley  v. 
Case  (1886)  142  Mass.  816,  7  N.  E.  877,  hold- 
ing that  an  instruction  requested  by  the  de- 
fendant, which  enunciated  the  doctrine  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  plaintiff's  knowledge,  was  properly 
qnalifled  by  the  addition  of  words  drawing  the 
attention  of  the  Jury  to  the  aspect  of  the  evi- 
dence, though,  as  the  cases  to  be  cited  below 
Indicate,  the  significance  of  this  fact  Is  very 
•different  according  as  the  defense  of  an  as- 
■flumptlon  of  the  risk  or  of  contributory  negli- 
gence Is  relied  upon. 

The  modifications  of  ordinary  principles  which 
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may  be  referred  to  three  distinct  conceptions: 

1.  That  it  is  culpable  to  direct  a  servant  to 
do  something  which  for  any  reason  exposes  him 
to  an  extraordinary  risk,  of  which  the  master 
has,  and  the  servant  has  not,  actual  or  con- 
structive notice,  unless  the  direction  Is  accom- 
panied by  appropriate  instruction  and  warn- 
ing. The  unfitness  of  the  servant  himself  may 
make  a  risk  extraordinary  as  to  him  which 
would  not  be  so  as  to  another  servant.  Kehler 
V.   Schwenk    (1892)    151  Pa.  605,  25  AU.  130. 

Thus,  a  railroad  company  Is  liable  for  Inju- 
ries received  by  an  inexperienced  brakeman  in 
making  a  dangerous  coupling  in  the  night-time, 
where  the  conductor  refused  to  allow  anyone 
else  to  make  it,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cident kept  persistently  urging  him  to  expedite 
the  task,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  danger  to 
which  he  was  exposed.  Shadd  v.  Georgia,  C. 
&  N.  R.  Co.  (1895)  116  N.  C.  968,  21  S.  E.  554. 

In  Sullivan  v.  India  Mfg.  Co.  (1873)  113 
Masa  396,  where  the  defendant  had  a  verdict, 
the  court  remarked,  in  discussing  the  correct- 
ness of  the  charge  given  by  the  trial  Judge,  that 
where  a  boy  fourteen  years  old  is  injured  by 
moving  cog-wheels.  It  Is  competent  for  him, 
although  he  obeys  the  order,  to  show  that  the 
employer  was  negligent  in  exposing  him  to 
peril  which  he  was  incapable  of  appreciating 
without  proper  Instructions. 

See  also  note  to  James  v.  Rapides  Lumber  Co., 
44  L.  R.  A.  33, — The  duty  of  a  master  to  instruct 
and  warn  his  servants  as  to  the  perils  of  the 
employment. 

2.  Another  of  these  conceptions  is  that  the 
order  has  an  effect  analogous  to  that  ascribed 
in  some  cases  to  a  promise  by  the  master  to  re- 
move a  certain  cause  of  danger,  that  Is  to  say, 
as  an  implied  stipulation  on  the  master's  part 
that  he  will  take  upon  himself  the  responsibili- 
ty for  any  Injuries  resulting  from  obedience  to 
the  order. 

3.  That  the  circumstance  of  the  dli^ctlons 
having  immediately  preceded  and  occasioned 
the  act  of  the  servant  may  properly  be  deemed 
to  Justify  the  inference  that  there  was  neither 
that  free  and  deliberate  exercise  of  the  will, 
nor  that  perfect  appreciation  of  the  nature  and 
extent  ol  the  peril  which,  as  is  shown  else- 
where, are  essential  elements,  both  of  an  as- 
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APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  CJourt,  First  District, 
affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
for  Cook  County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
alleged  negligent  killing  of  plaintiff's  intes- 
tate.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Carter,  Ch.  J.: 

David  Saalfeldt,  a  youth  nineteen  years 
old,  was  employed  by  appellants  in  their 
bottling  works  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  to 
wash  bottles.  While  thus  employed,  to- 
gether with  two  other  servants  of  appel- 
lants, in  the  basement  of  appellants'  estab- 
lishment, Cavanaugh,  the  foreman  there,  re- 
ceived an  order  from  Casey,  the  foreman  on 
the  third  floor,  to  send  him  (Casey)  some 
bottles.  The  foreman  shouted  an  order  to 
the  three  bottle  washers  to  send  some  bot- 


tles to  the  third  floor,  without  designating 
which  of  them  should  do  it.  Cavanaugh  tes- 
tified that  Saalfeldt  had  no  orders  to  send 
up  bottles,  but  that  there  were  standing  or- 
ders that  the  two  other  men  should  send 
them,  but  Keating,  the  general  manager,  tes- 
tified: "His  duty  was  to  wash  bottles,, 
clean  them  properly,  and  put  them  to  drain. 
It  was  not  his  special  duty  to  bring  up  and 
down  bottles,  but  he  did  so  at  times.  When 
he  v^as  asked  to  assist  one  of  the  foremen  in 
taking  a  large  load  of  bottles  off,  it  was  his 
duty  to  accompany  the  men.  The  bottles 
were  carried  in  cases  and  barrels."  Saal- 
feldt, however,  put  a  case  of  bottles  on  the 
freight  elevator,  and  went  up,  managing  the 
elevator  himself,  and  delivered  the  bottles 
to  Casey  on  the  third  floor.  He  then  re- 
turned to  the  elevator,  to  go  up  and  get 
some  bottles,  as  he  said,  from  the  fifth  floor, 


sumption  of  risks,  and  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. 

The  first  of  these  conceptions  has  been  dis- 
cussed elsewhere,  the  rules  appropriate  to  the 
supposed  sltaation  being.  In  fact,  precisely  the 
same  from  the  standpoint  whether  the  servant 
encountered  the  danger  as  a  consequence  of 
general  or  of  specific  orders.  See  note  to 
James  v.  Rapides  Lumber  Co.  (La.)  44  L.  R.  A. 
83,  on  the  duty  of  the  master  to  Instruct  and 
warn  servanits  of  perils.  As  to  Injuries  outside 
scope  of  services,  see  note  to  Olson  v.  Minneap- 
olis &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  post,  706. 

The  second  rarely  emerges  in  the  language 
used  by  Judges,  and  need  only  be  noticed  In 
passing. 

See  Indianapolis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Love  (1858) 
10  Ind.  554,  where  the  master  is  said  to  **as- 
sume  the  risk." 

The  phrase  that  **the  master  became  subject 
to  all  the  risk  of  an  accident"  is  used  in  Kehler 
V.  Schwenk  (1892)  151  Pa.  505,  25  Atl.  130. 

The  third,  which  has  an  immediate  reference 
to  the  mental  condition  of  the  servant,  and  to 
the  quality  of  his  overt  act,  will  now  be  dealt 
with  under  convenient  headings. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  the 
general  rule  that  the  words  of  the  superior 
servant  which  induced  the  injurious  act  should 
have  been  of  a  formally  imperative  character, 
btit  only  that  they  should  be  reasonably  sus- 
ceptible of  being  construed  as  a  specific  order. 
A  workman  who  said  to  the  foreman  when  told 
to  clear  the  track  as  a  train  was  coming, 
"There  are  two  stones  on  the  track  :'*  and  was 
told,  "It  Is  time  you  were  getting  them  off,"  is 
Justified  in  considering  this  an  order  to  take 
them  off.  Stephens  v.  ITannlbal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co. 
(1885)  86  Mo.  221  (1888)  06  Mo.  207,  0  S. 
W.  580. 

II.  Direct  orders  an  immaterial  factor  %Dhere 
the  risk  to  which  they  exposed  the  servant 
wa*  one  of  those  assumed. 

As  the  only  necessary  elements  In  an  assump- 
tion of  a  risk  are  that  the  servant  understood 
It  and  voluntarily  incurred  it,  it  is  obvious  that 
where  the  defense  Is  relied  upon,  the  fact  that 
the  servant  was  acting  In  obedience  to  a  direct 
command  when  he  undertook  the  work  which 
led  to  his  being  Injured  will  not  avail  him, 
where  It  appears  that  he  appreciated  the  perils 
Involved,  and  the  command  was  not  such  as  to 
amount  to  what  the  law  regards  as  coercion. 
The  master,  therefore,  incurs  no  special  respon- 
sibility by  ordering  the  servant  to  perform  one 
of  his  ordinary  duties  in  the  regular  course  of 
48  L.  R.  A. 


the  work.  Davis  v.  Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1870> 
20  Mich.  105.  4  Am.  Rep.  364 ;  Wilson  v.  Tre- 
mont  &  S.  Mills  (1803)  150  Mass.  154,  34  N.  E. 
00  (servant  of  full  age  injured  while  attempt- 
ing to  hold  a  bag  which  was  being  filled  with 
cotton  taken  from  a  dryer  over  spikes  driTes 
in  a  beam  so  high  that  he  could  only  readi  it 
with  his  finger.  The  court  said:  "The  mere 
fact  that  the  defendant  told  him  to  take  the 
cotton  from  the  dryer  did  not  make  a  concealed 
danger  of  that  which  was  obvious  before,  or 
render  Involuntary  his  assumption  of  a  risk 
which  was  incident  to  and  part  of  his  regular 
work,  and  which  he  knew  to  be  such  and  under- 
stood"). 

Merely  directing  a  servant  to  work,  "quick" 
does  not  render  a  master  liable  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  him  in  operating  a  machine,  the  dan- 
gers from  which  were  open  and  obvioua  Rach- 
insy  V.  French  (1807)  168  Mass.  68,  46  N.  E. 
417  (verdict  for  plaintiff  rightly  directed). 

One  ordered  by  his  foreman  to  clean  rolls  is 
a  mill,  and  who  has  equal  knowledge  with  the 
foreman  of  the  danger  in  attempting  to  clean 
them  on  the  front  side,  assumes  the  risk  of  at- 
tempting to  clean  them  from  that  side,  wheth- 
er he  ought  to  have  obeyed  the  order  of  the 
foreman  or  not.  Kean  v.  Detroit  Copper  A 
Brass  Rolling  Mills  (1887)  66  Mich.  277,  S3  N. 
W.  305. 

A  trammer  in  a  mine,  who  obeys  directions 
to  help  fix  a  roof  and  take  down  some  ground 
in  a  stope,  and  is  injured  by  ore  or  rock  falling 
from  a  roof  which  has  Just  been  tested  in  hit 
presence,  assumes  the  risk.  Paule  v.  Florence 
Min.  Co.  (1801)  80  Wis.  350,  60  N.  W.  180. 

There  is  no  doubt  of  the  general  rule  that 
one  who,  knowing  and  appreciating  the  danger, 
enters  upon  a  perilous  work,  even  though  he 
does  so  unwillingly  and  by  order  of  his  superior 
ofllcer,  must  bear  the  risk ;  but  where  he  is  act 
aware  of  the  danger,  and  such  Ignorance  if 
consistent  with  due  precaution,  it  is  otherwise. 
Ferren  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  (1887)  143  Mass. 
107.  0  N.  E.  608 ;  s.  p.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Mealer  (1802)  6  U.  8.  App.  86.  50 
Fed.  Rep.  725,  1  C.  C.  A.  688 ;  FltsgeraJd  v. 
Uonkomp   (1802)    44  III.  App.  365. 

In  other  words,  he  does  not  make  himself 
an  insurer  of  the  servant's  safety  because  the 
latter  is  requested  to  Incur  a  danger,  provided 
that  danger  Is  one  manifestly  Incident  to  the 
employment.  Welch  v.  Brainard  (1895)  108 
Mich.  38,  65  N.  W.  667  (employer  is  iM>t  liable 
for  an  Injury  to  a  servant  caused  by  the  fall  of 
ensilage  10  feet  deep,  resulting  from  the  lat- 
ter's  undermining  the  same,  although  the  tonor 
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for  Casey.  Casey  testified  that  he  was  look- 
ioff  at  the  elevator  at  the  time,  and  in  about 
bw  a  minute  after  Saalfeldt  started  up 
saw  him  falling  below  the  elevator  down  the 
elevator  shaft.  Saalfeldt  fell  to  the  base- 
ment, and  was  killed.  The  elevator  stopped 
automatically  a  few  inches  above  the  fifth 
floor.  No  one  saw  Saalfeldt  when  he  fell 
into  the  shaft,  or  testified  how  the  accident 
happened. 

At  the  time  of  the  injury  the  following  or- 
dinances were  in  force  in  Chicago,  and  were 
given  in  evidence: 

"§  1671.  Hoistways  in  which  an  elevator 
shall  be  used  shall  be  constructed  entirely 
of  brick,  from  its  lowest  point,  extending  up 
through  and  6  feet  above  the  roof.  All  open- 
ings in  such  hoistway  shall  be  protected  by 
iron  doors,  and  no  wood  shall  be  used  upon 
the  inside  of  such  hoistways. 


"§  1672.  Doors  in  such  shaft  shall  be 
made  of  metal,  and  the  catclics  Or  fastenings 
upon  such  doors  shall  be  so  placed  that  they 
can  be  opened  only  from  the  inside  of  the 
shaft  and  entirely  under  the  control  of  the 
elevator  operator. 

*'§  1673.  All  oi>enings  not  having  doors 
shall  have  metallic  frames,  with  prismatio 
lights  in  iron  frames." 

''§  1614.  All  doors  in  shafts  of  elevators 
shall  have  latches  so  contrived  that  a  key 
shall  be  used  to  unlatch  the  doors  from  the 
outside,  but  may  have  a  knob  or  handle  to 
open  the  door  from  the  inside." 

"§  1653.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  every  per- 
son owning,  controlling,  and  operating  or 
using,  as  owner,  lessee,  or  agent,  any  pas- 
senger or  freight  elevator  in  any  building 
witnin  the  corporate  limits,  to  employ  some 
competent  person  to  take  charge  of  and  oper- 


er  directed  the  work  to  be  done  by  undermining 
instead  of  by  taking  from  the  top). 

A  similar  rale  liolds  where  the  risk  encoan- 
tered  falls  under  the  description  of  extraordi- 
nary, provided  only  It  was  one  which  the  serv- 
ant must  be  taken  to  have  fully  understood. 
Llnch  V.  Sagamore  Mfg.  Co.  (1887)  143  Mass. 
200,  9  N.  E.  728  (servant  injured  by  explosion 
of  steam  pipe  caused  by  his  letting  steam  Into 
it  while  it  was  full  of  water,  the  danger  of  do- 
ing this  being  known  to  him.  No  recovery, 
though  he  was  acting  under  orders  and  unwill- 
ingly). Hoth  V.  Peters  (1882)  55  Wis.  405. 
13  N.  W.  219  (servant  injured  by  fall  of  lumber 
from  a  car  which  was  slippery  from  frost  and 
ice  cannot  recover,  though  he  assumed  the 
place  of  danger  by  the  direction  of  the  fore- 
man). 

A  carpenter  sent  to  do  some  work  In  a  brew- 
er}-, and  there  directed  to  place  a  stringer  in  a 
certain  room,  from  which  he  is  driven  out  by 
the  fumes  of  ammonia,  who  when  ordered  by 
the  superintendent  of  the  brewery  to  try  again, 
saying  that  the  work  must  be  done,  makes  an- 
ottier  attempt,  in  which  he  is  seriously  injured, 
assumes  all  the  risk,  and  cannot  recover.  Beit- 
tenmiller  v.  Bergner  &  B.  Brewing  Co.  (1888) 
22  W.  N.  C.  38,  12  Atl.  699. 

An  employee  of  ordinary  intelligence,  who 
knows  that  trenches  are  liable  to  cave  in,  and 
that  the  one  in  which  he  is  working  has  Just 
partially  caved  in  at  a  distance  of  a  few  feet, 
assunkes  the  risk  of  returning  to  hli{  work  there- 
in upon  an  order  of  the  superintendent.  Show- 
alter  V.  Faii1>anks,  M.  &  Co.  (1894)  88  Wla 
376.  60  N.  W.  267. 

Where  the  plaintiff  has  been  using  a  handcar 
which  for  three  months  he  has  known  to  be  de- 
fective, the  obligations  of  the  parties  are  not 
changed  by  the  mere  fact  that  when  the  time 
comes  for  suspending  work  at  noon  the  foreman 
tells  him  and  his  fellow  workmen  to  get  on  the 
car  and  go  to  dinner.  The  rule  which  relieves 
a  servant  from  the  consequences  of  continu- 
ing to  work  with  knowledge  of  danger  when  he 
is  ordered  by  the  employer  or  his  representa- 
tive into  a  position  of  extra  hazard  has  no  ap- 
plication to  such  a  case.  Burlington  &  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Liehe  (1892)  17  Colo.  280,  29  Pac.  175. 

Speaking  generally,  therefore,  the  doctrine 
that  a  servant  acting  under  the  direct  orders 
of  the  master  or  a  superior  coservant  does  not 
assume  the  risk  Incident  to  the  work  Is  not  ap- 
plicable except  where  the  service  Is  a  special 
ooe,  and  not  even  then  where  the  danger  Is 
open  to  a  person  oi  ordinary  prudence  and  in- 
telligence. Stuart  V.  New  Albany  Mfg.  Co. 
(1895)  16  Ind.  App.  184,  48  N.  B.  961. 
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III.  OoHtrlbuiory  negligence,  tchen  not  predi- 
cated of  compliance  with  a  direct  order. 

Some  Judges,  following  out  the  analogy  of 
the  doctrine  stated  In  the  last  section,  have 
held  that  the  rule  by  which  contributory  negli- 
gence is  inferred,  as  matter  of  law,  from  the 
undertaking  or  continuance  of  work  which  en- 
tails an  abnormal  risk  of  which  the  servant 
was  aware,  involves  the  corollary  that  the  addi- 
tion of  the  element  of  a  direct  order  will  not 
prevent  the  defense  from  taking  effect  if  the 
servant  understood  the  perils  to  which  he 
would  be  exposed  in  obeying  that  order.  Bak- 
er v.^  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1882)  68  Ga.  699 
(dangerously  defective  tool  used  under  orders 
of  foreman)  ;  Bell  v.  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1883) 
70  Oa.  566  (hand-car  known  to  be  defective)  ; 
s.  p.  Nelling  v.  Industrial  Mfg.  Co.  (1886)  78 
Ga.  260.  See,  however.  Central  R.  Co.  v.  De 
Bray  (1888)  71  Ga.  406. 

But  by  almost  all  courts.  Including  those  who 
apply  the  rule  Just  referred  to  (see  Pennsyl- 
vania, Illinois,  and  North  Carolina  cases  cited 
infra)  f  It  is  held  that  the  fact  of  the  servant's 
having  been  directly  ordered  to  do  the  act  which 
caused  the  injury  introduces  into  the  situa- 
tion a  differentiating  circumstance,  which  will 
render  his  contributory  negligence  a  question 
for  the  Jury  in  nearly  every  conceivable  state 
of  the  evidence.  It  does  not  follow  that  be- 
cause the  servant  could  Justify  a  disobedience 
of  the  order  he  Is  guilty  of  negligence  In  obey- 
ing it.  Stephens  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  B.  Co. 
(1888)  96  Mo.  207,  0  S.  W.  689. 

In  other  words,  if  the  master,  knowing  of 
the  existence  at  abnormal  dangers,  commands 
and  urges  the  servant  to  do  something  which 
involves  exposure  to  him,  and  an  accicdent 
happens  in  consequence  of  the  servant's  obedi- 
ence, his  previous  knowledge  of  those  dangers 
will  not,  of  Itself,  prevent  his  recovering  dam- 
ages. Mollne  Plow  Co.  v.  Anderson  (1885)  19 
111.  App.  417. 

Hence  we  find  It  laid  down  in  a  leading  case 
that  where.  In  obedience  to  an  order,  the  serv- 
ant performs  a  duty  which,  though  dangerous. 
Is  not  so  dangerous  as  to  threaten  immediate 
injury,  or  where  it  is  reasonably  probable  that 
the  work  may  be  safely  done  by  using  extra- 
ordinary caution  or  skill,  he  may  recover  if 
injured.  Patterson  v.  Pittsburg  &  C.  R.  Co. 
(1874)  76  Pa.  389,  18  Am.  Rep.  412,  where 
the  Injury  was  caused  by  a  defective  switch. 
The  court  said :  "Let  it  be  considered  that  the 
switch  In  question  was  dangerous,  yet  doubtless 
many  trains  had  passed  over  It  safely,  and 
hence  a  man  of  common  prudence  might  well 
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ate  the  same,  and  any  such  person  who  shall 
neglect  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  be  fined  the  sum  of  $10  for 
each  and  every  day  of  such  neglect." 

The  doors  to  the  elevator  shaft  were  of 
wood,  and  could  be  opened  either  from  the 
elevator  side  or  the  room  side.  ''In  the  base- 
ment and  fourth  and  fifth  fioors  were  fold- 
ing doors,  working  on  hinges,  and,  includ- 
ing both  doors,  about  6  feet  wide.  The  first, 
second,  and  third  stories  had  sliding  doors 
the  full  width  of  the  respective  openings, 
and  were  operated  by  lifting  or  sliding  up 
the  door  toward  the  ceiling,  where  it  re- 
mained until  pulled  down.  There  was  a 
bar  across  each  door,  from  2%  to  3  feet  from 
the  floor,  which  was  attached  by  hinges  at 
one  end,  and  could  be  raised  or  lowered  from 
either  side  or  outside  the  elevator.  No  par- 
ticular person  had  charge  of  the  elevator  or 


its  operation  at  the  time  of  the  accident^  nor 
was  any  person  employed  by  appellants  for 
that  special  purpose."  The  doors  were  kept 
open  in  the  daytime.  Eisendrath,  an  archi- 
tect, testified  that  the  elevator  carriage  was 
in  the  regular  form  of  a  fright  elevator, — 
"simply  a  large  platform  wiUi  the  usual 
side-bars  and  cross-bars  to  hang  the  carnage 
on."  Saalfeldt  had  run  the  elevator  up  and 
down  a  number  of  times— one  witness  testi- 
fied to  a  dozen  times,  and  another  testified 
that  he  manifested  ability  to  handle  it,— 
but  it  did  not  appear  from  the  evidence 
whether  or  not  the  proper  and  safer  mode  of 
using  it  had  been  explained  to  him,  or 
whether  he  fully  understood  how  to  use  or 
control  it.  The  evidence  tended  to  show 
that  the  deceased  was  an  intelligent  boy,  so- 
ber, industrious,  and  careful.  Appellee  re- 
covered a  judgment  for  $1,750.    The  appel- 


conclude  that,  though  It  was  more  than  ordi- 
narily dangerous,  yet  many  more  trains  might 
In  like  manner  be  passed  over  It  safely.  Under 
such  a  state  of  facts  the  conductor  might  prop- 
erly rest  upon  the  judgment  of  his  superiors 
who  requested  him  to  continue  Its  use.  hoping 
that  by  extra  care  and  skill  he  might  avert 
accidents  until  the  switch  was  reconstructed 
or  properly  repaired.  On  the  other  hand.  If 
the  defect  was  so  great  that  obviously  with  the 
use  ot  the  utmost  skill  and  care  the  danger 
was  Imminent,  so  much  so  that  none  but  a  reck- 
less man  would  Incur  it,  the  employer  would 
not  be  liable." 

It  would  be  a  very  unjust  rule  which  Trould 
allow  a  master  to  shield  himself  from  responsi- 
bility for  the  consequence  of  his  own  negligence 
by  alleging  those  acts,  not  Inevitably  or  imme- 
diately dangerous,  to  have  been  negligent, 
which  his  servant  performed  by  his  express 
order.  Hawley  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  (1880) 
82  N.  Y.  870,  citing  the  Pennsylvania  case 
which  has  also  been  approved  In  Chicago  A  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Bayfield  (1877)  37  Mich.  205,  and 
Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Rudd  (1802)  88  Va. 
HAS.  14  8.  B.  361  (following  the  Pennsylvania 
case,  where  a  brakeman  who  was  engaged  In 
uncoupling  a  car  without  a  stick.  In  contraven- 
tion of  rules,  but  by  order  of  the  conductor, 
was  thrown  off  the  flat  car  where  he  was 
standing  and  run  over). 

To  the  same  effect,  see  Stuart  v.  Evans 
(1883)  49  L.  T.  N.  S.  138,  31  Week  Rep.  706, 
per  Williams,  J. :  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Schyman- 
owskl  (1806)  162  111.  447,  44  N.  B.  876:  Nor- 
folk ft  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Ampey  (1896)  93  Va.  108. 
25  S.  E.  226  (servant  knew  that  appliances 
for  coupling  where  defective,  but  believed  that 
the  coupling  ordered  could  be  safely  made  by 
hand)  ;  Louisville,  E.  ft  St.  L.  Consol.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ut«  (1892)  133  Ind.  265,  32  N.  B.  881  (fact 
that  brakeman  walked  along  the  top  of  a  train 
moving  at  a  high  rate  of  speed  not  necessarily 
a  bar  to  his  action,  where  he  was  acting  under 
orders)  ;  Indiana  Car  Co.  v.  Parker  (1884) 
100  Ind.  181  (workman  not  necessarily  negli- 
gent In  changing  from  one  part  of  his  work  to 
another)  :  Hawkins  v.  .Tohnson  (1886)  105 
Ind.  29.  55  Am.  Rep.  169.  4  N.  B.  172  (rule 
that  servant  must  at  his  peril  choose  the  safer 
of  two  methods  of  doing  his  work,  not  appli- 
cable where  a  servant  drove  a  wagon  by  ex- 
press orders  along  a  particular  way,  and  was 
caught  by  a  shaft  which  he  was  stepping  over, 
having  found  that  It  was  too  low  to  admit  of 
Ms  passing  underneath  It  while  seated  In  the 
wagon)  :  Cullen  v.  Norton  (1889)  52  Hun,  0, 
4  N.  Y.  Supp.  774  (servant  ordered  to  work  un- 
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demeath  an  unexploded  blast)  ;  Central  R.  Co. 
V.  De  Bray  (1883)  71  Ga.  406  (brakeman  not 
necessarily  negligent  in  getting  off  a  moving 
train  by  the  orders  of  the  conductor)  ;  and  deci- 
sions referred  to  infra. 

In  Patton  v.  Western  N.  C.  R.  CO.  (1887)  96 
N.  C.  455,  1  8.  E.  863,  a  section  master  ordered 
plaintiff  to  Jump  off  a  rapidly  moving  train 
(rate  of  speed  not  shown  by  evidence).  The 
court  declined  to  apply  the  general  rule  that 
such  an  act  Is  negligent,  saying:  **It  seems 
that  this  command  was  given  and  promptly 
obeyed  without  hesitation.  It  was  rash,  negli- 
gent, unreasonable,  and  unwarranted,  but  tbe 
danger  to  be  encountered  In  obeying  It  was 
not  so  manifest  and  so  great  as,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, to  render  a  prompt  obedience  to 
It  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant.  An  ordinary  laborer  on  railroads- 
one  of  ordinary  experience — might  nuike  a  leap 
without  Injury ;  he  might  not  unreaaonably  be- 
lieve that  be  could,  taking  proper  care,  and 
especially  so  when  commanded  to  do  so  by  a 
railroad  employee  of  long  experience  who  had 
the  right  to  couunand  him  in  the  course  of  his 
duty.  While  to  Jump  from  a  rapidly  moving 
train  of  cars  Is  very  hazardous,  and  ordinarily 
to  do  so  is  negligence,  it  Is  not  contributory 
negligence  where  the  plaintiff — a  laborer  on  the 
railroad — is  suddenly  commanded  by  his  em- 
ployer or  Its  agent  to  do  so.  in  the  course  of 
his  employment,  and  the  command  at  once 
obeyed  from  a  sense  of  duty  and  without  wait- 
ing to  think  of  and  consider  the  hazard.  Such 
a  case  is  exceptional.  The  agent  of  the  em- 
ployer suddenly  commands  the  laborer  to  do 
an  extra  hazardous  act  In  the  course  of  his 
fluty — one  that  may,  though  not  probably,  be 
safely  done  by  observing  due  care;  one  that 
must  be  done  at  once  If  done  at  all.  The  labor- 
er obeys  the  command  promptly,  nerved  only 
by  a  faithful  sense  of  duty,  and  as  a  conse- 
quence suflPers  serious  bodily  injury.  In  that 
case  the  Injured  party  does  not,  in  legal  con- 
templation, contribute  to  his  own  Injury.  The 
facts  and  circumstances  were  such  as  that  he 
might,  when  suddenly  called  on,  not  unreason- 
ably believe  that  the  command  was  a  proper 
one,  and  that  he  ought  to  obey.  Although  the 
act  was  hazardous,  It  was  not  essentially  dan- 
gerous." 

In  Frandsen  v.  Chicago.  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co. 
(1873)  36  Iowa,  372,  It  was  held  that  the  fol- 
lowing Instruction  was  properly  refused:  "7. 
If  the  Jury  find  that  the  plaintiff  was  Instructed 
by  the  section  foreman  to  assist  In  removing 
the  hand  car,  at  a  time  when  a  person  exercis- 
ing ordinary  care  and  prudence  would  reason- 
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late  court  has  affirmed  the  judgment,  and 
appellants  have  further  appealed  to  this 
court. 

Messrs.  Marons  Kavanagli  and  C.  lie 
Roy  Brown  for  appellants. 

Messrs,  Moses,  Rosentlial,  ft  Kennedy 

for  appellee. 

Carter,  Ch.  J.«  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  only  error  insisted  upon  by  appellants 
is  that  the  trial  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
give  to  the  jury  the  instruction  asked  by 
them,  at  the  close  of  the  evidence,  to  find  the 
defendants  not  guilty.  We  are  therefore 
called  upon  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  evi- 
dence, taken  as  true,  and  in  its  most  favor- 
able bearing  in  support  of  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action,  with  all  proper  inferences  which 


might  be  justifiably  drawn  from  it,  was  so 
insufficient  to  support  the  judgment  that  it 
should,  for  that  reason,  b^  set  aside. 
Whether  or  not  the  verdict  should  have  been 
set  aside  as  being  against  the  weight  of  the 
evidence  is,  of  course,  a  question  of  fact 
which  has  been  finally  settled.  We  have  to 
do  only  with  the  question  of  law. 

It  is  not  contended  that  appellants  were 
not  in  default  in  failing  to  comply  with  the 
ordinances  of  the  city  respecting  elevators^ 
but  the  first  contention  is  that  such  default 
was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury, — 
that  no  causal  connection  is  shown  between 
such  default  and  the  accident  to  the  de- 
ceased. It  is  plain  from  the  evidence  that^ 
had  the  ordinance  been  complied  with,  and 
the  doors  to  the  openings  been  kept  closed^ 
the  accident  could  not  have  happened. 
There  was  no  opening  between  the  pfatfomi 


ably  apprehend  danger  to  his  life  or  limb,  he 
Is  not  required  to  obey  such  instruction ;  and 
If  the  jury  further  find  that  he  does  follow  such 
instruction  and  is  Injured,  and  that  by  dis- 
obeying the  same  the  Injury  could,  by  the  ex- 
ercise of  ordinary  care  and  judgment,  have 
been  avoided,  then  the  de^dant  is-  not  lia- 
ble." The  court  said :  **Under  the  evidence 
it  was  not  error  to  refuse  this  instruction.  We 
would  not  say  that  it  might  not  properly  be 
given  In  some  possible  case.  But  the  bare  fact 
that  a  position  to  which  an  employee  is  or- 
dered for  the  discharge  of  his  duty  is  a  danger- 
ous one  will  not  justify  his  disobedience,  since 
he  was  employed  for  that  duty,  and  its  dis- 
charge may  be  necessary  to  save  the  lives  of 
others;  and  a  failure  to  do  his  duty,  or  dis- 
obedience under  such  circumstances,  might  be 
negligence  on  his  part,  rendering  the  employer 
liable  to  others  injured  thereby.  To  assume  a 
position  of  danger  is  not  necessarily  negli- 
gence, but  It  is  often  a  clear  duty ;  and  an  em- 
ployee In  such  case,  even  If  Injured,  would  have 
no  right  of  action,  since  he  was  employed  for 
such  position  of  danger  and  paid  for  assum- 
ing It.  If,  however,  the  prior  negligence  of 
others  unnecessarily  created  the  danger,  or,  by 
reason  of  the  negligence  of  others,  the  injury 
was  caused  to  him,  then  he  may  have  his  ac- 
tion." 

The  rule  that  an  employer  who  furnishes  a 
proper  machine  Is  not  liable  to  a  servant  in- 
jured while  using  it  for  an  improper  purpose 
does  not  apply  in  the  case  of  an  injury  to  an 
inexperienced  employee  who  was  using  the  ma- 
chine in  obedience  to  the  direction  of  a  supe- 
rior whom  it  was  his  duty  to  obey.  Newbury 
V.  Getchel  &  M.  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  (1896)  100 
Iowa,  441,  69  N.  W.  743. 

A  fortiori  is  the  servant  entitled  to  have  the 
case  submitted  to  the  jury  where  he  does  not 
knuw  of  the  danger,  but  merely  sees  the  physi- 
cal conditions  which  create  the  danger.  Nor- 
folk &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Ward  (1894)  90  Va.  687, 
24  L.  R.  A.  717,  19  S.  E.  849  (servant  entered 
an  unduly  narrow  ditch  under  peremptory  or- 
ders to  dig  It  deeper,  and  it  caved  in  upon 
him). 

In  other  cases  the  same  principle  is  expressed 
by  a  restrictive  form  of  statement,  the  servant 
being  held  entitled  to  obey  a  specific  command 
of  his  superior  without  necessarily  incurring 
the  consequences  of  contributory  negligence. 
unless  the  execntlon  of  that  command  involves 
a  hazard  which  no  ordinarily  prudent  person 
would  have  subjected  himself  to  (Newbury  v. 
Getchel  &  M.  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  (1896)  100 
Iowa,  441,  69  N.  W.  743)  ;  or  unless  a  reason- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


ably  prudent  person  In  his  situation  and  wlt^ 
his  knowledge  of  the  danger  would  not  have 
obeyed  the  command  (Stephens  v.  Hannibal  it 
St  J.  R.  Co.  (1888)  96  Mo.  207,  9  S.  W.  689)  ; 
or  unless  the  danger  is  so  "apparent"  (Nail 
V.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  (1891)  129  Ind. 
268,  28  N.  E.  183,  611;  Thompson  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1883)  14  Fed.  Rep.  564, 
4  McCrary,  620 ;  Chicsgo  Anderson  Pressed 
Brick  Co.  V.  Sobkowiak  (1890)  38  111.  App. 
531,  Affirmed  in  (1894)  148  111.  578,  36  N.  B. 
572  [laborer  Injured  by  fall  of  overhanging 
bank] ;  Stelnhauser  v.  Spraul  (1898)  114  Mo. 
551,  21  S.  W.  515,  859),  or  "obvious"  (Texas 
&  1».  R.  Co.  V.  Lewis  (1894;  Tex.  Civ.  App.) 
26  S.  W.  873  [section-hand  not  negligent  be- 
cause he  obeys  orders  to  take  hand-car  off  track 
when  a  train  is  close  at  hand].  Compare 
Schroeder  v.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1891)  108 
Mo.  822,  18  L.  R.  A.  827,  18  S.  W.  1094),  or 
"clear"  (Hlggins  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.   (1891> 

43  Mo.  App.  555),  or  "glaring"  (Jenney  Elec- 
tric Light  &  P.  Co.  V.  Murphy  (1888)  115  Ind. 
566.  570,  18  N.  B.  80;  Lebanon  v.  McCoy 
(1895)  12  Ind.  App.  500,  40  N.  E.  700  [laborer 
obeyed  order  to  remove  timber  lying  near  a 
negligently  erected  bridge]  ;  Norfolk  &  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Ward  (1804)  90  Va.  687,  24  L.  R.  A. 
717,  19  8.  E.  849  [day  laborer  injured  by  the- 
cavlng  in  of  the  sides  of  a  narrow  excavation 
which  the  forenuin  ordered  him  to  dig  to  a 
greater  depth  thsii  was  prudent]  ;  East  Tenn- 
essee, V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Duffleld  (1883)  12  Lea,. 
69,  47  Am.  Rep.  319;  Huhn  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  (1887)  92  Mo.  440,  4  S.  W.  937  ;  Shortel  v. 
St.  Joseph  (1891)  104  Mo.  114,  16  S.  W.  397 
[case  for  jury  where  the  laborer  was  Injured 
by  the  fall  of  an  arch  while  he  was  taking  down 
the  supports]  ;  Stephens  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R. 
Co.  (1888)  96  Mo.  207,  9  S.  W.  589  [case  for 
jury  where  section  man  tried  to  get  two  stonea 
off  the  track  when  a  train  was  approaching]  ; 
Ballard  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  (1892) 
51  Mo.  App.  453  [servant  jumped  from  moving 
train]  ;  Fogus  v.  CThicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1892) 
60  Mo.  App.  250  [plaintiff  injured  by  the  fall 
of  a  large  wheel  which  he  was  helping  to  move 
down  an  incline  against  his  better  Judgment]  ; 
Halliburton  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  (1894)  58  Mo. 
App.  27  [plaintiff  injured  In  following  fore- 
man's orders  as  to  way  of  placing  drive-wheels 
under  a  locomotive),  or  "imminent"  (Illinois 
Steel  Co.  V.  Schymanowskl  (1896)  162  111.  447, 

44  N.  E.  876),  or  "manifest"  (Larson  v.  Center 
Creek  Mln.  Co.  (1897)  71  Mo.  App.  612;  Last 
Cliance  Mln.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Ames  (1896)  28 
Colo.  167,  47  Pac.  382), — that  a  person  of  that 
average     prudence     and     intelligence     whosa 
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of  the  elevator  and  the  walls  of  the  elevator 
shaft  through  which  Saalfeldt  could  have 
fallen,  and  it  is  clear  from  the  evidence 
that  he  must  have  fallen  into  the  shaft  from 
the  open  space  at  the  doors  after  the  eleva- 
tor passed  up;  and,  taking  the  evidence  as 
true,  this  could  have  happened  only  at  the 
fourth  floor,  and  as  Casey,  who  had  charge 
of  the  work  on  the  third  floor,  testified  that 
it  was  only  about  half  a  minute  after  the 
elevator  started  up  from  the  third  floor  that 
he  saw  the  deceased  falling  down  the  shaft 
beneath  the  elevator,  we  cannot  say,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that  it  was  an  unjustiflablein- 
ference  for  the  jury  to  draw  that  Saalfeldt 
was  in  some  manner  caused  to  fall  from  the 
elevator  into  the  open  space  at  the  open 
doors  of  the  fourth  floor,  and  from  thence 
into  the  shaft  beneath.  As  we  understand 
the  evidence,  the  platform  of  the  elevator 


was  supported  by  a  framework  of  bars,  but 
was  not  inclosed,  and  its  entire  front  was 
open,  and  of  the  same  width  as  the  doors, — 
G  feet.  There  was  a  wooden  bar  across  the 
open  doors  at  the  fourth  floor,  3%  feet  from 
the  floor.  These  were  double  doors  8 
feet  and  3  inches  high,  and  swung  on  hinges 
opening  into  the  room.  At  the  top,  when 
closed,  they  flttcd  against  or  into  the  lower 
edge  of  the  wooden  partition  or  lining  of 
the  elevator  shaft  that  extended  up  to  the 
next  opening.  The  operating  cable  was  1 
foot  from  the  opening.  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  it  would  not  have  been,  in  the  eye 
of  the  law,  an  unreasonable  conclusion  for 
the  jury  to  reach,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  combination  of  these  open  doors,  with 
the  bar  across  them  and  the  horizontal  edge 
of  the  partition  projecting  downward  from 
above,  were  unsafe  to  one  on  the  ascending 


hypothetical  conduct  is  the  test  of  the  exist- 
ence or  absence  of  negligence  would  have  de- 
clined, under  the  given  circumstance,  to  under- 
take the  duty  which  necessitated  the  incurring 
of  the  danger  in  question. 

In  other  words,  if  a  danger  Is  not  absolute 
or  imminent  so  that  injury  must  almost  neces- 
sarily result  from  obedience  to  an  order,  and 
the  servant  obeys  the  order  and  Is  injured,  the 
master  will  not  afterwards  be  allowed  to  de- 
fend himself  on  the  ground  that  the  servant 
ought  not  to  have  obeyed  the  order.  Chicago 
Anderson  Pressed  Brick  Co.  v.  Sobkowiak 
<1880)   84  111.  App.  812. 

This  rule,  closely  viewed,  amounts  to  noth- 
ing n>ore  than  a  statement  that,  in  determin- 
ing what  is  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  a 
given  individual,  all  the  circumstances  of  his 
position  should  be  regarded.  Including,  in  cases 
like  the  present,  the  servant's  orders,  the  de- 
mands of  his  duty,  the  apparent  risk  to  be  met, 
and  the  purpose  of  his  action,  no  less  than  his 
physical  surroundings.  Having  weighed  all 
these  considerations,  unless  the  case  then  dis- 
closes that  the  risk  was  such  as  would  not  be 
taken  by  a  man  of  common  prudence,  so  situ- 
ated, the  court  cannot  justly  declare  the  assump- 
tion of  that  risk  by  a  servant,  in  obedience  to 
orders,  as  negligence.  Schroeder  v.  Chicago  & 
A.  R.  Co.  (1891)  108  Mo.  322,  18  L.  R.  A.  827, 
18  8.  W.  1094  (where  a  section-man  tried  to 
get  a  hand-car  off  the  track  when  a  train  was 
approaching) . 

The  practical  result  of  such  a  doctrine,  when 
stated  in  terms  of  the  servant's  Imowledge,  is 
that  the  servant  may  maintain  an  action,  un- 
less he  not  only  knows  what  is  the  risk  to  be 
encountered,  but  also  that  it  will  probably  be 
attended  with  injury  which  he  cannot  avoid 
by  the  exercise  of  care  and  cautioxL  This  form 
of  expression  is  found  in  Halliburton  v.  Wabash 
R.  Co.   (1894)  58  Mo.  App.  27. 

The  rule  is  especially  applicable  where  the 
servant  is  an  Immature  boy,  who  objected  to 
do  the  work,  but  ultimately  did  it  with  reluct- 
ance. Kehler  v.  Schwenk  (1892)  151  Pa.  505, 
25  Atl.  180. 

[V.  Matter   and  servant  not   upon   the  eame 
footing. 

A  fundamental  principle  which  Is  frequently 
Insisted  upon  in  cases  of  the  type  reviewed  in 
the  last  section,  as  well  as  in  those  in  which 
a  specific  order  is  not  an  element,  has  been 
thus  stated  In  a  leading  decision :  "The  serv- 
ant does  not  stand  on  the  same  footing  with 
the  master.  His  primary  doty  Is  obedience, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


and  if.  when  in  the  discharge  of  that  duty, 
he  is  damaged  through  the  neglect  of  the  mas- 
ter. It  is  but  meet  that  he  should  be  recom- 
pensed." Patterson  v.  Pittsburgh  &  C.  R.  Co. 
(1874)   76  Pa.  389,  18  Am.  Rep.  412. 

This  essential  inequality  of  the  positions  of 
the  parties  is  deemed  to  warrant  the  deduction 
that  "a  prudent  man  has  a  right,  within  rea- 
sonable limits,  to  rely  upon  the  ability  and  skill 
of  the  agent  in  whose  charge  the  common  mas- 
ter has  placed  him,  and  is  not  bound,  at  his 
peril,  to  set  his  own  judgment  above  that  of  bis 
superior."  Indiana  Car  Co.  v.  Parker  (1884) 
100  Ind.  181;  Rogers  v.  Overton  (1882)  87 
Ind.  410  (not  negligence  for  a  trackman  to 
obey  order  of  roadmaster  to  assist  in  bending 
rails  without  heating  them — ^that  being  the 
proper  method). 

"The  master  and  servant  do  not  stand  upon 
an  equal  footing,  even  when  they  have  equal 
knowledge  of  the  danger.  The  position  of  the 
servant  is  one  of  subordination  and  obedience 
to  the  master,  and  he  has  the  right  to  rely  np- 
on  the  superior  knowledge  and  skill  of  the  mas- 
ter. The  servant  Is  not  entirely  free  to  art 
upon  his  own  suspicions  of  danger."     Shortel 

V.  St.  Joseph  (1891)  104  Mo.  114,  16  S.  W. 
397. 

Compare  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  SchymanowskI 

(1896)  162  III.  459,  44  N.  E.  876;  McKee  v. 
Tourtellotte  (1896)  167  Mass.  69,  48  L.  EL  A. 
542,  44  N.  B.  1071   (assurance  of  safety;  see 

VI.  a,  infra)  ;  Larson  v.  Center  Creek  Mln.  Co. 

(1897)  71  Mo.  App.  612 ;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Ward  (1894)  90  Va.  687,  24  L.  R.  A.  717, 
19  S.  E.  849 :  Stephens  v.  Hannihal  ft  St.  J.  R 
Co  (1885)  86  Mo.  221;  Colorado  Midland  R. 
Co.  V.  O'Brien  (1891)  16  Colo.  219,  27  Pac. 
701  (laborer,  not  appreciating  the  risk,  went 
on  overloaded  construction  train)  ;  Turner  v. 
Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  (1895)  40  W.  Va.  675.  22 
S.  E.  88  (boy  of  sixteen  years  killed  while  rid- 
ing on  a  hand-car  through  a'  cut  in  a  curve, 
which  his  foreman  had  entered  without  sending 
a  man  ahead  with  a  flag, — ^not  negligent  la 
obeying  order  to  get  on  the  car). 

V.  Servant  usually  entitled  to  act  on  the  as- 
sumption that  his  master  has  performed  and 
uHU  perform  his  duty. 

Where  a  servant  obeys  the  orders  of  the 
person  authorized  to  give  them,  he  Is  not  negli- 
gent because  he  assumes  that  his  employer  and 
his  employer's  agents  are  doing  and  have  dons 
their  duty.  Stuart  v.  Evans  (1883)  49  L.  T. 
N.  S.  138,  31  Week.  Rep.  706.  per  Williams,  J. 
(in  obeying  the  commands  of  the  master  ths 
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•elevator,  and  necessarily  standing  near  the 
•opening  to  work  the  cable;  and  when  this 
condition  of  things,  connected  with  the  ele- 
yator,  was  maintained  by  the  appellants  in 
▼iolation  of  the  city  ordinances,  their  negli- 
.^nce  was  sufficiently  established.  It  seems 
not  at  all  unreasonable  that  the  jury  should 
have  found,  not  only  that  the  defendants 
below  were  guilty  of  negligence,  but  that 
^uch  negligence  was  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  injury.  Both  were  questions  of  fact, 
■and  it  would  have  been  error  had  the  court 
^iven  an  instruction  to  the  contrary. 

The  evidence  shows  that  Saalfeldt  was  an 
intelligent,  sober,  and  careful  youth,  and 
from  this  evidence  and  the  circumstances  be- 
fore them,  and  as  there  was  no  eyewitness 
to  the  accident,  and  no  countervailing  evi- 
dence, the  jury  were  authorized  to  find  that 


he  was^  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  using  due 
care  for  his  own  safety. 

Illinois  0.  B.  Co.  v.  Nonmckiy  148  111. 
29,  35  N.  K  358.  And  as  the  record 
is  made  up  we  must  assume,  if  such 
an  assumption  were  at  all  necessary,  •  that 
the  court  below  instructed  the  jury  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  unless  they 
believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  accident  he  was  observing  due  care, 
for  the  record  shows  that,  after  the  court 
refused  the  instruction  to  find  defendants 
not  guilty,  other  instructions  were  asked 
and  given  on  behalf  of  each  party,  but  they 
are  not  in  the  record. 

So  far  we  have  a  case  where  there  is  such 
evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  injury 
complained  of  was  caused  by  the  neglect  and 
default  of  the  appellants,  and  while  appel- 


eerraiit.  If  he  has  no  information  or  knowl- 
edge to  the  contrary,  has  a  right  to  presume 
that  the  master  has  done,  and  will  do,  his  duty 
towards  him,  and  can  rely  upon  the  judgment 
and  discretion  of  the  master  in  its  perform- 
-ance)  ;  Southwestern  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  Woughter 
(1892)  56  Ark.  206,  19  S.  W.  675.  See  also 
Crowley  v.  Cutting  (1896)  165  Mass.  436,  43 
N.  E.  197  (servant  ordered  to  steady  a  stone 
which  Is  being  hoisted  by  a  derrick  has  a  right 
to  rely  on  the  premimptlon  that  It  Is  properly 
-fastened)  :  McMillan  Marble  Co.  v.  Black 
(1890)  89  Tenn«  118,  14  S.  W.  479  (boy  set  to 
work  under  a  dangerous  projecting  rock  en- 
titled to  assume  that  it  has  been  tested)  ;  Cook 
T.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1885)  84  Minn. 
^5,  24  N.  W.  811  (floor  of  d«pot  which  had  been 
Injured  by  fire  and  was  under  repair  gave 
^ray)  ;  McGovem  v.  Central  Vermont  R.  Co. 
(1890)  123  N.  Y.  280,  25  N.  E.  373  (laborer 
In  a  grain  elevator,  who  is  sent  for  by  the  su- 
perintendent and  ordered  to  enter  one  of  the 
t>in8  through  a  trap  door  at  the  bottom  to  de- 
tach from  the  sides  any  grain  that  may  be 
-sticking  to  the  sides  has  a  right  to  assume  that 
the  superintendent  has  previously  ascertained 
that  no  grain  has  accumulated  in  such  a  x>osl- 
-tion  as  to  be  dangerous  to  men  working  In  the 
lower  part  of  the  bin)  ;  Eidrldge  v.  Atlas  S.  S. 
Co.  (1890)  58  Hun,  96,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  468 
(seaman  entitled  to  assume  that  Winch  can  be 
«afely  operated — fact  was  specially  emphasized 
that  he  was  bound'  by  his  articles  to  obey  or- 
ders) ;  Lebanon  v.  McCoy  (1895)  12  Ind.  App. 
500,  40  N.  E.  700  (demurrer  case)  ;  Deweese  v. 
Meramec  Iron  Min.  Co.  (1893)  54  Mo.  App. 
476  (miner  Injured  by  fall  of  stone  from  a 
«lope  above  a  pit  where  he  was  sent  to  work, 
the  evidence  being  that  It  was  impossible  by 
any  reasonable  care  to  prevent  such  occurrences 
.altogether,  but  that  the  defendant's  vice  prin- 
cipal had  failed  to  use  proper  precautions,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  he  knew  that  stones  had 
'been  falling  In  uncommonly  large  numbers  on 
the  day  of  the  accident)  ;  Stelnhauser  v.  Spraul 
(1892)  114  Mo.  551,  21  S.  W.  515,  Affirmed  on 
Rehearing  In  (1892)  114  Mo.  558,  21  S.  W.  859 
<domestic  servaurt,  ordered  to  ascend  ladder, 
-entitled  to  assume  that  It  Is  not  defective). 
Or,  to  introduce  a  consideration  which  lacks 
this  reason  for  the  rule  with  the  one  just  no- 
ticed, the  servant  has  a  right  to  assume  that 
the  master,  or  the  master's  representative,  with 
their  superior  knowledge  of  the  conditions,  will 
not  expose  him  to  unnecessary  perils.  Illinois 
Steel  Co.  V.  Schymanowski  (1896)  162  111.  459, 
44  N.  B.  876.  See  also  Powers  v.  Fall  River 
(1897)  168  Mass.  60,  46  N.  B.  408  (tripod,  used 
Instead  of  derrick  for  hoisting  water  pipes,  fell 
-48L.R.  A. 


into  ditch  which  servant  was  digging.  Serv- 
ant's right  to  rely  on  superintendent's  experi- 
ence emphasized)  ;  Halliburton  v.  Wabash  R. 
Co.  (1894)  58  Mo.  App.  27. 

**Where  an  employer  commands  his  employee, 
whom  he  assumes  to  direct,  to  use  a  defective 
Implement  In  a  particular  way,  leaving  the 
latter  no  discretion  as  to  the  time  or  manner 
of  its  use,  the  employee  may  rely  upon  the 
superior  knowledge  and  experience  of  the  em- 
ployer, unless  the  defect  Is  so  glaring  and  ex- 
treme as  to  make  the  danger  of  using  the  uten- 
sil apparent  to  anyone."  Jenney  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  V.  Murphy  (1888)  115  Ind.  566. 
18  N.  B.  30. 

In  nawley  v.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  (1880)  82 
N.  Y.  370,  the  court  argued  thus:  "We  must 
take  into  account  the  plaintiff's  position.  His 
business  was  that  of  an  engineer,  and  unless  he 
obeyed  orders  and  ran  his  engine  he  would  have 
been  obliged  to  abandon  the  defendant's  serv- 
ice ;  of  one  thus  situated  the  law  should  not  be 
too  exacting.  We  must  assume  that  the  officers 
of  defendant,  who  had  charge  of  the  road,  and 
must  have  known  its  condition,  deemed  It  safe ; 
and  the  plaintiff  had  the  right  to  rely  some- 
what upon  their  judgment.  Other  employees 
of  the  road,  and  hundreds  of  passengers,  were 
dally  trusting  their  lives  upon  the  road,  and 
on  the  day  of  the  accident  he  was  ordered  to, 
and  did,  precede  a  passenger  train.  Under 
such  circumstances,  was  the  plaintiff  bound  to 
set  up  his  judgment  against  that  of  ail  others, 
and  determine  for  himself  that  the  road  was 
absolutely  unsafe  for  the  passage  of  his  en- 
gine, and  abandon  his  position  as  engineer,  or 
take  upon  himself  the  risk  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligence?  We  think  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, and  upon  all  the  evidence,  given  on 
both  sides,  that  It  was  a  question  for  the  jury 
to  determine,  whether  the  plaintiff  acted  with 
reasonable  prudence  and  discretion  in  venturing 
to  run  his  engine  over  the  road.'* 

Thus,  obedience  to  an  order  is  not  contribu- 
tory negligence  in  any  case  in  which  the  serv- 
ant has  a  right  to  assume  that  the  master  will 
warn  him  as  to  any  danger  which  the  service 
may  involve.  Lofrano  v.  New  York  &  Mt.  V. 
Water  Co.  (1890)  55  Hun,  452,  8  N.  Y.  Supp. 
717 ;  Newbury  v.  Getchel  &  M.  Lumber  &  Mfg. 
Co.  (1896)  100  Iowa,  441.  09  N.  W.  743. 

As  to  the  circumstances  under  which  an  In- 
struction is  oibllgatory,  see  Cleveland,  C.  C.  k 
St.  li.  R.  Co.  V.  Brown  (1803)  18  U.  S.  App. 
10,  56  Fed.  Rep.  804,  6  C.  C.  A.  142  (servant, 
ordered  to  cut  in  two  one  of  the  supporting 
posts  of  a  shed,  was  ignorant  that  the  shed 
would  fall  if  the  posts  were  cut). 

So,  although  the  general  rule  is  that  a  serv- 
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lee't  intefltate  wm  obserying  due  care  for  hia 
own  safety,  that  the  jury  oould,  without  act- 
ing unreasonably  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  so 
find;  thus  making  these  questions  of  fact, 
and  not  of  law.  A  more  serious  question  is 
presented  by  the  objection  urged  that  Saal- 
feldt,  as  the  servant  of  appellants,  assumed 
the  risk  as  one  incident  to  his  employment. 
The  general  rule  of  law  on  this  subject  is 
too  well  settled  and  understood  to  require 
comment  or  citation  of  authority,  but 
whether  a  given  case  comes  within  the  rule 
is  not  always  easy  to  determine.  As  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  it  has,  by  the  judgment  of  af- 
firmance of  the  appellate  court,  been  finally 
determined  in  this  case  that  the  risk  was  not 
incident  to  the  duties  which,  by  his  employ- 
ment, Saalfeldt  undertook  to  discharge,  or 
else  that  the  facts  were  such  as  to  bring  it 
within  an  exception  to  the  general  rule;  and 


we  are  concerned  only  with  the  legal  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  there  was  any  eyidenoe* 
on  which  such  finding  could  reasonably  be- 
based.  The  witness  Keating,  who  testified 
that  he  was  the  superintendent  of  appel- 
lants' whole  business  outside  of  the  office, 
further  testified  that  Saalfeldt  was  em- 
ployed to  wash  bottles  in  the  basement,  that 
he  had  no  other  duties,  and  that  he  had 
nothing  to  carry  upstairs  or  downstairs  as 
a  part  of  his  duties.  Gavanaugh  also  testi- 
fied that  that  was  no  part  of  his  duties. 
There  was  no  one  employed  for  the  special 
purpose  of  running  the  elevator,  but  there 
was  evidence  that  Saalfeldt  had  run  it  a 
number  of  times,  and  appeared  to  und^- 
stand  how  to  run  it.  The  jury  were  war- 
ranted in  flndinff,  from  the  evidence,  that  it 
was  no  part  of  Vie  duty  of  Saalfeldt  to  take 
cases  of  bottles  up  or  down  on  the  elevator. 


ant  Is  guilty  of  negligence,  as  matter  of  law, 
where  be  unnecessarily  puts  himself  In  a  danr 
gerous  position,  his  culpability,  under  such  eir- 
cumstanves,  will  be  for  the  Jury,  where  he  Is 
entitled  to  assume  that  he  was  ordered  to  take 
that  position,  because  his  duty  required  it. 
Light  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  (1894)  93 
Iowa,  83,  61  N.  W.  380  (railroad  employee  is 
not.  as  a  matter  of  law,  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  attempiiug  to  mount  a  coal  car 
In  obedience  to  the  orders  of  his  superior,  al- 
though he  might  have  ridden  safely  to  the  place 
to  which  he  was  directed  to  go  on  the  foot- 
board of  the  engine). 

VI.  Rationale  of  the  8ervanf*9  right  to  relu  on 
the  master. 

The  Justifiability  of  the  servant's  reliance 
on  the  master  may  be  referred  to  various  con- 
ceptions, which,  though  distinct,  are  correlated. 

a.  Order  an  implied  assurance  of  safety. 

In  the  first  place,  the  giving  of  a  specific 
order  by  a  master  is  said  to  amount  to  an  im- 
plied assurance  on  his  part  that  the  work  or- 
dered may  be  done  with  reasonable  safety.  Illi- 
nois Steel  Co.  V.  Schymanowskl  (180G)  162 
III.  460.  44  N.  E.  876 :  Hawkins  v.  Johnson 
(1886)  105  Ind.  29.  55  Am.  Rep.  109.  4  N.  E. 
172:  Keeffan  v.  Kavanaugh  (1876)  62  Mo.  232. 

The  question  whether,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
a  trainman  knew,  or  had  an  opportunity  of 
knowing,  the  methods  employed  by  the  company 
in  running  its  train  by  telegraphic  orders,  be- 
comes Immaterial  where  the  superintendent 
gave  a  peremptory  order  that  his  train  should 
proceed  regardless  of  the  movements  of  an- 
other train  traveling  In  the  opposite  direction. 
Bheehan  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (1883) 
91  N.  Y.  832. 

But  upon  principles  explained  elsewhere,  an 
employer  who  would  prima  facie  be  held  lia- 
ble for  Injuries  caused  by  the  breaking  of  a 
chain  on  the  ground,  when  without  making  any 
inspection  he  urged  his  men  forward  with 
words  which  showed  that  in  his  opinion  there 
was  no  danger,  cannot  be  held  liable  if  such  an 
Inspection,  made  with  reasonable  care,  would 
not  have  declared  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
defect  in  the  chain.  HoflFman  v.  Dickinson 
(1888)   31  W.  Va.  148.  6  S.  E.  53. 

An  inexperienced  foreigner,  imperfectly  ac- 
quainted with  English,  who,  after  a  machine 
has  acted  in  an  unexpected  manner,  appeals 
for  advice  to  the  employer  whose  duty  it  is  to 
instruct  him,  and  receives  an  answer  which  he 
48  L.  R.  A. 


supposes  to  amount  to  an  instruction  to  go  oa 
as  before,  Is  not  negligent  in  following  that  dl« 
rectlon.  Bjbjlan  v.  Woonsocket  Rubber  (^>. 
(1895)  164  Masa  214,  41  N.  B.  265. 

As  to  the  cases  In  which  an  actual  as8or> 
ance  of  safety  is  coupled  with  the  order,  see 
note  to  McKee  ▼.  Tourtellotte  (Mass.)  ante, 
642. 

b.  Order  tends  to  throve  servant  off  his  ffuard. 

Secondly,  It  is  recognised  that  the  order,  hav- 
Ing  a  natural  tendency  to  throw  the  servant 
off  his  guard,  may  properly  be  considered  to  ex- 
cuse him  from  the  exercise  of  the  same  degree 
of  care  as  would  have  been  Incumbent  on  him  if 
the  case  had  not  Involved  this  factor.  Hawk- 
ins V.  Johnson  (1886)  106  Ind.  29,  65  Am.  Bep. 
169,  4  N.  E.  172. 

••When  the  master  undertakes  to  direct  speclfl- 
cally  the  performance  of  work  In  a  particular 
manner,  we  cannot  say,  as  matter  of  law,  that 
the  servant  Is  not  Justified  in  relying  to  some 
extent  upon  the  knowledge  and  carefulness  of 
his  employer,  and  in  relaxing  somewhat  the 
vigilance  which  otherwise  would  be  Incumbent 
upon  him.  The  servant's  attention  must  be 
principally  directed  to  the  performance  of  the 
work  In  the  manner  in  which  he  Is  ordered  to 
perform  It,  and  he  may  be  in  a  less  favorable 
position  to  see  and  Judge  of  the  surrounding 
dangers.  Haley  v.  Case  (1886)  142  Mass.  816. 
7  N.  B.  877. 

c.  Necessity  for  prompt  obedience, 

llilrdly,  the  courts  take  into  account  the 
fact  that  when  a  servant  is  suddenly  called  up- 
on to  execute  a  piece  of  work  in  a  particular 
manner,  under  the  eye  of  his  employer,  or  his 
employer's  representative,  a  careful  observation 
of  the  conditions  Is  generally  quite  impracti- 
cable if  the  direction  is  to  be  carried  out  with 
that  promptitude  which  is  expected  from  sub- 
ordinatea  Haley  v.  Case  (1886)  142  Masa 
316.  7  N.  B.  877;  Strong  v.  Iowa  C.  R.  Co. 
(1895)  94  Iowa,  880,  62  N.  W.  799  (risk  of 
using  defective  appliances  not  assumed,  where 
the  servant  Is  acting  in  an  emergency,  under 
the  order  of  a  superior,  where  disobedience 
would  Imperil  the  lives  of  parties  to  whom  the 
master  owes  a  duty.  Passenger  train  might 
have  been  wrecked  by  delay.  Brakeman  re- 
quired to  couple  a  car  to  an  engine  with  pilot 
bar  and  properly  supported)  :  Mason  v.  Rich- 
mond A  D.  R.  (3o.  (1892)  111  N.  C.  482.  18  L.  R 
A.  845,  16  S.  E.  698  (brakeman  ordered  to- 
couple  cars  on  a  dark  night  not  bound  to  ex- 
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and  that»  therefore,  the  dangers  attending 
that  work  were  not  incident  to  his  employ- 
ment, nor  assumed  by  him  by  virtue  of  his 
contract  of  service  with  his  employers. 

But  it  is  said  that  Saalfeldt  volunteered 
to  take  the  bottles  up  on  the  elevator  with- 
out any  order  to  do  so  by  anyone  having  au- 
thority so  to  direct,  and  that  in  so  doing  he 
voluntarily  assumed  the  risk  also.  We 
agree  with  the  appellate  court  that  it  was  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  whether  or  not 
Saalfeldt  acted  voluntarily  in  taking  the 
bottles  up  on  the  elevator,  or  in  good  faith 
upon  the  order  of  Cavanaugh.  Cavanaugh 
bad  charge  over  the  men  in  that  department, 
and  gave  the  order  to  take  up  the  bottles. 
Saalfeldt  had  done  such  work  before,  and  had 
not  been  forbidden  to  do  it.  Cavanaugh,  the 
foreman,  did  not  specify  which  of  the  three 
men  should  obey  him,  and  clearly  the  jury 


may  have  found  that  the  order  was  ad- 
dressed to  the  three  men,  to  be  obeyed  by 
any  one  of  them.  Whether  Saalfeldt  prop- 
erly acted  in  obedience  to  such  order  or  not 
was  clearly  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury, 
and  not  of  law  for  the  court. 

It  is,  however,  further  contended  that, 
whether  the  risk  was  incident  to  his  con- 
tract of  employment,  and  therefore  one  as- 
sumed by  him,  or  whether  it  was  incident  to 
the  special  service  which  he  undertook  to 
perform  in  obedience  to  orders,  the  judg- 
ment is  erroneous,  because,  it  is  said,  he  had 
knowledge  of  the  condition  of  the  elevator 
and  its  unsafe  surroundings,  and,  having  un- 
dertaken to  perform  it  with  such  knowledge, 
he  could  not  hold  his  employers,  the  appel- 
lants, liable.  He  had  been  engaged  in  his 
work  for  appellants  from  five  to  seven  weeks. 
The  evidence  does  not  show  that  they  ever 


amloe  coupling)  ;  Dillingham  v.  Harden  (1894) 
6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  474,  26  S.  W.  014  (servant 
not  bound  to  examine  a  skid  which  he  is  di- 
rected by  his  foreman  to  use  in  lowering  rocks 
into  a  pit). 

A  servant  "does  not  stand  upon  the  same 
footing  as  his  master,  as  respects  the  matter  of 
care  in  inspecting  and  Investigating  the  risks 
to  which  he  may  be  exposed.  He  has  a  right 
to  presume  that  the  master  will  do  his  duty  In 
this  respect,  and,  therefore,  when  directed  by 
proper  authority  to  perform  certain  services, 
or  to  perform  them  In  a  certain  place,  he  will 
ordinarily  be  justified  In  obeying  orders,  with- 
out being  chargeable  with  contributory  negll- 
gence  or  with  the  assumption  of  the  risks  of 
BO  doing.  Cook  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co. 
(1885)  34  Minn.  45.  24  N.  W.  811. 

In  Greenleaf  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  (1870)  29 
Iowa,  14,  4  Am.  Rep.  181,  where  a  brakeman 
was  killed  owing  to  the  want  of  a  ladder  on  a 
car,  the  court  argued  thus:  "Though  decedent 
knew  of  the  defective  car.  if  he  acted 
under  instructions  and  directions  of  a  su- 
perior the  action  would  by  no  means 
thereby  be  defeated.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, compelled,  as  he  necessarily  would 
be,  to  act  with  promptness  and  dispatch, 
It  would  be  most  unreasonable  to  demand  of 
him  the  thought,  care,  and  scrutiny  which 
might  be  exacted  where  there  is  more  time  for 
observation  and  deliberation.  Thus,  If  a  lad- 
der is  usually  found  upon  such  cars,  in  the 
haste  necessarily  attendant  upon  uncoupling 
cars  and  stopping  the  train  he  was  not  bound 
to  deliberate  and  settle  In  his  mind  that  a  like 
means  of  ascending  the  car  was  on  this  one, 
though  he  knew  by  prior  observation  that  .it 
was  wanting." 

In  Chicago.  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  McCarty 
(1896)  49  Neb.  475,  68  N.  W.  633,  the  court 
said :  "Our  conclusion,  after  a  consideration 
of  the  subject.  Is  that  it  is  a  harsh  and  unreas- 
onable rule  which  charges  a  servant,  when  com- 
manded to  perform  an  act  by  his  master,  with 
the  duty  of  at  once  determining  whether  or 
not  the  act  can  be  safely  performed,  and  then 
performing  It  at  his  peril,  or  refusing  to  per- 
form it  at  the  expense  of  losing  his  employment. 
The  risk  Incurred  by  obeying  a  negligent  com- 
mand of  the  master  Is  not  one  ordinarily  inci- 
dent to  the  servant's  employment,  and  Is  not 
an  assumed  risk,  because  negligent  on  the  part 
of  the  master  Is  not  presumed  to  l>e  a  feature 
of  the  employment.  It  is  true  that  where  am- 
ple time  exists  for  examination  and  reflection 
a  servant  may  not,  beyond  a  certain  limit,  con- 
tinue In  the -service,  performing  dangerous  acts, 
48  L.  R.  A.  1      • 


except  at  his  own  risk :  and  it  Is  this  considera- 
tion which  governs  the  cases  holding  that  the 
continued  use  of  defective  appliances  without 
protest  and  a  promise  by  the  master  to  remedy 
them  discharges  the  master  from  liability. 
With  the  case,  however,  of  a  command  given 
suddenly,  which  must  be  obeyed  immediately  or 
not  at  all,  a  different  question  is  presented. 
The  servant  Is  confronted  with  a  new  danger, 
one  not  contemplated  when  he  entered  the  em- 
ployment, and  one  not  made  a  part  of  it  by 
continued  use.  The  servant  has  certainly,  in 
the  first  place,  a  right  to  presume  that  the  mas- 
ter gave  the  command  advisedly  and  In  the  ex- 
ercise of  due  care.  If  the  servant  disobey,  he 
forfeits  his  employment;  and  even  though  he 
be  aware  of  the  danger,  whether  or  not  it  Is 
negligence  for  him  to  obey  depends  upon  circum- 
stances. The  act  may  be  so  foolhardy,  so 
clearly  entailing  disaster,  that  the  only  reason- 
able course  Is  to  disobey.  The  test  of  negli- 
gence is  In  such  cases,  as  in  others,  whether  or 
not  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  so  situated  . 
would  obey  or  refuse.  In  many  cases  a  man  of 
ordinary  prudence,  compelled  to  decide  instant- 
ly, even  though  aware  of  the  existence  of  dan- 
ger, would  prefer  obedience,  and  would  take  the 
risk." 

A  carpenter  employed  by  a  railroad  company 
who  obeys  a  hasty  order  to  pick  up  his  toola 
bedding,  etc.,  and  put  them  on  a  push  car  and 
to  get  on,  does  not  assume  the  risks  arising 
from  the  fact  that  the  car,  which  then  starts 
down  a  heavy  grade,  is  not  provided  with  prop- 
er appliances  to  control  its  velocity.  Miller  v. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  (1882)  12  Fed.  Rep.  600,  4 
McCrary,  115. 

A  servant  who  obeys  a  hurried  order  of  his 
foreman  to  take  hold  of  a  car  and  push  it  is 
not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  falling  to  look  ahead  and  observe 
an  obstruction  near  the  track.  The  want  of 
time  for  deliberation,  and  the  position  he  would 
naturally  assume  In  doing  the  work,  are  a  suf- 
ficient reason  for  not  holding  him  strictly  to 
the  duty  of  using  his  senses  to  discover  danger. 
Stackman  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  0>.  (1891)  80 
Wia  428,  60  N.  W.  404. 

A  brakeman  acting  in  an  emergency  which 
gives  no  time  for  reflection  may  be  found  by  the 
Jury  not  chargeable  with  contributory  negli- 
gence In  attempting  to  mount  and  stop  a  car 
going  at  dangerous  speed,  when  ordered  to  do 
so  by  the  conductor,  although  the  ground  at 
that  place  was  uneven  and  he  was  unable  to  see 
well  l>ecause  his  lantern  had  gone  out.  Fox  v. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  (1802)  86  Iowa, 
368,  17  L.  R.  A.  289,  53  N.  W.  2.^9. 
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gave  him  any  inatructionB  regarding  the  use 
of  the  elevator,  or  any  information  respect- 
ing the  dangers  to  be  guarded  against  in  us- 
ing it;  and  in  view  of  the  facts  and  his  in- 
expeiience  and  youth  it  cannot  be  said,  as 
a  matter  of  law^  that  there  was  no  evidence 
upon  which  a  finding  could  be  based  that  he 
did  not  have  knowledge  of  the  danger,  or 
that  the  danger  was  not  apparent.  Whether 
or  not  the  danger  was  apparent,  or  he  had 
knowledge  of  it,  were  questions  of  fact.  Be- 
sides, the  burden  of  showing  such  knowledge 
was  on  the  defendants  below.  14  Am.  & 
Eng.  £nc.  Law,  p.  844.  Again,  if  the  fact 
was — ^and  in  support  of  the  judgment,  there 
being  evidence  to  the  point,  we  will  assume 
the  jury  so  found — that  Saalfeldt  performed 
this  particular  service  by  order  of  his  em- 
ployers, given  through  the  foreman,  and  that 
it  was  outside  the  scope  of  his  employment, 
then  the  risk  would  be  one  which  he  did  not, 
by  virtue  of  such  employment,  necessarily  as- 


sume. 2  Bailey,  Master's  Liability  for  In- 
juries to  Servant,  S§  3476,  3502;  14  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  850,  857 ;  Linderberg  v. 
Crescent  Min,  Co.  9  Utah,  163,  33  Pac.  692; 
Pittsburgh,  C.  d  8t.  L.  R,  Co.  v.  Adams,  105 
Ind.  151.  5  N.  £.  187),  and  in  such  case,  al- 
though he  had  knowledge  of  the  dangers  at- 
tending the  use  of  the  elevator  in  its  imsafe 
environment,  he  was  not  bound  to  disobey  on 
pain  of  assuming  the  risk,  but  might  perform 
the  service,  and  hold  his  employers  liable, 
unless  the  danger  was  such  that  an  ordinar- 
ily prudent  man  would  not  encounter  it. 
Ibid,;  IlUnois  Steel  Co.  y.  Sehymanovoski, 
162  111.  447,  44  N.  E.  876. 

However  weak  the  plaintiff's  case  may 
have  been  upon  the  evidence,  we  are  unable 
to  find,  as  matter  of  law,  that  any  fact  neces- 
sary to  a  recovery  has  been  found  without 
evidence  to  support  the  finding. 

The  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


A  brakeman  on  a  freight  train  is  not  guilty 
of  negligence  in  attempting  to  make  a  coupling 
between  two  cars  of  unequal  height  with  a 
ro<isshapen  link  which  he  had  been  directed  by 
the  conductor  to  take  from  the  ground  and  use, 
when,  owini;  to  darkness  and  storm,  he  did  not 
discover  the  defect  in  the  link  in  time  to  avoid 
an  accident.  Denver,  T.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Simp- 
son (1801)  16  Colo.  55,  26  Pac.  339. 

Where  one  gang  of  men  engaged  in  raising  a 
track  by  putting  stone  under  It  on  the  sudden 
approach  of  a  train  is  ordered  to  take  ofT  some 
stone  remaining  on  the  track,  and  Immediately 
attempts  to  do  so,  without  opportunity  to  ob- 
serve and  calculate  the  distance  to  the  train  or 
its  speed,  he  is  not  necessarily  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  such  as  will  defeat  his  re- 
covery. Stephens  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  B.  Co. 
(18S8)  96  Mo.  207,  9  S.  W.  589.  See  also  Kain 
T.  Smith  (1882)  89  N.  Y.  376. 

The  converse  principle  Is  observable  in  the 
ruling  that  it  was  negligence  per  se  to  take  un- 
necessarily a  dangerous  position  without  the  ex- 
cuse of  an  urgent  command  leaving  no  time 
for  investigation.  Nolan  v.  Shickie  (1879)  60 
Mo.  336 ;  Last  Chance  M.in.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Ames 
(1896)  23  Colo.  167,  47  Pac.  382.  See  also 
Wanner  v.  Kindel  (1893)  4  Colo.  App.  168.  34 
Pac.  1014  (employer  not  liable  for  an  injury 
to  an  employee  using  a  circular  saw,  merely  by 
reason  oi  an  order  that  he  shall  not  waste  so 
much  time  in  cleaning  the  logs  before  sawing 
them,  ivhen  he  does  not  in  any  wise  so  com- 
mand him  to  proceed  as  to  preclude  him  from 
the  exercise  of  due  care  in  putting  the  logs  in 
proper  condition  to  be  cut  up). 

A  shout  by  the  gang  foreman  of  "All  aboard** 
is  not  an  order  of  that  peremptory  character 
that  justifies  one  of  his  subordinates  in  taking 
such  a  manifest  risk  as  that  of  mounting  a 
moviniT  train.  Novock  v.  Michigan  t.  R.  Co. 
(1886)  63  Mich.  121.  29  N.  W.  625. 

This  consideration  has  been  held  to  excuse  a 
servant's  temporary  forgetful n ess  of  a  danger 
the  existence  of  which  he  had  previously  ascer- 
tained. 

In  Lee  V.  Woolsey  (1886)  109  Pa.  124,  where 
the  master  was  personally  directing  the  work, 
and  giving  emphatic  orders  to  move  quickly, 
the  court  said :  "If  an  employee  Is,  In  haste, 
called  upon  to  execute  an  order  requiring 
prompt  attention,  he  is  not  to  be  presumed 
necessarily  to  recollect  a  defect  in  machinery, 
or  a  particular  danger  connected  with  his  em- 
ployment, so  as  to  avoid  it.  A  prompt  and 
faithful  employee,  suddenly  called  upon  by  a 
48  L.  R.  A. 


superior  to  do  a  particular  act,  cannot  be  sup- 
posed to  remember  at  the  moment  a  particular 
danger  incident  to  its  performance,  of  which 
he  had  previous  knowledge;  and  It  would  be 
most  unreasonable  to  demand  of  him  the 
thought  and  care  which  might  be  exacted  when 
there  is  more  time  for  observation  and  delib- 
eration'* (servant  failed  to  observe  that  planka 
had  been  removed  over  a  space  through  which 
he  was  engaged  with  tackle  and  horse  In  hoist- 
ing timbers).  See  also  Greenleaf  v.  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  (1870)  29  Iowa,  14,  4  Am.  Sep.  181 
(brakeman  not  necessarily  negligent  in  failing 
to  remember  that  a  car  which  he  was  about  to 
uncouple  had  not  the  usual  end  ladder). 

It  is  worth  remarking,  however,  that,  upon 
general  principles,  excusable  forgetfulness  of  a 
known  danger  would  not  avail  the  servant,  even 
if  he  acted  under  orders,  supposing  the  defenss 
of  assumption  of  risks  to  have  been  relied  upon 
by  him  (see  II.  supra)  ^  and  also  to  have  been 
offered  in  combination  with  the  circumstances 
of  a  protest-  by  the  servant.  The  addition  of 
the  latter  element,  of  course,  furnishes  an  ad- 
ditional reason  why  the  court  should  not  de- 
clare him  to  be,  as  matter  of  law,  culpably  neg- 
ligent. See  East  Tennessee,  Y.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v. 
Duffleld  (1883)  12  I^ea,  63,  47  Am.  Rep.  819 
(laborer,  after  protest,  used  defective  hammer, 
where  there  was  need  of  quick  action  to  get  the 
track  ready  for  an  expected  train)  ;  Chicago  An- 
derson Pressed  Brick  Co.  v.  Sobkowiak  (1890) 
38  111  App.  681  (servant  ordered  to  proceed  after 
he  had  objected  to  work  on  account  of  its  dan- 
ger). 

But  here,  a^raln,  the  servant  would  not  be 
allowed  to  recover  on  this  ground  where  the 
defense  raised  is  an  assumption  of  the  rieka 
See  supra,  II. 

d.     DWwt  order  tends  to  negativs  voluntari^ 
uess  of  action. 

The  fact  that  the  master  urged  or  coerced 
the  servant  into  danger  is  not  Infrequently  men- 
tioned as  an  exception  cutting  down  the  effect 
of  the  general  rule  that,  if  the  servant  contin- 
ues in  an  employment  with  knowledge  of  ab- 
normally dangerous  conditions,  he  cannot  re- 
cover for  an  injury  caused  by  their  existence. 
Patterson  v.  Pittsburg  &  C.  B.  Co.  (1874)  76 
Pa.  389,  18  Am.  Rep.  412 ;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
Lynch  (1878)  00  III.  333 ;  Chicago,  R.  I.  *  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Clark  (1882)  11  111.  App.  104. 

When  a  servant  does  not  assert  his  judgment 
in  opposition  to  the  supposed  better  jadgment 
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•or  stronger  will  of  his  master,  the  law  aaually 
.allows  a  Jury  to  determine  whether  he  volun- 
•tarlly  assumed  the  risks,  or  acted  in  reliance 
upon  the  Judgment  of  his  master,  or  out  of  a 
constrained  acquiescence  in  the  rule  of  obedi- 
ence which  his  relation  as  servant  imposes. 
Cullen  ▼.  Norton  (1889)  62  Hun,  9,  4  N.  Y.  Supp. 
774  (set  to  worlc  underneath  an  unezploded 
4>last  which  went  off. 

The  cases  llustratlng  this  exception  from  a 
positive  standpoint  are  not  numerous.  Where 
the  servant  is  of  mature  years,  the  compulsion 
which  it  contemplates  will  only  be  inferred  In 
circumstances  of  a  very  unusual  description. 
Wells  &  F.  Co.  y.  Gortorskl  (1893)  60  III.  App. 
445  (laborer  understanding  only  a  foreign 
language,  pushed  Into  a  position  of  danger  by 
the  foreman,  and  coerced  to  remain  there  by 
fear  of  the  latter,  superinduced  by  his  lan- 
guage, actions,  and  position,  which  was  greater 
than  his  fear  of  the  danger  of  the  place,  and 
overcame  his  own  Judgment,  may  recover  for 
Injuries  sustained). 

The  case  of  a  young  child  Is  different.  He 
cannot  be  expected  to  have  the  will  power  of  a 
grown  man  In  resisting  his  master's  orders; 
and  where  the  evidence  tends  to  show  ceercive 
Influence  the  opinion  of  the  Jury  should  be  taken 
upon  the  question  whether  his  compliance  with 
the  order  was  negligent. 

In  Kehler  t.   Schwenk   (1892)    161  Pa.  605, 

25  Atl.  130,  where  a  boy  off  fourteen  was  In- 
jured, the  court  referred  to  Patterson  t.  Pitts- 
burg &  C.  R.  Cb.  (1874)  76  Pa.  389,  18  Am. 
Rep.  412,  9upra,  and  said:  "The  principle  of 
-this  decision  would  exonerate  the  plaintiff  in 
-the  present  case  from  a  charge  of  contributory 
negligence  In  engaging  In  a  palpably  dangerous 
service,  even  if  he  were  a  full-grown  adult,  be- 
cause there  was  other  testimony  to  the  effect 
that  the  appliance  might  be  used  with  safety 
.although  apparently  dangerous;  but  when  his 

youth  and  physical  weakness  are  considered, 
and  the  fact  that  he  was  ordered  to  do  this 
work,  and  that  he  objected  to  doing  it,  and 
went  reluctantly  to  the  service.  It  cannot  be 
•doubted  that  he  is  entirely  free  from  any 
charge  of  contributory  negligence,  and  also  that 
the  master  became  subject  to  all  the  risk  of  an 
accident.  He  was  but  little  more  than  a  child, 
either  in  yetfrs  or  In  strength,  and  could  not  be 
expected  to  have  the  will  power  of  a  full- 
grown  man  In  resisting  his  master's  orders. 
He  cannot  be  held,  therefore,  as  one  who  vplun- 
tarlly  engages  in  a  dangerous  service,  especially 
by  a  master  who  specifically  directed  him  to 
do  the  hazardous  work.  On  the  contrary,  the 
very  fact  of  the  plaintiff's  youth  and  weakness 
4s  one  of  the  elements  that  go  to  make  up  the 
-charge  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
.ant  In  putting  such  a  person  upon  such  a  serv- 
ice. It  seems  to  us  the  master,  In  such  circum- 
stances, and  not  the  servant,  must  be  held  to 
have  assumed  the  risks  of  the  service." 

In  Tagg  V.   McGeorge    (1893)    165   Pa.   368, 

26  Atl.  671,  It  was  held  that,  where  a  foreman 
ordered  a  boy  thirteen  years  old  to  hurry  In 
his  work  ct  cleaning  a  dangerons  machine  in 
order  that  he  might  clean  another  machine 
which  was  ordinarily  attended  by  another  boy 
who  was  absent,  and  the  boy  was  Injured  In 
the  work.  It  Is  not  Improper  for  the  court  to 
charge  that.  If  the  boy  was  not  aware  of  the 
danger,  and  his  will  was  subjected  to  that  of 
the  foreman,  and  he  obeyed  him  because  he 
thought  the  foreman  knew  better,  or  because 

~4ie  was  afraid  to  disobey,  the  Jury  might  find 

for  the  plaintiff. 

In  some  cases  the  fear  of  the  servant  that 
*he  may  lose  his  situation  if  he  disobeys  the 

order  is  referred  to  as  one  of  the  factors  In 

the  case.  Brennan  t.  Front  Street  Cable  R.  Go. 
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(1894)    8  Wash.  363,  36   Pac.   272;   Fogus  t. 
Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1892)  60  Mo.  App.  260. 

The  authorities  are  divided  upon  the  general 
question  whether  legal  compulsion  can  be  in- 
ferred from  this  circumstance  (see  note  to 
O'Maley  v.  South  Boston  Gaslight  Co.  (Mass.) 
47  L.  R.  A.  161,  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  aa  a  de- 
feute  to  actions  by  injured  servants),  and  It 
seems  doubtful  whether  its  complexion  can  be 
altered  by  the  fact  that  It  is  an  element  in  a 
case  in  which  a  direct  order  was  given. 

VII.     M'hen  direct  orders  wUl  not  justify  the 
servant's  obedience. 

The  general  limits  of  the  doctrine  dis- 
cussed In  the  preceding  sections  may  be  readily 
defined  by  giving  an  appropriate  turn  to  the 
language  employed  In  stating  It.  Thus,  it  Is 
held  that,  although  the  servant  may  have  been 
directly  commanded  or  urged  to  undertake  the 
work  from  which  the  injury  resulted,  he  can- 
not claim  an  Indemnity  where  the  danger  to 
be  encountered  was  at  once  so  obvious  and  so 
serious  that  no  prudent  man  would  have  In- 
curred it. 

In  Patterson  t.  Pittsburg  &  C.  R.  Co.  (1874) 
76  Pa.  389,  18  Am.  Rep.  412,  the  court  re- 
marked :  "We  are  not  to  forget  that  the  serv- 
ant is  required  to  exercise  ordinary  prudence. 
If  the  instrumentality  by  which  he  is  required 
to  perform  his  service  Is  so  obviously  and  Im- 
mediately dangerous  that  a  man  of  common 
prudence  would  refuse  to  use  it,  the  master 
cannot  be  held  liable  for  the  resulting  damage. 
In  such  case  the  law  adjudges  the  servant 
guilty  of  concurrent  negligence,  and  will  re- 
fuse him  that  aid  to  which  he  otherwise  would 
be  entitled." 

Compare  Moltne  Plow  Co.  y.  Anderson  (1886) 
19  111.  App.  417 ;  Shortel  t.  St.  Joseph  (1801) 
104  Mo.  114,  16  S.  W.  897 ;  Southwestern  Tel- 
eph.  Co.  V.  Woughter  (1802)  66  Ark.  206,  19 
S.  W.  676 ;  McDermott  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R. 
Co.  (1886)  87  Mo.  286  (disapproving  of  an  un- 
qualified Instruction  to  the  effect  that  an  act 
done  In  obedience  to  orders  is  not  negligent). 

The  order,  that  is  to  say,  must.  If  It  is  to 
serve  as  a  justification,  be  In  a  matter  with  re- 
gard to  which  the  servant  has  a  right  to  rely 
on  the  superior  judgment  of  the  master.  East 
Tennessee.  V.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  T.  Duflield  (1883)  12 
I^a,  69,  47  Am.  Rep.  319. 

The  courts  decline  to  lay  down  a  rule  of  law 
purporting  to  define  accurately  how  dangerous 
a  proposed  action  would  have  to  be  before  a 
servant  receiving  an  order  from  his  master  to 
perform  It  would  be  required  to  disobey  under 
pain  of  being  chargeable  with  negligence. 
Chicago  Anderson  I'reased  Brick  Co.  v.  Sob 
kowiak  (1890)  38  III.  App.  631. 

But  when  the  servant's  culpability  is  clear, 
they  will  not  hesitate,  as  In  other  cases  where 
the  defense  of  contributory  negligence  Is  raised, 
to  declare,  as  matter  of  law,  that  there  can  be 
no  recovery  where  an  employee  undertakes  to 
get  upon  an  engine  while  It  is  running  at  the 
rate  of  from  6  to  12  miles  an  hour,  as  this  is 
such  a  rash  and  dangerous  attempt  as  to  require 
a  nonsuit,  although  he  was  acting  under  orders. 
Roul  V.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  (1890) 
85  Ga.  197,  11  S.  B.  668. 

To  go  to  work  in  a  dark  cellar  in  which  the 
servant  knows  there  Is  a  deep  well  hole,  with- 
out ascertaining  whether  It  Is  gruarded  or  not, 
is  culpable  negligence  which  will  prevent  him 
from  recovering  for  injuries  caused  by  the  want 
of  a  guard,  even  though  he  was  ordered  to 
"hurry  up  the  work."  Taylor  v.  Carew  Mfg. 
Co.  (1885)   140  Mass.  150.  3  N.  B.  21. 

A  conductor  who  Is  Injured  by  a  collision 
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will  be  denied  recovery  where  he  c<mieiited  to 
the  starting  of  his  train  In  rlolatlon  of  the 
rules  of  the  road,  without  a  word  of  formal 
protest,  although  he  had,  at  the  time,  every 
reason  to  expect  that  he  would  meet  another 
train  traveling  In  the  opposite  direction  on 
^.he  same  track.  On  the  one  hand,  if  it  was 
ordinarily  his  duty  to  obey  the  orders  of  the 
despatches  even  though  they  were  in  violation 
of  the  company's  rules,  the  order  to  start  the 
train  under  such  circumstances  was  so  obvious- 
ly wrong,  and  was  likely  to  Involve  such  fright- 
ful consequences,  that  It  was  manifestly  negli- 
gent to  act  upon  it  without  Inquiring  the  rea- 
sons for  it  Wescott  v.  New  York  &  N.  B.  R. 
Co.  (1891)  153  Mass.  460,  27  N.  E.  10. 

A  section  hand  well  acquainted  with  his  dn- 
ties  Is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  at- 
tempting. In  response  to  an  order  of  the  fore- 
man, while  seated  on  the  rear  of  a  hand-car 
rapidly  descending  a  grade,  to  take  hold  of  the 
rapidly  moving  brake  handles,  in  the  absence 
of  a  sudden  emergency.  Jones  y.  Galveston,  H. 
ft  S.  A.  R.  Co.  (1895)  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  39,  81 
S,  W.  706. 

An  order  by  the  skip  tender  of  a  mine,  whose 
duty  It  is  under  a  rule  of  the  mine  to  prevent 
more  than  six  men  from  riding  in  the  skip  at 
once,  to  an  employee  to  get  on  the  skip  after 
ten  other  persons  are  on,  does  not  relieve  such 
employee  from  contributory  negligence  where 
no  emergency  called  for  sudden  action  on  his 
part.  Last  Chance  MIn.  ft  Mill.  Co.  v.  Ames 
(1896)  23  Colo.  167,  47  Pac.  882. 

A  sectloD-hand  is  not  bound  to  obey  an  order 
oif  the  section-boss  to  get  on  to  and  help  propel 
an  obviously  overcrowded  hand-car,  and  no  re- 
covery can  be  had  for  his  being  thrown  off  and 
killed  In  consequence  of  his  obeying  the  order. 
Bradshaw  v.  I/)ul8rvllle  ft  N.  R.  Co.  (1893)  14 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  688.  21  S.  W.  846. 

Under  the  statutory  doctrine  prevailing  In 
Kentucky  as  to  the  effect  of  the  gross  negli- 
gence of  a  superior  servant,  a  railway  company 
Is  not  relieved  from  liability  for  Injuries  to  a 
brakeman  Incurred  In  uncoupling  cars  in  obedi- 
ence to  an  order,  caused  by  the  gross  negligence 
of  the  conductor  or  other  superior  employee 
In  the  control  and  management  of  the  train, 
by  the  fact  that  the  danger  of  going  between 
the  cars  to  uncouple  them  was  open  and  visi- 
ble. Greer  v.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  (1893) 
94  Ey.  169,  21  S.  W.  649. 

VIII.     Negligence  in  respect  to  the  manner  of 
carrying  out  the  order. 

The  doctrine  discussed  above  la  a  protection 
to  the  servant  pro  tanto,  only  In  so  far  as  It 
relieves  from  the  charge  of  culpability  in  the 
actual  undertaking  of  the  work  which  he  was 
ordered  to  do.  It  does  not  relieve  him  of  the 
duty  of  avoiding  any  particular  danger  Inci- 
dent to  carrying  out  the  order.  Cornwall  v. 
Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1887)  97  N.  C.  11.  2 
S.  B.  6u9  ;  Smith  v.  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  (1892) 
51  Minn.  8C,  52  N.  W.  1068  (a  charge  to  the 
effect  that  orders  would  not  Justify  a  servant 
in  going  into  known  dangers  was  held  not  to 
be  prejudicial  error)  :  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G. 
R.  Co.  V.  Bridges  (1893)  92  Ga.  399,  17  S.  E. 
645. 

Where  the  master  orders  a  thing  to  be  done 
by  a  servant,  he  will  not  be  exonerated  from 
liability  for  injuries  to  the  servant  arising 
from  doing  the  act  merely  because  the  servant 
does  not  do  it  in  the  particular  way  directed 
by  the  master.  The  question  In  every  such 
case  is  whether  the  servant  pursued  the  less 
dangerous  course.  Citizens'  Gaslight  &  Heat- 
ing Co.  V.  O'Brien  (1886)  118  111.  174,  8  N.  E. 
810. 
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An  action  based  on  the  theory  that  the  serv- 
ant was  obeying  an  order  will,  apon  general 
principles,  fall  unless  the  necessary  legal  con- 
nection between  it  and  the  act  of  the  servant 
is  established.  The  fact  that  an  order  was  giv- 
en and  acted  upon  by  the  plaintiff's  coservants 
is  wholly  immaterial  as  an  element  where  he 
did  not  hear  it  himself,  but  simi^Iy  followed 
their  example  in  doing  what  he  did.  Novock  v. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (886)  63  Mich.  121.  29  N. 
W.  625. 

A  direction  to  a  servant  to  "hurry  up"  her 
work  is  not  a  fact  which  can  be  supposed  to 
distract  her  attention  to  affect  her  power  of 
observation  two  hours  afterwards.  Herold  v. 
Pflster  (1896)  92  Wis.  417,  66  N.  W.  355. 

An  angry  summons  from  the  master's  repre- 
sentative, which  the  servant  complies  with  so 
hurriedly  that  he  inadvertently  leaves  the  place 
of  work  in  a  dangerous  condition,  will  not  ex- 
cuse him  for  shortly  afterwards  forgetting  that 
condition,  the  consequence  being  that  he  suffers 
Injury.  Brennan  v.  Front  Street  Cable  R.  Co. 
(1894)  8  Wash.  368,  36  Pac  272  (servant  was 
late  on  the  morning  when  the  accident  occurred, 
and  was  so  hurried  when  he  was  called  that  he 
left  open  a  manhole  containing  machinery,  and 
stepped  into  it  a  short  time  afterwards,  while 
performlhg  his  duties  !n  great  haste). 

No  such  connection  can  be  predicated  where 
the  injury  occurs  owing  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  servant  executed  a  general  order 
which  left  him  free  to  choose  his 
own  methods  of  carrying  It  out,  and  might, 
so  far  as  appears,  have  been  safely  performed 
by  the  selection  of  a  different  method. 

When  an  employee  has  within  his  own  con- 
trol the  manner  of  using  an  obviously  defective 
tool,  and  the  means  of  securing  safety  If  he 
chooses  to  employ  them,  if  he  neglects  the 
means  of  security  to  himself  he  elects  to  take 
the  risk.  In  such  a  case,  it  cannot  in  reason  1>e 
said  that  the  employee  has  acted  upon  the  con* 
fldence  reposed  In  the  employer,  and  that  he  Is. 
therefore,  entitled  to  remuneration.  Jenney 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  ▼.  Murphy  (1888)  115 
Ind.  568,  18  N.  E.  30. 

A  Jury  would  not  be  warranted  in  flndlng  that 
an  oath  addressed  to  a  sailor  who  knew  what 
to  do  was  sufficient  to  shift  the  responsibility 
for  a  misstep  on  the  ground  that  It  confused 
him  and  drove  him  forward  into  the  danger, 
where  the  words  accompanying  the  oath  carried 
no  specific  or  wrong  direction  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  plaintiff  should  act.  Williams  v. 
Churchill  (1884)  137  Mass.  243,  50  Am.  Rep. 
304  (plaintiff  became  entangled  In  the  loose  end 
of  a  towrope  while  acting  In  obedience  to  the 
directions  of  the  master,  after  he  had  Just  cried 
out  with  an  oath  "You  won't  get  that  rope 
fast"). 

The  theory  that  the  plaintliTs  Injury  was 
caused  by  his  obedience  to  an  improper  com- 
mand Is  not  sustainable  where  he  was  Injured 
In  Jumping  from  a  train  while  responding  to  a 
hasty  summons  to  supper,  but  there  was  no 
command  to  Jump  from  the  train,  and  he  deter- 
mined for  himself  the  particular  manner  In 
which  the  order  should  be  carried  out.  PIqueg- 
no  V.  Chicago  &  G.  T.  R.  Co.  (1883)  52  Mich. 
44,  17  N.  W.  232. 

A  foreman's  order  to  splice  a  short  rope  to 
the  winch  end  of  a  longer  rope  to  make  It  reach 
a  pile  lying  on  the  ground,  which  was  to  be 
hauled  into  position  by  a  pile-driver,  will  not 
render  the  master  liable  for  injuries  to  the  em- 
ployee ordered,  where  he  undertook  to  make  the 
splice  In  a  manner  not  required  either  by  the 
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order  or  th^  character  of  the  work.  Wlirglns 
Ferry  Co.  ▼.  Helllg  (1892)  43  III.  App.  238. 

Hence,  a  servaxit  who  relies  on  the  orders  of 
Ills  superior  as  an  excuse  for  taking  up  a  dan> 
cerous  position  must  show,  not  merely  that  he 
wa«  ordered  generally  to  go  to  work,  but  that  he 
was  ordered  to  take  up  the  particular  position 
in  which  he  was  Injured.  Songstad  ▼.  Burling- 
ton. C.  R.  &  N.  B.  Co.  (1889)  6  Dak.  617,  41 
S    W    755 

In'llllck  ▼.  Flint  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  (1888)  67 
Mich.  632,  35  N.  W.  708,  a  verdict  was  held  to 
have  been  rightly  directed  for  the  defendant 
where  a  brakeman,  in  complying  with  a  signal 
to  set  brakes,  undertook,  of  his  own  motion 
and  without  any  special  request,  to  reach  the 
top  of  a  car*  by  climbing  a  side  ladder,  when 
the  train  was  approaching  a  bridge,  the  tim- 
bers of  which  were  only  a  little  over  2  feet 
from  the  cars. 

X.     Bu  tohote  orders  the  mtuier  it  hound. 

In  nearly  all  the  cases  dted  in  the  present 
•chapter  the  servant  giving  the  orders  was  one 
who,  under  the  recognized  exceptions  to  the 
doctrine  of  common  employment,  was  actually 
a  vice  principal,  either  because  he  was  a  general 
representative  of  the  master  as  respects  the  man- 
agement of  the  whole  business  or  the  particu- 
lar work  to  be  done.  Kean  v.  Detroit  Copper 
A  Brass  Rolling  Mills  (1887)  66  Mich.  277,  33 
N.  W.  395  (superintendent)  ;  Illinois  Steel  Co. 
T.  Schymanowskl  (1805)  59  III.  App.  32  (super- 
intendent) ;  Hawkins  v.  Johnson  (1886)  105 
Ind.  55  Am.  Rep.  169.  4  N.  E.  172  (foreman  of 
factory)  ;  Shortel  v.  St.  Joseph  (1891)  104  Mo. 
114,  16  S.  W.  397  (engineer  in  charge  of  con- 
struction) ;  Colorado  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  O'Brien 
(1891)  16  Colo.  219,  27  Pac.  701  (foreman  in 
charge  of  construction)  ;  Novock  v.  Michigan 
C.  B.  Co.  (1886)  63  Mich.  121,  29  N.  W.  525 
(superintendent  of  construction  train)  ;  Nor- 
folk &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Ward  (1894)  90  Va.  687, 
24  L.  R.  A.  717,  19  S.  E.  849  (foreman  In  charge 
of  work  of  excavation) . 

Or  was  In  charge  of  a  department  of  the  busi- 
ness. Indiana  Car  Co.  v.  Parker  (1884)  100 
Ind.  181;  Rogers  v.  Overton  (1882)  87  Ind. 
410  (orders  of  road  master  to  trackman). 

Or  simply  because  he  was  a  superior  servant 
In  a  state  where  such  superiority  constitutes 
'Vice  principal  ship  at  common  law  (Jones  v. 
«t.  Louis,  N.  &  P.  Packet  Co.  (1890)  43  Mo. 
App.  898  [second  mate].  As  In  the  follow- 
ing cases  the  order  was  given  by 
«  section  master  to  a  laborer:  Patton  v. 
Western  N.  C.  R.  Co.  (1887)  96  N.  C.  455,  1  S. 
B.  863 :  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Duf- 
fleld  (1883)  12  Lea,  63.  47  Am.  Rep.  319 ;  Brad- 
chaw  V.  lA>uisvlile  &  N.  R.  Co.  (1893)  14  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  688,  21  S.  W.  346 :  Stephens  v.  Hanni- 
•bal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  (1885)  86  Mo.  221 ;  Schroed- 
er  V.  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1891)  108  Mo.  322, 
18  L.  R.  A.  827,  18  8.  W.  1094. 
In  others  the  order  was  given  by  a  conduc- 
tor to  a  brakeman.  Mason  v.  Richmond  &  D. 
R.  Co.  (1892)  111  N.  C.  482,  18  L.  R.  A.  845, 
16  S.  E.  698 :  Shodd  v.  Georgia,  C.  &  N.  R.  Co. 
(1895)  116  N.  C.  968,  21  S.  E.  554  ;  Richmond 
«  D.  R.  Co.  V.  Rudd  (1892)  88  Va.  648,  14  S. 
E.  361:  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Ampey  (1896) 
-98  Va.  108,  25  S.  E.  226 :  Turner  v.  Norfolk  & 
W.  R.  Co.  (1895)  40  W.  Va.  675,  22  S.  E.  83 ; 
<9reer  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  (1893)  94  Ky. 
160.  21  S.  W.  649)  :  or  is  given  that  eCTect  by 
statute  (In  these  cases  the  order  was  that  of 
A  section  foreman  to  a  laborer:  Jones  v.  Gal- 
veston, H.  ft  S.  A.  R.  Co.  (1895)  11  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  39.  31  S.  W.  706;  Texas  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ziewis  (1894:  Tex.  Civ.  App.)  26  S.  W.  873). 
See  also  Bjbjlan  v.  Woonsocket  Rubber  Co. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


(1895)  164  Mass.  214,  41  N.  E.  265  (fellow 
servant  deputed  to  instruct  a  new  employee  as 
to  the  manner  of  doing  work]  ;  Last  Chance 
Min.  ft  Mill.  Co.  V.  Ames  (1896)  23  Colo.  167. 
47  Pac.  328  [order  of  ship-tender  to  minor])  ; 
or  else  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  controlled 
by  a  statute  abolishing  altogether  the  doctrine 
of  common  employment.  Central  R.  Co.  v.  De 
Bray  (1883)  71  Ga.  406;  Fox  v.  Chicago,  St 
P.  ft  K.  C.  R.  Co.  (1892)  86  Iowa,  368,  17  L. 
R.  A.  289.  53  N.  W.  259 ;  Strong  v.  Iowa  C.  R. 
Co.  (1895)  94  Iowa.  380,  62  N.  W.  799 ;  Frand- 
sen  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  (1873)  36 
Iowa.  372 ;  Smith  v.  St.  Paul  ft  D.  R.  Co.  (1892) 
51  Minn.  86,  52  N.  W.  1068. 

These  cases,  therefore,  do  not  enable  us  to 
say  whether,  for  the  purpose  of  principles  dis- 
cussed in  the  foregoing  sections,  the.  responsi- 
bility of  the  master  for  the  order  Is  determined 
by  the  analogy  of  the  decisions,  which  have  es- 
tablished the  doctrine  that,  where  the  order  re- 
quired the  servant  to  do  something  not  within 
the  scope  of  his  original  contract,  the  defense 
of  coservice  is  not  a  bar  to  the  action,  the  sole 
question  being  whether  the  servant  giving  the 
order  had  authority  to  give  it.  Nor  has  the 
particular  point  been  raised  In  any  case.  In 
several  instances,  however,  the  bench  and  bar, 
by  passing  over  this  ground  of  defense  under 
circumstances  In  which,  judging  from  the  views 
propounded  in  other  decisions  as  to  the  doc- 
trine of  coservice,  that  doctrine  would  have 
prevented  recovery  if  it  had  been  deemed  con- 
trolling, seem  to  have  indirectly  determined 
that  this  analogy  holds. 

In  some  of  the  following  decisions  the  serv- 
ant giving  the  order  has  been  expressly  decided 
by  the  same  court  not  to  be  a  vice  principal. 
In  others  this  view  is  a  necessary  deduction 
from  the  general  tenor  of  the  rulings  of  the 
court: 

Order  of  the  captain  of  a  ship  to  a  seaman. 
Williams  V.  ChurchUl  (1884)  137  Mass.  243,  50 
Am.  Rep.  304. 

Of  the  foreman  of  a  gang  of  trackmen. 
Cook  V.  St.  Paul,  M.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  (1885)  34 
Minn.  45,  24  N.  W.  311. 

Of  a  conductor  to  a  brakeman.  Louisville, 
E.  ft  St.  L.  Consol.  R.  Co.  v.  Uts  (1892)  133 
Ind.  265,  32  N.  E.  881 ;  Piquegno  v.  Chicago  ft 
G.  T.  R.  Co.  (1888)  52  Mich.  44,  50  Am.  Rep. 
243,  17  N.  W.  232 :  Burlington  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Liohe  (1892)  17  Colo.  280,  29  Pac.  175;  Den- 
ver, T.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Simpson  (1891)  16  Colo. 
55,  26  Pac.  839. 

A  master  cannot  relieve  himself  of  responsi- 
bility for  an  order  which  is  apparently  within 
the  scope  of  the  authority  of  the  superior  serv- 
ant, by  showing  that  no  such  authority  was 
conferred  by  the  rules  framed  for  the  regula- 
tion of  the  business. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  conductor  of  a  train 
had,  under  the  company's  rules,  no  right  to  or- 
der a  man  off  a  moving  train,  is  no  defense  to  • 
an  action  by  a  brakeman  who  is  injured  in  obey- 
ing such  an  order.  Central  B.  Co.  v.  De  Bray 
(1883)  71  Ga.  406. 

But  he  cannot  be  bound  by  the  orders  of  a 
servant  who,  when  he  gave  them,  was  plainly 
transcending  his  powers.  Nashville  ft  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  McDanlel  (1883)  12  Lea,  386  (agent 
whose  duty  it  was  to  look  after  claims  for  cat- 
tle killed  by  trains  has  no  right  to  order  train 
hands  to  help  to  clear  a  tunnel  of  obstruction). 

An  order  given  by  one  superior  servant  to 
do  an  act  in  violation  of  rules  will  not  excuse 
the  servant  for  doing  that  act  aifter  he  has 
passed  under  the  control  of  another  superior 
servant,  who  has  never  given  him  a  similar  di- 
rection. Mason  v.  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co. 
(1894)  114  N.  C.  718,  19  8.  B.  862  (brakeman 
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Injured  while  coupling  cars  with  his  hands  In- 
stead of  a  stick).  Referring  to  its  former 
Judgment  In.  the  case  (1892)  111  N.  C.  482. 
18  L.  R.  A.  846.  16  S.  E.  698,  the  court  said: 
"We  still  adhere  to  the  doctrine  that  a  brake- 
man  is  not  culpable  for  exposing  himself,  In 
obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  conductor  In 
charge  of  the  train,  to  peril  to  which  his  volun- 
tary exposure  of  himself  would  constitute  con- 
tributory negligence.  Our  ruling  was  founded 
both  upon  the  principle  that  the  conductor,  as 
middleman,  had  on  behalf  of  the  company 
waived  its  express  regulation,  and  upon  the 
idea  that  th«  known  relation  between  a  con- 
ductor and  a  brakeman,  running  on  the  same 
train  as  his  subordinate,  was  such  as  to  sub- 
ject him  to  a  well-grounded  fear  of  dismissal 
should  he  hesitate  to  obey  such  an  order,  and 


thereby  relieve  him  of  legal  culpability  for  con- 
duct which,  but  for  the  fact  of  his  acting  under 
the  fear  of  the  consequences  of  disobedience, 
would  constitute  negligence.  But  we  did  not 
Intimate  that  a  brakeman  would  be  warranted 
in  assuming  that  another  conductor,  under 
whom  he  had  served  for  several  months  with- 
out receiving  any  order  modifying  the  written- 
rule,  would  discharge  him  for  failure  to  couple 
with  his  hands  when  a  stick  would  not  answer 
the  purpose.  And  we  do  not  think  that  the 
command  oif  Guthrie  to  "hurry  up,*'  coupled 
with  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  that  he 
thought  Guthrie  had  seen  him  couple  with  bis 
hands  before  that  time,  is  tantamount  to  an  ex- 
press command,  such  as  was  given  by  Conduct- 
or Dick,  who  had  previously  been  ^Is  superior.** 

C  B.  L. 
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Ellen  HENDERSON,  ReapU, 

V. 

M.  W.  HENDERSON,  Appt. 
( Or ) 

1.  A  contract  by-  which  a  husband 
aorrces  to  pay  certain  moneys  to  his 
wife  !n  discharge  of  his  obligation  to  sup- 
port her  Is  not  against  public  policy,  when 
made,  not  for  the  purpose  of  a  voluntary  sep- 
aration, but  after  a  separation  has  actually 
occurred  on  account  of  the  misconduct  of  one 
of  the  parties  which  Justified  It. 

2.  A  decree  based  on  a  post-nuptial 
agreement  by  which  a  wife  Is  given  a  cer- 
tain sum  per  month  for  her  maintenance  con- 
stitutes a  contract  which  cannot  be  modified 
by  the  court  on  account  of  a  change  In  the 
husband's  financial  condition,  so  as  to  reduce 
the  amount  payable,  without  the  wife's  con- 
sent. 

(March  26,  1000.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  Coun- 
ty refusing  defendant's  application  to  reduce 
the  amount  which  he  had  been  directed  to 
pay  as  alimony  in  a  divorce  proceeding.  Af- 
firmed. 

Statement  by  WolTerton,  Ch.  J.: 

On  February  4,  1894,  the  plaintiff  was 
granted  a  divorce  from  the  defendant,  and  in 
the  decree  therefor  the  defendant,  among 
other  things,  was  required  to  support  and 
educate  the  minor  child  of  the  parties  during 
his  minority,  and  to  pay  to  plaintiff  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life  the  sum  of  $150 
per  month.  On  January  6,  1897,  defendant 
petitioned  the  court  in  which  such  decree 
was  rendered  to  modify  the  same  so  that  he 
should  be  required  to  pay  the  plaintiff  only 
$75  per  month,  alleging  as  reasons  therefor 
that  his  business  and  property,  and  the  in- 
come therefrom,  had  so  decreased  that  he 


was  no  longer  able  to  meet  and  pay  the  annr 
decreed,  or  any  greater  amount  than  $75  per 
month;  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  require, 
nor  did  she  expend,  more  than  that  sum  for 
her  support,  but  had  spent  the  remainder  for 
purposes  not  beneficial  to  her.  The  plaintiff 
answered  that  defendant  ought  to  be  es- 
topped from  setting  up  that  she  did  not  re- 
quire more  than  $75  per  month  of  the  sum 
decreed,  or  that,  by  reason  of  adverse  for- 
tune, he  is  now  unable  to  pay  more,  or  to  al- 
lege any  matter  whatsoever  as  a  reason  for 
a  modification  of  the  decree  in  the  respect 
prayed  for,  for  the  reason  that  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  on  or  about  January  15,  1894, 
made  and  entered  into  a  postnuptial  agree- 
ment settling  and  adjusting  as  between 
themselves  their  property  rights,  under  and 
by  the  terms  of  which,  among  other  things, 
the  defendant,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, and  administrators,  in  consideration  of 
plaintiff's  covenants,  did  covenant  and  agree 
to  pay  through  the  First  National  Bank,  of 
Portland,  Oregon,  to  the  plaintiff,  or  order, 
the  sum  of  $150  on  the  15th  day  of  each 
month  thereafter  during  the  term  of  her  nat- 
ural life;  that,  as  security  for  the  payment 
of  the  same  for  the  term  of  ten  years  from 
said  date,  the  defendant  agreed  to  join  with 
the  plaintiff  in  deeding  block  22,  in  McMil- 
len's  addition  to  the  city  of  East  Portland, 
Oregon,  to  one  Byron  Z.  Holmes,  to  be  held 
by  him  in  trust  as  security  for  the  payment 
of  said  allowance  for  the  term  aforesaid; 
and  it  was  further  agreed  that,  in  case  the 
defendant  should  desire  to  sell  or  dispose  of 
said  property,  then  said  Holmes  was  to  fur- 
nish plaintiff  good  and  sufficient  surety  for 
the  payment  of  said  allowance  for  the  bal- 
ance of  said  term,  or  invest  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  the  at- 
torneys for  plaintiff  and  himself,  and  there- 
after to  hold  said  new  investment  as  secur- 
ity for  the  payment  of  said  allowance;  that 
it  was  mutually  agreed  between  the  parties 


Note. — As  to  validity  of  separation  agree- 
ment between  husband  and  wife,  see  also  Winn 
V.  Banford  (Mass.)  1  L.  R.  A.  512,  and  note; 
Clark  V.  Fosdick  (N.  Y.)  6  L.  R  A.  132,  and 
note;  Galusha  v.  Galusha  (N.  Y.)  6  L.  R.  A. 
43  L.  R.  A. 


487,  and  note;  and  Blank  v.  Nohl  (Mo.)  18  L. 
R.  A.  350. 

As  to  power  of  court  to  rMuce  alimony,  see 
also  Wetmore  v.  Wetmore  (N.  Y.)  ante,  686,  and 
cases  cited  In  footnote  thereto. 
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to  said  agreement  that  said  property  was 
not  to  be  sold  or  disposed  of  for  less  than  the 
amount  required  to  pay  the  stipulated  al- 
lowance until  the  expiration  of  the  ten 
years;  that  the  plalntiii^  in  consideration  of 
said  ooyenants  and  agreements,  relinquished 
all  her  right  and  interest  in  and  to  the  prop- 
erty of  defendant,  both  real  and  personal,  of 
every  name,  nature,  and  description  whatso- 
ever, and  it  was  therein  specially  agreed 
that  the  defendant  would  properly  clothe, 
maintain,  and  educate  the  said  minor  child 
of  said  parties;  that  said  agreement  was 
signed  and  delivered  by  the  parties  thereto, 
and  thereupon,  and  contemporaneously  with 
the  execution  thereof,  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant did  duly  make,  execute,  and  deliver 
a  warranty  deed  for  said  block  to  the  said 
Byron  Z.  Holmes,  who  accepted  said  trust, 
and  thereupon  as  a  part  of  the  same  trans- 
action. Holmes  entered  into  separate  con- 
tracts with  plaintiff  and  defendant,  wherein 
he  agreed  to  carry  out  and  fulfill  all  of  the 
covenants  and  terms  of  said  agreement  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  fully  to 
carry  out  the  trust  imposed  upon  him;  that 
at  the  time  the  first  agreement  referred  to 
was  made  and  entered  into  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant  they  were  husband  and  wife; 
the  said  agreement  was  made  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  in  order  to  adjust  and  settle 
the  property  rights  between  them,  and  to 
provide  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
plaintiff  and  the  support  and  education  of 
the  minor  child;  that  the  terms  of  said 
agreement  and  the  provisions  for  support 
therein  contained  were  reasonable  and  just; 
that  the  a^eeraent  is  in  full  force  and  effect, 
and  all  the  terms  and  conditions  thereof 
have  been  fully  complied  with  by  plaintiff; 
that  the  deed  to  Holmes  was  made  in  pur- 
suance of  said  agreement,  as  well  as  with 
declarations  of  trust  respecting  the  proper- 
ty; that  thereafter  the  court  rendered  the 
said  decree  of  February  4,  1894;  and  that 
the  amount  of  alimony  agreed  upon  between 
them  in  the  adjustment  of  their  property 
rights  was  embodied  therein,  and  that  the 
defendant  has  complied  with  the  terms  of 
said  agreement  up  to  the  15th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1897,  but  since  then  has  wholly  dis- 
regarded them.  A  demurrer  interposed  to 
this  defense  being  overruled,  a  reply  was 
filed,  denying  the  estoppel  only,  and  further 
alleging  that  the  tendency  of  said  agreement 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  was  to 
interest  the  defendant  in  foregoing  resist- 
ance to  the  suit  of  plaintiff  against  the  de- 
fendant then  pending  for  a  dissolution  of 
the  bonds  of  matrimony  between  them,  and 
that  said  agreement  is  contrary  to  public 
policy,  and  void.  Thereupon  a  motion  was 
filed  by  plaintiff  for  a  decree  upon  the  plead- 
ings, which  being  allowed  and  the  petition 
dismissed,  the  defendant  appeals. 

Meaari,  8toit,  Boise,  A  Stout  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  ChArleM  J.  Belmabel  and 
CliamberlidB  A  Thomas,  for  respondent: 

The  court  had  no  power,  under  the  stat- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


ute,  U>  modify  its  decree  for  the  payment  of 
money  under  any  circumstances. 

Oregon  Code,  §§  501,  502. 

In  the  case  of  a  decree  of  divorce  a  vin- 
culo, the  award  of  alimony  is  absolute,  and 
cannot  be  altered  after  the  expiration  of  the 
term  or  the  time  in  which  a  new  trial  may 
be  had,  unless  in  the  decree  the  court  re- 
serves the  right  to  do  so,  or  unless  the  power 
to  subsequently  modify  the  decree  is  given 
expressly  by  statute. 

2  Am.  &  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  136. 

Because  of  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  an- 
swer of  the  respondent,  the  appellant  is  es- 
topped from  asking  for  any  modification  of 
the  decree. 

The  great  weight  of  authority  sustains  the 
validity  of  such  contracts  between  husband 
and  wife  where  upon  their  face  they  are  fair» 
and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  con- 
tract was  made  to  stimulate  the  divorce  pro- 
ceedings, even  though  made  during  the  pen- 
dency of  suit  or  action  and  before  decree. 

2  Bishop,  Marr.  &  Div.  S  702 ;  Button  v. 
Button,  30  Ind.  452 ;  Owen  v.  Tale,  75  Mich. 
266,  42  N.  W.  817;  Randall  v.  Randall,  37 
Mich.  663;  Stokes  v.  Anderson,  118  Ind. 
552,  4  L.  R.  A.  313,  21  N.  E.  331 ;  Martin  v. 
Martin,  65  Iowa,  255,  21  N.  W.  595;  Calame 
V.  Calame,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  550;  Thomas  v. 
Broton,  10  Ohio  St.  247 ;  Blake  v.  Blake,  7 
Iowa,  46 ;  Thrall  v.  Thrall,  83  Hun,  188,  31 
N.  Y.  Supp.  591;  Buck  v.  Buck,  60  III.  241; 
Storey  v.  Storey,  125  111.  608,  1  L.  R.  A.  320,. 
18  N.  E.  329 ;  Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  89  111. 
349 ;  Jordan  v.  Westerman,  62  Mich.  170,  2a 
N.  W.  826;  Chapin  v.  Chapin,  136  Mass. 
393;  Senter  v.  Senter,  70  Cal.  619,  11  Pac. 
782 ;  Moon  v.  Baum,  68  Ind.  194 ;  Packard  v. 
Packard,  34  Kan.  63,  7  Pac.  628 ;  Oray  v. 
Gray,  83  Mo.  106;  Bom  v.  Horstmann,  80 
Cal.  452,  6  L.  R.  A.  677,  22  Pac.  169,  338; 
Petersine  v.  Thomas,  28  Ohio  St,  596 ;  Crews 
V.  Mooney,  74  Mo.  26 ;  Emery  v.  Neighbour^ 
7  N.  J.  L.  144,  11  Am.  Dec.  541;  Fletcher  v. 
Holmes,  25  Ind.  458;  Miller  v.  Miller,  64 
Me.  484;  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  49  N.  H. 
69;  Speck  v.  Dausman,  7  Mo.  App.  165; 
Stratton  v.  Stratton,  77  Me.  377,  52  Am. 
Rep.  779;  Carson  v.  Murray,  3  Paige,  483. 

Wolverton,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

We  are  now  to  determine  whether  the- 
facts  set  up  by  the  answer  to  the  defendant's 
petition  constitute  a  defense  to  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  decree  in  so  far  as  it  provides 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  divorced  wife. 
The  facts  relied  upon  are  set  forth  by  way  of 
estoppel  to  the  defendant  insisting  upon  the 
modification,  it  being  urged  that  a  valid  and 
binding  agreement  based  upon  a  sufficient 
consideration  was  entered  into  by  and  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  that,  the  decree  hav- 
ing been  given  and  rendered  in  pursuance 
thereof,  neither  party  can  now  be  heard, 
without  the  consent  of  the  other,  to  deny  its 
validity  or  binding  force  and  effect.  It  is 
suggested,  but  not  urged  with  great  confi- 
dence, that  a  decree  of  divorce,  whereby  pro- 
vision is  made  for  the  maintenance  of  one- 
party  by  the  other,  is  final ;  that  all  matters^ 
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determined  thereby  have  become  res  judica- 
ta, and  cannot  subsequently  be  questioned 
or  modified.  Such  decrees  are  generally  re- 
garded as  final,  unless  reservation  has  been 
made  in  the  decree  for  further  adjudication 
and  determination,  or  the  statute  has  made 
appropriate  provision  for  such  further  ac- 
tion. No  reservation  was  made  by  the  de- 
cree itself  in  the  case  at  bar,  but  the  statute 
has  made  provision  to  the  effect  that,  when- 
ever a  marriage  shall  be  declared  void  or  dis- 
solved, the  court  shall  have  power  to  further 
decree,  among  other  things,  for  the  recovery 
of  and  from  the  party  in  fault  such  an 
amount  of  money  in  gross  or  in  instalments 
as  may  be  just,  and  proper  for  such  party  to 
contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  the  other, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  one  or  more  trus- 
tees to  manage  in  such  manner  as  the  court 
shall  direct  any  sum  of  money  decreed  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  wife,  and  that  at 
any  time  after  a  decree  is  given  the  court  or 
judge  thereof,  upon  the  motion  of  the  other 
party,  shall  have  power  to  set  aside,  alter,  or 
modify  so  much  thereof  as  may  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  trustees  for  the  care  and 
custody  of  the  minor  children,  or  their  nur- 
ture, and  education,  or  the  maintenance  of 
either  party  to  the  suit.  Hill's  Anno.  Laws 
(Or.)  §  501,  subds.  3,  5;  Id.  §  502.  Mr. 
Justice  Moore,  speaking  of  §  602  (in  Carder 
V.  Speake  (Or.)  61  Pac.  647),  says:  "The 
statute  authorizes  the  court,  upon  motion, 
to  set  aside,  alter,  or  modify  so  much  of  a 
decree  of  divorce  as  relates  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  either  party  to  the  suit."  This  lan- 
guage is  explicit,  and  is  a  rational  and  just 
interpretation  of  the  statute;  and,  were  it 
not  for  the  contention  of  counsel  that  the 
question  was  not  involved  in  that  case,  we 
should  make  no  further  comment.  True, 
the  provisions  of  the  section  are  somewhat 
vague,  but,  when  read  in  pari  materia,  as  it 
should  be,  with  the  preceding  section,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  legislative  intendment  was 
to  authorize  a  modification  in  that  particu- 
lar. Subdivision  1  of  §  601,  supra^  provides 
for  the  care  and  custody  of  the  minor  chil- 
dren; subdivision  2  for  the  recovery  of  the 
party  in  fault,  and  not  allowed  the  care  and 
custody  of  the  children,  such  an  amount  of 
money  as  may  seem  proper  for  such  party 
to  contribute  towards  their  nurture  and  edu- 
cation; and  then  follow  the  provisions  to 
which  allusion  has  already  been  made,  touch- 
ing the  maintenance  of  the  party  not  in 
fault,  and  the  appointment  of  trustees  for 
the  manaprement  of  such  sums  as  shall  be  de- 
creed for  the  maintenance  of  the  wife,  or  the 
nurture  and  education  of  the  children  com- 
mitted to  her  care  and  custody.  The  modi- 
fication contemplated  comprises  the  subject- 
matter  of  these  several  subdivisions,  respect- 
ing which  the  court  is  empowered  to  enter 
its  decree  in  the  first  ihstance,  and  may  be 
tersely  enumerated  ( 1 )  as  it  respects  the  ap- 
pointment of  trustees  for  the  care  and  cus- 
tody of  the  minor  children.  (2)  as  it  re- 
spects the  nurture  and  education  thereof, 
«nd  (3)  as  it  pertains  to  the  maintenance  of 
•either  party  to  the  suit.  This  latter  provi- 
sion plainly  refers  to  subdivision  3  of  the 
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preceding  section,  whereby  it  is  provided  for 
the  recovery  of  the  party  in  fault  of  such  an 
amount  of  money  as  may  be  proper  for  such 
party  to  contribute  towards  the  maintenance 
of  the  other,  and  this  comprehends  the  wife 
in  the  case  at  bar.  Such  is  the  construction 
usually  accorded  the  latter  section  in  the 
practice,  and  is,  we  are  convinced,  within  the 
legitimate  purpose  and  intendment  of  the 
legislature. 

The  maintenance  provided  for  by  statute 
is  an  enlargement  upon  the  signification  of 
the  term  "alimony"  as  used  in  the  parlance 
of  the  common  law.  Alimony  is  an  allow- 
ance which,  by  order  of  the  court,  the  hus- 
band is  compelled  to  pay  the  wife  from  the 
date  he  has  been  legally  separated  or  di- 
vorced, for  her  support  and  maintenance. 
This  is  to  be  distinguished,  in  a  general 
sense,  from  an  allowance  pendente  lite,  and 
proceeded  from  the  recognition  of  the  hus- 
band's common-law  liability  to  support  the 
wife.  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  92. 
But  the  statute  contemplates  an  allowance 
out  of  the  wife's  estate  in  favor  of  the  hus- 
band also,  thereby  extending  the  power  to 
make  an  allowance  in  divorce  proceedings; 
and  the  authority  to  modify  the  decree  sub- 
sequent to  the  time  of  its  rendition  in  re- 
spect to  maintenance  exists  as  well  in  the 
one  case  as  the  other, — that  is  to  say,  wheth- 
er the  allowance  is  made  from  the  husband's 
estate  for  the  maintenance  of  the  wife,  or 
vice  versa.  Although  the  right  to  have  an 
allowance  awarded  for  maintenance  has  been 
extended  by  the  statute  to  the  husband,  the 
same  reasons  do  not  exist  in  support  thereof 
which  formerly  induced  the  allowance  of  ali- 
mony proper.  His  ri^t  thereto  is  merely 
statutory,  and,  while  her  right  is  now  sus- 
tained by  the  same  authority,  the  statute  is, 
as  to  her,  declarative  of  that  which  formerly 
existed  through  usage  and  custom  in  so 
much  that  it  had  become  the  unwritten  law. 
At  common  law  the  measure  of  the  allow- 
ance was  determined  by  the  husband's  "fac- 
ulties," and  this  because  of  obligations  grow- 
ing out  of  the  marriage  relation  to  support 
his  wife  and  offspring.  But  the  rule  which 
should  regulate  the  measure  of  an  allowance 
to  the  husband  must  stand  upon  an  entirely 
different  footing.  Whatever  that  may  be,  it 
is  unnecessary  for  us  to  discuss  at  this  time. 
The  more  recent  legislation  has  tended 
strongly  to  the  removal  of  all  disabilities  of 
the  wife  which  do  not  exist  as  to  the  hus- 
band, and  she  may  now  contract  and  incur 
liabilities  and  responsibilities  to  the  same 
extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
unmarried.  Hill's  Anno.  Laws  (Or.)  { 
2997.  While  this  fact  should  not  detract 
from  the  reasons  which  support  an  allow- 
ance for  her  benefit,  yet  it  is  a  strong  cir- 
cumstance tending  to  the  support  of  her  con- 
tracts relative  to  her  maintenance  made 
with  her  husband,  who  has  always  been  ac- 
counted 8ui  juris. 

It  is  urged  that  the  contract  in  controversy 
is  against  public  policy,  and  void.  But  this 
can  hardly  be  said  of  it  when  examined  in 
the  light  of  adjudications  uniformly  adhered 
to  for  a  long  period  of  time.    In  Walker  t. 
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Walker,  9  Wall.  743,  8uh  nom.  Walker  v. 
Seal,  19  L.  ed.  814,  where  the  validity  of  a 
Hieed  of  separation  between  the  husband  and 
wife  was  called  in  question  because  it  was 
thought  to  have  been  executed  contrary  to 
public  policy,  it  was  held  to  be  valid,  the 
consideration  being  apparent,  and  that  it 
would  be  enforced  in  equity  if  it  appeared 
that  it  was  not  made  in  contemplation  of  a 
future  possible  separation;  but  in  respect  to 
-one  which  was  to  occur  immediately,  or  for 
the  continuance  of  one  that  had  already 
-taken  place,  especially  was  it  said  to  be  true 
if  the  separation  was  occasioned  by  the  mis- 
•conduct  of  the  husband,  and  the  provision 
-for  the  wife's  support  was  reasonable  under 
the  circumstances,  and  no  more  than  the 
court  would  award  for  her  as  alimony 
should  she  seek  such  a  remedy  for  her  griev- 
ances. When  the  separation  exists  as  a 
-fact,  and  is  not  induced  or  occasioned  by  the 
agreement,  the  consideration  for  the  hus- 
band's undertaking  to  pay  alimony  is  his  re- 
lease from  liability  for  the  support  of  his 
wife.  Roll  V.  Roll,  61  Minn.  353.  53  N.  W. 
716;  Pettit  v.  Peitii,  107  N.  Y.  677,  679,  14 
N.  £.  500.  It  may  be  stated,  generally,  that 
-any  contract  or  agreement  between  husband 
and  wife,  which,  by  its  terms  or  effect,  is 
conducive  to  a  relaxation  or  a  severance  of 
^he  marital  ties,  is  void,  as  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy,  and  will  not  be  upheld  or  main- 
tained. But  where  a  separation  has  been 
induced,  not  by  collusion,  but  by  the  vicious 
conduct  or  disability  of  one  of  the  parties, 
without  inducement  or  fault  of  the  other, 
and  it  has  furnished  just  grounds  for  legal 
separation,  then  a  contract  looking  to  a  set- 
tlement of  property  rights  and  the  proper 
maintenance  of  the  one  not  in  fault  is  in  no 
-sense  repugnant  to  public  policy.  Randall 
V.  Randall,  37  Mich.  563.  In  Wisconsin  it 
has  been  determined,  in  effect,  under  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  the  court  from  time  to  time, 
upon  petition  of  either  of  the  parties,  to  re- 
vise and  alter  the  decree  as  it  may  respect 
alimony  or  an  allowance  for  the  wife  and 
•children,  that,  notwithstanding  the  parties 
may  have  entered  into  an  agreement  ante- 
rior to  the  decree  touching  the  amount  of 
such  alimony,  the  terms  of  which  were  in- 
corporated in  the  decree,  yet  that  the  court 
was  authorized  to  subsequently  modify  the 
allowance.  Blake  v.  Blake,  68  Wis.  303,  32 
N.  W.  48,  76  Wis.  339.  43  N.  W.  144.  The 
strong  tendency  of  adjudications  elsewhere, 
liowever,  establishes  a  contrary  doctrine, — 
that  when  parties  have  agreed  between 
themselves  touching  the  allowance,  and  the 
same  is  reasonable,  and  such  as  ought  to  be 
granted  under  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions attending  the  divorce  proceedings,  hav- 
ing in  view  the  station  and  capabilities  of 
the  parties  to  respond,  and  not  being  con- 
trary to  the  policy  of  the  law,  such  an  agiee- 
ment,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  court, 
is  binding  upon  the  parties  thereto.  In  Cal- 
ame  v.  Calame,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  648,  the  hus- 
band had  deserted  his  wife,  and  while  he 
was  living  in  a  state  of  wilful  estrangement 
from  her  he  offered  in  writing  to  turn  over 
to  her  certain  lands,  and  to  pay  her  a  sum 
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of  money,  which  she  accepted  in  writing. 
The  court,  in  subsequently  granting  the  wife 
a  divorce,  further  decreed  that  she  was  en- 
titled to  the  lands  and  money  agreed  upon. 
Under  the  statute  of  New  Jersey,  alimony 
could  not  be  given  in  gross,  nor  in  a  portion 
of  the  real  estate  of  the  husband.  It  was 
held,  however,  notwithstanding  the  court 
could  not  enforce  an  agreement  as  between 
the  parties  to  live  apart,  yet  that  it  could 
and  would  enforce  an  agreement,  in  a  proper 
case,  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  intended 
for  separate  maintenance  according  to  the 
stipulations,  and  this  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  trustee,  although  the  husband  and 
wife  could  not  ordinarily  ent^  into  a  bind- 
ing contract  with  each  other.  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Beasley,  in  concluding  his  opinion, 
said:  "My  deduction  from  these  principles 
and  decisions  is  that  it  was  within  the  com- 
petency of  equity  to  enforce,  as  a  part  of  the 
decree  of  divorce,  the  agreement  made,  in 
lieu  of  alimony,-  between  the  complainant 
and  defendant.  I  do  not  mean,  however,  that 
every  agreement  which  is  thus  made  will  be 
supported.  The  court  should  undoubtedly 
look  into  these  arrangements  and  their  sur- 
roundings ;  but  when  it  appears  that  the  sep- 
aration of  the  wife,  forming  the  groundwork 
of  the  agreement,  was  justifiable,  and  the 
provision  is  suitable,  to  this  extent  it  is,  in 
my  judgment,  safe  to  say  that  the  contract 
should  be  upheld."  In  Stokes  v.  Anderson, 
118  Ind.  533,  662,  4  L.  R.  A.  313,  321,  21  N. 
E.  331,  338,  it  was  said:  "It  may  be  that, 
if  an  action  for  divorce  is  pending,  or  if,  in 
anticipation  of  such  an  action,  the  parties 
meet  and  Agree  upon  the  amount  of  alimony 
to  be  allowed  to  the  wife  in  case  a  divorce  is 
granted,  and  the  arrangement  is  just  and 
equitable,  and  confined  strictly  to  the  matter 
of  alimony,  it  will  be  sustained.  But  if  the 
agreement  is  broader  in  its  terms,  and  its 
tendency  is  to  interest  the  husband  in  pro- 
curing a  divorce,  or  in  foregoing  resistance 
to  an  effort  by  his  wife  to  that  end,  then  it 
is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  is  void." 
Everhart  v.  Puokett,  73  Ind.  409.  See  also 
Button  V.  Button,  30  Ind.  452.  In  Buck  v. 
Buck,  60  III.  241,  a  decree  was  granted  the 
wife,  reciting,  among  other  things,  that  the 
husband  was  a  man  of  large  property;  that 
alimony  having  been  settled  l^tween  the 
parties  upon  the  basis  therein  stated,  it  was 
accordingly  decreed  that  the  husband  pay  to 
the  wife  $12,000,  and  the  further  sum  of  $1,- 
000,  the  value  of  certain  furniture  and  sil- 
verware, and  that  he  should  maintain  and 
educate  an  adopted  child.  The  case  went  to 
the  supreme  court,  and  as  a  ground  of  rever- 
sal it  was  urged  that  the  alimony  allowed  by 
the  court  was  excessive  and  oppressive. 
But  it  was  held  that  the  husband,  having 
consented  to  the  provisions  of  the  decree, 
should  have  no  relief  against  his  own  volun- 
tary agreement;  the  court  saying:  "Wheth- 
er the  alimony  is  too  high,  or  whether  the 
court  had  any  lawful  authority  to  make  pro- 
vision for  the  maintenance  of  the  adopted 
daughter  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  it  is  not  now  necessary  for  us  to 
express  an  opinion.    It  was  competent  for 
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determined  thereby  have  become  rea  jttdica- 
ta,  and  cannot  subsequently  be  questioned 
or  modified.  Such  decrees  are  generally  re- 
garded as  final,  unless  reservation  has  been 
made  in  the  decree  for  further  adjudication 
and  determination,  or  the  statute  has  made 
appropriate  provision  for  such  further  ac- 
tion. No  reservation  was  made  by  the  de- 
cree itself  in  the  case  at  h&r,  but  the  statute 
has  made  provision  to  the  effect  that,  when- 
ever a  marriage  shall  be  declared  void  or  dis- 
solved, the  court  shall  have  power  to  further 
decree,  among  other  things,  for  the  recovery 
of  and  from  the  party  in  fault  such  an 
amount  of  money  in  gross  or  in  instalments 
as  may  be  just,  and  proper  for  such  party  to 
contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  the  other, 
and  for  the  appointment  of  one  or  more  trus- 
tees to  manage  in  such  manner  as  the  court 
shall  direct  any  sum  of  money  decreed  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  wife,  and  that  at 
any  time  after  a  decree  is  given  the  court  or 
judge  thereof,  upon  the  motion  of  the  other 
party,  shall  have  power  to  set  aside,  alter,  or 
modify  so  much  thereof  as  may  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  trustees  for  the  care  and 
custody  of  the  minor  children,  or  their  nur- 
ture, and  education,  or  the  maintenance  of 
either  party  to  the  suit.  Hill's  Anno.  Laws 
(Or.)  §  501,  subds.  3,  5;  Id.  §  502.  Mr. 
Justice  Moore,  speaking  of  §  502  ( in  Corder 
V.  Speake  (Or.)  61  Pac.  647),  says:  "The 
statute  authorizes  the  court,  upon  motion, 
to  set  aside,  alter,  or  modify  so  much  of  a 
decree  of  divorce  as  relates  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  either  party  to  the  suit."  This  lan- 
guage is  explicit,  and  is  a  rational  and  just 
interpretation  of  the  statute;  and,  were  it 
not  for  the  contention  of  counsel  that  the 
question  was  not  involved  in  that  case,  we 
should  make  no  further  comment.  True, 
the  provisions  of  the  section  are  somewhat 
vaguie,  but,  when  read  in  pari  materia,  as  it 
should  be^  with  the  preceding  section,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  1e«rislative  intendment  was 
to  authorize  a  modification  in  that  particu- 
lar. Subdivision  1  of  §  501,  supra,  provides 
for  the  care  and  custody  of  the  minor  chil- 
dren; subdivision  2  for  the  recovery  of  the 
party  in  fault,  and  not  allowed  the  care  and 
custody  of  the  children,  such  an  amount  of 
money  as  may  seem  proper  for  such  party 
to  contribute  towards  their  nurture  and  edu- 
cation; and  then  follow  the  provisions  to 
which  allusion  has  already  been  made,  touch- 
ing the  maintenance  of  the  party  not  in 
fault,  and  the  appointment  of  trustees  for 
the  management  of  such  sums  as  shall  be  de- 
•creed  for  the  maintenance  of  the  wife,  or  the 
nurture  and  education  of  the  children  com- 
mitted to  her  care  and  custody.  The  modi- 
fication contemplated  comprises  the  subject- 
matter  of  these  several  subdivisions,  respect- 
ing which  the  court  is  empowered  to  enter 
its  decree  in  the  first  instance,  and  may  be 
tersely  enumerated  ( 1 )  as  it  respects  the  ap- 
pointment of  trustees  for  the  care  and  cus- 
tody of  the  minor  children.  (2)  as  it  re- 
spects the  nurture  and  education  thereof, 
«nd  (3)  as  it  pertains  to  the  maintenance  of 
•either  party  to  the  suit.  This  latter  provi- 
sion plainly  refers  to  subdivision  3  of  the 
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preceding  section,  whereby  it  is  provided  for 
the  recovery  of  the  party  in  fault  of  such  an 
amount  of  money  as  may  be  proper  for  such 
party  to  contribute  towards  the  maintenance 
of  the  other,  and  this  comprehends  the  wife 
in  the  case  at  bar.  Such  is  the  construction 
usually  accorded  the  latter  section  in  the 
practice,  and  is,  we  are  convinced,  within  the 
legitimate  purpose  and  intendment  of  the 
legislature. 

The  maintenance  provided  for  by  statute 
is  an  enlargement  upon  the  signification  of 
the  term  "alimony"  as  used  in  the  parlance 
of  the  common  law.  Alimony  is  an  allow- 
ance which,  by  order  of  the  court,  the  hus- 
band is  compelled  to  pay  the  wife  from  the 
date  he  has  been  legally  separated  or  di- 
vorced, for  her  support  and  maintenance. 
This  is  to  be  distinguished,  in  a  general 
sense,  from  an  allowance  pendente  lite,  and 
proceeded  from  the  recognition  of  the  hus- 
band's common-law  liability  to  support  the 
wife.  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  92. 
But  the  statute  contemplates  an  allowance 
out  of  the  wife's  estate  m  favor  of  the  hus- 
band also,  thereby  extending  the  power  to 
make  an  allowance  in  divorce  proceedings; 
and  the  authority  to  modify  iJie  decree  sub- 
sequent to  the  time  of  its  rendition  in  re- 
spect to  maintenance  exists  as  well  in  the 
one  case  as  the  other, — that  is  to  say,  wheth- 
er the  allowance  is  made  from  the  husband's 
estate  for  the  maintenance  of  the  wife,  or 
vice  versa.  Although  the  right  to  have  an 
allowance  awarded  for  maintenance  has  been 
extended  by  the  statute  to  the  husband,  the 
same  reasons  do  not  exist  in  support  thereof 
which  formerly  induced  the  allowance  of  ali- 
mony proper.  His  right  thereto  is  merely 
statutory,  and,  while  her  right  is  now  sus- 
tained by  the  same  authority,  the  statute  is, 
as  to  her,  declarative  of  that  which  formerly 
existed  through  usage  and  custom  in  so 
much  that  it  had  become  the  unwritten  law. 
At  common  law  the  measure  of  the  allow- 
ance was  determined  by  the  husband's  "fac- 
ulties," and  this  because  of  obligations  grow- 
ing out  of  the  marriage  relation  to  support 
his  wife  and  offspring.  But  the  rule  which 
should  regulate  iJie  measure  of  an  allowance 
to  the  husband  must  stand  upon  an  entirely 
different  footing.  Whatever  that  may  be,  it 
is  unnecessary  for  us  to  discuss  at  this  time. 
The  more  recent  legislation  has  tended 
strongly  to  the  removal  of  all  disabilities  of 
the  wife  which  do  not  exist  as  to  the  hus- 
band, and  she  may  now  contract  and  incur 
liabilities  and  responsibilities  to  the  same 
extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were 
unmarried.  Hill's  Anno.  Laws  (Or.)  S 
2997.  While  this  fact  should  not  detract 
from  the  reasons  which  support  an  allow- 
ance for  her  benefit,  yet  it  is  a  strong  cir- 
cumstance tending  to  the  support  of  her  con- 
tracts relative  to  her  maintenance  made 
with  her  husband,  who  has  alwajrs  been  ac- 
counted evi  juris. 

It  is  urged  that  the  contract  in  controvert 
is  against  public  policy,  and  void.  But  this 
can  hardly  be  said  of  it  when  examined  in 
the  light  of  adjudications  uniformly  adhered 
to  for  a  long  period  of  time.     In  Walker  t. 
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Walker,  9  Wall.  743,  sub  nom.  Walker  v. 
Seal,  19  L.  ed.  814,  where  the  validity  of  a 
-deed  of  separation  between  the  husband  and 
wife  was  called  in  question  because  it  was 
thought  to  have  been  executed  contrary  to 
public  policy,  it  was  held  to  be  valid,  the 
consideration  being  apparent,  and  that  it 
would  be  enforced  in  equity  if  it  appeared 
that  it  was  not  made  in  contemplation  of  a 
future  possible  separation;  but  in  respect  to 
-one  which  was  to  occur  immediately,  or  for 
the  continuance  of  one  that  had  already 
^t&ken  place,  especially  was  it  said  to  be  true 
if  the  separation  was  occasioned  by  the  mis- 
conduct of  the  husband,  and  the  provision 
-for  the  wife's  support  was  reasonable  under 
the  circumstances,  and  no  more  than  the 
court  would  award  for  her  as  alimony 
should  she  seek  such  a  remedy  for  her  griev- 
•ances.  When  the  separation  exists  as  a 
-fact,  and  is  not  induced  or  occasioned  by  the 
agreement,  the  consideration  for  the  hus- 
band's undertaking  to  pay  alimony  is  his  re- 
lease from  liability  for  the  support  of  his 
wife.  Roll  V.  Roll,  51  Minn.  353,  53  N.  W. 
716j  Pettit  V.  Pettit,  107  N.  Y.  677,  679,  14 
N.  £.  600.  It  may  be  stated,  generally,  that 
•any  contract  or  agreement  between  husband 
and  wife,  which,  by  its  terms  or  effect,  is 
conducive  to  a  relaxation  or  a  severance  of 
*the  marital  ties,  is  void,  as  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy,  and  will  not  be  upheld  or  main- 
tained. But  where  a  separation  has  been 
induced,  not  by  collusion,  but  by  the  vicious 
conduct  or  disability  of  one  of  the  parties, 
without  inducement  or  fault  of  the  other, 
and  it  has  furnished  just  grounds  for  legal 
separation,  then  a  contract  looking  to  a  set- 
tlement of  property  rights  and  the  proper 
maintenance  of  the  one  not  in  fault  is  in  no 
•sense  repugnant  to  public  policy.  Rtmdall 
▼.  Randall,  37  Mich.  663.  In  Wisconsin  it 
'lias  been  determined,  in  effect,  under  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  the  court  from  time  to  time, 
upon  petition  of  either  of  the  parties,  to  re- 
Tise  and  alter  the  decree  as  it  may  rebpect 
alimony  or  an  allowance  for  the  wife  and 
-children,  that,  notwithstanding  the  parties 
may  have  entered  into  an  agreement  ante- 
rior to  the  decree  touching  the  amount  of 
such  alimony,  the  terms  of  which  were  in- 
corporated in  the  decree,  yet  that  the  court 
was  authorized  to  subsequently  modify  the 
allowance.  Blake  v.  Blake,  68  Wis.  303,  32 
N.  W.  48,  76  Wis.  339,  43  N.  W.  144.  The 
strong  tendency  of  adjudications  elsewhere, 
however,  establishes  a  contrary  doctrine, — 
that  when  parties  have  agreed  between 
themselves  touching  the  allowance,  and  the 
-same  is  reasonable,  and  such  as  ought  to  be 
granted  under  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions attending  the  divorce  proceedings,  hav- 
ing in  view  the  station  and  capabilities  of 
the  parties  to  respond,  and  not  being  con- 
trary to  the  policy  of  the  law,  such  an  agree- 
ment, subject  to  the  approval  of  the  court, 
is  binding  upon  the  parties  thereto.  In  Cal- 
nme  v.  Calame,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  648,  the  hus- 
band had  deserted  his  wife,  and  while  he 
was  living  in  a  state  of  wilful  estrangement 
from  her  he  offered  in  writing  to  turn  over 
to  her  certain  lands,  and  to  pay  her  a  sum 
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of  money,  which  she  accepted  in  writing. 
The  court,  in  subsequently  granting  the  wife 
a  divorce,  further  decreed  that  she  was  en- 
titled to  the  lands  and  money  agreed  upon. 
Under  the  statute  of  New  Jersey,  alimony 
could  not  be  given  in  gross,  nor  in  a  portion 
of  the  real  estate  of  the  husband.  It  was 
held,  however,  notwithstanding  the  court 
could  not  enforce  an  agreement  as  between 
the  parties  to  live  apart,  yet  that  it  could 
and  would  enforce  an  agreement,  in  a  proper 
case,  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  intended 
for  separate  maintenance  according  to  the 
stipulations,  and  this  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  trustee,  although  the  husband  and 
wife  could  not  ordinarily  ent^r  into  a  bind- 
ing contract  with  each  other.  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Beasley,  in  concluding  his  opinion, 
said:  "My  deduction  from  these  principles 
and  decisions  is  that  it  was  within  the  com- 
petency of  equity  to  enforce,  as  a  part  of  the 
decree  of  divorce,  the  agreement  made,  in 
lieu  of  alimony,-  between  the  complainant 
and  defendant.  I  do  not  mean,  however,  that 
every  agreement  which  is  thus  made  will  be 
supported.  The  court  should  undoubtedly 
look  into  these  arrangements  and  their  sur- 
roundings ;  but  when  it  appears  that  the  sep- 
aration of  the  wife,  forming  the  groundwork 
of  the  agreement,  was  justifiable,  and  the 
provision  is  suitable,  to  this  extent  it  is,  in 
my  judgment,  safe  to  say  that  the  contract 
should  be  upheld."  In  Stokes  v.  Anderson, 
118  Ind.  633,  652,  4  L.  R.  A.  313,  321,  21  N. 
E.  331,  338,  it  was  said:  "It  may  be  that, 
if  an  action  for  divorce  is  pending,  or  if,  in 
anticipation  of  such  an  action,  tne  parties 
meet  and  agree  upon  the  amount  of  alimony 
to  be  allowed  to  the  wife  in  case  a  divorce  is 
granted,  and  the  arrangement  is  just  and 
equitable,  and  confined  strictly  to  the  matter 
of  alimony,  it  will  be  sustained.  But  if  the 
agreement  is  broader  in  its  terms,  and  its 
tendency  is  to  interest  the  husband  in  pro- 
curing a  divorce,  or  in  foregoing  resistance 
to  an  effort  by  his  wife  to  that  end,  then  it 
is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  is  void." 
Everhart  v.  Puckett,  73  Ind.  409.  See  also 
Dutton  V.  Button,  30  Ind.  452.  In  Buck  v. 
Buck,  60  111.  241,  a  decree  was  granted  the 
wife,  reciting,  among  other  things,  that  the 
husband  was  a  man  of  large  property;  that 
alimony  having  been  settled  between  the 
parties  upon  the  basis  therein  stated,  it  was 
accordingly  decreed  that  the  husband  pay  to 
the  vnfe  $12,000,  and  the  further  sum  of  $1,- 
000,  the  value  of  certain  furniture  and  sil- 
verware, and  that  he  should  maintain  and 
educate  an  adopted  child.  The  case  went  to 
the  supreme  court,  and  as  a  ground  of  rever- 
sal it  was  urged  that  the  alimony  allowed  by 
the  court  was  excessive  and  oppressive. 
But  it  was  held  that  the  husband,  having 
consented  to  the  provisions  of  the  decree, 
should  have  no  relief  against  his  own  volun- 
tary agreement;  the  court  saying:  "Wheth- 
er the  alimony  is  too  high,  or  whether  the 
court  had  any  lawful  authority  to  make  pro- 
vision for  the  maintenance  of  the  adopted 
daughter  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  it  is  not  now  necessary  for  us  to 
express  an  opinion.    It  was  competent  for 
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the  plaintiff  in  error  to  consent  to  such  a 
decree,  and,  having  done  so,  it  must  remain 
forever  binding  on  him."  So,  in  Storey  v. 
Storey,  126  III.  008,  1  L.  R.  A.  320,  18  N.  E. 
329 ;  it  was  held  that,  "while  it  is  true  that 
husband  and  wife  cannot  lawfully  enter  in- 
to an  agreement  for  divorce,  yet  it  is  well 
settled  that  the  amount  of  alimony  which 
the  husband  is  to  pay  to  the  wife,  and  the 
terms  of  the  payment,  and  the  length  of  time 
during  which  such  payment  is  to  continue,, 
may  be  all  arranged  between  them  by  con- 
sent." So  a  decree  awarding  alimony  in 
gross  or  out  of  the  husband's  realty,  based 
upon  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  even 
where  the  statutory  provisions  do  not  per- 
mit an  allowance  in  that  mode,  has  been  up- 
held and  enforced.  Cretoa  v.  Mooney,  74 
Mo.  26;  Russell  v.  Russell,  4  G.  Greene,  26, 
61  Am.  Dec.  112.  As  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion, see  also  Otoen  v.  Tale,  76  Mich.  266,  42 
N.  W.  817 ;  Petersine  v.  Thomas,  28  Ohio  St. 
696;  Stratton  v.  Stratton,  77  Me.  373,  62 
Am.  Rep.  779;  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  49  N. 
H.  69.  We  conclude,  therefore,  in  conson- 
ance with  these  latter  authorities,  that  the 
better  rule  is  that,  notwithstanding  the  court 
has  power  and  authority  to  modify  its  de- 
cree of  divorce  touching  the  awarding  of  a 
sum  of  money  for  the  maintenance  of  either 
the  husband  or  wife  by  the  other  subsequent 
to  the  entering  of  the  decree,  yet,  neverthe- 
less, they  may  agree  in  a  proper  case  touch- 
ing the  amount  of  such  sum  and  the  manner 
of  its  payment,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  court  as  to  its  validity  in  good  morals 
and  as  conformable  to  public  policy,  and  in 
further  consideration  of  the  sieitus  and  con- 
dition of  the  parties  relating  to  the  question 
of  its  fairness  and  equability  of  adjustment ; 
but  that,  when  such  an  agreement  has  been 
approved  by  the  solemn  decree  of  the  court, 
it  becomes  forever  binding,  to  the  same  de- 
gree and  with  like  effect  as  ordinary  con- 
tracts between  parties  admittedly  sui  juris, 
and  is  not  subject  to  revocation  or  modifica- 
tion, except  by  the  consent  of  the  parties 
thereto. 

In  this  view,  the  decree  of  the  court  heUyiv 
must  be  affirmed,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


J.  D.  FENTON,  Respt., 

V. 

FIDELITY   A   CASUALTY   COMPANY   of 
New  York,  Appt, 


(. 
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1.  Indemnity-  airalnat  liability-  for  dam- 
asrea  giving  a  cause  of  action  as  soon  as  the 
accident  occars.  which  may  be  assigned,  al- 
though the  assured  is  Insolvent  and  cannot 
pay  the  claim,  is  created  by  a  policy  insuring 
an  employer  against  liability  for  damage 
through  Injury  to  employees,  which  provides 
that  the  insurer  shall  have  Immediate  notice 


NOTB. — As  to  insurance  against  employer's 
liability,  see  Anoka  Lumber  Co.  v.  Fidelity  & 
C.  Co.  (Minn.)  80  L.  R.  A.  689 :  Hoven  v.  West 
Superior  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  (Wis.)  82  L.  R.  A. 
8S8 :  and  Embler  v.  Hartford  Steam  Boiler  In- 
spection ft  Ina  Co.  (N.  Y.)  44  L.  R.  A.  512. 
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of  an  accident  and  exclusive  power  to  settl* 
and  adjust  the  claim. 
2.     The     conMtrnctlon     moat     favomble 

to  the  assured  is  to  be  adopted  In  case  of 
doubt  as  to  the  proper  construction  of  an  In- 
surance  policy. 
8.  A  elanse  In  an  employer's  Indemnity 
poltey  giving  the  Insurer  the  right  to  de- 
fend actions  in  the  name  of  the  assured  wlU 
not  prevent  the  assured  from  assigning  a 
claim  for  medical  services  to  an  Injured  em- 
ployee' before  the  same  has  been  reduced  ta 
Judgment,  liability  for  which  It  Incurred  un- 
der a  provision  in  the  policy  authorising  It 
to  provide  such  immediate  relief  as  may  be 
imperative  in  case  an  accident  occura 

(April  24.  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiflf  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  a  liability  alleged  to  be  covered 
by  a  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  defendant 
and  to  have  been  assigned  to  plaintiff.  Af- 
firmed. 

Statement  by  Bean,  J.: 

This  is  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  insur^ 
anoe  issued  by  the  defendant  company  to- 
the  Willamette  Steam-Mills  Lumbering  A: 
Manufacturing  Ompany,  insuring  it  a^inst 
liability  for  damages  on  account  of  injuries 
accidentally  suffered  by  its  employees.  The 
portion  of  the  policy  material  to  the  ques- 
tions on  this  appeal  is  as  follows:  "In  con^ 
sideration  of  the  warranties  made  in  the  ap- 
plication for  this  policy,  and  of  four  hun- 
dred and  eighty  dollars,  the  Fidelity  and 
Casualty  Co.  of  New  York,  hereinafter  called 
the  'company*  does  hereby  agree  to  indem- 
nify the  Willamette  Steam-Mills  Lumbering 
&  Mfg.  Co.  of  Portland,  in  the  county  of 
Multnomah  and  state  of  Oregon,  hereinafter 
called  the  'assured,*  for  the  term  of  twelve 
months,  beginning  on  the  ninth  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1895,  at  twelve  o'clock  noon,  and  end- 
ing on  the  ninth  day  of  October,  1896,  a* 
twelve  o'clock  noon,  standard  time,  against 
liability  for  damages  on  account  of  fatal  or 
nonfatal  injuries  accidentally  suffered  by 
any  employee  or  employees  of  the  assured, 
.  .  .  subject  to  the  following  agreement* 
and  conditions:  (1)  The  company's  liabil- 
ity for  an  accident  resulting  in  injuries  to, 
or  the  death  of,  one  person,  is  limited  ta 
$5,000.00,  and  subject  to  the  same  limit  for 
each  person.  Its  gross  liability  for  a  casu- 
alty resulting  in  injuries  to,  or  the  death  of,, 
several  persons,  is  $10,000.00.  (2)  The  as^ 
sured,  upon  the  occurrence  of  an  accident* 
and  also  upon  receiving  information  of  a 
claim  on  account  of  an  accident,  shall  give 
immediate  notice,  in  writing,  of  such  acci- 
dent or  claim,  with  full  particulars,  to  the 
company,  at  its  oflBce  in  New  York  city,  or 
to  the  agent,  if  any,  who  shall  have  counter- 
signed this  policy.  (3)  If  thereafter  any 
legal  proceedings  are  taken  against  the  as- 
sured to  enforce  a  claim  for  damages  on  ae* 
count  of  such  accident,  the  company  will  de 
fend  the  same,  at  its  own  cost,  in  the  name 
and  on  behalf  of  the  assured.  (4)  The  as- 
sured shall  not,  except  at  his  own  cost,  settle 
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any  claim,  nor  incur  any  expense,  nor  inter- 
fere in  any  negotiations  for  settlement  with 
the  injured  person,  nor  in  any  legal  proceed- 
ings, without  the  consent  of  the  company 
previously  given  in  writing;  but  he  may  pro: 
vide  such  immediate  surgical  relief  as  may 
be  imperative.  The  assured  shall  render  to 
the  company  all  reasonable  aid  in  securing 
information  and  evidence,  and  in  effecting 
settlements.  (6)  This  policy  does  not  cover 
liability  ...  for  injuries  intentionally 
inflicted  upon  any  person,  nor  any  liability 
excepting  that  of  the  assured  to  the  injured 
person  himself,  or  his  legal  representatives, 
for  damages  on  account  of  personal  injuries." 
"(9)  Any  assignment  of  interest  under  this 
policy  shall  be  void,  unless  the  written  con- 
sent of  the  company  is  first  obtained."  *'  { 14) 
This  policy,  and  the  application  for  it,  a 
copy  of  which  application  is  indorsed  here- 
upon, taken  together,  with  all  their  respect- 
ive declarations,  stipulations,  parts,  and  con- 
ditions, constitute  a  contract  of  insurance 
between  the  company  and  the  assured;  and, 
if  a  suit  is  brought  on  this  contract,  it  must 
be  construed  accordingly,  whether  such  suit 
is  brought  on  the  original  contract,  or  on 
any  renewal  thereof."  While  this  policy 
was  in  force,  and  on  the  24th  of  October, 
1895,  O.  Mathison,  an  employee  of  the  mill 
company,  was  seriously  injured  while  em- 
ployed in  its  service;  and,  immediate  surgical 
relief  being  imperative,  the  plaintiff,  who  is 
a  physician  and  surgeon,  was  employed  by 
the  manager  of  the  mill  company  to  attend 
the  injured  man.  Shortly  thereafter  the 
mill  company  became  insolvent,  and  its  prop- 
erty went  into  the  hands  of  receivers,  who, 
in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  the  court,  as- 
signed and  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  its 
claim  a^inst  the  defendant  for  the  liability 
incurred  in  providing  immediate  surgical  re- 
lief for  Mathison,  and  he  accepted  the  same 
in  full  payment  and  satisfaction  of  his  claim 
against  the  mill  company,  and  thereupon 
brought  this  action  directly  against  the  de- 
fendant to  recover  the  sum  of  $150,  alleged 
to  be  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services. 
The  defendant,  after  denying  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint,  alleges  the  insolvency  of 
the  mill  company ;  that  it  had  not  paid,  and 
would  not  be  able  to  pay,  any  portion  of 
plaintiff's  claim.  A  demurrer  was  sustained 
to  the  new  matter  set  up  in  the  answer,  and 
a  trial,  being  had,  resulted  in  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $100, 
from  which  the  defendant  appeals. 

Messrs,  Cox,  Cotton,  Teal,  A  Minor 
and  J.  M.  Lons,  for  appellant: 

The  plaintiff  proved  no  damage,  and  the 
appellant  was  entitled  to  a  judgment  upon 
the  first  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint. 

Welter  v.  Fames,  15  Minn.  461,  Gil.  376,  2 
Am.  Rep.  150;  Churchill  v.  Hayes,  3  Denio, 
321;  Douglass  v.  Clark,  14  Johns.  178; 
Aberdeen  v.  Blackmar,  6  Hill,  324;  Jeffers 
V.  Johnson,  21  N.  J.  L.  73 ;  Embler  v.  Hart- 
ford Steam  Boiler  Inspection  d  Ins.  Co.  8 
App.  Div.  186,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  450;  Maloney 
V.  VeUon,  144  N.  T.  182,  39  N.  E.  82;  QiU 
48  L.  R.  A. 


heri  v.  Wiman,  1  N.  Y.  550,  49  Am.  Dec.  369?' 
Wicker  v.  Hoppock,  6  Wall.  94,  18  L.  ed, 
752;  Re  Negus,  7  Wend.  501;  Redfield  v. 
Haight,  27  Conn.  31 ;  Jones  v.  Childs,  8  Nev., 
121. 

The  plaintiff  cannot  sue  at  law  alone  on 
this  cause  of  action. 

State  Ins,  Co,  v.  Oregon  R.  d  Nov,  Co.  20 
Or.  563,  26  Pac.  838;  Home  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Oregon  R.  d  Nav.  Co.  20  Or.  569,  26  Pac 
857. 

The  failure  of  the  mill  company  to  serve 
immediate  notice  of  this  claim  lost  all  ite 
righto  under  the  policy,  and  the  issuer  i» 
not  bound  to  specify  ite  defenses;  nor  doe» 
it  waive  those  not  specified. 

Weideri  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  19  Or.  261,  24 
Pao.  242. 

At  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
action  there  was  no  right  of  action  in  the 
mill  company  for  want  of  a  breach  and  fail-- 
ure  on  the  part  of  the  mill  company  to  com- 
ply with  the  policy  as  to  notice  and  right  to 
defend  in  ite  name;  and  there  is  no  right 
of  action  in  the  assignee  until  after  breach 
of  the  condition  of  the  bond. 

Hillman  v.  Bhannahan,  4  Or.  163,  18  Am. 
Rep.  281. 

The  words  ''but  he  may  provide  such  im- 
mediate surgical  relief  as  may  be  impera- 
tive," when  given  the  most  favorable  con- 
struction to  the  respondent  and  the  mill 
company,  would  only  make  the  appellant  li- 
able for  indemnity  against  loss  actually  sus- 
teined. 

French  T.  Viw,  143  N.  Y.  90,  37  N.  E.  612; 
Embler  v.  Hartford  Steam  Boiler  Inspection 
d  Ins.  Co.  8  App.Div.  186,  40  N.  Y.  Supp. 450; 
Massachusetts  Mut,  L,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robinson, 
98  111.  324;  Bailey  v.  New  England  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  114  Mass.  177,  19  Am.  Rep.  329; 
Qreenfield  v.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
47  N.  Y.  430;  Orattan  v.  National  L.  Ins. 
Co.  15  Hun,  74;  North  Ameriea/n  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Wilson,  111  Mass.  542;  Flynn  v.  North 
American  L.  Ins.  Co.  115  Mass.  449;  Wise 
V.  St.  Louis  Marine  Ins.  Co.  23  Mo.  80; 
Nims  V.  Ford,  159  Mass.  575,  35  N.  E.  100. 

Messrs.  Fenton,  Bronangh,  A  Mnir, 
for  respondent: 

The  contract  set  out  in  the  complaint,  in- 
dependently of  the  clause  in  subdivision  4 
of  the  policy,  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  first 
count  is  founded,  is  a  contract  to  indemnify 
the  mill  company  against  liability.  The 
particular  words  of  the  contract  upon  which 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  against  the 
defendant  rests  amount  to  a  direct  authori- 
zation of  the  assured  to  incur  the  liability 
sued  upon,  and,  if  incurred,  and  not  paid 
to  the  assured  or  the  beneficiary,  the  con- 
tract is  broken.  The  assured  may  recover 
without  having  paid  the  demand.  Plaintiff* 
could  sue  directly  in  his  own  name,  treating 
the  assured  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant  to 
employ  him  to  render  the  immediate  surgi- 
cal relief  in  the  given  case.  There  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  contracte  of  indemnity 
against  damages,  and  contracte  of  indemnity 
against  liability. 

American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562,  36  S.  W.  1051 ;  Locke 
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.T.  Homer,  131  Mass.  93,  41  Am.  Rep.  109; 
Jones  V.  Childs,  8  Nev.  121  j  Carson  Opera 
House  Asso,  v.  Miller,  16  Nev.  327;  iimith 
V.  Chicago  d  N.  W,  R.  Co,  18  Wis.  17; 
Thompson  v.  Taylor,  30  Wis.  68;  Trinity 
Church  V.  Biggins,  48  N.  Y.  532;  Gilbert  v. 
Wima/n,  1  N.  Y.  650,  49  Am.  Dec.  359 ;  Wick- 
er V.  Hoppock,  6  Wall.  98,  18  L.  ed.  752; 
Anoka  Lumber  Co.  v.  Fidelity  d  C.  Co,  63 
Minn.  286,  30  L.  R.  A.  689,  65  N.  W.  353; 
Orand  Rapids  Electric  Light  d  P.  Co.  v.  Fi- 
delity d  C.  Co.  in  Mich.  148,  69  N.  W.  249; 
Haas  y.  Dudley,  30  Or.  355,  48  Pac.  168; 
Fidelity  d  C.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  64  Ark.  174,  41 
S.  W.  420;  Ross  v.  American  Employers* 
Liability  Ins.  Co.  66  N.  J.  Eq.  41,  38  Atl.  22; 
10  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc.  Law,  415;  Belloni  v. 
Freeborn,  63  N.  Y.  390;  Kohler  v.  Matlage, 
72  N.  Y.  266;  National  Bank  v.  Bigler,  83 
N.  Y.  62;  Chace  v.  Hinman,  8  Wend.  453,  24 
Am.  Dec.  39;  Solary  v.  Webster,  35  Fla.  363, 
17  So.  646;  JSToven  v.  Employers'  Liability 
Assur.  Corp.  93  Wis.  201,  32  L.  R.  A.  388,  67 
N.  W.  46. 

The  assignment  of  the  demand  or  claim  of 
the  mill  company  against  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff  was  in  consideration  of  the  re- 
lease of  the  mill  company  by  plaintiff,  and 
operated  as  a  payment  by  the  mill  company 
to  plaintiff.  Even  if  the  defendant's  con- 
tract should  be  deemed  an  indemnity  against 
damage,  instead  of  an  indemnity  against  lia- 
bility, so  as  to  require  a  payment  of  the 
«Iaim  before  it  could  recover  against  the  de- 
fendant, then  the  plaintiff  having  satisfied 
his  claim  by  accepting  the  assignment  of 
the  mill  company's  demand  against  the  de- 
fendant, the  latter  is  liable. 

Bausman  r.  Credit  Guarantee  Co.  47  Minn. 
377,  50  N.  W.  496;  White  v.  French,  15 
Oray,  339;  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  30  Wis.  75. 

Beaiit  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
oourt: 

There  are  several  assignments  of  error  in 
the  notice  of  appeal,  but  they  are  practically 
all  based  on  the  contention  that  the  contract 
of  the  defendant  with  the  mill  company  is 
one  of  indemnity  against  damages,  and  there- 
fore no  recovery  can  be  had  thereon  unless 
Actual  damage  is  shown.  There  is  a  dis- 
tinction made  by  the  authorities  between  a 
contract  of  indemnity  against  liability  for 
damages,  and  a  simple  contract  of  indemnity 
against  damages.  In  the  former  case  it  has 
very  generally  been  held  that  an  action  may 
be  brought,  and  a  recovery  had,  as  soon  as 
the  liability  is  legally  imposed,  while  in  the 
latter  there  is  no  cause  of  action  until  there 
is  actual  damage.  Jones  v.  Childs,  8  Nev. 
121;  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  413;  Smith 
V.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  18  Wis.  21; 
Thompson  v.  Taylor,  30  Wis.  73;  Locke  v. 
Homer,  131  Mass.  93 ;  Trinity  Church  v.  Hig- 
gins,  48  N.  Y.  532;  Weller  v.  Fames,  15 
Minn.  461,  Gil.  376,  2  Am.  Rep.  150.  If, 
therefore,  the  policy  upon  which  this  action 
is  based  is  a  mere  contract  of  indemnity,  the 
payment  by  the  mill  company  of  the  liabil- 
ity incurred  by  it  for  the  services  of  the 
plaintiff  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right 
of  recovery.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  con- 
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tract  is  one  of  indemnity  against  liability,  a 
cause  of  action  accrued  thereunder  as  soon 
as  the  liability  of  the  mill  company  to  the 
plaintiff  attached.  Upon  this  question  the 
policy  must  speak  for  itself;  and  its  several 
provisions,  in  our  opinion,  indicate  quite 
clearly  that  it  is  not  merely  an  agreement 
to  indemnify  the  mill  company  against  such 
damage  as  it  may  suffer  on  account  of  in- 
jury to  its  employees,  but  that,  in  case  of  an 
accident  to  an  employee  whereby  a  cause  of 
action  arises  against  it,  the  insurance  com- 
pany will  assume  the  liability  on  account 
tb**»i9uf.  By  the  express  terms  of  the  con- 
tiii«?t,  it  agrees  to  indemnify  the  mill  com- 
pany, not  only  against  actual  damage,  but 
against  liability  for  such  damage.  The  pd- 
icy  piovides  that  the  defendant  shall  be  im- 
mediately notified  of  an  accident,  and  shall 
thereafter  have  exclusive  right  and  power  to 
settle  and  adjust  any  claim  therefor,  and 
control  all  legal  proceedings  in  connection 
therewith.  And  the  mill  company  is  prohib- 
ited from  settling  any  claim  or  incurring 
any  expense  without  tie  written  consent  of 
the  insurance  company,  except  that  in  case 
of  an  accident  it  may  provide  such  immedi- 
ate surgical  relief  as  may  be  imperative.  It 
would,  in  our  opinion,  be  inconsistent  with 
the  terms  and  provisions,  as  well  as  the  ob- 
ject and  purpose,  of  the  policy,  to  hold  that 
the  assured  must  actually  pay  and  discharge 
the  claim  or  demand  made  against  it  on  ac- 
count of  an  injury  to  one  of  its  employees, 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  maintenance 
of  an  action  on  the  policy.  This  is  the  inter- 
pretation given  to  a  similar  contract  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Minnesota  in  the  case  of 
Anoka  Lumber  Co.  v.  Fidelity  d  C.  Co.  63 
Minn.  286,  30  L.  R.  A.  689,  65  N.  W.  353, 
and  is  in  harmony  with  the  construction  of 
policies  substantially  the  same  by  the  courts 
of  other  states.  Hoven  v.  Employers*  Lia- 
bility Assur.  Corp.  93  Wis.  201,  32  L.  R.  A 
388,  67  N.  W.  46 ;  Ross  v.  American  Employ- 
ers* Liability  Ins.  Co.  56  N.  J.  Eq.  41,  38  Atl. 
22;  American  Employers*  Liability  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562,  36  S.  W.  1061;  Fi- 
delity d  0.  Co.  V.  Fordyce,  64  Ark.  174,  41 
S.  W.  420.  It  is  claimed  by  defendant's 
counsel  that  the  policy  under  consideration 
in  the  Minnesota  case  was  an  indemnity 
against*  liability  only,  and  therefore  differs 
materially  from  the  one  now  under  consid- 
eration. The  provisions  of  the  policy  are 
not  quoted  in  the  report  of  the  case,  but  Mr. 
Justice  Buck  begins  his  opinion  by  saying 
that  the  action  is  brought  on  a  policy  "in- 
suring the  company,  for  twelve  months, 
against  liability  for  damages;"  and,  al- 
though he  subsequently  states  that  it  was  a 
case  of  insurance  against  liability,  it  seems 
reasonably  certain,  from  the  entire  opinion, 
that  the  policy  was  the  same  as  the  one  be- 
fore us,  and  we  regard  the  case  as  directly  in 
point.  If,  however,  the  meaning  of  the  pol- 
icy is  in  doubt,  and  its  language  is  fairly 
and  reasonably  susceptible  of  two  construc- 
tions,— one  favorable  to  the  assured,  and  the 
other  to  the  defendant, — the  one  is  to  be 
adopted  which  is  the  most  favorable  to  the 
assured.    This  is  the  universal  ruling  in  the 
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oonatruetion  of  Insurance  polides,  because 
they  are  drawn  by  the  attorneys,  officers,  and 
agents  of  the  company,  and  it  is  but  fair  that, 
if  there  should  be  any  ambiguity  or  uncer- 
tainty in  the  language  used,  it  should  be 
construed  most  strongly  against  the  com- 
pany. American  Surety  Co,  v.  Pauly,  170 
U.  S.  133,  42  L.  ed.  977, 18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  662; 
Utter  V.  Travelers'  Ins,  Co,  66  Mich.  646,  32 
N.  W.  812;  Orand  Rapids  Eleotrio  Light  d 
P.  Co.  T.  Fidelity  d  C.  Co.  Ill  Mich.  148,  69 
N.  W.  249. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  mill  company 
is  prohibited  from  assigning  its  rights  unde^ 
the  policy,  prior  to  the  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment against  it  on  account  of  some  liability 
covered  thereby.  The  contention  is  based  on 
the  proTision  that  the  insurance  company 
shall  have  the  right  to  defend  any  action,  at 
its  own  cost,  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of 
tl&e  assured.    But  this  provision  has,  in  our 


opinion,  reference  to  an  undetermined  claim 
for  damages,  and  not  to  liabilities  incurred 
under  what  may  be  determined  the  emer- 
gency clause  in  the  policy^  which  authorizes 
the  assured,  in  case  of  an  accident,  to  pro- 
vide such  immediate  relief  as  may  be  imper- 
ative. In  the  case  of  a  claim  for  damages 
on  account  of  an  accident,  the  question  of  lia- 
bility is  unsettled  so  long  as  th^  matter  is 
being  contested  in  the  courts;  but,  for  im- 
perative surgical  relief  furnished,  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  mill  company,  and  its  correspond- 
ing right  of  action  against  the  insurance 
company,  are  fixed  and  determined  as  soon 
as  such  surgical  relief  is  provided,  and  there 
fore  there  can  be  no  reason  for  the  insur- 
ance company  defending  any  action  brought 
thereon  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the  as- 
sured. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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1.  A  pitrehaaer  of  property  In  ffood 
faith  from  a  person  who  holds  It  onder  an 
a^eement  by  which  a  third  person  has  re- 
tained the  title  thereto,  if  be  sells  the  prop- 
erty again,  is  liable  for  conversion,  although 
he  is  not  in  possession  of  the  property. 

S.  The,  damairea  recoverable  In  trover 
by  one  -vrho  haa  retained  title  to  the 
property  as  security  for  purchase  money  are 
limited  to  the  balance  due  him  thereon,  less 
any  depreciation  In  its  value  by  the  use  which 
he  had  authorised. 

(February   14,   1900.) 

PETITION  for  new  trial  of  an  action  in 
which  a  verdict  had  been  rendered  at 
a  Trial  Term  in  Providence  County  in  favor 
of  plaintifT  in  a  proceeding  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  conversion  of  a  buggy.    Granted, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Henry  Marsh,  Jr.,  for  plaintiff: 

Under  the  lease  agreement  between  the 
plaintiff  and  Barnes  the  payment  was  a  con- 
dition precedent,  and  Barnes,  having  failed 
to  comply  with  it,  acquired  no  title  to  the 
buggy,  and  had  no  authority  to  sell  it. 

Fosdick  V.  Schall,  09  U.  S.  260,  25  L.  ed. 
341 ;  Rogers  v.  Whitehouse,  71  Me.  222 ;  Holt 
V.  Holt,  58  N.  H.  276;  Ma/nwell  v.  Briggs,  17 
Vt  176;  Burnell  v.  Marvin,  44  Vt.  277;  Sar- 
gent V.  Metoalf,  5  Gray,  306,  66  Am.  Dec. 


368;  Salomon  v.  Hathatoay,  126  Maas.  482; 
Oeorge  v.  Stuhhs,  26  Me.  ^43 ;  Luey  v.  Bun- 
dy,  9  N.  H.  298,  32  Am.  Dec.  369;  Weeks  v. 
Pike,  60  N.  H.  447;  Root  v.  Lord,  23  Vt. 
568;  CoggiU  v.  Hartford  d  N.  H,  R,  Co,  8 
Gray,  645;  Benner  v.  Puffer,  114  Mass.  376; 
Ooodell  V.  Fairbroiher,  12  R.  I.  233,  34  Anu 
Rep.  631;  Skelton  v.  Manchester,  12  R.  I. 
326 ;  Broum  v.  Fitch,  43  Conn.  512 ;  Hine  v. 
Roberts,  48  Conn.  267,  40  Am.  Rep.  170;  6 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  453;  2  Kent, 
Com.  492;  Ullman  v.  Barnard,  7  Gray,  554^ 

In  taking  the  buggy  from  Barnes,  who  had 
no  authority  to  dispose  of  it,  and  applying 
it  to  his  own  use,  the  defendant,  Nichols, 
was  guilty  of  a  conversion,  and  is  liable  to 
this  plaintiff  In  this  action. 

M'Combie  v.  Davies,  6  East,  640;  Baldunn 
V.  Cole,  6  Mod.  212;  West  Jersey  R,  Co.  v. 
Trenton  Car  Works  Co.  32  N.  J.  L.  617. 

In  purchasing  from  Barnes  who  had  no 
title,  or  authority  to  sell  the  buggy,  the  de- 
fendant, Nichols,  acquired  no  title  as  against 
the  plaintiff. 

6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  486; 
Story,  Sales,  •313;  2  Kent,  Com.  497;  Cog- 
gill  V.  Hartford  d  N,  H.  R.  Co.  3  Gray,  545; 
Singer  Mfg,  Co,  v.  Graham,  8  Or.  17,  34  Am. 
Rep.  572;  Deshon  v.  Bigelovj,  8  Gray,  159; 
Heckle  v.  Lurvey,  101  Mass.  344,  3  Am.  Rep. 
366;  Hoffman  v.  Carow,  20  Wend.  21,  22 
Wend.  285;  Robinson  v.  Skipworth,  23  Ind. 
311;  Freeman  v.  Underwood,  66  Me.  229. 

The  defendant,  Nichols,  having  purchased 
the  buggy  from  Barnes,  who  had  no  power 
to  sell,  and   having   resold   the  buggy,  even 


NoTB. — For  conversion  by  purchaser  In  good 
faith,  see  also  Omaha  &  O.  Smelting  &  Bef.  Co. 
T.  Tabor  (Colo.)  5  L.  R.  A.  236. 

As  to  measure  of  damages  In  case  of  conver- 
sion, see  also  Cramton  v.  Valldo  Marble  Co. 
(Vt.)  1  L.  R.  A.  120;  Wright  v.  Bank  of  the 
Metropolis  (N.  Y.)  1  L.  R.  A.  289;  Hayes  v. 
Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Ca  rui.>  1  L.  R. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


A.  303,  and  note;  Haas  v.  Sackett  (Minn.)  2 
L.  R.  A.  449,  and  note;  Chauvln  v.  Vallton 
(Mont.)  8  L.  R.  A.  194  ;  Allen  v.  South  Boston 
R.  Co.  (Mass.)  5  L.  R.  A.  716;  Griggs  v.  Day 
(N.  Y.)  18  L.  R.  A.  120;  White  ▼.  Yawkey 
(Ala.)  &2  L.  R.  A.  190;  Langford  v.  Riviana 
(C.  C.  App.  2d  C.)  33  L.  R.  A.  250. 
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though  he  acted  in  good  faith^  is  liable  to 
the  plaintiff  for  conversion. 

West  Jersey  R.  Co,  v.  Trenton  Car  Works 
Co,  32  N.  J.  L.  617 ;  Hoffman  v.  Carow,  20 
Wend.  21,  22  Wend.  285;  MorHll  v.  Moul- 
ton,  40  Vt.  242;  Carter  v.  Kingman,  103 
Mass.  517;  Robinson  v.  Way,  163  Mass.  212, 
39  N.  £.  1009;  Robinson  y.  Bird,  158  Mass. 
367,  33  N.  E.  391;  Hyde  v.  Noble,  13  N.  H. 
494,  38  Am.  Dec.  508;  Abbott  v.  May,  50 
Ala.  97 ;  Hamet  v.  Letcher,  37  Ohio  St.  357, 
41  Am.  Rep.  519;  Terry  v.  Bamberger,  44 
Conn.  558. 

And  DO  demand  was  necessary. 

Curme,  D,  d  Co,  v.  Rauh,  100  Ind.  251; 
Courtis  V.  Cane,  32  Vt.  232,  76  Am.  Dec. 
174;  Hoffman  v.  Carow,  20  Wend.  21,  22 
Wend.  285;  Hyde  v.  Noble,  13  N.  H.  494,  38 
Am.  Dec.  508;  Baker  v.  Lothrop,  155  Mass. 
376,  29  N.  E.  643. 

Tliis  action  of  trover  is  maintainable 
Against  the  defendant,  Nichols,  even  though 
he  had  resold  the  buggy,  and  did  not,  at  the 
time  the  action  was  brought,  have  it  in  his 
power  to  give  up  the  buggy. 

Carter  v.  Kingman,  103  Mass.  517 ;  Robin- 
eon  V.  Way,  163  Mass.  212,  39  N.  E.  1009; 
Robinson  v.  Bird,  158  Mass.  357,  33  N.  £. 
391;  Hoffman  y,  CarotOy  20  Wend.  21,  22 
Wend.  285;  Morrill  v.  Moulton,  40  Vt.  242. 

The  measure  of  damages  in  an  action  of 
conversion  against  a  third  person  is  the 
whole  value  of  the  property  with  interest 
from  the  time  of  the  conversion. 

Angier  v.  Taunton  Paper  Mfg,  Co.  1  Gray, 
621,  61  Am.  Dec.  436;  Colcord  v.  McDonald, 
128  Mass.  470;  BrotDn  t.  Haynes,  52  Me. 
678. 

The  value  should  be  estimated  according 
to  the  market  value  at  the  place  of  conver- 
sion. 

26  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1st  ed.  826;  Mo- 
Avoy  V.  Wright,  137  Mass.  207. 

Messrs.  F.  P.  Owen  and  JoHn  P. 
Beagan  for  defendant. 

Stiness,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
oourt: 

The  plaintiff  sued  in  trover  for  the  conver- 
sion of  a  buggy,  January  2.  1899.  He  leased 
the  buggy  to  Waldo  E.  Barnes,  Jr.,  by  a 
written  agreement,  which  stipulated  that 
Barnes  might  have  possession  of  it  for  thirty 
days  for  $155,  paying  $50  cash  on  that  day, 
and  the  balance  ($105)  on  February  1,  1899; 
that  he  should  not  assign,  underlet,  or  part 
with  possession  of  the  buggy  without  the 
written  consent  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that 
the  property  in  the  buggy  was  to  remain  in 
the  plaintiff  until  the  payment  of  the  full 
sum,  at  or  before  the  expiration  of  said  time. 
Barnes  paid  $25  down,  and  gave  a  check  for 
$25,  which  was  protested,  and  has  not  been 
paid.  The  plaintiff  shipped  the  buggy  to 
Barnes,  who  sold  it,  January  4,  1899,  to  the 
defendant  for  $dO.  About  January  13,  1899, 
the  defendant  sold  the  buggy  to  Charles  C. 
Ballou,  who  took  it  into  his  possession,  and 
afterwards  left  it  at  the  defendant's  stable 
temporarily,  where  it  was  seen  by  the  plain- 
tiff's son  on  January  18,  1899.  The  defense 
rested  upon  the  ground  that,  as  the  defend- 
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ant  had  bought  the  buggy  of  Barnes  for 
value  and  without  knowledge  of  the  plain- 
tiff's claim,  and  so  sold  it  to  Ballou,  who  had 
bought  in  equal  good  faith,  the  defendant 
not  having  possession  of  the  buggy,  could 
not  be  held  liable  in  trover.  Such  a  defense 
is  not  sufficient.  It  ignores  the  rule  caveat 
emptor.  It  is  clear  that  Barnes  had  no  title 
to  sell,  and  hence  neither  Nichols  nor  Ballou 
acquired  any  by  their  purchases.  The  law, 
as  stated  in  Cooley,  Torts,  *451,  which  is 
well  supported  by  authority,  is  as  follows: 
'*One  who  buys  property  must,  at  his  peril, 
ascertain  the  ownership,  and,  if  he  buys  of 
one  who  has  no  authority  to  sell,  his  taking 
possession,  in  denial  of  the  owner's  rights  is 
a  conversion.  ...  8o,  it  is  no  protec- 
tion to  one  who  has  received  property  and 
disposed  of  it  in  the  usual  course  of  trade 
that  he  did  so  in  good  faith,  and  in  the  be- 
lief that  the  person  from  whom  he  took  it 
was  the  owner,  if  in  fact  the  possession  of 
the  latter  was  tortious." 

The  mere  possession  by  Barnes  under  the 
agreement  was  not  tortious,  but  possession 
with  an  intention  to  sell,  contrary  to  the 
agreement,  was  tortious.  Under  the  agree- 
ment, he  had  no  right  to  sell.  The  law  in 
England  and  in  this  country  is  in  harmony 
on  the  question  before  us.  In  Hollins  v. 
Fowler,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  757,  the  subject  was 
most  exhaustively  considered,  and  it  may  be 
taken  as  a  definitive  statement  of  the  law  in 
England.  The  case  holds  that  any  person 
who,  however  innocently,  obtains  possession 
of  th^  goods  of  a  person  who  has  been  fraud- 
ulently deprived  of  them,  and  disposes  of 
them,  whether  for  his  own  benefit  or  that  of 
any  other  person,  is  guilty  of  a  conversion. 

In  that  case  the  defendants  were  brokers, 
who  had  bought  cotton  from  another  broker 
in  ignorance  of  any  fraud  on  his  part,  and 
had  sold  it  to  spinners,  who  had  made  it  in- 
to yam.  The  defendants  were  held  liable  in 
trover.  In  Oilmore  v.  Newton,  9  Allen,  171, 
85  Am.  Dec.  749,  the  owner  of  a  horse  let  it 
to  another,  who  sold  it  to  the  defendant 
The  latter  let  it  to  a  person  who  took  it 
away,  and  neither  he  nor  the  horse  had  since 
been  seen.  The  defendant  was  held  liable 
for  a  conversion,  based  upon  his  letting  to 
the  latter,  as  an  act  of  dominion  over  the 
property.  In  Carter  v.  Kingman,  103  Mass. 
617,  a  person  had  received  goods  from  the 
owner,  with  the  right  to  use  them  and  to 
become  the  owner  of  them  on  fulfilment  of 
conditions,  but  until  then  he  should  not  sell 
or  remove  them  without  the  owner's  consent, 
and  they  should  not  become  his  till  paid  for. 
He  sold  them  to  a  third  person,  who  removed 
and  resold  them.  It  was  held  that  the  third 
person  was  liable  to  the  owner  of  the  goods 
for  their  conversion,  although  he  had  acted 
in  good  faith,  and  had  parted  with  them  be- 
fore any  demand  upon  him.  In  Robinson  v. 
Bird,  158  Mass.  357.  33  N.  E.  391.  Holmes, 
J.,  said:  "The  defendant  is  an  auctioneer 
who  has  sold  personal  property  belonging  to 
the  plaintiffs.  Therefore  he  is  liable  for  a  con- 
version, unless  he  can  show  some  other  excuse 
or  justification  than  his  good  faith  and  his 
ignorance   of   the   plaintiffs'   title,"— citing 
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Coles  V.  Clark,  3  Cuah.  399;  Hoffman  v. 
Carow,  22  Wend.  286;  Cochrane  v.  Rymill, 
40  L.  T.  N.  S.  744;  Hollins  v.  Fowler,  L.  R. 
7  H.  L.  767.  See  also  Tuttle  v.  Campbell, 
74  Mich.  652,  42  N.  W.  384;  Terry  v.  Bam- 
herger,  44  Conn.  668 ;  Morrill  v.  Moulion,  40 
Vt.  242.  Many  more  cases  might  be  cited 
to  the  same  effect,  and  doubtless  there  are 
-others  which  are  more  or  less  in  conflict 
with  them.  These,  however,  are  sufficient  to 
•eatablish  the  rule  which  we  have  stated,  be- 
•cause  they  rest  upon  the  sound  principle 
that  one  cannot  be  deprived  of  his  property 
without  his  consent^  and  that  a  purchaser  of 
property,  except  negotiable  instruments,  has 
no  better  title  to  it  than  the  vendor  from 
whom  he  buys  it.  Such  was  the  decision  of 
this  court  in  Ooodell  v.  Fairhrother,  12  R. 
I.  233,  34  Am.  Rep.  631.  The  case  at  bar 
showed  title  in  the  plaintiff,  and  a  conversion 
by  the  defendant  in  the  act  of  selling.  The 
plaintiff  was  therefore  entitled  to  a  verdict 
in  his  favor. 

As  to  the  damages,  the  general  rule  is  that 
the  measure  is  the  value  of  the  property  at 
the  time  of  the  conversion.  If  the  bu^^  had 
depreciated  in  value,  by  the  use  which  the 
plaintiff  had  authorized,  of  course  he  is  sub- 
ject to  that  loss.  But,  if  it  had  not  depre- 
ciated, then,  under  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment, on  a  sale  by  him,  he  was  to  receive 
only  the  balance  of  $165,  the  stipulated  price, 
which  had  not  then  been  paid.  Within  these 
limits,  the  damages  are  open  to  assessment, 
«nd  for  this  purpose  a  new  trial  is  necessary. 

Petition  for  new  trial  granted,  and  caae  re- 
mitted. 


STATE  of  Rhode  Island 

V, 

Benjamin  DALTON. 


(. 


.R.  I. 


.) 


A  statiite  '«r1ilc1&  prohlbltn  a  person  wl&o 
•ella*  an  Article  from  Kl^lnv  to  the 
parcliAiier  as  part  of  the  same  transaction 
a  stamp,  coupon,  or  other  device  which  will 
entitle  him  to  receive  from  a  third  person 
some  other  well-defined  article  in  addition 
to  the  one  sold  Is  an  unwarrantable  inter- 
ference with  Individual  liberty  guaranteed  by 
Const,  art.  1,  |  10,  and  U.  S.  Const.  14  th 
Amend,  f  1. 

(May  2,  1900.) 

TRANSFER  by  the  District  Court  for  the 
P^ighth  Judicial  District  for  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Appellate   Division   of   constitu- 
tional  questions  arising  upon  trial  of  de- 
fendant    charged     with     issuing     trading 
stamps  contrary  to   the   provisions   of    the 
-statute.     Judgment  for  defendant. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  JL  L.  Clmreliill,  for  plaintiff: 
A  court  will  not  declare  an  act  unconsti- 


NoTE. — The  only  prior  authority  on  the  sub- 
ject of  trading  stamps  seems  to  be  the  case  of 
Lansburgh  v.  District  of  Columbia,  11  App.  D. 

-C.  512,  which  is  commented  upon  by  the  court 
In  the  present  oaoe. 
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tutional  unless  the  act  is  directly  antagonis- 
tic to  some  specific  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  state  or  of  the  United  States. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  204,  cases  in 
note  1. 

A  court  will  not  declare  an  act  void  unless 
it  is  clear  beyond  a  doubt  that  it  is  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Constitution. 

Fletcher  v.  Peck,  6  Cranch,  87,  3  L.  ed. 
162;  7  Harvard  L.  Rev.  129,  143,  144;  Sink- 
ing-Fund Cases,  99  U.  S.  700,  sub  nom. 
Union  P.  R,  Co,  v.  United  States,  26  L.  ed. 
496;  Atchison,  T,  &  S.  F.  R.  Co,  v.  Mat- 
thews, 174  U.  S.  96,  43  L.  ed.  909,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  609;  Taylor  v.  Place,  4  R.  I.  324; 
State  V.  Narrangansett,  16  R.  I.  424,  3  L. 
R.  A.  296,  16  Atl.  901;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
6th  ed.  216. 

The  legislature  of  a  state  has  sovereign 
power,  unless  limitations  have  been  placed 
on  that  power  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
state  or  of  the  United  States. 

Thorpe  v.  Rutland  <£  B,  R.  Co,  27  Vt.  140, 
62  Am.  Dec.  626;  People  em  rel.  Wood  v. 
Draper,  16  N.  Y.  632;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
6th  ed.  102-106,  206,  206. 

The  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
does  not  limit  the  state  in  the  exercise  of 
its  police  power. 

Barbier  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed. 
923,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  367;  Thorpe  v.  Rutland 
di  B,  R,  Co.  27  Vt.  140,  62  Am.  Dec.  626; 
Com,  V.  Alger,  7  Cush.  63;  Gibbons  v.  Ogden, 
9  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed.  23;  Lawton  v.  Steele, 
162  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed.  386,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
499;  New  York  v.  Miln,  11  Pet.  102,  9  L. 
ed.  648;  The  Federalist^  Dawson's  ed.  23. 

The  14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  clause  thereof 
providing  that  "no  state  shall  deprive  any 
person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law,'*  was  not  intended  to, 
and  does  not^  make  any  change  in  respect  to 
the  police  power  of  the  states. 

Slaughter-House  Cases^  16  Wall.  36,  sub 
nom.  Butchers'  Benev,  Asso.  v.  Crescent 
City  L,  S.  L,  d  S,  H,  Co.,  21  L.  ed.  394; 
Powell  V.  Pennsylvania,  127  U.  S.  678,  32  L. 
ed.  263,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  992,  1267;  Minne- 
apolis d  St.  L.  R,  Co,  V.  Beckwith,  129  U.  8. 
26,  32  L.  ed.  686,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207;  Gi- 
ozza  V.  Tieman,  148  U.  S.  667,  37  L.  ed.  599, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  721;  Hooper  v.  California, 
155  U.  S.  648,  39  L.  ed.  297,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
207 ;  Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  42  L. 
ed.  780,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383. 

The  right  to  carry  on  a  particular  busi- 
ness, occupation,  or  calling,  and  the  correl- 
ative right  of  contract,  are  not  rights  guar- 
anteed by  the  14th  Amendment  against  the 
exercise  of  the  police  power  by  the  state. 

Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  sub 
nom.  Butchers*  Benev,  Asso,  v.  Crescent  City 
L,  8,  L.  d  S.  H,  Co.,  21  L.  ed.  394;  Hooper 
V.  California,  156  U.  S.  648,  39  L.  ed.  297, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207;  Bartemeyer  v.  Iowa, 
18  Wall.  129,  21  L.  ed.  929;  Powell  v.  Penn- 
sylvania, 127  U.  S.  678,  32  L.  ed.  253,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  992,  1267 ;  Mugler  v.  Kansas, 
123  U.  S.  623,  31  L.  ed.  205,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
273;  Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  42  L. 
ed.  780,    18    Sup.    Ct.  Rep.    383;  Patapsoo 
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duano  Co,  ▼.  North  Carolina  Bd.  of  Agri. 
171  U.  S.  345,  43  L.  ed.  101,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
862;  Allgeyer  v.  Louisiana,  166  U.  S.  578, 
41  L.  ed.  832,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  427;  Bert- 
holf  V.  O'Heilly,  74  N.  Y.  616,  30  Am.  Rep. 
323;  Re  Jacobs,  08  K.  Y.  08,  60  Am.  Rep. 
636;  People  v.  Marx,  00  N.  Y.  377,  52  Am. 
Rep.  34,  2  N.  E.  20;  Live  Stock  Dealers*  d 

B.  Asso.  V.  Crescent  City  L.  8,  L,  d  8.  H.  Co. 

I  Abb.  (U.  S.)  398,  Fed.  Caa.  No.  8,408. 
The  test  to  which  every  act  is  brought  is 

this :  Did  the  legislature  enact  the  measure 
in  the  exercise  of  a  reasonable  discretion? 
Has  the  act  any  relation  to  the  objects  it 
purported  to  attain?  In  other  words,  can 
a  valid  reason  be  ^iven  for  the  legislation? 
If  the  court  finds  m  the  affirmative  the  act 
will  stand. 

Patterson  T.  Kentucky,  07  U.  S.  601,  24 
L.  ed.  1116;  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  123  U.  8. 
623,  31  L.  ed.  206«  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  273; 
Powell  v.  Pennsylvania,  127  U.  S.  678,  32 
L.  ed.  253,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  002,  1257. 

Only  in  a  case  of  the  most  plain  exercise 
of  arbitrary  power  will  the  court  pronounce 
an  act  without  reasonable  foundation. 

Plumley  v.  Massachusetts,  155  U.  S.  461, 
30  L.  ed.  223«  6  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  500,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  164;  8oon  Hmg  v.  Crotoley, 
113  U.  S.  705,  28  L.  ed.  1145,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
730;  Potoell  v.  Pennsylvania,  127  U.  S.  678, 
32  L.  ed.  263,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  002,  1257; 
Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  42  L.  ed. 
780,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  383;  Orient  Ins.  Co,  ▼. 
Daggs,  172  U.  S.  667,  43  L.  ed.  652,  19  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  281 ;  Patapsco  Guano  Co.  v.  North 
Carolina  Bd.  of  Agri.  171  U.  S.  845,  43  L. 
ed.  101,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  862;  Atchison,  T. 
d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  174  U.  S.  06,  43 
L.  ed.  000,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  600. 

The  act  in  question  is  a  valid  exercise  of 
the  police  power  for  the  reason  that  it  pro- 
hibits schemes  which  are  in  the  nature  of  a 
lottery  or  gift  enterprise,  and  are  open  to 
the  same  objections. 

A  lottery  has  been  defined  as  "a  scheme 
for  the  distribution  of  prizes  and  for  the  ob- 
taining of  goods  or  money  by  chance." 

People  v.  Noelke,  04  N.  Y.  137,  46  Am. 
Rep.  128;  Wilkinson  v.  Oill,  74  N.  Y.  63,  30 
Am.  Rep.  264. 

The  fact  that  a  scheme  has  an  element  of 
certainty  does  not  operate  to  purge  it  of  its 
taint  as  a  lottery  where  the  element  of 
chance  is  present. 

Bomer  v.  United  States,  147  U.  S.  440, 
37  L.  ed.  237,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  409;  Dunn  v. 
People,  40  111.  466;  Taylor  v.  Smetten,  L.  R. 

II  Q.  B.  Div.  207;  Reg.  v.  Harris,  10  Cox, 

C.  C.  352;  Davenport  v.  Ottawa,  54  Kan. 
711,  30  Pac.  708;  State  v.  Lumsden,  80  N. 
C.  573;  Lynch  v.  Rosenthal,  144  Ind.  86,  31 
L.  R.  A.  835,  42  N.  E.  1103. 

It  is  the  element  of  chance,  the  hope  of 
getting  something  for  nothing,  and  the  ap- 
peal to  the  gambling  instinct  that  consti- 
tutes the  evil  of  lottery  transactions. 

Lansburgh  v.  District  of  Columbia,  11 
App.  D.  C.  512;  Humes  v.  Fort  Smith,  93 
Fed.  Rep.  867, 

So  far  as  an  act  is  to  protect  the  morals 
and  advance  the  welfare  of  the  people  by 
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prohibiting  every  scheme  and  device  bearing 
any  semblance  to  a  lottery  or  gambling,  it 
would  be  a  valid  exercise  of  power,  and  ci- 
tation of  authorities  is  not  necessary  to  sus- 
tain a  proposition  so  well  settled. 

Long  V.  State,  74  Md.  565,  12  L.  R.  A.  426,. 
22  Atl.  4;  Stone  v.  Mississippi,  101  U.  8. 
814,  26  L.  ed.  1070;  Phalen  v.  Virginia,  » 
How.  163,  12  L.  ed.  1030. 

Even  if  no  intentional  element  of  chance 
is  involved  the  act  is  constitutional  as  for- 
bidding a  scheme  in  its  nature  demoralizing 
to  legitimate  business. 

Lansburgh  v.  District  of  Columbia,  11 
App.  D.  C.  612;  Humes  v.  Fort  Smith,  03^ 
Fed.  Rep.  867. 

If  the  successful  maintenance  of  the  busi> 
ness  depends,  as  it  would  seem  to,  in  part» 
on  the  gross  over-valuation  of  the  premiums, 
the  legislature  has  a  clear  right  to  protect 
the  people  from  imposition  by  prohibiting 
the  business  altogether. 

Patapsco  Ouano  Co.  v.  North  Carolina  Bd. 
ofAgH.niV.B.  346,  43  L.  ed.  101,  18  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  862;  Plumley  v.  Massachusetts,  155- 
U.  8.  461,  30  L.  ed.  223,  6  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
600,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  164;  State  v.  SmytK 
14  R.  I.  100,  61  Am.  Rep.  344;  Steiner  v. 
Ray,  84  Ala.  03,  4  So.  172;  State  v.  Corhett,. 
67  Minn.  346,  24  L.  R.  A.  408,  4  Inters.  C<»i. 
Rep.  604,  60  N.  W.  817;  Cooley,  Const  Lim. 
6th  ed.  740-744. 

The  means  used  in  the  acquisition  and  dis- 
position of  property  are  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  state.  That  liberty  in  the  use  of 
property  or  liberty  of  contract  are  curtailed 
by  an  act  is  not  an  objection  to  the  consti- 
tutionality thereof. 

State  V.  Brown  d  S.  Mfg.  Co.  18  R.  I.  16^ 
17  L.  R.  A.  866,  26  Atl.  246;  People  v.  Camr 
non,  130  N.  Y.  32,  34  N.  E.  769;  Com.  v.  Ros- 
well,  173  Mass.  119,  63  N.  E.  132;  Singer  v. 
State,  72  Md.  464,  8  L.  R.  A.  651,  19  Atl. 
1044;  State  v.  Corbett,  67  Minn.  345,  24  L. 
R.  A.  408,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  694,  69  N. 
W.  317;  Com.  v.  Gardner,  133  Pa.  284,  7 
L.  R.  A.  666,  19  Atl.  650;  Shelton  v.  MobiUy 
30  Ala.  640,  68  Am.  Dec.  143. 

The  act  in  question  does  not  deny  to  the 
defendant  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws, 
since  all  persons  in  the  inhibited  clas»— 
that  is,  all  persons  issuing  or  redeeming 
stamps  or  coupons  redeemable  in  merchan- 
dise— ^are  under  the  same  liability. 

Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  sub 
nom.  Butchers'  Benev.  Asso.  v.  Crescent  City 
L.  S.  L.  d  8.  H.  Co.  21  L.  ed.  394;  Strauder 
v.  West  Virginia,  100  U.  S.  303,  26  L.  ed. 
664;  Barbier  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28  L. 
ed.  023,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  357 ;  Soon  Hing  v. 
Crowley,  113  U.  S.  703,  28  L.  ed.  1146,.  6 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  730;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mackey,  127  U.  S.  206,  32  L.  ed.  107,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  1161;  Minneapolis  d  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Beck^oith,  120  V.  S.  26,  32  L.  ed.  585,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207;  Tick  Wo  v.  Bopkins,  118 
U.  S.  366,  30  L.  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1064. 

The  state  may  distinguish,  select,  and 
classify  objects  of  legislation,  and  in  thi» 
has  a  wide  discretion. 

Kentucky  Railroad  Taos  Cases,  115  U.  8. 
321,  sub  nom.  Cincinnati,  N.  0.  d  T.  P.  R^ 
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Co.  ▼.  Kentucky,  29  L.  ed.  414,  6  Sup. 
Gt.  Rep.  57;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mackey, 
127  U:  S.  205,  32  L.  ed.  107,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1161;  Minneapolis  d  8U  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Beckwith,  129  U.  S.  26,  32  L.  ed.  585,  9 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  207 ;  Holden  r.  Hardy,  169  U. 
S.  366,  42  L.  ed.  780,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  383; 
Magoun  v.  Illinois  Trust  d  Sav.  Bank,  170 
U.  S.  283,  42  L.  ed.  1037,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
694;  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  Daggs,  172  U.  S.  557, 
43  L.  ed.  552,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  281;  State 
V.  Broum  d  8.  Mfg.  Co.  18  R.  I.  16,  17  L.  R. 
A.  856,  25  Atl.  246. 

The  fact  that  an  act  does  not  include  all 
branches  of  one  general  business  in  its  scope, 
but  selects  a  certain  branch  thereof,  does  not 
open  the  legislation  to  the  charge  of  uncon- 
stitutional class  legislation. 

Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  suh 
tu>m.  Butchers*  Benev.  Asso.  v.  Crescent  City 
L.  S.  L.  d  S.  H.  Co.  21  L.  ed.  394 ;  Soon  Hing 
V.  Crowley,  113  U.  S.  703,  28  L.  ed.  1145, 
5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  730;  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Daggs,  172  U.  S.  557,  43  L.  ed.  552,  19  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  281;  Holden  ▼.  Hardy,  169  U.  S. 
366,  42  L.  ed.  780,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  383;  Cot- 
ting  T.  Kansas  City  Stook-Tards  Co.  70  Fed. 
Rep.  679;  State  v.  Broadbelt,  89  Md.  565, 
46  L.  R.  A.  433,  43  Atl.  771 ;  Gulf,  C.  d  S.  F. 
R.  Co.  ▼.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  150,  41  L.  ed.  666, 
17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  255;  Atchison,  T.  d  S.  F. 
R.  Co.  r.  Mattheu>s,  174  U.  S.  96,  43  L.  ed. 
909,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  609. 

Messrs.  TUlinshaat  Sc  Mvrdook,  for 
defendant: 

When  the  yalidity  of  a  statute  is  under 
consideration,  it  is  always  open  to  the  courts 
to  consider  whether  the  regulation  has  a 
reasonable  relation  to  some  public  purpose, 
or  simply  aids  a  particular  class  in  unjust 
discrimination  against  another  class. 

Latoton  r.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed. 
386,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  499;  Yick  Wo  v.  Hop- 
kins, 118  U.  S.  356,  30  L.  ed.  220,  6  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  1064;  PeopU  v.  Mara,  99  N.  Y.  377,  52 
Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E.  29. 

The  act  in  question  must,  if  sustained, 
rest  upon  the  police  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture. 

To  justify  a  statute  passed  under  the  po- 
lice power,  it  must  have  a  clear  relation  to 
the  public  health,  morals,  or  safety. 

Guthrie,  14th  Amendment,  pp.  73,  74,  76, 
76;  1  Thayer,  Cases  on  Const  Law,  p.  693; 
Munn  V.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed.  77. 

The  law  under  which  defendant  is  prose- 
cuted deprives  him  of  his  liberty  and  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law,  and  is  there- 
fore in  conflict  with  the  14th  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Powell  V.  Pennsylvania,  127  U.  S.  678,  32 
L.  ed.  253,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  992,  1257;  AlU 
geyer  v.  Louisiana,  165  U.  S.  678,  41  L.  ed. 
832,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  428;  People  r.  Marx, 
99  N.  Y.  377,  52  Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E.  29; 
Re  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Rep.  636; 
Eaton  V.  Boston,  C.  d  M.  R.  Co.  61  N.  H.  504, 
12  Am.  Rep.  147. 

This  sort  of  legislation  has  been  at- 
tempted before,  as  there  is  always  a  class  in 
the  community  which  flies  to  the  legislature 
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when  any  busineM  interferes  with  them  in 
any  way. 

People  ▼•  Oillson,  109  N.  Y.  389,  17  N.  Jfi- 
343. 

A  lottery  has  been  defined  to  be:  "A 
scheme  by  which,  on  one's  paying  money  or 
some  other  thing  of  value,  he  obtains  the 
contingent  right  to  have  something  of  greats 
er  value,  if  an  appeal  to  chance,  bv  lot  or 
otherwise,  under  tne  direction  of  the  man- 
ager of  the  scheme,  should  decide  in  his  fa- 
vor." 

Homer  ▼.  United  States,  147  U.  S.  449,  37 
L.  ed.  237,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  409;  Bishop^ 
Statutory  Crimes,  449,  §  952;  Bouvier,  Law 
Diet  281. 

The  method  under  consideration  contains 
none  of  the  elements  of  a  lottery. 

When  a  state  statute  interferes,  even  re- 
motely, with  the  interstate  commerce  clause 
of  the  Constitution,  the  court  will  go  to  al- 
most any  extreme  to  declare  it  unconstitu- 
tional. 

Schollenherger  v.  Pennsylvania,  171  U.  8.' 
1,  43  L.  ed.  49,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  757;  OoU 
line  V.  New  Hampshire,  171  U.  S.  30,  43  L^ 
ed.  60,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  768;  Slaughter- 
House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  suh  nam.  Butoh- 
ers*  Benev.  Asso.  t.  Crescent  City  L.  B,  L.  ^ 
S.  H.  Co.  21  L.  ed.  394;  Smythe  v.  Ames^ 
169  U.  S.  406,  42  L.  ed.  819,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.. 
418;  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L. 
ed.  77 ;  Bartemeyer  v.  Iowa,  18  Wall.  129,  21 
L.  ed.  929;  Boston  Beer  Co.  r.  Massaohu 
setts,  97  U.  S.  26,  24  L.  ed.  989;  Mugler  ▼. 
Kansas,  123  U.  S.  623,  31  L.  ed.  206,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  273;  Powell  y.  Pennsylvania,  127 
U.  S.  678,  32  L.  ed.  253,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  992». 
1257. 

If  the  defendant's  business  is  not  ruined, 
but  his  profits  are  decreased  even  by  one  cent 
because  of  this  legislation,  he  has  the  same 
right  to  complain  as  though  a  million  were 
involved. 

Guthrie,  14th  Amendment,  39,  40 ;  Sentelt 
V.  Neic  Orleans  d  C.  R.  Co.  166  V.  S.  698,  41 
L.  ed.  1169,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  693;  Long  y. 
State,  74  Md.  665,  12  L.  R.  A.  426,  22  Atl.  4. 

The  act  in  question  is  unconstitutional 
because  it  deprives  the  defendant  of  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

Gulf,  C.  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  165  U.  S. 
150,  41  L.  ed.  066,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  256; 
HarUer  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed. 
923,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  357 ;  Holden  v.  Hardy, 
169  U.  S.  366,  42  L.  ed.  780,  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
383;  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  113,  24  L.  ed. 
77;  Railroad  Commission  Cases,  116  U.  S. 
307,  sub  nam.  Stone  v.  Farmers^  Loan  d  T. 
Co.  29  L.  ed.  636,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  334,  388, 
1191;  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  21  L. 
R.  A.  789,  22  S.  W.  350;  Frorer  y.  PeopU 
use  of  School  Fund,  141  111.  171,  16  L.  R.  A. 
492,  31  N.  E.  395;  State  v.  Brown  d  S.  Mfg. 
Co.  18  R.  I.  16,  17  L.  R.  A.  856,  25  Atl.  246; 
Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  U.  S.  366,  42  L.  ed. 
780.  18  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  383;  Orient  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Daqgs.  172  U.  S.  557,  43  L.  ed.  652,  19^ 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  281. 

Tillinshast,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of^ 
the  court: 
On  the  13th  day  of  November,  1899,  the 
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defendant  was  arrai^ed  before  the  district 
court  of  the  eighth  judicial  district  upon  a 
complaint  and  warrant  charging  "that  on  the 
28th  day  of  October,  1899,  with  force  and 
arms,  Benjamin  Dal  ton,  of  Johnston,  did  sell 
to  one  Frederick  W.  Perkins  certain  articles 
of  merchandise,  to  wit,  three  pieces  of  to- 
bacco, and  did  then  and  there  give  and  dis- 
tribute to  said  Frederick  W.  Perkins  three 
stamps,  commonly  called  'trading  stamps,' 
which  said  stamps  did  then  and  there  en- 
title the  said  Frederick  W.  Perkins  to  de- 
mand and  receive  certain  articles  of  mer> 
chandise  from  Sperrv  &.  Hutchinson,  at  their 
store;  said  Sperry  t  Hutchinson  being  per- 
sons other  than  the  vendor  of  said  three 
pieces  of  tobacco."  The  defendant  filed  a 
motion  that  the  complaint  be  quashed,  for 
the  followinff  reasons:  (1)  Because  diap- 
ter  652  of  the  Public  Laws  of  the  state  of 
Rhode  Island,  and  especially  the  1st  section 
thereof,  on  which  said  complaint  is  founded, 
is  in  conflict  with  the  1st  section  of  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  because  it  deprives  the  de- 
fendant of  his  liberty  and  property  without 
due  process  of  law.  ( 2 )  Because  said  chap- 
ter further  conflicts  with  the  1st  section  of 
the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  because  it  deprives  the  de- 
fendant of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws, 
in  this:  That  stamps  or  coupons  redeem- 
able in  money  and  merchandise  or  property, 
given  b^  the  vendor  as  a  bonus  in  addition  to 
the  article  (jurchased,  are  not  included  with- 
in the  prohibition  of  the  chapter;  and  (3) 
because  said  act  is  in  conflict  with  article 
1,  S  10,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  state  of 
Rhode  Island.  This  motion  was  overruled 
by  the  court.  The  defendant  thereupon 
pleaded,  "Not  guilty,"  but  was  adjudged 
probably  guilty,  whereupon  the  case  was  cer- 
tified to  this  court  upon  the  question  of  the 
•constitutionality  of  the  act  under  which 
said  complaint  was  made.  Said  act  reads 
as  follows: 

"Sec.  1.  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  per- 
son or  corporation  to  sell,  give,  or  distrib- 
ute any  stamp,  coupon,  or  other  device 
which  shall  entitle  the  purchaser  of  prop- 
erty to  demand  or  receive  from  any  person 
•or  corporation  other  than  the  vendor  any 
article  of  merchandise  other  than  that  act- 
ually sold  to  said  purchaser;  and  for  any 
person  or  corporation  other  than  the  vendor 
to  deliver  to  any  person  any  article  of  mer- 
chandise other  than  that  actually  sold  up- 
on presentation  of  any  such  stamp,  coupon, 
•or  other  device ;  provided,  however,  that  this 
act  shall  not  affect  any  existing  contract. 

"Sec.  2.  Whoever  shall  violate  any  pro- 
vision of  this  act  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanor,  and  for  each  offense  shall 
he  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  one 
hundred  dollars  nor  more  than  five  hundred 
dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  for  a  term  not 
exceeding  three  months.'' 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  state 

that  the  act  in  question  is  sustainable  as  a 

valid   exercise   of   the  police   power  of    the 

state,  and  also  that  the  Constitution  of  the 
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United  States  does  not  limit  the  state  in  the 
exercise  of  such  power. 

It  would  be  presumptuous  for  any  court 
to  attempt  to  formulate  an  exact  definition 
of  the  term  "the  police  power  of  the  state." 
IjCgal  definitions  do  not  sum  themselves  up 
in  single  sentences.  They  are,  and  of  ne- 
cessity must  he,  more  or  less  general  and 
elastic,  in  order  that  the  courts  may  apply 
them  to  the  infinite  varietv  of  circumstances 
which  may  arise  in  the  relations  and  affairs 
of  mankind  in  civilized  society.  But  for  all 
practical  purposes  the  police  power  of  the 
state  may  be  shortly  denned  to  be  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  make  such  regulations 
relating  to  personal  and  property  rights  ss 
appertain  to  the  public  health,  the  public 
safety,  and  the  public  morals.  In  Barbier 
V.  Conmolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923,  5 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  357j  it  is  referred  to  as  the 
"power  to  prescribe  regulations  to  promote 
the  health,  peaoe,morals,  education,  and  good 
order  of  the  people,  and  to  legislate  so  as 
to  increase  the  industries  of  the  state,  de- 
velop its  resources,  and  add  to  its  wealth 
and  prosperity."  Further  and  more  elab- 
orate definitions  may  be  found  in  State  v. 
Fiizpatrick,  16  R.  I.  54,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
713,  11  Atl.  767;  Harrington  v.  Providence, 
20  R.  I.  233,  38  L.  R.  A.  305,  38  Atl.  1 ;  Law- 
ton  V.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  116,  38  L.  ed,  388,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  499;  Stone  v.  Mississippi,  101 
U.  S.  818,  25  L.  ed.  1079;  Com.  v.  Alger,  7 
Cush.  53.  Under  these  general  and  compre- 
hensive definitions,  it  is  evident  that  the 
general  assembly  is  clothed  with  very  large 
powers,  and  may  exercise  a  broad  discretion 
in  the  passage  of  laws  pertaining  to  the  in- 
ternal affairs  of  the  state.  But,  while  the 
power  is  large,  it  is  not  without  limit,  and 
tike  all  other  powers  of  the  general  assem- 
bly, must  be  so  exercised  as  not  to  violate 
the  constitutional  rights  of  the  people.  In 
People  V.  Oillson,  109  N.  Y.  389,  17  N.  E. 
343,  the  court,  in  referring  to  the  police  pow- 
er, says  that  it  "has  never  yet  been  fully 
described  nor  its  extent  plainly  limited, 
further,  at  least,  than  this:  It  is  not  above 
the  Constitution,  but  it  is  bounded  by  its 
provisions;  and  if  any  liberty  or  franchise 
is  expressly  protected  by  any  constitu- 
tional provision,  it  cannot  be  destroyed 
by  any  valid  exercise  by  the  legislature 
or  the  executive  of  the  police  power." 
See  also  Re  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  107,  50  Am. 
Rep.  636;  Guthrie  on  the  Fourteenth  Amend- 
ment, 76-89,  and  note  by  Prof.  Thayer ;  Steh- 
meyer  v.  Charleston,  53  S.  C.  259,  31  S.  £. 
322.  Again,  when  the  validity  of  a  statute 
of  this  sort  is  under  consideration,  it  is  al- 
ways open  to  the  court  to  consider,  among 
other  things,  whether  the  act  bears  any  rea- 
sonable relation  to  the  public  purpose 
sought  to  be  accomplished,  and  a  forced  or 
strained  relation  is  not  enough.  Thus,  in 
Laicton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  136,  38  L.  ed. 
388,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  499,  Mr.  Justice 
Brown,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said:  "To  justify  the  state  in  thus 
interposing  its  authority  in  behalf  of  the 
public,  it  must  appear — First,  that  the  in- 
terests of  the  public  generally,  as  distin- 
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guiflhed  from  those  of  a  particular  class,  re- 
quire such  interference;  and,  second,  that 
the  means  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the 
accomplishment  of  the  purpose,  and  not  un- 
duly oppressive  upon  individuals.  The  leg- 
islature may  not,  under  the  guise  of  proteclr 
ing  the  public  interests,  arbitrarily  interfere 
with  private  business,  or  impose  unusual  or 
unnecessary  restrictions  upon  lawful  occu- 
pations. In  other  words,  its  determination 
as  to  what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  its  police 
powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is  sub- 
ject to  the  supervision  of  the  courts."  See 
United  States  ex  rel.  Kerr  v.  Rosa,  5  App. 
D.  C.  249.  And  then,  after  instancing  va- 
rious enactments  which  have  been  held  not 
to  be  within  the  police  power  of  the  states, 
the  court  further  says:  "In  all  these  cases 
the  acts  were  held  to  be  invalid,  as  involv- 
ing an  unnecessary  invasion  of  the  rights 
of  property,  and  a  practical  inhibition  of  cer- 
tain occupations,  harmless  in  themselves, 
and  which  might  be  carried  on  without  det- 
riment to  the  public  interests."  See  also 
Yick  Wo  V.  Hopkina,  118  U.  S.  366,  30  L. 
«d.  220,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1064;  People  ▼. 
Marx,  99  N.  Y.  377,  62  Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E. 
29.  Of  course,  it  is  always  to  be  presumed 
that  all  acts  of  the  general  assembly  are 
passed  in  the  utmost  good  faith,  and  also 
-that  they  are  conformable  to  the  Ck>nstitu- 
tion.  Powell  v.  Pennsylvania^  127  U.  8. 
•67&-685,  32  L.  ed.  253,  266,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
^92,  1257.  And  it  is  not  until  the  unconsti- 
tutionality of  a  given  act  is  plainly  made  to 
appear  that  the  court  is  called  upon  to  de- 
-clare  it  void.  State  v.  'Narragansettf  16 
R  I.  424,  3  L.  R.  A.  295,  16  Atl.  901 ;  Carr 
▼.  Broum,  20  R.  I.  215,  38  L.  R.  A.  294,  38 
Atl.  9.  But  after  indulging  every  possible 
presumption  and  intendment  in  favor  of  the 
validity  of  a  statute,  and  being  unable  to 
^nd  that  it  can  be  sustained  as  a  constitu- 
tional exercise  of  the  legislative  power,  it 
^becomes  the  duty  of  the  court  to  aeclare  it 
void.  Taylor  v.  Pla4sey  4  R.  I.  324;  Carr  v. 
Broum,  20  R.  I.  223«  38  L.  R.  A.  294,  38  Atl. 
•9;  Mugler  v.  ITcmwaw,  123  U.  S.  661,  31  K  ed. 
206,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  273;  Minnesota  v.  Bar- 
ber, 136  U.  S.  313,  34  L.  ed.  455,  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  186,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  862. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  question  whether 
the  act  before  us  is  one  which  falls  within 
the  police  power  of  the  legislature;  for,  if 
it  is  not,  it  is  clearly  an  unlawful  interfer- 
ence with  private  right.  We  will  endeavor 
to  test  this  question  by  the  simple  process 
•of  elimination.  First,  then,  Does  said  act 
look  to  or  in  any  manner  concern  the  public 
health?  No  one  claims  that  it  does,  and  no 
one  could  for  a  moment  claim,  with  any  ba- 
sis of  reason,  that  it  has,  or  was  intended 
to  have«  even  the  remotest  bearing  thereon. 
'Second,  Does  the  act  look  to  or  tend  to  pro- 
mote the  public  safety?  Nothing  of  this 
•sort,  either,  is  claimed  in  its  favor,  and  we 
fail  to  see  that  anything  could  be,  for  it 
"bears  no  relation  whatsoever  thereto.  Hav- 
ing thus  eliminated  two  of  the  general 
-grounds  upon  which  said  act  must  be  sup- 
ported as  being  a  valid  exercise  of  the  po- 
lice power,  we  come  to  the  third  and  last 
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one,  which  raises  the  question  whether  the 
act  relates  to  or  tends  to  promote  the  publio 
morals.  The  counsel  in  behalf  of  the  state 
vigorously  contends  that  it  does,  on  the 
ground  that  it  prohibits  schemes  which  are 
in  the  nature  of  a  lottery  or  gift  enterprise, 
and  hence,  whether  technically  a  lottery  or 
not,  are  open  to  the  same  objection.  Ue  ar- 
gues, substantially,  that  it  is  the  element  of 
chance,  the  hope  of  getting  something  for 
nothing,  and  the  appeal  to  the  gambling  in- 
stinct, that  constitutes  the  evil  of  lottery 
transactions ;  that  it  is  clear  that  the  scheme 
contemplated  by  the  act  and  prohibited 
therein  is,  in  effect,  a  lottery;  and  that,  as 
an  inducement  to  purchase,  Uie  promise  of 
a  premium  to  be  given  by  a  third  person  is 
held  out,  and  the  precise  nature  of  the  pre- 
mium and  its  value  are  unknown  at  the  time 
of  purchasing,  and  thus  a  subtle  appeal  is 
made  to  the  eambling  instinct;  and,  more- 
over, that  a  demoralizing  element  is  intro- 
duced into  legitimate  business.  If  this  con- 
tention is  well  founded,  the  act  in  question 
is  undoubtedly  a  valid  and  legitimate  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power.  Is  the  metiiod  of 
doing  business  which  is  prohibited  by  the 
act,  then,  in  the  nature  of  a  lottery?  A  lot- 
tery is  a  scheme  for  the  distribution  of 
prizes  by  chance,  (iovemors  of  Alms  Bouse 
V.  American  Art-Union,  7  N.  Y.  228 ;  Thomas 
V.  People,  69  111.  160.  Or,  to  sUte  it  with 
more  fullness,  "It  is  a  scheme  by  which  a  re- 
sult is  reached  by  some  action  or  means 
taken,  in  which  result  man's  choice  or  will 
has  no  part,  and  which  human  reason,  fore- 
sight, sagacity,  or  design  cannot  enable  him 
to  know  or  determine  until  the  same  has 
been  accomplished."  2  Bouvier,  Law  Diet 
281 ;  People  v.  Elliott,  74  Mich.  264,  3  L.  R. 
A.  403,  41  N.  W.  916.  "The  word  Hottery' 
embraces  the  elements  of  procuring,  through 
lot  or  chance,  by  the  investment  of  money  or 
something  of  value,  some  greater  amount  of 
money  or  thing  of  greater  value."  United 
States  V.  Wallis,  68  Fed.  Rep.  942.  The 
method  of  doing  business  which  the  act  pro- 
hibits is  the  giving  by  a  vendor,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  sale  by  him  of  any  article  or 
articles,  of  any  stamp  or  other  device  which 
shall  entitle  the  vendee  to  obtain  from  some 
other  person  some  article  of  merchandise  in 
addition  to  that  actually  sold.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  act  does  not  prohibit  the 
vendor  himself  from  giving  or  "throwing 
in,"  as  it  is  sometimes  termed,  in  common 
parlance,  some  other  article  in  addition  to 
that  sol<L  but  only  prohibits  the  seller  from 
giving  anything  in  the  nature  of  a  check 
or  order  upon  some  other  person  which  shall 
entitle  the  holder  thereof  to  obtain  from 
such  other  person  some  article  of  merchan- 
dise in  addition  to  the  thing  sold.  In  other 
words,  the  act  recognizes  the  right  of  a  per- 
son to  give  away  an  article  of  merchandise 
in  connection  with«  and  as  an  inducement  to 
the  making  of,  a  sale  of  some  other  article, 
but  provides,  in  effect,  that  the  giving  of 
such  additional  article  must  be  done  by  him 
directly,  and  not  through  a  third  person. 
We  fail  to  see  that  there  is  any  substantial 
difference  in  principle  between  the  two  meth* 
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oda,  or  that  either  bears  any  resemblaiice  to 
a  lottery.  The  element  of  chance,  which  is 
the  basal  principle  of  every  scheme  in  the 
nature  of  a  lottery,  is  wholly  wanting.  To 
illustrate:  A  buys  of  B  20  pounds  of  sugar 
for  a  dollar,  and  is  given  with  the  purchase 
an  order,  check,  stamp,  token,  or  some  kind 
of  device, — ^no  matter  what, — ^which,  upon 
presentation  to  C  entitles  A  to  some  otner 
specific  article  of  merchandise  in  addition  to 
the  sugar.  How  does  such  a  transaction  dif- 
fer in  principle  from  one  where  A  receives 
the  premium  for  making  the  purchase — ^for 
such  it  really  is — direcUjr  from  B  himself? 
In  other  words,  how  is  it  changed  into  a 
gambling  transaction  by  the  fact  that  the 
premium  is  received  through  the  agency  of 
C,  instead  of  being  received  directly  from  B! 
We  cannot  see  that  it  is  thus  changed.  The 
thing  sought  to  be  accomplished  by  the  ven- 
dor is  the  sale  of  his  goods  by  means  of  the  in- 
ducement held  out  to  the  purchaser  in  the 
form  of  a  premium,  and  if  he  may  himself 
give  and  deliver  the  premium,  as  he  clearly 
may,  he  may  also  give  it  through  a  third 
person.  As  to  the  argument  before  referred 
to,  that  the  scheme  is  in  the  nature  of  a  lot- 
tery because  the  precise  nature  and  value  of 
the  premium  are  unknown  to  the  purchaser, 
it  is  enough  to  reply  that  nothing  appears  in 
the  act  or  in  the  record  before  us  to  show 
this.  The  prohibition  is  that  the  purchaser 
shall  not  receive  from  any  person  other  than 
the  vendor  "any  article  of  merchandise  other 
than  that  actually  sold  to  said  purchaser;" 
thereby  implying  that  the  parties  to  the 
transaction  would  be  dealing  with  reference 
to  some  particular  article,  or  at  any  rate  to 
some  one  of  a  ffiven  class  of  articles  in  the 
possession  of  the  third  person,  the  nature 
and  value  of  which  were  well  understood. 
To  illustrate  again:  A  buys  of  B  a  suit  of 
clothes  for  $20,  and  receives  a  check  or 
stamp  which  entitles  him  to  receive  from  C 
a  pair  of  shoes  worth  $2,  a  hat  worth  $2,  or 
a  pair  of  gloves  worth  $2.  It  is  true  that  A 
has  not  seen  these  articles  at  the  time  of 
purchasing  the  clothes,  but  as  he  knows  that 
ne  is  to  receive  one  of  the  articles  mentioned, 
as  he  may  elect,  we  cannot  see  that  there  is 
anything  so  uncertain  about  the  transaction 
as  to  appeal  to  the  gambling  instinct.  At 
any  rate^  it  does  not  in  any  real  sense  par- 
take of  the  nature  of  a  lottery.  It  is  simply 
one  of  the  infinite  variety  of  devices  which 
are  resorted  to  by  trades  people,  in  these 
days  of  sharp  competition,  to  promote  the 
sale  of  their  goods.  The  complaint  in  the 
case  before  us  expressly  sets  out  that  the 
stamps  which  were  given  by  the  defendant  in 
connection  with  the  sale  entitled  Perkins, 
the  purchaser  of  the  tobacco,  to  receive  "eer- 
tAin  articles  of  merchandise  from  Sperry  & 
Hutchinson  at  their  store;"  thereby  showing 
by  a  fair  inference*  we  think,  that  it  was 
well  understood  between  the  parties  to  the 
transaction  what  the  articles  were.  It  is 
to  be  further  observed  that  the  act  does  not 
prohibit  the  sale  of  merchandise,  and  the 
giving,  in  connection  with  and  as  an  induce- 
ment to  the  purchase  thereof,  of  trading 
stamps,  redeemable  in  cash  by  a  third  per- 
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son,  nor  does  it  prohibit  the  giving  of  stamps 
redeemable  by  tne  vendor  himself,  either  in 
cash  or  merchandise,  so  that  the  use  of  trad- 
ing stamps  is  not  prohibited,  but  only  lim- 
it^. And  it  would  seem  that  the  legislsr 
ture  could  not  have  considered  the  scheme 
which  the  act  prohibits  as  being  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  lottery,  for  if  they  had,  they  would 
not  have  exempted  the  cash-stamp  businesa 
from  the  operation  of  the  law. 

Referring  again  to  the  act  in  question,  our 
view  thereof  may  be  stated  thus:  The  act» 
as  we  construe  it,  prohibits  a  person  from 
selling  a  given  article,  and  at  the  same  time, 
and  as  a  part  of  the  transaction,  giving  to 
the  purchaser  a  stamp,  coupon,  or  other  de- 
vice which  will  entitle  him  to  receive  from 
some  third  person  some  other  well-defined 
article  in  addition  to  the  one  sold.  This  is 
equivalent  to  declaring  that  it  is  illegal  for 
a  man  to  give  away  one  arUcle  as  a  pre- 
mium to  the  buyer  for  having  purchased  an- 
other; for,  as  already  intimated,  it  can  make 
no  possible  difference  that  the  article  given 
away  with  the  sale  is  delivered  to  the  pur- 
chaser by  a  third  person,  instead  of  the  sel- 
ler himself.  We  think  it  is  dear  that  such 
a  prohibition  is  an  unwarranted  interference 
with  the  individual  liberty  which  is  guar- 
anteed to  every  citizen  both  by  our  state  Con- 
stitution and  also  by  the  14th  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  The 
term  "liberty,"  as  used  in  the  Constitution, 
is  a  very  broad  and  comprehensive  one.  It 
does  not  mean  freedom  from  physical  re- 
straint, simply,  but  embraces  the  right  of 
each  individual  "to  be  free  in  the  enjoyment 
of  the  faculties  with  which  he  has  been  en- 
dowed by  his  Creator,  subject  only  to  such 
restraints  as  are  necessary  for  the  common 
welfare."  In  the  terse  language  of  Peck- 
ham,  J.,  in  People  v.  Oillson,  109  N.  Y.  399^ 
17  N.  £.  345.  "Liberty,  in  its  broad  sense, 
as  understood  in  this  country,  means  the 
right,  not  only  of  freedom  from  servitude, 
imprisonment,  or  restraint,  but  the  right  of 
one  to  use  his  faculties  in  all  lawful  ways,  to 
live  and  work  where  he  will,  to  earn  his  live- 
lihood in  any  lawful  calling,  and  to  pursue 
any  lawful  trade  or  avocation."  See  also 
Frorer  v.  People  use  of  School  Fund,  141 
III.  171,  10  L.  R.  A.  492,  31  N.  E.  395;  All- 
geyer  v.  Louisiana,  105  U.  S.  589,  590,  41  L. 
ed.  830,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  427;  Guthrie,  on 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment,  109.  This  in- 
alienable right  is  trenched  upon  and  im- 
paired whenever  the  legislature  prohibits  a 
man  from  carrying  on  his  business  in  his 
own  way,  provided,  always,  of  course,  that 
the  business  and  the  mode  of  carrying  it  on 
are  not  injurious  to  the  public,  and  pro- 
vided, also,  that  it  is  not  a  business  whidi  is 
affected  with  a  public  use  or  interest  Kow, 
it  was  certainly  within  the  constitutional 
right  of  the  defendant  in  this  case  to  sdl  to- 
bacco,— it  being  presumed,  of  course,  that  he 
had  obtained  t£e  necessary  authority  to  deal 
in  that  article;  and,  as  an  inducement  to 
people  to  trade  with  him,  it  was  also  his 
right  to  give  to  each  purchaser  of  a  certain 
quantity  of  tobacco,  either  directly  or  through 
a  third  person,  some  other  designated  arti* 
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•ele  of  Talue,  by  way  of  premium.  The  stat- 
ute in  question,  however,  »tep8  in  to  prevent 
him  from  adopting  such  a  course  to  procure 
trade,  and  from  it  to  secure  an  income  and 
livelihood;  and  he  is  thus  restrained  in  the 
free  enjoyment  of  his  faculties  to  which  he 
is  con«.titutionally  entitled,  unless  such  re- 
straint is  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
in  one  of  the  ways  heretofore  mentioned, 
and  we  cannot  see  that  it  is.  In  other  words, 
the  statute  says  that  A  shall  not  sell  to  B  a 
barrel  of  flour,  and,  in  connection  with  and 
as  a  part  of  the  conitract  of  sale,  give  to  B 
•a  coupon  which  will  entitle  him  to  receive 
from  G  a  pound  of  tea,  a  pitcher,  a  lamp,  a 
-clock,  a  door  mat,  or  some  other  specified  ar- 
ticle of  merchandise.  If  the  act  had  pro- 
hibited the  giving  away  of  any  stamp  or  de- 
^ce  in  connection  with  the  sale  of  an  article, 
which  would  entitle  the  holder  to  receive, 
•either  directly  from  the  vendor,  or  indirect- 
ly through  another  person,  some  indefinite 
■and  undescribed  article,  the  nature  and 
▼aiue  of  which  were  unknown  to  the  pur- 
chaser, there  would  then  be  introduced  into 
the  prohibited  transaction  enough  of  the  ele- 
ment of  uncertainty  and  chance  to  condemn 
it  as  bein^  in  the  nature  of  a  lottery. 

But  it  IS  further  argued  in  support  of  the 
■statute  that  the  scheme  aimed  at  is  one 
which  is  demoralizing  to  legitimate  business, 
•and  hence  within  the  police  power  of  the 
state  to  prohibit.  Just  wluut  is  meant  by 
i^his  general  characterization  of  the  scheme 
is  not  clear.  If,  however,  as  we  presume,  the 
language  is  intended  to  refer  to  the  methods 
-employed  by  trading-stamp  companies  in 
their  dealings  with  merchants,  as  revealed 
in  Lanshurgh  v.  Diatriot  of  Columbia,  11 
App.  D.  C.  512,  it  is  simply  another  way  of 
saying  that  the  scheme  is  a  gift  eniterprise, 
partaking  of  the  nature  of  a  lottery,  and 
hence  may  be  prohibited  by  the  sta4>e.  But, 
as  already  intimated,  we  fail  to  see  that, 
even  conceding  that  the  scheme  which  is 
sought  to  be  prohibited  may  properly  be  de- 
nominated a  ''gift  enterprise,"  it  partakes 
•of  the  nature  of  a  lottery,  and  hence  is  de- 
moralizing to  legitimate  business,  in  the 
sense  of  being  a  scheme  to  cheat  and  defraud 
purchasers.  In  other  words,  a  gift  enter- 
prise is  not  necessarily  a  lottery.  Long  v. 
State,  74  Md.  666,  12  L.  R.  A.  425,  22  Atl. 
4.  In  this  connection  it  is  pertinent  to  ob- 
serve that  it  is  not  enough  to  warrant  the 
state  in  absolutely  prohibiting  a  given  busi- 
ness that  it  is  conducted  by  methods  which 
'do  not  meet  with  general  approval.  There 
must  be  something  in  the  methods  employed 
which  renders  it  injurious  to  the  public  in 
some  one  of  the  ways  before  mentioned,  in 
•order  to  warrant  the  state  in  interfering 
therewith.  Nor  is  it  enough  to  bring  a 
given  business  within  the  prohibitory  power 
of  the  state  that  it  is  so  conducted  as  to 
seriously  interfere  with  or  even  destroy  the 
business  of  others.  Take  for  illustration  the 
great  department  stores  in  our  large  cities. 
By  reason  of  the  almost  infinite  variety  of 
goods  which  they  carry,  they  furnish  great- 
-er  facilities  to  customers,  and  can  offer  them 
Tgreater  indacements  in  the  way  of  trade, 
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than  can  those  stores  which  carry  but  a 
single  line  of  goods.  The  result  is,  as  every- 
body knows,  that  very  many  small  traders 
have  been  crushed  out  and  obliged  to  aban- 
don their  business  entirely,  while  the  owners 
of  the  mammoth  establishments,  which  sup- 
ply almost  everything  which  we  eat,  drink, 
wear,  use,  need,  or  desire,  whether  useful  or 
ornamental,  are  prosperous  and  successful 
in  a  remarkable  degree.  But,  while  the  re- 
sult of  this  method  of  doing  business  is  in- 
jurious to  those  who  employ  the  more  prim- 
itive one,  can  it  be  said  that  a  law  prohibit- 
ing a  department  store  would  be  a  valid  ex- 
ercise of  the  police  power?  Clearly  not.  A 
case  decided  no  loneera^  than  December  last 
holds  that  such  a  law  is  invalid.  We  refer 
to  the  case  of  Chicago  v.  Netcher,  183  111. 
104,  ante,  261,  183  111.  104,  66  N.  E.  707,  in 
which  it  was  held  that  an  ordinance  prohibit- 
ing a  person,  firm,  or  corporation  from  expos- 
ing for  sale  or  selling  any  meat,  fish,  butter, 
or  other  provisions  in  any  place  of  business 
in  the  city  where  dry  goods,  clothing,  or  drugs 
are  sold  tends  in  no  way  to  protect  tiie  safety, 
health,  or  morals  of  the  public,  or  to  accom- 
plish an  object  falling  within  the  police  pow- 
er. It  was  also  held  that  such  an  ordinance 
contravenes  the  provisions  of  both  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  and  of  the 
state,  insuring  to  every  person  liberty  and 
the  protection  of  his  property  rights,  and 
providing  that  he  shall  not  be  deprived  of 
life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  In  State  ex  rel,  Wyatt  v.  Aahbrook 
(Mo.)  66  S.  W.  627,  decided  in  February 
last,  the  supreme  court  of  Missouri  strongly 
condemns  legislation  which  attempts  to 
abridge  or  hamper  the  ri^ht  of  a  citizen  to 
pursue  any  lawnil  calling  or  avocation  which 
he  may  choose  without  unreasonable 
regulation  or  molestation.  It  may  be  de- 
moralizing to  legitimate  business  for  two 
great  rival  dry-goods  houses  to  cut  prices  in 
the  attempt  to  undersell  each  other  or  for 
two  competing  railway  lines  to  sell  tickets 
at  half  price  in  the  attempt  of  each  to  get  an 
advantage  over  the  other,  yet  probably  no 
one  would  claim  that  such  oompetitioil  could 
be  prohibited  by  law.  "Bargain  sales"  and 
"bargain  counters"  may  be  demoralizing  to 
business,  but  probably  no  one  would  clain} 
that  they  can  be  abolished  by  law.  The  in- 
vention of  labor-saving  machinery  may  be 
said  to  demoralize  business,  and  so  may 
numerous  other  modern  innovations  in 
manufacturing  and  industrial  pursuits 
whereby  old  methods  have  to  be  abandoned 
and  new  ones  adopted.  But  whatever  de- 
moralization results  therefrom  is  incidental 
to  that  principle  of  evolution  which  is  every  • 
where  manifest  in  the  mercantile  and  indus- 
trial as  well  as  in  the  ph3rsical  world.  The 
great  law  of  competition  invites  and  pro- 
motes this  sort  of  demoralization,  and  the 
remedy  for  one  who  is  injured  by  it  lies,  not 
in  legislation,  but  in  being  able  to  keep  pace 
with  the  changed,  if  not  always  improved, 
methods. 

But  it  is  further  argued  that  the  fact 
that  a  given  scheme  has  an  element  of  cer- 
tainty does  not  operate  to  purge  it  of  its 
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taint  u  a  lotteiy,  where  the  element  of 

chaooe  is  preeent;  and  in  support  of  this 
contention  several  cases  are  relied  on,  to 
which  we  will  briefly  refer.  Dunn  T.  Peo- 
ple, 40  111.  465,  is  widely  different  from  the 
case  at  bar.  There  the  evidence  showed  that 
the  defendant,  who  was  indicted  under  a 
statute  making  the  vending  of  lottery  tickets 
a  penal  (^ense,  was  conducting  what  he 
termed  a  "gift-sale  establishment;"  that  he 
kept  upon  his  desk  a  box  filled  with  en- 
velopes, upon  each  of  which  was  printed  an 
advertisement  purporting  that  it  contained 
valuable  recipes  and  popular  songs,  and  also 
a  card  descriptive  of  some  article  in  an  ''im- 
mense  stock  of  over  250,000  pianos,  watches, 
sewing  machines,  jewelry,  etc.,  worth  $1,- 
600,000,  ail  to  be  sold  for  $1  each,  without 
regard  to  value,  and  not  to  be  paid  for  un- 
til you  know  what  you  are  to  receive."  An 
advertisement  was  displayed  at  the  store, 
which  gave  a  list  of  a  great  variety  of  arti- 
cles, and  stated  that  some  of  them  were  rep- 
resented t^  the  card  in  the  envelope.  A  card 
might  represent  a  grand  piano  or  a  finger 
ring,  but  whatever  article  the  purchaser 
might  find  specified  upon  the  card  in  the  en- 
velope bought  by  him  he  would  be  entitled 
to  purchase  for  $1.  Hie  price  of  the  en- 
velope was  25  cents.  It  was  strenuously  ar- 
guea  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  the  sale  of  one  of  these  envelopes,  with 
its  contents,  was  not  the  sale  of  a  lottery 
ticket,  because  there  was  no  element  of 
chance  in  the  transaction;  that  the  card  or 
ticket  representing  an  article  of  merchandise 
to  be  bought  for  $1  conferred  simply  a  right 
to  buy,  which  the  holder  could  exercise  or 
not,  at  his  option ;  and  thai,  if  he  bought,  he 
did  BO  with  his  eyes  open,  and  with  the  op- 
portunity of  knowing  the  value  of  what  he 
purchased.  But  the  court  held  that,  while 
the  element  of  diance  did  not  lie  in  what 
the  holder  of  the  envelope  might  knowingly 
do  with  his  card  after  he  had  purchased  the 
envelope,  it  did  lie  in  the  purchase  of  the 
envelope  itself,  which,  it  was  represented  by 
the  advertisement,  might  contain  a  ticket 
that  would  give  him  the  right  to  buy  for  $1 
an  article  worth  hundreds  of  dollars,  or  it 
might  contain  one  which  would  only  give 
him  the  right  to  buy  something  so  valueless 
as  not  to  be  worth  buying  at  any  price.  Such 
a  scheme  was  very  clearly  a  lottery,  within 
any  of  the  definitions  hereinbefore  given. 
Horner  v.  United  States,  147  U.  S.  449,  37 
L.  ed.  237,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  409,  was  also  a 
case  in  which  the  element  of  certainty  went 
hand  in  hand  with  the  element  of  chance, 
and  the  court  held  that  the  former  did  not 
destroy  the  existence  or  effect  of  the  latter. 
Taylor  v.  Smetten,  L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  Div.  207, 
was  a  case  where  the  defendant  sold  packets, 
each  containing  a  pound  of  tea,  at  2«.  6d.  a 
packet.  In  each  packet  was  a  coupon  entitl- 
ing the  purchaser  to  a  prize,  and  this  was 
publicly  stated  by  the  defendant  before  the 
sale;  but  the  purchasers  did  not  know  until 
after  the  sale  what  prizes  they  were  entitled 
to,  and  the  prizes  varied  in  character  and 
value.  It  was  held  that  the  transaction 
amounted  to  a  lottery,  imder  Stat.  42  Geo. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


I  in.  diap.  110,  }  2.  Li  that  mm  It  fimxiy 
appears  that  the  pnrdiaser  bought  the  tjea,. 
coupled  with  the  chance  of  getting  something 
of  value  by  way  of  a  prize,  but  without  any 
knowledge  of  what  the  prize  might  be.  ''In 
making  his  purchase,"  as  said  bj  the  court,, 
''he  exercised  no  choice — ^what  he  got,  he  got 
without  any  option  or  action  of  his  own  wiU» 
but  as  the  result  ot  mere  chance  or  ac- 
cident" In  Reg.  v.  Harris,  10  Cox,  C.  C. 
352,  the  element  of  chance  was  manifestly 
present.  In  State  v.  Lumsden,  89  N.  C.  572» 
the  defendant  sold  to  customers  small  boxes 
of  candy,  of  trifiing  value,  for  the  diance  or 
opportunity  of  designating  one  of  certain 
pictures,  conveniently  arranged  in  his  place 
of  business,  bdiind  some  of  which  were  small 
sums  of  money,  and  behind  others  a  card  on 
which  was  the  title  "C,"  the  purchaser  get- 
ting either  the  money  or  the  card,  accord- 
ingly as  he  might  select;  but,  if  he  got  a 
card,  he  became  entitled  to  another  box  of 
candy.  This  was  held,  as  undoubtedly  it 
should  have  been,  to  constitute  a  lottery. 
Lynch  v.  Rosenthal,  144  Ind.  80,  31  L.  R.  A. 
835,  42  N.  E.  1103,  and  Davenport  v.  Ot- 
tawa, 64  Kan.  711,  39  Pac.  708,  are  cases 
where  the  element  of  chance  is  so  manifestly 
present  and  controlling  as  to  require  no 
comment.  Lansburgh  v.  District  of  Colum- 
bia, 11  App.  D.  C.  512,  is  more  nearly  in 
point  than  any  of  the  others  relied  on  in  sup- 
port of  the  act,  but  is  not  controlling.  The 
statute  under  which  that  case  was  brought 
prohibited  any  gift  enterprise  in  the  District^ 
and  the  court  held  that  dealing  in  trading 
stamps  in  the  manner  shown  by  the  evidence 
brought  the  acts  of  the  defendant  within 
the  statutory  definition  of  a  gift  enterprise. 
The  court  suggested,  however,  that  it  waa 
possible  that  the  statute  might  not  be  opera- 
tive in  a  case  where  the  sale  of  a  lawful 
article  was  accompanied  by  a  gift  of  some- 
thing specific  and  certain,  not  attended  with 
any  element  of  chance,  and  where  the  gift 
was  not  the  real  object  of  the  sale,  in  an  at- 
tempt to  evade  acts  regulating  or  prohibit- 
ing a  particular  traffic.  In  so  far  as  the 
opinion — which  is  a  very  vigorous  one— con- 
demns the  trading-stamp  business  it  de> 
scribes,  we  are  not  disposed  to  differ  there- 
from. Humes  v.  Fort  Smith,  93  Fed.  Rep. 
857,  holds  that  the  state  may  provide  that 
gift  enterprises  shall  be  licensed,  or  may,  un- 
der the  police  power,  prohibit  them  alto- 
gether. The  case  is  similar  to  and  followa 
the  Lansburgh  Case,  11  App.  D.  C.  512. 
Among  the  cases  to  which  we  have  been  re- 
ferred by  defendant's  counsel  as  supporting 
their  contention  that  the  transaction  pro- 
hibited by  the  act  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a 
lottery,  thoRe  of  People  v.  Gillson,  109  N.  Y. 
389,  17  N.  E.  343,  Ex  parte  McKenna,  12ft 
Cal.  429,  58  Pac.  916,  and  Long  v.  State,  74 
Md.  565,  12  L.  R.  A.  425,  22  Atl.  4,  are  most 
nearly  in  point,  and,  on  principle,  sustain 
the  position  we  have  taken. 

Having  thus  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  act  cannot  be  sustained  as  being  a  valid 
exercise  of  the  police  power,  it  becomes  un- 
necessary to  consider  the  other  point  taken 
by  the  defendant,  namely,  that  the  act  ia 
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obnoxidu  to  the  14th  Amendment,  as  being 
claee  leeiBlation. 

In  order  that  we  may  not  be  misunder- 
stood in  the  position  which  we  feel  com- 
pelled to  take  regarding  the  case  before  us, 
we  deem  it  proper  to  say  that  we  do  not  ap- 
prove of  the  trading-stamp  business,  as  some 
of  the  cases  above  referred  to  inform  us  it 
is  conducted,  although  there  is  no  evidence 
before  us  concerning  it;  nor  do  we  decide 
that  it  is  not  competent  for  the  general  as- 
sembly to  prohibit  it.  What  we  do  decide 
is  that  the  statute  in  question  is  so  broad  as 
to  interfere  with  the  right  of  an  individual 
to  deal  with  his  own  property  in  his  own 
way, — ^that  is  to  say,  to  make  such  contracts 
regarding  the  sale  and  disposition  thereof  as 
he  shall  see  flt» — so  long  as  he  observes  the 
rule  that  each  one  shall  so  use  and  enjoy  his 
own  property  as  not  to  injure  that  of  an- 
other person,  and  also  the  further  rule  that 
his  use  of  it  shall  not  be  injurious  to  the 
community,  and  hence  is  not  a  valid  exer- 
cise of  the  legislative  power. 


Alice  8.  PITTS  ei  al. 

V. 

RHODE  ISLAND  HOSPITAL  TRUST  COM- 
PANY. 


(. 


.B.  L. 


Am  allo^ranee  neeessarr  for  the  mala- 
ieaanee  of  an  infant  may  be  ordered  by 
a  court  of  equity  out  of  the  Income  of  a  trust 
In  the  residue  of  an  estate,  created  by  a  will 
givins  the  trustee  discretion  to  apply  a  por- 
tion of  such  income  to  the  education  of  the 
Infant,  but  making  no  provision  for  his  main- 
tenancSt  where  the  mother  of  the  infant  is 
the  only  other  person  entitled  to  any  part  of 
the  income,  and  she  Joins  in  a  request  for  the 
allowance. 

(February  9,  1900.) 

BILL  to  obtain  an  allowance  for  the  main- 
tenance of  an  infant  out  of  an  estate  cre- 
ated for  his  benefit.    Chranfed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Oeorso  T.  Brown,  for  complain- 
ants: 

The  law  favors  vesting,  and  if  the  inten- 
tion be  doubtful,  a  legacy  will,  if  possible, 
be  held  to  be  vested  rather  than  contingent. 

Rogers  v.  Rogers,  11  R.  I.  38;  Wengerd*8 
Estate,  143  Pa.  615,  13  L.  R.  A.  360,  22  AU. 
869. 

The  fact  that  the  testator  allows  the  child 
the  interest  on  the  general  fund  for  his  edu- 
cation at  once,  in  the  discretion  of  the  trus- 
tee, and  the  principal  thereof  when  he  attains 
certain  ages,  and  both  the  principal  and  in- 
terest of  the  $3,500  fund  when  he  arrives 


Note. — For  Jurisdiction  of  court  of  equity  to 
sell  infant's  lands,  see  Roche  v.  Waters  (Md.) 
7  L.  R.  A.  538 ;  Wilson  v.  Hughes  (W.  Vs.)  39 
L.  R.  A.  202 ;  Richards  v.  East  Tennessee,  Y.  & 
O.  R.  Co.  (Ga.)  45  L.  R.  A.  712. 

For  Jurisdiction  to  authorize  mortgage  of  in- 
fant's  property,   see   Warren   v.    Union   Bank 
(N.  Y.)  43  L.  R.  A  256. 
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at  the  age  of  fourteen,  shows  he  recognizes 
him  as  the  owner  of  the  whole  fund. 

Rogers  v.  Rogers,  11  R.  I.  38;  Popham  v. 
Banfield,  1  Salk.  236;  Albee  v.  Carpenter, 
12  Cush.  382. 

Where  a  gift  over  of  personal  estate  has 
been  maintained,  it  is  where  the  gift  to  the 
first  taker  is  by  the  terms  of  the  bequest  not 
exceeding  a  gift  for  life. 

Jackson  em  detn.  Brewster  v.  Bull,  10 
Johns.  19. 

If  an  absolute  property  is  given  to  the 
first  taker  by  the  express  or  implied  terms  of 
the  will,  the  limitation  over  is  void. 

Hall  V.  Palmer,  87  Va.  354,  11  L.  R.  A. 
610;  Ramsdell  v.  Ramsdell,  21  Me.  288; 
Stowell  V.  Hastings,  59  Vt.  494,  59  Am. 
Rep.  748,  8  Atl.  738;  Jauretche  v.  Proctor, 
48  Pa.  466;  Ide  v.  Ide,  6  Mass.  600;  Bacon 
V.  Woodtoard,  12  Gray,  376;  Woodrum  v. 
Kirkpatrick,  2  Swan,  218;  Atty,  Oen,  v. 
Hall,  Fitzgibbone,  314;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jur. 
S  1067a. 

The  gift  over  is  void  for  uncertainty. 

2  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  S  1073. 

Messrs.  THUashast  *  TiUinffhast  for 
respondent. 

Matteson,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  obtain  an  al- 
lowance for  the  maintenance  of  an  infant 
out  of  his  estate.  The  case  is  as  follows: 
Charles  F.  Pitts  died  in  Providence  on  Sep- 
tember 20,  1894,  leaving  a  will,  which  was 
duly  admitted  to  probate.  The  complain- 
ants, Alice  S.  Pitts  and  William  Franklin 
Pitts,  are,  respectively,  the  widow  of  the  de- 
ceased and  his  only  child,  now  about  6% 
yesLTB  of  age,  and  the  former  is  also  guardian 
of  the  person  and  estate  of  the  latter.  By 
the  third  clause  of  the  will,  certain  unim- 
proved real  estate  was  devised  to  the  widow', 
which  she  has  sold,  so  far  as  she  has  been 
able,  and  the  proceeds  of  which  amount  to 
$1,785.  This  sum  she  has  expended  in  the 
necessary  support  of  herself  and  child.  Be- 
sides this  unimproved  real  estate  devised  to 
the  widow  in  fee,  certain  other  improved  real 
estate,  situated  in  Providence  and  Cranston, 
was  devised  to  her  for  life,  with  a  remainder 
in  fee  to  the  child.  This  estate  is  valued  at 
$12,000,  and  the  income  therefrom,  when 
fully  rented,  amounts  to  $000  per  annum, 
but  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
tenements  have  been  vacant  a  part  of  the 
time,  the  payment  of  taxes  and  water  rates, 
assessments  for  curbing  and  concreting  of 
the  sidewalks,  the  laying  of  drains,  plumb- 
ing, piping,  and  other  expenses  for  repairs 
and  improvements  on  the  property,  its  in- 
come has  been  wholly  inadequate  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  complainants,  and  they  were  un- 
able to  pay  the  taxes  assessed  against  the 
property  in  Providence,  including  an  assess- 
ment for  curbing  for  the  year  1898;  and  por- 
tions of  this  reSl  estate  were  in  June,  1899, 
sold  for  the  payment  of  such  tax  and  the  tax 
assessed  against  the  same  for  the  year  1899, 
and  the  water  rates  for  the  same  year  are 
now  in  arrears,  and  the  collector  of  taxes  of 
the  city  of  Providence  threatens  to  levy  on 
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the  estate,  and  to  cut  off  the  water  supply, 
unless  the  tax  and  water  rates  are  paid.  The 
complainants  allege  that  they  have  exhaust- 
ed their  resources  to  support  themselves  and 
to  pay  these  taxes  and  expenses,  and  to  this 
end  the  said  Alice  has  mortgaged  her  house- 
hold furniture,  and  the  mortgagee  has 
threatened  to  foreclose  the  mortgage.  The 
respondent,  the  Rhode  Island  Hospital  Trust 
Company,  was,  by  the  will,  appointed  trustee 
of  the  estate  of  the  minor,  except  the  fee  in 
the  real  estate,  which  was  subject  to  the 
widow's  life  estate;  and  under  the  seventh 
clause  of  the  will  there  is  now  in  its  hands 
as  trustee  the  sum  of  $3,500,  and  also  the 
net  accumulated  income  to  this  time, 
amounting  to  $374.62,  which  fund  and  ac- 
cumulated interest  is  directed  by  the  will  to 
be  applied  from  time  to  time,  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  president  for  the  time  being  of 
the  trustee,  for  the  necessary  maintenance 
«nd  proper  education  of  said  child  after  he 
shall  have  attained  the  age  of  fourteen  years. 
The  respondent  also  holds  as  trustee  the  res- 
idue of  the  estate  and  property  given  to  it 
by  the  will,  the  principal  of  which,  at  the 
present  estimated  value  of  the  investments 
thereof,  amounts  to  $16,910.14.  The  income 
of  this  second  fund  under  the  provisions  of 
the  will  may  be  applied,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  trustee,  for  the  education  of  the  child, 
but  there  is  no  provision  for  its  application 
to  his  maintenance.  From  the  income  of  the 
second  fund  the  trustee  has  paid  over  from 
time  to  time  to  the  complainant  Alice,  as 
guardian  of  the  infant  William,  $50  annual- 
ly to  be  applied  to  the  proper  education  of 
the  infant,  as  by  the  will  directed ;  this  sum 
being,  in  the  discretion  of  the  trustees  and 
officers  of  the  respondent  under  the  trusts  of 
the  will,  a  liberal  allowance  for  the  purpose, 
considering  the  age  of  the  infant.  The  re- 
spondent and  its  officers  do  not  consider  that 
it  has  or  they  have  any  right  or  discretion 
to  apply  the  income  of  the  second  fund  to  any 
other  purpose  than  the  education  of  the  in- 
fant, though,  had  they  deemed  that  they  had 
such  right  or  discretion,  the  respondent  ad- 
mits that  in  the  straitened  circumstances  of 
the  complainants,  as  from  time  to  time  rep- 
resented to  its  officers,  it  and  they  would 
have  gladly  applied  the  residue  of  the  income 
of  the  second  fund  to  the  relief  of  the  com- 
plainantB.  The  accumulated  net  income  of 
this  portion  of  the  estate  now  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  respondent  is  $.'528.85.  By  the 
eiphth  clause  of  the  will  the  principal  of  the 
trust  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  respondent, 
except  the  fund  of  $3,500,  is  to  be  kept  in- 
tact until  distributed  as  follows :  One  tenth 
of  the  principal,  with  the  accumulations 
thereof,  to  the  said  child  when  he  shall  have 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  one 
tenth  when  he  shall  have  attained  the  age 
of  twenty-five  years ;  one  tenth  when  he  shall 
have  attained  the  age  of  thirty  years;  and 
the  remainder  when  he  shall  have  attained 
the  age  of  thirty-five  years.  By  the  third 
clause  of  the  will,  in  the  event  of  the  decease 
of  the  child  during  the  lifetime  of  the  widow, 
and  before  attaining  the  age  specified,  the 
entire  income  of  the  estate  is  given  to  the 
48  L.  E.  A. 


widow  during  her  natural  life.  Subject  to 
these  dispositions  of  his  estate,  the  testator, 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  his  son  before 
attaining  the  specified  age  of  thirty-five, 
leaving  no  issue  surviving,  gives  and  devises 
the  principal  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  to 
Mabel  Ingalls,  and,  in  the  event  that  she 
has  deceased,  to  his  heirs  at  law.  The  bill 
prays  that  the  trustee  may  be  decreed  to  pay 
over  to  the  guardian  of  the  infant,  for  his 
proper  support,  maintenance,  and  education, 
the  total  amount  of  the  accrued  interest  in 
the  estate  in  its  hands,  and  also  to  pay  over 
to  her  such  interest  as  shall  accrue  in  the 
future,  and  such  portions  of  the  principal 
of  the  trust  fund  for  the  same  purpose  as  to 
the  court  shall  seem  meet,  and  for  general 
relief. 

To  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  infants 
out  of  their  personal  and  the  income  of  their 
real  estate  is  an  old  and  well-reoognized 
branch  of  equity  jurisdiction.  Maintenance 
may  be  allowed,  not  only  in  cases  in  which 
the  will  does  not  authorize  an  allowance,  as 
in  the  present  instance,  but  also  where  it  ex- 
pressly directs  an  accumulation  of  the  in- 
come. It  is  essential,  however,  to  the  grant- 
ing of  the  application,  that  the  infant  should 
have  such  an  absolute  title  or  interest  in  the 
property  or  its  income  that  the  right  of  no 
other  person  will  be  affected  by  the  allow- 
ance. Unless  he  has  such  an  interest,  the 
consent  of  any  person  entitled  in  remainder, 
whose  estate  may  be  diminished  in  value  by 
the  allowance,  must  be  had  before  the  appli- 
cation will  be  entertained.  Qreenwell  v. 
Ch^eenwell,  6  Ves.  Jr.  195 ;  Ev  parte  Kehhle, 
11  Ves.  Jr.  606;  Errington  v.  Chapman,  12 
Ves.  Jr.  20;  Errat  v.  Barloto,  14  Ves.  Jr. 
202;  Marshall  v.  Hollotoay,  2  Swanst.  432; 
Macpherson,  Infants,  *232-234;  Beach,  Tr. 
§§  356,  357;  Allowances  for  Maintenance  of 
Infants,  11  Alb.  L.  J.  205.  In  view  of  these 
principles,  we  have  reached  the  conclusion, 
after  some  hesitancy,  that  the  bill  makes  a 
case  for  relief  in  so  far  as  it  asks  for  an  al- 
lowance for  the  maintenance  of  the  infant 
out  of  the  income  of  the  residue  of  the  estate 
in  the  hands  of  the  respondent.  It  was  the 
evident  intent  ot  the  testator  that  the  in- 
come, at  least,  of  this  fund  should  be  applied 
— ^First,  to  the  benefit  of  his  son,  so  far  as 
it  might  be  needed  for  his  education:  and, 
second,  in  case  of  his  death  before  attaining 
the  ages  specified,  when  he  was  to  receive 
the  principal,  the  entire  income  should  be 
paid  to  the  widow,  if  living,  during  her  life. 
No  one  else  is  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  in- 
come ;  for  the  gifts  over,  which  are  made  ex- 
pressly subject  to  the  prior  provisions  for 
the  benefit  of  the  son  and  widow,  are  limited 
to  the  principal  of  the  residue,  thereby  dear- 
ly excluding  the  accumulations  of  income. 
The  widow,  then,  is  the  only  person  besides 
the  son  whose  interest  will  be  affected  by 
any  allowance  to  be  made,  and  she  has  joined 
in  the  bill  asking  for  the  allowance.  Though 
the  will  limits  the  application  of  the  income 
of  the  residue  of  the  estate  to  the  education 
of  the  son,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  it  can 
be  made  available  for  that  purpose  unless  it 
be  also   applied  to  his   maintenance.    Th« 


1900. 


PiTTB  y.  Rhook  Island  Hospital  Trust  Co. 


78S 


other  proviflions  of  the  will  which  the  testa- 
tor made  for  the  support  of  his  widow  and 
son  not  being  adequate, — as  he  doubtless 
supposed  they  would  be, — this  income  must 
>be  applied  to  the  son's  maintenance  as  well 


as  his  education ;  for,  unless  he  can  be  prop- 
erly supported,  he  will  be  in  no  condition  to 
be  profited  by  the  education.  We  will  hear 
the  parties  further  as  to  the  extent  of  the  al- 
lowance to  be  made. 
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ft.  The  issumnce  of  bonds  to  fand  the 
flomtinff  indebtedness  of  a  city,  where 
the  electors  have  voted  therefor,  is  author- 
ised by  Laws  1890,  chap.  37,  art.  S,  I  1,  au- 
thorizing a  city  coancil  to  borrow  money  on 
the  city's  credit  for  municipal  purposes,  and 
issue  bonds  therefor  on  a  majority  vote  of 
the  electors. 

S.  Certificates  signed  by  the  n&ayor, 
auditor,  and  attorney  of  a  city,  stat- 
ing what  steps  had  been  talcen  preliminary 
to  the  issuing  of  certain  bonds  and  as  to  the 
financial  condition  of  the  city,  though  used 
by  the  person  who  negotiated  the  bonds,  are 
Inadmissible  In  an  action  thereon  to  create 
an  estoppel  against  the  city's  asserting  that 
the  bonds  were  in  excess  of  the  limit  of  the 
city's  indebtedness,  when  the  making  of  such 
a  statement  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
official  duty  of  the  officers  making  it. 

3.  A  recital  in  city  bonds  as  to  the 
amonnt  of  indebtedness  of  the  city  does 
not  create  an  estoppel  against  showing  that 
the  indebtedness  was  greater,  when  the  stat- 
utes require  the  public  records  of  the  city  to 
iihow  the  amount  of  the  existing  Indebtedness 
as  well  as  the  amount  of  the  taxable  prop- 
erty. 

•4.  Bonds  issued  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
funding an  existing  indebtedness  arc 
not  to  be  regarded  as  creating  any  new  or 
addltiooal  indebtedness,  and  should  not  be 
considered  in  determining  whether  or  not  a 
city  had  reached  or  exceeded  its  constitu- 
tional debt  limit. 

(March  2,  1000.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Hughes  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  a  mandamus  proceed* 
ing  to  compel  the  payment  of  certain  inter- 
est coupons  on  bonds  issued  by  the  city  of 
Pierre.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Homer  A  Stewart  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  Dillon  A  Sutherland,  and 
Ivan  W.  Ooodner,  for  respondent: 

A  purchaser  of  bonds  was  charged  with 
the  duty  of  examining  the  records  of  indebt- 
•edness,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the 
bonds  were  lawfully  issued. 


Note. — As  to  change  of  form  of  indebtedness 
«■  constituting  a  new  debt,  see  note  to  Beard 
▼.  Hopklnsviiie  (Ky.)  23  L.  R.  A.  on  page  407 


&utliff  V.  Lake  County  Comrs.  147  U.  S*. 
230,  37  L.  ed.  145,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  318; 
Broton  v.  Bon  Homme  County,  1  S.  D.  210, 
40  N.  W.  173;  Swan  v.  Arkansas  City,  61 
Fed.  Rep.  478. 

There  must  be  express  authority,  granted 
by  the  legislature,  to  issue  them,  before  the 
city  can  issue  bonds  of  any  character. 

Such  purposes,  and  such  only,  as  are  ger- 
mane to  the  object  of  the  welfare  of  the 
municipality,  at  least  such  as  have  a  legiti- 
mate  connection  with  their  objects,  are  cor- 
porate purposes. 

People  ex  rel.  Cairo  d  8i.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Du- 
puyt,  71  111.  061;  People  ex  rel.  Cairo  d  8t. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Trustees  of  Schools,  78  111.  130. 

Municipal  corporations  possess  only  such, 
powers  as  are  expressly  given,  or  implied 
because  essential  to  carry  into  effect  such  as 
are  expressly  granted. 

Bamett  v.  Denison,  146  U.  S.  135,  36  L. 
ed.  652,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  819;  Ottau?a  v. 
Carey,  108  U.  S.  121,  27  L.  ed.  674,  2  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  361 ;  Leep  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  d  S.  R. 
Co.  68  Ark.  407,  23  L.  R.  A.  264,  25  S.  W. 
75;  Brenham  v.  Oennan  American  Bwnk, 
144  U.  S.  173,  36  L.  ed.  390,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
559;  Bill  v.  Memphis,  134  U.  S.  198,  33  L. 
ed.  887,  10  Sup,  Ct.  Rep.  562. 

The  city  is  not  estopped  by  the  recitals  in 
the  bonds. 

Doon  Twp.  ▼.  Cummins,  142  U.  S.  366,  35 
L.  ed.  1044,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  220;  Sutliff  v. 
Lake  County  Comrs.  147  U.  S.  230,  37  L.  ed. 
145,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  318;  Lake  County  v. 
(h-aham,  130  U.  S.  674,  32  L.  ed.  1065,  9 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  654 ;  Hedges  v.  Dixon  County ^ 
150  U.  S.  182,  37  L.  ed.  1044,  14  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  71;  Lake  County  v.  Rollins,  130  U.  S. 
662,  32  L.  ed.  1060,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  661; 
Dixon  County  ▼.  Field,  111  U.  S.  83,  28  L. 
ed.  360,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  315;  Swwn  v.  Arkan- 
sas City,  61  Fed.  Rep.  478;  Brown  v.  Bon 
Homme  County,  1  S.  D.  216,  46  N.  W.  173; 
Burnett  T.  Deni^on,  145  U.  8.  135,  36  L.  ed. 
652,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  819 ;  National  Bank  of 
Commerce  v.  Granada,  10  U.  S.  App.  692,  54 
Fed.  Rep.  100,  4  C.  C.  A.  212;  Shaw  v.  Inde^ 
pendent  School  Diet.  77  Fed.  Rep.  277,  40  U. 
S.  App.  475,  23  C.  C.  A.  169;  Litchfield  v. 
Ballou,  114  U.  S.  190,  29  L.  ed.  132,  5  Sup, 
Ct.  Rep.  820;  Buchanan  v.  Litchfield,  102  U. 
S.  279,  26  L.  ed.  138 ;  Flagg  v.  School  Dist. 
No.  10,  4  N.  D.  30,  25  L.  R.  A.  363,  58  N. 
W.  604. 

By  the  issue  of  the  bonds  the  debt  was  in- 
creased to  the  amount  of  the  bonds. 

Doon  Twp.  v.  Cummins,  142  U.  S.  366,  3S 
L.  ed.  1044,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  220:  State  e» 
rel.  Marinette,  T.  d  W.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Tomahawk, 
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06  Wis.  73,  71  N.  W.  86;  Birkholz  ▼.  Din^ 
nie,  6  N.  D.  611,  72  N.  W.  931. 

The  bonds  sxe  not  only  invalid  because 
they  exceed  the  constitutional  limit,  but  are 
a  nullity  also  because  they  are  not  in  tho 
terms  of  the  ordinance  upon  which  they  are 
based. 

Risley  y.  HoiDell,  67  Fed.  Rep.  644. 

Even  bona  fide  purcha&ers  of  negotiable 
municipal  securities  are  charged  with  knowl- 
edge ot  all  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
under  which  the  securities  were  issued. 

People  ex  rel,  Kern  County  v.  Baker,  83 
Cal.  140,  23  Pac.  3G4,  1112. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

The  indebtedness  of  the  board  of  educa- 
tion should  be  included  as  a  part  of  the 
city*s  debt  in  arriving  at  the  total  amount 
of  the  city  indebtedness. 

When  the  Constitution  of  a  state  imposes 
upon  the  municipal  corporations  within  it  a 
limitation  of  their  power  to  incur  debts,  it 
is  not  within  the  power  of  the  legislature 
of  the  state  to  dispense  with  that  limitation, 
either  directly  or  indirectly. 

Lake  County  v,  Graham,  130  U.  S.  674,  32 
L.  ed.  10G5,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  664;  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  4th  ed.  S  529a;  Uainer,  Modern  Law 
of  Municipal  Securities  (1898)  9  227; 
Litchfield  V.  Ballon,  114  U.  S..  192,  29  L.  ed. 
133.5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  821;  Doon  Twp.  v. 
Cummina,  142  U.  S.  306,  35  L.  ed.  1044,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  220. 

The  board  of  education  is  a  mere  incident 
of  the  city,  and  not  a  separate  political  en- 
tity, exercising  the  powers  of  government  in- 
dependently of  the  city. 

State  ex  rel.  Power  v.  Power,  6  S.  D.  627, 
69  N.  W.  1090:  Atchison  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  De- 
Kay.  148  U.  S.  591,  37  L.  ed.  573,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  700;  Orris  y.  Des  Moines  Park 
Comrs.  88  Iowa,  674,  66  N.  W.  294;  Kelly 
V.  Minneapolis,  03  Minn.  125,  30  L.  R.  A. 
281,  06  N.  W.  117;  McOum  v.  Chicaqo  Bd. 
of  Edu.  133  111.  135,  24  N.  E.  629:  McOov- 
ern  v.  Fairchild.  2  Wash.  479,  27  Pac.  173 ; 
Wilcoxon  y.  Bluffton,  153  Ind.  267,  64  N.  E. 
110. 

llaney,  J.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  proceeding  was  instituted  to  compel 
defendant,  as  treasurer  of  the  city  of  Pierre, 
to  pay  certain  interest  coupons.  A  trial,  by 
the  court,  of  .the  issues  raised  by  an  alterna- 
tive writ  of  mandamus  and  answer,  resulted 
in  a  judgment  of  dismissal,  and  the  plain- 
tiff appealed.  October  1,  1890,  the  city,  for 
value  received,  executed  and  delivered  to  va- 
rious partiea  200  funding  bonds,  each  for 
$500,  numbered  consecutively  from  1  to  200, 
inclusive,  with  interest  coupons  attached, 
containing  the  following  recitals:  "This 
bond  is  one  of  a  series  of  bonds,  amounting 
to  one  hundred  thousand  dollars,  issued  for 
the  purpose  of  funding  the  outstanding  in- 
debtedness of  the  city,  in  pursuance  of  tho 
general  incorporation  laws  of  the  state  of 
South  Dakota,  approved  March  sixth,  1890. 
adopted  by  said  city,  and  an  ordinance  of 
said  city  of  Pierre  entitled  *An  Ordinance  to 
Issue  Bonds  for  the  Purf»ose  of  Funding  and 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Payinj^  the  Outstanding  Indebtedness  of  th»> 
City  ot  Pierre,'  approved  August  tifth,  1890^ 
and  a  vote  of  the  electors  in  favor  of  issuing 
said  bonds,  by  a  majority  of  the  legal  votes 
cast  at  a  special  election  duly  held  in  said 
city  on  the  sixteenth  day  of  September, 
1890." 

October  1,  1891,  the  city,  for  yalue  re- 
ceived, executed  and  delivered  to  various  par- 
ties 300  funding  bonds,  each  for  $500,  num- 
bered consecutively  from  1  to  300,  inclusive, 
with  interest  coupons  attached,  containing 
the  following  recitals:  "This  bond  is  one 
of  a  series  of  bonds  amounting  to  one  hun- 
dred and  fifty  thousand  dollars,  issued  for 
the  purpose  of  funding  and  paying  the  out- 
standing indebtedness  of  the  city,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  general  incorporation  laws  of 
the  state  of  South  Dakota  and  an  ordinance 
of  said  city  of  Pierre  entitled  'An  Ordinance 
to  Issue  Bonds  for  the  Purpose  of  Funding 
and  Paying  the  Outstanding  Indebtedness  of 
the  City  of  Pierre,  South  Dakota,'  approved 
July  twenty-eighth,  1891,  and  a  vote  of  the 
electors  in  favor  of  issuing  said  bonds,  by  a 
majority  of  the  legal  votes  cast  at  a  special 
election  duly  held  in  the  said  city  on  the 
eighth  day  of  September,  1891." 

Plaintiff  is  the  bona  fide  holder  of  cou- 
pons cut  from  bonds  belonging  to  both  is- 
sues. Collection  is  resisted  on  the  ground 
that  the  city  was  without  power  to  issue 
funding  bonds,  and  that  when  these  were  is- 
sued the  city  debt  exceeded  the  constitution- 
al limit.  The  statute  referred  to  in  the 
bonds  gave  the  city  council  power:  "To 
borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  the  corpora- 
tion for  corporate  purposes,  and  issue  bonds 
therefor,  in  such  amounts  and  forms,  and  on 
such  conditions  as  it  shall  prescribe,  but 
shall  not  become  indebted  in  any  manner  or 
for  any  purpose  to  any  amount  including 
existing  indebtedness,  in  the  aggregate  to  ex- 
ceed five  ( 5 )  per  centum  on  the  value  of  the 
taxable  property  therein,  to  be  ascertained 
by  the  last  assessment  for  state  and  county 
taxes  previous  to  the  incurring  of  such  in- 
debtedness ;  and  before  or  at  the  time  of  in- 
curring any  indebtedness,  shall  provide  for 
the  collection  of  a  direct  annual  tax  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  interest  on  such  debt  as  it 
falls  due,  and  also  to  pay  and  discharge  the 
principal  thereof  within  twenty  years  after 
contracting  the  same:  provided,  no  bonds 
shall  be  issued  by  the  said  city  council  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act  either  for  general 
or  special  purposes  unless  at  an  election  aft- 
er twenty  days'  notice  in  a  newspaper  pub- 
lished in  the  city,  stating  the  purpose  for 
which  said  bonds  are  to  be  issued  and  the 
amount  thereof,  the  legal  voters  of  said  city 
by  a  majority  shall  be  determined  in  favor 
of  issuing  said  bonds."  Laws  1890,  chap. 
37,  art.  5,  §  1. 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  law  gives  ex- 
press power  to  borrow  money  by  issuing^ 
bonds  for  corporate  purposes.  Did  this  con- 
fer power  to  issue  bonds  for  the  purpose  of 
funding  floating  indebtedness?  An  affirma- 
tive answer  to  this  inquiry  is  supported  by 
the  following  decisions:  Morris  v.  Taylor, 
31  Or.   62,   49   Pac.   600:    Huron  v.  SeconS 
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Ward  Sav.  Bank,  57  U.  S.  App,  693,  88  Fed. 
Rep.  272,  30  C.  C.  A.  38;  Fortland  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Evanaville,  25  Fed.  Rep.  389.  The 
authorities  cited  by  defendant's  counsel  do 
not  sustain  a  different  view.  In  Brenkam 
V.  German  American  Bank,  144  U.  S.  173,  36 
L.  ed.  390,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  659,  there  was- 
only  express  power  to  borrow  for  corporate 
purposes,  and  a  majority  of  the  court  held 
that  power  to  issue  negotiable  bonds  could 
not  be  implied.  So,  in  Hill  v.  Memphis^  134 
U.  S.  198,  33  L.  ed.  887,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  562, 
express  power  to  issue  bonds  was  wanting, 
and  the  court  decided  that  the  power  did 
not  exist  by  implication.  Here,  however, 
the  statute  expressly  makes  the  power  to  is- 
sue bonds  coextensive  with  the  power  to 
borrow  money.  Either  may  be  exercised  for 
any  corporate  purpose;  and  the  payment  of 
legal  municipal  debts  is  clearly  a  corporate 
purpose.  If  a  city  has  power  to  borrow 
money  by  issuing  bonds,  for  the  purpose  of 
lighting  its  streets,  it  clearly  has  power  to 
borrow  money  in  the  same  manner  to  pay 
an  indebtedness  incurred  for  the  same  pur^ 
pose.  Had  the  legislature  contemplated 
there  would  be  no  floating  indebtednees  un- 
der any  circumstances,  cities  would  have 
been  authorized  to  borrow  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  paying  outstanding  bonds.  Wa 
think  the  city  was  authorized  to  issue  bonds 
for  the  purpose  of  funding  its  indebtedness. 
Evidence  was  received  upon  the  trial  tend- 
ing to  prove  that  the  person  employed  by  the 
city  to  dispose  of  these  bonds  was  furnished 
with  certain  statements  of  fact,  or  certifi- 
cates, concerning  its  action  preceding  their 
execution,  and  its  financial  condition  at  that 
time,  signed  by  its  mayor,  auditor,  and  at- 
torney. This  evidence  was  properly  disre- 
garded by  the  trial  court  in  making  its  deci- 
sion. If  such  statements  or  certificates 
were  used,  the  city  would  not  be  estopped 
from  pleading  an  indebtedness  in  excess  of 
the  statutory  or  constitutional  limitation, 
because  the  execution  of  such  certificates 
was  without  the  line  of  official  duty  and  be- 
yond the  scope  of  official  authority.  The 
certificate  of  a  public  officer  not  authorized 
by  law  to  make  it  has  no  more  effect  than 
that  of  a  private  person.  Meyer  v.  School 
Dial,  No.  SI,  4  S.  D.  420,  67  N.  W.  68.  The 
distinction  between  bonds  which  contain  no 
reference  to  the  Constitution,  or  any  state- 
ment that  the  constitutional  requirements 
were  observed,  and  those  which  expressly  re- 
cite that  its  limitation  of  indebtedness  has 
not  been  passed,  has  been  plainly  pointed 
out  by  the  United  States  Kupreme  Court. 
Lake  County  v.  Graham,  130  IT.  S.  674,  32 
L.  ed.  10(55.  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  654;  Chaffee 
County  V.  Potter,  142  U.  S.  355,  35  L.  ed. 
1040,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  216.  The  bonds  in 
this  case  contain  no  reference  to  the  Consti- 
tution, but  they  do  recite  that  they  are  is- 
sued "in  pursuance  of" — that  is,  in  accord- 
ance with —  "the  general  incorporation  laws 
approved  !March  sixth,  18fl0,"  the  limitations 
of  which,  as  to  indebtedness,  are  as  broad  ns 
the  limitations  of  the  Constitution.  There- 
fore the  recitals  are  in  lejral  effect  equivalent 
to  a  representation,  on  the  part  of  the  city 
4<?  L.  R.  A. 


officers,  that  the  indebtedness  incurred,  in- 
cluding that  then  existing,  did  not  exceed 
the  6  per  centum  prescribed  by  both  the 
statute  and  Constitution  (Laws  1890,  su- 
pra; Const,  art.  13,  §  4;  Bucha/nan  v.  Litch- 
field, 102  U.  S.  278,  26  L.  ed.  138)  ;  and  it 
becomes  proper  to  determine  to  what  extent 
the  city  is  estopped  by  such  recitals,  as 
against  a  purchaser  in  good  faith  and  for 
value.  The  rule  is  well  settled  that  a  pur- 
chaser of  negotiable  municipal  bonds  is  neld 
to  know  the  constitutionai  and  statutory 
provisions  and  restrictions  bearing  on  the 
authority  to  issue  them;  also  the  recitals  of 
the  bonds  he  buys ;  while,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  he  act  in  good  faith  and  pay  value,  he  i» 
entitled  to  be  protected  by  the  recital  of  any 
fact  the  existence  of  which  the  officers  who 
executed  them  were  authorized  and  required 
to  ascertain  and  determine  before  issuing- 
the  bonds.  Dixon  County  v.  Field,  111  U. 
S.  83,  28  L.  ed.  360,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  316; 
Lake  County  v.  Graham,  130  U.  S.  674,  3^ 
L.  ed.  1066,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  654;  Sutliff  v. 
Lake  County  Comra.  147  U.  S.  230,  37  L.  ed. 
145,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  318;  Gunnison  Coun- 
ty Comra,  v.  E.  H.  Rollins  do  Sons,  173  U.  S» 
256,  43  L.  ed.  689,  19  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  390. 
Applying  this  rule  to  the  issue  of  1890,  the 
plaintiff,  although  a  purchaser  in  good  faith 
and  for  value,  was  bound  to  know  that  the 
city  was  without  power  to  become  indebted 
in  any  manner,  or  for  any  purpose,  to  any 
amount,  including  existing  indebtedness,  io 
the  aggregate*  to  exceed  6  per  centum  on  the 
value  of  the  taxable  property  therein;  he 
was  also  bound  to  know  from  the  recitals  of 
each  bond  that  the  entire  issue  aggregated 
$100,000;  and  he  was  bound  to  know  the 
value  of  taxable  property  in  the  city,  as  as- 
certained by  the  1890  assessment,  for  state 
and  county  taxes.  Dixon  County  v.  Field, 
111  U.  S.  83,  28  L.  ed.  300,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
315;  Laws  1890,  aupi'a.  The  amount  of 
bonds  and  the  assessed  value  of  taxable, 
property  being  known,  the  ratio  between  the 
two  is  fixed  by  an  arithmetical  calculation^ 
and  the  only  remaining  factor  is  the  amount 
of  existing  indebtedness.  Although  the  ter- 
ritorial boundaries  of  the  city  and  school 
districts  are  coincident,  the  debts  of  the  lat- 
ter cannot  be  included  in  determining  wheth- 
er the  debts  of  the  former  exceed  the  statu- 
tory or  constitutional  limit.  Wilson  v.  Hu- 
ron Bd,  of  Edu.  (S.  D.)  81  N.  W.  952.  Five 
per  centum  on  the  value  of  the  taxable  prop- 
erty in  the  city  was  $161,144.40:  therefore 
the  bonds  did  not  in  themselves  exceed  the 
limit  Construing  the  bonds  as  in  effect  re- 
citing that  there  was  not  sufficient  existing 
indebtedness  to  make  the  aggregate  exceed 
the  limitation,  the  question  arises  whether 
defendant  is  estopped  thereby  from  showin** 
the  amount  of  actual  existing  indebtedness. 
The  number  of  cases,  involving  the  law  of  re- 
citals in  municipal  bonds,  which  constantly 
reach  the  courts  of  last  resort  both  state 
and  Federal,  indicate  that  the  principles  ap- 
plicable to  such  paper  have  not,  so  far,  been 
determined  with  satisfactory  certainty.  An 
examination  of  the  adjudications  will  show 
that  one  of  the  chief  causes  of  contention  has 
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resulted  from  the  failure  or  inability  of  the 
courts  to  clearly  define  the  distinction  be- 
tween those  facts  of  the  existence  of  which 
the  person  must  take  notice  and  those  the 
existence  of  which  is  conclusively  established 
by  recitals.  The  doctrine  announced  in 
Dixon  County  y.  Field,  111  U.  S.  83,  28  L. 
ed.  360,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  315,  a  leading  case 
on  the  subject,  has  been  frequently  reaf- 
firmed by  the  Federal  Supreme  Court,  and 
followed  by  state  courts  in  numerous  deci- 
sions. It  is  not  modified  by  Chaffee  County 
▼.  Potter,  142  U.  S.  355,  35  L.  ed.  1040,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  216,  because  in  that  case  the 
statute,  in  terms,  gave  to  the  commissioners 
the  determination  of  the  amount  of  indebt- 
edness. Ounnison  County  Comra.  v.  E.  H. 
RollinB  d  Sons,  173  U.  S.  255,  43  L.  ed.  689, 
19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  390.  In  Sutliff  ▼.  Lake 
County  Comrs,  147  U.  S.  230,  37  L.  ed.  145, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  318,  where  the  statute 
made  it  the  duty  of  the  county  commission- 
ers to  publish  and  to  cause  to  be  entered  on 
their  records,  open  to  the  inspection  of  the 
public,  semiannual  statements  exhibiting  in 
detail  the  debts,  expenditures,  and  receipts 
of  the  county  for  the  preceding  six  montns, 
and  striking  the  balance,  so  as  to  show  the 
amount  of  any  deficit,  and  the  balance  in 
the  treasury,  the  Federal  Supreme  Court 
says:  "In  those  cases  in  which  this  court 
has  held  a  municipal  corporation  to  be  es- 
topped by  recitals  in  its  bonds  to  assert  that 
they  were  issued  in  excess  of  the  limit  im- 
posed by  the  Constitution  or  statutes  of  the 
state,  the  statutes,  as  construed  by  the  court, 
left  it  to  the  officers  issuing  the  bonds  to  de- 
termine whether  the  facts  existed  which  con- 
stituted the  statutory  or  constitutional  con- 
dition precedent,  and  did  not  require  those 
facts  to  be  made  a  matter  of  public  record. 
Marcy  v.  Oatcego  Ticp,  92  U.  S.  637,  23  L.  ed. 
748;  Bumholdt  Ttcp.  y.  Long,  92  U.  S.  642, 
23  L.  ed.  762;  Diwon  County  y.  Field,  111  XJ. 
S.  83,  28  L.  ed.  360,  4  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  315; 
Lake  County  y.  Oraham,  130  U.  S.  674,  682, 
32  L.  ed.  1065,  1067,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  654; 
iJhaffee  County  y.  Potter,  142  U.  S.  355,  363, 
35  L.  ed.  1040,  1043,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  216. 
But  if  the  statute  expressly  requires  those 
facts  to  be  made  a  matter  of  public  record, 
open  to  the  inspection  of  eyeryone,  there  can 
t)e  no  implication  that  it  was  intended  1o 
leave  that  matter  to  be  determined  and  con- 
cluded, contrary  to  the  facts  so  recorded,  by 
the  officers  charged  with  the  duty  of  issu- 
4npr  the  bonds." 

The  statute  under  which  the  bonds  in  suit 
were  issued  provides  that  the  city  auditor 
shall  keep  regular  books  of  account,  in  which 
he  shall  enter  all  indebtedness  of  the  city, 
which  shall  at  all  times  show  the  financial 
condition  of  the  city,  the  amount  of  bonds, 
orders,  certificates,  or  other  evidences  of  in- 
debtedness issued  by  the  city  council;  the 
nmount  of  all  bonds,  orders,  certificates,  or 
Dther  evidences  of  indebtedness  which  had 
been  redeemed,  and  the  amount  of  each  out- 
standing; that  he  shall  countersign  all 
bends,  orders,  or  other  evidences  of  indebt- 
edness of  the  city,  and  keep  accurate  ac- 
counts thereof,  stating  to  whom  and  for 
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what  purpose  issued,  and  the  amount  there- 
of; that  he  shall  report  to  the  city  council 
on  the  first  days  of  March  and  September  of 
each  year  the  receipts  and  expenses  and  fi- 
nancial condition  of  the  city,  which  report 
shall  be  published  within  thirty  days  there- 
after in  the  official  paper  of  the  city,  or  such 
other  paper  as  the  council  may  direct;  that 
the  books  so  required  to  be  kept  shall  be 
open  to  the  inspection  of  all  parties  interest- 
ed. Therefore,  in  the  case  at  bar,  as  in  8ut- 
liff  y.  Lake  County  Comrs.  147  U.  S.  230,  37 
L.  ed.  145,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  318,  there  were 
two  facts  required  by  the  statute  to  be  en- 
tered on  the  public  records  of  the  city,  of 
which  all  the  world  is  bound  to  take  notice, 
and  as  to  which  the  city  cannot  be  concluded 
by  any  recitals  in  the  bonds,  namely,  the 
value  of  the  taxable  property  and  the 
amount  of  existing  indebtedness.  As  found 
by  the  trial  court,  the  existing  indebtedness 
on  October  1,  1800,  exclusive  of  school  debt 
and  bonds  issued  on  that  day,  consisted  of 
the  following  items:  Bonds  issued  Septem- 
ber 1,  1885,  $5,000;  bonds  issued  June  1, 
1889,  $15,000;  bonds  issued  July  1,  1889, 
$25,000;  and  warrants  $178,000,— aggregat- 
ing $223,000.  But  plaintiff  contends  that 
whereas,  the  bonds  in  suit  were  issued  for 
the  purpose  of  funding  and  paying  existing 
indebtedness,  no  new  or  additional  debt  was 
incurred,  and  that  therefore  such  bonds  ars 
valid.  Regarding  the  disposal  of  the  1890 
bonds  the  court  below  finds  that  they  were 
made,  executed,  and  delivered  to  various 
parties,  for  value  received,  on  the  day  they 
bear  date.  As  the  burden  of  proof  was  up- 
on defendant  to  show  illegality,  we  should 
infer  that  they  were  exchanged  for  an  equal 
amount  of  outstanding  indebtedness,  if  such 
inference  is  required  to  sustain  their  validi- 
ty; "delivery  to  various  parties  for  value  re- 
ceived" being  entirely  consistent  with  such  a 
conclusion.  But,  as  it  might  appear  upon  a 
retrial  that  they  were  not  disposed  of  in  that 
manner,  it  is  proper  to  consider  the  other 
and  more  frequent  method  of  funding  exist- 
ing indebtedness.  It  has  been  held  by  the 
courts  of  last  resort  in  Wyoming,  Montana, 
California,  Kansas,  Maine,  Indiana,  New 
York,  and  perhaps  other  states,  that,  where 
bonds  are  sold  for  the  purpose  of  applying 
the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  pre-existing 
indebtedness,  there  is  merely  a  change  in  the 
evidences  of  such  indebtedness  and  no  in- 
crease thereof.  Miller  v.  School  Dist.  No. 
S  (Wyo.)  39  Pac.  879;  Palmer  v.  Helena, 
IP  Mont.  01,  47  Pac.  209;  Los  Angeles  v. 
Teed,  112  Cal.  319,  44  Pac.  580:  Marion 
County  Comrs.  v.  Harvey  County  Comrs.  26 
Kan.  181;  Opinion  of  the.  Justices,  81  Me. 
603,  18  Atl.  291;  Powell  v.  Madison,  107 
Ind.  106,  8  N.  E.  31 ;  Poughkeepsie  v.  Quin^ 
tard,  136  N.  Y.  275,  32  N.  E.  764.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Uni.ted 
States  distinguishes  the  two  methods,  and 
holds  that,  where  the  bonds  are  sold  for  the 
purpose  of  applying  the  proceeds,  there  is  an 
increase  of  indebtedness  to  the  extent  of  the 
new  issue.  Justices  Brown,  Harlan,  and 
Brewer  dissenting.  Doon  Ticp.  v.  Cummins^ 
142  U.  S.  366,  35  L.  ed.  1044,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
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Rep.  220.  North  Dakota  follows  this  deci- 
sion, while  California  expressly  declines  to 
do  so,  and  the  United  States  circuit  court  of 
appeals  in  the  eighth  circuit  says:  "The 
distinction  seems  to  be  more  nice  than  real, 
and,  in  view  of  the  vi^rous  dissent  which  is 
recorded  with  the  opinion,  we  may  be  per- 
mitted to  doubt  whether  it  will  ever  be  made 
again."  Huron  v.  Second  Ward  Sav.  Bank, 
57  U.  S.  App.  593,  86  Fed.  272,  30  C.  0.  A. 
38;  Los  Angeles  v.  Teed,  112  Cal.  319,  44 
Pac.  580;  BirkKola  v.  Dinnie,  6  N.  D.  611,  72 
N.  W.  931. 

Doubtless  the  constitutional  provision  un- 
der discussion  was  designed  to  confine  muni- 
cipal indebtedness  within  prescribed  limits, 
but  it  could  hardly  have  been  intended  or  ex- 
pected to  prevent  embezzlement  or  misappro- 
priation of  public  funds.  In  ascertaining  its 
scope  and  purpose,  courts  are  not  required 
to  assume  that  municipal  officers  are  always, 
or  even  usually,  dishonest.  Thf  contrary 
should  be  presumed.  Where  the  proceeds  of 
funding  bonds  are  properly  applied,  the 
transaction  may  in  form  be  a  borrowing  of 
money,  but  in  substance  it  is  not  different 
from  what  it  would  be  had  there  been  an  ex- 
change of  bonds  for  other  evidences  of  debt. 
The  contemplated  purpose  and  actual  result 
are  the  same.  The  municipal  liability  is  not 
increased,  but  merely  suffered  to  remain. 
Poufjhkeepsie  v.  Quintard,  136  N.  Y.  275,  32 
N.  E.  764.  The  argument  that  the  indebted- 
ness is  instantly  increased  by  the  delivery 
of  funding  bonds,  unless  an  equal  amount  of 
outstanding  obligations  is  thereby  extin- 
guished, is  without  force  where,  as  in  this 
jurisdiction,  available  resources  or  assets 
may  be  considered  in  determining  when  addi- 
tional indebtedness  is  created.  Re  State 
Warrants,  0  S.  D.  518,  62  N.  W.  101;  West- 
em  Town-Lot  Co.  v.  Lane,  7  S.  D.  699,  65  N. 
W.  17.  The  delivery  of  funding  bonds, 
when  sold  at  par,  operates  as  an  exchange 
of  paper  promises  to  pay  for  an  equal 
amount  of  money  instantly  available  for  the 
extinguishment  of  an  equal  amount  of  other 
promises  to  pay.  Assuming  that  this  money 
remains  in  the  treasury  until  used  for  the 
purpose  intended,  there  is  no  moment  of  time 
when  the  fmancial  condition  of  the  city  is  in 
any  substantial  manner  affected.  Notice  to 
holders  of  matured  obligations  stops  the  run- 
ning of  interest,  and  the  city,  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  its  funding  bonds  on  hand,  is  in  as 
good  position  as  it  would  be  if  in  possession 
of  the  evidences  of  its  paid  obligations  duly 
canceled.  If  the  proceeds  be  misapplied,  of 
course  the  debt  will  be  increased,  provided 
the  bonds  be  held  valid.  May  not  the  other 
method  produce  equally  serious  consequen- 
ces? Should  tiie  officer  authorized  to  ex- 
change new  for  old  bonds,  disregarding  his 
oflicial  duty,  accept  money  instead  of  out- 
standing obligations,  and  should  the  bonds 
thus  placed  upon  the  market  fall  into  ihe 
hands  of  bona  fide  purchasers,  the  city  debt 
would  be  increased  or  innocent  parties  made 
to  suffer.  Extravagant  or  corrupt  offii^rs 
may  successfully  employ  either  method  to 
increase  taxation  or  defraud  bona  fide  cred- 
itors. Such  creditors  should  never  be  made 
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to  suffer  by  reason  of  the  misappropriation 
of  funds  actually  received  by  officers  of  the 
municipality.  The  legitimate  object  of  is- 
suing funding  bonds  is  to  meet  the  demands 
of  creditors  entitled  to  payment,  or  to  reduce 
the  interest  on  fundable  obligations.  By 
terms  of  such  obligations  the  city  may 
have  a  right  to  pay,  but  cannot  compel  an 
excliange  ^r  bonds  bearing  a  less  rate  of  in- 
terest, ana  where  the  constitutional  limit 
has  been  reached  or  passed,  if  the  exchange 
method  only  is  permitted,  a  reduction  of  in- 
terest is  impossible.  Although  the  proposi- 
tion is  not  free  from  difficulty,  we  are  in- 
clined to  hold  that  the  issuing  of  funding 
bonds  should  not  be  regarded  as  creating 
any  new  or  additional  indebtedness,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statutory  or  constitu- 
tional limitation  applicable  to  this  action. 
While  the  decision  of  this  court  in  Mitchell 
V.  Smith  (S.  D.)  80  N.  W.  1077,  does  not  ex- 
tend so  far  as  we  go  in  this  case,  the  result 
reached  therein  is  in  harmony  with  the  views 
now  expressed,  after  a  more  careful  and 
thorough  examination  of  the  questions  in- 
volved. Assuming,  as  we  must,  from  the 
record  in  this  case,  that  the  city  was  owing 
legal,  fundabb  debts  to  an  amount  in  excess 
of  the  bonds  issued  October  1,  1890,  it  hav- 
ing authority  to  issue  such  bonds  for  the 
purpose  of  funding  such  indebtedness,  and 
the  issuing  of  such  bonds  not  having  created 
any  new  or  additional  indebtedness,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statutory  or  constitu- 
tional limitation,  the  conclusion  follows  that 
such  bonds  are  valid;  and  the  defendant, 
having  sufficient  funds  on  hand  collected  for 
that  purpose,  should  be  commanded  to  pay 
the  amount  due  to  plaintiff  upon  his  coupons 
cut  from  the  1890  bonds.  The  bonds  of 
1891  contained  substantially  the  same  recit- 
als, were  issued  under  the  same  authority, 
and  negotiated  in  the  same  manner  as  those 
of  1890.  On  October  1,  1891,  5  per  centum 
on  the  value  of  taxable  property  within  the 
city  was  $301,104.20.  The  indebteilnens,  ex- 
clusive of  school  debt,  consisted  of  these 
items:  Bonds  issued  September  1,  1885, 
$5,000;  bonds  issued  June  1,  1889,  $15,000; 
bonds  issued  July  1,  1890,  $26,000;  bonds  is- 
sued October  1,  1890  (heretofore  consid- 
ered), $100,000;  and  warrants  $212,128.48, 
— ^making  a  total  indebtedness  of  $357,128.- 
48.  As  the  city  had  authority  to  fund  its 
floating  indebtedness,  as  it  does  not  affirma- 
tively appear  that  any  of  the  outstanding 
warrants  were  illegal,  as  the  amount  of  such 
warrants  exceeded  the  amount  of  bonds  is- 
sued on  that  day,  and  as  the  bonds  then  is- 
sued did  not  create  any  new  or  additional  in- 
debtedness, within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
utory or  constitutional  limitation,  it  follows 
that  such  bonds  are  valid;  and  the  defend- 
ant, having  on  hand  sufficient  funds  collect- 
ed by  taxation  for  that  purpose,  should  be 
commanded  to  pay  the  amount  due  plaintiff 
upon  his  coupons  cut  from  such  bonds. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  re- 
versed, and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Opinion  adhered  to  after  rehearing. 
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UNION  REFRIGERATOR  TRANSIT  COM- 
PANY, App^, 

Stephen  H.  LYNCH,  Treasurer  of  Salt  Lake 
County,  Respt, 

(18  Utah,  378.) 

*1.  Ralivrmy  cars  oirned  by  m  Ken- 
tucky corpormtion  having  no  place  of  basl- 
nesa  in  this  state,  leased  to  yarious  sliippers, 
but  coming  Into  or  passing  through,  and  do- 
ing baaioesa  in,  this  state,  have,  for  the  pur- 
poses oX  taxation,  a  situs  in  this  state. 

2.  Section  2,  art.  13,  of  the  state  Con- 
stitution, and  fi  1,  65,  and  56  of  an  act  of 
the  legislature  approved  April  5,  1896  (Sess. 
Laws  1896,  p.  423),  authorize  a  tax  upon 
such  property  found  within  the  Jurisdiction 
of  this  state ;  and,  although  the  cars  may 
have  been  employed  in  interstate  commerce, 
the  tax  is  not  a  regulation  of  Interstate  com- 
merce, and  is  not  prohibited  by  the  Constitu- 
tion or  laws  of  the  United  States. 

8.  The  true  meanlnir  and  intent  of  a 
statute  are  to  be  ascertained  from  the  whole 
purview,  and,  to  ascertain  such  meaning  and 
Intent,  the  court  will  punctuate,  or  disregard 
punctuation,  as  may  be  necessary. 

(December  10,  1898.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Salt  Lake  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  back  money  paid  under  protest  as 
taxes  assessed  against  plaintiff's  property. 
Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Bartoh,  J.: 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  Union  Re- 
frigerator Transit  Company  against  the  col- 
lector of  taxes  for  Salt  Lake  county  to  re- 
cover a  certain  sum  of  money  paid  him,  as 
tax,  under  protest;  the  company  claiming 
that  the  tax  was  illegal.  It  was  alleged  in 
the  oomplaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  corpora- 
tion organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Kentucky,  having  its  principal  office  and 
place  of  business  in  the  city  of  Louisville, 
in  that  state,  and  engaged  exclusively  in  the 
business  of  furnishing  to  shippers  refriger- 
ator cars  for  the  transportation  of  perisha- 
ble freight  over  various  lines  of  railroad 
throughout  the  United  States;  that  its  cars 
have  not  been,  during  any  of  the  time  in 
which  it  has  been  engaged  in  business,  let, 
leased,  run,  or  furnished  under  contract  with 
any  railroad  company  or  carrier  of  freight, 
or  run  on  any  particular  lines  of  railrmd, 
or  confined  to  any  particular  routes  or  trains, 
or  at  any  specified  or  agreed  times,  but  have 
been  run  indiscriminately  over  the  lines  of 
railroad    which    the    consignors    of   freight 

^Headnotes  by  Babtch,  J. 


Note. — As  to  situs  of  railroad  rolling  stock 
for  taxation,  see  Atlantic  &  P.  K.  Co.  v.  Le- 
sueur  (Ariz.)  1  L.  R.  A.  244 ;  Bain  v.  Richmond 
&  D.  R.  Co.  (N.  C.)  8  L.  B.  A.  299:  Cleveland 
C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Backus  (Ind.)  18  L.  R. 
A.  729. 
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shipped  in  them  chose  to  route  them  in  ship- 
ping; that  the  business  in  which  the  cars 
were  engaged  was  exclusively  interstate  com- 
merce; that  the  plaintiff  has  not,  and  had 
not  at  any  time,  an  office  or  place  of  business 
within  the  state  of  Utah;  that  all  the  freight 
transported  in  the  cars  into  and  through 
this  state  waa  transported  from  points  in  an- 
other state,  within  the  United  States,  to 
points  within  this  state,  or  vice  versa,  or 
between  points  none  of  which  were  within 
the  state  of  Utah,  the  cars  merely  passing 
through  this  state;  that  the  cars  were  in 
this  state  at  no  regular  intervals  and  in  no 
regular  number,  and  when  within  this  stata 
were  only  within  it  in  transit,  except  to 
load  and  unload  freight  shipped  from  with- 
in out  of  the  state,  or  coming  into  the  stata 
from  places  without  the  same,  or  in  the 
transportation  of  freight  entirely  through  or 
across  it;  that  at  all  such  times  said  cars 
were  only  transiently  present  for  the  said 
purposes,  having  at  no  time  had  a  situs  with- 
in this  state;  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  at 
any  time  had  other  property  of  any  descrip- 
tion located  within  the  state  of  Utah ;  that, 
notwithstanding  these  facts,  the  board  of 
equalization  of  the  state  of  Utah  for  the  year 
1897  assessed  and  valued  ten  cars,  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff,  for  taxation,  the  aggre- 
gate assessment  thereof  being  $2,600,  and 
also  apportione<l  said  assessment  between 
the  several  counties  in  this  state  through 
which  the  lines  of  railroad  pass,  and  through 
which  the  cars  might  be  transported;  that 
the  board  apportioned  to  Salt  Lake  county, 
of  the  said  aggregate  assessment^  the  sum  of 
$210;  that  taxes  were  levied  upon  the  as- 
sessed valuation  of  the  property  so  appor- 
tioned to  said  Salt  Lake  county  aggregating 
$5.76 ;  that  said  tax  is  ill^ral  and  void ;  that 
to  avoid  the  seizure  and  sale  of  its  property, 
and  to  prevent  incurring  the  penalties  pro- 
vided by  law,  the  plaintiff  on  the  18th  day 
of  November,  1897,  paid  said  taxes  under 
protest  to  defendant,  as  treasurer  of  said 
county  and  collector  of  taxes;  and  that^  at 
the  ,time  of  payment,  notice  was  given  de- 
fendant of  the  plaintiff's  claim  that  the 
taxes  were  illegal,  and  that  suit  would  be 
Iroiight  to  recover  the  same.  To  this  com- 
plaint a  general  demurrer  was  interposed, 
which,  upon  hearing,  was  sustained  by  the 
court ;  and,  the  plaintiff  electing  to  stand  up- 
on its  complaint,  and  refusing  to  amend,  the 
action  was  dismissed.  This  appeal  is  from 
the  judgment  of  dismissal. 

Mr.  Parley  Ii.  Williams,  for  appellant: 
Personal  property  follows  the  person  of 
its  owner,  and  is  taxable  only  at  the  owner's 
domicil. 

Property  such  as  is  described  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  used  only  a9  therein  stated,  when 
present  within  the  borders  of  thjs  state  under 
such  circumstances  as  are  set  forth,  is  only 
transiently  here,  merely  by  virtue  of  such 
use  in  interstate  commerce*,  and  cannot  and 
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^oes  not  thereby  acquire  a  situB  within  the 
«tate. 

Crandall  v.  "Nevada,  6  Wall.  35,  18  L.  ed. 
745;  Moore  v.  WilkinB,  10  N.  H.  452;  Rohinr 
■son  V.  Longley,  18  Nev.  71,  1  Pac.  377. 

A  state  cannot  tax  property  not  being  lo- 
"Cated  or  having  a  situs  within  its  limits. 

McCuUoch  V.  Maryland,  4  Wheat.  429,  4 
L.  ed.  607;  State  Freight  Tax,  15  Wall.  232, 
-mih  nom,  Philadelphia  dR,R,  Co.  v.  PennayU 
fxinia,  21  L.  ed.  146;  Coe  v.  Errol,  116  U.  8. 
^17,  29  L.  ed.  716,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  475;  Conr 
neoiiout  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Columbia,  62  N. 
H.  286; ITor^on  v.  Parham,lQ  Wall.  471,21 
Ik  ed.  303;  Haya  v.  Paoifio  Mail  B.  B.  Co,  17 
How.  596, 15  L.  ed.  254;  8t.  Louis  ▼.  Wiggins 
Ferry  Co.  11  Wall.  423,  20  L.  ed.  192;  Pull- 
man Southern  Car  Co.  y.  Nolan,  22  Fed.  Rep. 
^76;  Piokard  ▼.  Pullman  Southern  Car  Co. 
117  U.  6.  34,  29  L.  ed.  785,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
635 ;  Central  R,  Co.  ▼.  State  Bd.  of  Asseaa- 
ors,  49  N.  J.  L.  1,  7  Atl.  306;  Bain  v.  Rich- 
mond d  D.  R.  Co.  105  N.  C.  363,  8  L.  R.  A. 
299.  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  149,  11  S.  £.  311. 

The  tax  imposed  is  a  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce. 

Bain  v.  Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co.  105  N.  C. 
363,  8  L.  R.  A.  299,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  149, 
11  S.  E.  311;  Philadelphia  &  S.  S.  S.  Co.  ▼. 
JPennaylvania,  122  U.  S.  326,  30  L.  ed.  1200, 
1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  308,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1118;  Corfield  ▼.  Coryell,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  371, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,230;  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  State,  31 
N.  J.  L.  631;  Central  R.  Co.  y.  State  Bd.  of 
Aaaeaaora,  49  N.  J.  L.  20,  7  Atl.  306;  Paaaen- 
^er  Cases,  7  How.  459,  12  L.  ed.  776. 

No  appropriate  provision  of  law  has  been 
•enacted  authorizing  a  tax  upon  this  prop- 
erty. 

Adams  Emp.  Co.  y.  Ohio  State  Auditor, 
166  U.  S.  221,  41  L.  ed.  977,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
-604. 

It  19  a  strained  and  unnatural  construc- 
tion of  the  language  used  by  the  legislature 
to  attempt  to  apply  it  to  cart  used  only  as 
those  of  the  appellant. 

Manfe  ▼.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  127  U.  8. 
117,  32  L.  ed.  94,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1037. 

Messrs.  Waldemar  Von  Cott,  Graham 
T.  Putnam,  and  Ray  Van  Cott,  for  re- 
■spondent: 

Counsel  for  appellant  seriously  errs  in 
Tiot  distinguishing  between  a  tax  on  com- 
inerce  and  a  tax  on  property  employed  in 
•commerce. 

Adams  Exp.  Co,  T.  Ohio  State  Auditor, 
165  U.  S.  194,  41  L.  ed.  683,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
305;  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 141  U.  S.  18.  35  L.  ed.  613,  3  Inters. 
Oom.  Rep.  695,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  876;  Marys 
V.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  127  IL  8.  117,  32  L. 
-ed.  94,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1037;  Pullman's 
Palace-Car  Co.  y.  Board  of  Assessors,  55  Fed. 
Rep.  206;  Ball  v.  American  Refrigerator 
Transit  Co.  24  Colo.  291,  51  Pac.  421. 

The  tax  imposed  is  not  a  regulation  of  In- 
ters tote  commerce. 

Philadelphia  d  8.  8.  8.  Co.  y.  Pennsyl- 
iwnta,  122  U.  S.  326,  30  L.  ed.  1200,  1  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  308,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1118;  Pull- 
man's Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania^  141 
TJ.  S.  25,  35  L.  ed.  617,  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
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595,  11  Sup.  Ct  xtep.  876;  Ball  v.  Americai^ 
Refrigeiaior  Transit  Co.  24  Colo.  291,  61 
Pac.  421. 

Bartoh,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellant  has  challenged  the  power  of 
the  state  to  levy  and  collect  the  tax  in  ques- 
tion, in  the  first  instance,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  cars,  being  only  transiently  within 
the  state  from  time  to  time,  acquired  no  such 
situs  .within  its  borders  as  to  give  it  juris- 
diction over  them  for  the  purposes  of  taxa- 
tion. 

The  power  to  tax  is  founded  in  necessity. 
It  is  an  incident  of  sovereignty,  possessed  by 
the  government,  even  though  not  expressly 
conferred  by  the  people.  A  tax  is  a  contri- 
bution imposed  by  the  government  upon  the 
people  for  the  service  of  the  state.  In  return 
for  such  contribution  the  state  affords  pro- 
tection to  life,  liberty,  and  property;  and 
this  is  essential  to  civilization,  and  the  very 
existence  of  the  stete.  The  assessment  and 
collection  of  taxes,  therefore,  are  among  the 
highest  acte  of  the  supreme  power  of  the  gov- 
ernment. The  power  of  texation  is  a  legis- 
lative power,  and  no  principle  of  law  is  bet- 
ter settled  than  that  such  power  extends  to 
all  property,  whether  real  or  personal,  tan- 
gible or  intangible,  within  the  borders  of  the 
state,  not  exempt  under  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States ;  and,  except  so  far 
as  the  comity  of  the  state  permite,  such  prop- 
erty, for  the  purposes  of  taxation,  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  laws  of  any  other  state.  There- 
fore, in  order  that  property  may  be  subjected 
to  taxation,  it  is  not  a  requisite  that  the 
owner  should  reside  in  the  state ;  and  this  is 
true  as  to  personal  property,  tangible  or  in- 
tangible, as  well  as  to  real.  Regardless  of 
where  the  owner's  domicil  may  be,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  state  to  furnish  protection  to  his 
property;  and,  in  turn,  the  property  must 
bear  a  just  proportion  of  the  burdens  of  the 
government.  The  ancient  rule  indicated  by 
the  maxim,  Mobilia  sequuntur  personam, 
that  personal  property  is  to  be  regarded  as 
subject  to  the  lex  domicilii,  has  never  been 
of  universal  application  in  this  country,  and 
in  modern  times  has  seldom  interfered  with 
the  power  to  levy  taxes  upon  such  property. 
The  origin  of  that  doctrine  dates  from  an  an- 
cient time,  when  jewels  and  gold  principally 
constituted  the  movable  property,  and  that 
could  be  taken  by  the  owner  from  one  place 
to  another;  but  such  has  not  been  the  case  in 
recent  timeB.  since,  in  the  continued  progress 
of  the  world,  the  accumulated  wealth*  con- 
siste  in  large  proportions  of  personal  prop- 
erty, including,  not  only  jewels  and  gold,  but 
also  a  great  variety  of  other  personal  prop- 
erty, much  of  which  is  intengible.  as  fran- 
chises, privileges,  etc.,  but  nevertheless  prop- 
erty representing  value,  and  none  of  which  ts 
immediately  connected  with  the  person  of  thft 
owner,  yet  over  all  of  which  it  is  incumbent 
upon  government  to  extend  its  protection. 
The  constantly  increasing  variety  of  such 
property,  perceptible  and  imperceptible,  tan- 
gible and  intangible,  has  caused  the  ancient 
rule  expressed  in  the  maxim  to  yield  mord 
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and  more  to  the  lew  aitu8;  and  while  it  is 
true  that,  for  many  purpoaes,  personal  prop- 
erty itt  subject  to  the  law  of  the  place  of  the 
owner's  domicil,  still  the  law  is  well  set- 
tled that  for  the  purposes  of  taxation,  and 
for  other  purposes,  such  property  has  its  ac- 
tual situs  where  it  has  been  brought  and  used 
by  its  owneiv  and  is  subject  to  the  law  o<f 
that  place.  Hence,  if  the  owner  reside  in 
one  state,  and  his  movables  are  taken  to  an- 
other, and  used  there,  they  may  become  the 
subject  of  taxation  in  the  latter  state.  .  Such 
property  may  be  separated  from  its  owner, 
and  he  may  be  taxed  because  of  it  at  the 
place  where  it  is  found,  although  not  the 
place  of  his  domicil. 

In  his  Commentaries  on  the  Conflict  of 
Laws  (§  650),  Mr.  Justice  Story,  discussing 
jurisdiction  as  regards  property,  observed 
that,  "although  movables  are  for  many  pur- 
poses to  be  deemed  to  have  no  situs,  except 
that  of  the  domicil  of  the  owner,  yet,  this 
being  but  a  legal  fiction,  it  yields  whenever 
it  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  justice  that 
the  actual  situs  of  the  thing  should  be  ex- 
amined. A  nation  within  whose  territory 
any  personal  property  is  actually  situate  has 
as  entire  dominion  over  it  while  therein,  in 
point  of  sovereignty  and  jurisdiction,  as  It 
has  over  immovable  property  situate  there." 
PuUman*8  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania, 
141  U.  S.  18,  35  L.  ed.  613,  3  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  595,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876.  The  power 
to  tax  being  inherent  in  the  government,  the 
state  unquestionably  has  the  right,  through 
the  legislature,  to  exercise  that  power  over  all 
property  which  may  be  found  within  its  bor- 
ders, whether  brought  there  temporarily  or 
otherwise,  for  the  purposes  of  business  or  for 
trade  or  convenience,  unless  restrained  or 
limited  by  constitutional  provision;  and 
courts  cannot  control  the  exercise  of  such 
power,  except  when  it  conflicts  with  consti- 
tutional limitations.  In  McCulloch  v.  Mary- 
land, 4  Wheat.  316,  429,  4  L.  ed.  579,  607, 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  after  defining  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  the  original  right  of  tax- 
ation which  remains  with  the  states,  said: 
"It  may  be  objected  to  this  definition  that 
the  power  of  taxation  is  not  confined  to  the 
people  and  property  of  a  state.  It  may  be 
exercised  upon  every  object  brought  within 
its  jurisdiction.  This  is  true.  But  to  what 
source  do  we  trace  this  right?  It  is  obvious 
that  it  is  an  incident  of  sovereignty,  and  is 
coextensive  with  that  to  which  it  is  an  in- 
cident. All  subjects  over  which  the  sov- 
ereign power  of  a  state  extends  are  objects  of 
taxation,  but  those  over  which  it  does  not 
extend  are,  upon  the  soundest  principles,  ex- 
empt from  taxation.  This  proposition  may 
almost  be  pronounced  self-evident.  The  sov- 
ereignty of  a  state  extends  to  everything 
which  exists  by  its  own  authority,  or  is  intro- 
ducod  by  its  permission."  So,  in  Wheelinfj, 
P.  d  C.  Transp.  Co.  v.  Wheeling,  99  U.  S.  273, 
25  L.  ed.  412,  Mr.  Justice  Clifford,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  after  citing  author- 
ities to  the  proposition  that  the  power  to  tax 
for  the  support  of  the  state  government  ex- 
ists in  the  state  independently  of  the  national 
48  L  R.  A. 


government,  and  that  it  may  well  be  as8ume<b 
that  where  there  is  no  cession  of  contradic- 
tory or  inconsistent  jurisdiction  in  the- 
United  States,  nor  any  restraining  compact 
in  the  Constitution,  the  power  in  the  states 
to  tax  for  the  support  of  the  state  authority 
reaches  all  the  property  within  the  stata- 
which  is  not  properly  regarded  as  the  instru- 
ments or  means  of  the  Federal  government,, 
observed:  "Beyond  question,  these  author- 
ities show  that  all  subjects  over  which  the 
sovereign  power  of  a  state  extends  are  ob- 
jects of  taxation,  the  rule  being  that  the  sov- 
ereignty of  a  state  extends  to  everything 
which  exists  by  its  own  authority,  or  is  in- 
troduced by  its  permission,  except  those- 
means  which  are  employed  by  Congress  to 
carry  into  execution  the  powers  given  by  the 
people  to  the  Federal  government,  whose 
laws,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution, 
are  supreme." 

From  the  foregoing  considerations,  it  is- 
clear  that  the  power  of  this  state  to  tax  the 
personal  property  in  question  herein  is  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  Union  Refrig- 
erator Transit  Company  is  a  creature  of  an- 
other state,  in  which  it  has  its  domicil,  nor 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  cars  were  only 
transiently  in  this  state,  or  were  furnished 
for  transportation  of  perishable  freight  over 
various  lines  of  railroad  throughout  the- 
United  States.  It  is  therefore  evident  that 
this  state  has  power  to  tax  such  cars,  when 
brought  within  its  territory  or  jurisdiction,, 
and  found  there;  but  whether,  by  apt  legis- 
lation, it  has  exercised  its  authority  in  this- 
case,  is  a  question  to  be  hereinafter  deter- 
mined. 

Counsel  for  the  appellant  has  cited  numer- 
ous  cases  to  support  the  contention  respect- 
ing the  question  of  situs  above  considered. 
Crandall  v.  Nevadn,  6  Wall.  35,  18  L.  ed.  745^ 
the  first  case  cited,  was  one  where  a  statute 
providing  for  the  levy  of  a  "tax  of  $1  upon 
every  person  leaving  the  state  by  railroad^ 
stage  coach,  or  other  vehicle"  engaged  in  the- 
business  of  transporting  passengers,  was  held 
unconstitutional  and  void.  Moore  v.  Wil- 
kins,  10  N.  H.  452,  simply  decides  that  an  in- 
dividual is  to  be  taxed  in  the  place  where 
he  is  residing,  and  not  in  another  town, 
where  he  has  gone  for  a  temporary  purpose 
only;  both  places  being  in  the  same  state. 
So,  in  Robinson  v.  JjOngley,  18  Nev.  71,  1  Pac. 
377,  it  was  held  that  a  traveling  circus  and 
menagerie,  owned  by  a  nonresident,  and* 
brought  into  the  state,  to  be  exhibited  at  va- 
rious places,  and  then  taken  into  and 
through  other  states  for  the  same  purpose, 
was  not  subject  to  taxation  in  the  state  of 
Nevada.  McCulloch  v.  Maryland,  4  Wheat. 
316,  4  L.  ed.  579.  was  a  case  where  a  tax  im- 
posed bv  the  state  of  Mar  viand  on  a  branch 
of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  located  in- 
that  state  was  held  unconstitutional;  but 
clearly  that  case  does  not  militate  against 
the  principles  hereinbefore  considered,  the- 
tax  imposed  being  on  property  over  which 
the  United  States  had  jurisdiction.  In  the 
case  of  the  State  Freight  Taw,  15  Wall. 
232,  sub  nam.  Philadelphia  d  R.  R- 
Co.    ▼.    Pennsylvania,    21    L.    ed.    146,    it 


idoa 


Unioh  Rbfbigbratob  Tkanbit  Co.  y.  Lthch. 


79» 


iraiB  held  tbat  a  statute  of  a  state  im- 
posing a  tax  upon  freight  taken  up  with- 
in the  state  and  carried  out  of  it,  or 
taken  up  wiuiout  the  state  and  brought  with- 
in it,  is  repugnant  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States;  a  tax  upon  freight  trans- 
ported from' state  to  state  being  a  regulation 
of  commerce  among  the  states.  In  Coe  v.  Er- 
roh  116  U.  S.  617,  29  L.  ed.  715,  6  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  475,  it  was  decided  that  goods  on  their 
way  through  a  state,  from  a  place  outside 
thereof  to  another  place  outeide  thereof,  are 
subjects  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce, 
and  are  not  texable  by  the  state  through 
which  they  pass.  In  Connecticut  River  hum- 
her  Co.  V.  Columbia,  62  N.  H.  286,  it  was  held 
that  logs  temporarily  in  a  river,  awaiting 
transportation  from  one  stete  to  another, 
were  exempt  from  stete  texation.  Pullman 
Southern  Car  Co.  v.  Nolan,  22  Fed.  Rep.  276, 
is  a  case  where  the  stete  of  Tennessee  at- 
tempted by  stetute  to  impose  a  "privilege 
tax"  on  sleeping  cars  in  the  transportation 
of  interstate  passengers,  and  the  court  held 
that  the  cars  had  no  situs  in  that  state  for 
such  purpose.  This  was  not  a  tax  based  on 
value,  but  was  an  arbitrary,  fixed  charge  on 
the  business,  without  regard  to  the  articles 
employed.  Likewise  as  to  Pickard  v.  Pull- 
man Southern  Car  Co.  117  U.  S.  34,  29  L.  ed. 
785,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  635,  which  holds  the 
same  act  of  Tennessee  void  so  far  as  it  ap- 
plies to  the  interstate  transportation  of  pas- 
sengers. 

Reliance  is  also  placed  by  the  appellant, 
to  sustain  the  proposition  that  the  cars  in 
question  had  no  situs  in  this  state  for  the 
purpose  of  taxation,  upon  Morgan  v.  Par- 
ham,  16  Wall.  471.  21  L.  ed.  303 ;  Hays  v.  Pa- 
cific Mail  S.  S.  Co.  17  How.  696,  15  L.  ed. 
2.54;  and  St.  Louis  v.  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  11 
Wall.  423,  20  L.  ed.  192.  But  those  are  cases 
where  ships  or  vessels  were  engaged  in  in- 
terstate or  foreign  commerce  upon  the  high 
seas,  and  were  registered  at  their  home  porta 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  at  the 
owner's  domicil,  and  were  therefore  held  not 
to  be  subjecta  of  taxation  in  another  state, 
at  whose  porta  they  temporarily  touched  for 
the  purpose  of  delivering  or  receiving  pas- 
sengers or  freight.  The  distinction  between 
ships  and  vessels,  having  their  situs  fixed  by 
Congress,  sailing  on  the  high  seas,  only  tem- 
porarily and  incidentally  touching  ports, 
and  cars  and  other  vehicles  not  having  their 
situs  so  fixed,  and  used  for  transportation  on 
land  only,  is  marked  and  obvious.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Bradley,  in  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  v. 
Maryland,  21  Wall.  456,  22  L.  ed.  678,  speak- 
ing of  transportation  on  land  and  water,  ob- 
served: "Commerce  on  land  between  the 
different  states  is  so  strikingly  dissimilar, 
in  many  respecte,  from  commerce  on  water, 
that  it  is  often  difficult  to  regard  them  in  the 
same  aspect  in  reference  to  the  respective  con- 
stitutional powers  and  duties  of  the  state  and 
Federal  governmenta.  No  doubt,  commerce 
by  water  was  principally  in  the  minds  of 
those  who  framed  and  adopted  the  Consti- 
tution, although  both  ita  language  and  spirit 
embrace  commerce  by  land  as  well.  Mari- 
time transportation  requires  no  artificial 
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roadway.  Nature  has  prepared  to  hand  that 
portion  of  the  instrumentality  employed. 
The  navigable  waters  of  the  earth  are  recog- 
nized public  highways  of  trade  and  inter- 
course. No  franchise  is  needed  to  enable  the 
navigator  to  use  them.  Again,  the  vehicles 
of  commerce  by  water  being  instruments  of 
intercommunication  with  otiier  nations,  the 
regulation  of  them  is  assumed  by  the  nation- 
al legislature.  So  that  state  interference 
with  transportation  by  water,  and  especially 
by  sea,  is  at  once  clearly  marked  and  dis- 
tinctly discernible.  But  it  is  different  with 
transportation  by  land.  This,  when  the  Con- 
stitution was  adopted,  was  entirely  per- 
formed on  common  roads,  and  in  vehicles 
drawn  by  animal  power.  No  one  at  that  day 
imagined  that  the  roads  and  bridges  of  thfr 
country  (except  when  the  latter  crossed  navi- 
gahle  streams)  were  not  entirely  subject,, 
both  as  to  their  construction,  repair,  and 
management,  to  state  regulation  and  con* 
trol." 

So,  it  will  be  noticed,  upon  examination, 
that  the  case  at  bar  may  be  distinguished 
from  each  of  the  cases  cited  by  the  appel- 
lant on  the  question  of  situs,  and  thus  far 
considered.  Each  one  presented  different 
facts  and  different  questions,  and  none  of 
them  can  be  regarded  as  authority  here. 
There  have  been  cited,  however,  on  this  same 
point,  the  cases  of  Central  R.  Co.  v.  State  Bd. 
of  Assessors,  49  N.  J.  L.  1,  7  Atl.  30G,  and 
Bain  ▼.  Richmond  d  D.  R.  Co.  105  N.  C.  3G3,. 
8  L.  R.  A.  299,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  149,  11 
S.  E.  311;  and  these,  it  must  be  admitted, 
support  the  contention  of  the  appellctnt,  and 
some  of  the  cases  above  distinguished  are 
therein  cited  as  authority.  We  do  not  think 
those  decisions  are  in  harmony  with  the 
weight  of  authority,  and  they  are  clearly 
opposed  to  the  latest  decisions  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  upon  this 
subject,  as  appears  from  the  cases  of  PulU 
man*s  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania,  141 
U.  S.  18,  35  L.  ed.  613,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
595,  11  Sup.  dt.  Rep.  876;  Adams  Exp.  Co. 
V.  Ohio  State  Auditor,  165  U.  S.  194,  41  U 
ed.  683,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  305,  and  166  U.  8. 
185,  41  L.  ed.  965,  17  Sup.  Ot.  Rep.  604.  We 
conclude  that  the  cars  in  question  had,  for 
the  purposes  of  taxation,  a  situs  in  this  stated 

Nor  do  we  think  the  tax  imposed  is  a  reg- 
ulation of  interstate  commerce.  It  is  not  a 
tax  on  persons  or  freight  in  transit  through 
this  state  to  other  states  or  countries,  nor  on 
the  right  of  transit  or  transportation;  nor 
is  it  a  license  or  privilege  tax,  or  tax  on  busi- 
ness or  occupation,  or  on  property  of  the 
United  States  located  in  this  state.  It  is 
essentially  a  tax  on  property  found  and  used 
in  this  state,  and  valued,  for  the  purpose  of 
taxation,  like  other  personal  property  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  state;  and,  although 
the  cars  may  have  been  employed  in  inter- 
state commerce,  the  state  is  not  prohibited  by 
the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  United  Statee 
from  taxing  them  as  other  personal  property 
within  ite  jurisdiction.  This  has  been  so 
declared  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  In  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  v, 
Pennsylvania,  141  U.  S.  18,  35  L.  ed.  613,  S 
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Inters.  Com.  Rep.  595,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876, 
where  the  question  was  whether  Pullman 
•cars  could  be  taxed  in  Pennsylvania, — the 
corporation  being  a  creature  of  the  state  of 
Illinois,  having  its  home  there,  and  itself 
not  operating  any  railroad,  but  merely  fur- 
nishing cars  to  the  various  railroad  lines, 
which  cars  were  simply  run  into  Pennsylva- 
nia, and  out  again,  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business, — Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  after  stating  that,  for 
the  purposes  of  taxation,  it  had  been  repeat- 
edly affirmed  by  that  court  that  personal 
property  might  be  separated  from  its  owner, 
4Lnd  that  he  might  be  taxed,  on  its  account,  at 
the  place  where  it  was,  although  not  in  the 
place  of  his  own  domicil,  and  even  if  he  were 
not  a  resident  of  the  state  imposing  the  tax, 
«aid:  "It  is  equally  well  settled  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  .  .  . 
which  prevents  a  state  from  taxing  personal 
property  employed  in  interstate  or  foreign 
■commerce  like  other  personal  property  with- 
in its  jurisdiction."  Again  he  observed: 
"The  cars  of  this  company  within  the  state 
•of  Pennsylvania  are  employed  in  interstate 
-commerce;  but  their  being  so  employed  does 
not  exempt  them  from  taxation  by  the  state, 
and  the  state  has  not  taxed  them  because  of 
their  being  so  employed,  but  because  of  their 
^ing  within  its  territory  and  jurisdiction. 
Tlie  cars  were  continuously  and  permanently 
employed  in  going  to  and  fro  upon  certain 
routes  of  travel.  If  they  had  never  passed 
beyond  the  limits  of  Pennsylvania,  it  could 
not  be  doubted  that  the  state  could  tax  them, 
like  other  property,  within  its  borders,  not- 
withstanding they  were  employed  in  inter- 
«tate  commerce.  The  fact  that,  instead  of 
stopping  at  the  state  boundary,  they  cross 
that  boundary  in  going  out  and  coming  back, 
cannot  affect  the  power  of  the  state  to  levy 
«  tax  upon  them.  The  state,  having  the 
right,  for  the  purposes  of  taxation,  U>  tax 
Any  personal  property  found  within  its  ju- 
risdiction, without  regard  to  the  place  of  the 
•owner's  domicil,  could  tax  the  specific  cars 
which  at  a  given  moment  were  within  its 
borders.  The  route  over  which  the  cars  travel 
extending  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state,  par- 
ticular cars  may  not  remain  within  the 
«tate ;  but  the  company  has  at  all  times  sub- 
stantially the  same  number  of  cars  within 
the  state,  and  continuously  and  constantly 
uses  there  a  portion  of  its  property."  In 
Adams  Exp.  Co.  v.  Ohio  State  Auditor,  165 
V.  S.  104,  41  L.  ed.  683.  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  305, 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  speaking  for  the 
-court,  said:  "Although  the  transportation 
•of  the  subjects  of  interstate  commerce,  or  the 
rooeipts  received  therefrom,  or  the  occupa- 
tion or  business  of  carrying  it  on,  cannot  be 
(iirwtly  subjected  to  state  taxation,  yet 
pi'operty  belonging  to  corporations  or  com- 
panies engaged  in  such  commerce  may  be; 
flnd,  whatever  the  particular  form  of  the  ex- 
action, if  it  is  essentially  only  property  tax- 
ation, it  will  not  be  considered  as  falling 
within  the  inhibition  of  the  Constitution. 
•Corporations  and  companies  engaged  in  in- 
terstate commerce  should  bear  their  proper 
^ro]>ortion  of  the  burdens  of  the  governments 
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under  whose  nrotection  they  conduct  thdr 
operations,  and  taxation  on  property,  collect- 
able by  the  ordinary  means,  does  not  affect 
interstate  commerce  otherwise  than  inciden- 
tally, as  all  business  is  affected  by  the  neces- 
sity of  oontributing  to  the  support  of  govern- 
ment." So,  in  Adams  Exp,  Co,  y,  Ohio  State 
Auditor,  166  U.  6.  185,  41  L.  ed.  965,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  604,  Mr.  Justioe  Brewer,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court  on  rehearing,  said: 
"Again  and  again  has  this  court  affirmed  the 
proposition  that  no  state  can  interfere  with 
interstate  commerce  through  the  imposition 
of  a  tax,  by  whatever  name  called,  which  is 
in  effect  a  tax  for  the  privil^e  of  transact- 
ing such  commerce.  And  it  has  as  often  af- 
firmed that  such  restriction  upon  the  power 
of  a  state  to  interfere  with  interstate  com- 
merce does  not  in  the  least  degree  abridge 
the  right  of  a  state  to  tax  at  their  full  value 
all  the  instnunentalities  used  for  such  com- 
merce." Postal  Teleg,  Cable  Co,  ▼.  Adams, 
155  U.  S.  688,  39  L.  ed.  311,  6  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  268,  360;  Marye  v. 
Baltimore  d  0.  R,  Co,  127  U.  S.  117,  32  L. 
ed.  94,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1037;  Western  V, 
Teleg.  Co,  v.  Atty.  Qen.  of  Massachusetts, 
125  U.  S.  530.  31  L.  ed.  790,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
061 ;  Maine  v.  Cfrand  Trunk  R,  Co.  142  U.  S. 
217,  35  L.  ed.  994,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  807, 
12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  121,  163;  Massachusetts  v. 
Western  U,  Teleg.  Co,  141  U.  S.  40,  35  L.  ed. 
628,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  889. 

We  come  now  to  the  remaining  question, — 
whether  there  are  any  provisions  of  law 
which  authorize  a  tax  upon  such  property 
when  found  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
state.  The  appellant,  it  seems,  contends  that 
our  laws  respecting  taxation  were  only  in- 
tended to  apply  to  car  lines,  or  oar  com- 
panies owning  and  operating  car  lines,  with- 
in this  state,  and  to  such  property  connected 
with  such  lines  as  abides  and  has  its  actual 
situs  within  the  state,  and  that  there  is  no 
language  employed  in  any  of  the  provisions 
of  law  which  contemplates  the  taxation  of 
cars  belonging  to  an  owner  residing  in  a  for- 
eign state,  and  used  in  interstate  conuneroe, 
although  in  such  use  such  cars  may  for  a  por- 
tion of  the  time  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  state.  In  §  2  of  article  13  of  the  stete 
Constitution  it  is  provided:  "All  property 
in  the  state,  not  exempt  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  or  under  this  Constitu- 
tion, shall  be  taxed  in  proportion  to  its  value, 
to  be  ascertained  as  provided  by  law."  This 
is  an  express  constitutional  provision,  and 
is  adequate  to  impose  a  tax  upon  all  prop- 
erty which  has  a  situs  within  the  state  for 
such  purpose,  except  property  exempt  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  under  the 
Constitution  of  this  state.  It  is  therefore 
apparent  that  there  is  an  apt  provision  in 
the  fundamental  law  under  which  the  appel- 
lant's cars  could  be  taxed ;  they,  as  we  have 
seen,  having  a  situs  in  the  state  for  such  pur- 
pose, and  not  falling  within  the  exemption. 
Substantially  the  same  provision  is  contained 
in  §  1  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  approved 
April  5, 1896  (Sees.  Laws,  p.  423)  ;  and  whst 
has  been  said  respecting  the  constitutional 
provision  above  quoted,  in  the  main,  applies 
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with  equal  force  to  that  section  of  the  stat^ 
ute.    The  value  of  all  property,  however,  for 
the  purposes  of  taxation,  is  "to  be  ascer- 
tained as  provided  by  law."    The  manner 
ot  ascc'itaining  the  value  being  thus  referred 
to  the  legislature,  it  in  the  same  act  (Sess. 
Laws  1896,  §  56)  provided:     "The  president, 
secretary,  or  managing  agent,  or  such  other 
officer  as  the  state  board  of  equalization  may 
designate,  of  any  corporation,  and  each  per- 
son or  association  of  persons  owning  or  oper- 
ating any  railroad,  street  railway  car,  tele- 
graph or  telephone  line  or  railway  depot  in 
this  state,  must,  on  or  before  the  first  Mon- 
day in  March  in  each  year,  furnish  the  said 
board  a  statement  signed  and  sworn  to  by 
one  of  such  officers,  or  by  the  person  or  one 
of    the    persons    forming   such    association, 
showing  in  detail  for  the  year  ending  on  the 
first  Monday  in  March  in  each  year ;  all  the 
property,  real,  personal,  or  otherwise,  owned 
by  said  corporation,  person,  or  association  of 
persons  in  the  state,  including  a  statement  of 
mileage  in  each  coimty,  as  valued  on  the  first 
Monday  of  March  of  the  same  year  and  such 
other  information  as  the  board  may  require. 
Any  officer  of  a  railroad  company,  street  rail- 
way, telegraph  or  telephone  line,  railway  de- 
pot, or  car  company,  failing  on  demand  to 
furnish  the  statement  required  of  him,  shall 
be  subject  to  the  penalty  provided  in  subdi- 
vision 2,   §    18,  of   this  act."    This   section 
makes  it  incumbent  upon  certain  officers  of 
railway,  car,  telegraph,  and  telephone  lines 
to  furnish  the  state  board  of  equalization 
statements  of  property  as  therein  provided, 
and,  for  failure  to  do  so  subjects  them  to  cer- 
tain penalties.  These  statements  were  doubt- 
less intended  as  a  convenience  for  the  board 
in  making  the  assessment  which  is  expressly 
provided  for  in  §  66,  as  follows :     "The  state 
board  of  equalization  must  meet  at  the  state 
capitol,  or  at  such  other  places  in  the  state 
as  the  board  may  determine,  on  the  second 
Monday  in  July,  and  continue  in  open  session 
from  day  to  day,  Sundays  and  legki  holidays 
excepted,  until  the  third  Monday  in  August, 
and  later,  if  the  buainess  of  the  board  re- 
quires it.    At  such  meetings  the  board  must 
assess  all  property  and  franchises  of  rail- 
road, car,  street  railway,  railway  depot,  tel- 
ephone and  telegraph  companies,  but  fran- 
chises derived  from  the  United  States  must 
not  be  assessed.  All  such  property  must  be  as- 
sessed in  the  name  of  the  person,  corporation, 
or  association  owning,  leasing,  or  using  the 
same.     Between  the  first  and  third  Mondays 
of  August,  the  board  must  apportion  the  to- 
tal assessment  of  all  property  and  franchises 
of  such  companies  to  the  several  counties  in 
proportion  to  the  value  of  such  property  in 
each   county."    This  section  authorizes,  as 
will  be  observed,  the  assessment  by  the  board 
of  all  the  property  referred  to  in  the  pre- 
ceding section,  and  declares  that  all  such 
property  shall  be  assessed  in  the  "name  of 
the  person,  corporation,  or  association  own- 
ing, leasing,  or  using  the  same."    The  mani- 
fest intention  of  the  legislature  in  the  en- 
actment of  these  provisions  of  statute  was 
that   all    such    property    should    be    taxed, 
whether  owned  by  a  resident  of  this  state  or 
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not,  if  the  same  was  used  within  the  state 
by  the  owner,  or  by  some  person  or  corpora- 
tion to  whom  the  owner  intrusted  it  for  such 
use.  Counsel  for  the  appellant,  however, 
called  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  §  65  there 
is  no  punctuation  between  the  words  "street 
railway"  and  "car,"  while  the  word  "oar"  is 
punctuated  by  a  comma  in  S  56,  and  insists 
that  the  real  intention  of  the  legislature  was 
to  treat  the  owners  of  car  lines  the  same  as 
owners  of  railroads,  street  railways,  tele- 
graph, or  telephone  lines,  and  that,  where  it 
used  the  word  "car"  in  each  section,  it  meant 
car  lines  or  car  companies  having,  owning, 
operating,  and  using  such  car  lines  within 
the  state, — in  other  words,  that  a  "car  line" 
means  a  physical  line,  or  a  line  having  a 
physical  unity,  as  the  realty  composing  a  line 
of  railroad  between  definite  places;  that,  in 
order  for  the  stete  to  tax  such  property, 
there  must  be  a  physical  unity,  instead  of  a 
unity  of  use  and  management,  as  was  the 
case  in  respect  to  the  cars  in  question.  We 
cannot  assent  to  this  contention.  The  ques- 
tion of  punctuation  cannot  be  allowed  to  con- 
trol in  the  construction  of  these  provisions 
of  the  stetute,  against,  as  we  think,  the  mani- 
fest intent  of  the  legislature.  It  would  be 
a  most  fallible  standard  by  which  to  construe 
them.  In  the  interpretation  of  statutes  the 
true  meaning  of  the  lawmaker  must  be  as- 
certained from  the  whole  purview,  and  when 
that  is  manifest  from  a  judicial  inspection 
the  court  will  not  permit  punctuation  to 
change  it.  To  ascertain  the  real  intention 
and  meaning  of  the  statute,  the  court  will 
punctuate,  or  disregard  {punctuation,  as  may 
be  necessary.  Punctuation  may,  when  the 
meaning  is  uncertain,  furnish  some  indica- 
tion of  itk  and  in  such  case  may  even  decide 
what  the  meaning  is;  but,  when  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  is  apparent  from  a 
reading  of  the  stetute,  such  intention  must 
prevail,  regardless  of  punctuation.  Suther- 
land, Stet.  Gonstr.  §  232.  In  this  case  we 
think  the  stetute  should  be  read  with  a  com- 
ma between  the  words  "street  railway"  and 
"car,"  and,  when  so  read,  the  terms  used 
mean  "street  railway  line,"  "car  line,"  ete.; 
and  "car  line,"  in  the  sense  employed  in  the 
several  enactmente,  may  mean  a  considerable 
number  of  cars  operated  by  a  car  company, 
as  a  car  line,  without,  as  in  the  case  at  bar, 
the  actual  realty,  over  which  the  rolling 
stock  runs,  being  owned  by  the  owner  of  the 
cars.  Evidently  such  line  has  a  unity  of 
use  and  management,  and  the  several  consti- 
tutional and  stetutory  provisions  are  ade- 
quate to  tex  the  cars  when  so  employed  and 
found  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  stete. 
The  same  question  here  involved  was,  under 
similar  legislation,  before  the  supreme  court 
of  Colorado  in  Hall  v.  Amei-ican  Refrigera^ 
tor  Transit  Co.  24  Colo.  291,  51  Pac.  421, 
where  Mr.  Justice  Goddard,  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "It  is  clearly 
manifest  that  the  purpose  of  these  constitu- 
tional and  stetutory  provisions  is  to  subject 
all  property  owned  or  used  by  a  railway  or 
other  corporation  within  the  territorial  lim- 
ite  of  the  stete  to  texation  according  to  its 
value,  regardless  of  the  domicil  of  ite  owner; 
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and  in  bo  doing  they  exercise  a  well-reoog- 
nized  function  of  legislation."  Legislation 
which  is  claimed  to  grant  immunity  from 
taxation  will  be  strictly  interpreted  against 
the  exemption.  "In  such  cases  the  rule  of 
strict  construction  applies,  and,  in  order  to 
relieve  any  species  of  property  from  its  due 
and  just  proportion  of  the  burdens  of  the 
government,  the  language  relied  on  as  cre- 
ating the  exemption  should  be  so  clear  as 
not  to  admit  of  reasonable  controversy  about 
its  meaning,  for  all  doubts  must  be  resolved 
against  the  exemption.  The  power  to  tax 
rests  upon  necessity,  and  is  essential  to  the 
existence  of  the  state."  Judge  v.  Spencer, 
16  Utah,  242,  48  Pac.  1097 ;  Sutherland,  Stat. 
Oonstr.  §  364.  Counsel  for  the  appellant 
has  cited,  on  this  question,  Marye  v.  Balti- 
more d  0.  R.  Co.  127  U.  8.  117,  32  L.  ed.  94, 


8  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  1037;  but  that  case  cannot 
be  regarded  as  controlling  authority  in  this» 
because  the  l^slation  therein  considered 
was  entirely  different  from  that  considered 
herein,  the  same  applying  to  domestic  cor- 
porations only. 

No  point  is  made  in  this  case  ooncerning 
the  apportionment  of  the  tax  among  the  sev- 
eral counties  of  the  state.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  tax  in  question  is  lawful, 
and  that  the  court  properly  aismissed  the 
action. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Zane,  Gh.  J.,  and  lUner,  J.,  concur. 

Affirmed  by  Supreme  Gourt  of  United 
States  April  9,  1900. 


MINNESOTA  SUPREME  GOURT. 


Lewis  H.  OLSON,  Reapt., 

V. 

MINNEAPpLIS  &  ST.  LOUIS  RAILROAD 
GOMPANY,  Appt. 

(76  Minn.   140.) 

•From  the  evidence  In  this  action  It  ap- 
peared that  on  arriving  at  a  terminal  yard 
as  a  brakeman  on  one  of  defendant's  Incom- 
ing freight  trains,  plaintiff,  In  accordance 
with  a  weli-establlshed  custom  among  brake- 
men,  changed  his  clothing,  leaving  his  work- 
ing salt  In  the  caboose  or  way  car,  although 
he  knew  that  It  was  not  at  all  probable  that 
said  caboose  would  be  attached  to  the  out- 
going train  to  which  he  would  next  be  as- 

*Headnote  by  Collins,  J. 


signed  for  duty.  Assuming  that  because  of 
such  custom  plaintiff  would  hare  a  right,  ai 
a  licensee,  to  return  to  the  yard  and  to  the 
caboose  for  the  purpose  of  ol>tainlng  hia 
clothea  it  Is  held  that  this  license  would 
not  justify  him  in  going  upon  a  caboose  at- 
tached to  a  moving  train,  In  search  of  his 
clothing,  or  in  jumping  from  one  of  the  plat- 
forms of  said  caboose,  when  throogh  with 
the  search.  While  engaged  in  these  acts  he 
was  not  in  the  service  of  defendant  In  the 
line  of  his  employment,  nor  was  he  acting 
within  the  scope  of  his  license.  He  had  so 
cause  of  action  against  defendant  for  an  In- 
jury caused  by  his  coming  In  contact  with  a 
defectively  constructed  switch  stand  when 
jumping  from  the  caboose. 

(May  2,  1809.) 


Note. — LiahlUty  for  injuries  received  ty  the 
eervant  in  the  performance  of  dutiee  ouUide 
the  scope  of  hie  original  contract. 

I.  Introductory. 

II.  No    recovery    uhere   aervant   undertakee 

new  functione  propria  motu  and  with- 
out master*»  acquiefccnce. 

III.  When  negligence  is  predicated  of  a  com- 

mand to  do  work  outside  the  scope  of 
the  original  contract. 

IV.  Risks  of  work  outside  scope  of  employ- 

ment, when  deemed  to  he  assumed. 
V.  Doctrine   of  common   employment   quali- 
fied as  regards  servants  working  out- 
side t?ie  hcope  of  their  employment. 
VI.  Contributory  negligence  as  a  defense. 
VII.  Absence  of  compulsion,  an  essential  ele- 
ment of  assumption  of  risks   and 
contributory   negligence. 

a.  Generally. 

b.  Protest  or  objection  by  servant. 

c.  Fear  of  losing  position. 

I.     Introductory. 

The  risks  of  servants  which  most  commonly 
come  In  question  fall  Into  two  categories,  viz., 
those  ordinarily  Incident  to  the  employment, 
and  those  which  are  extraordinary  In  the  sense 
that  they  would  not  have  existed  If  the  master 
bad  not  been  derelict  In  regard  to  his  specific 
duties  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  appliances 
48  L.  R.  A. 


and  see  that  they  are  used  according  to  a  prop- 
er system.  In  the  present  note  It  is  Intended 
to  collect  the  decisions  relating  to  Injuries 
caused  by  another  class  of  extraordinary  risks. 
vis.,  those  which  fall  under  that  cat^ory,  for 
the  reason  that,  being  Incident  to  work  which 
was  not  within  the  scope  of  the  original  con- 
tract of  hiring,  they  are  not  among  those  which 
he  expected  to  encounter. 

llie  hasards  incident  to  the  new  work  may 
be  considered  extra  hazardous  as  being  outside 
of  the  regular  employment,  and  additional  to 
the  risks  thereof.  Consolidated  Coal  Co.  v. 
HaennI  (1893)  146  111.  614.  35  N.  E.  162. 

That  the  element  of  non-ant Iclpatlon  Is  the 
connecting  link  between  cases  Involving  this 
and  the  other  classes  of  extraordinary  risks  Is 
clearly  brought  out  In  the  arguments  of  sever- 
al cases.  See,  especially.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Fort  (1873)  17  Wall.  553,  21  L.  ed.  739.  aa 
quoted  infra;  Northern  P.  Coal  Co.  v.  Rich- 
mond (1893)  15  U.  S.  App.  262,  58  Fed.  Rep. 
750.  7  C.  C.  A.  4W. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  doctrines  devel- 
oped in  the  cases  cited  in  this  note  have  no  ap- 
plication where  the  duties  In  which  the  servant 
was  engaged,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  were 
being  performed  under  a  contract  entirely  dis- 
tinct from  that  under  which  he  first  entered 
the  employment.  The  same  general  realms  ss 
those  which  are  deemed  to  justify  the  doctrine 
of  the  assumption  of  the  ordinary  risks  of  aa 
employment    necessarily   require   the   Inference 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
the  District  Court  for  Hennepin  County 
•denying  a  motion  for  new  trial  after  verdict 
for  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Albert  E.  Olarke  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Jackson  A  Iianoaster  for  re- 
«pondent. 

Oollij&s»  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
•court: 

Appeal  from  an  order  denying  defendant's 
motion  for  a  new  trial  in  a  personal-injury 
miction.  Taking  plaintiff's  statement  as 
true  (and  the  jury  must  have  so  found), 
the  only  facts  which  we  deem  important  in 
•disposing  of  the  case  are  as  follows:    Plain- 


tiff had  been  in  defendant's  service  as  • 
brakeman  upon  freight  trains  for  over  one 
year  when  the  injuries  were  received.  There 
were  two  freight  train  yards  at  Minneapo- 
lis, the  northern  terminus  of  the  road, — 
one  known  as  the  "Cedar  Lake  Yard,"  where 
outgoing  trains  were  made  up,  and  from 
which  they  started ;  and  the  other,  about  40 
rods  southerly,  called  the  "Kenwood  Yards," 
the  end  of  the  trip  for  all  incoming  freight 
trains.  On  the  day  in  question  plaintiff 
came  into  the  yard  last  mentioned  as  a 
brakeman  on  train  numbered  57  (conductor, 
Williams),  arriving  at  2:50  F.  ic.,  or  with- 
in one  hour  thereafter.  Just  before  the 
train  reached  the  yard,  plaintiff  changed 
his  clothes,  leaving,  as  seems  to  have  been  a 
custom  among  brakemen,  his  working  suit 
in  the  caboose  or  way  car.  He  left  the  train 
at  or  near  the  yard,  and,  after  going  to  his 


that  the  servant  cannot  recover  for  injuries  due 
to  the  ordinary  risks  of  such  work  although 
they  may  be  greater  than  those  which 
tie  incurred  In  his  former  capacity.  Rooney 
▼.  Carson  (1894)  161  Pa.  26,  28 
Atl.  906  (one  employed  as  a.  weaver 
iiad  been  laid  off  until  a  new  mill  was 
started  up,  and  was  meantime  employed  to  as- 
sist in  moving  into  the  new  mill  and  making 
alterations) . 

II.  No  recovery  ithere  servant  undertakes 
new  functions  propria  motu  and  toithout  mas- 
ter's acquiescence. 

That  a  servant  who  Is  acting  as  a  mere  vol- 
^mteer  in  undertaking  duties  not  originally  con- 
tracted for  cannot  claim  an  indemnity  if  he  is 
injured,  is  well  fiettled.  This  doctrine  may  be 
referred  to  the  conception  that  a  servant  who 
voluntarily  and  without  directions  from  the 
master,  and  without  his  acquiescence,  goes  into 
liazardous  work  outside  of  his  contract  of  hir- 
ing, may  be  regarded  as  putting  himself  beyond 
the  protection  of  his  master's  implied  under- 
taking. Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Ad- 
ams (18S6)  105  Ind.  151,  5  N.  E.  187. 

In  Goff  V.  Chippewa  River  &  M.  R.  Co.  (1893) 
86  Wis.  237.  56  N.  W.  465,  the  court,  in  hold- 
ing that  a  neglect  of  the  duty  to  furnish  a  safe 
place  of  work  could  not  be  relied  upon  as  a 
ground  of  action  where  the  servant,  without 
the  knowledge,  authority,  privity,  or  consent 
of  his  employer,  and  of  his  own  volition,  occu- 
4)!ed  an  unsafe  and  dangerous  place,  even 
though  the  same  service  had  been  performed 
at  other  times  by  other  employees  for  the  em- 
ployer in  the  same  places  said :  "The  employer 
Is  responsible  only  for  his  express  or  Implied 
-direction  to  an  employee  to  work  In  an  unsafe 
or  dangerous  place.  The  work  of  the  employer 
is  to  be  under  his  own  control,  and  under  the 
responsibility  which  the  law  places  upon  him ; 
and  it  is  for  him  or  his  lawful  agent  to  give 
such  orders  or  directions  as  he  may  judge  dis- 
creet in  respect  to  the  place  where  his  em- 
ployees rtiaJl  work,  having  In  view  their  skill, 
prudence,  and  experience.  He,  or  his  rightful 
agent,  may  assume  the  risk  in  any  given  case, 
'but  the  employee  cannot  of  his  own  mere  un- 
authorized motion  take  the  risk,  and  hold  the 
employer  responsible  for  disastrous  conse- 
quences. The  liability  does  not  exist  unless 
the  employer  or  his  agent  knows,  or  has  good 
reason  to  believe,  that  the  employee  is  serving 
tilm  in  a  dangerous  place  or  position ;  for,  with- 
out sqch  knowledge,  the  duty  of  warning  or 
protecting   the  employee  does  not   arise,   and 


will  not  exist,  for  the  plain  reason  that  the 
liability  Is  not  absolute,  but  relative,  and  is 
founded  solely  on  the  employer's  negligence, 
which  cannot  be  aillrmed  without  knowledge  or 
notice  of  duty  in  the  particular  Instance,  such 
as  would  warn  the  employer  and  afford  him  a 
fair  opportunity  to  discharge  It.** 

See  also  McMahon  v.  O'Donnell  (1891)  32 
Neb.  27,  48  N.  W.  824  (girl,  hired  to  do  house- 
hold work,  undertook  to  work  a  straw  cutter). 

A  similar  situation  exists  where  a  person 
who  has  never  been  in  the  service  of  the  per- 
son charged  with  negligence  undertakes  to  do 
work  for  him,  and  is  injured.  See  note  to 
Evarts  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  K.  Co.  (Minn.)  22 
L.  R.  A.  663,  on  assumption  of  risks  of  service 
by  volunteer. 

Or  his  conduct  may  be  viewed  as  betokening 
contributory  negligence.  Honor  v.  Albrlghton 
(18S0)  93  Pa.  475  (plaintiff  went  on  an  errand 
wholly  outside  the  servant's  line  of  duty  at 
the  call  of  a  coservant)  ;  Sears  v.  .Central  R.  A 
Bkg.  Co.  (1875)  53  Ga.  630  (conductor  of 
freight  train  negligent  if  he  couples  or  un- 
couples cars  except  in  case  of  a  pressing  emer- 
gency, of  the  existence  of  which  the  jury  must 
judge)  ;  Central  R.  A  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Chapman 
(1895)  96  Oa.  769,  22  S.  E.  273  (servant  un- 
dertook to  operate  a  defective  machine  outside 
the  scope  of  his  regular  employment ;  no  emer- 
gency to  justify  it)  ;  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hall  (1894)  105  Ala.  599,  17  So.  176  (brake- 
man  voluntarily,  and  without  orders  from  any- 
one having  authority  over  him,  undertook  to 
perform  the  duties  of  a  fireman). 

See  also  Indiana  Cat  Co.  v.  Parker  (1885) 
100  Ind.  181  (arguendo,  p.  198)  ;  Daley  v. 
American  Printing  Co.  (1891)  152  Mass.  581, 
26  N.  E.  135. 

The  inference  of  negligence  is,  of  course,  con- 
clusive, where  the  change  of  duties  was  in  di- 
rect violation  of  orders.  Brown  v.  Byroads 
(1874)  47  Ind.  435  (catcher  in  stave  factory 
undertook  to  act  as  sawyer,  and  was  struck  by 
piece  of  a  band-wheel  which  broke). 

Or  his  contractual  assumption  of  the  new 
risks  may  be  inferred. 

In  Kirk  v.  Atlanta  ft  C.  Air-Line  R.  Co. 
(1886)  94  N.  C.  625,  55  Am.  Rep.  621,  the 
contention  that  the  defense  of  coservlce  was 
not  available  was  thus  disposed  of:  "Nor  do 
we  give  force  to  the  argument  t'uat  places  the 
plaint  I  ITS  service  in  the  duty  of  the  inspector, 
outside  of  those  which  he  assumed  as  a  carpen- 
ter. He  made  no  objection  to  the  service,  had 
a  dozen  times  before,  as  he  himself  states,  un- 
dertaken it  as  incident  to  his  employment, 
and  voluntarily.     He  therefore  stands  upon  ths 
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boarding  house,  near  by,  ▼nited  the  train 
master's  office,  to  see  if  lie  had  been  bulle- 
tined for  his  next  trip.  He  found  no  orders, 
went  away,  and  about  7  p.  M.  returned  to 
the  office.  He  then  asked  for  a  pass  to  Al- 
bert Lea,  his  home,  to  be  used  upon  passen- 
ger train  No.  6,  which  left  Minneapolis  that 
evening,  his  object  being  to  go  home  on  busi- 
ness. The  train  master  stated  that  his  next 
trip  out  would  be  at  5:20  next  morning,  on 
No.  34,  but  if  he  would  go  out  and  find  an- 
other brakeman,  by  the  name  of  Gilson,  and 
induce  him  to  go  out  on  No.  34,  next  morn- 
ing, the  pass  would  be  furnished,  and  he 
could  go  to  Albert  Lea.  Plaintiff  returned 
in  a  short  time  with  Gilson,  but  meantime 
the  train  master  had  been  informed  of  the 
sickness  of  a  brakeman  who  was  bulletined 
to  go  out  at  10:40  P.  if.  on  train  No.  32 
(conductor,    Campbell),   and   therefore   de- 


clined to  issue  the  pass.  After  some  con- 
versation it  was  agreed  that  plaintilT  should 
go  to  Albert  Lea  that  night  as  a  brakeman 
on  No.  32,  while  Gilson  should  go  out  next 
morning  on  No.  34.  During  this  conversa- 
tion plaintiff  stated  to  the  train  master  tlisit 
he  was  tired  and  sleepy,  having  been  on  duty 
the  previous  night,  and  before  going  out 
would  have  to  get  his  working  clothes  out 
of  Conductor  Williams's  caboose,  which,  as 
he  well  knew,  had,  in  accordance  with  the 
custom,  been  moved  up  into  the  Cedar  Lake 
yard.  At  this  the  train  master  informed 
plaintiff  that  he  could  go  out  to  the  yard 
and  sleep  in  Conductor  Campbell's  caboose 
until  the  train  started,  and  for  this  purpose 
gave  him  a  note  to  the  other  brakeman,  there 
being  at  least  two  on  each  train,  which  re- 
quired the  latter  to  do  certain  preparatory 
work  so  that  plaintiff  could  '^sleep  in  the  ca- 


same  footlD«*a8  If  this  service  was  within  the 
scope  of  hts  agreement.  One  who  <  volunteent 
to  act  with  other  employees  becomes  one  him- 
self, 80  far  as  to  Introduce  between  them  the 
same  rule  of  legal  responsibility." 

liSstly  (thouf;h  no  decisions  to  this  effect 
have  been  found  by  the  present  writer).  It 
seen?.*  n?anifest,  upon  general  principles,  that 
the  servant  under  such  circumstances  would 
bring  himself  within  the  operation  of  the  doc- 
trine expressed  in  the  maxim,  Volenti  non  fit 
injuria.  See  note  to  O'Maley  v.  South  Boston 
Gaslight  Co.  (Mass.)  47  L.  R.  A.  161. 

The  scope  of  a  servant's  duties  for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  rule  is  to  be  deAned  by  what  he 
was  employed  to  perform,  and  by  what,  with 
the  knowledge  and  approval  of  his  employer, 
he  actually  did  perform,  rather  than  by  the 
mere  verbal  designation  of  his  position.  Rum- 
roell  V.  Dilworth  (1885)  111  Pa.  343,  2  -\tl. 
355  (verdict  finiling  servant  not  to  be  a  mere 
volunteer,  upheld). 

When  there  is  evidence  that  servants  used 
an  elevator  as  they  had  occasion ;  that  there 
was  no  one  to  take  charge  of  it ;  that  the  belt 
by  which  it  was  operated  was  liable  to  come 
off;  that  various  employees  were  in  the  habit 
of  putting  it  on;  and  that  there  were  no  rules 
of  the  employer  forbidding  or  regulating  the 
putting  on  of  the  belt. — it  cannot  be  said,  as  a 
matter  of  law.  that  an  employee  Injured  while 
putting  on  the  belt  in  the  usual  manner  was 
acting  negligently  and  without  the  scope  of  his 
employment,  and  that  the  employer  was  free 
from  negligence.  Daley  v.  American  Trlnt- 
ing  Co.  (1891)  132  Mass.  581,  26  N.  E.  135. 

An  employee  required  to  remove  work  from 
a  mangle  as  it  comes  through,  who  is  directed 
by  her  employer,  as  he  sees  her  standing  Idle, 
to  assist  in  putting  wet  clothes  through  the 
machine,  is  not  a  volunteer  in  subsequently 
putting  dry  clothes  through  the  machine  while 
the  one  employed  for  th.it  purpose  is  absent. 
FItzhenry  v.  Lamson  (1897)  19  App.  Dlv.  54, 
43  N.  Y.  Supp.  875. 

Nor  will  the  fact  that  an  Injured  servant 
was  engaged  In  other  than  his  regular 
work  at  the  time  of  injury  destroy  the  em- 
ployer's liability  for  such  Injury,  when  It  Is 
shown  that  work  other  than  the  regular  as- 
slgmd  duties  was  customary  among  servants 
of  such  employer.  East  Line  &  R.  River  R. 
Co.  V.  Scott  (1887)  68  Tex.  604.  5  S.  W.  501. 

III.  When  negliyence  is  predicated  of  a  com- 
mand to  do  tcork  out$ide  the  $cope  of  the 
origin4,l  contract. 

When  a  servant  of  mature  years,  and  of  or- 
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dinary  Intelligence  and  experience,  is  directed 
to  do  a  temporary  work  outside  of  the  business 
he  had  engaged  to  do,  and  consents  to  do  sncb 
work,  without  objection  on  account  of  his  want 
of  knowledge,  skill,  or  experience  in  doing  sucb 
work,  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  em- 
plo>er  can  be  predicated  upon  that  state  of 
facts  alone.  Cole  v.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
(1888)  71  Wis.  114.  37  N.  W.  W.  This  case 
was  approved  in  Hogan  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co. 
(1892)  53  Fed.  Rep.  519,  which  was  followed  in 
Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  FInley  (1894)  25  U.  S. 
App.  16.  63  Fed.  Rep.  228.  12  C.  C.  A.  595. 
Sec  also  Gavlgan  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Cn. 
(1896)  110  Mich.  71.  67  N.  W.  1097,  where 
the  rule  of  the  Wisconsin  case  is  quoted,  argu- 
endo. 

Tn  Reed  v.  Stockmeyer  (1896)  34  U.  S.  App. 
727,  74  Fed.  Rep.  186,  20  C.  C.  A. 
381,  the  court  said  that  the  proposition 
of  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  there  was 
liability  because  the  vice  principal,  acting  for 
the  master,  directed  the  servant  to  engage  in  an 
employment  other  than  that  for  which  he  was 
engaged,  and  which  was  more  hazardous,  and 
therein  there  was  a  breach  of  positive  duty  by 
the  master,  could  not  be  sustnined  in  the  broad 
language  in  which  it  was  asserted,  and  ihut 
the  liability  did  not  arise  from  the  dirp^-cion, 
but  from  failure  to  give  proper  warning  of  the 
risks  attendant  upon  the  eniploymeot. 

In  Jones  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (ISS.-ii 
49  Mich.  573,  14  N.  W.  551.  it  was  laid  down 
that  where  a  servant  signs  a  contract  which 
binds  him  to  obey  ail  orders,  rules,  and  regu- 
lations, but  in  which  the  general  language  ap- 
plies equally  to  ail  classes  of  employees,  the 
agreement  to  obey  all  orders  must  be  construed 
to  apply  to  ail  which  are  issued  to  him  in  the 
line  of  duty  in  which  he  is  employed,  and  that 
It  does  not  empower  the  company  to  assign 
him  to  other  duties  wholly  disconnected  there- 
with and  differing  therefrom. 

This  ruling  may.  perhaps,  be  regarded  as 
specifically  based  upon  an  application  of  the 
maxim.  EpresRio  uniu»  est  e^cltuio  alteriut,  to 
the  special  agreement  under  construction. 
Otherwise  It  Is  difficult  to  reconcile  it  with  the 
other  decision  in  the  same  state,  referred  to 
infra,  which  seems  to  require  some  additional 
element  over  and  above  the  mere  order  Itself, 
before  the  master  can  be  held  liable  as  for  a 
breach  of  duty. 

The  same  remark  is  applic.iLle  to  Harrison 
V.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  (1890)  79  Mich.  409, 
7  L.  R.  A.  623,  44  N.  W.  1034,  where  it  was 
said,  arguendo,  that  when  the  offending  ser- 
vant, having  general   power  and   authority  t» 
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boose  as  long  as  possible, — ^till  leaving  time." 
Taking  this  note,  plaintiff,  accompanied  by 
Oilson,  went  to  one  or  two  places  in  the  city, 
and  then  to  the  Cedar  Lake  yard,  where 
they  found  the  caboose  which  was  to  go  out 
on  No.  32  (conductor,  Campbell),  and  deliv- 
ered the  note  to  the  other  brakeman,  Tyler, 
to  whom  it  was  addressed.  It  should  be 
stated  here  that  all  freight-train  men  were 
shifted  about  from  train  to  train,  but  that 
each  conductor  retained  his  own  caboose;  so 
that  it  was  very  improbable  that  plaintiff, 
or  any  other  brakeman,  would  go  out  with 
the  conductor  in  charse  when  he  came  in,  and 
of  course  equally  as  improbable  that  the  ca- 
boose attached  to  the  outbound  train  would 
be  that  brought  in  with  the  incoming  train. 
The  plaintiff  understood  this  thoroughly,  for 
he  had  changed  conductors  and  cabooses,  as 
well  as  trains,  nearly  every  trip  during  his 


term  of  service.  Plaintiff  and  Gilson  left 
the  caboose  which  was  to  go  out  witli  No» 
32,  to  search  for  the  one  in  which  the  clothea. 
had  been  left.  It  was  then  dark.  They 
went  to  several  without  finding  the  one  they 
were  looking  for.  Finally  the  plaintiff  saw 
a  train  moving  out  of  the  yard, — No.  68, — 
which  was  due  to  leave  at  8:45  P.  M.,  and, 
thinking  that  the  caboose  attached  might  b& 
the  one  he  was  looking  for,  stepped  up  on  the- 
rear  platform,  arid  entered,  with  Gilson.  It 
was  not  the  Williams  caboose.  After  ex- 
changing a  few  words  with  one  of  the  train- 
men, who  happened  to  be  in  the  caboose,, 
plaintiff  passed  out  upon  the  front  platform, 
and  attempted  to  step  down  upon  the 
ground.  According  to  his  version  of  the  af- 
fair, his  foot  caught  under  the  throw  bar  of 
a  switch,  negligently  located  near  the  track 
and  improperly  constructed.  He  was  thrown 


employ  and  dlschanire  servants,  and  having  an* 
thorlty  to  direct  and  control  the  injured  ser- 
vant, orders  him  to  do  an  act  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  Injured  servant's  employment, 
whereby  he  Is  exposed  to  danger  not  contem- 
plated In  his  contract  of  service,  and  he  is  In- 
jured in  so  doing,  the  master  is  held  liable  for 
Injuries  received  while  acting  under  the  order 
of  the  superior  serTant. 

In  Indiana  a  doctrine  has  been  laid  down 
which  subjects  the  master  to  a  rule  of  liability 
even  more  stringent  than  that  rejected  In  the 
text,  by  making  talm  virtually  an  Insurer  of  the 
servant's  safety.  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Adams  (1886)  105  Ind.  151.  6  N.  B.  187. 

Compare  Cincinnati,  H.  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Mad- 
den (1803)  134  Ind.  402,  34  N.  B.  227,  where 
negligence  seems  to  be  Implied  from  the  mere 
giving  of  an  order  to  perform  new  duties.  The 
position  of  the  court  apparently  is  that  the  ex- 
tra risks  are  not  assumed,  and  this  fact  of  It- 
self implies  that  the  act  of  the  master  which 
was  the  immediate  occasion  of  the  servant's 
being  exposed  to  them  must  have  been  negli- 
gent. This  view  la  plausible,  but  the  theory 
of  the  courts  which  favor  the  opposite  view, 
however,  obviously  Is  that  the  relations  of  the 
master  and  servant,  at  the  time  when  the  di- 
rection to  undertake  the  new  duties  Is  given, 
are  virtually  the  same  as  if  a  new  contract  of 
hiring  were  being  proposed  to  the  servant 
which  he  has  the  right  to  accept  or  reject  as  he 
pleases.  The  antagonistic  conceptions  of  the 
master's  liability  cannot  be  reconciled  as  long 
as  this  radical  difference  of  standpoints  stands 
behind  them. 

To  enable  the  servant  to  recover  on  this 
ground,  thi»re  must  be  evidence  showing  that 
the  transfer  of  the  servant  to  the  new  duties 
was  impnulent  for  some  specific  reason. 

In  Galveston  Oil  Co .  v.  Thompson  (1890) 
70  Tex.  235,  13  S.  W.  60,  It  was  held 
proper  to  charge  the  jury  "that  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  If  the  superintend- 
ent ordered  plaintiff  to  perform  a  service  which 
was  dnnsfprous,  not  within  the  purview  of  his 
emplovment.  If  In  this  the  superintendent  did 
not  use  due  care,  provided  plaintiff  was  Injured 
while  attempting,  in  the  exercise  of  due  care, 
to  obey  the  command." 

The  question  of  the  master's  negligence  must 
depend  upon  the  circumstances  In  the  particu- 
lar case,  where  a  servant  Is  ordered  Into  a 
service  which  he  did  not  undertake  to  perform 
<ronHoHdated  Coal  Co.  v.  Haennl  (1893)  146 
III.  614.  35  N.  E.  162.  Afflrn^Ing  (1892)  48  111. 
App.  115:  Cole.  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
(1888)  71  Wia  114,  87  N.  W.  84),  as  where  the 
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servant,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  master,  or  of 
the  servant  who  gives  the  order,  Is  unfitted,  by 
reason  of  his  tender  years,  physical  or  mental 
weakness,  or  lack  of  experience,  for  the  work 
to  be  done. 

If  the  particular  work  ordered  to  be  done  1» 
of  a  dangerous  character,  and  one  which  re- 
quires particular  skill  in  Its  performance,  and 
the  person  directed  to  perform  such  work  has 
not  the  requisite  knowledge  or  skill  for  dolng^ 
the  work  with  safety,  and  such  want  of  skill 
or  knowledge  Is  known,  or  might  be  reasonably 
supposed  to  be  known,  to  the  employer.  In  that 
case  the  direction  of  the  employer  to  do  the 
work  might  be  Justly  held  to  be  a  violation  of 
a  duty  which  he  owes  to  bis  employee,  even 
though  the  employee  undertook  to  do  the  work 
without  objection  or  protest  upon  his  part. 
None  of  the  cases  go  further  than  this,  and  we 
can  see  no  reason  for  holding  a  stricter  rule. 
Cole  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1888)  71  Wis. 
114,  37  N.  W.  84. 

For  cases  in  which  the  servant's  action  wa» 
sustained,  for  the  reason  that  the  person  giv- 
ing the  order  understood,  or  ought  to  have 
understood,  the  unfitness  of  the  servant  to  do 
the  work  required,  see  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Fort 
(1873)  17  Wall.  553,  21  L..ed.  739  (foreman 
ordered  a  young.  Inexperienced  boy  who  ha^ 
previously  worked  as  a  helpet  at  a  moulding- 
machine,  or  a  common  hand  on  the  floor  of  a 
railway  shop,  to  ascend  a  ladder  and  adjust 
displaced  machinery  while  a  shaft  close  by  was 
rapidly  revolving)  ;  Jones  v.  Old  Dominion  Cot- 
ton Mills  (1886)  82  Va.  140  (boy  of  thirteen 
years  hired  to  "sweep,  carry  water,  and  fill 
buckets  with  quills,"  ordered  to  mend  a  broken 
belt,  In  a  position  which  required  him  to  stan^ 
on  a  step-ladder  near  four  belts  In  rapid  mo- 
tion) ;  Lalor  v.  Chlongo,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  (1869) 
52  111.  401,  4  Am.  Rep.  616  (laborer  known  to 
be  Inexperienced  was  ordered  to  couple  cars — 
company  held  liable)  ;  Foley  v.  California 
Horseshoe  Co.  (1896)  115  Cal.  184,  47  Pac.  42- 
(boy  of  fourteen  years,  employed  to  operate  a 
punching  machine,  ordered  to  assist  In  screw- 
ing on  a  misplaced  nut,  had  his  sleeve  caught 
In  a  cog-wheel)  ;  Erlckson  v.  Milwaukee,  L.  S. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  (1890)  83  Mich.  281,  47  N.  W. 
237  (common  laborer  ordered  to  uncouple  cars^ 
and  Injured  by  the  fireman's  negligence  In  let- 
ting off  brakes  without  warning)  ;  Orman  v. 
Mannix  (1892)  17  Colo.  564,  17  L.  R.  A.  602, 
30  Pac.  1037  (gang  boss  negligent  In  ordering 
a  boy  fourteen  or  fifteen  years  of  age  to  ru» 
and  throw  away  an  Ignited  stick  of  giant  pow- 
der) :  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Oaffney  (1889> 
119  Ind   455.  4  L.  R.  A.  850.  21  N.  E.  1102  (In- 
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against  the  switch  standi  and  from  there 
upon  the  ground  in  such  a  position  that  the 
rear  wheels  of  the  caboose  raif  over  his  left 
arm. 

We  shall  assume^  for  the  purposes  of  this 
case,  that  if,  on  these  facts,  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover,  there  exists  no  other  ground 
for  a  reversal  of  the  order  appealed  from, 
and  the  verdict  in  plaintiff's  favor  cannot 
be  set  aside.  We  shall  also  assume  that  the 
evidence  as  to  the  custom  prevailing  among 
brakemen  to  change  clothing  as  they  ap- 
proach terminals,  and  to  leave  their  work- 
ing clothes  in  the  cabooses  at  the  end  of  trips 
was  of  such  a  nature  as  to  warrant  the  jury 
in  finding  that  such  brakemen  were  licensed 
by  defendant  to  do  this  very  thing, — ^to  leave 
their  clothing  in  any  caboose  which  hap- 
pened to  be  attached  to  the  train  on  which 
they  had  made  a  trip,  and  without  regard 


to  what  was  almost  a  certainty  that  with 
the  next  train  to  which  they  were  assigned 
there  would  be  another  conductor,  and  a 
different  caboose.  Assuming  this,  it  would 
seem  to  be  true  that  these  brakemen  had  the 
right  to  subsequently  visit  these  cabooses  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  their  clothing,  and 
in  so  doing  again  became  licensees.  Coun- 
sel for  defendant  concedes  this.  But  it  does 
not  follow  from  the  fact  that  they  were  li- 
censed to  remove  their  clothing  from  the  ca- 
booses that  the  right  could  be  exercised  at 
all  times  and  under  all  circumstances,  or 
that  an  unreasonable  use  of  this  license  could 
be  made.  It  is  elementary  that  the  defend- 
ant company  owed  no  duty  to  plaintiff  if  he 
was  not,  when  injured,  engaged  in  serving 
it  in  the  line  or  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment. Although  he  was  in  its  general 
service,  the  defendant  could  not  be  liable  for 


experienced  boy  of  ten  years  ordered  to  leave 
bis  ordinary  work  and  assist  in  switching  coal 
cars)  ;  Kehier  v.  Bchwenk  (1892)  151  Pa.  510, 
25  Atl.  130  (boy  of  fourteen,  employed  as  slate 
picker,  ordered,  against  his  will,  to  drive  a 
dump  car). 

A  trial  judge  in  a  Federal  court  charged  the 
Jury  that  a  higher  degree  of  care  is  required  of 
the  master  in  the  case  of  a  minor  employee 
than  In  the  case  of  an  adult,  especially  In  see- 
ing that  he  does  not  assume  risks  without  the 
acope  of  his  employment.  Robertson  v.  Cor- 
nelson  (1888)  34  Fed.  Rep.  716. 

In  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bayfield  (1877) 
87  Mich.  205,  the  court  upheld  an  Instraction 
to  the  effect  that,  If  they  found  that  the  de- 
ceased, at  the  time  he  was  employed  by  the 
defendant,  was  a  lad  of  seventeen  or  eighteen 
years  of  age,  inexperienced  in  the  handling  of 
brakes,  and  that  he  was  unfitted  for  that  work 
by  reason  of  his  imskllfulness.  inexperience,  and 
youth,  and  this  was  known  to  Smith,  his  fore- 
man, and  that  he  was  employed  at  the  time  of 
his  death  and  for  some  months  previous  thereto 
In  the  capacity  of  a  common  laborer  only,  and 
was  ordered  by  the  foreman  to  brake  on  said 
train  out  of  the  line  of  his  duty-  as  such  com- 
mon laborer,  and  that,  while  attempting  to 
obey  such  order,  he  fell  from  the  cars  and  was 
killed,  without  negligence  on  his  part,  the  case 
of  the  plaintiff  was  established. 

Or  where  the  superior  who  gives  the  order 
directly  augments,  by  a  wrongful  act  amount- 
ing to  an  abuse  of  his  power,  the  perils  of  the 
new  duties. 

In  Rodman  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (1884)  55 
Mich.  57,  54  Am.  Rep.  348,  20  N.  W.  788,  the 
court  was  equally  divided  upon  the  question 
whether  a  brakeman  could  recover  for  an  In- 
jury caused  by  the  conductor's  undertaking  to 
manage  an  engine  in  the  absence  of  the  en- 
gineer. This  division  of  opinion  was  due 
simply  to  a  divergence  of  views  as  to  the  prin- 
ciple which  should  control  the  case,  and  not 
to  any  difference  of  opinion  concerning  the  doc- 
trine stated  in  the  text.  Champlln,  J.,  took 
the  ground  that  it  was  implied,  as  part  of  the 
contract  between  tlie  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
that  the  engine  should  be  operated  by  a  compe- 
tent engineer,  and  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
assume  the  risk  which  would  be  incident  to 
the  employment  in  case  the  engine  should  be 
operated  by  a  person  without  the  requisite  skill 
and  experience,  as  this  would  put  him  In  a 
position  of  greatly  Increased  peril.  The  learned 
judge  then  proceeded  thus :  "In  this  case  It 
is  alleged  In  the  declaration  that  the  conductor 
was  the  agent  of  defendant,  and  had  charge  of 
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the  train  and  command  of  the  other  employees 
of  defendant  on  the  train,  including  the  plain- 
tiff. He  was  put,  therefore,  by  the  defendant 
in  his  place  to  discharge  the  duty  which  the 
defendant  owed  to  the  plaintiff,  to  see  that  the 
employees  of  the  defendant  were  discharging 
the  respective  duties  required  of  them,  and  in 
the  discharge  of  this  duty  the  conductor  was 
not  a  coservant,  but  the  representative  of  the 
defendant,  who  In  that  respect  is  bound  by  the 
act  or  omission  ol  the  conductor  the  same  as 
though  such  acts  had  been  done  or  omitted 
by  defendant  personally.  And  the  defendant 
having  placed  the  conductor  in  a  position  of 
authority  over  the  plaintiff  and  other  servants, 
and  made  them  subject  to  his  direction  and 
control,  while  the  defendant  is  not  chargeable 
for  the  consequences  of  directions  given  by 
such  superior  officer  within  the  scope  of  the 
general  employment,  he  is  chargeable  to  plain- 
tiff for  an  abuse  of  such  authority  as  much  as 
he  would  be  to  a  stranger.  .  .  .  Suppose 
the  conductor  had  ordered  a  day  laborer  or  an 
entire  stranger  to  take  the  place  of  the  en- 
gineer during  his  temporary  absence,  and 
through  his  negligence,  carelessness,  and  want 
of  skill  plaintiff  had  received  the  injury  com- 
plained of  without  fault  on  his  part,  it  would 
have  constituted  such  an  abuse  of  authority 
as  to  render  the  defendant  liable.  It  was  like- 
wise an  abuse  of  his  authority  in  the  conductor 
to  order  the  brakeman  to  couple  the  cars  in 
the  absence  of  the  engineer,  while  he  himself, 
being  a  person  unfit.  Incompetent,  and  lacking 
the  requisite  skill  and  experience,  attempted  to 
manage  and  operate  the  locomotive  engine  in 
making  such  coupling.  By  the  exercise  of  his 
authority  the  conductor  ordered  the  plaintiff 
to  perform  services  of  increased  peril  not  con- 
templated by,  his  contract  with  defendant.  The 
case  is  no  different  from  what  it  would  have 
been  had  the  defendant  been  a  natural  person, 
and,  without  possessing  the  requisite  skill  and  ' 
experience  and  being  wholly  unfit  and  incompe- 
tent, had  himself  undertaken  to  run  and  man- 
age the  engine,  and  had  at  the  same  time  or- 
dered the  plaintiff  to  couple  the  cars,  and  the 
injury  had  resulted  in  consequence  of  the  want 
of  fitness,  competency,  skill,  and  experience  of 
defendant.  The  defendant  is  equally  liable 
for  the  acts  of  his  agent,  the  conductor,  as  If 
they  were  his  own,  when  such  acts  are  an 
abuse  of  his  authority,  or  where  he  stands  in 
place  of  the  defendant."  Cooley,  Ch.  J.,  re- 
ferring to  the  case  of  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Bayfield  (1877)  37  Mich.  205,  which  had 
been  cited  as  conclusively  showing  the  right 
of  the  Dlaintiff  to  recover,  said:     "That  case 
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injuries  received  while  plaintiff  was  engaged 
in  an  enterprise  foreign  to  his  employment. 
If  Olson  was  acting  for  himself  when  he  got 
<m  the  way  car,  or  when  he  got  off  and  en- 
countered the  switch,  and  was  not  exercis- 
ing his  right  as  a  licensee  in  a  reasonable 
manner,  the  defendant  did  not  fail  in  the 
performance  of  its  obligation,  was  not  de- 
relict, and  is  not  liable  for  the  unfortunate 
result;  for  it  was  only  bound  to  exercise  rea- 
sonable care  while  plaintiff  was  acting  with- 
in and  imder  his  license,  not  when  he  went 
beyond,  and  was  upon  its  trains  or  on  its 
premises  without  justification.  And  defend- 
ant duly  performed  its  duty  when  it  fur- 
nished safe  appliances  and  a  safe  place  for 
plaintiff  while  he  was  engaeed  in  the  line 
•of  his  duty.  It  was  not  negligent  if  at  the 
time  and  under  the  circumstances  it  owed 
him  no  duty.    We  have  stated  the  manner 


in  which  plaintiff's  injuries  were  received^ 
and  it  is  clear  that  he  was  licensed,  not  only 
to  go  to  Williams's  caboose  to  get  his  cloth- 
ing, but  also  to  Campbell's  caboose,  that  he 
might  obtain  a  few  nours'  sleep  before  the 
train  started  and  his  labors  began;  and 
while  so  occupied  in  a  reasonable  manner 
he  would  be  acting  within  the  scope  and  line 
of  his  employment.  If,  while  sleeping  in  the 
caboose,  a  collision  had  occurred  involving 
defendant's  negligence,  and  plaintiff  had 
been  injured,  it  is  quite  probable  that  under 
the  doctrine  of  Bosenbaum  v.  8t.  Paul  d 
D,  R,  Co,  38  Minn.  173,  36  N.  W.  447,  dam- 
ages could  have  been  recovered.  And  prob- 
ably, had  he  been  rim  down  in  a  negligent 
manner  while  in  the  yard,  without  fault  of 
his  own,  an  action  could  have  been  main- 
tained. But  the  present  case  is  altogether 
different,  and    to    support   this  verdict  we 


■eems  to  us  altogether  different  from  this. 
There  a  common  laborer  on  a  railroad  was  or- 
dered by  hl8  Boperior  to  perform  the  duties  of 
a  brakeman,  and  while  doing  so  was  injured. 
He  was  ordered  into  a  different  service  to  any 
In  which  he  had  ever  engaged  and  the  order 
was  plainly  wrongful.  But  In  thla  case  the 
4>lalntlff  was  put  to  no  new  or  different  serv- 
ice, and  the  only  complaint  is  that  In  the  very 
•service  he  agreed  to  perform  he  was  exposed  to 
«  risk  not  properly  belonging  to  It,  and  there- 
fore not  contemplated  by  his  contract  of  serv- 
ice. The  risk  was  certainly  unusual,  and  prob- 
ably not  in  the  minds  of  either  party  when  the 
plaintiff  was  employed;  but  that  fact  would 
not  of  Itself  determine  the  responsibility. 

Accidental  injuries  are  often,  perhaps  most 
generally,  the  results  of  unexpected  causes; 
but  if  these  causes  arise  in  the  course  of  a 
servant's  employment,  he  must  be  deemed  to 
have  assumed  their  risks.  And  the  only  ques- 
tion there  can  be  In  this  case  is,  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  ordered  to  do  something  which 
under  the  circumstances  was  outside  of  his 
employment,  so  that,  had  he  been  Inclined  to 
-60  so,  he  might  rightfully  have  refused  obedi- 
ence to  the  order.  And  this,  as  it  seems  to 
us,  most  depend  upon  whether,  when  the  con- 
-tlngency  appears  to  the  conductor  to  render 
It  necessary,  that  official  may  for  the  occasion 
take  charge  of  the  engine,  and  at  the  same 
time  require  the  brakeman  to  continue  to  per- 
form his  service.  That  contingencies  may  and 
-do  arise  in  which  the  conductor  should  take 
charge  of  the  engine  for  the  time,  is  undoubted. 
The  necessity  may  sometimes  be  as  urgent  as 
it  is^lain  ;  and  lives  may  depend  upon  it.  This 
might  happen  from  Injury  to  the  engineer,  or 
sudden  Illness;  and  when  to  leave  the  train 
where  the  disability  of  the  engineer  occurs 
would  endanger  some  other  train.  But  there 
might  be  other  reasons  for  the  engineer  leav- 
ing his  post,  for  which  the  company  would  not 
-be  In  fault,  aoA  the  conductor,  with  the  train 
in  his  charge  and  under  obligation  to  avoid 
other  trains,  must  act  In  the  emergency  as  the 
necessities  of  the  case  shall  require.  His  high- 
est and  plainest  duty  in  some  circumstances 
will  be  to  take  possession  of  the  engine  and 
operate  it;  and  it  cannot  be  possible  that, 
when  such  is  his  duty,  the  brakeman  may  right- 
fully prevent  its  performance  by  refusing  to 
f«maln  at  his  post.  ...  If  under  any  cli> 
•cnmstances  the  conductor  may  rightfully  take 
•charge  of  the  engine,  this  suit  must  fall,  as 
there  Is  no  allegation  in  the  declaration  to 
«how  that  in  this  case  he  was  not  Justified. 
And  he,  being  the  person  responsible  for  the 
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safety  and  management  of  the  train,  must  be 
allowed  a  certain  discretion  In  deciding  upon 
emergencies,  and  the  presumption  must  favor 
his  action.  And  when  he  acts  rightfully.  It  Is 
contemplated  In  the  employment  of  his  sub- 
ordinates that  they,  within  their  several 
spheres,  shall  assist  him." 

Or  where  the  dangerous  conditions  are  known 
to  the  master's  superintendent  and  not  t6  the 
servant.  Rettlg  v.  Fifth  Ave.  Transp.  Co. 
(1893)  6  Misc.  828,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  896;  Gavl- 
gan  V.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (1896)  110 
Mich.  71,  67  N.  W.  1097  (arguendo). 

In  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bayfield  (1877) 
37  Mich.  205,  one  of  the  grounds  upon  which  It 
was  denied  that  the  risk  was  not  on  the  serv- 
ant's shoulders  was  that,  although  It  was  ap- 
parent to  him  that  the  service  was  more  haz- 
ardous than  that  which  he  engaged  for,  this 
must  have  been  better  understood  by  the  mas- 
ter's agent. 

The  liability  in  this  Instance  Is  sometimes 
placed  upon  the  specific  ground  that  the  serv- 
ant was  not  cautioned  as  to  the  unknown  dan- 
gers. Palmer  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (1891) 
87  Mich.  2S1,  49  N.  W.  613. 

In  the  follow  Id  g  cases  the  omission  to  warn 
the  servaot  was  noted  as  an  element  of  the 
master's  culpability :  Leary  v.  Boston  &  A. 
R.  Co.  (18C(5)  139  Mass.  580,  52  Am.  Rep.  733. 
2  N.  B.  115 ;  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Fort  (1873)  17 
Wall.  553,  21  L.  ed.  739;  Gavlgan  v.  Lake 
Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (1890)  110  Mich.  71.  67 
N.  W.  1097 ;  Walker  v.  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R. 
Co.  (1895)  104  Mich.  600,  62  N.  W.  1032; 
Camp  V.  Hall  (1897)  89  Fla.  635,  22  So.  792 ; 
Mary  Lee  Coal  ft  R.  Co.  v.  Chambllss  (1892) 
97  Ala.  171,  11  So.  807. 

In  Mann  v.  Oriental  Print  Works  (1876)  11 
R.  I.  152,  the  following  Instruction  was  af- 
firmed :  "If  the  fireman,  although  employed 
only  for  a  fireman,  was  placed  under  the  orders 
of  the  engineer,  and  was  by  him  suddenly  called 
upon  to  assist  In  throwing  on  a  belt,  out  of 
his*  own  sphere,  bnt  within  the  sphere  of  duty 
of  the  engineer,  and  was  thus  subjected  to  a 
risk  with  which  he  was  not  acquainted,  or  to 
a  peculiar  and  greater  risk  at  that  time  and 
of  which  he  was  not  Informed  or  cautioned,  the 
defendants  would  be   liable." 

Bven  proof  that  the  servant  to  whom  the 
order  was  given  was  young  and  Inexperienced 
will  not  of  Itself  support  an  averment  of  negli- 
gence. It  must  also  be  shown  that  the  clrcum> 
stances  were  such  as  to  render  the  giving  of 
the  order  negligence  in  relation  to  the  servant 
coming  under  that  description.  See  Mary  Lee 
Coal  ft  B.  Co.  V.  Chambllss  (1892)  97  Ala.  171, 
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■bould  be  obliged  to  hold  that,  having  a  li- 
cense to  go  to  one  caboose  to  get  his  clothes, 
he  had  the  right  in  the  night-time  to  go  all 
over  the  yard,  and  finally  to  jump  upon  an- 
other, attached  to  a  moving  train,  make 
search  for  his  clothing,  and  then,  with  the 
train  still  in  motion,  to  jump  off  in  the 
darkness  in  a  yard  filled  with  side  tracks, 
switches,  and  other  necessary  appliances,  to 
say  nothing  of  switching  engines  and  moving 
freight  cars.  Some  of  the  reported  cases 
have  gone  quite  far  in  sustaining  verdicts 
where  the  question  was  a  close  one  with  re- 
spect to  the  line  of  duty  when  the  accident 
occurred,  but  not  one  of  these  approaches 


this  on  the  facts.  The  plaintiff  was  not  act- 
ing within  the  line  of  his  duty,  nor  within- 
the  scope  of  his  employment,  when  jumping 
from  the  caboose,  nor  was  be  within  his  li- 
cense. 

Reference  has  been  made  to  the  Rosen' 
haum  Case,  and  plaintiff's  counsel  insistt- 
that  it  warrants  the  verdict  here.  There  i» 
no  ground  for  this  view.  Rosenbaum  wu' 
rightfully  on  the  train,  and  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  company  to  provide  a  safe  track. 
Here  plaintiff  was  wrongfully  upon  a  moT- 
ing  train.  Nor  was  he  injured  by  anything 
which  happened  to  the  train,  but  by  the  act 
of  jumping  off.    Counsel  for  plaintiff  urge 


11  So.  897  (railroad  company  which  directs  a 
minor  servant  to  perform  some  duty  outside 
of  his  employment  does  not  thereby  become  an 
ioBurer  that  its  "ways,  works,  and  machinery" 
are  absolutely  safe — fireman  of  seventeen  years 
ordered  to  throw  a  switch  which  had  a  ten- 
dency to  fly  back),  disapproving  of  the  rule 
thus  laid  down  In  Pittsburgh.  C.  &  St.  L.  B. 
Co.  V.  Adams  (1886)  105  Ind.  151.  6  N.  E. 
187 :  When  a  servant  Is  put  at  work 
outside  of  his  employment,  and  is  injured  by 
reason  of  defective  machinery,  railroad  tracks, 
etc,  without  his  fault,  the  master  is  liable, 
regardless  of  the  care  he  may  have  exercised  to 
keep  the  machinery,  railroad  tracks,  etc.,  in 
a  safe  condition.  When  a  servant  is  thus 
ordered  to  work  at  a  particular  place,  or  with 
particular  machinery  outside  of  hlB  employ- 
ment, the  master  impliedly  assures  him,  not 
only  that  he  has  exercised  reasonable  care  to 
have  the  place,  machinery,  etc..  In  a  safe  con- 
dition, but  also  that  they  are  in  a  safe  con- 
dition and  fit  for  the  business  for  which  they 
are  used. 

The  AJabama  court  said:  *'We  think  the 
rule  declared  in  the  case  cited  .  .  . 
imparts  Into  the  contract  of  employment  an  ob- 
ligation not  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
parties,  and  one  which  no  prudent  employer 
would  assume.  ...  A  railroad  owes  no 
higher  duty  to  a  passenger  than  that  here  Im- 
posed upon  the  master  to  his  servant.  Does 
not  the  master  fully  discharge  his  obligation  in 
this  respect  to  all  his  employees  when  he  ex- 
ercises reasonable  care  and  diligence  In  seeing 
that  the  ways,  works,  and  machinery  are  such 
as  are  In  general  use  by  well-regulated  rail- 
roads, and  that  they  are  kept  In  proper  con- 
dition? We  know  of  no  sound  principle  of  law 
which  exacts  a  higher  degree  of  care  and  dili- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  master  to  his  em- 
ployee than  reasonable  care  and  diligence. 
.  .  .  Where  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
employment  Is  more  dangerous  than  that  within 
the  scope  of  his  employment,  or  that  the  serv- 
ant Is  called  to  use  machinery  which  requires 
skill  not  possessed  by  the  servant  and  not  In 
use  In  the  regular  course  of  his  service  of  em- 
ployment, the  law  very  properly  holds  the  mas- 
ter liable,  under  proper  circumstances,  for  such 
injuries  as  may  result  from  the  Increased  dan- 
ger :  but  the  liability  here  rests  upon  different 
principles  from  those  which  would  make  the 
master  an  Insurer  that  the  ways,  works,  and 
machinery  were  absolutely  perfect.  It  cannot 
be  said  that  the  master  has  exercised  reason- 
able care  and  diligence  for  the  safety  of  his 
servant,  when,  by  his  orders,  the  servant  Is 
Exposed  to  greater  peril  than  that  which 
by  his  contract  of  employment  he  assumed,  or 
when  the  master  exposes  his  servant  of  im- 
mature years,  or  one  inexperienced  and  un- 
skilled without  proper  Instruction  and  warning 
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as  to  the  peril  of  machinery  or  ways  and. 
works  dangerous  in  their  use." 

The  passage  cited  from  the  Indiana  case  un- 
doubtedly lays  down  the  rule  too  strongly 
against  the  master.  That  the  implied  ''assur- 
ance  of  safety'*  deduced  from  a  specific  order 
Is  merely  an  assurance  of  safety  so  far  as  rea- 
soiiable  care  can  attain  it  has,  we  think,  never 
been  denied  as  regards  risks  within  the  scope- 
of  the  employment,  and  there  is  no  apparent 
reason  why  such  an  assurance  should  bear  a 
different  meaning  where  the  risk  is  one  out- 
side the  scope  of  the  employment. 

In  Anderson  v.  Morrison  (1876)  22  Minn. 
274,  the  contention  was  rejected  that  a  cause 
of  action  arises  in  favor  of  a  minor  who  is 
injured  in  consequence  of  being  set  at  more 
dangerous  work,  whether  this  change  in  his 
duties  was  negligent  or  prudent.  The  court 
said :  "The  plaintiff  claims  that  upon  being 
injured  in  consequence  of  l>elng  set  at  more 
dangerous  work  a  cause  of  action  arises, 
whether  setting  him  at  the  more  dangerons 
work  was,  und^r  the  circumstances,  a  negli- 
gent or  a  prudent  thing  to  do.  This  proposi- 
tion is  wrong,  and  the  charge  of  the  court 
correct.  If  an  employer  should  set  an  adult, 
who  had  capacity  to  take  care  of  himself,  and 
who  knew  the  risks,  to  do  a  dangerous  work, 
of  course  the  employer  would  not  be  liable  for 
an  injury  occurring  to  the  employee  In  doing 
the  work.  And  it  would  be  the  same  if  the 
employee  were  a  minor,  but  of  sufficient  ca- 
pacity to  avoid  the  danger,  and  who  knew 
of  the  danger  to  be  avoided.  There  could  be 
no  greater  wrong  in  putting  such  a  minor  to  do 
a  work  accompanied  with  risk  than  In  setting 
an  adult  to  do  it ;  and  when  it  would  be  proper 
to  put  a  minor  to  do  such  work  must  neces- 
sarily depend  upon  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  each  case,  upon  the  character  sod 
degree  of  the  danger,  and  the  capacity  of  the 
minor  to  comprehend  and  avoid  it.  Putting 
the  minor  to  do  the  work  becomes  a  matter  of 
discretion  and  care,  to  be  exercised  with  refer- 
ence to  such  circumstances,  and  the  employer 
can  be  held  liable  only  where  he  does  not  ex- 
ercise such  discretion  and  care — ^that  Is,  where 
he  is  negligent.  The  case  of  Union  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Fort  (1873)  17  Wall.  553.  21  L.  ed.  739.  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  proposition  that  the  setting  the 
minor  In  that  case  to  do  the  perilous  work  for 
which  he  had  not  been  employed  was  an  im- 
prudent act,  and  not  on  the  ground  merely  that 
the  work  was  perilous  and  the  employee  a 
minor." 

A  simple  finding  of  a  jury  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  comprehend  the  dangers  incident  to  the 
work  will  not  render  the  master  liable.  It  must 
also  be  shown  that  this  lack  of  comprehension 
was,  or  ought  to  have  been,  known  to  the  mas- 
ter. Cole  V.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1888> 
71  Wis.  128,  87  N.  W.  84. 
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in  their  brief,  that  their  client  waa  in  fact 
acting  under  defendant's  orders  at  the  time 
of  the  injury,  and  calls  attention  to  the  tes- 
timony found  in  folios  91  to  97,  Paper  Book. 
An  examination  of  the  testimony,  which  is 
the  conversation  between  plaintiff,  Gilson, 
and  the  train  master  at  the  latter's  office  at 
the  time  it  was  agreed  that  plaintiff  should 
go  out  on  No.  32,  pretty  conclusively  shows 
that,  if  he  had  obeyed  the  train  master's  di- 
rections or  orders,  there  given,  he  would 
have  been  asleep  in  Conductor  CampbeH's 
caboose  when  the  accident  happened,  not  far 
from  9  P.  M.,  instead  of  pursuing  a  train  in 


motion,  and  jumping  on  and  off  the  plat- 
forms of  the  attached  caboose  as  it  moved 
through  the  yard.  No  injuries  would  have 
been  received  if  the  train  master's  directions 
had  been  promptly  followed. 

The  verdict  is  set  aside,  and,  as  defend- 
ant's counsel  moved  for  a' verdict  before  the 
case  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  which  mo- 
tion  should  have  been  granted,  and  subse* 
quently  moved  for  judgment  notwithstand- 
ing the  verdict,  the  court  helow  is  ordered 
to  cause  judgment  to  he  entered  in  defend- 
ant's favor  on  the  remanding  of  the  case. 


Under  the  geoeral  principle  of  the  law  of 
agency,  the  master  cannot  escape  responsibil- 
ity on  the  plea  that  the  superior  servant  who 
gave  the  negligent  order  should  not  have  given 
It.  Union  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Fort  (1873)  17  Wall. 
653,  21  L.  ed.  739. 

To  let  in  the  application  of  the  special  prin- 
ciples appropriate  to  this  class  of  cases,  it 
mast.  In  any  event,  appear  that  the  order  really 
did  take  the  servant  outside  the  scope  of  his 
original  employment,  and  not  merely  direct  the 
performance  of  duties  somewhat  different  to 
those  which  were  required  from  him  in  the 
regular  course  of  his  work. 

In  Curran  v.  Merchants*  Mfg.  Co.  (1881)  180 
Mass.  374,  39  Am  Rep.  457,  It  was  contended 
that  the  case  was  taken  out  of  the  ordinary 
line  of  cases  in  which  the  servant  is  an  adult 
by  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  fourteen 
and  a  half  years  of  age,  and  had  worked  in  the 
mill  two  and  a  half  years,  was  of  tender  years, 
and  was  set  to  work  in  an  unusual  place,  doing 
what  he  was  not  accustomed  to  do.  This  argu- 
ment was  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  evi- 
dence was  that  the  work  he  was  doing  was  pre- 
cisely what  he  had  been  accustomed  to  do  from 
time  to  time  during  the  whole  term  of  his  em- 
ployment by  the  defendant,  and  that  his  in- 
Jury  did  not  proceed  from  the  fact  that  he  was 
working  in  dangerous  proximity  to  other  ma- 
chinery over  which  he  had  no  control. 

A  father  recovered  damages  for  the  death  of 
a  minor  son  through  the  negligence  of  a  fel- 
low servant,  while  he  was  engaged  in  work 
which,  although  it  was  outside  the  scope  of 
his  regular  employment,  he  had  sometimes  done 
before  with  the  knowledge  of  the  father.  Ohio 
&  M.  R.  Co.  V.  Hammersley  (1867)  28  Ind.  871. 
A  complaint  alleging  that  the  injury  was  re- 
ceived while  the  servant,  a  tunnel  repairer,  was 
traveling  on  a  train  from  one  tunnel  to  an- 
other under  the  order  of  the  superintendent, 
does  not  show  a  wrongful  transfer  from  his 
general  lln*  of  employment.  Copper  v.  Louis- 
ville. E.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (1885)  103  Ind.  805, 
2  N.  E.  749. 

IV.     Risks  of  work  outside  scope  of    employ- 
ment, when  deemed  to  5e  assumed, 

Qlie  mere  fact  that  a  servant  yielded  obedi- 
ence to  an  order  which  required  him  to  under- 
take duties  different  frdm  those  covered  by  the 
agreement  under  which  he  entered  the  employ- 
ment will  not  justify  the  inference  that  he  as- 
sumed the  risks  accompanying  the  perform- 
ance of  the  new  duties.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Bayfield  (1877)  37  Mich.  205 ;  Union  P. 
K.  Co.  V.  Fort  (1873)  17  Wall.  553.  21  L.  ed. 
739:  Leary  v.  Boston  ft  A.  R.  Co.  (1885)  139 
Mass.  580,  52  Am.  Rep.  733,  2  N.  B.  115 :  North- 
em  P.  Coal  Co.  V.  Richmond  (1893)  15  U.  S. 
App.  262,  8  Fed.  Rep.  756.  7  C.  C.  A.  485 
(boy  employed  as  "trapper"  in  mine  directed 
to  assist  drawers  of  cars)  ;  Helm  v.  O'Bonrke 
48  L.  R.  A. 


(1894)  46  La.  Ann.  178.  15  So.  400  (work- 
man killed  by  the  bursting  of  a  boiler  while 
it  was  being  tested,  he  having  been  called  away 
from  his  regular  duties)  ;  Michael  v.  Roanoke 
Mach.  Works  (1894)  90  Va.  492,  19  S.  E.  261 
(t>oiler  maker's  helper  temporarily  removed 
to  another  department)  ;  Consolidated  Coal  Co. 
V.  Haenni  (1893)  146  III.  614,  35  N.  B.  162. 
Affirming  (1892)  48  111.  App.  115  (blacksmith 
directed  to  assist  In  raising  a  smoke-stack). 

The  servant's  implied  assumption  of  risks  Is 
confined  to  the  particular  work  and  class  of 
work  for  which  he  is  employed.  There  is  no 
implied  undertaking  except  as  it  accompanies 
and  Is  a  part  of  the  contract  of  hiring  between 
the  parties.  On  the  other  band,  if  the  servant, 
by  the  orders  of  the  master,  is  carried  beyond 
the  contract  of  hiring,  he  is  carried  away  from 
his  implied  undertaking  as  to  risks.  If  the 
master  orders  him  to  work  temporarily  In  an- 
other department  of  the  general  business, 
where  the  work  Is  of  such  a  different  nature 
and  character  that  It  cannot  be  said  to  be 
within  the  scope  of  the  employment,  and  where 
he  is  associated  with  a  different  class  of  em- 
ployees, he  will  not,  by  obeying  such  orders, 
necessarily  assume  the  risks  ,  Incident  to  the 
work,  and  the  risks  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  such  employees.  Pittsburgh,  C.  ft  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Adams  (1886)  105  Ind.  151.  164,  6  N. 
B.  187. 

The  following  from  a  well-known  text  book 
has  been  Judicially  approved :  "It  has  been 
often — ^and  very  Justly — remarked  that  a  man 
may  decline  any  exceptionally  dangerous  em- 
ployment, but  if  he  voluntarily  engages  In  it 
he  should  not  complain  because  it  Is  danger- 
ous. Nevertheless,  where  one  has  entered  upon 
the  employment  and  assumed  the  incidental 
risks,  it  is  not  reasonable  to  hold  that  other 
risks  which  he  is  directed  by  the  master  to  as- 
sume are  to  be  left  to  rest  upon  his  shoulders, 
merely  because  he  did  not  take  upon  himself 
the  responsibility  df  throwing  up  the  employ- 
ment instead  of  obeying  the  order."  Cooley 
Torts.  555.  quoted  in  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v. 
Hoodlet  (1891)  129  Ind.  827,  336,  27  N.  B. 
741. 

Knowledge  of  the  danger  the  material  point. 

Such  an  assumption  must  be  established  by 
the  same  evidence  as  Is  required  in  the  case  of 
other  kinds  of  extraordinary  risks.  It  Is  abso- 
lutely negatived  by  proof  that  the  servant  was 
excusably  Ignorant  of  the  risk  to  which  his 
obedience  exposed  him.  Palmer  v.  Michigan  C. 
R.  Co.  (1891)  87  Mich.  281.  49  N.  W.  613 
(section  man  upon  a  railroad  does  not  assume 
the  risks  incident  to  loading  rails  upon  a  mov- 
ing train  in  an  unusual  manner;  Walker  v. 
Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (1895)  104  Mich. 
606.  62  N.  W.  1032  (section  foreman  killed  by 
the  recoil  of  a  trolley  wire  which  be  was  ordered 
by  the  roadmaster  to  cut.    Grant,  J.,  dissented 
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on  the  ground  that  this  eonseqaoice  was  a 
[Mteat  risk,  as  well  as  on  the  more  general 
groand  that  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
company  was  established  In  regard  to  the  sup- 
ply of  improper  tools  for  the  work). 

As  where  the  summons  to  undertake  the  un- 
familiar duties  has  to  be  obeyed  promptly,  and 
the  servant  neither  Imows  the  danger  nor  how 
to  guard  against  it.  Mann  t.  Oriental  Print 
Works  (1875)  11  R.  I.  152  (one  hired  as  a 
fireman  suddenly  called  on  to  assist  the  en- 
gineer in  throwing  a  belt). 

Or  Inhere  the  seryant,  by  reason  of  his 
youth  or  Inexperience,  is  incapable  of  under- 
standing the  hazards  to  be  encountered. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  responsibility  for 
such  injuries  as  may  result  from  obedience  to 
the  order  will  be  held  to  have  been  accepted 
by  the  servant  under  any  circumstances  which 
would  have  Justified  that  Inference,  where  the 
extraordinary  risk  was  one  within  the  scope  of 
the  original  contract. 

In  Fort  Smith  Oil  Co.  ▼.  Slover  (1898)  58 
Ark.  168,  24  8.  W.  106,  the  following  instruc- 
tion was  disapproved :  "The  servant's  im- 
plied assumption  of  risk  Is  confined  to  the  par- 
ticular work  or  class  of  work  for  which  he  is 
employed.  There  is  no  implied  undertaking  of 
risks,  except  such  as  accompany,  and  are  part 
of,  the  contract  of  hiring  between  the  parties. 
If  the  servant,  by  the  express  or  implied  au- 
thority of  the  master.  Is  carried  beyond  the 
Gosktract  of  hiring,  he  is  carried  away  from  his 
implied  undertaking  as  to  risks.  If  the  master 
orders  him  to  work  temporarily  in  another  de- 
partment of  the  general  business  where  the 
work  is  of  such  a  different  nature  and  character 
that  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  within  the  scope 
of  the  employment,  and  where  he  is  as- 
sociated with  a  different  class  of  em- 
ployees, he  will  not,  by  obeying  such  or- 
ders, assume  the  risks  Incident  to  that  service, 
or  assume  the  risks  of  the  negligence  of  such 
class  of  employees,  but  would  be  entitled  to 
recover,  if  injured  by  reason  of  the  negligence 
of  such  class  of  employees;  provided  he  him- 
self was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence." 

He  assumes,  therefore,  all  the  ordinary  risks 
of  the  new  duties.  Millar  v.  Madison  Car  Co. 
aS95)  130  Mo.  617,  31  S.  W.  574  (the  court 
remarked  that  by  its  ruling  it  did  not  mean 
that  the  servant  assumed  the  risk  of  a  de- 
fective appliance  of  which  he  knew  nothing, 
or  dangers  which  were  not  visible,  but  the  risks 
that  ordinarily  attended  the  working  of  a  rea- 
sonably safe  appliance  of  the  same  character). 

Ro  far  as  he  is  competent  to  apprehend 
them.  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams 
<1886)   105  Ind.  151,  5  N.  B.  187. 

Whether  he  be  a  minor  or  an  adult.  See  the 
passage  cited  in  III.  supra,  <Tx>m  the  opinion  in 
Anderson  v.  Morrison  (1875)  22  Minn.  274. 

So  far  as  the  language  goes,  Foley  v.  Cali- 
fornia Horsehoe  Co.  (1896)  115  Cal.  184,  47 
Pac.  42,  seems  to  be  contra  as  regards  minors; 
but  the  case  Is  one  of  those  In  which  the  phrase 
"'assumption  of  risks"  Is  improperly  used  to  ex- 
press a  want  of  care. 

The  risks  thus  presumed  to  be  accepted  are 
those  susceptible  of  being  described  by  the 
same  words  that  are  employed  to  des  r;>iate  ex- 
traordinary risks  within  the  scope  of  the  original 
employment:  as  "apparent."  Walker  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (1895)  104  Mich.  606,  62 
N.  W.  1032. 

Or  "obvious.'*  Feely  v.  Pearson  Cordage  Co. 
<1894)  161  Mass.  426,  37  N.  E.  368;  Leary  v. 
Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1885)  130  Mass.  580,  52 
Am.  Rep.  733,  2  N.  E.  115  (for  facts,  see  YII. 
b,  infra;  Wormell  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  (1887)  79 
Me.  397,  10  Atl.  49 ;  Gavlgan  v.  Lake  Shore  & 
M.  S.  R.  Co.  (1896)  110  Mich.  71,  67  N.  W. 
48  L.  K.  A. 


1097  (experienced  section  hand  engaged  with 
others  in  relaying  a  spur  track  during  the 
progress  of  which  it  became  necessary  to  move 
can,  was  climbing  at  the  command  of  the  sec- 
tion boss  upon  one  of  the  oars  to  set  the  brakes 
thereon  and  injured  by  the  act  of  the  other 
hands  in  violently  bumping  said  car  with  an- 
other). 

Or  so  "open  and  manifest'*  that  an  ordbiary 
man,  under  the  same  circumstances,  would  hare 
ascertained  them  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
diligence.  East  St.  Louis  Ice  ft  Cold  Storage 
Co.  V.  Sculley  (1806)  63  111.  App.  147. 

So,  also,  no  action  is  maintainable,  where 
the  servant  had,  as  compared  with  the  master, 
a  better  opportunity  to  see  and  know  the  ex- 
tent of  the  danger.  Houston  ft  T.  C.  R.  Cow  v. 
Fowler  (1882)  56  Tex.  452  (employee  killed  by 
derailment  due  to  a  wash-out  whils  traveling 
on  a  relief  train). 

Or  an  equal  oppMtunlty.  Thus,  the  fact 
that  an  employee  in  a  quarry  was  called  from 
a  safe  employment  to  that  upon  which  he  wai 
engaged  at  the  time  of  the  accident  will  not 
enable  him  to  recover  for  injuries  from  the 
fall  on  him  of  the  stone  under  which  he  wis 
drilling,  such  fall  being  doe  to  seams  in  the 
stone,  and  the  hammering  by  the  foreman  upon 
the  wedges  at  the  top,  where  such  employee 
was  experienced  in  quarry  work,  knew  the  ex- 
istence of  seams  and  the  danger  therefrom,  and 
had  an  equal  opportunity  with  the  master  and 
foreman  of  ascertaining  whether  there  were 
seams  in  the  particular  stone.  Reed  v.  Stock- 
meyer  (1896)  34  U.  S.  App.  727,  74  Fed.  Rep. 
180,  20  C.  C.  A.  381. 

This  rule,  of  course,  contemplatea  a  compre- 
hension of  the  danger,  and  not  merely  a  knowl- 
edge of  the  material  conditions.  Northern  P. 
Coal  Co.  V.  Ricnmond  (1893)  15  U.  8.  App. 
262,  58  Fed.  Rep.  756,  7  C.  C.  A.  485,  (boy  of 
fourteen  Injured  through  stumbling  over  a 
lump  of  coal  near  a  track  in  a  mine,  he  being 
aware  that  It  was  there — ^for  Jury  to  say  wheth- 
er he  appreciated  the  risk). 

According  to  several  decisions  In  Indiana,  the 
fact  that  the  risk  involved  was  as  open  to  the 
observation  of  the  servant  as  of  the  master 
will  not  warrant  the  inference  that  It  was  as- 
sumed, as  In  cases  where  the  work  was  within 
the  scope  of  the  employment,  the  theory  being 
that  the  master's  order  operates  as  an  implied 
assurance  of  safety  which  precludes  him  from 
raising  any  defense  but  that  of  contributory 
negligence.  The  doctrine  so  formulated,  it  wiU 
be  observed,  makes  the  specific  order  the  con- 
trolling factor,  and  brings  this  class  of  cases 
within  the  range  of  the  same  principle  as  those 
developed  in  the  note  to  McKee  y.  Tourtei- 
lotte  (Mass.)  ante,  542;  Nail  v.  Louisville 
N.  A.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  (1891)  129  Ind.  260.  28  N. 
E.  183,  611  (employee  called  out  to  avert  the 
threatened  destruction  of  a  bridge  by  a  freshet) ; 
Louisville,  E.  ft  St.  L.  Consol.  R.  Co.  v.  Ban- 
ning (1892)  131  Ind.  528,  31  N.  B.  187  (car  re- 
pairer directed  by  his  superior  to  repair  a  car 
on  a  switch  track,  instead  of  on  the  tracks  pro- 
vided for  that  special  purpose  and  upon  which 
no  trains  are  run  or  switched). 

The  position  of  the  court  Is  thus  explained 
In  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Hoodlet  (1891)  129 
Ind.  327,  27  N.  E.  741  (servant  who  usually 
worked  above  ground  as  a  blacksmith  Injured 
while  passing  round  an  unprotected  shaft  the 
condition  of  which  was  obvious,  after  he  had 
completed  some  work  in  it). 

"When  a  master  orders  a  servant  to  do  some- 
thing which  involves  encountering  a  risk  not 
contemplated  in  his  employment,  although  the 
risk  Is  equally  open  to  the  observation  of  both. 
It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  servsnt 
either  assumes  the  Increased  rlA,  or  Is  negli- 
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gent  In  obeying  the  order.  If  the  apparent 
danger  is  such  that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence 
would  not  take  the  risk,  the  servant  acts  at  his 
peril.  But  unless  the  apparent  danger  is  such 
as  to  deter  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  from 
encountering  it,  the  servant  will  not  be  com- 
pelled to  abandon  the  service,  or  assume  all  ad- 
ditional risk,  but  may  obey  the  order,  using 
care  in  proportion  to  the  risk  apparently  as- 
Slimed,  and  if  he  is  Injured  the  master  must  re- 
spond in  damages.**  See  also  Arcade  File 
Works  V.  Juteau  (1806)  15  Ind.  App.  461,  40 
N.  B.  818,  44  N.  B.  326. 

The  effect  of  this  theory  is  that  the  master 
becomes  an  Insurer  of  the  safety  of  the  servant. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams  (1886) 
105  Ind.  151,  5  N.  B.  187.  Yet  the  case  ex- 
pressly recognises  the  doctrine  that  risks,  if 
comprehended,  are  assumed. 

Even  where  an  assumption  of  the  risk  may 
be  inferred,  the  servant  may  still  recover  if  it 
appears  that  the  master,  by  his  failure  to  dis- 
charge his  continuing  duty  to  keep  the  appli- 
ances safe,  has  exposed  the  servant  to  addition- 
al risks  after  the  new  work  has  been  under- 
taken. Nail  V.  Louisville,  N.  A.  ft  C.  R.  Co. 
(1891)  129  Ind.  260,  28  N.  B.  183,  611. 

As  in  all  cases  of  extraordinary  risks,  the 
question  whether  the  servant  appreciated  the 
risks  of  new  duties  is  primarily  for  the  Jury. 
Foley  V.  California  Horseshoe  Co.  (1896)  115 
Cal.  184,  47  Pac.  42. 

▼.  Doctrine  of  common  emplotfment  qualifled 
OS  regards  servants  working  outside  the 
scope  of  their  employment. 

An  important  exception  to  the  doctrine  of 
common  employment  is  created  by  the  rule  that 
the  giving  of  an  order  which  requires  the  serv; 
ant  to  perform  duties  not  included  In  the  or^ 
iginal  contract  constitutes  actionable  negligence 
where  such  servant  Is  plainly  unfitted  for  the 
new  duties. 

The  nature  and  extent  of  this  exception  may 
be  stated  thus :  The  principle  that  the  master 
Is  not  precluded  from  relying  on  the  defense  of 
common  employment  by  the  mere  fact  that  the 
plalntilTs  Injury  was  received  in  consequence 
of  his  complying  with  an  order  given  by  a  su- 
perior coservant  having  the  right  to  control 
him  as  to  the  manner  of  doing  his  work,  is  not 
applicable  in  cases  where  that  order  requires 
the  performance  of  duties  outside  the  scope  of 
the  plaintiff's  original  contract.  Under  these 
circumstances  the  sole  question  to  be  deter- 
mined, in  so  far  as  the  master's  liability  de- 
pends upon  the  representative  character  of  the 
delinquent  coservant,  is  whether  the  order 
which  occasioned  the  injury  was  one  which  he 
had  authority  to  give. 

In  Union  P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Fort  (1873)  17  Wall. 
553,  21  L.  ed.  739,  Affirming  (1871)  2  Dill. 
259,  Fed.  Cab.  No.  4,052,  the  court,  after  stat- 
ing the  rule  as  to  common  employment,  said: 
"This  rule  proceeds  on  the  theory  that  the  em- 
ployee, in  entering  the  service  of  the  principal. 
Is  presumed  to  take  upon  himself  the  risks  inci- 
dent to  the  undertaking,  among  which  are  to  be 
counted  the  negligence  of  fellow  servants  in 
the  same  employment,  and  that  considerations 
of  public  policy  require  the  enforcement  of  the 
mle.  But  this  presumption  cannot  arise  where 
the  risk  Is  not  within  the  contract  of  service, 
and  the  servant  had  no  reason  to  believe  he 
would  have  to  encounter  it.  If  it  were  other- 
wise, principals  would  be  released  from  all  ob- 
ligations to  make  reparation  to  an  employee 
In  a  subordinate  position  for  any  injury  caused 
by  the  wrongful  conduct  of  the  person  placed 
over  him,  whether  they  were  fellow  servants 
In  the  sams  commoo  service  or  not.  Such  a 
48  L.  R.  A. 


doctrine  would  be  subversive  of  all  Just  Ideas 
of  the  obligations  arising  out  of  the  contract 
of  service,  and  withdraw  all  protection  from 
the  sul)ordInate  employees  of  railroad  corpora- 
tions. These  corporations,  instead  of  being  re- 
quired to  conduct  their  business  so  as  not  to  en- 
danger life,  would,  BO  far  as  this  class  of  per- 
sons were  concerned,  be  relieved  of  all  pecuni- 
ary responsibility  in  case  they  failed  to  do  it. 
A  doctrine  that  leads  to  such  results  is  unsup- 
ported by  reason,  and  cannot  receive  our  sanc- 
tion. ...  If  the  order  had  been  given  to 
a  person  of  mature  years,  who  had  not  engaged 
to  do  such  work,  although  enjoined  to  obey  the 
directions  of  his  superior,  it  might  with  some 
plausibility  be  argued  that  he  should  have  dis- 
obeyed it,  as  he  must  have  known  that  its  exe- 
cution was  attended  with  danger.  Or,  at  anj 
rate.  If  he  chose  to  obey,  that  he  took  upon  him- 
self the  risks  Incident  to  the  service.  But  this 
boy  occupied  a  very  different  position.  How 
could  he  be  expected  to  know  the  peril  of  the 
undertaking?  He  was  a  mere  youth,  without 
experience,  and  not  familiar  with  machinery. 
Not  being  able  to  Judge  for  himself  he  had  a 
right  to  rely  on  the  Judgment  of  Coilett,  and^ 
doubtless,  entered  upon  the  execution  of  the 
order  without  apprehension  of  danger." 

One  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  declsloo 
in  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Bayfield  (1877) 
87  Mich.  205,  rested,  was  thus  stated  by  Cooley, 
Ch.  J.:  "We  also  think  that  where 
the  superior  servant,  by  means  of  an 
authority  whieh  he  exercises  by  dele- 
gation of  the  master,  wrongfully  exposes 
the  service,  and  in  consequence  he  is 
Jury,  the  master  must  respond.  It  is  only 
where  the  risks  properly  pertain  to  the  busi- 
ness, and  are  incident  to  it,  that  the  master  is 
excused  from  responsibility ;  and,  a  risk  of  this 
nature  not  being  one  of  the  kind,  the  general 
rule  applies,  and  he  must  answer  for  the  mis- 
conduct of  his  agent." 

The  court  adopted  the  broad  contention  of 
the  plaintiff  that,  if  the  master  wrongfully 
sends  his  servant  into  a  dangerous  place,  or  ex- 
poses him  to  a  risk  not  connected  with 
the  service  and  in  consequence  he  Is 
injured,  the  rule  which  exempts  the 
master  from  responsibility  has  no  applica- 
tion, because  the  risk  is  not  one  which 
the  servant  has  assumed;  and  that  if,  instead 
of  being  sent  by  the  master  in  person,  the  serv- 
ant is  thus  wrongfully  exposed  to  danger  by- 
one  whom  the  master  has  placed  over  him,  anci 
to  whose  orders  he  is  subjected,  the  responsibil- 
ity is  the  same;  the  wrongful  act  of  this  su- 
perior being  in  law  the  wrongful  act  of  the  mas- 
ter himself. 

This  case  was  followed  in  Walker  v.  Lake 
Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  (1895)  104  Mich.  606,  62 
N.  W.  1032,  and  by  two  Judges  in  Rodman  v. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  (1884)  55  Mich.  57,  54  Am. 
Rep.  348,  20  N.  W.  788. 

In  Hayes  v.  Colchester  Mills  (1894)  69  Vt. 
1,  87  Atl.  269,  the  court  argued  as  follower 
If  this  service  was  beyond  the  plaintlff*s  capacl> 
ty,  and  so  outside  the  scope  of  his  employment,, 
he  did  not  assume  the  risks  attendant  upon  It. 
A  person  of  mature  years  might  have  been  held 
to  have  assumed  them  by  consenting  to  do  the 
work;  but  the  rights  of  a  child  are  not  per^- 
mitted  to  depend  upon  his  ability  to  discrimi- 
nate promptly  as  to  the  work  required  of  him,, 
or  to  refuse  obedience  to  the  command  of  his 
superior.  This  limitation  of  the  plaintiff's 
risk  renders  the  doctrine  of  fellow  servant  in- 
applicable. In  entering  the  defendant's  serv- 
ice, the  plaintiff  assumed  only  such  risks  aris- 
ing from  the  negligence  of  his  coemployees  as 
might  be  Incurred  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
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ployment.  So  It  Is  not  necessary  to  determine 
whether  the  nature  and  extent  of  Sturgls's  au- 
thority over  the  plaintiff  were  such  as  to  ex- 
clude him  from  the  relation  of  fellow  serrant. 
Theeffect  of  his  authority  over  the  plaintiff  Is  to 
be  considered  without  reference  to  that  relation. 
The  defendant  assigned  Sturgis  to  the  care  of 
the  machiuery,  and  placed  the  plaintiff  under 
his  orders.  If  Sturgis,  acting  within  the 
sphere  of  his  own  duty,  required  of  the  plaintiff 
a  service  which  was  outside  his  employment, 
and  which  a  prudent  master  would  not  have  im- 
posed upon  a  person  of  his  years,  strength, 
and  Judgment,  the  defendant  Is  liable  for  the 
consequences  of  the  Improper  order. 

In  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Gaffney  (1889) 
110  Ind.  455,  4  L.  R.  A.  850,  21  N.  E.  1102,  the 
court,  in  holding  that  a  mine  boss  who  directed 
a  ten-year-old  boy  to  leave  his  own  work  and 
undertake  more  dangerous  duties,  was  not  a 
fellow  servant  of  the  boy,  said :  "Nor  do  we 
rest  our  conclusion  upon  the  maxim  Responde- 
nt superior.  Mushett  (if  not  Haines)  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  was  the  agent 
of  the  appellant,  and  the  superior  of  the  ap- 
pellee. It  was  his  right  to  command,  and  the 
appellee's  duty  to  obey,  and,  considering  the 
Immature  age  of  the  appellee,  we  must  assume 
that  he  obeyed  the  commands  of  his  superiors, 
supposing  that  it  was  his  duty  so  to  do,  without 
regard  to  the  dangers  or  hazards  that  he  would 
«ncounter,  and  without  a  knowledge  thereof." 

See  also  Jones  v.  Old  Dominion  Cotton  Mills 
<1886)  82  Va.  140  (order  given  by  foreman)  ; 
Maun  V.  Oriental  Print  Works  (1875)  11  R.  I. 
162  (order  given  by  engineer  to  fireman)  ;  Or- 
man  v.  Mannix  (1892)  17  Colo.  564,  17  L.  R.  A. 
602,  30  Pac.  1037  (order  given  by  gang  fore- 
man) ;  and  the  cases  cited,  passim,  in  note. 

In  nearly  all  the  cases  in  which  this  aspect 
of  the  master's  liability  has  come  under  con- 
sideration the  injured  servant  has  been  a  minor, 
and  language  has  sometimes  been  used  which 
Indicates  that  the  benefit  of  this  qualification 
of  the  doctrine  of  common  employment  can  only 
t>e  claimed  by  minors. 

Mann  v.  Oriental  Print  Works  (1876)  11  R. 
I.  152,  was  a  case  of  an  adult,  so  far  as  ap- 
pears. 

In  Randall  t.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  (1883) 
109  U.  S.  483,  27  L.  ed.  1005,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
322,  Gray,  J.,  said  that  the  principle  of  Union 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Fort  (1873)  17  Wall.  653,  21  L. 
«d.  789,  was  that,  the  servant  "being  a  minor, 
lie  was  performing,  by  direction  of  his  superior, 
work  outside  of  and  disconnected  with  the  con- 
tract which  his  father  had  made  for  him  with 
the  defendant." 

In  Leary  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  (1885)  130 
Mass.  580.  62  Am.  Rep.  733,  2  N.  E.  115,  also, 
It  was  remarked  that  the  controlling  factor  was 
that  plaintiff  was  a  minor. 

But  with  all  deference  to  the  eminent  Judges 
who  have  taken  this  view,  the  present  writer 
^Fentures  to  express  an  opinion  that  It  Is  neither 
<consIstent  with  the  reason  of  the  qualification 
nor  sustained  by  the  authorities,  not  excepting 
«ven  the  case  commented  upon.  One  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  upheld  the  servant's  right  of  ac- 
tion in  Union  P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Fort  (1878)  17  Wall. 
fi53,  21  L.  ed.  739  (as  will  be  seen  by  reading 
the  extract  from  the  opinion  in  note),  was  that 
be  "had  no  reason  to  believe  he  would 
bave  to  encounter"  the  risk  which  caused  his 
Injury.  Manifestly  this  element  of  nonantlcl- 
patlon  is  of  precisely  the  same  evidential  im- 
port In  the  case  of  adults  as  in  the  case  of  serv- 
ants. In  so  far  as  it  operates  prima  facie  to 
negative  that  Imowledge  which  is  supposed  to 
exist  with  regard  to  the  ordinary  risks  of  work 
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within  the  scope  of  the  employment  Up  to 
this  stage  of  the  Inquiry,  therefore,  adults  and 
minors  stand  on   the   same  footing. 

The  second  question  Involved  Is  that  which 
Is  discussed  In  the  latter  part  of  the  opinion  In 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Fort,  vUf.,  whether  this  pre- 
sumption of  exctisable  ignorance  is  overcome 
by  the  specific  evidence  which  is  relied  upon  to 
prove  actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  risk. 
I'liis  question  Is  wholly  distinct  from  the  other, 
and,  In  considering  it,  the  minority  of  the  serv- 
ant undoubtedly  becomes  material,  for  exactly 
the  same  reasons  as  where  the  extraordinary 
risk  Is  one  within  the  scope  of  the  servant's  em- 
ployment. To  this  extent,  therefore,  and  no 
further,  it  is  submitted,  the  tender  age  of  the 
plaintiff  is  a  controlling  factor  In  the  casei 
which  established  this  limitation  of  the  doc- 
trine of  common  employment.  Minority,  in 
short,  makes  It  more  difllcult  for  the  master 
ultimately  to  prevail  on  the  ground  of  an  ss- 
sumptlon  of  the  risks  of  new  duties,  but  this  Is 
only  because  the  general  Inference  of  a  nonas- 
sumptlon  of  those  risks  which  is  drawn  from 
the  servant's  nonantlcipation  is  more  readily 
rebutted  by  specific  evidence  In  the  case  of 
adults  than  in  the  case  of  minors. 

yi.     Contributory  negligence  as  a  defense. 

In  obeying  orders  generally. 

The  general  rule,  as  formulated  by  an  emi- 
nent Judge,  is  that,  where  a  master  commands 
a  servant  to  go  outside  of  his  regular  employ 
ment  to  do  a  work  which  IS  attended  with  spe- 
cial danger,  and  the  servant,  In  response  to  the 
specific  commands  of  his  master,  goes  and  doei 
the  work  In  the  way  and  at  the  time  directed, 
the  fact  that  the  servant  knew  that  it  wai 
dangerous  renders  him,  as  matter  of  law.  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence,  unless  the  character 
of  the  danger  be  so  patent  and  so  extreme  that 
no  one  but  a  foolhardy,  reckless  man  would  at- 
tempt It.  English  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  (1885)  24  Fed.  Rep.  908,  per  Brewer,  J. 
A  similar  principle  holds  where  the  order  was 
given  by  a  superior  servant,  clothed  with  au- 
thority to  direct  the  servant  who  brings  the 
action. 

In  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v,  Bayfield  (18771 
37  Mich.  205.  It  was  agreed  that,  even  If  the 
superior  servant  who  gave  the  order  represented 
the  company  ad  hanc  vicem,  the  act  of  the 
plaintiff  In  obeying  was  his  own  voluntary  act 
and  that  the  case  was  the  ordinary  one  of  con- 
tributory negligence.  This  contention  did  not 
prevail.  Cooley,  Ch.  J.,  said :  "When  one  per- 
son engages  in  the  employment  of  another,  he 
undertakes  to  obey  all  lawful  orders,  and  he 
subjects  himself,  for  any  failure  to  do  so,  to 
the  double  liability  of  being  expelled  from  the 
employment  and  of  being  required  to  pay  dam- 
ages. It  is  true  the  master  had  no  right  to 
direct  him  to  do  anything  not  contemplated  In 
the  employment;  but  when  one  thus  contracts 
to  submit  himself  to  the  orders  of  another, 
there  must  be  some  presumption  that  the  orders 
he  receives  are  lawful,  the  giving  of  the  orders 
being  of  itself  an. assumption  that  they  are  law- 
ful ;  and  the  servant  who  refused  to  obey  would 
take  upon  himself  the  burden  of  showing  s 
lawful  reason  for  the  refusal.  This  of  itself 
Is  sufficient  reason  for  excusing  the  servant 
who  declines  the  responsibility  In  any  case  in 
which  doubts  can  possibly  exist.  He  should 
assume  that  the  order  Is  given  in  good  faith 
and  m  the  belief  that  It  Is  rightful ;  and  If.  in 
his  own  Judgment,  It  Is  unwarranted,  it  Is  not 
for  the  master  to  Insist  that  the  servant  was 
In  the  wrong  in  not  refusing  obedience.  Re- 
spect for  the  master,  as  well  as  a  consideration 
for  his  own  Interest,  may  very  properly  Indoct 
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l&Im  to  walTe  hU  own  Judgment  for  that  of  bis 
superior,  and,  Instead  of  engaging  In  dlspates, 
-and  being,  perbaps,  ejected  from  his  employ- 
ment, to  leave  questiooB  of  doubt  for  future 
settlement.  Now,  altbougb  we  tbink  on  the 
facta,  aa  tbe  jury  baa  found  tbem,  tbere  was  no 
autborlty  to  aend  Williamg  to  bandle  tbe 
brajcea,  yet  tbe  point  was  not  ao  clear  but  tbat 
serious  question  was  made  of  It  on  tbe  trial, 
and  it  would  be  grossly  unjust  to  compel  tbe 
servant  at  bis  peril  to  decide  correctly  on  tbe 
validity  of  an  order  presumptively  lawful  wben 
tbe  consequences  of  even  a  correct  decision 
migbt  be  apparent  insubordination,  and  perbaps 
difficulty  and  litigation.  It  is  perfectly  Just 
under  sucb  circumstances  to  leave  upon  tbe 
master  tbe  responsibility  he  assumed  In  giving 
an  unwarranted  order,  and  to  bold  tbat  tbe 
servant  is  not  blamable  In  yielding  obedience  to 
.liin  superior." 

See  also  Galveston  Oil  Co.  t.  Thompson 
(1890)  76  Tex.  23^,  13  3.  W.  60 ;  Clark  County 
•Cement  Co.  ▼.  Wright  (1897)  16  Ind.  App. 
«aO,  45  N.  B.  817  (complaint  not  demurrable 
•because  It  shows  undertaking  of  new  and  more 
dangerous  duties)  ;  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  B. 
Co.  T.  Adams  (1886)  106  Ind.  151,  6  N.  R. 
187   (arguendo) . 

In  Frandsen  t.  Chicago,  B.  I.  &  P.  XL  Co. 
<1873)  36  Iowa,  372,  it  was  argued  tbat  if  it 
was  negligence  for  a  foreman  of  a  repair  gang 
to  order  his  men  to  enter  tbe  railway  cutting 
with  a  handcar  which  was  run  down,  It  was 
n^Jigence  on  tbe  part  of  plaintiff  to  go  upon 
it,  and  tbat  he  should  have  refused.  But  tbe 
•court  said:  "A  Judicial  sanction  to  such  in- 
subordination would  breed  an  Infinity  of  accl- 
•dents.  Altbougb  the  train  was  behind  time, 
this  would  not  Justify  the  boss  and  men,  who 
H:onstltute  the  repairing  force.  In  setting  off 
their  band  car  and  awaiting  tbe  train.  It 
might  not  arrive  for  hours,  or  possibly  might 
itself  be  awaiting  tbe  arrival  of  tbe  band  car 
with  men,  tools,  and  materials  to  repair  a 
breach  or  remove  obstructions  which  stayed  Its 
progress.  Tbe  repairing  force,  then,  should 
move  on,  both  prudently  and  obediently,  to  tbe 
•discharge  of  Its  full  duty.'* 

See  also  Kehler  v.  Scbwenk  (1892)  161  Pa. 
«19,  26  Atl.  130:  Orman  v.  Mannlx  (1892)  17 
Colo.  664,  17  L.  B.  A.  602,  30  Pac.  1037 ;  Camp 
^.  Hall  (1897)  39  Fla.  635,  22  So.  792. 

Special  reasons  for  not  imputing  negligence 
-«zl8t,  where  the  servant's  excusable  ignorance 
4>f  the  danger  to  be  encountered  Is  a  reaaonable 
Inference  from  the  fact  that  he  had  no  time 
for  reflection  or  choice.  Bush  v.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co.  (1887)  36  Kan.  129,  12  Pac.  582;  Dowl- 
ing  T.  Allen  (1881)  74  Mo.  13,  41  Am.  Bep.  298 
(boy  of  seventeen  ordered  to  stop  an  engine, 
snch  work  not  being  a  part  of  his  duty,  and  to 
hurry,  was  caught  by  an  uncovered  set-screw)  ; 
Hale  Elevator  Co.  ▼.  Trude  (1891)  41  111.  App. 
263  (servant  In  hasty  response  abandoned  bis 
regular  work  to  add  his  strength  to  tbat  of 
other  employees  to  overcome  a  present  ex- 
igency). 

A  boy  of  fourteen  who  suddenly  receives  an 

•  order  from  his  foreman  to  pick  up  and  throw 
away     a     stick      of     giant     powder      which 

•  has  cangbt  flre  Is  not,  as  matter  of 
law,  negligent  In  obeying,  as  he  '  has 
neither  time  for  the  close  weighing  of 
chances   nor    the   opportunity    to   comprehend 

-  folly  the  danger  of  the  service  to  which  be  Is 
assigned.     Orman  v.  Mannlx   (1892)    17  Colo. 

.  564,  17  L.  B.  A.  602.  30  Pac.  1037. 

Or  where,  by  reason  of  his  youth  and  Inex- 

,  perlencs  he  was  Incapable  of  determining 
whether  the  work  required  Is  within  tbe  scope 

-of  his  employment.  Hayes  v.  Colchester 
Mills  (1894)  60  Yt.  1,  87  Atl.  269. 
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Or  believes  himself  bound  to  repder  obedience 
to  tbe  order.  Mary  Lee  Coal  &  B  Co.  v.  Cham- 
bliss  (1892)  97  Ala.  171,  11  So.  807  (minor  of 
seventeen  years,  employed  as  a  fireman,  was  or- 
dered to  throw  a  switch). 

Or  does  not  comprehend  the  danger  of  the 
new  work  to  which  be  is  assigned. 

Tbe  fact  tbat  a  boy  of  fourteen.  Injured  In 
a  mine  by  stumbling  over  a  piece  of  coal  lying 
upon  the  track  while  endeavoring,  in  pursuance 
of  directions  of  tbe  superintendent  directing 
him  to  a  service  outside  of  the  duty  of  his  regu- 
lar employment  and  without  tbe  knowledge  of 
his  parents,  to  throw  off  the  bi*ake  upon  a  coal 
car,  bad  seen  sucb  piece  of  coal  before  be  was 
Injured,  does  not  render  him,  as  matter  of  law, 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  since  It  does 
not  follow,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  tbat  bis 
Judgmeoit  bad  reached  such  maturity  that  be 
was  apprised  of  the  danger  of  running  along- 
side the  tracks  or  setting  or  removing  tbe 
brakes  under  sucb  circumstances.  Northern  P. 
Coal  Co.  V.  BIcbmond  (1893)  15  U.  S.  App. 
202,  68  Fed.  Bep.  756,  7  C.  C.  A.  485. 

Of  course,  even  a  minor  who  fully  under- 
stands the  risks  of  using  an  appliance  which  he 
Is  not  hired  to  operate  will  be  held  liable  for  a 
failure  to  use  tbe  care  appropriate  to  tbe  cir- 
cumstances for  tbe  prevention  of  injury. 
Michael  v.  Stanley  (1892)  75  Md.  464,  23  Atl. 
1094. 

A  servant  is  not  required  to  weigh  nicely  the 
question  whether  any  particular  order  is  one 
which  bis  superior  has  a  right  to  give.  Orman 
V.  Mannlx  (1892)  17  Colo.  564,  17  L.  B.  A.  602, 
30  Pac.  1037. 

Nor  will  a  servant  who  is  charged  with  vari- 
ous duties  be  held,  upon  uncertain  and  refined 
distinctions,  to  have  been  negligent  when  In 
good  faith  be  performed  a  service  outside  of 
tbe  line  of  bis  duty.  Grannls  v.  Chicago,  St.  P. 
&  K.  C.  B.  Co.  (1890)  81  Iowa.  444,  46  N.  W. 
10G7  (finding  upheld  that  a  wiper  In  a  round- 
bouse  Injured  while  attempting  to  couple  an  en- 
gine to  a  car  in  assisting  to  take  the  engine 
out  of  tbe  roundbouae,  was  acting  in  the  line 
of  his  duty  while  making  the  coupling,  the 
proof  being  that  the  plaintiff,  altbougb  be  bad 
never  attempted  to  do  such  work  before,  was  a 
man  of  all  work,  and  required  to  assist  In  tak- 
ing engines  into  and  bringing  them  out  of  tbe 
roundhouse,  and  It  Is  shown  that  other  wipers 
coupled  cars). 

But  clearly  he  can  never  be  Justified  In  obey- 
ing an  order  which  takes  him  outside  his  regu- 
lar duties^  where  he  has  been  expressly  in- 
structed to  obey  tbe  orders  of  tbe  superior 
servant  only  In  so  far  as  they  relate  to  his 
own  department.  Mann  v.  Oriental  Print 
Works  (1875)  11  B.  I.  152,  where  It  was  also 
held  tbat,  unless  the  plaintiff  fireman  had  been 
Instructed  not  to  obey  tbe  engineer  except  In 
tbe  line  of  tbe  fireman's  employment,  tbe  engi- 
neer was  authorized  to  call  upon  him  for  assist- 
ance In  any  matter  within  tbe  engineer's  de- 
partment, and  tbe  defendant  would  be  liable, 
even  If  tbere  was  another  person  who  might 
more  properly  be  called  upon. 

A  servant  who  Is  sent  to  do  a  piece  of  work 
with  a  machine  with  which  he  Is  not  familiar 
Is  bound  to  Inquire  as  to  tbe  method  of  its 
operation.  Tbe  failure  to  seek  this  informa- 
tion will  debar  him  from  recovering  for  an  in- 
Jury  caused  by  operating  it.  If  it  is  free  from 
defects.  Millar  v.  Madison  Car  Co.  (1895) 
130  Mo.  617,  31  S.  W.  574. 

Where  tbe  particular  manner  In  which  the 
new  duties  are  to  be  performed  Is  left  to  tbe 
discretion  of  the  servant,  be  cannot  recover  If 
he  performs  tbem  In  a  way  obviously  calculated 
to  cause  tbe  injury  complained  of.  Wormell  v. 
Maine  C.  B.  Co.   (1887)   79  Me.  897,  10  AtL 
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49  (workman  whose  ordinary  dutlea  were  In  a 
car  ghcp  injured  while  coupling  cars,  under  the 
direction  of  his  foreman.  Hand  placed  where 
servant  could  not  help  seeing  It  must  be  caught 
by  the  buffer). 

Or  falls  to  take  the  precautions  against  acci- 
dent which  would  have  suggested  themselres 
to  a  prudent  man.  Elnglish  ▼.  Chicago,  M.  & 
8t.  P.  R.  Co.  (1885)  24  Fed.  Rep.  906  (servant 
was  ordered  to  repair  a  water  tank,  and  fell 
from  a  narrow,  ice-covered  platform  on  which 
he  stood). 

Or  to  exercise  that  measure  of  skill  which  he 
possesses.  Boettger  t.  Scherpe  &  K.  Architec- 
tural Iron  Co.  il894)  124  Ho.  87.  27  8.  W. 
460  (one  hired  as  a  common  laborer  not  re- 
quired to  possess  such  skill  in  choosing  lumber 
for  a  scaffold  as  will  debar  him  from  recovery 
for  injuries  received  through  the  breaking  of  a 
piece  of  timber  used  In  erecting  the  structure). 

yil.  Aftsenoe  of  compulsion,  a»  essential  ele- 
ment of  (usumption  of  risks  and  oontribu- 
tory  negligenoe. 

a.  Generally. 

As  In  cases  of  injuries  from  other  kinds  of 
extraordinary  risks,  neither  an  assumption  of 
risks  outside  the  scope  of  the  original  employ- 
ment, nor  contributory  negligence  in  encoun- 
tering those  risks,  can  be  predicated,  unless  it 
is  shown  that  the  work  was  undertaken  volun- 
tarily. 

Actual  compulsion  will  readily  be  inferred 
where  the  servant  is  a  minor. 

In  Kehler  v.  Schwenk  (1892)  151  Pa.  505. 
25  Atl.  180,  one  of  the  elements  of  liability 
which  was  held  to  warrant  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  a  boy  of  fourteen,  was  that  he  was 
urged  into  the  new  service  against  his  will. 

An  action  is  maintainable  upon  a  complaint 
which  alleges  that  a  minor  was  not  engaged  in 
the  service  which  he  was  hired  to  perform,  but 
that  he  was  "compelled**  by  the  fellow  servant 
to  labor  at  a  business  much  more  perilous,  and 
was  injured  while  so  engaged.  The  court  said : 
"There  was  then  no  opportunity  to  adjust  the 
compensation  with  a  view  to  the  risk.  There 
was  no  consent  to  perform  the  service  on  any 
terms.  It  was  a  compulsory  service;  and  un- 
der such  circumstances  neither  Justice  nor  pol- 
icy requires  that  the  master  shall  be  acquitted 
of  responalblllty.'*  Chicago  &  O.  B.  R.  Co.  t. 
Harney  (1867)  28  Ind.  80,  92  Am.  Dec.  282. 

The  rights  of  a  child  are  not  permitted  to  de- 
pend upon  his  ability  to  discriminate  promptly 
as  to  the  work  required  of  him,  or  to  refuse 
obedience  to  the  command  of  his  superior. 
Hayes  v.  Colchester  Mills  (1894)  69  Vt.  1,  37 
Atl.  269. 

See  also  Patnode  v.  Warren  Cotton  Mills 
(1892)  157  Masa  283,  82  N.  E.  161  (servant 
fourteen  years  of  age,  and  of  less  than  ordinary 
intelligence,  injured  while  obeying  peremptory 
orders,  given  with  an  oath,  to  assist  in  operat- 
ing a  machine  at  which  he  was  not  employed 
to  work,  the  danger  attending  which  was  par- 
tially concealed  from  his  view,  held  not  negli- 
gent, as  matter  of  law). 

J3ut,  where  he  is  an  adult,  compulsion  is 
surmised  only  under  exceptional  circumstances. 
See,  however,  the  extracts  from  the  opinion 
in  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Hoodlet  (1891)  129 
Ind.  327,  27  N.  B.  741  (work  done  under  orders 
volenti  non  fit). 

b.  Protest  or  ohfection  by  servant. 

The  principle  that  the  failure  of  the  serv- 
ant to  protest  against  the  maintenance  of  ab- 
normally dangerous  conditions  due  to  the  maa- 
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tar's  negligence  Is  a  circumstance  which  pobita 
•trongly,  and  even  conclusively,  to  the  Inference 
that  the  servant  was  willing  to  assume  the  re- 
sulting risks,  la  equally  applicable  where  the 
peril  is  extraordinary  in  the  sense  with  which 
we  are  now  concerned. 

A  brakeman  engaged  with  the  distinct  agree- 
ment that  he  is  not  to  couple  cars  except  with 
a  Btick,  and  is  under  no  circumstances  to  go  be- 
tween cars  having  an  engixM  attached,  cannot 
recover  for  injuries  received  in  going  between 
the  cars  by  direction  of  the  engineer,  on  the 
ground  that  the  duty  was  outside  the  scope 
of  his  employment,  where  he  makes  no  objec- 
tion. Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Finley  (1894) 
26  U.  S.  App.  16,  12  C.  C.  A.  595,  63  Fed.  Bep. 
228.  To  the  same  effect,  see  Cole  t.  Chicago 
ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1888)  71  Wis.  114,  37  N.  W. 
84. 

The  evidential  import  of  a  protest  actually 
made  depends,  both  upon  the  defense  which  haa 
been  raised,  and  upon  the  views  of  the  court 
as  .to  the  economlc*s  social  principles  dis- 
cussed in  note  to  O'Maley  t.  South  Boston  Gas- 
light Co.  47  L.  R.  A.  166,  Volenti  non  fit  M- 
fnria,  as  a  defense  to  actions  by  injured  serr- 
anta  If  the  defense  is  an  assumption  of  the 
risks,  the  general  principle  which  is  almost 
universally  held  In  the  United  States,  that  the 
servant  cannot  countervail  the  effect  of  his 
appreciation  of  the  risk  by  showing  that  he  ca- 
tered a  protest  t»efore  undertaking  his  duties, 
is  considered  to  be  equally  applicable  whether 
the  work  to  be  done  is  within  or  ontaide  the 
scope  of  the  original  employment.  According^ 
ly  we  And  it  laid  down  that  a  servant  of  fall 
age  and  adequate  experience  cannot  cast  op- 
en the  master  all  the  risk  of  accident  In  the 
performance  of  new  duties  by  simply  protest- 
ing against  being  called  upon  to  perform  those 
duties.  Under  such  circumstances  he  has  the 
choice  of  either  leaving  the  employment,  or  to> 
remain  and  assume  all  the  risks  incident  to  the 
work  he  knows  that  he  is  expected  to  do. 
^^lieeler  v.  Berry  (1893)  95  Mich.  250,  64  K. 
W.  876,  distinguishing  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
T.  Bayfield  (1877)  87  Mich.  205.  as  being  a 
decision  based  on  the  youth,  weakness,  and  in- 
experience of  the  servant.  To  the  same  effect. 
Is  Leary  v.  Boston  ft  A.  R.  Co.  (1885)  139 
Mass.  580,  62  Am.  Rep.  738,  2  N.  B.  115  (freight 
truckman,  acting  temporarily  as  fireman,  was 
thrown  off  the  foot  board  of  a  switching  engine 
by  a  Jolt  caused  by  the  passage  of  the  engine 
over  a  frog).  The  court  said:  "While  a  per 
son  who  engages  for  a  particular  service  agrece 
to  encounter  only  the  dangers  of  that  service, 
he  may,  perhaps.  In  the  first  instance,  assume 
that  the  order  given  him  by  his  superior  la 
warranted  by  the  legitimate  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment. If,  BO  assuming,  he  is  Induced  to 
perform  duties  which,  by  his  contract,  he  is 
not  bound  to  perform,  and  Is  thus  injured,  he 
should  be  able  to  maintain  an  action  for  the 
injury  against  the  employer.  But,  in  the  cas» 
at,  bar,  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  duty  of  aid- 
ing as  fireman  on  the  engine  was  not  within 
his  original  contract  as  a  laborer.  He  deter- 
mined to  perform  it  as  a  part  of  his  engage- 
ment with  the  defendant,  rather  than  lose  hla 
position  as  a  laborer.  In  so  doing,  he  must  be 
held' to  have  assumed  Its  necessary  risks.  .  .  . 
Morally  to  coerce  a  servant  to  an  employment, 
the  risks  of  which  he  does  not  wish  to  encoun- 
ter, by  threatening  otherwise  to  deprive  him  of 
an  employment  he  can  readily  and  safely  per- 
form, may  sometimes  be  harsh ;  but  when  one 
has  assumed  an  employment.  If  an  additional 
and  more  dangerous  duty  Is  added  to  his  orig- 
inal labor,  he  may  accept  or  refuse  It.  If  he- 
has  an  executory  contract  for  the  original  serv- 
ice, he  may  refuse  the  additional  and  more  dsar 
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gerous  service,  and,  if  for  that  reason  he  Is 
discharged,  he  may  avail  himself  of  his  rem- 
edy on  his  contract.  If  he  has  no  such  con- 
tract, and  Icnowlngly,  although  unwillingly,  ac- 
cepts the  additional  and  more  dangerous  em- 
ployment, he  accepts  its  incidental  risks;  and 
while  he  may  require  of  the  employer  to  per- 
form his  duty,  he  cannot  recover  for  an  injury 
which  occurs  only  from  his  own  inexperience." 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Jones  v.  Lake  Shore 
ft  M.  8.  R.  Co.  (1883)  40  Mich.  578,  14  N.  W. 
661,  where  a  brakeman  on  a  passenger  train 
was  ordered  to  do  yard  work,  and  after  a  pro- 
test complied  with  the  order  and  was  injured 
by  a  projecting  load  of  lum'ber,  it  was  held 
that  it  was  competent  to  introduce  evidence  of 
the  protest  as  indicating  a  want  of  consent. 

In  Cole  T.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1888) 
71  Wis.  114,  87  N.  W.  84,  the  court  referred 
to,  but  declined  either  to  affirm  or  disalBrm, 
tlie  rule  in  this  case. 

€.  Ftnr  of  losing  position. 

In  some  of  the  cases  Just  referred  to  it 
win  be  noticed  that  the  effect  of  the  servant's 
protest  is  considered  with  reference  to  the  fact 
that  dismissal  must  always  be  taken  into  ac- 
count as  a  possible  consequence  of  disobedience, 
and  that  the  servant  is  presumed  to  be  in- 
fluenced by  this  consideration. 

The  fact  that  there  was  no  threat  of  dismis- 
sal in  case  of  refusal  to  undertake  the  new  du- 
ties was  emphasized  in  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Flnley  (1804)  25  U.  8.  App.  16,  68  Fed.  Rep. 
228,  12  C.  C.  A.  505,  as  ground  for  inferring 
acceptance  of  the  rlska 

ObTloQsly,  however,  %n  actual  protest  Is  not 
ft  necessary  or  invariable  accompaniment  of 
this  element,  and  In  some  cases  its  bearing  up- 
on the  qnestion  of  the  servant's  willingness  is 
treated  from  a  more  general  standpoint,  the 
same  disagreement  being  exhibited  by  the  deci- 
sions as  in  those  where  objections  were  made 
before  the  servant  complied  with  the  master's 
directions. 


In  Gavigan  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co. 
(1806)  110  Mich.  71,  67  N.  W.  1007,  the  court 
rejected  the  contention  that,  by  consenting  to 
perform  the  service,  the  plaintiff  did  not  as- 
sume the  risk,  inasmuch  as  he  might  be  dis- 
charged If  he  refused  to  perform  the  service, 
or,  m  other  words,  that  the  master  is  to  be 
considered  an  insurer  of  the  servant  perform- 
ing extraordinary  service  by  direction  of  a  su- 
perior, whenever  he  chooses  to  obey  a  direction 
of  one  in  charge  for  fear  of  discbarge.  See 
also  Reed  v.  Stockmeyer  (1806)  34  U.  S.  App. 
727,  74  Fed.  Rep.  186,  20  C.  C.  A.  381,  where 
it  was  said  that  the  master's  having  demanded 
services  different  from  those  for  which  the 
servant  was  engaged  does  not  create  any  liabil- 
ity where  the  latter  consents  to  do  the  work 
rather  than  be  discharged,  and  Dougherty  v. 
West  Superior  Iron  &  S.  Co.  (1804)  88  Wis. 
843,  60  N.  W.  274,  where  the  same  rule  was 
quite  broadly  laid  down. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  supreme  court  of  In- 
diana has  repudiated  the  theory  that  the  serv- 
ant is  free  to  quit  the  service  and  thus  avoid 
danger,  and  that,  by  voluntarily  continuing  in 
the  service  and  obeying  the  command,  he  con- 
sentb  to  take  the  additional  risk.  "While  in 
theory  the  employee,  whose  master  furnishes 
appliances  which  both  know  are  defective.  Is  at 
liberty  to  quit  the  service,  and  refuse  to  be 
subjected  to  the  enhanced  danger,  we  cannot 
close  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  necessities 
of  the  struggle  for  existence  tend  strongly  to 
deprive  the  employee  of  that  theoretical  inde- 
pendence and  freedom  of  action.  While  the 
service  cannot  be  compulsory  In  the  sense  that 
the  employee  can  be  compelled  to  work  against 
his  will,  yet  the  very  nature  of  the  relation 
existing  between  the  parties  carries  with  it  the 
irresistible  Inference  of  dependence  upon  the 
one  side.'*  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Uoodlet 
(1801)  120  Ind.  327,  p.  834,  27  N.  W.  741.  To 
the  same  effect,  see  Pittsburgh,  C.  ft  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Adams  (1886)  106  Ind.  151,  p.  164,  5  N. 
B.  187.  C.  B.  L. 
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(104  Wis.  600.) 

!•     Tbe  owners  la  belnir  of  real  estate 

stand,  not  only  for  themselves,  but  for  all 
that  may  come  after  them,  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  litigation  affecting  the  Jurisdiction 
of  the  court  to  deal  with  the  whole  title. 

%,  Tlie  Interposition  of  a  oonrt  of 
e^nltr  to  preaerTO  a  trnst  estate  from 
destruction  by  reason  of  some  circumstances 
not  foreseen  and  provided  for  by  the  creator 
of  the  trust  cannot  extend  to  any  change  of 
the  trust  scheme  further  than  Is  necessary 
for  the  preservation  of  the  property. 

8.  The  best  Interest  of  Infant  owners 
of  an  estate  In  remainder,  requiring  an 
allowance  to  them  of  an  immediate  benefit 
therefrom  for  their  maintenance  and  educa- 
tion, will  not  warrant  a  court  of  equity  In 
making  an  allowance  to  them  from  the  trust 
estate  during  the  existence  of  a  life  tenancy, 


NoTS. — Por  sale  of  life  estate  to  pay  taxea 
see  also  Defreese  v.  Lake  (Mich.)  82  L.  R.  A. 
744,  and  note;  and  Rt.  Paul  Trust  Co.  y.  Mlnt- 
ser  (Minn.)  82  L.  R.  A.  756. 
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where  the  trust  not  only  fails  to  give  any  In- 
terest to  the  remaindermen  until  after  the 
life  tenant's  death,  but  also  makes  their  in- 
terest contingent  by  providing  that  the  life  ten- 
ant may,  by  her  will,  in  her  discretion,  dis- 
tribute the  estate  among  her  surviving  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren,  and,  In  default  of 
her  appointment,  gives  the  estate  to  her  sur- 
viving children  and  the  descendants  of  de- 
ceased children  by  right  of  representation. 
On  rehearing. 

4*  The  entire  property  of  a  trnst  estate 
may  be  laid  hold  of  and  administered 
by  a  conrt  of  eqnlty  so  as  to  protect  the 
Interests  In  remainder  of  Infants  or  persons 
unknown  who  are  likely  to  be  interested  In  it, 
against  the  danger  of  destruction  by  tax  and 
other  liens,  when  the  matter  Is  brought  be- 
fore the  court  In  a  proceeding  instituted  by 
the  life  tenant  to  obtain  authority  to  sell  a 
part  of  the  property,  although  the  primary 
object  of  the  proceeding  is  to  get  an  adjudica- 
tion as  to  the  power  to  authorise  a  sale  which 
shall  bar  possible  remaindermen,  and  all  the 
counsel  representing  the  different  parties  at- 
tempt to  limit  the  Investigation  to  a  part  of 
the  property. 

5.  Jndlelal  Inquiry  on  a  ireneral  ap- 
peal from  a  Judgment  in  an  equitable  action 
to  sell  part  of  a  trust  estate,  presenting  the 
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question  whether  the  Judgment  I0  proper  on 
the  undisputed  facts,  Is  not  by  any  means 
circumscribed  by  the  assignment  of  errors. 

6.  Anthorlty  to  execute  a  poorer  by 
^rf  11  Is  exclusive  of  its  execution  in  any  other 
manner. 

7.  A  life  tenant  of  a  trust  estate  to 
whom  Is  ortven  a  po^ver  of  appoint- 
meut  by  will  fur  the  distribution  of  the 
remainder,  at  her  discretion,  among  her  sur- 
viving descendants,  in  default  of  which  the 
remainder  shall  go  to  her  living  children  and 
to  the  descendants  of  those  who  are  dead 
by  right  of  representation,  though  competent 
to  sell  her  life  interest  so  as  to  separate  It 
from  the  power  of  appointment,  has  no  au- 
thority to  separate  her  estate  from  the  es- 
tate in  remainder,  and  should  not  be  given 
that  power  by  a  court  of  equity  without  some 
overpowering  necessity  existing  to  demand 
it,  because  that  course  wouJd  substitute  a 
mere  expectancy  for  a  certainty,  contrary  to 
the  settlor's  scheme. 

8.  On  the  sale  of  part  of  a  trust  estate 
to  dtseliarfte  Ileus  whteb  exist  bjr 
fault  of  tlie  life  tenant,  such  portion  of 
the  proceeds  as  would  go  to  the  life  tenant 
if  the  value  of  her  life  estate  were  estimated 
and  paid  to  her  may  be  paid  over  to  her,  not 
as  a  payment  of  the  value  of  her  interest,  but 
as  an  Investment,  if  secured  by  life  insur- 
ance on  her  life  In  reputable  level  premium 
companies  authorized  to  do  business  In  the 
state,  and  if  she  adequately  secures  payment 
of  the  premiums,  and  also  secures  prompt 
payment  of  future  taxes  on  the  unsold  prop- 
erty by  mortgage  to  the  trustee  upon  her  life 
estate  therein,  making  it  a  first  lien  on  such 
estate. 

(June  22,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
'the  Circuit  Court  for  Milwaukee  County 
granting  authority  to  sell  a  portion  of  a 
trust  estate  for  the  benefit  of  the  life  tenant 
and  remainderman.     Reversed, 

Statement  by  Marshall,  J.: 

Equitable  action  by  the  owner  of  a  life 
estate  in  certain  valuable  real  property  in 
the  city  of  Milwaukee  against  her  minor 
children,  the  owners  of  the  estate  in  remain- 
der subject  to  some  contingencies,  to  obtain 
judicial  authority  to  sell  a  part  of  such 
property,  including  all  estates  therein,  vested 
or  contingent,  upon  the  ground  of  a  necessity 
so  to  do  in  order  to  prevent  a  threatened  de- 
struction of  such  estates  by  tax  and  other 
liens  thereon.  Proper  proceedings  were  tak- 
en to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  of  the  in- 
fant defendants  and  have  them  properly  rep- 
resented by  a  guardian  ad  litem.  The  facta 
set  foi*th  in  the  complaint  are  covered  by  the 
findingfs  of  fact,  and  the  prayer  for  relief  by 
the  conclusions  of  law,  filed  by  the  trial 
court,  which  are  in  substance  as  follows: 
Plaintiff's  father,  November  19,  1874,  con- 
veyed the  property  described  in  the  com- 
plaint to  trustees  by  deed,  upon  the  follow- 
ing trusts:  For  the  sole  use  of  the  grantor 
during  his  life;  after  the  death  of  the  gran- 
tor, remander  to  the  sole  use  of  his  daugh- 
ter, the  plaintiff,  with  power  to  distribute 
the  same  by  her  last  will,  in  her  discretion, 
to  her  children  living  at  her  death  and  the 
48  L.  R.  A. 


children  of  her  deceased  children,  and  re- 
mainder to  such  children  in  case  of  her  fail- 
ure to  exercise  the  power,  the  trustees  to 
convey  in  fee  in  accordance  with  such  execu- 
tion if  it  shall  take  place,  otherwise  to  plain- 
tiff's children  living  at  her  death  and  the 
children  of  any  deceased  child,  the  latter  to 
form  a  class  to  take  the  share  of  their  de- 
ceased parent  by  right  of  representation;  in 
case  of  the  death  of  plaintiff  without  leav- 
ing children  or  grandchildren,  remainder  to 
her  mother  for  life,  and  remainder  over,  aft- 
er death  of  the  mother,  in  fee  to  the  heirs  at 
law  of  the  grantor.  The  grantor  died  soon 
after  the  making  of  the  trust  deed.  In  1883 
plaintiff  was  married  to  Benjamin  H.  Tyson, 
with  whom  she  lived  till  1895,  w^hen  she  was 
legally  separated  from  him.  There  were 
born  to  plaintiff,  by  said  marriage,  defend- 
ants Virginia  C.  Tyson  and  Juliet  C.  Tyson, 
both  under  the  age  of  fourteen  years  at  the 
date  of  the  findings.  After  the  divorce 
plaintiff  was  married  to  George  H.  Ruggles, 
with  whom  she  now  resides  at  Pittsburg, 
Pennsylvania,  and  by  whom  she  has  one 
child,  the  infant  defendant  Anna  C.  Ruggles. 
Plaintiff  is  the  sole  lineal  descendant  of  her 
father,  and  there  are  no  collateral  heirs  so 
far  as  known.  Plaintiff's  mother  has  duly 
quitclaimed  her  interest  in  the  property  to 
plaintiff.  Plaintiff  came  into  poseession  of 
the  property  in  1882,  at  which  time  it 
yielded  revenue  sufficient  to  pay  the  taxes 
and  support  her.  In  1883,  soon  after  plain- 
tiff's marriage  with  Tyson,  he  was  permitted 
to  take  absolute  control  of  the  property  and 
that  situation  continued  down  to  1891,  dur- 
ing which  period,  through  plaintifiT's  inex- 
perience, poor  health,  living  so  far  from  the 
property,  and  confidence  in  Tyson,  she  con- 
fided the  entire  management  thereof  to  him. 
He  was  an  extravagant,  improvident  person, 
and  so  managed  the  property  as  to  encumber 
plaintiff's  life  estate  with  leases  made  in 
such  a  way  as  to  secure  to  himself  as  much 
immediate  cash  as  possible,  without  regard 
to  the  interests  of  the  life  tenant  or  the  own- 
ers of  the  estate  in  remainder.  Some  of  the 
leasee  were  made  to  run  as  late  as  1916,  the 
entire  rental  being  obtained  by  Tyson  in  ad- 
vance and  squandered.  Since  1891  plaintiff 
has  managed  the  property,  during  which 
time  the  taxes  have  so  increased  that  she  has 
been  obliged  to,  and  has,  encumbered  her  life 
estate  to  obtain  money  to  pay  them  and  to 
maintain  herself  and  children,  with  the  re- 
sult that  the  income  from  the  property  is 
now  only  about  sufficient  to  pay  the  inter- 
est on  such  encumbrances.  The  proceeds  of 
all  such  encumbrances  have  been  used  to  pay 
taxes  on  the  property  and  to  support  herself 
and  her  children;  and  there  are  yet  unpaid 
taxes  of  about  $4,000  which  plaintiff  has  no 
means  to*  pay,  she  having  exhausted  her  life 
estate  in  the  manner  indicated,*  and  also  ex- 
hausted every  other  resource  within  her 
reach.  The  value  of  the  fee  of  the  property 
is  about  $150,000.  The  owners  of  the  estate 
in  remainder  have  no  property  out  of  which 
they  can  be  maintained,  or  out  of  which  the 
taxes  on  the  property  can  be  paid.    There  ia 
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no  way  to  save  plaintiff's  life  estate,  or  the 
interests  of  those  in  remainder,  vested  and 
-contingent,  except  by  a  sale  ot  some  part  of 
the  property,  which  cannot  be  made  to  ad- 
vantage unless  the  entire  title  can  be  con- 
veyed to  the  purchaser.  Plaintiff  has  paid 
•out  upwards  of  $5,000  in  maintaining  and 
caring  for  her  children  and  she  has  no  re- 
sources out  of  which  to  continue  such  care. 
Lots  4,  6,  and  7,  in  block  127,  and  lot  16  of 
block  120,  are  the  most  available  portions  of 
the  property  for  an  immediate  cash  sale. 
Such  lots  have  a  salable  value  of  about  $40,- 
000;  the  remaining  property  is  worth  about 
$110,000.  The  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
entire  title  to  the  property,  and  of  all  per- 
sons interested  therein,  or  that  may  be  in- 
terested, whether  as  owners  of  precedent  or 
dependent,  vested  or  contingent  estates,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  action.  Plaintiff  owns 
a  life  estate  in  the  property  and  the  defend- 
ants a  vested  estate  in  remainder,  subject  to 
be  opened  to  admit  future  children  of  plain- 
tiff, and  subject  to  be  devested  by  the  execu- 
tion of  plaintiff's  power  to  devise  the  prop- 
erty in  tep  to  her  children  in  her  discretion, 
4ind  subject  further  to  be  devested  by  the 
death  of  all  plaintiff's  children  without  liv- 
ing issue.  It  is  not  known  whether  there 
are  persons  to  take  the  estate  in  case  the  con- 
tingency shall  arise  upon  which  it  will  go  to 
the  heirs  at  law  of  plaintiff's  father,  nor  is 
it  necessary  that  the  facts  in  that  regard 
should  be  laiown  in  order  that  the  court  may 
•control  the  entire  titie.  The  court  has  pow- 
er to  direct  a  sale  and  conveyance  of  any 
part  of  the  property  that  may  be  heoessary 
for  the  benefit  and  protection  of  the  estate, 
in  such  manner  as  may  be  deemed  best,  con- 
veying to  the  purchaser  the  entire  title. 
Plaintiff  should  have  judgment  for  the  sale 
of  lots  4,  6,  and  7  in  block  127,  in  the  second 
ward  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  and  lot  15 
iu  block  120  of  auch  ward,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  action.  A  person  should  be  appointed 
trustee  to  make  the  sale  under  the  direction 
of  the  court,  and  convey  the  property  to  the 
purchaser.  The  expenses,  costs,  charges, 
and  disbursements,  past  and  future,  in  any 
way  connected  with  the  action,  should  be 
paid  out  of  the  general  fund.  The  value  of 
the  plaintiff's  life  estate  should  be  computed 
according  to  standard  annuity  tables,  out  of 
which  the  trustee  should  see  that  all  tax 
c*Iaims  of  every  nature  are  paid.  The  value 
of  plaintiff's  life  estate,  less  the  disburse- 
ments for  tax  liens  and  $5,000  for  past  care 
and  maintenance  of  the  two  oldest  minor 
children,  should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  balance  of  the  fund  should  be  invested 
for  the  defendants  according  to  their  inter- 
ests therein,  Virginia  C.  and  Juliet  C.  Ty- 
son being  each  charged  with  $2,500  paid  to 
.plaintiff.  The  sums  so  invested  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  defendants  should  be  disbursed, 
principal  and  interest,  as  the  court  may  from 
time  to  time  direct.  Judgment  was  entered 
accordingly  with  appropriate  details  for 
-carrying  out  its  provisions. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Mr,  Edward  S.  Bra^g,  with  Mr.  BoUia 
B.  Mallory,  for  appellants: 

The  presence  of  the  present  estate  in  re- 
mainder, as  party  defendant  in  an  action  in 
equity,  is  a  sufficient  representation  of  the 
possible  future  estate  which  may  vest  upon 
the  happening  of  the  expiration  of  the  pres- 
ent life  estate  in  possession,  leaving  no  heirs, 
or  issue  of  heirs,  surviving  the  plaintiff. 

Calvert,  Parties,  48  et  aeq.;  Mitford,  Ch.  PI. 
200,  •173;  Cooper,  Ch.  PL  ♦CO;  1  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
•490,  265;  Giffard  v.  Hort,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  407 ; 
Lloyd  V.  Johnes,  9  Ves.  Jr.  63;  Cockhum  v. 
Thompson,  16  Ves.  Jr.  325;  Reynoldson  v. 
Perkins,  Ambl.  664;  McArthur  v.  Scott,  113 
U.  S.  340,  28  L.  ed.  1015,  6  Sup,  Ct.  Rep.  652; 
Eagle  f.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Cammet,  2  Edw.  Ch.  127 ; 
Williamson  v.  Field,  2  Sandf.  Ch.  563;  No- 
dine  v.  Greenfield,  7  Paige,  548,  34  Am.  Dec. 
363;  Mead  v.  Mitchell,  17  N.  Y.  213,  72  Am. 
Dec.  455;  Clemens  v.  Clemens,  37  N.  Y.  70; 
Brevoort  v.  Brevoort,  70  N.  Y.  140. 

Messrs.  Quarles,  Spenoe,  ft  Quarlea, 
for  respondent: 

The  question  involved  is  governed  by — 

Bofil  V.  Fisher,  3  Rich.  Eq.  2,  55  Am.  Dec. 
627;  Qavin  v.  Curtin,  171  111.  640,  40  L.  K. 
A.  776,  49  N.  E.  523;  Bale  v.  Hale,  146  111, 
260,  20  L.  R.  A.  247,  33  N.  E.  858;  LoHng  v. 
Hildreth,  170  Mass.  328,  40  L.  R.  A.  127,  49 
N.  E.  652;  Kent  v.  Church  of  St.  Michael, 
136  N.  Y.  18,  18  L.  R.  A.  331,  32  N.  E.  704; 
2  Spence,  Eq.  Jur.  707;  Wills  v.  Slade,  6 
Ves.  Jr.  498;  Oaskell  v.  Oaskell,  6  Sim. 
643;  Harrison  v.  Wallton,  95  Va.  721,  sub 
nom.  Harrison  v.  Tumhull,  41  L.  R.  A.  703, 
30  S.  E.  372;  Giffard  v.  Hort,  1  Sch.  &  Lef. 
386;  Faulkner  v.  Davis,  18  Gratt.  651,  98 
Am.  Dec.  698. 

Maraliall,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  serious, 
if  any,  controversy  between  the  parties  to 
this  cause.  While  the  attitude  of  counsel  for 
appellants  and  respondent  is  in  form  ad- 
versary, all  appear  in  fact  to  contend  for  a 
declaration  by  this  court  that  the  judgment 
appealed  from  is  right  and  binding  upon  all 
persons  interested  in  the  property  and  that 
a  sale  of  it  made  pursuant  to  such  judgment 
will  entitle  the  purchaser  to  an  absolute  titie 
in  fee  simple  thereto.  No  question  seems  to 
be  raised  by  the  learned  counsel  who  appears 
as  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  infant  defend- 
ants, but  that  the  judgment  rendered  was 
proper,  but  he  deems  it  important  that  a 
final  aid  judication  by  this  court  should  be 
had  as  regards  the  binding  force  of  the  de- 
cree upon  persons  not  before  the  court  other- 
wise than  as  represented  by  those  in  whom 
the  immediate  estate  in  remainder  is  vested, 
in  order  that  the  property  may  be  sold  un- 
der such  circumstances  tiiat  the  price  ob- 
tained will  not  be  affected  by  any  suspicion 
as  to  whether  the  purchaser  will  take  a  full 
title  thereto.  In  that  counsel  for  respondent 
agree.  Kotwithstanding  the  harmony  indi- 
cated, in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  defendants 
are  infants  and  the  title  vested  in  them.  In 
^  whole  or  in  part»  may  go  over  to  persons  not 
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sow  in  being,  the  examination  of  tiie  result 
in  the  court  below  must  include  the  subject 
of  whether  the  proper  judgment  was  ren- 
dered on  the  facts  found,  both  as  to  its  bind- 
ing force  on  all  persons  having  vested  or  con- 
tingent interests  in  the  property,  and  as  to 
the  disposition  of  the  proceeds  of  the  pro- 
posed sale. 

As  to  whether  the  judgment  acts  on  the 
whole  title,  it  is  considered  that  the  owners 
in  being  of  real  estate,  for  all  the  purposes 
of  litigation  affecting  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  deal  with  the  whole  title,  stand,  not 
only  for  themselves,  but  for  all  that  may 
come  after  them.  The  rule  is  universal,  and, 
generally  speaking,  persons  in  being  having 
only  oontingent  interests  are  deemed  to  be 
represented  by  the  owners  of  the  precedent 
estate  of  inheritance,  for  the  purposes  of  liti- 
gation. To  that  general  rule  there  are  some 
exceptions  not  necessary  to  be  noted  in  this 
opinion,  as  they  do  not  apply  to  this  case. 
The  owner  of  the  life  estate  here,  and  the 
owners  of  the  estate  in  remainder,  all  being 
parties,  the  judgment  of  the  court  and  its 
execution  will  act  upon  the  whole  title  to 
the  property,  binding  all  persons  having 
vested  or  oontingent  interests  therein,  pres- 
ent or  future,  it  is  often  said  that  such 
is  the  rule  as  a  matter  of  oonvenienoe  or 
necessity,  but  suffice  it  to  say  that  it  is  a  rule 
of  law  as  inflexibly  binding  upon  property 
in  lands  as  any  principle  that  has  received 
judicial  sanction  so  long  as  not  to  be  open 
to  question.  Calvert,  Parties  to  Suits  in 
Equity,  48;  Mitford,  Ch.  PL  173;  2  Spencer, 
Eq.  Jur.  707 ;  1  Smith,  Ch.  Pr.  92;  Story,  Eq. 
PI.  Redf.  ed.  144;  Barbour, Parties  to  Actions, 
488 ;  Nodine  v.  Oremfield,  7  Paige,  644,  34 
Am.  Dec.  363;  Mead  v.  Mitchell,  17  N.  Y. 
210,  72  Am.  Dec.  455;  McArthur  v.  Scott, 
113  U.  S.  340,  28  L.  ed.  1015,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
652;  11  Am.  &  Kng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  728;  Hale 
v.  Hale,  146  111.  227,  20  L.  R.  A.  247,  33  N. 
E.  858;  Oavin  v.  Curtin,  171  111.  640,  40  L. 
R.  A.  776,  49  N.  E.  623;  Kent  v.  Church  of 
8t.  Michael,  136  N.  Y.  10,  18  L.  R.  A.  331, 

32  N.  E.  704;  Kirk  v.  Kirk,  137  N.  Y.  510, 

33  N.  E.  662. 

As  to  whether  the  judgment  improperly 
disturbs  the  suspension  of  the  power  of  alien- 
ation as  to  the  property  in  question,  the  cre- 
ator of  the  life  estate  for  plaintiff,  and  the 
estate  in  remainder  for  her  children,  had  an 
undoubted  right  to  place  the  title  to  his  prop- 
erty beyond  the  power  of  any  person  acting 
for  the  owners  of  the  estate  in  remainder,  to 
prevent  its  going  to  them  in  specie,  and  his 
wishes  in  that  regard  must  be  carried  out  so 
far  as  possible.  It  is  not  doubted  but  that 
the  powers  of  a  court  of  equity  are  ample  to 
prevent  the  destruction  of  the  estate  in  re- 
mainder under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case.  Rather  than  that  the  scheme  of  the 
creator  of  such  estate  shall  entirely  fail  by 
reason  of  some  circumstance  not  foreseen  by 
him  and  provided  for,  the  court  may  inter- 
vene, but  only  for  the  purpose  of,  and  so  far 
as  necessary  to.  preserve  the  property.  If  it 
cannot  be  preserved  in  the  form  intended,  it 
may  be  preserved  in  its  equivalent.  It  is  not 
48  L.  R  A. 


the  interests  of  those  in  remainder,  as  sash 
interests  may  appear  to  the  court,  that  ar» 
to  be  considered  and  conserved,  but  their  in- 
terests as  the  creator  of  the  estate  in  remain- 
der provided  for  them.  So  the  fact,  if  it  be 
a  fact,  that  it  would  be  for  the  best  intereeta 
of  the  infant  owners  of  the  estate  in  remain- 
der to  allow  them  an  immediate  benefit  there- 
from to  maintain  and  educate  them,  does  not 
warrant  a  disturbance  of  the  scheme  in- 
tended to  postpone  such  benefit  to  a  later 
time.  It  is  the  necessity  that  something  shall 
be  done  to  guard  against  the  danger  that  the 
title  in  remainder  may  be  prevented  from 
reaching  defendants  in  possession  at  all,. 
which  calls  into  activity  the  equity  power  of 
the  court. 

In  BofU  V.  Fisher,  3  Rich.  Eq.  1,  65  Am. 
Dec.  627,  upon  which  much  reliance  is  placed 
by  respondent's  counsel,  whether  the  court 
possessed  equity  powers  to  act  under  such 
circumstances  as  we  have  in  this  case,  was 
considered  and  decided  in  the  affirmative. 
True,  it  appears  by  the  statement  of  the  case 
ard  some  things  said  in  the  opinion,  that  in 
adjudging  the  sale  in  the  court  below  and 
afiiniiinfr  the  judgment  on  appeal  the  inter- 
ests of  the  life  tenant  and  of  the  owners  of 
the  estate  in  remainder,  as  regards  immedi- 
ate enjoyment  of  the  subject  of  the  suit,  waa 
considered;  but  the  sole  question  presented 
and  decided  on  appeal  waa  whether  the  court 
(osscKsed  power  to  bar,  by  its  decree,  the  un- 
born and  absent  contingent  remaindermen. 
No  question  as  to  the  proper  distribution  of 
the  fund  arising  from  the  sale  was  consid- 
ered or  decided. 

In  Hale  y.  HaU,  146  111.  227,  20  L.  R.  A. 
247,  33  N.  E.  858,  the  court  decided,  in  ef- 
fect, that  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the 
estate  for  those  ultimately  entitled  thereto, 
the  court  could  authorize  the  conversion  of 
property  of  one  kind  into  that  of  another> 
and  the  holding  of  the  latter  as  the  equiva- 
lent of  the  former.  In  Oavin  v.  Curtin,  171 
111.  640,  40  L.  R.  A.  776,  40  N.  E.  523,  also 
cited  by  respondent,  a  case  quite  similar  to 
the  one  before  us,  the  court  directed  a  sale 
of  the  property  for  the  purpose  of  preserving^ 
the  estate  of  the  life  tenant  and  that  of  the 
remaindermen  as  well«  from  being  devested 
by  tax  liens  and  a  mortgage  to  which  both 
estates  were  subject,  it  appearing  that  the  in- 
come from  the  property  was  not  sufficient  to 
keep  down  the  interest  and  taxes,  and  that  the 
improvements  were  likely  to  go  to  waste  for 
want  of  necessary  repairs.  The  power  of 
equity  to  furnish  an  adequate  remedy  to  meet 
the  necessities  of  the  situation  was  held  to  be 
beyond  reasonable  controversy,  but  that  the 
remedy  in  such  case  should  be  adapted  to  the 
preservation  of  the  property  and  be  limited 
to  that.  In  such  an  emergency  the  court  is 
required  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  creator 
of  the  estates,  and  do  what  he  would  have 
authorized  had  he  anticipated  the  exigencies 
rendering  some  change  in  his  scheme  neces- 
sary in  order  to  prevent  the  loss  of  the  sub- 
ject of  it. 

Probably  no  case  can  be  found  that  goes 
farther  than  those  referred  to.    The  rule 


«8M. 


RuQOLBB  y.  Trsoii. 


818 


they  recognize,  being  one  of  neoeesity,  its 
scope  is  obviously  limited  by  the  purpose 
which  calls  for  its  application,  that  of  pre- 
serving the  subject  and  title  of  the  estate. 
For  that  purpose  the  scheme  of  the  creator 
of  the  estates  may  be  invaded  and  varied  by 
-changing  property  which  in  one  form  is  lia- 
ble to  be  lost»  into  another  form  not  subject 
to  that  danger,  the  property  in  its  new  form 
to  be  devoted  to  the  same  use  and  to  go  in 
the  same  line,  upon  the  same  contingencies, 
AS  that  for  which  it  was  taken  in  exchange, — 
not  to  be  distributed  and  consumed.  Ko  neces- 
sity of  preservation  calls  for  such  a  remedy 
«s  consumption  of  the  property  and  entire 
4uinihi]ation  of  the  grantor's  scheme. 

It  follows  that  Uie  judgment  appealed 
from,  so  far  as  it  goes  beyond  providing  for 
the  sale  of  a  part  of  the  property  to  create 
■a  fund  out  of  which  to  guard  against  those 
dangers  that  now  menace  the  title  in  remain- 
der, and  to  make  such  investments  of  the 
residue  of  the  fund  and  such  disposition  of 
the  property  unsold,  as  will  prevent  a  re- 
currence of  such  dangers,  and  as  far  as 
practicable  remedy  the  impairment  of  the 
•estate  caused  by  the  improvident  manage- 
ment by  the  life  tenant,  it  must  be  modified. 
There  is  no  justification  for  distributing  the 
proceeds  of  a  sale  as  was  attempted  by  the 
Judgement  appealed  from.  By  sneh  judgment 
the  interest  of  the  life  tenant  is  to  be  com- 
puted and  paid  to  her,  whereas  the  scheme 
of  her  father  entitles  her  to  the  income  of  the 
whole  property  for  life,  subject  to  tbose 
-duties  in  respect  to  keeping  up  repairs  and 
keeping  down  taxes  as  devolve  upon  a  life  ten- 
ant by  law.  The  judgment  authorizes  the 
division  of  the  remainder  of  the  fund,  after 
deducting  the  expenses  of  the  litigation,  and 
the  value  of  plaintiff's  life  estate  into  three 
parts,  and  the  immediate  payment  of  $5,000 
out  of  two  of  the  shares  to  discharge  a  sup- 
posed equitable  claim  of  the  plaintiff  for  the 
past  support  of  the  oldest  children.  It  was 
not  intended  that  either  of  the  defendants 
should  have  any  part  of  the  corpus  of  the 
property  till  it  should  reach  them  under  the 
will  of  their  mother  or  by  reason  of  her 
death  without  devising  the  property.  What 
part  of  the  property  either  of  the  defendants 
will  finally  have  is  uncertain.  Each  has  a 
vested  interest,  but  it  is  subject  to  be  de- 
Tested  by  the  will  of  the  mother  or  be  dimin- 
ished by  the  future  birth  of  children.  To 
compute  the  value  of  the  estate  in  remain- 
der, as  represented  by  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  ihe  property,  and  make  a  present  division 
of  it,  would  be  erroneous  in  the  extreme. 

Just  what,  from  an  equitable  and  business 
standpoint,  looking  only  to  the  purpose  to  be 
oonserved,  should  be  done  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  is  by  no  means  clear; 
l>ut  it  is  plain  that  nothing  should  be  done 
for  the  purpose  of  a  present  distribution  and 
•enjoyment  of  the  property,  since  it  was  de- 
signed to  be  kept  in  aolido  till  the  time  for 
distribution  fixed  by  plaintiff's  father.  The 
fact  that  she  has  imprudently  so  handled  the 
property  as  to  prejudice  her  interests  and 
"^ose  of  the  defendants  as  well  cannot 
48L.R.  A. 


change  her  father's  scheme  in  law  or  in 
equity  BO  as  to  give  anything  more  to  her 
than  he  designed  she  should  have,  or  give  her 
that  in  a  different  way  than  he  designed  she 
should  receive  it^  to  the  prejudice  of  the  es- 
tate in  remainder.  She  was  entitled  to  the 
income  of  the  property  during  her  life,  and 
was  bound,  out  of  such  income,  to  preserve 
the  property  from  loss  by  taxes  or  want  of 
repairs.  Having  put  it  out  of  her  power  to 
perform  such  duty,  and  demonstrated  most 
clearly  that  the  interests  of  those  to  come 
after  her  should  be  guarded  by  a  stronger 
hand,  the  necessity  of  fortifying  against  the 
recurrence  of  the  present  difficulty  is  quite 
as  important  as  overcoming  such  difficulty. 
Before  the  commencement  of  this  action 
plaintiff  encumbered  her  life  estate  to  such 
an  extent  that  the  interest  on  the  mortgage 
indebtedness  absorbed  the  entire  income 
from  the  property,  leaving  nothing  with 
which  to  pay  iiie  taxes.  If  she  used  the  in- 
come to  keep  down  taxes  she  was  liable  to 
lose  her  life  estate  by  the  enforcement  of  the 
mortgages;  if  she  used  the  income  to  keep 
down  interest  on  the  mortgages,  and  let  the 
taxes  go,  she  was  liable  to  sacrifice  the  whole 
estate.  In  meeting  that  situation  it  is 
deemed  best  that  the  mortgages  on  the  life 
estate  should  be  controlled  by  investing  so 
much  of  the  fund  as  may  arise  from  any  sale 
that  may  be  made  as  shall  be  necessary  to 
buy  them  in  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  in- 
terested in  the  estate,  the  amount  so  used 
to  be  returned  to  the  fund  as  fast  as  can  be 
from  future  income  from  the  property,  the 
end  to   be   attained  being   to   preserve   the 

{property  in  solido  till  the  termination  of  the 
ife  estate.  The  entire  fund  created  by  the 
sale  of  any  part  of  the  property,  so  far  as 
practicable,  should  be  preserved  in  lieu  of 
such  part.  The  necessary  use  of  some  of  the 
fund  to  pay  such  expenses  of  the  litigation 
as  plaintiff  ought  to  pay,  or  to  pay  the  taxes, 
should  be  returned  to  the  fund  as  fast  as 
practicable  out  of  the  income,  keeping  in 
view  that  such  fund  should  be  held  to  the 
same  use  and  subject  to  the  same  final  dis- 
tribution as  the  benefactor  intended.  It  is 
considered  that  the  end  which  the  decree 
should  aim  to  secure  can  be  most  certainly 
accomplished  by  vesting  the  title  in  fee,  and 
the  control  of  all  the  property,  that  to  be 
sold  and  that  not  to  be  sold  as  well,  in  a 
suitable  trustee,  to  be  hereafter  administered 
under  the  direction  of  the  court;  that  the 
trustee  should  be  required  to  give  a  suitable 
bond  to  secure  the  faithful  performance  of 
his  duties,  as  indicated  in  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from ;  that  the  property  directed  to  be 
sold  by  such  judgment,  should  be  sold  as 
therein  indicated;  that  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  there  should  be  paid  appellants' 
costs,  disbursements^  and  expenses  in  this 
litigation,  such  part  as  are  taxable  costs 
against  respondent  to  be  charged  to  her  by 
the  trustee  to  be  subsequently  repaid  as 
hereafter  indicated;  that  there  should  also 
be  paid  and  charged  to  plaintiff,  to  be  re- 
turned as  hereafter  indicated,  all  outstand* 
ing  tax  claims  against  the  property;   that 
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any  lien  or  lieneble  claim  cm  the  estate  in 
remainder  should  be  paid  from  the  fund, 
permanently  reducing  it  to  that  amount; 
that  the  balance  of  the  fund  should  be  in- 
Tested,  first,  by  buying  in  for  the  benefit 
of  the  fund  tiie  mortgage  encumbrances 
placed  on  respondent's  life  estate  before  this 
action  was  commenced,  with  the  indebted- 
ness secured  thereby;  and  that  the  residue 
of  the  fund  should  be  invested  in  good  inter- 
est-bearing securities  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  court.  The  trustee  should  disburse 
the  income  from  the  invested  fund,  and  the 
rents  from  the  remaining  realty,  first,  by 
paying  current  expenses  of  administering  the 
trust,  and  taxes  and  insurance;  second,  by 
adding  to  the  invested  fund  the  amount  of 
the  charges  against  plaintiff  for  taxes  and 
other  matters  paid  for  her  account;  third, 
by  freeing  the  invested  fund  of  the  indebted- 
ness of  plaintiff,  secured  by  the  mortgages  on 
her  life  estate;  fourth,  by  paying  the  bal- 
ance to  respondent  The  result  will  be  that 
after  the  invested  fund  shall  have  been  in- 
creased to  the  amount  paid  for  plaintiff's 
account,  and  be  freed  from  her  indebtedness 
secured  on  her  life  estate,  the  entire  income 
from  the  invested  fund,  and  the  remaining 
real  estate  as  well,  less  suflicient  to  keep  up 
repairs  and  taxes  and  pay  for  administering 
the  trust,  will  go  to  the  respondent.  She 
will  have  the  benefit  of  the  entire  income 
from  all  the  property,  as  was  originally  de- 
signed, but  such  income  will  be  devoted  to 
the  discharge  of  her  obligations  to  the  prop- 
erty till  they  shall  be  extinguished. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  i8  re- 
versed,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  direc- 
tions to  render  judgment  in  accordance  with 
this  opinion. 

A  rehearing  having  been  granted,  Mar- 
ahall,  J.,  on  November  7,  1800,  delivered  the 
following  additional  opinion: 

A  rehearing  was  granted  in  this  case  on 
one  question,  namely.  What  is  the  most 
practicable  and  just  method,  from  a  business 
standpoint,  conformable  to  the  law  as  settled 
in  the  decision  rendered,  of  saving  the  estate 
from  loss  without  unnecessarily  varying  the 
plan  of  the  grantor  under  which  all  parties 
claim?  It  needs  but  little  attention  to  the 
lanpuasre  of  the  question  to  discern  that  the 
result  of  the  motions  for  a  rehearing  was  to 
leave  the  lepjal  principles,  upon  which  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  was  grounded,  irrevocably 
closed.  Nevertheless  counsel  for  appellants 
assumed  the  privilege  of  going  into  the  whole 
case  in  the  rcargument,  and  were  permitted 
to  do  so;  and  while  what  we  may  say  now 
outside  of  the  question  for  consideration 
cannot  affect  the  result,  because  of  the  im- 
portance of  the  subject,  reference  will  be 
made  to  some  of  the  learned  counsel's  con- 
tentions. 

It  is  said  that  the  only  property  involved 
In  the  action  was  four  lots,  not  the  whole 
property  constituting  the  estate;  that  the 
primary  object  of  the  action  was  to  obtain 
an  adjudication  respecting  the  power  of  the 
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court  to  authorize  a  sale  of  real  estate  cir- 
cumstanced like  that  in  question,  so  as  to  bar 
possible  remaindermen;  that  the  remainder, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  life  estate,  is 
vested  in  the  appellants ;  that  if  they  were  of 
age  they  could  sell  such  renuiinder  without 
the  aid  of  the  court,  and  that  the  life  tenant 
can  do  the  same;  hence  the  court  went  be- 
yond the  scope  of  the  action  in  laying  hold 
of  the  entire  property  and  administering  it. 

In  the  first  place  the  court  is  by  no  means 
bound  by  the  object  or  objects  in  view  in  in- 
stituting an  action,  except  so  far  as  such  ob- 
jects are  legitimate  from  a  legal  standpoint. 
If  there  be  one  object  which  is  legitimate, 
and  it  be  sought  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  others  not  legitimate,  however  praise- 
worthy be  the  motives  from  a  philanthropic 
or  moral  standpoint,  especially  if  such  othet 
objects  affect  the  interests  of  infants  or  per- 
sons unknown  who  are  liable,  on  the  happen- 
ing of  a  possible  contingency,  to  be  inter- 
ested, it  is  not  only  proper,  but  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court,  to  so  guard  its  decree 
upon  the  primary  question,  that  the  effect 
of  it  will  be  in  all  respects  legitimate.  It 
is  not  within  the  power  of  counsel  for  one 
party,  or  both  acting  together,  to  tie  the 
hands  of  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  i!t» 
equity  powers  to  effect  justice  as  to  any  ques- 
tion coming  within  the  scope  of  any  subject 
presented  for  consideration  and  decision. 

In  the  second  place,  the  subject  of  the  ac- 
tion, not  any  particular  object  counsel  may 
have  had  in  view,  fixed  the  limits  of  the  field 
which  the  court  had  to  investigate.  What 
was  that  subject?  The  sale  of  any  particu- 
lar lots  or  lots?  Certainly  not.  Obtaining 
money  to  satisfy  the  personal  necessities  of 
the  respondent  and  her  children?  Certainly 
not.  The  power  of  the  court  to  sell  real  es- 
tate of  minors  and  use  the  proceeds  for  their 
maintenance?  Not  that.  Yet  the  several 
questions  mentioned  have  been  repeatedly 
pressed  upon  our  attention,  both  to  support 
the  judgment  appealed  from  and  obtain  a 
change  of  the  directions  of  the  court  as  to 
the  proper  decree.  The  subject  of  the  action 
was  the  necessity  of  a  change  in  the  form  of 
property  the  title  and  use  of  which  was 
vested  for  life  in  one  person  who  appeared 
as  plaintiff,  and  the  residue  of  the  title  was 
vested  in  other  persons,  made  defendants  as 
representing  such  residue  for  all  parties  who 
might  on  any  contingency  be  entitled  thereto 
upon  the  termination  of  the  particular  es- 
tate. Concurrent  action  of  the  parties  in 
whom  the  title  was  vested,  without  the  aid 
of  the  court,  could  not  pass  a  full  market- 
able title  to  the  property;  and  that  seemed 
to  be  necessary  in  order  that  a  part  of  it  at 
least  might  be  sold  for  a  full  value  and  suffi- 
cient of  the  proceeds  used  to  pay  off  liens 
which  jeopardized  the  interests  of  all  parties. 
The  complaint  spread  before  the  court  the 
condition  of  the  estate,  confessing,  but  ex- 
cusing, so  far  as  intentional  wrongdoing  was 
concerned,  guilt  of  waste  by  the  life  tenant, 
setting  forth  the  dangers  which  her  manage- 
ment had  created  and  which  threatened  to 
take  the  estate  away  from  all  interested  un- 
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der  the  common  benefactor,  and  her  inabil- 
ity, unaided  by  the  court  to  successfully 
cope  with  the  situation.  The  court  was 
asked  to  exercise  its  extraordinary  powers  by 
taking  hold  of  the  entire  property  and  apply- 
ing an  effective  remedy.  Specific  methods 
of  relief  were  suggested  and  prayed  for,  go- 
ing more  to  the  use  of  the  property  so  as  to 
remedy  the  necessities  of  the  unfortunate 
plaintiff  and  her  children  than  that  of  sav- 
ing the  estate  from  destruction.  The  court 
was  by  no  means  bound  to  grant  relief  by 
adopting  such  methods,  or  dismiss  the  ac- 
tion, even  in  the  absence  of  a  general  prayer 
for  relief.  The  preservation  of  the  entire 
property  was  the  subject  to  be  dealt  with,  so 
the  life  tenant,  in  her  bill,  prayed,  among 
other  things,  ti^at  the  court  might  do  what 
in  its  judgment  might  seem  meet  and  agree- 
able to  equity.  That  expressly  placed  the 
entire  title  to  the  property  under  the  control 
of  the  court,  as  it  was  anyway,  from  the 
very  nature  of  the  action  and  of  the  facts. 
While  the  principle,  that  the  court  has 
power,  by  an  action  in  rem,  to  preserve  prop- 
erty under  such  circumstances,  disregarding 
the  mere  form  of  it  when  that  appears  to  be 
necessary,  was  invoked,  that  special  juris- 
diction seems  to  have  bc«n  entirely  lost  sight 
of  in  the  effort  to  convert  the  property  into 
money  and  use  the  proceeds  to  alleviate,  in 
part,  the  pressing  necessities  of  the  parties 
to  the  action. 

In  the  third  place,  it  is  not  true  that  if  the 
appellants  were  of  age  they  could  sell  the  es- 
tate without  the  aid  of  the  court.  They 
could  sell  their  interests  in  the  estate,  that 
is  all.  Such  interests  may  never  ripen  into 
an  absolute  title  or  property  the  appellants 
will  be  entitled  to  enjoy.  That  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  appreciated,  hence  the 
pressing  necessities  of  the  respondent,  in  fact 
of  all  the  parties  to  the  action,  have  been 
urged  as  a  justification  for  disturbing  the 
scheme  of  the  settlor  of  the  estates  by  tak- 
ing property  for  the  benefit  of  the  appellants, 
and  of  the  respondent  as  well,  which  does  not 
now,  and  may  never,  belong  to  either  of 
them.  Who  can  now  point  to  the  person  who 
will  ultimately  be  entitled  to  the  estate  in 
remainder?  What  can  justify  such  judicial 
proceedings  as  that  of  taking  and  using  part 
of  it  for  the  benefit  of  a  mere  trustee  of  the 
title,  who,  by  the  happening  of  any  one  of 
several  possible  contingencies,  may  be  de- 
vested of  siich  title  and  it  be  vested  in  an- 
other with  absolute  power  of  enjoyment  and 
disposal  ?  This  court  has  no  such  power.  It 
may  bar  remaindermen  as  to  the  particular 
thing,  but  cannot  extinguish  their  rights  in 
the  equivalent  of  the  property.  This  is  not 
an  action  for  the  adjudication  of  the  rights 
of  either  party,  represented  before  the  court, 
in  the  title  to  the  property,  but  an  action  to 
authorize  the  preservation  of  it  in  the  form 
of  an  equivalent  of  property  of  some  other 
form. 

If  it  were  true  that  if  the  plaintiffs  were 
of  age  they,  joining  with  the  life  tenant, 
could  dispose  of  Ae  entire  property  ab- 
solutely, the  simple  question  before  the  court 
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would  be  whether  it  is  for  the  best  interests 
of  the  appellants  that  their  property  should 
be  sold  and  a  part  of  it  used  for  their  benefit 
during  their  minority.  To  support  the 
power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  do  that,  no  ref- 
erence to  judicial  authorities  reaching  back 
a  century  would  be  necessary,  inasmuch  as  it 
is  amply  provided  for  by  statute. 

It  is  said  the  only  relief  prayed  for  not 
covered  by  statute  is  the  right  to  apply  the 
p:  aceeds  of  the  estate  in  remainder  to  relieve 
the  necessities  of  the  minors,  and  to  reim- 
burse the  respondent  for  money  paid  out  for 
their  use  over  and  above  her  income  from 
the  life  estate;  that  in  the  action  she  ten- 
dered a  surrender  of  her  power  of  a{)point- 
ment  imder  the  settlor's  deed,  and  that  by 
such  means  the  several  estates  can  be  united 
and  sold  and  the  proceeds  appropriated,  aa 
held  by  authorities,  ancient  and  modern. 
On  the  first  part  of  the  proposition,  as  we 
have  seen,  the  scope  of  the  prayer  for  spe- 
cific relief  in  the  complaint  by  no  meana 
limits  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  On  the 
facts  found  and  the  pleadings,  the  trial  court 
pronounced  judgment.  A  general  appeal 
from  that  judgment  presented  to  this  court 
the  question  of  whether  it  was  proper  on  the 
undisputed  facts.  Judicial  inquiry  was  not» 
by  any  means,  circumscribed  by  the  assign- 
ment of  errors.  It  was  and  is  limited  only 
by  duty  to  examine  and  correct  the  judg- 
ment in  every  respect  where  legal  principles 
were  violated  to  the  prejudice  of  the  appel- 
lants or  those  whom  they  represent,  so  far 
as  such  violations  clearly  appear  from  the 
record.  Appellants  are  minors  standing  aa 
the  mere  representatives  of  a  title  liable  ta 
pass  out  of  them  to  others  in  spite  of  any-^ 
thing  they  or  the  life  tenant  or  the  court  can 
possibly  do.  On  the  second  part  of  the 
proposition  under  discussion,  it  must  be  said 
that  we  are  not  acquainted  with  any  au- 
thority, ancient  or  modern,  to  support  it. 
Those  cited  to  our  attention  do  not  apply» 
and  it  is  firmly  established,  both  at  common 
law  and  by  statute,  that  a  special  power,  to 
be  executed  by  will,  cannot  be  executed  in 
any  other  way,  or  be  released  or  extin- 
guished so  as  to  cut  off  a  taker  not  partici- 
pating in  the  extinguishment  and  who  is  en- 
titled to  take  in  case  the  power  be  not  exe- 
cuted in  the  manner  provided  by  the  donor 
of  the  power.  The  power  may  be  extin- 
guished by  a  conveyance  by  the  donee  and 
life  tenant  to  the  holders  of  the  estate  in  re- 
mainder in  respect  to  whom  such  donee  has 
the  power  of  appointment  so  as  to  give  a 
preference  of  one  over  another ;  or  it  may  be 
extinguished  by  the  holder  of  the  life  estate, 
joining  with  the  holders  of  the  estate  in  re- 
mainder in  a  conveyance  to  a  third  person; 
but  the  effect  of  such  a  circumstance  is  by 
no  means  so  far-reaching  as  to  give  the  ven- 
dee under  the  joint  deed  a  greater  title  than 
that  possessed  by  the  vendors.  If  such 
title  be  defeasible,  the  title  of  the  vendee 
will  be  subject  to  the  same  infirmity.  If  the- 
title  be  liable,  upon  the  happening  of  a  con- 
tingency, to  go  over  to  other  persons,  their 
interests  will  not  be  affected  by  the  convey-- 
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ance.  The  latter  circumstance,  which  oon- 
trols  the  situation  dealt  with -in  this  case,  it 
what  makes  the  proposition  urged  upon  us 
unsound  and  the  authorities  cit^  to  support 
it  not  applicable.  We  may  conclusively 
point  what  is  here  said  by  a  brief  reference 
to  such  authorities. 

In  Re  BoatuHckf  4  Johns.  Ch.  100,  the 
proposition  decided  was  that  when  the  in- 
come of  a  sum  of  money  is  devised  to  a 
mother,  and  the  principal  sum  after  her 
death  to  her  children,  the  property  may,  by 
permission  of  the  court,  be  broken  in  upon 
and  used  in  part  for  the  present  education 
and  maintenance  of  the  children,  and  to  pay 
debts  previously  contracted  by  the  mother 
for  their  past  maintenance,  where  there  is 
an  actual  necessity  therefor  that  cannot 
otherwise  be  satisfied.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  title  to  the  principal  sum  in  remainder, 
in  that  case,  was  in  the  children  absolutely. 
To  support  the  decision,  Harvey  v.  Harvey, 
2  P.  Wms.  21,  was  cited,  where  it  was  said 
the  master  of  the  rolls  declared  that  where 
a  legacy  was  given  to  an  infant  payable  at 
twenty-one,  without  any  devise  over,  the  doc- 
trine indicated  was  proper. 

In  Re  Burke,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  618,  the  facts 
were  that  two  infant  children,  living  with 
their  father,  had  an  annual  income  consist- 
ing of  the  use  of  $60,000,  the  principal  being 
vested  in  them  contingent  upon  their  reach- 
ing the  age  of  twenty-one,  otherwise  in  the 
survivor  of  them,  and  if  neither  reached 
such  age,  then  over  to  the  brothers  of  the 
mother  and  their  issue.  The  question  was 
how  much  the  father,  who  possessed  but  a 
moderate  income,  ought  to  have  out  of  the 
income  belonging  to  the  children  towards 
their  support  and  education.  No  suggestion 
is  found  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  a  right 
to  break  in  upon  the  principal  sum,  which 
was  conditionally  vested  in  the  daughters. 
In  Wooien  v.  House  (Teim.  Ch.  App.)  36  8. 
W.  932;  McKnight  v.  Walsh,  23  N.  J.  Eq. 
136;  Wilkea  v.  Rogers,  6  Johns.  566;  and 
Billingsly  v.  Critchet,  1  Bro.  Ch.  268,  the  in- 
fant child  or  children  had  a  fortune  absolute. 
There  was  no  devise  over,  or  right  of  suvivor- 
flhip.  It  was  held  that  the  necessities  of  the 
children  might  be  supplied  out  oi  the  prop- 
erty. 

It  will  readily  be  seen  from  the  foregoing 
brief  analysis  of  authorities  that  they  do 
not  touch  the  question  under  discussion  here. 
The  distinction  between  such  question  and 
the  one  we  have  decided  here  is  clearly 
pointed  out  in  numerous  English  cases,  hold- 
ing that  if  there  is  an  estate  with  a  devise 
over  which  may  take  effect  on  a  contingency, 
such  estate  cannot  be  used  for  the  benefit  of 
the  precedent  holder  without  the  consent  of 
the  contingent  devisee  or  vendee.  Oreen- 
well  V.  Oreenwell,  5  Ves.  Jr.  194;  Fairman 
T.  Green,  10  Ves.  Jr.  44;  Lomaa  v.  Lomux, 
11  Ves.  Jr.  48;  Erring  ton  v.  Chapman,  12 
Yea.  Jr.  20;  Errat  v.  Barlow,  14  Ves.  Jr. 
202.  In  Oreenwell  v.  Oreenwell,  the  object 
Avas  the  same  as  that  sought  here.  The  title 
was  in  a  grandchild  to  be  preserved  and,  with 
the  accumulations,  paid  to  him  on  his  arriv- 
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ing  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  with  Uka 
limitations  over  to  his  sisters  in  case  of  his 
death  under  that  age.  The  father  was  dead 
and  the  children  sorely  in  need  of  assistance 
because  of  the  character  and  circumstances 
of  the  mother.  The  lord  chancellor  re- 
marked ;  ''I  fear  if  I  should  make  a  decree  it 
would  be  my  will«  and  not  that  of  the  testa- 
tor's." In  view  of  the  pressing  necessitiea 
of  the  case  it  was  decided  to  maice  the  order 
prayed  for  conditional,  upon  consent  being 
given  by  all  persons  who  would  be  contin- 
gently entitled  to  the  property. 

In  Fairman  v.  Oreen,  the  master  of  the 
rolls  said  on  the  same  subject:  "The  court 
has  not  done  this  except  where  all  the  par- 
ties who  were  to  have  maintenance  were 
equally  interested,  .  .  .  but  if  there  ia 
a  legatee  over  the  court  has  always  taken  the 
consent  of  such  legatee.'' 

Again,  in  Lomax  v.  Lomax,  the  lord  chan> 
cellor  said:  "If  all  die  under  twenty-one 
and  a  child  not  yet  in  existence  should  come 
into  existence  and  attain  that  age,  that  child 
desd-ly  would  take  the  whole,  .  .  . 
therefore  I  may  give  it  to  those  children  [if 
I  grant  the  prayer]  who  may  never  become 
entitled  to  it."  And  in  the  same  line,  in 
Errat  v.  Barlow,  the  conclusion  was  stated, 
in  effect,  thus:  "If  the  chance  of  surviving 
is  equal  among  all  the  members  of  the  class, 
and  there  is  no  other  interested  that  upon 
any  contingency  can  take  that  will  be  preju- 
diced, maintenance,  when  necessary,  may  be 
allowed,  but  it  is  impossible  to  give  it  where, 
in  any  event,  the  property  may  belong,  ul- 
timately, to  other  persons." 

The  foregoing  is  the  settled  law  as  far  back 
as  we  find  adjudicated  cases  on  the  subject. 
They  are  in  accordance  with  reason  and  com- 
mon sense.  Any  other  doctrine  would  sanc- 
tion confiscation  and  render  it  impossible  to 
settle  an  estate  upon  any  plan  that  would, 
in  any  reasonable  probability,  be  carried  out 
according  to  the  scheme  of  the  settlor.  A 
failure  to  keep  in  mind  the  distinction  be- 
tween taking  the  property  of  an  infant  and 
expending  it  for  his  benefit,  and  taking  prop- 
erty to  which  such  infant  has  a  mere  naked 
legal  title,  which  may  go  over  in  possession 
and  enjoyment  to  some  other  person,  is  what 
has  led  to  most  of  the  difficulties  in  this  case.. 
It  must  not  be  forgotten,  at  any  step  in  this 
litigation,  or  in  administering  the  final  de- 
cree that  shall  be  rendered,  that  plaintiff  has 
but  a  life  estate,  coupled  with  a  power  of  ap- 
pointment by  will  to  say  how  the  estate  in 
remainder  shall  be  divided  between  her  sur- 
viving children  in  whom  the  immediate  es- 
tate in  remainder  is  vested,  in  case  she  leaves 
surviving  children,  such  children  to  take 
equally  if  the  donee  of  the  power  fails  to  ex- 
ecute it,  and  the  estate  to  go  over  to  others 
specified  by  the  settlor  in  case  of  there  being 
none  of  the  immediate  remaindermen  to  take. 
While  that  is  a  special  discretionary  power 
which,  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law  may 
be  separated  from  the  life  estate,  the  settlor 
having  failed  to  provide  clearly  to  the  con- 
trary, or  extinguished  as  to  any  person  in- 
terested by  a  conveyance  by  such  person  or 
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by  a  joint  conveyance  by  such  person  and  the 
life  tenant  to  another  (2  Lewin,  Trusts,  p. 
725;  Ping.  Real  Prop.  8  1124;  2  Washb.  Real 
Prop.  pp.  388,  389) ,  it  cannot  be  extinguished 
so  as  to  cut  off  persons  not  participating,  or 
executed  at  any  other  time  or  in  any  other 
manner  than  that  indicated  by  the  settlor. 
When  authority  to  execute  a  power  by  will 
is  given,  it  is  exclusive,  by  the  rules  of  the 
common  law,  as  well  as  by  statute.  Ping. 
Real  Prop.  S  1164;  2  Lewin,  Trusts,  1888, 
p.  616;  2  Perry,  Trusts,  317;  Rev.  SUt.  9 
2146. 

Finally,  we  are  referred  to  Ea  parte 
Yaney,  124  N.  C.  151,  32  S.  E.  491,  as  con- 
clusive— so  far  as  the  decision  of  the  highest 
court  of  one  state  can  be  considered  conclu- 
sive on  a  question  in  the  courts  of  another 
state — on  the  point  that  the  life  tenant  and 
the  holders  of  the  title  in  remainder  may, 
jo'"'ng,  convey  the  title,  notwithstanding 
tl  I'uture  birth  of  a  child  may  add  to  the 
class  entitled  to  take  under  the  deed  or  will 
after  the  expiration  of  the  life  estate.  A 
moment's  examination  of  the  case  shows  that 
the  court  only  held  that  where  all  the  re- 
maindermen in  being  are  before  the  court, 
a  sale  of  a  full  title  may  be  authorized 
though  there  may  be  possibilities  as  to  oth- 
ers being  ultimately  entitled  to  participate 


400;  WilliamB  Y.  Hwaell,  74  K.  C.  434.  It 
will  be  noticed,  in  examining  these  cases, 
that  the  only  power  of  the  court  suggested 
was  to  convert  property  from  one  form  into 
another  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  it  or 
to  'increase  its  value,  not  distributing  it  so 
as  to  prejudice  the  possible  remaindermen; 
and  even  that  was  denied  where  the  property 
was  held  by  members  of  a  class  with  the 
right  of  survivorship  in  case  of  a  member 
dropping  out  by  death. 

The  foregoing  review  of  authorities  cited 
by  counsel  to  support  the  contention  for  a 
decree  allowing  a  partial  distribution  and 
consumption  of  the  property  in  question,  and 
citation  of  authorities  to  the  contrary,  with 
what  was  said  in  the  former  opinion,  we  ap- 
prehend, show  clearly  the  soundness  of  the 
conclusion  whidi  was  reached. 

When  the  danser  of  loss  to  the  estate  shall 
have  been  securely  fortified  against,  there  is 
no  reason  why  the  equivalent  of  any  of  the 
property  that  shall  have  been  sold,  and  the 
unsold  lands,  should  not  be  used  so  as  to  pro- 
vide for  the  respondent  and  her  children  so 
far  as  such  provision  may  be  consistent  with 
a  certain  preservation  of  the  property  for  the 
ultimate  takers  upon  the  expiration  of  the 
particular  estate.  Whatever  the  necessities 
of  the  parties  may  be,  the  court  cannot  break 


in  the  avails  of  the  property  as  members  of .  in  upon  the  estate  in  remainder  to  relieve 
the  class,  the  property,  however,  to  be  pre-   them,  and  cannot  sever  the  life  estate  from 


served  in  its  new  form  for  the  benefit  of 
those  ultimately  entitled  thereto.  That  is 
what  was  decided  in  this  case.  The  North 
Clarolina  court,  however,  held  that  where 
there  is  a  right  of  survivorship,  as  here,-  be- 


the  residue  of  the  title  unless  it  appears  that 
there  is  no  other  practical  way  to  admiAister 
the  property  under  the  circumstances.  The 
fact  that  where  by  a  deed  or  will  the  life 
tenant  and  the  remaindermen  are  left  free 


tween  members  of  a  class,  the  court  cannot '  to  convey  the  entire  title,  in  case  of  a  sale 
authorize  a  sale  at  all,  because  the  ultimate  made  by  order  of  the  court  the  value  of  the 
takers  in  that  event  cannot  be  known.  That  life  interest  may  be  computed  upon  the  basis 
doctrine,  applied  here,  would  defeat  the 'of  the  expectancy  of  life  of  the  life  tenant 
whole  object  of  this  litigation ;  but  that  it  is '  and  paid  over  to  such  tenant,  is  not  very  per- 
wrong  in  part  seems  clear,  and  is  demon-  j  suasive  in  a  case  like  this  where  the  interests 


strated  by  several  well-considered  cases  cited 
in  our  former  opinion.  There  is  no  good 
reason  for  saying  that  the  court  may  author- 
ize the  sale  of  lands  where  the  title  in  remain- 
der is  vested  in  a  class  which  is  subject  to 
open  and  let  in  new  members,  but  cannot  if 
the  scheme  laid  in  the  will  or  deed  be  such 
that  members  of  the  class  may  drop  out  and 
their  interests  go  to  the  surviving  members 
thereof.  The  theory,  as  before  indicated, 
upon  which  the  court  takes  jurisdiction,  is 
that  the  proceeding  is  in  rem,  and  that  those 
having  the  vested  interests  stand  for  those 
having  contingent  interests.  In  that  view, 
whether  there  be  a  contingency  which  will 
Increase  the  class  or  one  which  will  decrease 
it,  or  extinguish  it  altogether,  should  make 
no  difference,  since  it  is  the  res  that  is  being 
dealt  with  and  is  to  be  preserved  unimpaired 
in  value  for  the  ultimate  taker  or  takers. 
However,  It  is  the  settled  doctrine  in  North 
Carolina  that  a  court  of  equity  has  no  power 
to  authorize  a  sale  of  property  held  by  a  title 


of  the  parties  are  not  separable  without  a 
clear  violation  of  the  expressed  will  of  the 
common  benefactor.  While  the  life  tenant, 
in  the  instant  case,  is  competent  to  sell  her 
interest  so  as  to  separate  it  from  the  power 
of  appointment,  she  has  no  authority  to  sep- 
arate her  estate  from  the  estate  in  remain- 
der, and  she  should  not  be  given  that  power 
by  the  court  without  some  overpowering  ne- 
cessity existing  to  demand  it,  because  that 
course  would  substitute  a  mere  expectancy 
for  a  certainty,  contrary  to  one  of  the  most 
important  features  of  the  settlor's  scheme. 
The  firm  adh^ence  of  the  court  to  the  legal 
principles  indicated  is  by  no  means  incon- 
sistent with  anxious  solicitude  to  relieve  the 
misfortunes  of  the  parties  to  this  action  so 
far  as  power  exists  in  the  court  to  do  so, 
and  that  solicitude  has  been  entertained  here 
from  the  first.  The  situation  mentioned, 
however,  cannot  obscure  the  fact  that  the  re- 
spondent is  responsible,  before  the  law,  for 
the  dangers  which  necessitate  the  change  in 


"which  may  be  devested  by  the  happening  of  the  property  in  question  which  has  been  di- 
some  contingency,  and  the  title  tnereby  bejrected  by  the  court.  The  decision  of  the 
vested  in  another  not  in  being  or  that  cannot  i  cause,  with  directions  made  to  remedy  the 
be  known.  Juatioe  v.  Guion,  76  N.  C.  442 ;  '  dangers  which  exist  and  guard  against  a  re- 
Wataon  y.  Watson,  66  N.  C.  (3  Jones,  Eq.)  currence  of  similar  dangers  in  the  future, 
48  L.  R.  A.  62 


808 


Minnesota  Bufj 


CouBSb 


Mat, 


49  (workman  whose  ordinary  dutlea  were  In  a 
car  shrp  injured  wblle  coupling  cars,  under  the 
direction  of  his  foreman.  Hand  placed  where 
servant  could  not  help  seeing  It  must  be  caught 
by  the  buffer). 

Or  falls  to  take  the  precautions  against  acci- 
dent which  would  have  suggested  themselyes 
to  a  prudent  man.  EIngllsh  t.  Chicago,  M.  ft 
8t.  P.  R.  Co.  (1880)  24  Fed.  Rep.  906  (servant 
was  ordered  to  repair  a  water  tank,  and  fell 
from  a  narrow,  ice-coyered  platform  oa  which 
he  stood). 

Or  to  exercise  that  measure  of  skill  which  he 
possesses.  Boettger  t.  Bcherpe  ft  K.  Architec- 
tural Iron  Co.  il894)  124  Ho.  ST.  27  8.  W. 
460  (one  hired  as  a  common  laborer  not  re- 
quired to  possess  such  skill  in  choosing  lumber 
for  a  scaffold  as  will  debar  him  from  recovery 
for  injuries  receiyed  through  the  breaking  of  a 
piece  of  timt>er  used  in  erecting  the  structure). 

yil.  Ahsenoe  of  compulsion,  an  essential  ele- 
ment of  assumption  of  risks  and  oontrUm- 
tory  negligence, 

a.  Generally. 

As  In  cases  of  injuries  from  other  kinds  of 
extraordinary  risks,  neither  an  assumption  of 
risks  outside  the  scope  of  the  original  employ- 
ment, nor  contributory  negligence  In  encoun- 
tering those  risks,  can  be  predicated,  unless  It 
Is  shown  that  the  work  was  undertaken  volun- 
tarily. 

Actual  compulsion  will  readily  be  Inferred 
where  the  servant  is  a  minor. 

In  Kehler  y.  Schwenk  (1892)  ISl  Pa.  505, 
26  Atl.  180,  one  of  the  elements  of  liability 
which  was  held  to  warrant  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  a  boy  of  fourteen,  was  that  he  was 
urged  Into  the  new  service  against  his  will. 

An  action  is  maintainable  upon  a  complaint 
which  alleges  that  a  minor  was  not  engaged  in 
the  service  which  he  was  hired  to  perform,  but 
that  he  was  "compelled"  by  the  fellow  servant 
to  labor  at  a  business  much  more  perilous,  and 
was  Injured  while  so  engaged.  The  court  said : 
"There  was  then  no  opportunity  to  adjust  the 
compensation  with  a  view  to  the  risk.  There 
was  no  consent  to  perform  the  service  on  any 
terms.  It  was  a  compulsory  service;  and  un- 
der such  circumstances  neither  Justice  nor  pol- 
icy requires  that  the  master  shall  be  acquitted 
of  responsibility."  Chicago  ft  O.  B.  R.  Co.  v. 
Harney  (1867)  28  Ind.  80.  92  Am.  Dec.  282. 

The  rights  of  a  child  are  not  permitted  to  de- 
pend upon  his  ability  to  discriminate  promptly 
as  to  the  work  required  of  him,  or  to  refuse 
obedience  to  the  command  of  his  superior. 
Hayes  v.  Colchester  Mills  (1894)  69  Vt.  1,  37 
Atl.  269. 

See  also  Patnode  v.  Warren  Cotton  Mills 
(1892)  167  Mass.  283,  82  N.  E.  161  (servant 
fourteen  years  of  age,  and  of  less  than  ordinary 
Intelligence,  injured  while  obeying  peremptory 
orders,  given  with  an  oath,  to  assist  in  operat- 
ing a  machine  at  which  he  was  not  employed 
to  work,  the  danger  attending  which  was  par- 
tially concealed  from  his  view,  held  not  negli- 
gent, as  matter  of  law). 

Jjut,  where  he  is  an  adult,  compulsion  Is 
surmised  only  under  exceptional  circumstances. 
8ee,  however,  the  extracts  from  the  opinion 
In  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Hoodlet  (1891)  129 
Ind.  327,  27  N.  B.  741  (work  done  under  orders 
volenti  non  fit). 

b.  Protest  or  objection  hy  servant. 

The  principle  that  the  failure  of  the  serv- 
ant to  protest  against  the  maintenance  of  ab- 
normally dangerous  conditions  due  to  the  ma»- 
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ter^a  negligence  Is  a  drcnmstance  which  point* 
strongly,  and  even  oonclusively,  to  the  inference 
that  the  servant  wms  wlUing  to  assume  the  re- 
sulting risks.  Is  equally  applicable  where  the 
peril  Is  extraordinary  In  the  sense  with  which 
we  are  now  concerned. 

A  brakeman  engaged  with  the  distinct  agree- 
ment that  he  Is  not  to  couple  cars  except  with 
a  stick,  and  is  under  no  circumstances  to  go  be- 
tween cars  having  an  engine  attached,  cannot 
recover  for  injuries  received  In  going  between 
the  cars  by  direction  of  the  engineer,  on  the 
ground  that  the  duty  was  outside  the  scope 
of  his  employment,  where  he  makes  no  objec- 
tion. Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Finley  (1894) 
26  U.  S.  App.  16,  12  C.  C.  A.  695,  63  Fed.  Bepi 
228.  To  the  same  effect,  see  Cole  v.  Chicago 
ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  (1888)  71  Wis.  114,  87  N.  W. 
84. 

The  evidential  Import  of  a  protest  actually 
made  depends,  both  upon  the  defense  which  hts- 
been  raised,  and  upon  the  views  of  the  court 
as  .to  the  economlc*s  social  principles  dis- 
cussed in  note  to  O'Maley  v.  South  Boston  Gas- 
light 0>.  47  L.  R.  A.  165,  Volenti  ncn  fit  in- 
furia,  as  a  defense  to  actions  by  Injured  serv- 
ants. If  the  defense  Is  an  assumption  of  the 
risks,  the  general  principle  which  Is  almost 
universally  held  In  the  United  States,  that  the 
servant  cannot  countervail  the  effect  of  his 
appreciation  of  the  risk  by  showing  that  he  en- 
tered a  protest  before  undertaking  his  duties. 
Is  considered  to  be  equally  applicable  whether 
the  work  to  be  done  Is  within  or  outside  the 
scope  of  the  original  employment.  According- 
ly we  And  It  laid  down  that  a  servant  of  full 
age  and  adequate  experience  cannot  cast  up- 
on the  master  all  the  risk  of  accident  in  the 
I>erformanc6  of  new  duties  by  simply  protest- 
ing against  being  called  ui>on  to  perform  those 
duties.  Under  such  circumstances  he  has  the 
choice  of  either  leaving  the  employment,  or  te 
remain  and  assume  all  the  risks  incident  to  the 
work  he  knows  that  he  is  expected  to  do. 
Wheeler  v.  Berry  (1898)  96  Mich.  250,  64  N. 
W.  876,  distinguishing  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
v.  Bayfield  (1877)  87  Mich.  205,  as  being  » 
decision  based  on  the  youth,  weakness,  and  in- 
experience of  the  servant.  To  the  same  effect, 
is  Leary  v.  Boston  ft  A.  R.  Co.  (1885)  189 
Mass.  680,  52  Am.  Rep.  788,  2  N.  B.  115  (freight 
truckman,  acting  temporarily  as  fireman,  was 
thrown  off  the  foot  board  of  a  switching  engine 
by  a  Jolt  caused  by  the  passage  of  the  engine 
over  a  frog).  The  court  said:  "While  a  pei^ 
son  who  engages  for  a  particular  service  agrees 
to  encounter  only  the  dangers  of  that  service, 
he  may,  perhaps,  in  the  first  Instance,  assume 
that  the  order  given  him  by  his  superior  la 
warranted  by  the  legitimate  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment. If,  so  assuming,  he  Is  Induced  to 
perform  duties  which,  by  his  contract,  he  is 
not  bound  to  perform,  and  is  thus  Injured,  he 
should  be  able  to  maintain  an  action  for  the 
Injury  against  the  employer.  But.  In  the  case 
at,  bar,  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  duty  of  aid- 
ing as  fireman  on  the  engine  was  not  within 
his  original  contract  as  a  laborer.  He  deter- 
mined to  perform  it  as  a  part  of  his  engage- 
ment with  the  defendant,  rather  than  lose  hie 
position  as  a  laborer.  In  so  doing,  he  must  be 
held' to  have  assumed  Its  necessary  risks.  .  .  . 
Morally  to  coerce  a  servant  to  an  employment, 
the  risks  of  which  he  does  not  wish  to  encoun- 
ter, by  threatening  otherwise  to  deprive  him  of 
an  employment  he  can  readily  and  safely  per- 
form, may  sometimes  t>e  harsh;  but  when  one 
has  assumed  an  employment.  If  an  additional 
and  more  dangerous  duty  is  added  to  his  orig- 
inal labor,  he  may  accept  or  refuse  It  If  he 
has  an  executory  contract  for  the  original  serv- 
ice, he  may  refuse  the  additional  and  mors  dan- 
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geroufl  service,  and,  If  for  that  reason  he  Is 
discharged,  he  may  avail  himself  of  his  rem- 
edy on  his  contract.  If  he  has  no  such  con- 
tract, and  Icnowlngly,  although  unwillingly,  ac- 
cepts the  additional  and  more  dangerous  em- 
ployment, he  accepts  its  incidental  r isles;  and 
while  he  may  require  of  the  employer  to  per- 
form his  duty,  he  cannot  recover  for  an  injury 
which  occurs  only  from  his  own  inexperience." 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Jones  v.  Lake  Shore 
ft  2d.  S.  R.  Co.  (1883)  49  Mich.  678.  14  N.  W. 
651,  where  a  brakeman  on  a  passenger  train 
was  ordered  to  do  yard  work,  and  after  a  pro- 
test complied  with  the  order  and  was  injured 
by  a  projecting  load  of  lum'ber,  it  was  held 
that  It  was  competent  to  Introduce  evidence  of 
the  protest  as  indicating  a  want  of  consent. 

In  Cole  V.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  XL  Co.  (1888) 
71  Wis.  114,  37  N.  W.  84,  the  court  referred 
to,  but  declined  either  to  afQrm  or  disalBrm, 
the  rule  Is  this  case. 

€.  Ftar  of  loMing  poaitian. 

In  some  of  the  cases  Just  referred  to  It 
will  be  noticed  that  the  effect  of  the  servant's 
protest  is  considered  with  reference  to  the  fact 
that  dismissal  must  always  be  taken  into  ac^ 
eount  as  a  possible  consequence  of  disobedience, 
and  that  the  servant  is  presumed  to  be  In- 
fluenced by  this  consideration. 

The  fact  that  there  was  no  threat  of  dismis- 
sal In  case  of  refusal  to  undertake  the  new  du- 
ties was  emphasised  in  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Flnley  (1804)  26  U.  8.  App.  16,  63  Fed.  Rep. 
228,  12  C.  C.  A.  595,  as  ground  for  inferring 
acceptance  of  the  risks. 

Olrrloualy,  however,  %n  actual  protest  Is  not 
a  necessary  or  Invariable  accompaniment  of 
this  element,  and  In  some  cases  its  bearing  up- 
on the  question  of  the  servant's  willingness  is 
treated  from  a  more  general  standpoint,  the 
same  disagreemrat  being  exhibited  by  the  deci- 
sions as  in  those  where  objections  were  made 
before  the  servant  complied  with  the  master's 
directions. 


In  Gavigan  v.  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co. 
(1896)  110  Mich.  71,  67  N.  W.  1097,  the  court 
rejected  the  contention  that,  by  consenting  to 
perform  the  service,  the  plalntlfT  did  not  as- 
sume the  risk,  Inasmuch  as  he  might  be  dis- 
charged if  he  refused  to  perform  the  service, 
or,  in  other  words,  that  the  master  is  to  be 
considered  an  insurer  of  the  servant  perform- 
ing  extraordinary  service  by  direction  of  a  su- 
perior, whenever  he  chooses  to  obey  a  direction 
of  one  in  charge  for  fear  of  discharge.  See 
also  Reed  v.  Stockmeyer  (1896)  34  U.  S.  App. 
727,  74  Fed.  Rep.  186,  20  C.  C.  A.  381,  where 
it  was  said  that  the  master's  having  demanded 
services  different  from  those  for  which  the 
servant  was  engaged  does  not  create  any  liabil- 
ity where  the  latter  consents  to  do  the  work 
rather  than  be  discharged,  and  Dougherty  v. 
West  Superior  Iron  ft  8.  Co.  (1894)  88  Wis. 
343,  60  N.  W.  274,  where  the  same  rule  was 
quite  broadly  laid  down. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  supreme  court  of  In- 
diana has  repudiated  the  theory  that  the  serv- 
ant is  free  to  quit  the  service  and  thus  avoid 
danger,  and  that,  by  voluntarily  continuing  in 
the  service  and  obeying  the  command,  he  con- 
aentb  to  take  the  additional  risk.  "While  in 
theory  the  employee,  whose  master  furnishes 
appliances  which  both  know  are  defective.  Is  at 
liberty  to  quit  the  service,  and  refuse  to  be 
subjected  to  the  enhanced  danger,  we  cannot 
close  our  eyes  to  the  fact  that  the  necessities 
of  the  struggle  for  existence  tend  strongly  to 
deprive  the  employee  of  that  theoretical  inde- 
pendence and  freedom  of  action.  While  the 
service  cannot  be  compulsory  in  the  sense  that 
the  employee  can  be  compelled  to  work  against 
his  will,  yet  the  very  nature  of  the  relation 
existing  between  the  parties  carries  with  it  the 
irresistible  inference  of  dependence  upon  the 
one  side."  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Uoodlet 
(1891)  129  Ind.  827,  p.  334,  27  N.  W.  741.  To 
the  same  effect,  see  Pittsburgh,  C.  ft  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Adams  (1886)  105  Ind.  161,  p.  164,  6  N. 
B.  187.  C.  B.  L. 
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!•     Tlfte  ovraers  la  belnir  of  real  estate 

stand,  not  only  for  themselves,  but  for  all 
that  may  come  after  them,  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  litigation  affecting  the  Jurisdiction 
of  the  court  to  deal  with  the  whole  title. 

%,  Tl&e  Interposition  of  a  court  of 
eqnitT  to  preserve  a  trnst  estate  from 
destruction  by  reason  of  some  circumstances 
not  foreseen  and  provided  for  by  the  creator 
of  the  trust  cannot  extend  to  any  change  of 
the  trust  scheme  further  than  is  necessary 
for  the  preservation  of  the  pr<^>erty. 

8.  The  best  Interest  of  infant  owners 
of  an  estate  in  remainder,  requiring  an 
allowance  to  them  of  an  immediate  benefit 
therefrom  for  their  maintenance  and  educa- 
tion, will  not  warrant  a  court  of  equity  In 
making  an  allowance  to  them  from  the  trust 
estate  during  the  existence  of  a  life  tenancy. 


Non. — ^For  sale  of  life  estate  to  pay  taxes, 
gee  also  Defreese  v.  Lake  (Mich.)  82  L.  R.  A. 
744,  and  note;  and  flt  Paul  Trust  Co.  t.  Mlnt- 
ler  (Minn.)  82  L.  R.  A.  756. 
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where  the  trust  not  only  fails  to  give  any  In- 
terest to  the  remaindermen  until  after  the 
life  tenant's  death,  but  also  makes  their  in- 
terest contingent  by  providing  that  the  life  ten- 
ant may,  by  her  will,  in  her  discretion,  dis- 
tribute the  estate  among  her  sarviving  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren,  and,  In  default  of 
her  appointment,  gives  the  estate  to  her  sur- 
viving children  and  the  descendants  of  de- 
ceased children  by  right  of  representation. 
On  rehearing. 

4.  The  entire  property  of  a  trnst  estate 
may  be  laid  hold  of  and  administered 
by  a  conrt  of  eqnlty  so  as  to  protect  the 
interests  In  remainder  of  infants  or  persons 
unknown  who  are  likely  to  be  interested  in  it, 
against  the  danger  of  destruction  by  tax  and 
other  liens,  when  the  matter  is  brought  be- 
fore the  court  in  a  proceeding  instituted  by 
the  life  tenant  to  obtain  authority  to  sell  a 
part  of  the  property,  although  the  primary 
object  of  the  proceeding  is  to  get  an  adjudica- 
tion as  to  the  power  to  authorise  a  sale  which 
shall  bar  possible  remaindermen,  and  all  the 
counsel  representing  the  different  parties  at- 
tempt to  limit  the  Investigation  to  a  part  of 
the  property. 

5.  Judicial  inqniry  on  a  oreneral  ap- 
peal from  a  Judgment  in  an  equitable  action 
to  sell  part  of  a  trust  estate,  presenting  the 
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$100,000  to  the  city  for  such  rights,  prir- 
ileges,  and  franchises  last  mentioned,  and  is 
still  able,  ready,  and  willing  to  pay  such  sum 
of  $100,000  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  which 
offer  the  city  and  its  officers  refused,  and  still 
refuse,  to  accept,  or  any  other  sum  for  such 
rights,  privileges,  and  franchises,  but  intend 
by  means  of  the   collusion   and   conspiracy 
aforesaid  to  give  the  same  as  a  gratuity  to 
the  railway  and  light  company.    That  the 
proposed  ordinance  was  reported  to  the  com- 
mon council  for  passage  as  a  new  or  substi- 
tute ordinance  by  the  majority  of  a  special 
committee  to  which  the  same  was   referred 
December  4, 1800,  accompanied  by  the  minor- 
ity report  calling  attention  to  its  evils  and 
injustice,  and  the  inadequacy  of  considera- 
tion therefor.    That  December  18, 1899,  such 
ordinance,  came  before  the  common  council 
for  passage  upon  the  majority  and  minority 
report  of  the  special  committee.    That,  not^ 
withstanding  the  several  facts  mention^,  the 
common  council,  December   18,    1899,    after 
passing  the  amendment  thereunto  annexed, 
by  a   vote   of  twenty-five  in  favor   of  such 
amendment  to   seventeen  against  it,  in  the 
manner  therein  set  forth,  and  in  pursuance 
of  the  agreement,  combination,  and  conspir- 
acy therein  mentioned,  passed  such  ordinance 
as  amended,  and  ordered   it  engrossed,   and 
that  such  ordinance  is  now  in  the  hands  of 
the  city  clerk  and  of  the  engrossing  commit- 
tee of  the  common  council,  and  the  same  will 
be  engrossed,  ordered  to  a  third  reading,  and 
passed  at  the  next  meeting  of  the  common 
council,  to  be  held  within  a  few  days,  and 
will  then   be  accepted  by  the   railway   and 
light  company,  and  thereafter  enforced  by 
the  city,  to  the  great  loss  and  damage  of  the 
plaintiff  and   all   those   similarly   situated. 
That  the  twenty-five  members  of  the  common 
council  so  voting  for  such  ordinance,  being 
defendants  named  therein,  colluded  and  con- 
spired together  with  the  mayor  and  Payne 
and  Pfister  to  obtain  such  valuable  rights 
and  franchises  for  the  railway  and  light  com- 
pany gratuitously  or  for  the  alleged  consid- 
eration mentioned,  and  held  various  confer- 
ences prior  to  December  18,  1899,  in  secret, 
and  rehearsed  the   proceedings   which    they 
would  take  at  such  meeting,  and  agreed  to- 
gether as  to  the  mode  of  proceeding.     That 
the  minority  of  the  common  council  called 
the  attention  of  that  body  to  the  fact  that 
they  could  not  understand  the  legal  effect  of 
the  amendment,  and  moved  that  the  amend- 
ment be  referred  to  the  judiciary  committee, 
but  the  same  was  voted  down  by  the  twenty- 
five   members   of   the  common    council  last 
named,  and  the  amendment  has  never  been  re- 
ferred to  or  considered  by  any  committee  of 
the  common  council.    That  at  the  meeting  of 
December  18,  1899,  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mon council  instructed  the  twenty-five  mem- 
bers how  to  vote«  and  the  effect  of  their  vot- 
ing on  certain  motions.    That  the  twenty- 
five  aldermen  so  named  prevented  all  efforts 
at  adjournment,  refused  to  go  into  committee 
of    the    whole,    and    rushed    the    measure 
through  the  common  oouncil  without  delib- 
eration, and  with  indecent  haste,  and  with- 
out consideration.    That,  in  pxirsuance  of 
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such  colluding  and  conspiracy,  tlie  twenty- 
five  members  of  the  council  last  named,  prior 
to  the  meeting  of  December  18,  1899,  agreed 
together  that  no  amendment  to  such  ordi- 
nance proposed  by  anyone  except  one  of  their 
number  named  should  be  considered  or  per- 
mitted   to  pass,   and   that   no   amendment 
thereto    should  be  referred  to  the  judiciary 
committee.   That  such  report  of  the  minority 
should  not  be  adopted  or  approved.  That  at  the 
meeting  of  December  18, 1899,  the  twenty-five 
aldermen  therein  named  carried  out  in  vot- 
ing and  passing  upon  such  ordinance  their 
agreements  in  aid  of  and  pursuant  to  such 
conspiracy.    That  under  the  proposed  ordi- 
nance as  originally  written,  and  also  under 
the  same  as  amended,  the  city  acquires  no 
rights  that  it  did  not  theretofore  possess  un- 
der existing  franchises,   charter,  and  ordi- 
nances, and  receives  no  consideration  what- 
ever.   That  no  consideration  accrued  to  the 
city  or  the  taxpayers  thereof.    That,  in  fur- 
therance of  such  conspiracy,  Pfister,  for  the 
purpose  of  buying  off  opposition  to  the  pro- 
posed ordinance  and  obtaining  support  of 
certain  aldermen,  entered  into  an  agreement 
in  writing  December  18,  1899,  prior  to  the 
vote  on  such  ordinance,  with  a  certain  per- 
son therein  named,  and  others  unknown  to 
the  plaintiff,  to  the  effect  that  he  would  be 
personally  liable  to  pay  about  $9,000,  or  not 
to  exceed  $9,000,  in  case  the  proposed  ordi- 
nance passed  the  common  council,  and  was 
accepted  by  the  railway  and  light  company, 
which  offer  was  accepted,  and  their  opposi- 
tion to   such   ordinance   by  •  reason    thereof 
withdrawn.      That  by  reason  of  the  facts  al- 
leged the  money,  rights,  privileges,  and  fran- 
chises mentioned  were   lost  to  the  city,  and 
squandered,  and  the  plaintiff^s  burdens    of 
taxation  correspondingly  increased,  the  bur- 
dens of  taxation  of  all  other  taxpayers  in  the 
city  in  similar  condition  to  the  plaintiff  are 
correspondingly  increased  by  such  unlawful 
waste  and  squandering  of  the  salable,  valua- 
able  rights  and  property  of  the  city.     That 
the  railway  and  light  company  has  issued 
$7,000,000  in  negotiable,  corporate  bonds,  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  on  its  right  of  way,  cars, 
apparatus,    and    property,    including    such 
rights  and  franchises,  and  all  other  rights 
and  franchises  which  it  may  acquire  from 
the  common    council,   and   may    issue    still 
other  bonds,  all  of  which  may  go  into  the 
hands  of  bona   fide   holders   for  value,    and 
hence  become  enforceable.     That  the  common 
council  and  city  clerk  threatens  and  intends 
to  engross  and  pass  such  ordinance  or  con- 
tract by  a  majority  vote  of  all  its  members, 
and  give  out  that  they  are  about  to  do  so, 
and  the  mayor  of  the  city  threatens  and  in- 
tends to  approve  the  same,  and  gives  out  that 
he  will  do  so,  and  the  railway  and  light  com- 
pany threatens  and  intends  to  immediatdy 
accept  the  same,  and  file  or  tender  a  relin- 
quishment of  such  pretended  rights  as  they 
claim  to  be  the  consideration  of  such  con- 
tract.   That  a  full    discovery   be  had,  and 
that  each  and  every  of  the  defendants  be  re* 
quired  to  make  answers  in  that  behalf,  and, 
when  such  facts  are  discovered,  the  same  be 
added  by   amendment   to    such    complaint. 
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Tliat  the  plaintiff  has  no  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  and,  unless  that  court  grant  to  him  its 
in  junctional  order  or  writ  of  injunction,  he 
and  his  fellow  taxpayers  will  be  without 
remedy;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  asked  that 
the  defendants  therein  be  each  and  all  en- 
joined and  restrained  from  passing  such  or- 
dinance. 

Upon  such  yerifled  complaint  and  the  un- 
dertaking thereunto  annexed,  the  court  com- 
missioner, on  December  21,  1899,  ordered 
that  the  city,  the  mayor,  the  city  clerk,  and 
«ach  and  every  of  the  defendants  named 
therein  as  aldermen  of  the  city,  be,  and  they 
were  thereby,  enjoined  and  restrained  until 
the  further  order  of  that  court  from  signing, 
and  engrossing,  passing,  amending,  voting 
on,  publishing,  approving,  or  enforcing  such 
proposed  ordinance,  as  amended,  or  any  sim- 
ilar ordinance,  and  from  contracting  away 
any  rights  of  the  city,  by  ordinance  or  other- 
wise, to  the  railway  and  light  company,  un- 
der such  proceedings,  and  that  the  railway 
mud  light  company,  Pfister,  and  Payne,  each 
and  all  of  them,  were  thereby  enjoined  and 
iteatrained  from  accepting  the  ordinance  as 
amended,  or  any  similar  ordinance,  and  from 
attempting  to  purchase  from  the  city,  except 
by  open  competition,  and  upon  due  notice  and 
upon  adequate  consideration,  an'y  rights, 
privileges,  or  franchises  to  use  the  streets  of 
the  city.  Upon  the  hearing  in  the  trial  court 
of  the  several  orders  to  show  cause  why  the 
injunction  so  issued  by  such  court  commis- 
sioner December  21,  1899,  should  not  be  va- 
cated and  set  aside,  it  having  appeared  to 
the  judge  of  such  court  in  open  court  by  af- 
fidavits filed  and  read  in  opposition  to  such 
motions,  and  by  statements  of  one  of  the  at- 
torneys and  counsel  for  some  of  the  aldermen 
defendants  and  by  one  of  the  attorneys  and 
counsel  for  the  mayor,  that,  notwithstanding 
the  injunctional  order  therein  named  and 
served  upon  the  defendants,  the  mayor 
signed  and  approved  the  ordinance  January 
2,  1900,  and  the  city  clerk  signed  such  ordi- 
nance, and  the  president  of  the  common  coun- 
cil signed  and  approved  such  ordinance,  and 
the  twenty-four  aldermen  therein  named  as 
defendants  voted  on,  passed,  and  approved 
such  proposed  ordinance,  and  that  all  and 
singular  the  acts  aforesaid  of  the  defendants 
in  violation  of  such  injunction  were  done  at 
the  city  of  Milwaukee  January  2,  1900 ;  that, 
therefore,  the  trial  court,  of  its  own  motion, 
suspended  the  hearing  upon  such  several 
orders  to  show  cause  why  the  injunction 
should  not  be  vacated  and  set  aside,  and  on 
January  6, 1900,  ordered  that  each  and  every 
one  of  the  aforesaid  defendants,  who,  as  it  is 
claimed,  violated  such  injimctional  order, 
show  cause  before  that  court  why  he  should 
not  purge  himself  of  his  alleged  contempt,  or 
why,  in  default  of  his  being  able  to  do  so, 
he  should  not  be  punished  as  for  a  contempt 
of  that  court,  in  the  manner  and  to  the  ex- 
tent allowed  by  law;  that  a  copy  of  that 
order  to  show  cause  should  be  serv^  on  each 
of  the  defendants  named  in  the  body  of  the 
order  on  or  before  9  o'clock  A.  H.  of  January 
5,  1900;  and  it  was  therein  further  ordered 
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that  each  and  every  one  of  the  defendants 
named  in  the  body  of  that  order  as  having 
violated  such  injunction  show  cause,  as 
aforesaid,  before  that  court  on  January  5, 
1900,  at  10  o'clock  A.  H.  of  that  day,  or  as 
soon'  thereafter  as  counsel  could  be  heard, 
and  that  specific  charges  be  then  and  there 
filed  under  oath  against  and  served  upon 
each  of  such  defendants  named  in  the  body  of 
that  order.  Such  order  to  show  cause  hav- 
ing been  duly  served,  the  trial  court,  upon 
the  hearing  thereof,  adjudged  that  it  had  ju- 
risdiction, and  hence  granted  the  order  to 
show  cause,  and  adjudged  that  the  mayor, 
clerk,  and  the  majority  of  the  common  coun- 
cil named  were  guilty  of  the  contempt  of 
that  court  in  violating  such  injunctional 
order. 

Mr.  Charles  Quarles,  for  relator  Rose: 

The  act  in  question  was  legislative  in  its 
nature. 

The  common  council  could  have  granted 
the  franchise  in  question  by  resolution,  by 
vote  properly  recorded  on  its  minutes,  or  by 
ordinance. 

Oreen  Bay  v.  Brauna,  50  Wis.  204,  6  N.  W. 
503. 

Independently  of  its  form,  the  act  in  ques- 
tion is  legislative  in  its  nature,  since  the 
grant  to  a  street-railroad  company  to  use 
the  streets  is  a  franchise  "granted  by  the 
state,  acting  through  the  common  council  of 
the  city,  to  the  railroad  company." 

Wright  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  d  Light 
Co,  95  Wis.  29,  36  L.  R.  A.  47,  69  N.  W.  791 ; 
State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Madison  Street  R. 
Co.  72  Wis.  612,  1  L.  R.  A.  771,  40  N.  W. 
487 ;  Ashland  v.  Wheeler,  88  Wis.  607,  60  N. 
W.  818;  State  ex  rel.  Cream  City  R.  Co.  r. 
Hubert,  72  Wis.  184,  39  N.  W.  320;  Stedman 
V.  Berlin,  97  Wis.  506,  73  N.  W.  57. 

The  exceptional  power  of  delegation  of 
legislative  authority  to  the  common  council 
of  a  city,  while  not  given  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, exists  by  force  of  the  immemorial  ex- 
ercise of  this  power  by  municipalities,  long 
antedating  the  Constitution,  and  assumed  to 
be  recognized  by  that  instrument  as  though 
written  therein. 

Tilley  v.  Savannah,  F.  d  W.  R.  Co.  5  Fed. 
Rep.  667. 

Real  contractual  relations  can  arise  only 
by  way  of  estoppel,  arising,  not  from  the 
acceptance  merely,  but  from  action  in  reli- 
ance upon  the  ordinance,  and  expenditure  of 
money  in  construction,  on  the  faith  thereof. 

St.  Louis  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  148  U. 
S.  103,  37  L.  ed.  386,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  486; 
New  Orleans  v.  Oreat  Southern  Teleph.  d 
Teleg.  Co.  40  La.  Ann.  41,  3  So.  633 ;  Belle- 
ville V.  Citizens'  Horse  R.  Co.  152  HI.  186, 
26  L.  R.  A.  681,  38  N.  E.  684;  Chicago  Mu- 
nicipal Gaslight  d  Fuel  Co.  v.  Lake,  ISO  111. 
42,  22  N.  E.  616;  Baltimore  Trust  d  Guar- 
antee Co.  V.  Baltimore,  64  Fed.  Rep.  160; 
City  R.  Co.  V.  Citizens^  Street  R.  Co.  166  U. 
S.  566,  41  L.  ed.  1117,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  663. 

The  act  is  legislative,  notwithstanding 
contract  arises  therefrom. 

Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  44 
Iowa,  606,  24  Am.  Rep.  766;  Vew  Orleant 
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Waterworks  Co,  v.  yew  Orleans,  164  U.  S. 
481,  41  L.  ed.  523,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161; 
Walla  Walla  v.  Walla  Walla  Water  Co.  172 
U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  341,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  77; 
Montgomery  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Montgomery^ 
87  Ala.  245,  4  L.  R.  A.  616,  6  So.  113;  Kit- 
tinger  v.  Buffalo  Traction  Co.  160  N.  Y.  377, 
64  N.  E.  1081 :  Hayes  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co, 
111  U.  S.  237,  28  L.  ed.  414,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
369;  Wabash  R.  Co,  v.  Defiance,  167  U.  S. 
97,  42  L.  ed.  91,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  748. 

The  act  being  legislative,  it  was  beyond 
the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere. 

Atty,  Gen.  ea  rel,  Taylor  v.  Brovm,  1  Wis. 
613;  Mississippi  v.  Johnson,  A  Wall.  500, 1 8 L. 
ed.  441 ;  Green  v.  Mills,  25  U.  S.  App.  383,  69 
Fed.  Rep.  852. 16  C.  C.  A.  516,30  L.  R.  A.  90; 
Angle  v.  Chicago,  St.  P,  M.  d  0.  R,  Co,  161 
U.  S.  1.  38  L.  ed.  55,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  240; 
Cincinnati  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  29  Ohio 
St.  306;  Montgomery  Gaslight  Co,  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 87  Ala.  245,  4  L.  R.  A.  616,  6  So. 
113;  New  Orleans  Watertoorks  Co.  v.  New 
Orleans,  164  U.  S.  481,  41  L.  ed.  523,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  161 ;  Cape  May  d  8,  L,  R.  Co,  v. 
Cape  May,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  419;  Alpers  v.  San 
Francisco,  32  Fed.  Rep.  503. 

If  the  court  below  was  without  jurisdic- 
tion, then  the  disregard  of  the  injunctional 
order  constituted  no  contempt. 

Dickey  v.  Reed,  78  111.  261 ;  Weber  v.  Web- 
er, 90  Wis.  467,  63  N.  W.  757 ;  State  ea  rel. 
Fowler  v.  Green  Tjake  County  Circuit  Ct.  98 
Wis.  143,  73  N.  W.  788;  Re  Sawyer,  124  U. 
8.  200,  31  L.  ed.  402,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  482; 
Re  Ayers,  123  U.  S.  443,  31  L.  ed.  216,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  164. 

Public  policy  requires  that  municipal  leg- 
islatures shall  be  free  from  interference  by 
the  courts. 

Osbom  V.  Bank  of  United  States,  9  Wheat. 
738,  6  L.  ed.  204. 

Messrs.  Ryan,  Ogden,  ft  Bottum,  for 
relators  Corcoran  et  al. : 

Jurisdiction  is  the  power  to  hear  and  de- 
termine the  subject-matter  in  controversy  be- 
tween the  parties  to  a  suit,  to  adjudicate  or 
exercise  any  judicial  power  over  them;  the 
question  is  whether,  on  a  case  before  a  court, 
their  action  is  judicial  or  extrajudicial,  with 
or  without  the  authority  of  law  to  render  a 
judgment  or  decree  upon  the  rights  of  the 
litigant  parties. 

Rhode  Island  v.  Massachusetts,  12  Pet. 
718,  9  L.  ed.  1233. 

Jurisdiction  as  thus  defined  was  wholly 
wanting  in  the  court  below  to  adjudicate  be- 
tween the  parties  upon  the  subject-matter  of 
the  complaint. 

Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  44 
Iowa,  505,  24  Am.  Rep.  756;  Kittinger  v. 
Buffalo  Traction  Co.  160  N.  Y.  377,  54  N. 
E.  1081 ;  Talcott  v.  Buffalo,  125  N.  Y.  280, 
26  N.  E.  263. 

The  consideration  and  passage  of  the  or- 
dinance in  question  was  a  legislative  act. 

New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co.  v.  New  Or- 
Uans,  164  U.  S.  471,  41  L.  ed.  518,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  161 ;  State  em  rel,  Atty,  Gen,  v.  Mad- 
ieon  Street  R.  Co.  72  Wis.  612,  1  L.  R.  A.  771, 
40  N.  W.  487;  Wright  v.  Milwaukee  Elec- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


trie  R.  d  Light  Co.  96  Wis.  29,  36  L.  R.  A. 
47,  69  N.  W.  791. 

A  court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
sit  in  review  of  the  discretion  of  the  legis- 
lature, or  to  enjoin  legislative  action. 

People  ex  rel.  Bolton  y.  Albertson,  65  N. 
Y.  60 ;  People  ea  rel.  McLean  y.  Flagg,  46  N. 
Y.  401 ;  Baird  v.  New  York,  96  N.  Y.  667 ; 
Waterloo  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Shanahan,  128 
N.  Y.  346.  14  L.  R.  A.  481.  28  N.  E.  358; 
Pedriok  v.  Ripon,  73  Wis.  622,  3  L.  R.  A. 
269,  41  N.  W.  706. 

Tills  doctrine  is  equally  applicable  to  com- 
mon councils  of  cities  as  to  legislatures  of 
states. 

Taylor  y.  Carondelet,  22  Mo.  105 :  Heland 
y.  Lowell,  8  Allen,  407,  81  Am.  Dec.  670; 
New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co,  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 164  U.  S.  471,  41  L.  ed.  618,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  161;  Des  Moines  Gas  Co.  v.  Des 
Moines,  44  Iowa,  606,  24  Am.  Rep.  756; 
Montgomery  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Montgomery, 
87  Ala.  246,  4  L.  R.  A.  616,  6  So.  113;  ^tate 
ea  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  y.  Cunningham^  81  Wis. 
440,  15  L.  R.  A.  661,  61  N.  W.  724;  Crescent 
City  L.  S.  L.  d  S,  H,  Co.  y.  Police  Jury,  82 
La.  Ann.  1192 ;  Harrison  y.  New  Orleans,  33 
La.  Ann.  222.  39  Am.  Rep.  272;  Alpers  ▼. 
San  Francisco,  32  Fed.  Rep.  603;  People  ea 
rel.  Negus  v.  Dtoyer,  90  N.  Y.  402. 

The  disregard  of  an  alleged  injunctional 
order  issued  by  a  court  in  excess  of  its  ju- 
risdiction and  power  constitutes  no  con- 
tempt, and  warrants  no  penalty. 

Dickey  v.  Reed,  78  III.  261 ;  State  ea  reL 
Fowler  v.  Green  Lake  County  Circuit  Ct,  98 
Wis.  143,  73  N.  W.  788;  Weber  v.  Weber, 
90  Wis.  467,  63  N.  W.  757. 

Messrs.  Timlin,  Glicksman,  ft  Conway 
and  Toohey  ft  Gilmore,  for   respondents: 

When  a  municipal  council  acts,  or  is  about 
to  act,  illegally, — that  is,  beyond  the  powers 
conferred  on  it  by  law, — it  is  amenable  to 
the  power  of  the  courts,  and  the  courts  have 
jurisdiction  to  annul,  direct,  or  reetrain  the 
unlawful  acts  of  such  body. 

The  term  "jurisdiction,"  when  applied  to  a 
court,  is  the  power  residing  in  such  court  to 
determine  judicially  a  given  action,  contro- 
versy, or  question  presented  to  it  for  deei- 
sion. 

1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  {  1 ;  Hunt  y.  Hunt,  72  N. 
Y.  217,  28  Am.  Rep.  129 ;  Re  Rosenberg,  90 
Wis.  681,  63  N.  W.  1066,  64  N.  W.  299. 

Whether  or  not  the  complaint  stated  a 
good  cause  of  action,  or  whether  or  not  the 
plaintiff  was  the  proper  person  to  bring  a 
suit,  were  questions,  not  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  but  relating  to  the  merits  of 
the  action,  and  the  court  had  jurisdiction 
notwithstanding  the  complaint  might  be  in- 
sufficient or  the  plaintiff  not  the  proper  per- 
son to  sue. 

People  ea  rel.  Davis  v.  Sturtevant,  9  N.  Y. 
263,  69  Am.  Dec.  636. 

When  we  find  it  stated  that  a  court  of 
equity  has  no  power  or  no  jurisdiction  of 
suits  for  injunction  against  cities  or  their 
common  councils  to  prevent  the  passage  of 
an  ordinance,  except  in  cases  where  the  or- 
dinance is  invalid  or  ultra  vires  or  fraudu- 
lent, and    property   rights   are    invaded  or 


1900. 


Statb  ex  rel,  Rosb  y.  Supbbiob  Coubt  of  Milwaukbb  Coumtt. 


886 


threatened  by  its  passage,  all  such  cases,  not- 
withstanding they  deny  in  words  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  by  such  decisions  con- 
cede or  establish  jurisdiction  over  the  sub- 
ject-matter. 

State  ew  rel.  Oill  v.  Watcrtoton,  9  Wis. 
254;  State  ex  rel  Anderton  v.  Kempf,  69 
Wis.  470,  34  N.  W.  226;  Earlee  v.  Welle,  94 
Wis.  285,  68  N.  W.  964;  Land,  Log  d  Lum- 
ber Co.  V.  Melntyre,  100  Wis.  266,  76  N.  W. 
964;  Webster  v.  Douglas  County,  102  Wis. 
181,  77  N.  W.  885,  78  N.  W.  461 ;  State  ea 
rel.  Marinette,  T,  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Tomahawk, 
96  Wis.  73,  71  N.  W.  86;  Port  of  Mobile  v. 
Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  84  Ala.  115,  4  So.  626; 
Roberts  v.  Louisville,  92  Ky.  95,  13  L.  R.  A. 
844,  17  S.  W.  216;  Des  Moines  Oas  Co.  v. 
Z)e«  Moines,  44  Iowa,  505,  24  Am.  Rep.  756 ; 
Stevens  v.  St,  Mary's  Training  School,  144 
111.  336,  18  L.  R.  A.  832,  32  N.  E.  962;  Pat- 
erson  d  P.  Horse  R.  Co.  v.  Paterson,  24  N. 
J.  Eq.  159;  Meredith  v.  Sayre,  32  N.  J.  Eq. 
557 ;  Cape  May  d  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Cape  May, 
35  N.  J.  Eq.  419;  People  ex  rel.  Negus  v. 
Divyer,  90  N.  Y.  402;  People  ex  rel.  Davis 
V.  Sturtevant,  9  N.  Y.  263,  50  Am.  Dec.  536; 
Davis  V.  New  York,  1  Duer,  451 ;  Milhau  v. 
Sharp,  15  Barb.  193,  27  N.  Y.  611,  84  Am. 
Dec.  314;  Blaschko  v.  Wurater,  166  N.  Y. 
437,  51  N.  E.  303;  Adamson  v.  Union  R.  Co, 
74  Hun,  3,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  136;  Norris  v. 
Wurster,  23  App.  Biv.  124,  48  N.  Y.  Supp. 
656;  Qusthal  v.  New  York,  48  N.  Y.  Supp. 
662;  Gerlach  r,  Brandreth,  54  N.  Y.  Supp. 
479;  Cincinnati  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  29 
Ohio  St.  291 ;  Page  v.  Allen,  58  Pa.  338,  92 
Am.  Dec.  272;  Trading  Stamp  Co.  v.  Mem- 
phis, 101  Tenn.  181,  47  S.  W.  136;  SpHng 
Valley  Waterworks  v.  Bartleit,  8  Sawy.  555, 
16  Fed.  Rep.  615;  Alpers  v.  San  Francisco, 
32  Fed.  Rep.  503;  Murphy  v.  East  Portland, 
42  Fed.  Rep.  308 ;  Crampton  v.  Zabriskie,  101 
U.  S.  001,  25  L.  ed.  1070;  New  Orleans  Wa- 
terworks Co.  V.  New  Orleans,  164  U.  S.  481, 
41  L.  ed.  523,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161. 

A  city  in  Wisconsin,  whose  charter  provid- 
ed that  deeds  and  grants  should  be  made 
by  the  mayor  and  city  clerk,  could  grant  the 
use  of  its  streets  by  action  of  the  mayor  and 
city  clerk,  but  it  could  only  regulate  by  or- 
dinance. In  cities  where  the  common  coun- 
cil exercises  the  granting  power  of  the  cor- 
poration, it  might  act,  under  §  1862,  Rev. 
Stat.,  by  resolution,  by  ordinance,  or  by  mere 
vote. 

MercTiants'  Union  Barb  Wire  Co.  v.  Chica- 
go, B.  d  Q,  R,  Co.  70  Iowa,  106,  28  N.  W. 
494. 

The  grant  of  the  right  to  use  streets  is  a 
grant  of  a  property  right. 

People  V.  O'Brien,  111  N.  Y.  1,  2  L.  R.  A. 
255,  18  N.  E.  692;  State  eo  rel.  Milwaukee 
Street  R.  Co,  v.  Anderson,  90  Wis.  550,  63 
N.  W.  746. 

The  making  of  a  grant  by  a  person  exercis- 
ing delegated  power  is  not  a  legislative  act. 

State  ex  rel,  Atty,  Oen,  v.  O'Neill,  24  Wis. 
149;  State  em  rel,  Adams  v.  Burdge,  37  L.  R. 
A.  157,  70  N.  W.  347,  95  Wis.  390;  Polk  v. 
Wendell,  5  Wheat.  293,  5  L.  ed.  92 :  United 
48  L.  R.  A.  ^ 


States  V.  Arredondo,  6  Pet.  728,  8  L.  ed.  647 ; 
Rice  V.  Minnesota  d  N.  W.  R,  Co.  1  Black, 
358,  17  L.  ed.  147. 

Legislative  grants  direct  from  the  legisla- 
ture, and  not  through  one  exercising  a  dele- 
gated power,  have  been  held  void  in  Wiscon- 
sin for  uncertainty. 

"Sellers  v.  Union  Lumbering  Co.  39  Wis. 
528. 

For  lack  of  acceptance  by  all. 

Ferrel  v.  Woodward,  20  Wis.  462. 

The  act  of  making  a  grant  of  property  is 
contractual,  and  not  a  legislative  act  in  its 
nature. 

United  States  v.  Hatch,  1  Pinney,  182; 
Cough  V.  Dorsey,  27  Wis.  110;  State  ex  rel. 
Orton  V.  School  d  University  Land  Comrs, 
17  Wis.  248. 

Under  §  1862,  if  valid,  the  city  authori- 
ties had  the  right  to  make,  as  one  of  the 
terms  upon  which  they  exercised  the  power 
to  make  the  grant,  a  stipulation  that  the 
grantee  should  pay  into  the  corporate  treas- 
ury any  sum  of  money  they  saw  fit  to  exact. 

Booth,  Street  Railways,  $  284;  Chicago 
General  R,  Co.  v.  Chicago,  176  111.  253,  52 
N.  E.  881;  Allegheny  v.  Millville  E.  d  S, 
Street  R.  Co,  159  Pa.  411,  28  Atl.  202. 

The  taxpayer  was  consequently  interested 
in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  that  the  advan- 
tage thereof  be  not  lost  to  the  city  by  any 
unlawful  and  improvident  exercise  of  the 
power. 

Adamson  v.  Union  R,  Co,  74  Hun,  3,  26 
N.  Y.  Supp.  136;  Cole's  Estate,  102  Wis.  1, 
78  N.  W.  402;  Land,  Log  d  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Melntyre,  100  Wis.  268,  76  N.  W.  969. 

Taxpayers  have  been  allowed  again  and 
again  to  challenge  grants  of  this  kind  by 
injunction  against  the  ordinances  in  New 
York. 

Blaschko  v.  Wurster,  156  N.  Y.  437,  61  N. 
E.  303;  Norris  v.  Wurster,  23  App.  Div.  124, 
48  N.  Y.  Supp.  656;  Ousthal  v.  New  York, 
48  N.'Y.  Supp.  652;  Oerlach  v.  Brandreth, 
54  N.  Y.  Supp.  479. 

The  complaint  shows  that  the  grantee  was 
attempting  to  procure  the  grant,  and  was 
about  to  procure  it  by  unlawful  means,  and 
that  it  was  to  be  given  out  upon  an  unlawful 
consideration  equivalent  to  bribery,  and  as 
destructive  of  the  action  of  the  agent  intrust- 
ed with  the  power  to  make  the  grant. 

New  Haven  v.  New  Haven  d  D.  R.  Co.  62 
Conn.  252,  18  L.  R.  A.  256,  25  Atl.  316; 
DocMC  V.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  160  111.  22,  35 
L.  R.  A.  588,  45  N.  E.  507;  State  ex  rel. 
Wildman  v.  Kidd,  63  Wis.  337,  23  N.  W. 
703 ;  State  ex  rel.  NeweU  v.  Purdy,  36  Wis. 
213,  17  Am.  Rep.  485;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol. 
306-308. 

A  writ  of  prohibition  is  never  to  be  issued 
imless  it  clearly  appears  that  the  inferior 
court  is  about  to  exceed  its  jurisdiction. 

Smith  V.  Whitney,  116  U.  S.  167,  29  L.  ed. 
601,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  570;  Ex  parte  Cordon, 
104  U.  S.  5ir>,  26  L.  ed.  814;  Ex  parte  Penn- 
sylvania, 109  U.  S.  174,  27  L.  ed.  894,  3  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  84;  Ex  parte  Hagar,  104  U.  S,  520, 
26  L.  ed.  816. 
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CmMModMj,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  mayor,  city  clerk,  and  the  twenty- 
three  aldermen  who  are  petitioners  herein, 
and  constituting  a  majority  of  the  common 
council  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee,  frankly  ad- 
mitted to  the  trial  court  that  they  had  sev- 
erally violated  the  injunctional  order  in 
question.  The  only  excuse  given  for  such 
violation  is  that  the  court  was  without  ju- 
risdiction to  make  such  order.  The  learned 
trial  judge,  in  his  concise  opinion  in  the  case, 
concedes  that,  if  the  court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  action  commenced  by  Schwartz- 
burg,  then  such  order  was  a  nullity,  and 
there  was  no  contempt  in  disobeying  it. 
But  he  contends  that  the  court  did  have  ju- 
risdiction, and  that,  however  erroneous  the 
making  of  it  may  have  been,  yet  that  it  was 
binding  upon  the  defendants  therein  until  set 
aside  or  reversed.  If  the  court  had  such  ju- 
risdiction, then  the  conclusion  reached  by 
the  trial  judge  was  undoubtedly  correct. 
Thus,  in  a  recent  case,  our  late  Brother  Pin- 
ney,  speaking  for  the  court,  said:  "With 
whatever  irregularities  the  proceeding  may 
be  affected,  or  however  erroneousljr  the  court 
may  have  acted  in  granting  an  injunction  in 
the  first  instance,  it  must  be  implicitly 
obeyed,  as  long  as  it  remains  in  existence; 
and  the  fact  that  it  has  been  erroneously 
granted  affords  no  justification  or  excuse  for 
its  violation.  The  party  against  whom  it 
issues,  or  who  is  affected  by  notice  of  its 
existence,  will  not  be  allowed  to  violate  it 
on  the  ground  of  a  want  of  equity  in  the  bill, 
since  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  speculate  upon 
the  intention  or  decision  of  the  court,  or  up- 
on the  equity  of  the  bill,  or  to  question  the 
authority  of  the  court  to  grant  relief  upon 
the  facts  stated,  except  upon  application  to 
dissolve  or  vacate  the  injunction.  Upon 
proceedings  for  contempt  for  violation  of  an 
injunction,  the  only  legitimate  in<]uiry  is 
whether  the  court  granting  the  injunction 
had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  of  the 
subject-matter,  and  the  court  will  not,  in 
such  proceedings,  consider  whether  the  order 
was  erroneous.  If  the  court  had  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter,  the  fact  that  its 
power  was  erroneously  exercised  does  not 
render  the  injunction  void,  but  only  voidable 
upon  proper  application ;  and,  until  set  aside 
or  revoked,  it  is  entitled  to  implicit  obedi- 
ence." State  ex  rel.  Fowler  v.  Oreen  Lake 
County  Circuit  Ct,  98  Wis.  149,  150,  73  N. 
W.  790.  The  "wilful  disobedience  of  any 
process  or  order  lawfully  issued  or  made"  by 
a  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and 
subject-matter  is  made  by  statute  a  criminal 
contempt.  Rev.  Stat.  §  2565.  The  trial 
judge,  being  convinced,  as  he  manifestly  was, 
that  the  court  had  such  jurisdiction,  could 
not,  without  stultifying  his  conscience,  do 
otherwise  than  he  did,  regardless  of  the  per- 
sonality or  the  official  positions  of  the  de- 
fendants therein.  The  important  question, 
therefore,  is  whether  the  court  did  have  such 
jurisdiction  to  issue  that  order;  and  that 
question,  as  indicated  by  the  trial  judge,  de- 
pends upon  the  question  whether  the  common 
council,  in  passing  the  ordinance,  acted  with- 
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in  its  prescribed  limits  as  a  le^slative  body. 
In  determining  that  question  the  trial  judge 
properly  held  that  he  was  confined  to  the 
facts  alleged  in  Schwartzburg's  complaint, 
which,  upon  such  hearing  on  tiie  question  of 
contempt,  were  taken  as  true.  For  that  rea- 
son we  have  given  the  substance  of  that  com- 
plaint in  the  forc^ing  statement.  It  is 
quite  lengi^y^  and  is  largely  argumentative. 
It  alleges,  in  effect,  that  the  corporate  rights 
and  franchises  to  operate  such  street  rail- 
ways in  all  the  streets  of  the  city  are  owned 
by  the  city ;  that,  as  such  owner,  the  city  was 
entitled  to  grant,  sell,  or  dispose  of  the  same 
for  money;  that  such  rights  and  franchises 
are  of  the  value  of  $3,000,000;  that  one  re- 
sponsible man  had  offered  in  writing  $100,- 
000  in  cash  for  the  additional  rights,  li- 
censes, and  franchises  proposed  to  be  granted 
to  the  railway  and  light  company,  and  that 
the  same  are  worth  $1,000,000;  that  the 
mayor  and  the  twenty-three  aldermen  who 
are  petitioners  herein,  against  the  protests  of 
the  electors  and  taxpayers  of  the  city,  as  ex- 
pressed in  "several  mass  meetings,"  colluded 
and  conspired  and  unlawfully  combined  with 
the  officers  and  agents  of  that  company  to 
grant  to  the  railway  and  light  company  such 
additional  corporate  rights  and  franchises 
without  any  consideration,  and  as  a  mere 
gratuity,  and  that  the  company  and  the  vice 
president  thereof  has  assumed  and  agreed  to 
pay  certain  citizens  of  a  certain  ward  $8,- 
500  in  case  the  ordinance  passed,  to  silence 
opposition  thereto,  and  secure  the  support  of 
the  alderman  of  such  ward;  that  a  director 
of  the  company,  named,  had,  prior  to  the  pas- 
sage of  the  ordinance,  agreed  that,  in  case 
the  ordinance  passed,  he  would  be  personally 
liable  to  pay  to  such  person  and  others  (to 
the  plaintiff  unknown)  "about  $9,000,  or  not 
to  exceed  $9,000,"  for  the  purpose  of  buying 
off  opposition  and  obtainin<v  the  support  of 
certain  aldermen.  Such  charges  were  well 
calculated  to  arouse  indignation  on  the  part 
of  the  people,  and  may  have  been  more  or  less 
persuasive  with  the  representatives  of  the 
people  in  the  common  council,  but  we  fail  to 
perceive  their  bearing  upon  or  relevancy  to 
the  questions  of  jurisdiction  here  presented. 
When  more  than  half  a  century  ago,  the  ma- 
jority of  the  people  of  Rhode  Island,  under 
the  leadership  of  Mr.  Dorr,  attempted,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  existing  state  govern- 
ment, to  set  up  a  new  state  government,  and 
the  question  of  rightful  authority  carae  be- 
fore the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
Mr.  Webster,  in  his  great  argument,  aptly 
declared  that  "men  cannot  get  together,  and 
count  themselves,  and  say  they  are  so  many 
hundreds  and  so  many  thousands,  and  judge 
of  their  own  qualifications,  and  call  them- 
selves the  people,  and  set  up  a  government. 
The  power  is  with  the  people,  but  they  can- 
not exercise  it  in  masses  or  per  oapiia. 
.  .  .  The  exercise  of  legislative  power 
and  the  other  powers  of  government  imme- 
diately by  the  people  themselves  is  imprae- 
ticable.  They  must  be  exercised  by  repre- 
sentatives of  the  people.  .  .  .  The  basis 
of  this  representation  is  suffrage.  .  .  . 
Suffrage  is  the    delegation  of  the  power  of 
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an  individual  to  some  agent.  •  •  .  In  the 
exercise  of  political  power  through  represen- 
tatives we  know  nothing — ^we  never  have 
known  anything — ^but  such  an  exercise  as 
should  take  place  through  the  prescribed 
forms  of  law  *  6  Webster's  Works,  223-226. 
Similar  views  were  manifestly  entertained  by 
Chief  Justice  Taney  and  the  court  in  decid- 
ing the  case.  Luther  v.  Borden,  7  How.  1, 
12  L.  ed.  581.  The  power  and  authority  of 
the  common  council  to  enact  the  ordinance  in 
question  is  not  to  be  determined  by  mass 
meetings  and  popular  assemblies,  but  only  by 
the  prescribed  law  applicable  to  the  case.  If 
a  director  of  the  railway  and  light  company, 
or  the  vice  president  of  that  company,  has 
committed  any  crime  or  any  unlawful  act, 
the  courts  are  open,  and  they  are  liable,  like 
other  citizens,  to  prosecution.  But  such 
facts,  if  true,  are  wholly  immaterial  on  such 
questions  of  jurisdiction,  and  much  more  so 
u  they  are  untrue.  The  members  of  the 
common  council  appear  to  have  been  divided 
as  to  the  wisdom  of  passing  the  proposed  or- 
dinance, and  the  same  seems  to  have  been 
true  of  the  citizens.  As  frequently  occurs. 
In  respect  to  important  matters  of  legisla- 
tion, the  friends  and  opponents  of  the  meas- 
ure appear  to  have  had  frequent  conferences 
and  meetings,  but  it  does  not  follow  that 
such  meetings,  even  if  in  secret,  constituted 
a  conspiracy.  Secret  caucuses  are  quite  com- 
mon in  political  action.  They  are  an  inci- 
dent of  popular  government.  It  is  not  al- 
leged that  such  combination  was  to  accom- 
plish some  criminal  or  unlawful  purpose,  or 
to  accomplish  some  purpose  not  in  itself 
criminal  or  unlawful  by  criminal  or  unlaw- 
ful means,  unless  the  passage  of  any  such  or- 
dinance was  unlawful,  which  will  be  consid- 
ered later.  It  is  only  necessary  here  to  say 
that  no  alderman  nor  officer  of  the  city  is 
charged  with  anything  unlawful,  unless  the 
support  and  attempt  to  pass  such  ordinance 
was  unlawful.  The  theory  of  Schwartz- 
burg's  complaint  is  that  the  corporate  rights 
and  franchises  in  question  were  owned  by  the 
city,  and  were  held  in  trust  for  its  citizens 
and  taxpayers  and  the  public,  and  that  the 
same  were  the  subject  of  barter  and  sale  to 
the  highest  bidder.  Such  corporate  rights 
and  franchises  in  this  country  are  special 
privileges  conferred  by  the  sovereign  power 
of  the  state  or  nation,  and  do  not  belong  to 
the  citizens  of  the  state  or  county  by  com- 
mon right.  At  common  law,  such  corporate 
rights  and  franchises  were  incapable  of  being 
seized  and  sold  on  execution.  Que  v. 
Tide  Water  Canal  Co,  24  How.  263, 
16  L.  ed.  635;  1  Freeman  Execu- 
tions, {  179,  and  cases  there  cited;  Yel- 
low  River  Improv.  Co.  v.  Wood  County,  81 
Wis.  660,  17  L.  R.  A.  92,  51  N.  W.  1004,  and 
other  cases  there  cited.  They  are  granted  to 
a  corporation  or  individuals  for  some  spe- 
cific purpose.  They  are,  consequently,  essen- 
tial to  the  purpose,  and  hence  cannot  be  sep- 
arated from  it  without  destroying  the  grant. 
Of  course,  such  grant  can  be  made  upon  con- 
dition, or  with  any  other  restriction  or  limi- 
tation. Such  corporate  rights  and  fran- 
chises can  only  be  sold,  assigned,  or  trans- 
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ferred  when  and  as  authorized  by  statute. 
Ibid.  See  also  Combes  v.  Kepea,  89  Wis.  311, 
27  L.  R.  A.  369,  62  N.  W.  89;  Rev.  Stat.  $ 
1788,  as  amended  by  chapter  198,  Laws 
1809. 

This  brings  us  to  the  question  whether  the 
common  council  had  the  power  to  pass  the 
ordinance.  No  one  doubts  the  power  of  the 
l^islature  to  create  cities,  and  give  them  the 
general  powers  possessed  by  municipal  cor- 
porations at  common  law;  and,  in  addition 
thereto,  such  powers  pertaining  to  munici- 
palities as  may  be  specifically  granted,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee.  The  stat- 
ute expressly  authorizes  the  formation  of 
"corporations  for  constructing,  maintaining, 
and  operating  street  railways"  under  Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  86,  and  provides  that  they  "shall 
have  powers  and  be  governed  accordingly." 
Id.,  §  1862.  That  section  also  expressly  pro- 
vides that  "any  municipal  corporation  or 
county  may  grant  to  any  such  corporation, 
under  whatever  law  formed,  or  to  any  person 
who  has  the  right  to  construct,  maintain, 
and  operate  street  railways  the  use,  upon 
such  terms  as  the  proper  authorities  shall 
determine,  of  any  streets  or  bridges  within 
its  limits  for  the  purpose  of  lajdng  single  or 
double  tracks  and  running  cars  thereon  for 
the  carriage  of  freight  and  passengers,  to  be 
propelled  by  animals  or  such  other  power  as 
shall  be  agreed  on,  with  all  the  necessary 
curves,  turnouts,  switches,  and  other  con- 
veniences. Every  such  road  shall  be  con- 
structed upon  the  most  approved  plan  and 
be  subject  to  such  reasonable  rules  and  reg- 
ulations and  the  payment  of  such  license  fees 
as  the  proper  municipal  authorities  may  by 
ordinance,  from  time  to  time,  prescribe. 
Any  such  grants  heretofore  made  shall  not 
be  invalid  by  reason  of  any  want  of  power 
in  such  municipal  corporation  to  grant,  or 
any  such  railway  corporation  or  person  to 
take  the  same;  but  in  such  respects  are  here- 
by confirmed."  The  authority  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  delegate  to  municipal  corporations 
the  power  to  so  grant  such  corporate  rights 
and  franchises  cannot  be  seriously  doubted. 
In  fact,  this  court,  construing  that  section, 
has  expressly  held  that  a  municipal  ordi- 
nance granting  such  corporate  rights  and 
franchises,  "has  the  force  and  effect  of  a  stat- 
ute of  the  state."  State  ex  rel,  Atty.  Oen. 
V.  Madison  Street  R.  Co,  72  Wis.  612,  1  L.  R. 
A.  771.  40  N.  W.  487;  State  ex  rel.  Cream 
City  R.  Co,  V.  Hilbert,  72  Wis.  184,  39  N. 
W.  326;  State  ex  rel,  Wisconsin  Teleph,  Co. 
V.  Janesville  Street  R,  Co,  87  Wis.  78,  22  L. 
R.  A.  769,  57  N.  W.  970;  Ashland  r,  Wheeler 
88  Wis.  616,  60  N.  W.  818;  Wright  v.  MU- 
toaukee  Electric  R.  d  Light  Co,  95  Wis.  36, 
36  L.  R.  A.  47,  69  N.  W.  791.  So  it  has  been 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  that  "the  legislature  may  delegate  to 
municipal  assemblies  the  power  of  enacting 
ordinances  relating  to  local  matters,  and 
such  ordinances,  when  legally  enacted,  have 
the.force  of  legislative  acts."  New  Orleans 
Waterworks  Co,  v.  New  Orleans,  164  U.  S. 
471,  41  L.  ed.  518,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161.  To 
the  same  effect  is  Des  Moines  Oas  Co.  v. 
Des  Moines,  44  Iowa,  605,  24  Am.  Rep.  756. 
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This  is  in  accordance  with  the  general  rule. 
Thus  it  is  stated  that,  "although  the  propo- 
sition that  the  legislature  of  a  state  is  alone 
competent  to  make  laws  is  true,  yet  it  is 
also  settled  that  it  is  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature to  delegate  to  municipal  corporations 
the  power  to  make  by-laws  and  ordinances 
with  appropriate  sanctions,  which,  when  au- 
thorized, have  the  force  in  favor  of  the  mu- 
nicipality, and  against  persons  bound  there- 
by, of  laws  passed  by  the  legislature  of  the 
state."  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  fi  308,  and 
cases  there  cited.  Of  course,  no  such  ordi- 
nance can  enlarge  or  diminish  the  terms  of 
the  statute  by  which  the  power  is  so  dele- 
gated. Id.  i  317.  It  is  contended  that  the 
proposed  ordinance  would  be  void  because  it 
would  impose  an  additional  burden  upon 
abutting  lotowners  without  providing  for 
compensation.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the 
proposed  grant  only  covers,  and  could  only 
cover,  such  rights  as  the  common  council  has 
power  to  grant.  It  in  no  way  purports  to 
affect,  nor  could  it  affect,  the  rights  of  abut- 
ting lotowners.  Pateraon  d  P.  Horse  R,  Co. 
V.  Paterson,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  168;  Krueger  v. 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co,  (decided  herewith) 
81  N.  W.  1041.  The  grant  being  made  by  the 
legislature,  representing  the  sovereign  pow- 
er of  the  state,  through  the  agency 
of  the  common  council,  it  is  certoinly 
legislative  in  its  character.  Thus,  it 
has  been  held  that  "a  grant  of  a  right 
of  way  over  a  tract  of  land  to  a  rail- 
road company  by  a  municipal  corporation  by 
ad  ordinance  which  provides  that  the  com- 
pany shall  erect  suitable  fences  on  the  line 
of  the  road,  and  maintain  gates  at  street 
crossings,  is  not  a  mere  contract,  but  is  an 
exercise  of  the  right  of  municipal  legislation, 
and  has  the  force  of  law  within  the  corporate 
limits."  Hayes  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  HI  U. 
8.  228,  28  L.  ed.  410,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  369. 
The  fact  that  the  passage  and  acceptance  of 
the  ordinance  may  result  in  a  contract  does 
not  destroy  its  legislative  character.  Dch. 
Moines  Oas  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  44  Iowa,  506, 
24  Am.  Rep.  766.  Thus,  in  a  recent  case,  it 
is  held  in  New  York  that  "the  action  of  the 
common  council  of  Buffalo  in  granting  con- 
sent to  construct  a  street  railroad  under  the 
revised  charter  of  Buffalo  ...  is  a  leg- 
islative, and  not  an  administrative,  act." 
Kittinger  v.  Buffalo  Tr<iction  Co.  54  N.  E. 
1081,  160  N.  Y.  377.  The  passage  of  .the  or- 
dinance in  question  being  legislative  in  its 
character,  the  question  recurs  whether  the* 
trial  court,  as  a  court  of  equity,  had  juris- 
diction to  restrain  the  common  council  from 
passing  the  same.  The  question  is  very  im- 
portant, and  has  received  careful  considera- 
tion. Our  dual  system  of  state  and  national 
governments  is  unique  and  intricate.  We 
not  only  have  numerous  states  embraced 
within  the  nation,  but  numerous  municipali- 
ties in  each  state.  The  governmental  power 
of  each  state,  as  well  as  the  nation,  is  divid- 
ed into  three  separate  departments, — le^sla- 
tive,  executive,  and  judicial, — ^which  are  in 
their  action  almost  wholly  independent  of 
each  other.  The  same  three  departments,  in 
an  inferior  and  subordinate  way,  exist  In 
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each  municipality.  In  the  exercise  of  sueh 
powers,  the  natural,  if  not  the  essential, 
order  is  for  the  legislative  department,  en- 
gaged in  the  enactment  of  laws,  by-laws,  and 
ordinances,  to  act  first;  the  executive  de- 
partment, engaged  in  executing  and  enforc- 
ing the  laws,  to  act  next;  and  for  the  judi- 
cial department,  engaged  in  construing  and 
declaring  the  laws,  to  act  last;  and  hence  the 
conservative  agency  of  the  government 
whether  national,  state,  or  municipal. 
From  the  very  nature  of  things,  the  judicial 
power  cannot  legislate,  nor  supervise  the 
making  of  laws.  It  is  equally  true  that  the 
legislative  power  cannot  act  judicially. 
Thus  it  has  been  held  in  Pennsylvania  that 
the  legislature  has  no  power  to  order  a  new 
trial,  or  to  direct  the  court  to  order  it,  either 
before  or  after  judgment,  since  such  power 
was  judicial.  De  Cha^tellux  v.  Fairchild,  15 
Pa.  18,  53  Am.  Dec.  570,  per  Gibson,  Ch.  J. 
One  of  the  most  eminent  jurists,  in  sudi 
matters,  which  this  country  has  produced, 
speaking  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  has  left  on  record  this  state- 
ment: "That  department  [judicial]  has  no 
will  in  any  case.  .  .  .  Judicial  power,  as 
contradistinguished  from  the  power  of  the 
laws,  has  no  existence.  Courts  are  the  mere 
instruments  of  the  law,  and  can  will  nothing. 
When  they  are  said  to  exercise  a  discretion 
it  is  a  mere  legal  discretion,  a  discretion  to 
be  exercised  in  discerning  the  course  •pre- 
scribed by  law;  and,  when  that  is  discerned, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  follow  it.  Ju- 
dicial power  is  never  exercised  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  effect  to  the  will  of  the  judge; 
always  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the 
will  of  the  legislature;  or,  in  other  words, 
to  the  will  of  the  law."  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shall in  Oshom  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  9 
Wheat.  866,  6  L.  ed.  234.  The  same  chief 
justice  wrote  the  opinion  of  the.  court  refus- 
ing to  restrain  the  state  of  Georgia  and  its 
several  officials  from  enforcing  an  act  of  the 
legislature  of  that  state  in  conflict  with  a 
treaty  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Cherokee  Nation  of  Indians  in  that  state, 
and  which  act  of  the  legislature  was  subse- 
quently held  to  be  void,  on  the  ground  that 
such  restraint  was  an  exercise  of  political 
power.  Cherokee  Nation  v.  Oeorgia,  5  Pet. 
1,  8  L.  ed.  26;  Worcester  v.  Georgia,  6  Pet, 
515,  8  L.  ed.  483.  See  also  Louisiana  v. 
Texas,  176  U.  S.  1,  44  L.  ed.  347.  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  251.  For  the  same  reason  that  court 
refused  to  restrain  President  Andrew  John- 
son from  enforcing  an  act  of  Congress  al- 
leged to  be  unconstitutional  and  void,  and  in 
fact  refused  to  allow  the  bill  to  be  filed. 
Mississippi  v.  Johnson,  4  Wall.  475.  18  L.  ed. 
437.  Numerous  cases  might  be  cited  where 
courts  have  refused  to  take  jurisdiction  to 
control  the  discretion  of  administrative  of- 
ficers. A  failure  to  observe  the  dividing  line 
between  legislative  and  judicial  power,  as  in- 
dicated, may  account  for  some  want  of  har- 
mony in  judicial  utterances.  One  of  the 
cases  most  relied  upon  by  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant is  People  ex  rel.  Davis  v.  Sturtevant, 
9  N.  Y.  263,  69  Am.  Dec.  536,  punishing 
Sturtevant,  one  of  the  aldermen  of  the  city. 


itm. 
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for  contempt  in  violating  an  injunction  in 
the  case  of  Davis  &  Palmer  against  the 
mayor  and  aldermen,  restraining  the  latter 
from  authorizing  the  building  of  a  railway 
in  Broadway,  on  the  ground  that  the  same 
was  a  public  nuisance.  9  N.  Y.  269,  59  Am. 
Dec.  640.  But  it  appears  in  the  injunction 
suit  that  the  mayor  and  common  council  had 
no  power  whatever  to  authorize  the  building 
of  such  railway,  and  hence  were  acting  with- 
out any  authority.  Davia  v.  New  York,  14 
N.  Y.  506,  67  Am.  Dec.  186.  Of  course,  a 
common  council  cannot  act  legislatively 
where  it  has  no  power  to  act  at  all.    In  Peo- 

{}l€  w  rel  Negus  v.  Dwyer,  90  N.  Y.  402,  re- 
ied  upon  by  counsel,  the  elevated  railway 
had  been  incorporated  by  the  legislature,  to 
ran  on  certain  streets,  or  others  that  might 
be  named  by  the  mayor  and  common  council. 
The  common  council  passed  a  resolution 
nioniBg  certain  streets.  The  mayor  vetoed 
the  same.  Thereupon  the  common  council 
were  restrained  from  passing  the  resolution 
over  the  veto.  Notwithstanding,  they 
passed  it  over  the  veto,  and  were  punished 
for  contempt.  The  only  ground  upon  which 
that  case  can  be  justified,  if  at  all,  in  our 
judgment,  is  that  the  mere  naming  of  such 
streets  was  not  a  legislative  act,  but  a  mere 
ministerial  act.  Later  cases  in  that  state 
seem  to  condemn  the  restraining  of  the  com- 
mon council  when  clearly  acting  within  its 
power  and  discretion.  Taloott  v.  Buffalo,  125 
N.  Y.  280,  28  N.  E.  263;  Kittinger  v.  Buffalo 
Traction  Co,  160  N.  Y.  377,  64  N.  E.  1081. 
In  this  last  ease  it  was  held  that  the  action 
of  the  common  council  in  granting  consent  to 
construct  a  street  railway  was  a  legislative 
act,  and  that  the  rule  that  courts  cannot  in- 
quire into  the  motives  inducing  legislation 
extends  to  legislative  acts  by  a  common  coun- 
cil of  a  city  as  well  as  to  those  by  a  state 
legislature.  To  the  same  effect,  Waterloo 
Woolen  Mfg.  Co,  v.  Shanahan,  128  N.  Y.  346, 
14  L.  R.  A.  481,  28  N.  B.  358 ;  People  em  rel, 
Bolton  V.  Alberiaon,  55  N.  Y.  54;  United 
States  V.  Des  Moines  Nav,  d  R.  Co.  142  U. 
8.  510,  35  L.  ed.  1099,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  308 ; 
Angle  v.  Chicago,  St,  P,  M.  d  0.  R.  Co.  151 
U.  S.  3,  38  L.  ed.  55,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  240. 
As  indicated  in  this  last  case,  the  court  is 
limited  to  the  question  of  power,  and  its  in- 
quiry does  not  extend  to  matters  of  expedi- 
ency, the  motives  of  the  lef^islators,  nor  the 
reasons  given  for  their  action.  It  has  been 
held  in  New  York  that  "the  writ  [of  certio- 
rari] will  not  issue  to  review  a  mere  legisla- 
tive .  .  .  action,  although  it  may  in- 
volve the  exercise  of  discretion."  People  ex 
rel.  O'Connor  v.  Queens  County  Supers.  153 
N.  Y.  370,  47  N.  E.  790.  The  general  rule,  un- 
doubtedly, is,  as  recently  held  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  that  "a 
court  of  equity  cannot  properly  interfere 
with,  or,  in  advance,  restrain,  the  discretion 
of  a  municipal  body  while  it  is  in  the  exer- 
cise of  powers  that  are  legislative  in  their 
character."  New  Orleans  Waterworks  Co. 
V.  Keio  Orleans,  164  U.  S.  471,  481,  41  L.  ed. 
518,  623, 17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  161.  To  the  same 
effect,  Chicago  v.  Evans,  24  HI.  52;  Des 
Moines  Oas  Co.  v.  Des  Moines,  44  Iowa,  606, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


24  Am.  Rep.  766 ;  Mason  v.  Shawneetown,  77 
111.  533;  Stevens  v.  St.  Mary's  Training 
School,  144  111.  336,  18  L.  R.  A.  832,  32  N. 
E.  962;  Muhler  v.  Hedekin,  119  Ind.  482,  20 
N.  E.  700 ;  Cape  May  d  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Cape 
May,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  419;  Alpers  v.  San  Fran- 
cisoo,  32  Fed.  Rep.  503;  Detroit  v.  Hosnier, 
79  Mich.  384,  44  N.  W.  622.  The  exceptions 
to  the  rule  would  seem  to  be  limited  to  cases 
where  the  governing  body  of  the  municipal- 
ity has  no  power  to  act,  on  the  particular 
subject,  l^islatively,  at  all,  or  where  the 
threatened  act  is  not  legislative,  but  purely 
ministerial,  or  where  such»  body  is  clothed 
with  certain  powers,  but  threatens  to  go  be- 
yond or  outside  of  such  powers,  and  thereby 
invade  the  property  or  property  rights  of  the 
complainant,  or  where  such  body  threatens 
to  squander  or  divert  some  fund  or  proper^ 
held  by  it  or  some  of  its  officials  in  trust  for 
its  taxpayers  and  citizens.  Stevens  v.  St. 
Mary's  Training  School,  144  111.  336,  18  L. 
L.  R.  A.  832,  32  N.  £.  962;  Spring  Valley 
Waterworks  v.  Bartlett,  8  Sawyer,  655,  lo 
Fed.  Rep.  615;  Roberts  v.  Louisville,  92  Ky. 
95,  13  L.  R.  A.  844,  17  6.  W.  216;  Murphy  v. 
East  Portland,  42  Fed.  Rep.  308 ;  State  em 
rel.  Atty.  Oen.  v.  Eau  Claire  County  Circuit 
Ct.  97  Wis.  1,  38  L.  R.  A.  554,  72  N.  W.  139. 
But  it  is  well  settled  that  courts  of  equity 
will  not  attempt  to  control  the  discretionary 
or  legislative  powers  vested  by  law  in  mu- 
nicipal corporations.  Stevens  v.  St. 
Mary's  Training  School,  144  111.  336, 18  L.  R. 
A.  832,  32  N.  E.  962.  So,  in  Indiana,  it  has 
been  held  not  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  court  of  equity  to  enjoin  the  common 
council  of  a  city  from  investigating  charges 
against  waterworks  trustees  or  other  mu- 
nicipal officers,  and  from  removing  them 
from  ofiice.  Muhler  v.  Hedekin,  119  Ind. 
482,  20  N.  E.  700.  So,  in  New  Jersey,  it  has 
been  held  that  ''there  can  ordinarily  be  no 
judicial  restraint  or  interference  with  mu- 
nicipal corporations  in  the  bona  fide  exercise 
of  powers  legislative  or  discretionary  in 
their  nature,  provided  private  rights  are  not 
violated."  Cape  May  d  S.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Cape 
May,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  419.  So  it  has  been  held 
in  the  Federal  court  in  Oregon  that  "a  court 
of  equity  will  not  enjoin  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration in  the  exercise  of  its  legislative  func- 
tion, unless  the  proposed  act  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  its  power,  and  its  passage  would 
work  irreparable  injury."  Murphy  v.  East 
Portland,  42  Fed.  Rep.  308.  Of  course,  the 
courts  may  interfere,  and  prevent  the  en- 
forcement of  an  illegal  ordinance  after  its 
passage.  This  is  held  in  several  of  the  cases 
cited. 

Counsel  also  contend  that  the  proposed  or- 
dinance not  only  grants  corporate  rights  and 
franchises,  but  wiU  make,  when  accepted,  an 
irrevocable  contract.  We  do  not  feel  called 
upon  in  this  case  to  determine  whether  that 
is  so  or  not.  If  the  ordinance  goes  beyond, 
and  is  outside  of,  the  authority  given  by  the 
statute  Quoted,  then  to  that  extent  it  would 
be  invalid,  and  would  hurt  no  one.  If,  on 
the  contrary,  it  is  within  the  authority  so 
given  by  the  legislature,  and  the  legislation 
18  valid,  then  it  is  not  perceived  upon  what 
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ground  a  court  of  equity  can  interfere  at  the 
suit  of  a  private  party.  As  already  indicat- 
ed, such  corporate  rights  and  franchises  are 
not  like  a  fund  or  property  held  in  trust  for 
the  citizens  and  taxpayers  of  the  city.  The 
statute  expressly  authorizes  the  making  of 
the  grant  "upon  such  terms  as  the  proper 
authorities  shall  determine/*  and  this,  in 
the  instant  case,  manifestly  means  the  com- 
mon council.  The  statute  also  provides  that 
such  road  shall  "be  subject  to  such  reason- 
able rules  and  regulations  and  the  payment  of 
such  license  fees  as  the  proper  municij^al  au- 
thorities may  by«  ordinance,  from  time  to 
time,  prescribe."  Construing  that  statute, 
this  court  has  held  that  the  common  council 
may,  from  time  to  time,  change  the  license 
fee  to  be  paid  by  the  company,  notwithstand- 
ing the  amount  of  the  fee  was  originally 
fixed  by  the  ordinance  granting  the  fran- 
chises. State  ex  rel.  Cream  City  R.  Co.  y. 
mihert,  72  Wis.  184,  39  N.  W.  326.  Of 
course,  whatever  contract  is  so  made  is  sub- 
ject to  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  statute 
giving  the  authority  to  make  the  contract. 
The  ^wer  so  vested  in  the  common  council 
is,  within  the  limits  prescribed*,  a  discre- 
tionary power;  and  we  must  hold  that  a 
court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to  re- 
strain the  common  council  from  exercising 
such  discretion,  especially  at  the  suit  of  a 
private  party.  It  is  said  that  the  amend- 
ment to  the  ordinance,  as  originally  pro- 
posed, was  not  submitted  to  a  committee  as 
required.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  a  court 
of  equity  has  no  place  in  the  chamber  of  the 
common  council  to  supervise  or  superintend 
the  proceedings  of  that  body,  while  engaged 
in  the  exercise  of  legislative  or  discretionary 
functions.  The  common  council  of  Milwau- 
kee, like  other  legislative  bodies  and  courts, 
is  liable  to  commit  errors  which  may  be  fatal 
to  its  action;  but  that  does  not  take  away 
its  power  to  act.  Counsel  for  the  defendant 
admitted  upon  the  argument  that  the  com- 
mon council  had  power  to  pass  the  ordinance, 
if  it  had  proceeded  regularly.  But  a  court 
of  equity  has  no  power  to  prevent  such  ac- 
tion merely  because  the  mode  or  manner  of 
its  procedure  is  irregular.  To  do  so  would 
be  to  stop  the  machinery  of  the  city  govern- 
ment. It  is  not  a  <jue8tion  of  the  propriety, 
or  expediency,  or  wisdom  of  the  proposed  ac- 
tion, but  a  question  of  the  power  of  the  com- 
mon council  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court. 

TA«   peremptory   writ   of   prohibition   ia 
awarded. 


ILLINOIS   STEEL   COMPANY,  Appt., 

J  V. 

Joseph  BUDZISZ  et  al,  Respte. 

( WIS ) 

1.     An  ainendment  to  ab  ana^rer  by  set- 
ting: np  the  statute  of  limitations   Is 


permissible  under  Rev.  Stat.  |  2880,  authoris- 
ing amendments  in  furtherance  of  justice  to 
correct  a  mistake  in  any  respect,  where  the 
defendants  are  poor  people,  unacquainted 
with  legal  matters,  and  the  failure  to  plesd 
the  sUtute  was  due  to  a  mistake  of  their  at- 
torney. 

2.  The  Imposition  of  terms  as  a  condi- 
tion of  granting  leave  to  amend  a  pleading 
Is  not  absolutely  required  by  Ber.  Stat.  | 
2830,  authorising  amendments,  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  "upon  such  terms  as  may 
be  Just." 

8.  A  parol  transfer  by  the  first  ta  the 
second  occupant,  of  property  held  ad- 
▼ersely,  and  the  latter's  succession  in  posses- 
sion under  it,  may  be  sufficient  to  unite  the 
two  possessions  Into  one  continuous,  unin- 
terrupted possession  referable  to  the  flnt 
entry,  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  title  by 
adverse  possession. 

On  rehearing, 

4.  Actual  hostile  exclusive  occupancy 
of  land  without  any  presumption  or  claim 
of  right  Is  sufll cleat  to  ripen  into  title  under 
the  statute  of  llmltatlona 

(February  27,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Milwaukee  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  possession  of  certain  real  estate. 
A^rtned. 

Statement  by  Marahall,  J. : 

Action  of  ejectment.  The  subject  of  the 
oontroversey  was  an  irregular  niece  of  land 
about  40  feet  wide  by  170  feet  long,  defined, 
as  to  boundaries,  by  actual  possession  by 
the  defendant.  The  complaint  was  in  the 
usual  form.  The  only  material  issues  pre- 
sented by  the  answer,  originally,  were  raised 
by  a  general  denial.  The  case  was  brought 
to  trial  on  the  part  of  defendants  by  attor- 
neys substituted  for  the  one  who  interposed 
the  answer,  some  twenty-one  months  having 
elapsed  since  the  action  was  commenced.  On 
the  day  of  the  trial,  before  the  jury  was  im- 
paneled, an  amendment  to  the  answer  was 
permitted,  setting  up  the  ten  and  twenty 
years'  statutes  of  limitations.  Exception 
was  taken  by  appellant's  counsel  to  the  air 
lowance  of  such  amendment.  The  evidence 
conclusively  or  strongly  tended  to  prove,  and 
plaintiff's  counsel,  in  substance,  admitted, 
that  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action  one  John 
Skoczek  inclosed  the  premises  with  a  fence^ 
built  a  house  thereon  and  thereafter  oc- 
cupied the  same  continuously  till  about 
1886,  when  he  sold  out  and  transferred  the 
property  and  possession  thereof  to  defend- 
ant Joseph  Buozisz  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, who  occupied  the  same  continuonslT 
thereafter  down  to  the  time  of  the  trial. 
The  court  decided  tdiat  adverse  possession 
of  the  property  commenced  when  Skoczek 
inclosed  and  commenced  to  occupy  the  same; 
that  he  and  his  successor  in  possession  oc^ 


Norn. — On  the  qnestioin  of  tacking  of  posses- 
slons  of  property  held  adversely,  see  also  Brck 
T.  Church  (Tenn.)  4  L.  R.  A.  641,  and  note; 
as  well  as  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  t. 
Peet  (Pa.)  10  L.  R.  A.  467;  end  Olndrat  v. 
48  I^.  R.  A. 


Western  Railway  of  Alabama  (Ala.)  10  L.  IL 
A.  830. 

For  psrol  gift  as  basis  of  adverse  possession^ 
see  Schafer  t.  Hauser  (Mich.)  85  L.  R.  A.  8S^ 
and  note. 


1900. 
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eupied  the  property  continuously  for  more 
ibiak  twenty  years  before  the  action  was 
commenced;  that  the  parol  transfer  of  the 
property  from  Skoczek  to  Budzisz,  and  the 
entry  by  the  latter  under  the  former  pursu- 
ant thereto,  made  the  adverse  possession 
thereof  ezclusiye  and  uninterrupted  from 
the  time  possession  was  taken  by  Skoczek. 
In  accordance  therewith  a  verdict  was  di- 
rected in  favor  of  defendants,  upon  which 
the  judgment  appealed  from  was  rendered. 

Messrs.  Van  Dyke  ib  Van  Dyke,  St 
Carter,  for  appellant: 

Discretion  to  permit  amendment  must  be 
the  exercise  of  a  soimd  legal  discretion  un- 
der all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
not  a  mere  whim  or  caprice.  And  it  should 
only  be  granted  when,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, it  is  reasonable  that  such  dis- 
cretion should  be  exercised,  and  then  only 
upon  such  terms  as,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, shall  be  just. 

Smith  V.  Dragert,  61  Wis.  222,  21  N.  W. 
46;  Eldred  v.  Oconto  Co.  30  Wis.  206; 
Fogarty  v.  Horrigan,  28  Wis.  142;  Meade 
▼.  Lawe,  32  Wis.  261;  Dehnel  v.  Komro,  37 
Wis.  336;  Plumer  v.  Clarke,  69  Wis.  646,  18 
N.  W.  467. 

The  original  owner,  not  the  disseisor,  is 
favored. 

No  presumptions  will  be  indulged  in  for 
his  benefit,  but  all  presumptions  are  in  favor 
of  the  true  owner. 

Sydnor  v.  Palmer,  29  Wis.  226;  Ryan  v. 
Schwartz,  94  Wis.  403,  69  N.  W.  178. 

Possession  is  an  ''interest"  in  lands,  and 
a  sufficient  "interest"  therein  to  entitle  the 
possessor  to  maintain  ejectment  against  an 
intruder  into  his  possession. 

Bates  V.  Campbell,  25  Wis.  613;  Howard 
T.  Easton,  7  Johns.  205 ;  Moore  v.  Moore,  21 
Me.  350. 

A  judgment  against  a  person  in  posses- 
sion becomes  a  lien,  and  his  possession  may 
be  sold  on  execution. 

Jackson  ex  dem.  Cary  v.  Parker,  9  Cow. 
80. 

A  sale  and  transfer  of  such  possession  is 
most  certainly,  therefore,  a  sale  and  trans- 
fer of  an  ''interest"  in  lands,  and  is  included 
within  the  statutory  prohibition. 

Oraevcn  v.  Dieves,  6»  Wis.  317,  81  N.  W. 
914;  Elofrson  v.  Lindsay,  90  Wis.  203,  63 
N.  W.  89;  Ahlard  v.  Fitzgerald,  87  Wis.  616, 
68  N.  W.  745;  Dhein  v.  Beuscher,  83  Wis. 
316,  53  N.  W.  651;  Sheppard  v.  Wtlmotty  79 
Wis.  15,  47  N.  W.  1054;  Sydnor  v.  Palmer, 
29  Wis.  252;  Pepper  v.  O'Dotod,  39  Wis. 
648;  Stevens  v.  Brooks,  24  Wis.  326;  Mc- 
Evoy  V.  Jx>yd,  31  Wis.  142;  Furlong  v.  Oar- 
rett,  44  Wis.  Ill ;  Fuller  v.  Worth,  91  Wis. 
406,  64  N.  W.  995;  Bailey  v.  WeUs,  8  Wis. 
141,  76  Am.  Dec.  233. 

On  motion  for  rehearing. 

If  Skoczek  had,  at  the  time  he  sold  and 
transferred  his  possession  to  Budzisz,  any 
estate  of  any  kind,  or  an.y  interest  of  any 
extent,  great  or  little,  in  the  land,  which 
ho  says  he  sold  to  Budzsiz,  a  parol  transfer 
or  surrender  or  assignment  of  such  estate 
or  interest  is  within  the  very  letter  of  the 
prohibition  of  the  statute. 
48L.R.  A. 


Bare  possession  is  an  estate  or  an  interest 
in  lands. 

Bates  V.  Campbell,  25  Wis.  613. 

Bare  possession  constitutes  the  first  de* 
gree  of  title. 

3  Greenleaf's  Cruse^  Real  Prop.  p.  312; 
Swift  V.  Agnes,  33  Wis.  239;  Link  v.  Doer- 
fer,  42  Wis.  394,  24  Am.  Rep.  417;  Hammer 
V.  Hammer,S9WiBAS7 ; Hacker  v.  Horlemus, 
74  Wis.  23,  41  N.  W.  965;  Elofrson  v.  Lind- 
say, 90  Wis.  206,  63  N.  W.  89;  Jones  v. 
Bland,  112  Pa.  176,  2  Atl.  541;  Hutchinson 
V.  Perley,  4  Cal.  33,  60  Am.  Dec  578; 
Winans  v.  Christy,  4  Cal.  70,  60  Am.  Dec. 
597 ;  Adams,  Ejectment^  p.  249 ;  Bequette  v. 
Caulfield,  4  Gal.  278,  60  Am.  Dec  616; 
Richardson  v.  McNulty,  24  Cal.  348;  Hub- 
bard V.  Barry,  21  CaJ.  325;  Bird  v.  Lisbros, 

9  Cal.  1,  70  Am.  Dec  617;  Plume  v.  Seward,. 
4  Cal.  94,  60  Am.  Dec.  599;  Jones  v.  Nunn, 
12  Ga.  472;  Tyler,  Ejectment,  70. 

Possession  of  land  is  prima  facie  evidence, 
of  title,  and  is  sufficient  evidence  of  title  as 
a^inst  all  persons,  but  one  who  can  show 
either  a  prior  possession  or  a  better  title, 

Newell,  Ejectment,  n.  433;  New  York  r, 
Carleton,  22  Jones  &  6.  565,  113  N.  Y.  284, 
21  N.  E.  65;  AUen  v.  Riwngton,  2  Wms.. 
Saund.  11  la;  Doe  em  dem.  Smith  v.  Webber, 
1  Ad.  &  El.  119;  Asher  v.  Whitlock,Jj,  R.  1 
Q.  B.  1 ;  Smith  em  dem.  Teller  v.  Lorillard, 

10  Johns.  338;  Novion  v.  Hallett,  16  Johns. 
327;  Jackson  em  dem.  Murray  v.  Denn,  6 
Cow.  200;  Whitney  v.  WHght,  15  Wend. 
171;  Carleton  v.  Daroy,  90  N.  Y.  566. 

In  an  action  of  ejectment,  proof  or  prior 
possession  by  the  plaintifT,  claiming  to  be 
the  owner  in  fee,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of 
ownership  and  seisin,  and,  although  the  low- 
est kind  of  evidence,  it  is  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize a  recovery,  unless  the  defendant 
shows  a  better  title. 

Anderson  v,  McCormick,  129  111.  311,  21 
N.  E.  803;  Jackson  em  dem.  Murray  v. 
Hazen,  2  Johns.  22;  Jackson  em  dem.  Dun- 
can V.  Harder,  4  Johns.  202,  4  Am.  Dec.  262; 
Robinoe  v.  Doe  em  dem.  Cohooll,  6  Blackf. 
86;  Day  v.  Alverson,  9  Wend.  223;  Doe  em 
detn.  Herbert  v.  Herbert,  1  111.  278,  12  Am. 
Dec  102;  Mason  v.  Park,  4  111.  533;  Davis 
V.  Easley,  13  111.  198;  Brooks  v.  Bruyn,  18 
111.  639;  Keith  r.  Keith,  104  111.  402;  Hard- 
isty  V.  Olenn,  32  111.  62;  Bowman  v.  Wettig, 
39  111.  417 ;  Keane  v.  Ccnnovan,  21  Cal.  291, 
82  Am.  Dec  738;  Bird  v.  Lisbros,  9  Cal.  1, 
70  Am.  Dec.  617 ;  Winans  v.  Christy,  4  Cal. 
70,  60  Am.  Dec  597 ;  Pratt  v.  PhiUips,  1 
Sneed,  543,  60  Am.  Dec  162;  Jackson  em 
dem.  Stewart  v.  Town,  4  Cow.  699,  15  Am. 
Dec  405;  Jackson  em  dem.  Cory  v.  Parker. 
9  Cow.  84. 

One  in  possession  may  maintain  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment  on  his  own  demise  against 
such  of  the  defendants  as  afterward  entered 
upon  his  possession,  without  title  or  au- 
thority, but  as  mere  intruders. 

McLawrin  v.  Salmons,  11  B.  Mon.  96,  52 
Am.  Dec.  563;  Den  em  dem.  Cain  v.  M*Ca/n, 
3  N.  J.  L.  438,  4  Am.  Dec  384;  Den  em  dem. 
Johnson  v.  Morris,  7  N.  J.  L.  6,  11  Am.  Dec 
608;  Jackson  em  dem.  Duncan  v.  Harder,  4 
Johns.  202,  4  Am.  Dec  262;  Thompson  r. 
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Bwrhan9,  61  N.  Y.  68;  Miller  y.  Long  Island 
R.  Co.  71  N.  Y.  383;  New  York  v.  Carleton, 
113  N.  Y.  284,  21  N.  E.  55;  Biach  v.  Wwe- 
mon  (Or.)  59  Pac.  1111;  Carleton  v.  Darcy, 
90  N.  Y.  573;  Jackson  ex  Hem.  Murray  v. 
Hazen,  2  Johns.  22;  W^t^ney  v.  Wright,  15 
Wend.  171;  Hammond  v.  Doty,  184  111.  246, 
66  N.  E.  371 ;  Oriffin  v.  Bpenoer,  6  ffiU,  525; 
Smith  ex  dem.  Teller  v.  Lorillard,  10  JohuB. 
356;  Day  v.  Alveraon,  9  Wend.  223;  River- 
eide  Co.  v.  rou7n«^encI,  120  111.  9,  9  N.  K  65; 
Rioard  v.  Williame,  7  Wheat.  59,  5  L.  ed. 
398;  Qoodimn  v.  Scheeter,  106  Cal.  690,  40 
Pac.  18;  Leonard  y.  F^nn,  89  Cal.  543,  26 
Pac.  1099;  HiU  v.  Draper,  10  Barb.  458; 
Christy  y.  Scott,  14  How.  292,  14  L.  ed.  426; 
Turner  y.  Aldridge,  McAll,  229,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
14,249;  Green  y.  Jordan,  83  Ala.  220,  3  So. 
513;  Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  y.  Philyau),  88 
Ala.  264,  6  So.  837;  Benefield  y.  Albert,  132 
111.  665,  24  N.  E.  634;  Hollenbaok  y.  ^a«, 
31  Kan.  88,  1  Pac.  275 ;  Douglass  y.  Ruffin, 
38  Kan.  530,  16  Pac  783;  Redden  y.  Tefft, 
48  Kan.  302,  29  Pac.  157;  Jackson  y.  Boston 
d  W.  R.  Corp,  1  Gush.  575;  MoRoberts  y. 
Bergman,  132  N.  Y.  73,  30  N.  E.  261 ;  Moore 
y.  Ifoore,  21  Me.  350;  Rader  y.  Aiien,  27  Or. 
844,  41  Pac.  154;  Tapsoott  y.  Cobhs,  11 
Gratt  172;  Wilson  y.  Palmer,  18  Tex.  592; 
Prott  yi  Phillips,  1  Sneed,  543,  60  Am.  Dec 
162;  Adams  y.  Cfuiee,  30  Miss.  397. 

A  parol  contract  to  buy  or  sell  such  pos- 
session is  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and 
yoid. 

Howard  y.  Easton,  7  Johns.  205. 

Messrs.  Fiebins  A  KiUilea  and  M«  O. 
Krause,  for  respondents: 

Although  the  adverse  possession  must  be 
continuous  and  uninterrupted,  it  is  imma- 
terial whether  it  be  held  for  the  entire  period 
by  one  person  or  by  several  persons  in  suc- 
cession, provided  there  is  a  "unity  of  pos- 
sessions,^ or,  in  other  words,  a  privity  of  es- 
Ute  or  title. 

1  Elliott,  Gen.  Pr.  {  297,  p.  371 ;  Wool- 
man  v.  Ruehle,  100  Wis.  31,  75  N.  W.  425. 

Any  amendment  of  the  answer  was  per- 
missible, provided  the  facts  introduced  con- 
stitute a  defense. 

Brayton  v.  Jones,  5  Wis.  117;  Brown  v. 
Bosworth,  62  Wis.  542,  22  N.  W.  521;  4 
Wait,  Pr.  p.  652. 

The  weight  of  authority  is  against  any 
discrimination  against  defenses  denominated 
imconscionable ;  and  where  a  party  asks 
leave  to  amend  his  answer  by  setting  up  the 
statute  of  limitations  the  amendment  will 
generally  be  allowed. 

Gilchrist  v.  Gilchrist,  44  How.  Pr.  317; 
Bowman  y.  DePeyster,  2  Daly,  203 ;  Sheldon 
y.  Adams,  41  Barb.  54,  18  Abb.  Pr.  406,  27 
How.  Pr.  170;  Bank  of  Kinderhook  v.  Gif- 
ford,  40  Barb.  669;  Union  Nat.  Bank  y. 
Bassett,  3  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  359;  McQueen  y. 
Bdbcook,  3  Keyes,  428,  3  Abb.  App.  Dec. 
129;  Catlin  v.  Gunter,  11  N.  Y.  368;  Smith 
y.  Dragert,  61  Wis.  222,  21  N.  W.  46;  Orton 
T.  Noonan,  25  Wis.  672;  13  Enc.  PI.  ft  Pr. 
pp.  186,  180,  i90,  200;  Spring  y.  Gray,  5 
Mason,  606,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  13,259;  Knox  y. 
Cleveland,  18  Wis.  254;  Spreoker  y.  Wake- 
ley,  11  Wis.  432;  HUl  y.  KHoke,  11  Wis. 
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442;  7  Wait,  Act  ft  Def.  308;  De  Beauvoir 
y.  OtDen,  5  Exch.  166;  6  Field,  Lawyers' 
Briefs,  p.  347;  Way  v.  Hooton,  156  Pa.  8, 
26  Atl.  784;  Bird  v.  Sellers,  113  Mo.  680,  21 
S.  W.  91;  Nelson  v.  Brodhaok,  44  Mo.  596, 
100  Am.  Dec.  328. 

The  several  possessions  of  successive  dis- 
seisors may  be  "tacked"  together  so  as  to 
make  a  continuous  possession,  where  there  is 
privi^  of  eatate  or  title;  the  privity  re- 
quired to  constitute  continuous  adverse  pos- 
session may  be  effected  hf  any  conveyance, 
agreement,  or  understanding  which  has  for 
its  object  a  transfer  o>f  the  rights  of  the 
original  entry,  and  ''no  paper  evidence  of  a 
transfer  of  possession  is  necessary  when  the 
property  is  held  under  the  claim  of  Uie  first 
entryman,  but  the  continuity  may  be  shown 
by  parol." 

ATlis  V.  Field,  89  Wis.  334,  62  N.  W.  85; 
Ryan  v.  Schwartz,  94  Wis.  411,  69  N.  W. 
178;  2  Ballard,  Real  Prop.  {  25;  Sedgw.  ft 
W.  Trial  of  Title  to  Land,  p.  598;  6  VVait, 
Act.  ft  Def.  p.  455;  1  Wood,  Limitations  of 
Actions,  {  271;  2  Wood,  Limitations  of  Ac- 
tions, S  431;  Newell,  Ejectment,  {  53,  p. 
740;  Ramsey  v.  Glenny,  45  Minn.  401,  48  N. 
W.  324;  Vandall  v.  St.  Martin,  42  Minn. 
166,  44  N.  W.  525;  MoNeely  v.  Langan,  22 
Ohio  St.  32;  Fanning  v.  Willoox,  3  Day, 
258;  Smith  v.  Chapin,  81  Gonn.  531;  Shan- 
non  V.  Kinny,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  3,  10  Am.  Dec 
705;  Chilton  v.  Wilson,  9  Humph.  399;  Cut^ 
ningham  v.  Patton,  6  Pa.  355;  Soheete  v. 
Fitzwater,  6  Pa.  126;  Overfield  y.  Christie^ 
7  Serg.  ft  R.  173;  Johnson  v.  Nash,  16  Tez. 
419;  Alexander  y.  Pendleton^  8  Granch,  462, 
3  L.  ed.  624. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  running  of  the 
statute  that  possession  be  held  under  color 
of  title.  Where  there  is  possession  of  the 
requisite  character,  the  question  whether 
there  is  color  of  title  or  not  is  wholly  imma* 
terial. 

Paine  y.  Skinner,  8  Ohio,  167;  Yetzer  v. 
Thoman,  17  Ohio  St.  130,  91  ^m.  Dec.  122. 

As  to  third  persons  against  whom  the  pos- 
session is  held  adversely,  if  such  transfers 
of  possession  were  in  fact  made,  it  is  irama^ 
terial  whether  they  were  effected  by  deed  or 
devise,  or  by  an  agreement  either  written 
or  verbal. 

Davook  y.  ^ealon,  68  N.  J.  L.  21,  32  Att. 
675;  McNeely  v.  Langan,  22  Ohio  St.  33; 
Weber  v.  Anderson,  73  III.  439;  Menkens  y. 
Blnmenthal,  27  Mo.  198;  Cunningham  v. 
Patton,  6  Pa.  357;  Scheetz  v.  Fitzwater,  6 
Pa.  126;  Smith  v.  Chapin,  81  Gonn.  630; 
Crispen  y.  Bannavan,  50  Mo.  544 ;  ShuflHetan 
V.  Nelson,  2  Sawy.  545,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  12,822; 
Alexander  v.  Pendleton,  8  Granch,  462,  S 
L.  ed.  624;  Vandall  v.  St.  Martin,  42  Minn. 
163,  44  N.  W.  525. 

MarshaU,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Two  questions  are  presented  for  oonsldera* 
tion:  (1)  Did  the  trial  court  err  in  allow- 
ing the  amendment,  pleading  title  by  adverse 
possession?  (2)  Did  the  possession  of  the 
second  occupant,  under  the  oireumstaiioei, 
continue  the  possession  of  his  predecessor  so 
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«•  to  satifsiy  the  statutory  call  for  an  unin- 
terrupted twenty  years'  continuous  adverse 
possession  ? 

1.  Section  2830,  Rev.  Stat.,  says:  "The 
court  may,  upon  the  trial  ...  in  fur- 
therance of  justice  and  upon  such  terms  as 
may  be  just,  amend  any  process  pleading 
.  .  .  by  correcting  ...  a  mistake 
in  any  oUier  respect,  or  by  inserting  other 
Allegations  material  to  the  case."  The 
power  to  grant  amendments  under  the  stat- 
ute is  very  broad,  and  its  exercise  rests 
solely  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  trial 
court,  whose  decision  cannot  be  disturbed 
except  for  a  clear  abuse  of  judicial  power. 
PhoeniiB  Mut,  L.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Walrath,  53 
Wis.  669,  10  N.  W.  151  j  Smith  v.  Dragert, 
61  Wis.  222,  21  N.  W.  46;  Morgan  v.  Bishop, 
61  Wis.  407,  21  N.  W.  263.  The  only  lim- 
itation upon  tue  power  of  the  court,  in  oases 
where  it  may  be  exercised  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, and  it  is  conceded  this  case  is 
within  the  statute,  is  that  it  must  be  in  fur- 
therance of  justice.  Smith  y.  Smith,  19 
Wis.  522;  Morgan  v.  Bishop,  61  Wis.  407, 
21  N.  W.  263.  That  is,  the  power  must  be 
exercised  to  that  end,  and  there  must  be 
some  reasonable  ground  for  saying  that  such 
was  the  motive.  The  only  condition  of  the 
exercise  of  the  power  is  that  it  must  be  on 
such  terms  as  may  be  juat  in  the  judgment 
of  the  trial  court.  Necessarily,  there  is  no 
rule  by  which  the  presence  of  the  statutory 
motive  for  the  exercise  of  the  power,  or  the 
sufficiency  of  the  condition  attached  to  it, 
can  be  tested,  except  that  the  act  and  the 
condition  must  be  within  the  bounds  of  rea- 
son as  applied  to  the  particular  case;  and 
there  in  no  rule  on  appeal  by  which  to  test 
the  judgment  of  the  trial  court,  except  that 
it  must  have  some  reasonable  ground  to 
support  it  in  view  of  the  facts,  ami  the  rule 
that  the  legal  presumption  is  that  it  has 
such  ground  till  the  contrary  is  made  to  af- 
firmatively appear. 

What  has  been  said,  with  the  brief  refer- 
ence to  the  facts  upon  which  the  amendment 
was  allowed,  will  furnish  a  basis  for  a  right 
conclusion  regarding  the  question  presented. 

The  defendants  were  evidently  poor  peo- 
ple, unacquainted  with  legal  matters,  llie 
failure  to  plead  the  defense  of  the  statute  of 
limitetions  was  the  mistake  of  their  attor- 
ney. After  the  case  had  been  pending  for 
considerably  more  than  a  year,  defendante 
concluded  that  their  intereste  required  the 
employment  of  other  attorneys,  and  they 
acted  accordingly,  resulting  in  the  substitu- 
tion, for  the  attorney  who  interposed  the  an- 
swer, of  those  who  now  represent  them.  The 
substitution  took  place  April  15,  1899. 
Three  days  thereafter  the  amended  answer 
was  drawn.  The  motion  for  leave  to  file  it 
was  heard  without  objection  for  want  of  no- 
tice, and  was  granted  without  objection,  ex- 
cept that  "the  defense  of  the  statute  of  lim- 
itetions cannot  be  set  up  by  amendment," 
and  that  the  amendment,  "under  the  circum- 
stences,  is  not  permissible."  We  take  it 
that  the  language  of  the  objection,  "the 
amendment,  under  the  circumstances,  is  not 
permisrable,"  was  merely  explanatory  of  the 
48  L.  R.  A.  53 


language,  "the  stetute  of  limitetions  can- 
not be  set  up  by  amendment."  So  it  will  be 
seen  that  the  only  objection  raised  to  the 
amendment  was  want  of  power  in  the  court 
to  permit  it.  All  other  objections  were  in 
effect  waived.  Counsel  for  appellant  now 
concedes  that  the  court  had  ample  power  in 
the  premises.  They  could  not  seriously  con- 
tend otherwise,  since  it  has  been  so  held  even 
in  tex-title  cases,  where  a  much  more  string- 
ent rule  prevails  than  in  cases  like  this,  even 
after  a  reversal  on  appeal.  Morgan  v. 
Bishop,  61  Wis.  407,  21  N.  W.  263;  Smith 
v.  Dragert,  65  Wis.  507,  27  N.  W.  317. 

But  it  is  said  the  court  exceeded  ite  dis- 
cretionary power  by  granting  the  amend- 
ment without  terms,  attention  being  called 
to  Morgan  v.  Bishop,  where  there  was  a  re- 
versal on  that  ground,  and  Smith  v.  Dra- 
gert, 65  Wis.  507,  27  N.  W.  317,  where 
affirmance  was  grounded  on  the  fact  that 
terms  of  the  amendment  were  imposed. 
Both  cases  differ  materially  from  this,  in 
that,  after  a  failure  on  one  trial  by  a  rever- 
sal in  this  court,  a  new  defense  was  inter- 
posed by  amendment.  It  was  in  regard  to 
that  situation  that  Mr.  Justice  Lyon  in  the 
Dragert  Case  said,  the  general  rule,  in  or- 
dinary cases,  is  considered  to  be  that  the 
party  amending  his  pleading  will  be  re- 
quired to  pay  all  texable  coste  up  to  the  time 
of  granting  leave  to  amend,  and  motion  coste, 
and  that  such  is  the  rule  where  a  new  de- 
fense is  set  up  for  the  purposes  of  a  new 
trial,  as  in  this  case. 

The  statute  does  not,  under  all  ciroum- 
stences,  require  the  imposition  of  terms  as 
a  condition  of  granting  leave  to  amend  a 
pleading.  The  whole  subject,  as  to  the  jus- 
tice of  the  amendment,  and  whether  it  shall 
be  granted  upon  condition  and  if  so  what 
condition,  is  left  to  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  trial  judge.  The  imposition  of  terms 
has  a  twofold  object:  The  infliction  of  a 
penalty  for  the  negligence  requiring  a 
remedy  by  the  amendment;  and  to  give  to 
the  adverse  party  an  equivalent  for  the  in- 
jury to  him  by  delay  or  increased  expense 
because  of  the  amendment.  Where  there  is 
neither  a  reason  for  the  infliction  of  a  penal- 
ty, nor  prejudice  to  the  adverse  party  of  any 
kind  to  be  compensated  for, — even  the  call- 
ing of  adverse  counsel  into  court  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  amendment,  as  was  the  situa- 
tion in  this  case, — it  cannot  be  said  on  ap- 
peal that  the  failure  of  the  trial  court  to  im- 
pose terms  was  either  an  abuse  of  discretion 
or  a  violation  of  any  rule  of  law.  Schaller 
V.  Chicago  d  N,  W,  R,  Co,  97  Wis.  31,  71  N. 
W.  1042;  Carroll  v.  Fethers,  102  Wis.  436, 
78  N.  W.  604. 

2.  The  main  contention  made  by  appel- 
lant's counsel  is  that  the  parol  transfer  by 
the  first  to  the  second  occupant  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  his  succession  in  possession  under 
it,  was  not  effectual  to  unite  the  two  posses- 
sions into  one  continuous  uninterrupted  pos- 
session referable  to  the  first  entry,  and  ex- 
isting thereafter  for  twenty  years.  We  are 
referred  to  §  2302,  Rev.  Stot,  which  provides 
that  "no  estete  or  interest  in  lands,  other 
than  leases  for  a   term  not  exceeding  ons 
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year  •  •  .  shall  be  created,  granted,  aa- 
signed,  eurrendered,  or  declared,  unless  by 
act  or  operation  of  law,  or  by  deed  or  con- 
Teyance  in  writing  subscribed  by  the  party 
creating,  granting,  surrendering,  or  declar- 
ing the  same,  or  by  his  lawful  agent  there- 
unto authorized  by  writing."  It  is  said  by 
way  of  emphasizing  or  in  support  of  such 
contention,  that  the  learned  circuit  judge 
expressed  a  personal  opinion  that,  under 
such  section,  lands  acquired  by  adverse  pos- 
session cannot  be  transferred  by  parol;  but 
a  judicial  opinion  to  the  contrary,  in 
harmony,  as  he  supposed,  with  the  decisions 
of  this  court.  If  that  be  so,  we  are  com- 
pelled to  say  the  learned  judge  was  wrong 
as  to  the  holdings  of  this  court,  and  counsel 
in  error  in  supposing  there  is  any  such  dif- 
ficulty as  the  trial  court  supposed  in  the 
way  of  his  recovering  in  this  case.  Such 
errors  spring,  not  only  from  a  misapprehen- 
sion of  the  decisions  of  this  court,  but  the 
effect  of  an  act  creating  privity  between  suc- 
cessive adverse  possessors  of  property  as  re- 
gards the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  transfer  of  property  acquired  by  ad- 
verse possession  is  one  thing,  and  the  preser- 
vation of  a  condition  of  property  as  to  ad- 
verse occupancy,  which  if  permitted  to  con- 
tinue long  enough  will  devest  the  actual 
owner  thereof  of  title  and  vest  it  in  the  ad- 
verse occupant,  is  quite  another  thing.  The 
two  things  should  not  be  confused,  otherwise 
the  statute  referred  to  will  be  erroneously 
applied. 

Title  to  property,  acquired  by  adverse  pos- 
session, is  of  the  same  nature  as  any  other, 
and  either  is  plainly  governed  by  the  statute 
as  regards  the  manner  of  its  transfer;  but 
the  mere  fact  that  a  person  is  so  circum- 
stanced as  regards  realty,  as  to  dispossess  the 
owner  thereof  adversely,  does  not,  till  the  ex- 
piration of  the  statutory  limitation  upon  the 
right  of  such  owner  to  reclaim  that  posses- 
sion, vest  any  estate  in  lands,  within  the 
meaning  of  9  2302,  in  such  possessor,  or  the 
substitution  of  another  in  his  place,  to  con- 
tinue the  dispossession  of  the  true  owner, 
the  transfer  of  any  such  estate.  Section 
2302,  and  §  .4207,  Rev.  SUt.,  the  limitation 
statute,  are  entirely  independent  of  each 
other;  so  the  essential  premise  upon  which 
the  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for  ap- 
pellant is  based  does  not  exist 

We  come  down  to  the  question  of  whether 
privity  can  be  created  between  successive 
possessors  of  realty,  so  that  if  two  posses- 
sions blended  into  one,  continued  for  a  suffi- 
cient length  of  time,  will  satisfy  §  4207,  Rev. 
Stat.,  which  provides  that  "no  action  for  the 
recovery  of  real  property  or  the  possession 
thereof,  shall  be  maintained  unless  it  ap- 
pears that  the  plaintiff,  his  ancestor,  prede- 
cessor, or  grantor  was  seised  or  possessed  of 
the  premises  in  question  within  twenty 
years  before  the  commencement  of  such  ac- 
tion." It  will  be  noted  that  the  plain  read- 
ing of  the  statute,  as  this  court  has  hereto- 
fore decided,  is  that  actual  occupancy  of  the 
land  to  the  exclusion  of  the  true  owner  for 
the  statutory  period  is  all  that  is  necessary 
to  preclude  such  owner  from  thereafter  re- 
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claiming  the  property.  Latnpman  v.  Van 
Alatyne,  94  Wis.  417,  09  N.  W.  171 ;  WUhinm 
V.  Nicolai,  99  Wis.  178,  74  N.  W.  103;  WoU- 
man  v.  Huehle,  100  Wis.  31,  75  N.  W.  425; 
Meyer  v.  Eope,  100  Wis.  123,  77  N.  W.  720. 
There  are  many  other  decisions,  in  this  state 
and  elsewhere,  to  the  same  effect,  but  they 
need  not  be  cited  here  inasmuch  as  this  court 
has  so  recently,  several  times,  on  full  con- 
sideration of  the  subject,  construed  the  stat^ 
ute. 

Is  a  paper  transfer,  evidencing  a  chan^ 
of  possession  by  succession,  necessary  to 
blend  the  first  possession  into  the  second, — 
tack  them  to  each  other,  as  it  is  called  ?  In 
that,  we  adhere  to  what  was  said  by  the 
court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Pinney,  in 
AUi8  V.  Field,  B9  Wis.  327,  62  N.  W.  85,  and 
Ryan  v.  Schwartz,  94  Wis.  403,  69  N.  W. 
178,  to  the  effect  that,  though  the  possession 
of  several  distinct  occupants  of  land,  lasting 
for  a  continuous  period  of  twenty  years,  can- 
not be  united  to  satisfy  the  limitation  stat- 
ute, successive  possessions,  each  reaching  to 
and  uniting  with  the  one  that  follows  it,  by 
privity  between  the  occupants,  so  as  to  ren- 
der the  possession  of  the  property  continu- 
ous from  the  first  entry  to  the  end  of  the 
period  of  twenty  years,  satisfies  the  statute, 
and  a  parol  transfer  of  possession  by  one  to 
another,  as  the  former  goes  out  of  and  the 
latter  goes  into  possession,  satisfies  the  es- 
sential of  privity  to  tack  the  possessions  to- 
gether. 

The  authorities  all  agree  that  privity  be- 
tween successive  possessors  is  all  that  is 
necessary  to  render  them  continuous,  if  the 
possession  be  in  fact  actual  and  adverse.  That 
privity  may  be  created  in  any  way  that  'will 
prevent  a  break  in  the  adverse  possession 
and  refer  the  several  possessions  to  the  or- 
iginal entry.  It  may  be  created  by  lesiee, 
as  between  landlord  and  tenant,  or  by  de- 
scent by  operation  of  law  from  ancestor  to 
heir,  or  by  conveyance,  either  by  parol  or 
otherwise,  from  vendor  to  vendee.  1  Am*  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law«  2d  ed.  p.  842,  and  cases 
cited  in  the  notes;  McNeely  v.  Langan,  22 
Ohio  8t.  32;  Haynea  v.  Boardman,  119 
Mass.  414;  Witt  v.  St.  Paul  &  N.  P.  R,  Co, 
38  Minn.  122,  35  N.  W.  862 ;  Law  v.  Schaf- 
fer,  24  Or.  239,  33  Pac.  678;  Vance  v.  Wood, 
22  Or.  77,  29  Pac.  73;  Crispen  v.  Hannavan, 
50  Mo.  536;  Weber  v.  Anderson,  73  111.  439; 
Falcon  v.  Simshauser,  130  111.  049,  22  N.  E. 
835;  Menkene  v.  Blumenthal,  27  Mo.  198. 
The  above  cases,  many  of  which  are  referred 
to  in  the  briefs  of  counsel,  are  but  a  few  of 
the  authorities  that  might  be  cited  to  sup- 
port the  doctrine  stated.  It  seems  to  be 
conceded  by  appellant's  counsel  that  many 
of  such  authorities  are  directly  contrary  to 
their  position,  but  claim  is  made  that  thej 
do  not  apply  by  reason  of  the  statute  (S 
2302),  which,  as  we  have  indicated,  does  not 
apply  to  the  facts  of  this  case. 

Only  a  few  authorities  that  can  be  found 
are  out  of  line  with  those  cited.  They  are 
in  harmony  with  elementary  principles  as 
laid  down  in  the  text-books.  The  doctrine 
is  found  as  clearly  stated  perhaps,  as  any- 
where,   in    2    Ballard,    Real    Prop.    |  25> 
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died  by  reBpondents'  counsel,  the  fbllowing 
language  being  used:  "Succeasive  posses- 
sions  may  be  tacked  together  so  as  to  form  a 
continuous  and  uninterrupted  possession  for 
the  essential  period  of  time.  There  must  be 
a  privity  existing  between  the  parties  trans- 
ferring the  possession.  Such  possession 
may  iMgin  in  parol  without  deed  or  writing 
and  may  be  transferred  from  one  occupant  to 
another  by  parol  bargain  and  sale  accom- 
panied by  delivery.  All  that  the  law  re- 
quires is  continuity  of  possession  where  it 
is  actual;  and  this  continuity  and  connec- 
tion may  be  effected  by  any  conveyance  or 
understanding  which  has  for  its  object  a 
transfer  of  the  rights  of  the  possessor  or  of 
his  possession,  when  accompanied  by  an  ac- 
tual delivery  of  the  possession."  The  doc- 
trine is  stated  in  2  Pingrey,  Real  Prop.  § 
1193,  thus:  ''Continuity  is  an  indispensa- 
ble element  of  adverse  possession;  but  sev- 
eral possessions  may  be  tacked  together 
where  they  can  be  referred  to  the  original 
entry.  No  paper  evidence  of  a  transfer  of 
possession  is  necessary  when  the  holding  is 
under  claim  of  the  first  entryman." 

The  discussion  of  this  subject  and  citation 
of  authorities  might  be  continued  to  great 
length.  It  will  be  noted  that  in  every  treat- 
ment of  the  matter,  whether  by  text  writers 
or  in  judicial  opinions,  it  is  said  that  all 
that  is  necessary,  where  there  is  continuity 
of  possession  in  fact,  to  connect  the  several 
parts  of  it,  where  there  are  such  parts,  so 
as  to  blend  them  into  one  term,  continuous 
from  first  to  last,  is  that  there  be  privity  be- 
tween the  persons  as  one  succeeds  to  the 
other.  Privity  in  such  a  case  is  the  same 
as  in  any  other,  and  it  may  be  created  in  the 
same  way.  It  is  merely  a  succession  of  re- 
lationsliip  in  the  same  right  to  the  same 
thing.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  189,  523;  Hart  v. 
Moulion,  104  Wis.  349,  80  N.  W.  599.  All 
that  is  necessary  to  privity  between  suc- 
cessive occupants  of  property,  and  in  regard 
thereto,  is  that  one  receive  his  possession 
from  the  other  by  act  of  such  other  or  by 
operation  of  law. 

If  a  person,  not  the  true  owner,  but  hos- 
tile to  him,  be  in  actual  possession  of  a  part 
of  a  larger  tract  of  land,  under  a  deed  de- 
pcribins:  the  whole,  in  law  he  is  in  actual 
po<(session  of  the  whole  for  the  purposes  of 
the  statute  of  limitations,  though  as  to  a 
])art  thp  possession  be  in  fact  only  construc- 
tive. Ifi  that  situation  it  is  said,  and  it  is 
the  law,  that  the  adverse  possession  cannot 
oxtcnd  bevond  the  calls  of  the  deed,  meaning 
thereby  that  actual  possession  by  construc- 
tion cannot  be  extended  beyond  the  calls  of 
the  written  instrument  by  virtue  thereof; 
but  if  land  be  actually  occupied  beyond  the 
calls  of  the  deed,  hostile  to  the  true  owner, 
the  written  instrument  does  not  preclude 
such  occupancy  from  being  adverse.  The 
occupancy  does  not  refer  to  the  deed,  but  to 
the  fact  itself  and  its  hostile  character. 
There  was  such  an  occupancy  in  Wollman  v. 
RuehU,  104  Wis.  603,  80  N.  W.  919,  and  the 
point  was  directly  decided  in  Bishop  v. 
Bleper  (Wis.)  81  N.  W.  413.  The  full  le- 
gitimate effect  was  given  in  those  cases  to 
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the  rule  that  the  possession  under  a  deed 
cannot  be  extended  beyond  its  calls.  Full 
effect  was  also  given  to  the  presumption  that 
a  person  so  circumstanced  only  intends  to 
claim  what  his  deed  calls  for,  and  the  fur- 
ther presumption  that  the  land,  as  to  which 
the  occupant  has  no  title,  he  holds  consist- 
ent with  the  title  of  the  true  owner.  The 
first  presumption,  however,  was  rebutted  by 
clear  proof  Uiat  the  occupant  claimed  that 
the  disputed  tract  was  in  fact  within  the 
calls  of  his  deed.  The  second  was  rebutted 
by  clear  proof  that  the  possession  was  ac- 
tual and  hostile  to  the  true  owner.  Such 
presumptions  yield  to  proof,  like  any  other 
presumptions  of  fact,  or  facts  otherwise  es- 
tablish^. It  is  the  facts,  when  established, 
that  govern. 

Circumstances  similar  to  those  last  above 
described  were  presented  in  Oraeven  v. 
Dieves,  68  Wis.  317,  31  N.  W.  914;  Dhein  v. 
Beuacher,  83  Wis.  316,  53  N.  W.  561;  Ah- 
lard  V.  Fitzgerald,  87  Wis.  516,  68  N.  W. 
745;  Sheppard  v.  Wilmott,  79  Wis.  16,  47 
N.  W.  1064;  Elofrson  v.  Lindsay,  90  Wis. 
203,  63  N.  W.  89;  Puller  v.  Worth,  91  Wis. 
406.  64  N.  W.  905;  and  Ryan  v.  Schtoartz^ 
94  Wis.  403,  69  N.  W.  178.  The  first  of  such 
cases  ruled  the  others.  It  was  there  held 
that  adverse  possession  of  the  property  by 
a  person,  beyond  the  calls  of  his  deed,  did 
not  unite  with  a  similar  possession  held  by 
his  vendee.  But  it  will  be  noted  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  opinion  indicating  that  a 
written  transfer  of  the  outside  property  was 
a  statutory  requisite  to  privity  between  two 
successive  possessions.  The  case  turned  on 
rules  of  evidence,  applied  with  a  severity,  it 
must  be  admitted,  almost  precluding,  in  such 
cases,  proof  of  the  fact  of  privity  other  than 
by  a  written  transfer.  The  Ora^ven  Case, 
as  will  be  seen,  was  misapprehended  and  ex- 
tended by  the  other  cases  cited.  However, 
the  idea  now  suggested,  that  a  written  trans- 
fer is  a  statutory  requisite  to  privity  under 
§  2302,  was  not  thought  of. 

Such  stress  was  laid,  in  the  Oraeven  Case, 
on  the  presumption  that  occupation  by  one 
of  premises  not  his  own  is  in  subordination 
to  the  title  of  the  true  owner,  and  the  rule 
that  adverse  possession  must  be  strictly  con- 
strued and  that  every  reasonable  presump- 
tion (it  will  be  noted  that  in  some  of  the 
cases  the  woru  '^reasonable"  was  left  out  in 
stating  the  rule)  is  to  be  made  in  favor  of 
the  true  owner, — that  such  presumptions  re- 
sisted the  logic  of  facts  that  would  seem  to 
leave  no  room  for  a  conflicting  reasonable  in- 
ference. Yet  it  is  plain  that  the  court  did 
not  there,  or  in  the  more  recent  cases  which 
followed,  deem  the  fact  of  privity  entirely 
closed  to  proof  except  by  a  written  transfer. 
The  case  did  not  go  upon  the  theory  that 
paper  evidence  to  create  privity  between  ad- 
verse possessions  is  necessary,  but  upon  the 
theory  that  adverse  possession  and  all  facts 
tending  to  establish  it  must  be  construed  so 
strictly  in  favor  of  the  true  owner  that  sue- 
cession  to  actual  possession  of  lands,  a  part 
of  which  was  transferred  by  deed,  though 
the  part  within  and  that  without  the  caUt 
of  the  instrument  constitute  one  entire  prop* 
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erty,  will  not.  for  the  purposes  of  adverse 
possesaion,  overcome  the  presumption,  aris- 
ing from  the  limitations  of  the  deed,  that 
the  vendor  only  transferred  to  his  vendee 
possession  of  the  land  within  its  calls.  That 
is  out  of  harmony  with  Wollman  v.  Riiehls, 
104  Wis.  603,  80  N.  W.  919,  and  many  other 
cases  in  other  courts  that  might  be  cited. 
It  is  out  of  harmony  with  the  statute  that 
continuous  disseisin  for  twenty  years  turns 
the  presumptions  against  the  true  owner, 
and  repeated  decisions  in  recent  years  in 
harmony  with  the  statute.  Wilkins  v.  Ni- 
colai,  99  Wis.  178,  74  N.  W.  103;  Meyer  v. 
Hope,  101  Wis.  123,  77  N.  W.  720;  WoUmoH 
V.  Ruehle,  104  Wis.  603,  80  N.  W.  919.  That 
this  court  did  not  intend  to  hold  that  a  pa- 
per transfer  is  essential  to  privity  between 
poflsesiiions  for  the  purposes  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  is  dear.  It  has  not  been  ao 
understood,  as  indicated  in  Ryan  v. 
Schwartz,  94  Wis.  403,  69  N.  W.  178,  and 
AlUe  V.  Field,  89  Wis.  327,  62  N.  W.  85, 
where  Oraeven  v.  Dievee  and  the  cases  ruled 
by  it  were  referred  to  as  authority,  and  it 
was  distinctly  said  that  a  paper  transfer  is 
not  essential  to  the  tacking  of  adverse  pos- 
sessions together. 

In  Dhein  v.  Beusoher,  83  Wis.  316,  63  N. 
W.  651,  speaking  of  a  chain  of  title  by  suc- 
cessive possessions,  the  land  being  beyond 
the  calls  of  the  paper  transfer,  it  was  said, 
"The  deeds  fail  to  show  privity."  That  was 
obviously  correct.  The  deeds  of  themselves 
did  not  show  privity  to  any  land  except  that 
within  the  calls  of  the  deed,  but  that  did  not 
prevent  the  fact,  if  it  were  a  fact,  that  the 
property  was  bought  as  a  whole,  and  there 
being  no  actual  succession  of  possession  pur- 
suant to  the  purchase  and  hostile  to  any 
other  right,  being  of  sufficient  probative 
power  to  establish  privity.  The  case  most 
clearly  out  of  harmony  with  the  idea  that 
Oraeven  v.  Dieves  only  laid  down  a  rule  of 
evidence  not  intended  to  preclude  a  parol 
creation  of  privity  between  possessions,  and 
clearly  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that  the 
essential  of  privity  can  be  created  by  parol, 
accompanied  by  actual  succession  in  posses- 
sion, is  Ablard  v.  Fitzgerald,  87  Wis.  616, 
68  N.  W.  745.  There  Mr.  Justice  Newman 
said,  speaking  for  the  court,  and  to  the  vital 
point  in  the  case:  "The  defendant,  too,  is 
without  a  chain  of  paper  title.  It  does  not 
appear  that  he  has  a  deed  conveying  the  dis- 
puted strip  to  him.  The  disputed  strip  is 
outside  the  40  acres.  Without  such  a  con- 
veyance it  is  difficult  to  see  how  he  can  con- 
nect his  own  possession  to  the  possession  of 
his  predecessor  so  as  to  make  the  adverse 
possession  continuous.  .  .  .  Without  a 
deed  of  the  strip  it  seems  that  the  defendant 
can  claim  no  right  to  the  land  founded  unon 
the  adverse  possession  of  his  grantor.  This 
RpPTns  to  he  the  effect  of  Graeven  v.  Dievee, 
68  Wis.  817,  31  N.  W.  914."  language  to 
the  same  effect  was  used  in  Elofrson  v.  JAnd- 
say,  90  Wis.  203,  63  N.  W.  89.  and  Fuller 
Y,  Worth,  91  Wis.  406,  64  N.  W.  995,  but  the 
error  in  those  cases,  without  directly  over- 
ruling them,  was  largely  corrected  in  Ryan 
V.  Schwartz,  94  Wis.  403,  69  N.  W.  178,  and 
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such  eiYor  expressly  discarded  in  WolUnaan 
V.  Ruehle,  104  Wis.  603,  80  N.  W.  919,  and 
Bishop  V.  Bleyer  (Wis.)  81  N.  W.  413,  there- 
by  bringing  the  law  into  harmony  with  what 
was  really  intended  in  the  Oraeven  Case, 
and  softening  the  rule  of  evidence  so  as  to 
harmonize  with  the  generally  accepted  doc- 
trine on  the  question  and  the  statute,  both 
of  which  had  been  departed  from. 

Further  discussion  of  the  subject  is  un- 
necessary. Sufficient  has  been  said  to  bring 
out  clearly  the  true  doctrine  aa  understood 
by  the  court,  that  a  paper  transfer  is  not 
necessary  to  connect  adverse  possessions  to- 
gether; that  privity,  successive  relationships 
to  the  same  thing,  is  the  connecting  link; 
that  a  paper  transfer  is  but  a  means  of  es- 
tablishing the  fact  of  privity,  but  not  the 
only  evidence ;  that  the  presumption,  that  a 
person  in  possession  of  land  who  conveys 
part  of  it  and  transfers  possession  of  the 
whole  intended  to  transfer  only  that  within 
the  calls  of  his  conveyance,  and  the  presump- 
tion that  a  person  in  possession,  not  as  own- 
er, holds  subject  to  the  true  owner,  are  mere 
rebuttable  presumptions  of  fact  that  yield 
to  any  clear  relevant  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary, whether  it  be  written,  or  inferential 
from  facts  established  by  positive  evidence. 
Meyer  v.  Hope,  101  Wis.  123,  77  N.  W.  720. 

We  might  almost  call  the  roll  of  the  courts 
on  that  doctrine.  The  ^lissouri  court  said, 
We  know  of  no  rule  that  requires  written 
evidence  to  establish  the  fact  of  orivity. 
Menk€7h8  v.  Blumenthal,  27  Mo.  198.  The 
Illinois  court  said  that  where  the  own<:r,  in 
possession  of  a  strip  of  land,  together  with 
adjoining  land,  conveys  the  latter  and  trans- 
fers possession  of  the  whole,  and  the  grantee 
takes  possession  of  the  property  as  an  en- 
tirety, the  possession  of  that  outside  the 
calls  of  the  deed  being  actual  in  both  pos- 
sessors, the  presumptions  in  favor  of  the 
true  owner  and  as  to  the  limitations  of  the 
deed  give  way  to  the  facts,  and  privity  in 
adverse  possession  is  established.  Fctloon  v. 
Simehauaer,  130  HI.  649,  22  N.  E.  835.  The 
Alabama  court  said  that,  where  a  person 
holds  land  adversely,  outside  the  calls  of  his 
deed,  claiming  a  continuity  of  such  posses- 
sion from  his  grantor,  the  presumption  that 
the  latter  only  intended  to  create  privity  to 
the  extent  of  the  calls  of  the  deed  may  be 
overcome  by  proof  that  the  former  obtained 
possession  of  the  property  from  the  latter 
as  a  part  of  the  land  purchase,  because  a  pa- 
per transfer  to  continue  adverse  possession 
in  privity  is  not  necessary.  Dothard  v. 
Densen,  72  Ala.  541.  To  the  same  effect,  are 
Erck  V.  Church,  87  Tenn.  575,  4  L.  R.  A.  641. 
11  8.  W.  794,  and  Kendrick  v.  Latham,  26 
Fla.  819,  6  So.  871.  A  few  cases,  it  is  con- 
ceded, are  out  of  line  with  the  doctrine 
stated. 

Much  difficulty  experienced  in  regard  to 
the  law  of  title  by  adverse  possession  will  be 
avoided  by  referring  and  adhering  to  the 
statutes  where  they  cover  the  subject,  and 
not  treating  rules  of  evidence  as  rules  of 
law.  The  following  recapitulation  of  prin- 
ciples necessarily  or  incidentally  referred  to 
in  this  opinion  may  be  an  aid  to  that  end. 
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(1)  Adrerie  possession  should  be  strictly 
eonstrued,  all  reasonable  presumptions  be- 
ing made  in  favor  of  the  true  owner,  includ- 
ing the  presumption  that  actual  possession 
is  subordinate  to  the  right  of  such  owner; 
but  such  strict  construction  and  such  pre- 
sumptions are  subject  to  the  following  lim- 
itations. 

(2)  Good  faith  by  the  adverse  claimant 
as  to  his  riffht  at  the  instant  of  entry,  or 
durinff  the  limitation  period,  is  not  neces- 
sary, because  the  statute,  by  its  terms,  only 
requires  actual,  continuous,  exclusive  pos- 
session under  such  circumstances  as  to  whol- 
ly dispossess  the  true  owner  both  actually 
and  constructively. 

(3)  Actual,  continuous,  exclusive  posses- 
sion for  the  statutory  period,  unexplained, 
displaces  the  presumptions  in  favor  of  the 
true  owner,  and  creates  a  presumption  of 
fact  that  such  possession,  and  the  com- 
mencement of  it,  were  characterized  by  all 
the  requisites  to  title  by  adverse  possession, 
and  that  the  title  of  the  adverse  claimant  is 
perfect.    The  statute  so  provides. 

(4)  The  letter  of  the  statute  requires  only 
such  adverse  possession  as  will  continuous- 
ly exclude  the  true  owner  from  possession, 
whether  actually  or  constructively,  during 
the  entire  limitation  period;  that  is,  so  far 
as  the  letter  of  the  statute  goes,  a  person  in 
possession  can  successfully  defend  such  pos- 
session against  the  true  owner  when  he 
has  been  entirely  excluded  from  possession 
for  twenty  years. 

(6)  By  judicial  construction,  now  a  rule 
of  property,  the  statute  does  not  apply  un- 
less the  exclusion  of  the  owner  from  posses- 
sion has  been  during  the  whole  period  by  a 
single  hostile  possession,  exercised  either  by 
one  or  more  persons  acting  together,  or  by 
possessions  in  succession  connected  by  priv- 
ity between  the  actors. 

(6)  A  transfer  to  connect  successive  pos- 
0es!&ions,  in  conformity  to  §  2302,  Rev.  &tat., 
is  not  essential  to  the  privity  necessary 
to  continue  the  mere  dispossessed  condition 
of  the  true  owner. 

(7)  Privity  denotes  merely  a  succession 
of  relationship  to  the  same  thing,  whether 
created  by  deed  or  by  other  act,  or  by  oper- 
ation of  law.  If  one,  by  a^eement,  surren- 
der his  possession  to  another,  and  the  acts 
of  the  parties  are  such  that  the  two  posses- 
sions actually  connect,  the  latter  commenc- 
ing at  or  before  the  time  the  former  ends, 
leaving  no  interval  for  the  constructive  pos- 
session of  the  true  owner  to  intervene,  such 
two  possessions  are  blended  into  one,  and  the 
limitation  period  upon  the  right  of  such 
owner  to  reclaim  the  land  is  thereby  contin- 
ued, because,  by  the  statute,  as  construed, 
the  only  essential  to  such  continuity  is  that 
the  dispossession  of  the  true  owner  be  act- 
ually continued. 

(8)  The  calls  of  a  deed,  when  title  by  ad- 
verse possession  is  claimed,  limit  the  right 
as  a  matter  of  law: 

(a)  Where  the  ten-year  statute  relating 
exclusively  to  claims  of  title  founded  on 
written  instruments  is  relied  on ; 

(b)  As  to  the  extent  which  actual  posses- 
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sion  of  a  part  will  draw  to  it  oonstruetivs 
possession  of  the  whole; 

(c)  The  extent  to  which  title  can  be 
claimed  by  adverse  possession  under  the  in- 
strument itself. 

(9)  The  calls  of  the  deed  limit  the  right 
as  a  presumption  of  fact,  where  a  person  is 
in  possession  of  lands  outside  of  but  adja- 
cent to  and  together  with  lands  within  the 
calls  of  his  deed ;  also  where  a  person,  being 
so  circumstanced,  by  written  instrument  con- 
veys the  lands  within  such  calls  to  another, 
and  surrenders  to  such  other  possession  of 
the  whole. 

(10)  The  first  presumption  last  above 
mentioned  yields  to  clear,  relevant  evidence 
showing  that  the  possession  outside  the  calls 
of  the  deed  was  not  characterized  bv  any 
recognition  of  the  true  ownership,  whether 
that  occur  by  mistake  of  boundaries  or  dis- 
tinct hostile  intention.  The  second  of  such 
presumptions  yields  to  clear  evidence  that 
the  premises  were  taken  from  a  predecessor 
in  possession  as  part  of  the  property  pur- 
chased, and  that  the  two  possessions,  so  in- 
tentionally united,  were  physically  united 
by  the  successor  ^oing  into  possession  at  or 
before  the  time  his  predecessor  went  out  of 
possession. 

The  judgment  of  the  Oirouit  Court  is  af- 
firmed. 

I 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been 
filed,  MarshaU,  J.,  on  April  27,  1900, 
handed  down  the  following  response: 

It  is  profitable  to  have  a  case  of  this  im- 
portance, as  regards  the  principles  involved, 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  court  a  sec- 
ond time  by  a  motion  for  rehearing  based  on 
a  careful  study,  by  eminent  counsel  for  the 
losing  party,  of  the  reasons  given  for  the 
judgment  rendered.  That  course,  if  it  does 
not  result  in  anv  relief  for  the  moving  party, 
will  generally  bring  sharply  to  notice  any 
error,  either  of  law  or  fact»  or  unsoundness 
of  reasoning,  in  the  opinion  filed  that  may 
otherwise  remain  uncorrected  for  a  sufficient 
length  of  time  to  cause  prejudice  to  the 
rights  of  parties  in  other  litigation.  If  the 
reasons  for  the  result  first  reached  stand  the 
close  scrutiny  of  counsel,  ever  r«idy  to  seize 
upon  the  slightest  weakness  in  an  adverse 
decision  as  ground  for  further  proceedings, 
confidence  in  the  soundness  of  such  decision 
must  be  materially  strengthened  thereby. 
Such  has  been  the  result  in  this  instance. 

Ck)unsel  for  appellant  suggest  a  single 
point,  only,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
wherein  they  confidently  claim  error  was 
committed,  and  that  such  error  is  the  very 
foundation  stone  of  the  decision  adverse  to 
their  client.  We  said:  "The  mere  fact 
that  a  person  is  so  circumstanced,  as  regards 
realty,  as  to  dispossess  the  owner  thereof  ad- 
versely, does  not,  till  the  expiration  of  the 
statutory  limitation  upon  the  right  of  such 
owner  to  reclaim  that  possession,  vest  any 
estate  in  lands,  within  the  meaning  of  i 
2302,  Rev.  Stat.,  in  such  possessor,  or  the 
substitution  of  another  in  his  place,  to  con* 
tinue  the  dispossession  of  the  true  owner, 
the  transfer  of  any  such  estate.    Seeti<His 
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2302,  4207,  Id^  the  limitation  statute,  are 
entirely  independent  of  each  other."  From 
that  it  is  said  tnat  if  possession  of  realty  is 
an  interest  therein,  contrary  to  the  quoted 
language,  then  it  cannot  be  transferred  with- 
out compliance  with  §  2302. 

Counsel  cite  to  our  attention  numerous  de- 
cisions to  support  the  proposition  that  pos- 
session of  land  is  evidence  of  an  interest 
therein,  and  that  the  law  will  protect  the 
possessor  against  hostile  invasion  of  his  pos- 
session by  a  wrongdoer.  That  is  elementary. 
Possession  is  evidence  of  an  interest  in  land 
and  of  just  such  interest  as  the  possessor 
claims,  down  to  the  mere  naked  occupancy 
by  right  (Newell,  Ejectment,  367;  Ricard  v. 
Williama,  7  Wheat.  105,  6  L.  ed.  409;  Jack- 
am  em  dem,  Sparkman  v.  Porter,  1  'Paine, 
457,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,143),  the  legal  presump- 
tion being  that  a  person  so  circumstanced  is 
Actinff  by  right  till  that  is  rebutted. 

Judge  Story  said,  in  Rioa/rd  v.  Williams, 
7  Wheat.  105,  5  L.  ed.  409:  Title  by  pos- 
session, "whatever  it  may  be,  rests  upon  pos- 
session; and  the  nature  and  extent  of  that 
possession  must  be  judged  of  by  the  acts  and 
circumstances  which  accompany  it,  and 
qualify,  explain,  or  control  it.  Undoubted- 
ly, if  a  person  be  found  In  possession  of  land, 
claiming  it  as  his  own,  in  fee,  it  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  his  ownership,  and  seisin  of 
the  inheritance.  But,  it  is  not  the  possession 
alone,  but  the  possession  accompanied  with 
the  claim  of  the  fee,  that  gives  this  effect, 
by  construction  of  law,  to  the  acts  of  the 
party.  Possession,  per  ae,  evidences  no  more 
than  the  mere  fact  of  present  occupation,  by 
right;  for  the  law  will  not  presume  a  wrong. 
•  .  .  From  the  very  nature  of  the  case, 
therefore,  it  must  depend  upon  the  collat- 
eral circumstances,  what  is  the  quality  and 
extent  of  the  interest  claimed  by  the  party; 
and  to  that  extent,  and  that  only,  will  the 
presumption  of  law  go  in  his  favor." 

The  foregoing  limits  the  effect  of  posses- 
sion, as  evidence  of  an  interest  in  land,  to 
possession  at  least  presumed  to  be  rightful. 
But  no  such  interest  is  necessary  to  adverse 
possession  under  the  limitation  statute. 
That  deals  only  with  the  fact  of  continued 
disseisin  of  the  true  owner  for  the  statutory 
period,  regardless  of  whether  it  be  by  a  per- 
son claiming  rightful  possession  or  not. 
Such  is  the  plain  meaning  of  the  statute, 
though,  probably,  till  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Oroh,  So  Wis.  641,  55  N.  W.  714,  pos- 
sibly till  Lampman  v.  Van  Alstyne,  94  Wis. 
417,  69  N.  W.  171,  it  was  not  clearly  recog- 
nized. 

In  the  last  case  cited  it  was  said,  in  effect, 
that  neither  good-faith  occupancy,  in  any 
other  sense  than  actual  hostile  occupancy 
with  intent  to  claim  the  property,  nor  occu- 
pancy accompanied  by  a  claim  of  title  or 
right  to  the  property,  is  necessary  to  the 
running  of  the  statute  of  limitations;  that 
actual,  exclusive,  hostile  occupancy,  so  as  to 
completely  dispossess  the  true  owner,  is  all 
that  is  necessary. 

We  think  S  2302  deals  only  with  inter- 
esto  in  land  equal,  at  least  to  the  lowest  title 
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presumed  by  law  from  the  fact  of  posseaaion, 
and  that,  as  such  an  interest  is  not  neces- 
sary to  the  running  of  the  limitation  stat- 
ute, the  expression, — that  the  mere  fact 
that  a  person  is  so  circumstanced  as  regards 
realty  as  to  dispossess  the  owner  thereof  ad- 
versely, is  not  an  interest  in  lands  within 
the  meaning  of  2302,  Rev.  Stat.,  or  the  sub- 
stitution of  another  in  his  place,  to  continue 
the  dispossession  of  such  owner,  the  trans- 
fer of  any  such  interest, — is  correct.  The 
expression  in  the  opinion  to  that  effect  was 
followed  by  a  statement  that  S  2302  and  the 
limitation  statute  are  entirely  independent 
of  each  other,  indicating  that  while  mere 
possession,  presumptively  by  right  or  with 
claim  of  right,  may  satisfy  the  former,  ex- 
clusive hostile  possession  by  a  person  with- 
out right,  presumptively  or  otherwise,--by 
an  acknowledged  usurper, — will  satisfy  the 
latter.  It  is  amply  sufficient  to  create  the 
condition  of  disseisin  of  the  true  owner, 
which  is  all  the  limitation  statute  calls  for. 

We  are  referred  to  the  rule  that  a  person 
without  right  cannot  successfully  defend 
his  hostile  invasion  of  the  peaceful  posses- 
sion of  another.  Bates  v.  Campbell,  25  Wis. 
613,  is  cited  to  that.  There  is  no  question 
as  to  the  soundness  of  that  proposition.  No 
lawyer  would  dispute  it.  However,  the 
mere  legal  right  of  a  person  who  is  in  the 
peaceable,  though  wrongful,  possession  of 
land,  to  protection  against  the  hostile  inva- 
sion of  that  possession  by  a  person  having 
no  better  right,  which  exists  for  the  purpose 
of  peace  and  good  order,  is  not  an  interest  in 
land  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  we 
find  nothing  in  Bates  v.  Campbell  indicate 
ing  that  it  is.  That  case  does  not  decide 
even  that  such  mere  right  to  legal  protection 
is  an  interest  in  land  under  the  statute  on 
the  subject  of  ejectment  The  case  did  not 
go  upon  that  theory,  but  upon  the  theory 
that  the  statute  did  not  abrogate  the  com- 
mon-law right  to  such  legal  protection. 

Now  we  trust  it  has  been  made  clear  tLit, 
while  possession  with  a  claim,  or  the  legal 
presumption,  of  right,  is  evidence  of  an  in- 
terest in  land,  it  only  requires  an  actual, 
hostile,  exclusive  occupancy  of  land,  with- 
out any  presumption  or  claim  of  right,  to 
satisfy  the  limitation  statute;  and  that,  as 
a  physical  continuation  of  that  condition, 
without  interruption  sufficient  to  let  in  the 
seisin  of  the  true  owner,  may  take  place  by 
successive  occupants  in  privity,  that  privi^ 
may  be  based  on  an  oral  authorization  of  the 
successor  in  possession  to  take  the  place  of 
his  predecessor.  If  Skoczek  was  not  in  posses- 
sion of  the  property  under  any  claim  of  right 
when  he  sold  to  Budzisz,  and  the  latter  took 
possession  thereof  under  verbal  permission 
of  the  former,  we  apprehend  that  counsel  for 
appellant  would  not  venture  the  assertion 
that  Skoczek  could  have  turned  around  and 
maintained  ejectment  against  his  vendee  be- 
cause the  latter's  permission  to  take  posses- 
sion was  not  in  writing,  according  to  S  2302, 
Rev.  SUt. 

The  motion  for  a  rehearing  is  denied. 
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!•  A  written  eontraet  of  sale  of  an  un- 
divided half  of  land  constitutes  a  revo- 
cation pro  tanto  of  a  prior  license  to  cut  tim- 
ber thereon,  so  far  as  it  remains  unexecuted. 

S.  Timber  ent  under  a  parol  license 
before  any  notice  of  revocation  of  the  iicense 
does  not  become  the  property  of  a  subsequent 
purchaser  of  the  land  who  had  no  vaiid  con- 
tract therefor  before  the  timber  was  cut. 

8.  A  conversation  vfitli  an  attorney 
upon  a  raliway  train  with  reference  to  a 
contemplated  lawsuit,  in  which  an  opinion 
is  sought  and  obtained  from  the  attorney, 
but  without  any  retainer  or  payment  of  any 
fee,  and  although  there  has  been  no  relation 
of  attorney  and  client  between  the  parties, 
constitutes  a  privileged  communication  with- 
in the  protection  of  Rev.  Stat.  1898,  |  4076. 

(February  27.  1000.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  CTark 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  conversion  of  a 
quantity  of  logs.     Affirmed  in  part. 

Statement  by  Winalow,  J.: 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  Garvin 
against  Bruley  for  the  alleged  conversion  of 
a  quantity  of  logs  on  or  al^ut  the  15th  day 
of  January,  1897.  The  taking  of  the  logs  by 
Bruley  was  admitted,  and  the  question  at  is- 
sue was  simply  as  to  the  ownership  of  the 
logs.  Garvin  claimed  title  to  the  logs  upon 
evidence  tending  to  show  the  following 
facts:  That  in  the  year  1896,  and  prior 
thereto,  Jesse  Lowe  and  Thomas  Lowe  owned 
two  40*8  of  land  in  Clark  county,  Wisconsin, 
adjoining  each  other;  that  in  the  month  of 
March,  1896,  a  road  was  laid  out  by  the  town 
authorities  upon  the  line  between  said  40's, 
and  that  in  June,  1896,  Garvin  made  a  ver- 
bal contract  with  the  two  to  cut  down  the 
timber  in  said  highway  and  clear  the  same; 
that  after  making  said  contract  he  made  a 
verbal  contract  with  the  two  Lowes  to  pur- 
chase the  timber  then  standjng  in  said  new 
highway,  and  paid  a  part  of  the  purchase 
price  thereof;  that,  at  the  time  said  last- 
named  contract  was  made,  he  had  entered 
upon  said  highway,  and  had  underbrushed 
a  part  of  it;  that  he  continued  to  work  there- 
on clearing  said  highway,  and  cut  down  the 
trees  from  which  the  timber  in  dispute  here 
resulted  on  the  28th  day  of  December,  1896; 
that  he  had  no  notice  that  Bruley  claimed 
any  riffht  in  said  timber  until  after  the  same 
had  heon  converted  into  locrs;  and  that  Bru- 
ley took  possession  of  the  logs  and  converted 
thVm  In  June.  1897.  The  evidence  on  the 
part  of  Bruley  tended  to  show  that  he  made 
a  written  contract  with  Jessp  Lowe  for  the 
purchase  of  an  undivided  half  of  both  40's 


December  8,  1896,  and  about  the  same  time 
made  a  verbal  contract  with  Thomas  Lowe 
for  the  purchase  of  the  other  undivided  half 
of  said  land,  and  paid  the  sum  of  $4uu  of  the 
purchase  money,  and  was  given  possession  of 
the  land;  that  the  written  contract  provided 
for  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase money  within  six  months  from  Decem- 
ber 8,   1890,  and  the  delivery  of  the  deed 
upon  such  payment,  and,  further,  that  the 
title  of  the  timber  on  said  lands  should  re- 
main in  Lowe  until  the  purchase  money  was 
fully  paid;  that,  in  pursuance  of  said  writ- 
ten and  oral  contracts,  Bruley  took  posses- 
sion of  the  land,  and  commenced  logging  the 
timber  thereon,  as  early  as  the  16th  day  of 
December,  1896;  that  on  the  29th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1896,  the  two  Lowes  executed  warranty 
deeds  of  the  said  lands  to  Bruley;  and  that 
he  (Bruley)  had  no  information  of  the  lay- 
ing out  of  said  highway,  or  that  Garvm 
claimed  any  interest  in  the  timber  thereon, 
at  the  time  he  contracted  for  said  li^nds,  nor 
at  the  time  when  he  went  into  possession 
thereof  and  began  logging  the  same.     There 
was  a  special  verdict  found  by  the  jury  at 
follows:     "(1)     Were    Thomas    and    Jesse 
Lowe  in  the  year  1896,  and  prior  to  the  time 
when  they  made  the  bargain  and  sale  there- 
of, the  owners  of  the  southwest  quarter  of 
the  southwest  quarter  of  section  17,  and  the 
northwest  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter 
of  section  20,  in  township  No.  25  north,  of 
range  No.  1  east,  in  Clark  county,  Wiscon- 
sin?   Answered  by  the  court  upon  the  un- 
disputed    evidence:     Yes.     (2)      Did     the 
plaintiff  in  the  summer  of  1806  make  a  pa- 
rol  contract  with   Thomas  Lowe  and   Jesse 
TiOwe  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  the  timber  on 
the  right  of  way  or  highway  on  the  lands 
described   in   the  answer?     Ans.   Yes.     (3) 
Did  the  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  said  parol  con- 
tract,  thereafter  cut  the  timber  for   which 
this  action  is  brought?     Ans.  Yes.     (4)  Did 
the  plaintiff  have  notice  that  the  land  upon 
which  said  timber  was  cut,  or  the  timber 
thereon,  had  been  sold,  or  contracted  to  bo 
sold,  to  the  defendant,  Bruley,  prior  to  cutting 
the  same?     Ans.  No.     (5)  Was  the  plaintiff 
notified   by   either   Thomas   Lowe  or  Jesse 
Lowe  not  to  cut  said  timber  prior  to  cutting 
the  same?    Ans.  No.     (6)  Was  the  plaintiff 
notified  by  the  defendant,  Bruley,  after  he 
had  made  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  said 
land  or  timber,  not  to  cut  said  timber,  prior 
to  cutting  the  same?     Ans.  No.     (7)  What 
was  the  value  of  such  of  the  timber  cut  by 
the  plaintiff  as  was  taken  by  the  defendant, 
at  the  time  and  place  when  it  was  taken? 
Ans.  $80.93V«.   (8)   How  much  is  the  inter- 
est, at  6  per  cent,  on  the  sum  sn  found  to 
be  the  va'ue  of  said  timber,  from  the  date 
wh^n  taken  to  the  time  of  th's  vord^ot?  Ans. 
$7.20."    Upon   this    verdict   jiid'^rnPTit   was 
rendered  in  favor  of  Garvin  for  ifeS8.13  dam- 
asreo  and  $124.77  costs,  and  Bruley  sued  out 
a  writ  of  error. 


NoTB. — For  prfvlleged  com  miml  cat  Ions  be- 
tween attorney  and  client,  see  also  Dlersteln  v. 
Schnbkagel  (Pa.)  6  L.  R.  A.  481,  and  note: 
Gruber  v.  Baker  (Nev.)  9  L.  R.  A.  302;  Haley 
V.  Eureka  County  Bank  (Nev.)  12  L.  R.  A. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


915:  Fors-nson  v.  MoPMin  (Pnl  )  14  T.  R,  A. 
6.%:  Dohprty  v.  O'Calla^ban  (Mana  >  17  L.  R. 
A.  18S.  and  note;  Sfate  v.  Caihonn  (»?'nn.)  18 
L.  R.  A.  838 :  and  Feder  t.  Brvin  (Tenn.  Ch. 
App.)  36  L.  B.  A.  836. 
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Me99r9.  J«  B.  BtvrdeTamt  *  8oa  and 
Ckarles  F.  Grow,  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

Standing  timber  is  a  part  of  the  real  es- 
tate, and  an  oral  contract  for  the  sale  there^ 
of  is  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Lillie  T.  Dunbar,  62  Wis.  198,  22  N.  W. 
467. 

Plaintiff  in  error  received  a  bond  for  a 
deed,  with  right  to  take  possession  and  com- 
mence logging  said  land  at  once,  and  went 
into  possession  thereunder  cutting  and  skid- 
ding logs  without  knowledge  of  any  claim 
of  dfefendant  in  error  at  least  eleven  days  be- 
fore the  trees  in  «aid  right  of  way  were  cut 
down,  which  facts  revcked  the  license  of  the 
defendant  in  error,  if  any  he  ever  had. 

Gamble  v.  Cook,  106  Mich.  661,  64  N.  W. 
482;  Ward  v.  Rapp,  79  Mich.  469,  44  N.  W. 
934. 

The  Lowes,  by  their  contract  of  sale  and 
giving  possession,  put  it  out  of  their  power 
to  further  control  or  dispose  of  the  lands  or 
the  timber  growing  thereon. 

Winne  v.  UUter  County  8av.  Inst.  37  Hun, 
349;  Cook  v.  Bteams,  11  Mass.  633;  Wesoott 
▼.  Delano,  20  Wis.  514;  Coleman  v.  Foster, 
1  Hurlst  ft  N.  37. 

A  parol  license  may  be  revoked  by  the  li- 
censor's appropriation  of  the  land  to  any  use 
inconsistent  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  li- 
censee, or  by  other  acts  which  indicate  an  in- 
tention to  revoke  the  license. 

13  Am.  k  En£.  Enc.  Law,  p.  666;  Bran- 
deis  V.  Neustadtl,  13  Wis.  142. 

When  the  defendant  in  error  cut  the  tim- 
ber, he  was  not  relying  upon  any  license 
from  the  Lowes,  but  was  acting  under  his 
contract  with  the  town  of  Fremont  to  dear 
the  right  of  way,  and  such  cutting  of  tim- 
ber at  any  time  will  not  take  plaintiff's 
claimed  parol  agreement  out  of  the  statute 
of  frauds  if  such  cutting  is  not  referable 
exclusively  to  such  parol  contract. 

Knoll  V.  Harvey,  19  Wis.  99. 

Tn  order  to  give  the  disclosure  of  a  party 
the  character  of  a  privileged  communication, 
it  must  be  made  to  the  attorney  acting  for 
the  time  being  in  the  character  of  a  leg^  ad- 
viser. 

Bray  ton  v.  Chase,  3  Wis.  466;  Tucker  v. 
Finch,  66  Wis.  17,  27  N.  W.  817 ;  Cady  v. 
Walker,  62  Mich.  157.  28  N.  W.  805:  Rom- 
herq  V.  ffuffhes,  18  Neb.  579,  26  N.  W.  351; 
1  Gre^nl.  Ev.  S  244;  19  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  p.  143. 

Messrs.  L.  M.  BtnrdeTant  and  B.  F. 
Konats,  for  defendant  in  error : 

A  court  of  equity  will  enforce  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract  in  question. 

Pierrepont  v.  Barnard,  6  N.  Y.  279 ;  Pratt 
V.  Ogden,  34  N.  Y.  20. 

The  Lowes  might  have  maintained  a  re- 
plevin for  the  logs  at  any  time. 

Bent  V.  Hoxie,  90  Wis.  625,  64  N.  W.  426. 

It  cannot  be  contended  that  this  contract 
of  purchase  made  with  Jesse  Lowe  gave  Bru- 
ley  any  title  to  the  land,  as  upon  its  face  H 
is  only  a  contract  to  give  a  title  at  a  future 
time  upon  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money. 

Huddleston  v.  Johnson,  71   Wis.  339,  37 
N.  W.  407;  Seath  v.  Van  Cott,  9  Wis.  522; 
HoUe  V.  Bailey,  58  Wis.  456,  17  N.  W.  322. 
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His  only  right  to  the  timber,  if  any,  was 
a  mere  license  to  sever  it. 

2  Bingham,  Real  Prop.  p.  76;  Dodge  v. 
McClintock,  47  N.  R  383;  Keystone  Lumber 
Co,  V.  Kohnan,  94  Wis.  466,  34  L.  R.  A.  821, 
69  N.  W.  165. 

If  the  contract  waa  executed  by  the  sev- 
ering of  the  timber  before  it  waa  revoked, 
the  title  to  the  timber  cut  under  the  license 
would  vest  in  the  licensee. 

Marsh  v.  Bellew,  45  Wis.  36;  Lillie  ▼.  Dim- 
bar,  62  Wis.  198,  22  N.  W.  467. 

Garvin  was  in  possession  before  Bruley 
had  any  rights  under  his  contract.  Neither 
Bruley  nor  the  owners  of  the  land  could  pre 
vent  his  cutting  the  timber. 

White  V.  King,  87  Mich.  Ill,  49  N.  W. 
518;  Rice  v.  Roberts,  24  Wis.  461,  1  Am. 
Rep.  195. 

This  court  has  gone  further  than  most 
courts  in  guarding  the  communications  be- 
tween attorney  and  client. 

Oetzlaff  V.  Seliger,  43  Wis.  297 ;  Foster  v. 
Hall,  12  Pick.  89,  22  Am.  Dec  400:  Baeon 
V.  Frisbie,  80  N.  Y.  394,  36  Am.  Rep.  627 ; 
Moore  v.  Bray,  10  Pa.  519;  3  Jones,  Ev.  9 
707. 

A  written  agreement  to  sell  land  does  not 
imply  a  license  to  cut  down  trees. 

Moores  v.  Wait,  3  Wend.  104:  Huddleston 
▼.  Johnson,  71  Wis.  339,  37  N.  W.  407. 

Winalowy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Examination  of  the  evidence  convinces  ns 
that  the  findings  of  the  jury  are  sufficiently 
supported  by  the  evidence,  and  the  main 
question  to  be  decided  is  whether  these  find- 
ings, in  connection  with  the  undisputed 
facts,  justify  the  judpr^ent  r*»Tider«»d.  0«ir- 
vin  attempted  to  purchase  the  timber  by 
parol,  and  paid  part  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  agreed  to  pay  the  balance  at  a  future 
time.  While  this  contract  was  void  undw 
the  statute  of  frauds  because  it  was  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  real  es- 
tate, it  was  still  effective  as  a  parol  license 
to  cut  timber,  which  was  good  until  revoked; 
and  the  title  to  timber  cut  in  reliance  up- 
on such  license,  prior  to  revocation  thereof, 
would  rest  in  Garvin.  Marsh  v.  Bellew,  46 
Wis.  36;  LiUie  ^.  Dunder,  62  Wis.  198,  22  N. 
W.  467.  So  the  question  simply  is  whether 
the  license  was  revoked  before  Garvin  cut 
the  timber  and  converted  it  into  personal 
property.  There  was  no  revocation  by  no- 
tice. The  license  had  been  executed  by  cut- 
ting the  timber  before  any  notice  of  revoca- 
tion was  given.  But  it  is  claimed  that  the 
written  contract  of  sale  of  an  undivided  half 
of  the  land  made  by  Bruley  with  Jesse  Lowe 
December  8,  and  prior  to  the  cutting  of  the 
timber,  operated  as  a  revocation  of  the  li- 
cense pro  tanto.  It  is  difficult  to  see  how 
this  conclusion  can  be  escaped.  A  parol  li- 
cense to  cut  timber  on  the  licensor's  land  is 
simply  authority  to  do  certain  acts  upon  an- 
other's lands.  Being  founded  in  personal 
confidence,  it  is  not  assignable,  and  it  is 
gone  if  the  licensor  deed  the  land  to  another, 
or  if  either  party  die.  Thoemkt^  v.  Fiedler, 
91  Wis.  380,  64  N.  W.  1030;  yorthem  P.  JL 
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Oo.  ▼.  Pdtiitf,  119  U.  S.  661,  SO  L.  ed.  513,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  323.  The  authority  is  ended 
bjr  tiie  transfer  of  the  title  or  by  the  fact  of 
death,  and  no  notice  thereof  ia  neoessaiy. 
Thd  estate  of  the  licensor  is  gone,  and  the  li- 
censee's authority  to  go  upon  the  land  nec- 
essarily expires  with  the  expiration  of  the 
licensor's  estate.  1  Sugden,  Vendors,  8th 
Am.  ed.  p.  177,  note  1;  2  Am.  Lead.  Cas., 
note  to  Prinoe  ▼.  Case,  p.  650.  So,  had 
Jesse  Lowe  deeded  one  half  of  the  land  to 
Bruley  prior  to  the  cutting,  instead  of  mak- 
ing a  contract  to  convey  we  same,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  the  license  would  have  been 
thereby  revoked  as  to  an  undivided  half  of 
the  timber.  But  the  contract  to  convey 
vested  in  Bruley  the  beneficial  title  to  the 
land  and  timber,  as  between  him  and  his 
grantor,  and  devested  the  grantor  of  all 
right  to  dispose  of  the  timber  thereafter.  In 
other  words,  the  grantor's  power  over  the 
timber  was  gone.  So  the  same  condition 
which  terminates  the  license  in  case  of  trans« 
fer  by  deed  is  present  in  case  of  a  valid  con- 
tract of  sale,  and  the  effect  upon  the  unexe- 
cuted license  must  be  the  same.  It  is  true 
that  in  the  present  case  the  title  to  the  tim- 
ber was  by  the  contract  reserved  in  the  gran- 
tor until  the  purchase  money  should  be  fully 
paid.  But  this  reservation  of  title  was  sim- 
ply to  secure  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.  The  contract  provided  in  express 
terms  that  Bruley  should  enter  on  the  land 
and  cut  and  manufacture  the  timber,  and, 
upon  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  should 
receive  a  warranty  deed  of  the  property.  The 
reservation  of  title  in  the  timber  simply 
amounted  to  a  mortgage  security,  and  gave 
no  right  to  Lowe  to  dispose  of  the  timber  to 
others,  or  do  anything  with  it  save  to  re- 
sort to  it  to  enforce  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.  We  conclude  that,  so  far  as  the  un- 
divided half  of  .the  timber  formerly  owned 
by  Je»se  Lowe  is  concerned,  Garvin's  license 
was  terminated  prior  to  the  cutting  thereof, 
and  hence  that  Bruley  became  the  owner  of 
that  half.  As  to  the  other  half  of  the  tim- 
ber, there  was  no  valid  contract  to  convey 
the  same  made  before  the  timber  was  cut; 
and,  the  jury  havinf  found  that  no  notice 
of  revocation  of  the  license  was  given  prior 
to  the  cutting,  the  license  was  fully  executed 
prior  to  the  revocation,  and  Bruley  acquired 
no  title  thereto. 

One  question  arises  upon  the  rulings  on 
evidence.  The  plaintiff  in  error  (defendant 
below)  called  as  a  witness  Judge  R.  B.  Sal- 
ter, the  county  judge  of  Clark  county,  and  a 
member  of  the  bar,  and  endeavored  to  prove 
a  conversation  had  by  him  with  Garvin  upon 
a  railway  train  in  December,  1806,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  rights  in  the  timber  in  ques- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


tion.  This  testimony  was  ruled  out,  upon 
objection  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  a  pri- 
vate communication,  under  S  4076,  Kev. 
Stat.  1898.  It  appeared  by  answer  to  pre- 
liminary questions  that  Judge  Salter  under- 
stood that  Garvin  stated  the  facts  to  him  be- 
cause he  knew  he  (Salter)  was  an  attorney, 
and  would  give  him  an  opinion;  that  a  law- 
suit was  contemplated  about  the  matter; 
that  he  gave  his  opinion  to  Garvin  after 
hearing  hit  statement;  that  he  supposed 
Garvin  was  seeking  his  advice,  but  that  he 
was  not  retained,  and  received  no  fee;  and 
that  Garvin  was  not  his  client  While  the 
question  as  to  the  admissibility  of  this  evi- 
dence is  not  free  from  difficulty,  we  think 
the  ruling  of  the  court  was  correct.  In  or- 
der to  entitle  a  client  to  the  statutory  priv- 
ilege, it  is  not  absolutely  essential  that  a 
fee  should  be  paid,  or  that  there  should  be 
an  actual  retainer.  The  exclusion  of  the 
evidence  is  founded  upon  public  policy,  in 
the  furtherance  of  justice,  to  the  end  that  a 
man  may  have  free  and  unrestrained  com- 
munication with  his  l^^l  adviser.  There 
can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  that  Salter  was, 
for  the  time  being,  Garvin's  legal  adviser. 
Garvin  unquestionably  sought  him  and  stat- 
ed his  case  to  him  in  his  professional  capac- 
ity, in  order  to  get  legal  advice  thereon.  The 
subject  is  quite  fully  treated  in  the  case  of 
Bacon  v.  Friahie,  80  N.  Y.  394,  36  Am.  Rep. 
627,  where  a  similar  conclusion  was  reached 
under  circumstances  almost  identical  with 
those  now  before  us.  Crisler  v.  Garland,  II 
Smedes  &  M.  136,  44  Am.  Dec.  49;  3  Johes, 
Ev.  §  767,  and  notes. 

Some  exceptions  are  taken  to  portions  of 
the  charge.  We  have  examined  them,  and 
find  no  prejudicial  error.  They  are  not 
deemed  of  sufficient  importance  to  require 
treatment  at  length. 

Upon  the  verdict  and  undisputed  facts, 
Garvin  should  have  had  judgment  for  one 
half  the  damages  found,  to  wi^  $44.06.  The 
action  being  in  tort  for  the  recovery  of  mon- 
ey only,  and  his  rightful  recovery  being  lees 
than  $50,  he  was  not  entitled  to  costs,  but 
the  defendant  below  was.  Rev.  Stat.  1898, 
§  2918;  Bughee  v.  Lombard,  94  Wis.  326,  68 
N.  W.  968. 

As  to  the  sum  of  SUM,  the  judgment  i» 
affirmed,  afid  the  remainder  of  the  judgment 
is  reversed,  and  the  case  is  remanded,  with 
directions  to  allow  the  plaintiff  in  error  to 
tax  his  costs  in  the  trial  court,  and  enter 
judgment  therefor  against  the  defendant  in 
error.  The  plaintiff  in  error  will  be  allowed 
to  tax  the  clerk's  fees  in  this  court,  and  his 
necessary  disbursements  for  printing,  but 
no  other  costs  in  this  court  are  to  be  taxed. 
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A.  M.  BASKET  et  al. 

V. 

John  R.  MOSS  et  al,,  Appt§, 
(116  N.  C.  448.) 

1.  All  aarreement  for  expenses  and 
eoiniienMRtlon  for  services  to  influence  or 
procure  appointment  to  office  is  Told. 

2.  An  Injunction  may  Issue  against  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  under  a  mort- 
gage which  is  void  as  against  public  poiicj. 

3.  The  rule  denylnsr  a  remedr  to  a 
person  In  pari  delicto  will  not  prevent 
equitable  relief  against  the  enforcement  of 
the  poller  of  sale  in  a  mortgage  which  is 
against  public  policj  because  it  was  given  In 
compensation  for  services  to  influence  or  pro- 
cure appointment  to  a  public  office. 

(December  27,  1894.) 


API'EAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Superior  Court  far  Vance  County 
restraining  the  sale  until  final  judgment  in 
a  proceeding  brought  to  enjoin  the  sale  of 
land  under  a  deed  of  trust  and  to  set  aside 
such  deed.     Affirmed. 

The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Mr.  T.  T.  Hioks  for  appellants. 

Iff.  A.  C.  Zolllooffer  for  appellees. 

Clark,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  public  has  a  right  to  some  better  test 
of  the  capacity  of  their  servants  than  the 
fact  that  they  possess  the  means  of  purchas- 
inff  their  offices.  The  Code  (§  1871)  pro- 
vides: "All  bargains,  bonds,  and  assuran- 
ces, made  or  given  for  the  purchase  or  sale 


Nora. — Allowing  infunotian,  in  favor  of  party 
in  pari  delicto,  against  enforcing  or  other- 
iciee  proceeding  toith  illegal  contract, 

I.  Introductory. 

II.  Contracte  for  aeeietanoe  in  obtaining  of- 
fice. 

III.  OontraotM  ae  to  confederate  money. 

IV.  Oontracte  relating  to  marriage. 

a.  In  general. 

b.  Marriage  brokage  bonde. 

v.  Contracte  for  Ulioit  intercourse. 
VI.  Betting  and  gambling  contracte, 

a.  In  general. 

b.  7a  case  of  assignment. 

c.  Relief  at  late  generally. 

d.  Judgments. 

VII.  Contracts  for  compounding  crime. 
VIII.  MUcellaneous. 

I.  Introductory. 

The  main  case,  to  the  effect  that  an  Injunc- 
tion may  be  granted  in  favor  of  a  person  in 
pari  delicto  against  enforcing  an  illegal  con- 
tract, is  supported  by  quite  a  large  number  of 
cases, — especially  in  England. — holding  that 
the  public  interest  will  be  best  subserved  by 
preventing  either  party  from  recovering  any- 
thing from  the  other  under  an  illegal  contract, 
althougb  the  tendency  of  the  later  cases  in 
this  country  seems  rather  to  be  to  the  effect 
that  the  best  method  is  to  leave  both  parties 
entirely  without  any  relief  at  law  or  in  equity. 

The  cases  very  generally  hold  that  where  a 
contract  has  been  executed  no  relief  will  be 
granted  to  either  party.  But  the  courts  do 
not  exactly  agree  as  to  when  the  contract  is 
executed,  some  courts  holdlug  that  it  is  exe- 
cuted wheu  a  uote  or  deed  of  trust  has  been 
given,  and  others  holding  that  the  contract  in 
such  onse  is  executory  only. 

The  eases  are  quite  general  in  holding  that 
In  case  of  executory  contracts  equitable  relief 
will  be  granted  If  the  public  interests  will  be 
subuerved  thereby ;  but  there  Is  a  lack  of  uni- 
formity as  to  what  will  best  subserve  such  in- 
terests. The  tendency  of  the  later  cases,  how- 
ever, in  this  country,  as  has  been  previously 
said,  seemn  to  be  to  the  effect  that  the  best 
method  is  to  leave  the  parties  without  relief 
of  any  Iclnd. 

In  cases,  also,  where  the  illegal  contract  is 
broken  off  by  one  of  the  parties  before  any 
Illegal  act  has  been  done,  such  party  is  entitled 
to  an  injunction  against  the  enforcement  of  the 
contract  by  the  other  party. 
«8  L.  R.  A. 


In  some  cases,  also,  an  injunction  has  lieen 
denied  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  suffi- 
cient defense  at  law. 

There  Is  also  a  class  of  cases  where  parties 
are  both  In  fault,  but  one  more  than  the  other ; 
and  in  this  class  of  cases  relief  has  generally 
been  given.  These,  however,  do  not  fall  within 
the  scope  of  this  note. 

II.  Contracts  for  assistance  in  obtaining  of/Ice. 

The  cases  seem  to  be  quite  general  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  public  interest  will  best  be  sub- 
served by  granting  an  injunction  In  such  a  case. 

Thus,  in  Law  v.  Law,  Cas  t.  Talb.  140.  8 
P.  Wms.  391,  a  perpetual  injunction  was 
granted  against  enforcement  of  a  bond  given 
for  procuring  a  position  In  the  office  of  the  com- 
missioners of  excise  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy,  as  such  engagements  were  likely  to 
cause  corruption  and  extortion  In  office. 

In  Haniogton  ▼.  Du-Chatel,  1  Bro.  Ch.  124, 
a  perpetual  injunction  was  granted  against  an 
action  on  a  bond  for  recommending  the  obligor 
for  a  vacancy  to  the  office  of  page  to  his 
majesty,  on  the  ground  that,  although  such 
position  was  not  an  office  within  the  statute 
of  6  ft  6  Edw.  VI.,  it  was  a  matter  of  public 
policy  to  discountenance  the  sale  of  such  offices. 
The  claim  was  also  made  that  the  Illegality  of 
the  contract  might  have  been  pleaded  at  law, 
but  the  court,  while  expressing  a  doubt  on  the 
subject,  held  that,  as  the  question  had  never 
been  determined,  the  injunction  should  be 
granted. 

And  in  Whittingham  v.  Burgoyne,  8  Anstr. 
900,  the  payment  of  money  levied  under  an 
execution  on  a  Judgment  upon  a  draft  given 
for  procuring  a  promotion  In  the  army,  was 
enjoined,  the  court  holding  that  where  one  sells 
his  interest  to  procure  another  an  office  of  trust 
or  service  under  the  Crown  it  was  a  contract 
of  turpitude,  and  that  the  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  particeps  oriminis  did  not  prevent  re* 
lief,  as  public  policy  requires  the  Interference 
of  the  court  to  check  vicious  practlcea 

And  in  the  main  case  an  Injunction  was 
granted  against  the  sale  of  land  under  a  pow- 
er in  a  deed  of  trust  given  In  consideration  of 
the  grantee's  promise  to  secure  the  grantor's 
appointment  as  postmaster,  the  court  holding 
that  the  deed  of  trust  was  void  as  against  pub- 
lic policy  and  could  not  be  enforced,  and  that 
reasons  of  public  policy  forbidding  such  species 
of  coiTuption  were  too  profound  and  too  Im- 
portant to  the  public  welfare  to  be  evaded  by 


18M. 


Babkbt  Y.  M08& 


sa 


ol  unj  office  what^ever,  the  sale  of  which 
is  contrary  to  law,  shall  be  void."  Notwith- 
standing  the  office  is  an  office  under  the 
United  States  government,  if  an  action  were 
brought  in  our  courts  to  recover  upon  a 
bond  or  mortgage  given  for  such  considera- 
tion, our  courts  would  hold  it  void.  Such 
agreements  are  void  at  common  law,  aa  well 
as  by  statute.  So,  also,  contracts  to  pro- 
cure appointments  to  office  are  void  (Me- 
chem,  Pub.  Off.  S  351 ) ,  or  to  resign  office  in 
another's  favor  ( Id.  §  357 ;  Meacham  v.  DotOf 
82  Vt.  721;  Graeme  v.  Wroughton,  11  Exch. 
146).  Public  offices  are  public  trusts,  and 
should  be  conferred  solely  upon  considera^ 
tions  of  ability,  integrity,  fiaelity,  and  fit- 
ness for  the  position.  Agreements  for  com- 
pensation to  procure  these  tend  directly  and 
necessarily  to  lower  the  character  of  the  ap- 
pointments, to  the  great  detriment  of  the 


public  Hence  such  agreements,  of  what- 
ever nature,  have  always  been  held  void,  as 
being  against  public  policy.  Meguire  v. 
Ccrtoifie,  101  U.  S.  108,  25  L.  ed.  899;  Provi- 
dence Tool  Co.  V.  Norris,  2  Wall.  45,  17  U 
ed.  808;  Gray  v.  Hook,  4  N.  Y.  449;  Oaaton 
V.  Drake,  14  Nev.  175,  33  Am.  Rep.  648; 
Filaon  v.  Himea,  5  Pa.  452,  47  Am.  Dec.  422; 
Faurie  v.  MoHn,  4  Mart  (La.)  39,  6  Am. 
Dec.  701;  JAnesa  v.  Heaing,  44  111.  113,  92 
Am.  Dec.  153.  Says  Ames,  Ch.  J.,  in  Eddy 
V.  Capron,  4  R.  I.  394,  67  Am.  Dec.  541: 
"By  the  theory  of  our  government,  .  .  , 
appointments  to  .  .  .  [office]  are  pre- 
sumed to  be  made  .solely  upon  the  prin- 
ciple of  detur  digniori,  .  .  .  and 
any  practice  whereby  the  bare  consideration 
of  money  is  brought  to  bear  in  any  form 
upon  such  appointment  to  or  resignation  of 
office  conflicts  with  and  degrades  this  great 


the  simple  device  of  a  power  of  sale.  Shepherd, 
Ch.  J.,  dlBDented,  however,  on  the  ground  that 
public  policy  would  be  best  eabserved  by  leav- 
ing both  parties  where  their  illegal  conduct  had 
placed  them. 

III.  ContracU  aa  to  confederate  money. 

The  enforcement  ot  contracts  relating  to  con- 
federate money  has  also  been  enjoined  In  some 


Thus,  In  Humes  v.  Ward,  decided  In  1866, 
and  cited  in  Hale  v.  Sharp,  4  Coldw.  279.  a  sale 
under  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  confederate 
treasury  notes  borrowed,  was  enjoined. 

And  Hale  v.  Sharp,  4  Coldw.  275,  auura, 
holds  that  the  right  of  the  court  to  enjoin  a 
Mile  under  such  a  deed  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  an  award 
has  been  made  by  arbitrators.  In  this  case  the 
defendant  also  claimed  that  the  relief  should  be 
denied  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was 
executed,  but  the  court  held  that  It  was  execu- 
tory, as  It  had  been  executed  on  one  side  only. 

These  decisions  were  afterwards  overruled, 
In  effect.  In  Sherfy  v.  Argenbrlght,  1  Heisk. 
128,  2  Am.  Rep.  690,  the  court  following  the 
decisions  of  the  Federal  courts  holding  that 
the  use  of  such  money  under  the  circumstances 
was  not  Illegal. 

IV.  Contraota  relating   to   marriage. 

a.  In  general. 

An  Injunction  has  been  granted  In  England 
in  several  cases  of  secret  agreement  relating 
to  marriage. 

Thus,  In  Gale  v.  LIndo,  1  Vem.  476,  the  col- 
lection of  a  bond  given  to  the  obligor's  broth- 
er to  repay  money  given  by  bim  to  her  to  make 
up  her  marriage  portion  was  perpetually  en- 
joined at  the  Instance  of  her  executor  after  her 
death. 

And  In  Lamlee  v.  Oanman,  2  Vem.  499,  an 
Injunction  was  granted  against  an  action  on  a 
bond  secretly  given  by  the  obligor  to  his  moth- 
er just  beiTore  his  marriage,  conditioned  to  pay 
a  specified  annuity  to  her  In  addition  to  the 
annuity  mentioned  In  the  son's  marriage  set- 
tlement 

And  In  Turton  v.  Benson,  1  P.  Wms.  496, 
2  Vem.  764.  Prec.  In  Ch.  622,  10  Mod.  455,  1 
Strange,  240,  a  perpetual  Injunction  was 
granted  against  a  bond  executed  by  the  obli- 
gor just  before  his  marriage  without  his  par- 
ents' knowledge,  to  pay  back  to  his  wife's  father 
part  of  the  portion  allowed  the  wife  on  the 
marriage,  even  though  such  bond  had  been  as- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


signed  by  the  obligee  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors. 

And  in  Webber  v.  Farmer,  4  Bro.  P.  C.  170, 
a  perpetual  Injunction  was  granted  against 
proceeding  at  law  on  a  defeasance  for  recon- 
veyance of  land  on  repayment  of  the  amount 
paid,  such  conveyance  and  defeasance  having 
been  executed  to  enable  the  grantee  to  marry 
and  secure  a  marriage  portion. 

And  in  Roberts  v.  Roberts.  3  P.  Wma  66,  an 
injunction  was  asked  against  the  enforcement 
of  a  bond  privately  given  by  one  Intending 
marriage  to  pay  to  his  son  £1,000,  which 
amount  the  latter  had  released  to  enable  the 
father  to  effect  the  marriage.  The  court  In 
this  case  stated  that  In  such  circumstances  an 
Injunction  would  ordinarily  be  given,  but  re- 
fused It  In  this  instance,  because,  at  the  pre- 
vious marriage  of  the  son.  the  father  had 
agreed  to  pay  the  £1,000,  and  the  son  had  given 
back  a  secret  agreement  not  to  insist  on  such 
payment,  and  the  court  held  that  in  such  case, 
as  the  son's  marriage  occurred  first,  it  should 
have  the  preference. 

b.  Marriage  brokage  honda. 

In  several  instances  the  enforcement  of  mar 
rlage  brokage  bonds  has  also  been  enjoined  In 
England. 

Thus,  In  Dmry  v.  Hooke,  1  Vera.  412,  2  Cas. 
in  Ch.  176,  a  perpetual  injunction  against  such 
a  bond  was  granted,  the  marriage  having  been 
had  without  the  consent  of  the  woman's  par- 
ents. 

And  In  Williamson  v.  Olhon,  2  Sch.  ft  Lef. 
367,  an  injunction  was  granted  to  restrain  exe- 
cution on  a  judgment  upon  a  bond  voluntarily 
given  without  previous  agreement  for  prior 
services  in  aiding  the  obligor  in  an  elopement 
and  marriage. 

And  in  Shirley  v.  Martin,  cited  in  Roche  v. 
O'Brien,  1  Ball  ft  B.  357,  an  Injunction  was 
granted  against  enforcing  a  bond  against  a 
fortune  hunter,  given  for  assistance  remSered 
him  In  marrying  a  lady  of  fortune,  on  the 
ground  that  It  was  a  marriage  brokage  bond, 
and  could  not  be  made  valid  In  equity. 

And  in  Cotton  v.  Catlyn.  2  Bq.  ('as.  Abr.  625, 
the  court  staied  that  one  to  whom  a  note 
was  given  for  assistance  rendered  to  the  mak- 
er in  marrying  the  former's  mistress  would 
have  t>een  enjoined  from  taking  any  advantage 
thereunder  and  an  Injunction  granted  was 
continued  as  against  Indorsees  of  the  note, 
whose  good  faith  was  questioned. 

And  In  Smith  v.  Aykwell.  8  Atk.  666,  the 
court  granted  an  injunction  against  an  a» 
signment  of  a  note  alleged  to  have  been  given 
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principle.  .  .  .  The  eervioes  performed 
under  auch  appointments  are  paid  for  by 
salary  or  fees  presumed  to  be  adjusted 
by  law  to  the  precise  point  of  ade- 
quate remuneration  for  them.  Any 
premium  paid  to  obtain  office  .  .  . 
interferes  with  this  adjustment,  and  tempts 
to  peculation,  overcharges,  and  frauds,  in 
the  effort  to  restore  the  balance  thus  dis- 
turbed." Besides,  the  moral  sense  revolts 
at  traffic,  to  any  extent,  in  the  bestowal  of 
public  office.  It  is  against  good  morals,  as 
well  as  against  the  soundest  principles  of 
public  policy.  If  public  offices  can  be  sold 
or  procured  for  money,  the  purchasers  will 
be  sure  to  reimburse  themselves  by  dispens- 
ing the  functions  of  their  offices  for  pecun- 
iary consideration.  The  law  wisely  guards 
against  the  first  step  in  that  direction.  For 
that  reason,  not  only  the  sum  agreed  to  Im 


paid  directly  to  the  holder  of  this  oi&ce  to 
resign,  but  the  amounts  advanced  for  ex- 
penses and  compensation  of  persons  to  go 
to  Washington  to  procure  the  authorities 
there  to  accept  the  resignation  of  one  party 
and  the  appointment  of  the  other,  are  not 
recoverable,  for  the  same  reason  ihaX  agree- 
ments to  pay  for  lobbying  the  passage  of  bills 
before  a  legislative  body  are  void.  Lawson, 
Contr.  fi  309,  and  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  9  300, 
and  cases  cited.  All  agreements  for  expen- 
ses and  compensation  of  persons  seddng  to 
influence  or  procure  appointments  to  office 
are  void.  Lawson,  Contr.  §  310.  The 
courts  "condemn  the  very  appearance  of 
evil,  and  it  matters  not  that  in  the  particu- 
lar case  nothing  improper  was  done  or  was 
expected  to  be  done.  It  is  enough  that  the 
employment  tends  directly  to  such  results." 
Clippinfjer  v.  Hephaugh,  5  Watts  A  S.  315, 


on  a  marriage  broka^e  contract,  and  supported 
by  an  affidavit  to  that  effect,  although  it  rt- 
fused  to  extend  the  Injunction  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  payee  from  proceeding  at  law  on  the 
note. 

V.  CofitractB  for  Ulicit  intercoune. 

There  are  quite  a  large  number  of  English 
cases  on  this  subject,  and  they  very  generally 
hold  that  where  the  contract  Is  made  In  con- 
sideration of  past  Illicit  Intercourse  It  is  valid, 
but  that  where  it  Is  made  In  consideration  of 
future  cohabitation  It  Is  Invalid ;  and  an  In- 
junction against  Its  enforcement  has  usually 
been  granted,  except  that  In  some  casea  it  has 
been  refused  on  the  ground  that  the  remedy  at 
law  Is  adequate. 

Thus,   in  Bodly  v.  ,  2  Cas.  In  Ch. 

IS,  an  injimctlon  against  an  action  on  a  bond 
for  the  support  of  a  bastard  child,  given  to  the 
mother's  sister,  was  refused  on  an  allegation 
by  the  defendant  that  plaintiff,  after  having 
promised  to  marry  her,  abused  and  left  her,  and 
the  court  refused  to  Inquire  into  a  claim 
as  to  the  defendant's  unfaithfulness  made  in 
the  plaintiff's  reply,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
not  the  duty  of  the  court  to  inquire  into  such 
matters. 

In  Hill  V.  Spencer.  2  Ambl.  641,  and  880, 
an  injunction  against  proceeding  at  law  on  a 
voluntary  bond  given  to  a  common  prosti- 
tute, by  one  who  had  previously  cohabited  with 
her,  was  refused,  the  court  stating  that  where 
such  bonds  had  been  given  for  future  cohabi- 
tation, relief  had  been  granted,  but  that  there 
was  nothing  to  prevent  oae  from  giving  a  vol- 
untary bond  to  such  a  person. 

But  in  Clarke  v.  Periam,  2  Atk.  833,  9  Mod. 
840,  the  court,  with  the  consent  of  the  parties, 
granted  a  perpetual  injunction  against  proceed- 
ings at  law  on  a  bond  given  to  a  common 
prostitute,  as  a  pramium  pudicitics. 

And  in  Benyon  v.  Nettlefold,  2  Eng.  L.  ft  Eq. 
117,  8  Macn.  &  G.  94.  20  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  188. 
15  Jur.  209.  an  Injunction  against  an  action  on 
a  deed,  valid  on  Its  face,  was  granted  until  a 
discovery  could  be  had  from  the  plaintiff  in 
such  action,  to  show  that  the  deed  had  been 
given  in  consideration  of  future  illicit  Inter- 
course with  the  woman  for  whose  benefit  it  was 
executed. 

And  In  SIsmey  v.  Eli,  18  Jur.  480,  17  Sim. 
1,  18  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  850,  an  injunction  against 
proceeding  at  law  on  an  indenture,  legal  on  Its 
face,  but  In  fact  given  in  consideration  of  fu- 
ture illicit  cohabitation,  was  granted,  as  the 
grantor  had  never  acted  on  the  arrangement, 
and  the  whole  thing  had  been  broken  off  by 
48  L.  R.  A. 


him  before  any  Illegal  act  had  been  done  there- 
under. 

But  In  Batty  v.  Chester,  6  Beav.  103,  an  in- 
junction against  prosecuting  an  action  on  a 
deed  given  In  consideration  of  future  cohabita- 
tion with  the  grantee  was  refused  on  the 
ground  that  plaintiff  had  accompanied  his 
claim  for  relief  with  a  claim  that  he  was  re- 
leased from  liability  t>ecau8e  the  defendant  had 
ceased  to  cohabit  with  him,  thus  relying,  In 
part  at  least,  on  the  original  Immoral  agree- 
ment. Instead  of  relying  wholly  on  its  immoral- 
ity, the  court  stating  that  relief  could  have 
been  granted  if  the  plaintiff  had  relied  wholly 
on  such  iouDorallty. 

In  Gray  v.  Mathlaa  6  Yes.  Jr.  286,  an  In- 
junction granted  against  an  action  on  a  bond 
to  pay  a  woman  an  annuity  In  case  the  obligor 
should  cease  to  cohabit  with  her  was  reversed 
on  the  ground  that  no  relief  should  be  granted 
in  equity,  as  there  was  a  valid  defense  at  law 
l)ecause  of  the  invalidity  of  the  bond. 

And  In  Smyth  v.  Griffin.  6  Jur.  1131,  14  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  28,  Affirming  13  Sim.  245,  7  Jur.  lOU 
12  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  198.  an  Injunction  against 
an  action  on  a  bond  with  warrant  of  attorney 
to  enter  Judgment,  and  a  Judgment  entered 
thereon,  asked  on  the  ground  that  the  bond 
was  given  in  consideration  of  future  Illic- 
it cohabitation,  and  secured  the  payment  of 
an  annuity  to  commence  when  such  cohabita- 
tion should  cease,  was  denied  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  a  sufficient  defense  at  law,  as 
the  l>ond  was  void  on  its  face,  and  that  the 
fact  that  such  bond  was  in  the  defendant's 
possession  could  make  no  difference  as  she  ooold 
be  required  to  produce  It  on  the  trial  of  the 
action  at  law. 

VI.  Betting   and  gambling   contraeU. 

a.  In  general. 

In  most  cases  of  this  kind  an  injunction  has 
been  granted,  either  on  the  ground  that  pub- 
lic Interest  would  best  l>e  subserved  thereby, 
or  that  the  statute  makes  such  a  contract  ab- 
solutely void.  The  later  cases  in  this  country, 
however,  show  a  tendency  to  refuse  any  relief 
to  either  party  in  these,  as  well  as  in  other, 
cases. 

In  Lloyd  V.  Qurdon,  2  Swanst.  181,  an  in- 
junction was  granted  against  indorsing,  nego- 
tiating, or  parting  with  bills  of  exchange 
given  for  money  won  at  play. 

And  in  Bucker  v.  Wynne,  2  Head,  617,  an 
injunction  was  granted  against  maintaining  an 
action  on  a  check  given  for  a  gambling  debt» 
the  court  stating  that  the  best  method  to  dls* 
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4Q  Am,  Dec.  619;  Wood  y.  MoCann,  6  Dana, 
366;  MilU  Y.  MUla,  40  N.  Y.  543,  100  Am. 
Dec.  536;  and  numerous  other  cases  cited  in 
notes  to  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  S  360;  Lawson, 
Contr.  S  311,  and  cases  cited. 

If  an  action  had  been  brought  to  recover 
these  sums,  or  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given 
to  secure  payment  thereof,  the  court  would 
dismiss  the  action.  The  defendant  con- 
tends, however,  that  as  he  was  careful  to  take 
a  mortgage,  with  a  power  of  sale,  the  courts 
will  not  interfere  oy  injunction,  but  will 
,  let  him  proceed  to  collect  his  ill-gotten  gains. 
This  would  simply  legalize  Uie  practice 
which  is  denounced  both  by  statute  and  com- 
mon law.  Reasons  of  public  policy  forbid- 
ding this  species  of  corruption  are  too  pro- 
found, and  too  important  to  the  public  wel- 
fare, to  be  evaded  and  nullified  by  so  simple 
a  device.    A  mortgage  given  to  secure  a  sum 


of  money  upon  an  agreement  against  pub- 
lic policy  is  void.  Code,  9  1871;  Teal  y. 
Walk&r,  111  U.  S.  252,  28  L.  ed.  419,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  420;  Wildey  v.  Collier,  7  Md.  2f8, 
61  Am.  Dec.  346;  Crotoder  v.  Reed,  80  Ind. 
1.  The  sale  under  a  void  mortgage  would 
be  a  cloud  on  the  title,  and  an  injunction  lies 
especially  when  the  invalidity  does  not  ap- 
pear upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage,  but  re- 
quires extrinsic  evidence  to  prove  it.  1 
High,  Inj.  fi  469 ;  Yager  y.  Merkle,  26  Minn. 
429,  4  N.  W.  819.  In  cases  where  the  con- 
sideration is  immoral,  the  deed  will  be  set 
aside.  2  Addison,  Contr.  716.  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  US  939-942,  calls,  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  rule  in  pari  delicto  is  often  misun- 
derstood, and  its  application  is,  properly 
and  correctly,  that  in  such  cases  potior  est 
conditio  poaaidentie, — that  is,  that  the  court 
will  permit  nothing  to  be  done  which  will 


courage  gaming  was  to  remove  the  temptalion 
by  denying  the  defendant  the  profits  of  his 
violation  of  the  law. 

And  in  Mtlltown  v.  Stewart,  8  Myl.  ft  C.  18. 
6  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  208,  Affirming  8  Sim.  371.  sn 
Injunction  was  allowed  in  Ireland  against 
bringing  suit  on  a  bond  on  the  ground  that  It 
was  given  for  a  gambling  debt.  A  decree  nisi 
for  talcing  the  bill  pro  confesBO  was  served  on 
the  defendant,  who  died  two  days  afterwards. 
Four  years  later  suit  was  brought  in  England 
on  the  bond  by  the  defendant's  representatives, 
and  an  injunction  was  granted,  such  repre- 
sentatives having  destroyed  the  boolcs  of  the 
original  defendant,  and  being  unable  to  tell 
the  consideration  for  the  bond. 

In  Petillon  v.  Hippie,  90  111.  420,  82  Am. 
Rep.  81.  an  injunction  was  granted  against  a 
■takeholder  paying  over  money  to  the  winner  of 
a  bet  on  the  result  of  an  election,  the  court 
holding  that  a  court  of  chancery  has  Jurisdic- 
tion to  restrain  the  enforcement  of  gaming  con- 
tracts, though  both  parties  have  been  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  a  penal  statute  matter. 

But  In  Beer  v.  Landman,  88  Tex.  450.  81  8. 
W.  808.  an  injunction  against  the  collection  of 
notes  given  in  settlement  of  a  balance  due  on 
a  gambling  transaction  arising  out  of  cotton 
futures  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  the  court 
would  not  give  relief  to  a  party  in  poH  delicto. 

And  in  Kahn  v.  Walton.  46  Ohio  St.  105,  20 
N.  E.  203,  an  injunction  against  the  payment 
by  a  bank  of  a  checlc  given  to  a  stock  broker 
for  commissions  and  advances  on  a  contract  for 
epeciilating  on  the  rise  and  fall  of  prices  of 
goods,  bought  and  sold  without  an  Intention 
to  deliver  them,  was  refused  on  the  ground  that 
the  parties,  being  in  pari  delicto,  would  be  left 
by  the  courts  where  they  found  themselves,  the 
court  saying  that  this  was  the  modern  doc- 
trine, aud  that  such  method  would  tend  to  dis- 
courage such  transactions  more  than  that  of 
giving  relief  to  one  of  the  parties  from  the  con- 
sequences of  his  own  wrongful  conduct.  The 
court  also  said  in  this  case  that  there  would 
have  been  place  for  repentance  and  recovery  if 
It  had  taken  place  before  the  unlawful  act  had 
been  performed.  Minshall,  J.,  dissented  on  the 
ground  that  almost  without  exception  relief  had 
been  granted  In  case  of  gaming  contracts. 

b.  In  case  of  aasiffnment. 

An  Injunction  has  usually  been  granted 
agalnat  the  enforcement  of  gambling  contracts 
notwithstanding  an  assignment,  unless  the  ele- 
ment of  estoppel  has  entered  In. 

Thus.   In  V.   Blackwood,   8  Anstr. 
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851,  an  Injunction  to  restrain  the  ultimate 
negotiation  of  a  note  given  for  money  lost  at 
play,  which  bad  been  colorably  indorsed  before, 
was  granted  on  an  affidavit  made  before  service 
of  subpcena. 

And  in  Barker  v.  CalUhan,  6  Ala.  708,  an 
Injunction  was  granted  to  restrain  the  maker 
of  a  note  won  at  play  with  the  payee  from  pay- 
ing the  same  to  any  other  person  than  such 
payee,  although  the  note  had  been  transferred 
to  one  with  notice  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  the 
court  holding  that  the  fact  that  the  parties 
were  in  pari  delicto  would  not  prevent  relief. 

And  In  Lyle  v.  Lindsey,  6  B.  Mon.  128,  the 
court,  relying  on  the  Kentucky  statute  authoris- 
ing the  recovery  by  the  loser  of  money  lost  at 
play,  granted  an  Injunction  against  enforcing 
a  Judgment  on  a  note  given  by  the  loser  at  play 
to  a  creditor  of  the  winner  who  took  with 
knowledge  of  the  unlawful  gaming.  In  this 
case  Judgnvent  had  been  rendered  on  the  note, 
but  the  decision  does  not  seem  to  have  been  af- 
fected by  such  fact. 

And  in  Tantum  v.  Arnold,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  60, 
6  Atl.  816,  an  injunction  was  granted  against 
an  assignee  with  notice,  who  had  paid  no  value 
therefor,  disposing  of  notes  and  mortgages 
given  by  a  married  woman  to  a  broker  to  en- 
able her  husband  to  carry  on  with  such  broker 
speculations  In  stocks  on  margins,  under  the 
New  Jersey  statute  making  such  transactions 
and  the  securities  to  facilitate  them  utterly 
void. 

And,  even  though  the  assignment  was  for 
value  and  without  notice,  an  Injunction  has 
been  allowed. 

Thus,  in  Portarllngton  v.  Soutby,  8  Myl.  ft 
K.  104.  an  injunction  was  granted  to  restrain 
the  assignees  of  a  bill  of  exchange  given  for 
money  lost  at  play  from  suing  thereon  In  Ire- 
land. The  bill  had  been  assigned  under  cir- 
cumstances which  ought  to  have  occasioned  In- 
quiry on  the  part  of  the  assignees,  but  the  court 
held  that  the  injunction  would  have  been  prop- 
er, even  though  there  had  been  no  such  cir- 
cumstances and  the  assignees  had  not  known  of 
the  illegal  consideration. 

And  in  Baker  v.  Williams,  cited  In  Rawden 
V.  Shadwell,  1  Ambl.  269,  note  5,  proceedings 
at  taw  were  stayed  on  a  note  given  for  a  gum- 
bllng  debt  and  indorsed  to  one  claiming  to  have 
taken  it  without  knowledge  that  it  was  given 
for  that  purpose. 

And  In  Chapin  v.  Dake.  57  111.  295.  11  Am. 
Rep.  15.  the  payment  to  an  Innocent  holder  of 
drafts  indorsed  and  delivered  In  payment  of  a 
gambling  debt  was  enjoined,  the  court  holding 
that  the  indorsement  was  void  under  the  Illinois 
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enable  a  party  to  collect  from  the  other  the 
fruits  of  his  wrong.  When  he  sues  to  re- 
cover, the  law  will  not  give  him  judgment. 
When  he  has  shrewdly  attempted  to  evade 
this  by  taking  a  mortgage  with  a  power  of 
sale^  the  court  will,  by  injunction,  prevent 
his  collecting  on  a  mortgage  denounced  as 
void  by  reasons  of  public  policy.  In  i  941 
he  says:  "Whenever  public  policy  Is  con- 
sidered as  advanced  by  allowing  either  par- 
ty to  sue  for  relief  against  the  transaction, 
tnen  relief  is  given  to  him.  In  pursuance 
of  this  principle,  and  in  compliance  with 
the  demands  of  a  high  public  policy,  equity 
may  aid  a  party  equally  guilty  with  his  op- 
ponent, not  only  by  canceling  and  ordering 
the  surrender  of  an  executory  agreement, 
but  even  by  setting  aside  an  executed  con- 
tract, conveyance,  or  transfer,  and  decreeing 
the  recovery  back  of  money  paid  or  prop- 


erly delivered  in  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment" Also,  in  S  940,  he  says  that  when- 
ever the  defensive  remedy  at  law  will  not 
be  equally  certain,  perfect*  and  adequate, 
the  equitable  remedy  will  be  granted  by  in- 
junction and  the  like.  "The  equitable  relief 
so  conferred  does  not  violate  the  general 
maxim  concerning  parties  in  pari  delicto; 
on  the  contrary,  it  carries  that  maxim  into 
effect"  So  in  the  present  case  the  injunc- 
tion against  sale  under  the  void  mortgage 
taken  against  public  policy  enforces  that 
maxim,  by  preventing  either  party  recover-^ 
ing  anvthing  from  the  other.  This  Is  also* 
the  well-settled  rule  in  England.  In  Lloffd 
V.  Ourdon,  2  Swanst  181,  Lord  Eldon  grant- 
ed sn  injunction  to  restrain  the  negotiation 
of  bills  of  exchange  which  were  made  void  by 
statute  (9  Anne.  chap.  14),  which  is  in  the 
very  tenor  of  8  1871  of  the  Code,  applicable 


statute  against  gaming,  and  that  no  more  effect 
should  be  given  to  it  than  to  a  forged  Instru- 
ment. 

In  most  of  the  following  cases  a  Judgment 
had  been  rendered  on  the  obngatlon  given  in 
consideration  of  the  Illegal  contract,  but  in 
most  Instances  such  fact  did  not  Influence  the 
decision  of  the  court. 

In  Dade  v.  Madison,  6  Leigh.  401.  the  court 
held  that  an  Injunction  against  a  Judgment  on 
an  acceptance  was  properly  dissolved  as  to  an 
assignee,  on  the  ground  that  It  was  not  suffi- 
ciently proved,  as  to  him.  that  the  acceptance 
was  for  a  gambling  debt,  but  stated  that  if  such 
fact  had  l)eeiL  proved  the  mere  fact  that  the 
assignee  had  not  been  Informed  that  it  had 
been  given  for  gaming  would  make  no  differ- 
ence, as  the  Virginia  statute  rendered  all  gam- 
ing contracts  void. 

In  Gougb  V.  Pratt,  9  Md.  526.  an  Injunction 
was  granted  against  enforcement  of  a  Judg- 
ment by  a  bona  fide  assignee  on  a  bond  given 
for  a  gambling  consideration,  on  the  ground 
that  under  the  statute  of  Anne.  chap.  14,  such 
bond  was  absolutely  void,  and  that  such  action 
would  put  a  wholesome  restraint  on  gaming 
contracts. 

And  In  Martin  v.  Terrell,  12  Smedes  &  M. 
671,  an  Injunction  was  granted  against  the  en- 
forcement of  a  Judgment  by  an  assignee  for 
value  on  a  note  given  In  renewal  of  a  note 
given  for  a  bet  lost  on  a  horse  race,  under  the 
Mississippi  statute  making  any  note  given  for 
money  won  at  a  horse  race  utterly  void. 

And  In  Lucas  v.  Waul.  12  Smedes  ft  M.  157, 
an  Injunction  was  granted  against  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  Judgment  on  a  note  given  for  money 
lost  at  play,  on  the  ground  that  the  original 
contract  and  Judgment  were  absolutely  void, 
and  that  the  Mississippi  statute  placed  a  taint 
on  the  Indebtedness  which  nothing  can  purify, 
and  that  the  matter  stood  as  If  no  indebtedness 
ever  existed.  The  court  also  held  that  the  fact 
that  the  note  had  passed  Into  the  hands  of  a 
bona  fide  holder  for  value  did  not  change  the 
rule. 

And  in  Woodson  v.  Darrett.  2  Hen.  ft  M.  80, 
8  Am.  Dec.  612,  it  was  held  that  the  assignee 
of  a  note  given  for  money  won  at  gaming,  al- 
though for  value  and  without  notice  of  the 
nature  of  the  debt,  could  not  recover,  and  that 
a  perpetual  Injunction  should  be  awarded 
against  a  Judgment  thereon.  The  court  in  this 
esse  states  thst  the  circulation  of  gaming 
bonds  Is  an  evil  to  be  discountenanced  no  less 
than  the  giving  of  them,  and  that  no  means  are 
more  likely  to  prevent  the  giving  of  them  than 
to  pot  an  effectual  stop  to  their  circulation. 
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Where  the  obligor,  however,  had  led  the  as- 
signee to  believe  that  the  obligation  was  valid 
and  would  be  paid,  a  recovery  by  the  assignee 
was  allowed. 

Thna  in  Uoomes  v.  Smock.  1  Wash.  (Vs.) 
389,  It  Is  held  that  a  Judgment  on  a  bond  for 
money  lost  at  gaming  would  be  enjoined  as 
against  an  assignee,  unless  he  had  been  Induced 
to  take  the  assignment  by  the  obligor  under 
the  belief  that  it  was  s  valid  obligation. 

And  in  Bucknell  v.  Myler.  cited  In  Kenney  v. 
Browne,  8  Rldgeway,  P.  C.  513,  the  court  stated 
that  an  Injunction  against  enforcing  a  Judg- 
ment by  confession  under  a  power  of  attorney 
In  a  bond  for  money  won  at  billiards  would 
have  been  granted,  as  sgalnst  the  obligee  or 
asslgneo  for  value,  If  the  obligor  had  not  ac- 
knowledged to  the  latter  that  the  debt  was  fair, 
and  thai  he  would  be  safe  In  taking  the  secur- 
ity :  but  because  of  such  Inducement  the  In- 
junction was  refused. 

And  in  Pettlt  v.  Jennings,  2  Rob.  (Vs.)  67C, 
an  Injunction  against  a  sale  by  an  assignee  un- 
der a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  a  bond  for  s 
gambling  debt  was  held  to  have  been  properly 
dissolved  on  the  ground  that  the  assignee  did 
not  know  that  the  bond  had  been  executed  for 
such  a  debt,  and  had  been  Induced  by  the  ob- 
ligor to  purchase  on  the  assurance  that  there 
was  no  objection  to  It,  and  that  It  would  be 
duly  paid. 

And  in  Nelson  v.  Armstrong,  6  Oratt.  354, 
an  Injunction  against  a  Judgment  was  continued 
until  It  could  be  ascertained  whether  the  drafts 
on  which  the  Judgment  was  rendered  were 
given  for  a  gambling  debt  as  claimed,  and  If  so 
whether  the  assignee  of  the  drafts  was  Induced 
to 'accept  them  by  the  concealment  or  misrep- 
resentation of  the  maker  that  the  consideration 
of  the  debt  was  good  and  lawful. 

But  In  Finn  v.  Barclay,  15  Ala.  626.  an  In- 
junction was  granted  against  the  enforcement 
of  a  Judgment  on  a  note  showing  on  Its  fscs 
that  it  was  founded  on  a  gaming  consideration, 
notwithstanding  a  promise  by  the  maker  to  an 
assignee  of  the  note  to  pay  the  same,  where 
such  assignee  had  previously  acquired  It  as 
collateral  security  without  paying  anything  of 
value  therefor,  although,  In  reliance  on  such 
prnmlse,  he  released  the  debt  secured  by  the 
note. 

c.  Relief  at  law  generallif. 

The  cases  are  not  uniform  as  to  whether  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  remedy  at  law  will  prevent 
the  granting  of  an  Injunction,  the  English 
cases,  especially,  holding  that  such  fact  will 
not  prevent  Injunctive  relief. 
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to  the  present  transaction.  Lord  Hardwicke 
granted  the  injunctive  relief  in  a  similar 
case  {Smith  v.  Ayktoell,  3  Atk.  666);  and 
the  vice  ehancellor,  in  Milltoion  y.  Stewairt, 
8  Sim.  371,  which  was  affirmed  by  Lord  Cot« 
tenham  (3  Myl.  A  C.  18).  In  such  case,  be- 
fore the  master  of  the  rolls,  Sir  John  Romil- 
]y,  where  part  of  the  consideration  was  for 
money  loaned,  and  part  was  for  an  immoral 
consideration,  the  whole  mortgage  was  or- 
dered to  be  canceled;  the  court  declining  to 
pass  upon  the  question  whether  the  mortga- 
gee could  recover  at  law  for  the  valid  part 
of  the  consideration,  t.  e.,  the  money  loaned. 
Willyams  v.  Bullmore,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
461.  In  the  present  case,  upon  the  defend" 
ant's  own  showing,  $37.50  is  the  only  valid 
Dart  of  the  sum  attempted  to  be  secured. 
Whether  the  mortgage  can  be  upheld  to  that 
extent  is  not  before  us,  as  the  plaintiff,  in 


his  reply,  ean)re0se8  his  willingness  to  pay 
said  sum.  The  plaintiff  recovering  judg- 
ment for  the  cancelation  of  the  mortgage, 
the  defendant  should  be  taxed  witii  the  costs. 
The  injunction  was  properly  continued  to 
the  hearing. 
Affirme£ 

Slieplierdy  Ch.  J.,  concurring: 
I  concur  in  the  conclusion  of  the  court 
that  the  agreement  which  the  mortgage  is 
given  to  secure  is  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  therefore  illegal,  and  I  am  also  of  the 
opinion  that  the  injunction  should  be  contin- 
ued until  the  final  hearing.  It  is  alleged 
that  the  plaintiff  Joseph  Basket  has  a  re« 
suiting  trust  in  the  land  included  in  the 
mortgage,  and  as  it  does  not  appear  that  he 
had  any  connection  with  the  illegal  transac- 
tion between  A.  M.  Basket,  the  mortgagor 


Thus,  in  Newman  v.  Franco,  2  Anstr.  619, 
the  court  overruled  a  demurrer,  on  that  ground, 
to  a  bin  for  an  Injunction  against  an  action  on 
bills  of  exchange  given  for  money  lost  at  play. 

And  in  Andrews  v.  Berry,  2  Anstr.  084,  a 
demurrer  to  a  bill  to  restrain  the  negotiation  of 
a  note  for  money  won  at  play,  talcen  on  the 
ground  that  under  the  statutes  of  0  Anne, 
chap.  14,  and  18  Geo.  II.  chap.  84,  relief  In 
equity  could  be  granted  only  when  It  was 
sought  to  recover  back  money  lost  at  play  and 
paid  over,  was  overruled. 

But  in  Wilkinson  v.  L'Eaugier,  2  Yonnge  ft 
C.  366,  an  injunction  against  an  action  on  an 
I.  O.  U.  for  money  lent  for  purposes  of  gam- 
ing In  France  was  denied,  the  court  holding  that 
the  question  whether  there  could  be  a  recovery 
might  be  tried  in  the  action  at  law. 

And  in  Beer  v.  Landman,  88  Tex.  450,  81  S. 
W.  805.  an  Injunction  against  the  collection  of 
notes  given  in  settlement  of  a  balance  due  on 
a  gambling  transaction  arising  out  of  cotton 
futures  was  denied  on  the  ground  that  if  there 
was  any  defense  it  must  be  set  up  In  an  action 
at  law. 

d.  Judgmentt. 

Many  decisions  have  l>een  rendered  in  which 
the  fact  that  Judgment  had  been  taken  did  not 
seem  to  affect  the  decision  of  the  court  in  any 
manner. 

Thus,  in  Gill  V.  Webb,  4  T.  B.  Men.  209,  an 
injunction  was  granted  against  the  enforcement 
of  a  Judgment  on  a  note  for  money  lost  at 
cards. 

And  in  Weakley  T.  Watklns,  7  Humph.  850. 
the  court  refused  an  injunction  against  the  en- 
forcement of  a  Judgment  on  a  note  executed  as 
a  wager  on  a  pending  election,  stating  that 
there  was  no  difference  In  the  position  of  the 
winner  and  loser  so  far  as  their  right  to  become 
active  movers  In  the  courts  on  such  contracts 
was  concerned.  This  case  was,  however,  crlt- 
iciited  and  overruled  in  effect  in  the  later  case 
of  Rucker  v.  Wynne,  2  Head,  617,  tupra. 

And  in  Smith  v.  Kammerer,  162  Pa.  98,  25 
Atl.  165.  the  court  refused  an  Injunction  against 
proceedings  for  the  collection  of  a  Judgment  on 
notes  secured  by  chattel  mortgage  given  ss 
security  for  Indebtedness  incurred  In  gaming  In 
fv-heat  and  pork,  and  to  provide  a  margin  In 
further  speculations. 

For  other  cases  of  this  kind,  see  also  »upra, 
VI.  b. 

In  several  cases  an  Injunction  has  been 
panted  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  ex- 
pressly provided  that  all  gaming  contracts 
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should  be  void,  or  authorised  the  injunction  of 
Judgments  on  such  contracta 

Thus,  in  McAuley  v.  Mardia  Walk.  (Miss.) 
807,  an  Injunction  was  granted  against  the  en- 
forcement of  a  Judgment  on  a  note  for  a  gam- 
ing consideration,  although  the  defense  might 
have  been  made  in  the  action  at  law,  as  the 
Mississippi  statute  gives  chancery  Jurisdiction 
to  enjoin  Judgments  at  law  in  all  cases  of  gam- 
bling consideration. 

And  in  Cheatham  v.  Young,  6  Ala.  858,  the 
court  held  that  an  Injunction  should  be  granted 
against  a  Judgment  on  a  note  for  a  gambling 
debt,  stating  that  as  the  sole  consideration 
for  the  note  was  such  debt  the  court  had  Juris- 
diction, and  that  under  the  Alabama  act  of 
1812.  giving  Jurisdiction  to  enjoin  Judgments 
at  law  in  all  cases  of  gambling  consideration, 
It  was  unnecessary  to  show  any  reason  for  not 
setting  up  the  defense  in  the  action  at  law. 

And  In  Finn  v.  Barclay,  15  Ala.  626,  an  in- 
junction was  granted  against  the  enforcement 
of  a  Judgment  on  a  note  given  for  double  the 
value  of  a  horse,  with  the  understanding  ihac 
its  payment  should  depend  on  the  result  of  a 
presidential  election,  although  no  offer  was 
made  to  pay  the  value  of  the  horse,  as  the  Ala- 
bama act  of  1812  gave  the  court  Jurisdiction 
to  enjoin  Judgments  on  gaming  contracts,  and 
the  act  of  1807  declares  such  contracts  void. 

In  Lyon  v.  Rc'spass,  1  Litt.  (Ky.)  133,  an 
injunction  was  granted  against  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  Judgment  on  a  note  for  money  lost 
at  play,  under  the  Kentucky  statute  making 
such  contracts  void. 

And  in  Martin  v.  Terrell,  12  Smedes  ft  H. 
571,  an  Injunction  was  granted  against  the  en- 
forcement of  a  note  given  for  a  bet  lost  on  a 
horse  race,  the  court  holding  that,  as  the  Judg- 
ment was  absolutely  void,  equity  would  in- 
terfere though  the  defense  might  have  been 
made  at  law. 

And  in  Oough  v.  Pratt,  0  Md.  626,  an  Injunc- 
tion was  granted  against  the  enforcement  of  a 
Judgment  on  a  bond  given  for  a  gambling  con- 
sideration, notwithstanding  the  failure  to  de- 
fend the  suit  at  law,  as  the  statute  of  Anne, 
14.  makes  such  a  bond  absolutely  void. 

And  in  Emerson  v.  Townsend,  78  Md.  224, 
20  Atl.  984,  an  injunction  was  granted,  for 
similar  reasons,  against  the  enforcement  of  a 
Judgment  on  a  note  for  money  loaned  for  gam- 
bling purposes. 

In  Skipwith  v.  Strother.  8  Rand.  (Va.)  214, 
It  was  held  that  a  Judgment  on  a  giming  bond 
would  be  enjoined  l>ecau8e  of  the  o.-iginal  vice 
in  the  transaction,  even  though  the  party  giv- 
ing It  bad  failed  to  defend  In  the  action  at  law. 
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(the  holder  of  the  legal  title) ,  and  the  mort- 
gagee, I  see  no  reason  why  the  equitable  aid 
of  the  court  should  not  be  extended  to  him. 
I  cannot  agree,  however,  in  that  part  of  the 
opinion  which  declares  that  A.  M.  Basket  is 
entitled  to  equitable  relief.  "Wherever  a 
contract  or  other  transaction  is  illegal,  and 
the  parties  thereto  are,  in  contemplation  of 
law,  in  pari  delicto,  it  is  a  well-settled  rule, 
subject  only  to  a  few  special  exceptions,  de- 
pending upon  other  considerations  of  policy, 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  aid  a  parti- 
ceps  oriminia  either  by  enforcing  the  con- 
tract or  obligation  while  it  is  yet  executory, 
or  by  relieving  him  against  it  by  setting  it 
aside,  or  by  enabling  him  to  recover  the  title 
to  property  which  he  has  narted  with  by  its 
means.  The  principle  is  tnus  applied  in  the 
same  manner  when  the  illegality  is  merely 
a  malum  prohibitum,  being  m  contravention 


to  some  positive  statute,  and  when  it  is  a 
malum  in  se,  as  being  contrary  to  public 
policy  or  to  good  morals.  Among  the  latter 
class  are  agreements  and  transfers,  the  con- 
sideration of  which  was  violation  of  chasti« 
ty,  compounding  of  a  felony,  gambling,  false 
swearing,  the  commission  of  any  crime,  or 
breach  of  good  morals."  1  Pcmi.  £k}.  Jur.  8 
402.  "Where  the  party  seeking  relief  is  the 
sole  guilty  party,  or  where  he  has  partici- 
pated equally  and  deliberately  in  the  fraud, 
or  where  the  agreement  which  he  seeks  to 
set  aside  is  founded  in  illegality,  immorali- 
ty, or  base  and  unconsciomible  on  his  own 
paxt, — in  such  cases  courts  of  equity  will 
leave  him  to  the  consequences  of  his  own  in- 
iquity, and  will  decline  to  assist  him  to  es- 
cape from  the  toils  which  he  has  studiously 
prepared  to  entangle  others,  or  whereby  he 
has  sought  to  violate  with  impunity  the  be^t 


In  Roberts  v.  Taylor,  7  Port.  (Ala.)  251,  an 
Injunction  was  granted  to  one  Indorsing  a  note 
for  money  lost  at  play  against  payment  by  the 
maker  of  the  amount  to  the  Indorsee,  although 
the  latter  had  recovered  Judgment  thereon 
against  the  maker,  the  court  holding  that  as 
the  Indorsement  was  ahsolntely  void  under  the 
Alabama  statute. the  court  would  Interfere, 
since  the  money  had  not  been  actually  paid 
over. 

In  Abrams  v.  Camp,  4  111.  290,  an  Injunction 
against  the  enforcement  of  a  Judgment  on  a 
note  given  for  money  lost  at  cards  was  refused 
on  the  ground  that  under  the  Illinois  statute, 
making  such  notes  void,  there  was  a  good  de- 
fense to  the  action  at  law,  and  that  the  refusal 
of  the  plaintiff  In  such  action  to  testify  on  the 
ground  that  It  would  criminate  him  was  Insuf- 
ficient to  warrant  an  Injunction,  as  other  wit- 
nesses should  have  been  called  to  prove  such 
fact. 

This  case,  however,  was  overruled  In  Mallett 
T.  Butcher.  41  111.  882,  which  held  that  the  In- 
junction should  have  been  granted,  as  the  stat- 
ute rendered  such  contracts  void. 

For  other  cases  where  an  Injunction  against 
a  judgment  has  been  rendered  notwithstanding 
an  assignment  of  the  obligation  sued  on,  see 
tupra,  VI.  b. 

In  other  cases  an  injunction  has  been  granted 
on  the  ground  that  a  court  of  equity  has  Juris- 
diction equally  with  a  court  of  law. 

Thus.  In  Clay  v.  Pry,  8  Bibb,  248,  6  Am.  Dec. 
664,  a  judgment  rendered  without  defense  on  a 
note  for  money  lost  at  play  was  enjoined,  the 
court  holding  that  as  the  defense  was  avail- 
able either  at  law  or  In  equity,  the  failure  to 
set  it  up  In  the  action  at  law  did  not  prevent 
equitable  relief. 

And  In  Taulding  v.  Watson,  21  Ala.  279,  an 
Injunction  was  granted  against  the  enforcement 
of  a  Judgment  by  default  on  a  note  given  for 
a  gaming  consideration,  although  more  than 
seven  years  had  passed  since  its  rendition,  and 
no  excuse  was  given  for  not  making  the  defense 
at  law. 

In  McKlnney  v.  Pope.  8  B.  Mon.  03,  the  en- 
forcement of  a  Judgment  on  a  note  was  enjoined 
to  the  amount  of  sums  won  at  play  by  the 
payee  from  the  maker,  the  court  holding  that 
under  the  Kentucky  act  of  1833  money  lost  at 
gaming  might  be  recovered  in  chancery,  and 
that  as  the  statute  was  passed  to  afford  relief 
to  the  loser,  and  also  to  suppress  gambling  for 
the  public  good,  equity  had  Jurisdiction  to  grant 
the  Injunction. 

In  Brown  v.  Watson,  6  B.  Mon.  688,  an  In- 
junction was  granted  against  the  enforcement 
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of  a  judgment  on  a  note  given  for  a  horse,  by 
one  who  had  previously  delivered  It  to  the 
seller  under  a  bet  by  which  the  horse  was  to 
be  forfeited  If  the  owner  should  fall  to  run  a 
race  with  It  on  terms  agreed  on.  The  court 
held  that  the  transaction  was  within  the  above 
act  of  1833,  under  which  the  court  had  Jurisdic- 
tion to  grant  such  relief. 

And  in  Thomas  v.  Watson,  Taney,  297,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,913,  an  Injunction  was  granted 
against  the  enforcement  of  a  Judgment  con- 
fessed on  a  note  on  a  gambling  consideration, 
on  the  ground  that  public  policy  required  the 
suppression  of  the  vice  of  gambling,  and  that 
the  mere  confession  of  a  Judgment  should  not 
be  permitted  to  interfere  with  such  policy. 

And  White  v.  Washington,  5  Gratt.  645, 
holds  that  a  judgment  on  a  gaming  debt  may 
be  enjoined  where  the  debtor  was  surprised 
on  the  trial  in  the  action  on  the  debt,  although 
he  did  not  apply  for  a  new  trial  in  such  action ; 
as  a  court  of  equity  has  from  the  beginning  a 
more  complete  Jurisdiction  In  such  a  case,  and 
treats  all  Judgments  on  a  gaming  considera- 
tion as  mere  securities  where  there  has  not 
been  a  defense  or  a  full  and  fair  trial. 

But  In  Moffett  v.  White.  1  Lltt.  (Ky.)  824, 
an  injunction  against  the  enforcement  of  a 
Judgment  for  money  lost  at  cards  was  refused 
on  the  ground  that  there  had  been  an  unsuc- 
cessful effort  to  establish  such  defense  In  the 
action  at  law,  the  court,  however,  stating  that 
if  no  defense  had  been  made  the  relief  would 
have  been  granted,  as  the  party  had  the  right 
to  elect  to  defend  either  at  law  or  In  equity. 

Relief  has,  however,  been  refused  quite  gen- 
erally on  the  ground  that  the  defense  that  the 
obligation  was  Invalid  should  have  been  made 
in  a  court  of  law. 

GIddens  v.  Lea.  8  Humph.  133:  Jones  v. 
Jones,  4  N.  C.  (Term  Rep.)  110;  and  Owens  v. 
Van  Winkle  Gin  &  Mach.  Co.  96  Ga.  408,  31 
L.  R.  A.  767,  23  S.  E.  416,— are  cases  of  this 
kind. 

VII.  Contracts   for  compounding  crime. 


It  seems  that  as  to  contracts  of  this  nature 
the  courts  of  this  country  have  regularly  re- 
fused to  grant  an  Injiiuctlou  unless  some  special 
reason  therefor  is  shown. 

Thns.  in  Booker  v.  Wlngo,  29  S.  C.  116,  T 
S.  E.  49.  an  Injunction  against  a  suit  on  a  note 
given  to  Induce  the  payee  to  use  his  influence 
to  have  a  criminal  prosecution  against  the 
maker's  husband  stopped,  was  granted.  But 
the  ground  of  such  decision  was  that  the  maker 
was  a  married  woman,  and  therefore  the  note 
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interests  and  morsrls  of  social  life.  •  .  • 
Courts  of  equity  could  not,  without  staining 
the  administration  of  justice,  interfere  to 
save  the  par^  from  the  lust  results  of  his 
own  gross  misconduct;  when  the  failure  of 
success  in  the  scheme  would  manifestW  be 
the  sole  cause  of  his  praying  relief.  2 
Story,  £q.  Jur.  S  697;  Adams,  Eq.  418. 
These  principles  are  so  well  established  that 
it  is  hardly  necessary  to  produce  authority 
in  their  support,  and  that  they  have  been 
recognized  by  this  court  is  plainly  evident 
by  a  reference  to  the  cases  of  York  v.  Jf or- 
ritt,  77  N.  C.  213;  Bparks  v.  Sparks,  94  N. 
C.  527,  and  authorities  cited.  There  are,  it 
is  true,  limitations  to  the  rule,  as  where  par- 
tics  are  not  equally  in  fault,  or,  as  in  the 
case  of  usury,  where  the  borrower  is  consid- 
•ered  as  in  vinculo,  or  where  the  security  is 
for  past  cohabitation;  and  there  are  cases 


where,  under  peculiar  circumstances,  oon- 
sideratioDS  of  public  policy  will  be  best  sub- 
served hy  granting  relief.  These  and  other 
instances  will  be  found  in  the  text-books  and 
notes  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  there 
seems  to  be  some  confusion  in  the  decided 
cases  upon  the  subject.  No  satisfactory  au- 
thority, however,  can,  in  my  opinion,  be 
found,  to  take  the  present  case  out  of  the 
general  rule.  If,  as  we  have  seen,  the  court 
will  not  interfere  where  the  consideration  is 
the  compounding  of  a  felony  or  the  commis- 
sion of  a  crime,  it  is  difficult  to  understand 
why  it  should  extend  its  relief  where  the 
consideration  is  for  the  commission  of  the 
olfense  alleged  in  the  complaint.  Certainly, 
considerations  of  public  policy  are  as  grave 
in  the  former  cases  as  in  the  latter.  Again, 
it  will  hardly  be  contended  that  the  plain- 
tiif  A.  M.  Basket  is  not  equally  in  fault. 


WAS  void  as  to  her.  although  the  court  states  In 
the  opinion  that  the  contract  was  still  execu- 
tory. 

And  In  James  v.  Roberts,  18  Ohio,  548,  an 
Injunction  was  granted  to  restrain  the  collec- 
tion of  a  note  and  mortgage  executed  under 
threats  of  a  groundless  prosecution.  The  re- 
lief, however,  was  granted  on  the  ground  that 
a  true  public  policy  required  that  all  ground- 
less prosecutions  should.  If  possible,  be  pre- 
vented, and  every  facility  afforded  the  innocent 
to  escape  such  a  calamity,  and  that  an  innocent 
person  might  properly  ask  to  be  relieved  from 
the  consequences  of  a  groundless  charge. 

And  in  Porter  v.  Jones,  6  Coldw.  318,  an  in- 
junction was  granted  against  an  action  at 
law  on  a  note  given  in  consideration  of  the 
eompounding  of  a  felony,  on  the  ground  that 
public  policy  would  be  subserved  thereby,  the 
court  stating  that  if  the  contract  were  executed 
no  relief  would  be  granted,  but  that  as  it  was 
executory  only  the  court  might,  in  Its  discre- 
tion, grant  relief  where  the  public  interests 
would  be  promoted  thereby. 

In  Whitenack  v.  Ten  Eyck,  8  N.  J.  Bq.  249. 
an  injunction  against  assigning  or  bringing 
suit  on  notes  was  refused  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  failed  to  show  that  they  were  given 
to  compromise  a  public  offense  as  claimed. 

Tn  Williams  v.  Englebrecht,  37  Ohio  St.  383. 
the  court  states  that  an  action  will  not  lie 
to  restrain  an  action  of  ejectment  on  a  mort- 
gage given  to  compound  a  felony,  although  the 
question  really  before  the  court  was  whether 
such  a  defense  was  available  in  an  action  by 
the  mortgagee  to  recover  possession  of  the 
land. 

In  Ctotwalt  v.  Neal,  26  Md.  434,  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  defendant  from  disposing  of  land 
•deeded  to  him  by  plaintiff  to  Induce  him  not 
to  institute  threatened  prosecutions  for  em- 
bezxlement,  was  refused  on  the  ground  that,  as 
the  parties  were  in  pari  deUoto,  no  relief  should 
1)e  granted  to  either  party. 

In  Allison  v.  Hess,  28  Iowa,  388,  a  deed  of 
land  was  given  in  consideration  that  the 
grantee  should  give  back  to  the  grantor  a  lease 
for  eight  months,  and  not  appear  as  a  witness 
In  a  criminal  prosecution  against  the  latter's 
son,  and  It  was  held  that  an  action  of  forcible 
entry  and  detainer  under  the  lease  would  not 
be  enjoined  at  the  instance  of  the  grantor,  on 
the  ground  that  the  parties  were  in  pari  de- 
licto, and  no  affirmative  relief  should  be  afford- 
ed to  either. 

And  in  Turley  v.  Edwards,  18  Mo.  A  pp.  676, 
the  court  states  that  an  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained to  enjoin  the  collection  of  notes,  and 
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enforcement  of  a  deed  of  trust  securing  the 
same,  given  to  prevent  a  threatened  arrest  and 
prosecution  of  the  maker's  son,  if  he  knowingly 
and  without  compul^on  entered  into  such  trans- 
action 80  as  to  be  in  pari  delicto. 

And  Adams  v.  Barrett,  6  Ga.  404,  holds  that 
an  action  of  ejectment  by  one  to  whom  a  deed 
had  been  executed  in  consideration  of  the  aban- 
donment by  the  grantee  of  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion against  the  grantor  would  not  be  enjoined 
on  the  ground  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
grant  any  relief  to  a  party  in  pari  delicto 
against  the  consequences  of  a  consummated 
contract,  the  court  holding  that  the  contract 
was  executed  by  the  delivery  of  the  deed. 

And  in  Rock  v.  Mathews,  35  W.  Va.  637,  14 
L.  R.  A.  508,  14  S.  W.  137,  an  Injunction 
against  a  sale  under  a  deed  of  trust  to  sureties 
on  a  postmaster's  bond  to  enable  them  to  set- 
tle an  embezzlement  by  the  postmaster  and  pre- 
vent a  prosecution  against  him,  was  refused 
on  the  ground  that  the  parties  were  in  pari 
delicto,  the  contract  was  fully  executed,  and 
that  in  such  case  the  court  would  leave  the 
parties  where  it  found  them. 

And  in  Cowles  v.  Raguet,  14  Ohio,  88,  land 
had  been  sold  under  a  second  mortgage  subject 
to  a  prior  mortgage,  but  for  full  value.  The 
court  held  that  the  surplus  after  paying  the 
second  mortgage  should  be  used  to  redeem  from 
the  first  mortgage,  although  it  was  void  as  hav- 
ing been  given  to  induce  the  mortgagee  to  refrain 
from  instituting  a  criminal  prosecution  against 
the  mortgagor's  son,  even  though  the  mortgagor 
objected  to  the  redemption.  In  this  case  the 
court  held  that  the  mortgage  was  an  execnted, 
and  not  an  executory,  contract,  and  that  a 
refusal  to  permit  the  redemption  would  amount 
to  an  injunction  against  an  executed  illegal 
contract;  and  that  It  Is  the  policy  of  the  law 
in  cases  of  such  contracts  to  leave  the  parties 
where  it  finds  them. 

In  England,  on  the  contrary,  an  injunction 
has  been  granted  in  such  cases. 

Thus,  in  Osbaldlston  v.  Simpson,  18  Sim. 
513,  7  Jur.  736.  an  injunction  was  granted 
against  negotiating  or  suing  on  notes  given  to 
prevent  a  prosecution  for  cheating  at  cards. 

And  in  Williams  v.  Bayley,  L.  R.  1  H.  L. 
200,  35  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  717,  14  L.  T.  N.  S.  802, 
12  Jur.  N.  S.  875,  an  injunction  was  granted 
to  restrain  an  action  on  an  agreement  entered 
into  by  a  father  to  prevent  a  prosecution  of 
his  son  for  forgery,  although  no  direct  threat 
was  made  and  no  distinct  promise  not  to  prose- 
cnte  was  given,  the  court  holding  that  it  was 
In  effect  the  compounding  of  a  felony,  and  that 
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Indeed,  it  appears  from  the  written  agree- 
ment executed  contemporaneously  with  the 
mortf^age,  that  he  was  the  moving  party  in 
the  transaction.  The  proposition  was  made 
by  him,  and  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  his 
guilt  is  equal,  if  not  greater,  than  that 
of  the  defendant.  Again,  if  it  be  con- 
ceded that  he  is  entitled  to  relief  on  the 
ground  that  a  part  of  the  contract  (the 
note)  is  executory,  the  court  would  only 
grant  it  upon  terms;  and  as  the  morteagee 
has,  under  the  agreement,  so  credited  the 
note  that  everything  is  eliminated  except 
certain  expenses  and  counsel  fees  and  a  pre- 


existing debt,  leaving  only  a  balance  of  about 
$200,  it  would  seem  very  clear  that  the 
court,  even  if  it  interfered,  would  not  place 
him  in  any  better  condition.  The  expenses 
and  counsel  fees  were  actually  expended  in 
furtherauce  of  his  own  proposition,  and  it 
would  seem  a  complete  reversal  of  the  max- 
im. In  pari  delicto  melior  est  conditio  defen- 
dentis,  to  so  use  the  equitable  power  of  the 
court  as  to  extricate  the  plaintiff  from  the 
position  in  which  he  has  placed  himself,  and 
put  the  entire  expense  of  carrying  out  his 
own  proposition  upon  the  shoulders  of  the 
defendant.    No  clearer  case  can,  in  my  opin- 


for   purposes   of    puDIic   utility   it   should    be 
stamped  with  invalidity. 

VIII.  Miscellaneous. 

In  McOuire  v.  Ashby,  1  Rand.  (Va.)  76,  an 
injunction  was  granted  to  prevent  a  sale  under 
a  deed  of  trust  given  for  the  benefit  of  an  un- 
chartered bank,  and  therefore  void  under  the 
Virginia  statutes.  The  court  In  this  case  said 
that  a  court  of  equity,  as  well  as  a  court  of 
law,  would  Interfere  to  prohibit  the  effect  of 
contracts  made  In  violation  of  laws  enacted  for 
the  public  good. 

In  Carey  v.  Smith,  11  Oa.  689,  an  action  to 
enjoin  the  assignee  of  an  Insolvent  bank  from 
recovering  from  a  stockholder,  who  partici- 
pated In  the  bank's  doing  business  before  its 
capital  stock  was  paid  In,  on  his  liability  for 
the  redemption  of  bank  bills  Issued,  the  court 
said  that  where  parties  are  concerned  In  illegal 
transactions,  whether  mala  prohiMta  or  mala 
in  s€,  courts  of  equity  will  not  Interfere  to 
grant  any  relief. 

In  Cone  v.  Russell,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  208,  21  Atl. 
847,  an  Injunction  was  allowed  against  the  use 
of  a  proxy  Irrevocable  for  five  years  to  vote 
corporate  shares  of  stock,  executed  In  pursu- 
ance of  an  agreement  by  the  one  to  whom  the 
proxy  was  given  to  so  vote  the  shares  that  one 
of  those  giving  the  proxy  should  be  continually 
employed  as  manager  of  the  corporation  at  a 
specified  salary.  The  court  In  this  case  held 
that  the  complainant  was  seeking  to  undo,  as 
far  as  possible,  the  wrong  done  by  virtue  of 
the  Illegal  agreement,  and  that  In  suoh  case  the 
maxim  In  pari  delicto  potior  est  conditio  de- 
fetidentis,  did  not  apply. 

In  Roberts  v.  Roberts,  4  Bng.  Bxch.  Rep. 
448.  the  court  granted  an  Injunction  against  an 
action  of  ejectment  pending  a  suit  to  set  aside 
the  deed  on  the  ground  that  It  had  been  exe- 
cuted solely  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of  giv- 
ing the  grantee,  who  was  the  grantor's  brother, 
a  colorable  qualification  to  kill  game.  The  in- 
junction was  subsequently  dissolved  and  the 
ejectment  suit  tried,  the  case  being  reported 
in  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  367,  resulting  In  a  verdict  In 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  therein  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  could  not  prove  his  own 
fraud  to  set  aside  a  deed  valid  on  Its  face. 

In  McWilllams  v.  Phillips.  51  Miss.  196,  a 
note  had  been  given  to  the  county  treasurer  In 
consideration  of  a  license  to  sell  liquor  In  vio- 
lation of  a  statute  requiring  payment  In  money. 
The  maker  brought  an  action  to  enjoin  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  securing  the  note,  and 
an  Injunction  was  granted,  the  court  holding 
on  afllrmlng  the  Injunction  order  that  the  note 
was  void  and  the  parties  in  pcuri  delicto.  The 
opinion  states  that  the  complainant  appeals  to 
the  court  on  the  ground  that  the  parties  are 
equally  guilty,  and  therefore  the  court  ought 
not  to  allow  one  party  to  get  the  fruits  of  the 
!liar«l  act,  and  the  holding  oif  the  court  Is 
48  L.  >    A. 


that  such  defense  may  be  set  up  against  an  ex- 
ecutory Illegal  contract,  but  not  where  It  kaa 
been  fully  executed. 

In  Yard  v.  Pacific  Mat.  Ins.  Co.  10  N.  J.  Eq. 
480,  64  Am.  Dec.  467,  an  Injunction  against 
an  action  at  law  on  bonds  given  for  capital 
stock  of  an  Insurance  company  asked  for  oo 
the  ground  that  the  company  should  have  re- 
quired payment  In  cash,  and  could  not  legally 
take  Individual  obligations  In  lien  of  stock  and 
proceed  with  Its  business  before  the  stock  was 
actually  paid  In,  was  refused  on  the  ground 
that  the  complainant  was  a  party  to  the  il- 
legality, and  could  not  Invoke  the  aid  of  equity 
to  relieve  him  from  his  own  voluntary  acta 
and  that  public  policy  required  the  enforcement 
of  payment  rather  than  the  contrary. 

The  chancellor  in  the  court  below  held  that 
a  court  of  equity  ought  not  to  Interfere  with 
the  proceedings  at  law  to  aid  the  complainant 
In  the  legal  defense.  If  It  was  one  sought  to  be 
set  up  against  payment  of  the  bonds. 

In  EUlcott  V.  Chamberlln,  88  N.  J.  Bq.  604, 
48  Am.  Rep.  827,  an  Injunction  against  an  ac- 
tion on  a  note  given  by  a  legatee  to  the  executor 
In  consideration  of  the  letter's  renouncing  his 
trust  was  refused  on  the  ground  that,  although 
such  contract  was  Illegal  as  against  public  pol- 
icy, the  defense  could  be  set  up  In  a  court  of 
law. 

In  Simpson  v.  Howden.  S  Myl.  &  C.  07.  1 
Jur.  708,  the  court  refused  to  entertain  a  salt 
to  enjoin  an  action  at  law  on  an  agreement  by 
promoters  of  a  railroad  to  pay  a  specified 
amount  to  an  owner  of  land  on  the  Intended 
line  In  consideration  of  his  not  opposing  the 
bin,  and  with  the  understanding  that  a  bill 
to  change  the  line  should  subsequently  be 
passed,  as  the  question  as  to  the  legality  of  the 
agreement  might  be  decided  at  law. 

In  Evans  v.  Richardson,  8  Merlv.  460.  an 
Injunction  against  an  action  on  a  contract  be- 
tween a  citizen  of  the  United  Stales  and  a 
citlsen  of  the  United  States  and  also  of  Eng- 
land for  the  exportation  of  goods  from  England 
to  America  during  time  of  war  was  dissolved 
on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was  illegal, 
and  that  the  parties  should  therefore  be  left 
to  their  remedy  at  law. 

In  Creath  v.  Sims,  6  How.  192,  12  L.  ed.  111. 
and  Sample  v.  Harnes.  14  How.  70.  14  L.  ed. 
330,  the  plaintiff  asked  for  an  Injunction  to 
stay  proceedings  upon  a  judgment  on  a  note 
for  the  purchase  price  of  slaves  on  the  ground 
that  their  purchase  was  designed  to  be,  and 
was,  a  fraud  on  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
Mississippi  forbidding  the  Introduction  of 
slaves  as  merchandise.  The  injunction  was  re- 
fused on  the  ground  that  the  parties  were  in 
pari  delicto,  and  must  be  left  In  the  position  In 
which  they  had  placed  themselves.  Although 
judgments  had  been  rendered  In  these  cases 
the  decisions  do  not  seem  to  have  been  affected 
thereby.  J.  H   H. 


1(94. 


BaBKIT  T.   MO88. 


861 


ion,  be  oonoeived  for  the  application  of  the 
mie,  than  the  present. , 

Furthermore,  it  is  a  fundamental  princi' 
pie  that  a  court  of  equity  never  interferes 
where  there  is  a  complete  defense  at  law. 
High,  Inj^  9  473.  In  the  present  case  it  is 
said  that  the  mortgage  is  utterly  void.  If 
thin  be  BO,  there  is  no  occasion  for  equitable 
relief,  not  even  on  the  ground  that  it  is  nec- 
essary to  discover  and  preserve  the  evidence 
of  its  illegality,  as  the  contemporaneous 
agreement  executed  by  all  of  the  parties  is 
plenary  proof  of  the  vitiating  element.  2 
Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  700.  This  consideration, 
as  well  as  the  firmly  established  rule,  in  pari 
delicto,  etc.,  is  also  a  complete  bar  to  the 
prayer  that  the  deed  be  canceled  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  a  cloud  upon  plaintiff's 
title.  Ihid,  Public  policy  will  be  far  bet- 
ter subserved  by  leaving  the  plaintiff  where 
hi«  illegal  conduct  has  placed  him,  than  by 
encouraging  him  in  another  attempt  to  vio- 
late the  law  by  the  assurance  that  a  court 
of  equity  will  always  stand  ready  to  relieve 
him  against  the  consequences  of  his  unsue* 
oessful  experiments.  '*The  suppression  of  il- 
legal contracts  is  far  more  likely,  in  general, 
to  be  accomplished  by  leaving  the  par- 
ties witliout  remedjT  against  each  otner, 
and  by  thus  introducing  a  preventive  check 
naturally  connected  with  a  want  of  confi- 
dence, and  a  sole  reliance  upon  personal  hon- 
or. And  so  accordingly  the  modem  practice 
is  established."  1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  298. 
The  case  of  Pattwaon  v.  Donner,  48  Cal.  369, 
cited  in  the  opinion  to  the  effect  that  a  mort- 
gage given  to  secure  money  upon  an  agree- 
ment against  public  policy  does  not  devest 
tlie  title,  does  not  aid  the  plaintiff;  for,  if 
the  title  is  not  devested,  there  is  certainly 
no  occasion  for  resorting  to  a  court  of 
equity,  where  the  illegality  is  evidenced,  as 


in  this  case,  by  the  contemporaneous  agree- 
ment referred  to.  The  case,  however,  decides 
the  other  way.  It  holds  that  the  title  pass- 
es, but  that  the  performance  of  the  illegal 
condition  will  not  devest  the  title  of  the 
grantee.  The  case  cited  from  Indiana  i0 
equally  inapplicable,  as  it  was  an  action  at 
law  to  enforce  an  illegal  executory  agree- 
ment; and  it  was,  of  course,  held  that  the 
defendant  could  plead  the  illegality  of  the 
consideration.  The  case  from  Maryland  is 
also  inapplicable,  as  it  was  an  action  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  given  upon  an  illegal  con- 
sideration, and  the  court  refused  relief.  It 
is  no  authority  that  the  court  would  have 
aided  the  mortgagor,  had  he  been  seeking  a 
decree  for  cancelation.  The  case  of  \VilU 
yams  v.  Bullmore,  33  L.  J.  Gh.  N.  8.  461, 
cites  no  authority.  It  seems,  however,  that 
the  mortgagee  was  seeking  foreclosure,  and 
that  this  action  was  consolidated  with  one 
brought  by  the  mortgagor  for  cancelation. 
Under  these  circumstances,  there  was  a  de-* 
cree  for  cancelation.  It  is  doubtful  whether 
the  court  would  have  made  such  a  decree  had 
not  the  mortgagee  been  seeking  foreclosure. 
However  this  may  be,  it  cannot  be  regarded 
as  suflflcient  authority  to  overturn  the  well- 
established  rule  embodied  in  the  maxim 
which  I  have  quoted.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  reference  to  Pomeroy's  Equity  Jurispru- 
dence which  at  all  countenances  relief  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case.  The  defend- 
ant has  already  agreed  to  terms  as  favorable 
as  would  be  imposed  by  a  court  of  equity. 
I  think  that  A.  M.  Basket  has  no  standing  in 
a  court  of  equity,  and  that  under  the  circum-* 
stances  he  is  entitled  to  no  relief.  To  inter- 
fere in  his  behalf  would  be  giving  aid  and 
comfort  to  the  moving  party  in  this  illegal 
transaction. 
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1.     Aaaesslna  lots  for  so-called  benefits 
In    proportion   to    their   frontnee,   and 

making  the  aggregrate  of  benefits  closely  ap- 
proximate the  total  cost  of  the  work,  are  cir- 
cumstances too  si^nlAcant  not  to  arouse  sus- 
picion that  benefits  were  not  considered,  al- 
though the  board  making  the  assessment  say 
they  viewed  the  premises  and  exercised  their 
judgment, — especially  when  there  was  a  deep 
cut  opposite  some  of  the  lots,  and  a  deep 
fill  opposite  others. 
S.  An  assessment  pnrportlnsr  to  be 
made  according  to  benefits  will  not  be 
sustained,  although  the  board  making  it  say 
they  Tlevred  the  premises  and  exercised  their 


Judgment,  If  the  facts  and  drcumstancet 
show  quite  conclusively  that  they  could  not 
hare  exercised  their  Judgment  In  arriving  at 
the  result. 

3.  Tlie  remedy  by  appeal  from  m 
'wronirfnl  assesHment  under  the  charter 
of  Milwaukee,  subchap.  7.  §  11,  Is  not  exclu- 
sive of  a  remedy  in  equity,  where  the  assess- 
ment Is  shown  to  be  arbitrary  and  fraudulent. 

4.  A  petition  from  abnttlnv  lotownera 
is  not  a  necessary  condition  of  tbe 
improvement  of  an  alley,  under  the 
charter  of  Milwaukee,  subchap.  7.  {  6,  when 
the  council  follow  the  technical  course  of 
procedure  therein  mapped  out. 

5.  An  assessment  for  arradinar  an  alleXy 
based  solely  on  the  cost  of  the  work  In  front 
of  the  abutting  lots,  without  regard  to  bene- 
fits, and  apportioned  by  the  front  foot,  ia 
arbitrary  and  void. 

O.  An  injonction  asrainst  a  wronarfnl 
assessment  for  the  srradinar  and  pav- 


Note. — As  to  necessity  of  special  benefits  to 
•astaln  local  assessments,  see  Asberry  v.  Roan- 
oke (Va.)  42  L.  R.  A.  63G,  and  note;  Detroit 
T.  Chapln  (Mich.)  42  L.  R.  A.  038;  Weed  ▼. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Boston  (Mass.)  42  L.  R.  A.  642;  Rolph  r.  Far- 
go (N.  D.)  42  L.  R.  A.  640:  Hutcheson  ▼.  Stor- 
rle  (Tex.)  45  L.  R.  A.  289;  and  Schroder  y. 
Overman  (Ohio)  47  L.  R.  A.  166. 
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ias  o<  an  Allert  where  the  wotk  hat  been 
legnDj  authorised,  ihould  not  Indade  an  or- 
der for  the  restoration  of  the  alley  to  lU 
original  condition,  but  should  ext^d  only  to 
a  stay  of  proceedings  under  the  layalld 
assessment,  and  under  Re?.  Stat.  1898,  I 
12100,  the  court  may  direct  a  reassessment 

(February  2.  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  city  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Superior  CJourt  for  Milwau- 
kee County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  enjoin  the  grading  of  an  alley  in 
the  rear  of  plaintiff's  property.    Reversed. 

Statementby  Bardeen,  J.:  ,  .  ..- 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintm 
to  restrain  the  city  of  Milwaukee  and  its 
contractors  from  grading  an  alley  at  the  rear 
of  his  lot  in  Muskego  Avenue  Heights,  in  the 
eleventh  ward  of  the  city,  said  lot  being  de- 
scribed as  **lot  16  of  block  1,"  and  has  a 
frontage  on  the  alley  of  28.23  feet.  The 
alley  runs  south  from  Burnham  street  to  a 
point  about  110  feet  from  the  south  line  of 
the  block,  and  then  turns  west,  and  opens 
into  Eighteenth  avenue.  A  profile  of  the 
alley  shows  that  before  it  was  improved  the 
surface  of  the  ground  was  very  irregular, 
there  being  hills  and  depressions  to  such  an 
extent  as  to  render  it  impassable.  Towards 
the  north  end  was  a  hill,  and  near  the  turn 
where  plaintiff's  lot  was  situated  there  was 
a  depression  requiring  a  fill  of  several  feet. 
The  grade  of  the  alley  was  duly  fixed  and  es- 
tablished by  an  ordinance  of  the  common 
council  on  June  8,  1896.  On  August  3,  1898, 
the  board  of  public  works  recommended  to 
the  council  that  this  alley  be  graded  and 
paved  from  a  point  235  feet  south  of  the 
south  line  of  Burnham  street  to  its  western 
terminus  on  Eighteenth  avenue,  and  made 
the  proper  estimate  of  cost.  On  the  same 
day  a  resolution  was  introduced  in  the  coun- 
cil, which  recited  that  it  was  necessary  for 
the  public  interests  to  grade  and  pave  this 
alley,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  "inadequate, 
inconvenient,  and  unsafe  for  the  public  use 
thereof,  for  the  passage  of  foot  passengers 
and  vehicles,  and  for  the  drainage  of  water 
therefrom,"  and  that  it  was  necessary  to  cause 
said  work  to  be  done  without  a  petition 
therefor  from  the  owners  of  the  property 
fronting  thereon,  for  the  reason  that  they 
had  negligently  failed  to  make  said  alley 
'Hn  a  safe  and  suitable  condition  for  public 
use,  and  had  negligently  failed  to  present  to 
this  common  council  a  lawful  petition  there- 
for;" and  the  board  was  authorized  to  have 
the  work  done  in  accordance  with  their 
recommendation.  The  resolution  was  coun- 
tersigned by  the  city  comptroller,  and  re- 
ferred to  a  committee  on  August  3,  who 
recommended  its  adoption.  It  was  again 
referred  to  a  special  committee  on  August  1 7 
who  likewise  recommended  its  adoption,  and 
was  duly  adopted  by  the  council  at  a  meet- 
ing held  on  August  31,  1896.  No  petition 
for  the  work  was  ever  presented  to  the  coun- 
cil. After  the  adoption  of  this  resolution, 
the  board  of  public  works  made  an  assess- 
ment of  benefits  against  the  adjoining  lots, 
48  L.  R.  A. 


which  the  court  finds  was  arbitrary  and 
fraudulent,  for  the  reason  that  the  board  did 
not  consider  the  benefit  to  \he  owners  of  ad- 
joining property,  and  did  not  consider,  with 
reference  to  the  lots,  the  injury  which  might 
result  to  the  owners  by  reason  of  said  work, 
but  made  an  arbitrary  assessment,  based 
solely  upon  the  cost  of  the  work  in  front  or 
abutting  upon  said  lots,  respectively,  at  the 
uniform  rate  of  $1  per  foot  front.  Bids 
were  duly  called  for,  and  on  June  11,  1897, 
the  board  entered  into  a  contract  for  doing 
the  work  with  the  defendants  Riemer  and 
Miller.  On  the  following  day  the  contractors 
commenced  their  work.  This  action  was 
commenced,  and  an  injunction  sought,  whidi 
was  denied  by  the  court  During  the  pend- 
ency of  the  suit  the  work  proceeded,  and 
earth  was  filled  in  at  the  rear  of  plaintiff's 
lot  from  4  to  6  feet  deep.  In  doing  the  work 
the  contractors  plac^  earth,  which  ex- 
tended upon  the  plaintiff's  lot,  for  the  lateral 
support  of  the  embankment  in  the  alley,  from 
11  inches  to  13  feet.  A  fence  at  the  rear  of 
the  lot  was  broken  down,  and  acceos  to  a 
waterdoset  at  the  rear  end  of  the  lot  was  ob- 
structed. The  court  found  that  the  plain- 
tiff's property  had  been  damaged  to  the  ex- 
tent of  $500,  and  that  he  had  sustained  no 
benefits  therefrom ;  that  all  of  the  lots  on  the 
east  side  of  the  alley  running  north  and 
south  were  similarly  affected  and  encroached 
upon,  and  no  damages  in  any  instance  had 
been  awarded.  The  maps  and  profiles  in 
evidence  show  quite  a  largf  hill  at  the  north 
end  of  the  proposed  impro^  ement,  and  lesser 
hills  and  depressions  along  the  line  of  the 
alley,  so  that  along  some  of  the  lots  there 
would  be  a  cut  of  considerable  depth,  and 
others  a  fill  of  several  feet.  The  court  found, 
as  conclusions  of  law,  that  the  assessment  of 
benefits  .made  by  the  board  of  public  works 
was  in  violation  of  the  charter  of  the  city» 
a  fraud  upon  plaintiff,  and  consequently 
void;  that  the  work  done  was  performed 
without  lawful  authority,  and  created  an  ob- 
struction in  the  alley,  and  was  a  nuisance; 
that  the  taking  of  plaintiff's  property  for  tiie 
purpose  of  grading  the  alley  was  without 
lawful  authority,  and  constituted  a  continu- 
ing trespass.  A  judgment  for  plaintiff  was 
entered  in  substance  as  follows:  (1)  That 
the  city  and  its  contractors  and  servants  be 
perpetually  enjoined  from  filling,  paving,  or 
otherwise  obstructing  the  alley  under  the 
resolution  of  the  council  or  assessment  of 
benefits  mentioned.  (2)  That  the  same  par- 
ties be  perpetually  enjoined  from  depositing 
earth  or  other  materials  upon  plaintiff's  lo^ 
or  otherwise  encroaching  thereon.  (3)  That 
the  city  and  its  contractors  be  required  to  re- 
store said  alley  for  its  entire  length,  covered  , 
by  the  resolution  for  grading,  "to  its  original  j 
grade  and  condition  as  the  same  was  immedi- 
ately prior  to  the  grading,  filling,  and  paving 
thereof."  by  removing  therefrom  the  earth, 
etc.,  depositetl  thereon  in  doing  such  work.  ^ 
(4)  That  the  city  and  its  contractors  be  re- 
quired to  restore  the  plaintiff's  premises  to 
their  original  condition  they  were  in  prior 
to  suid  work.  (6)  That  the  city  be  re-  j 
8traino\l  from  issuing  any  certificates  to  the 
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eoniracton  by  reason  of  the  aBsessment  d 
benefits  made  by  the  board  herein  referred  to. 
(6)  That  the  plaintiff  recover  costs.  Due 
exceptions  to  the  findings  were  filed,  and  the 
city  appeals  from  those  portions  of  the  judg- 
ment  herein  numbered  1  and  3. 

Messrs.  Carl  Bumse  and  A.  B.  May,  for 

appellant: 

The  power  to  establish  grades  of  alleys 
and  streets  must  be  exclusive  in  the  common 
council. 

Brandt  Y.  Milwaukee,  69  Wis.  386,  34  N. 
W.  246. 

Of  the  necessity  or  expediency  of  its  exer- 
cise, the  governing  body  of  the  corporation, 
and  not  the  court,  is  the  judge. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Ck>rp.  4th  ed.  S  686. 

Where  public  safety  and  public  conven- 
ience require  the  street  to  be  graded  to  ren- 
der it  safe  and  suitable  for  public  use,  the 
city  is  not  liable  for  damages  unless  the  stat- 
ute expressly  provides  for  them. 

Wallioh  V.  Manitowoc,  57  Wis.  9,  14  N.  W. 
812;  Smith  v.  Eau  Claire,  78  Wis.  457,  47  N. 
W.  830. 

The  city  is  not  liable  for  damages  if  the 
street  be  embanked  or  raised  in  r^ucing  it 
to  the  grade  line,  so  as  to  cut  off  or  render 
difficult  of  access  adjacent  property. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  §  990;  O'Connor 
▼.  Pittsburgh,  18  Pa.  187. 

All  the  proceedings  required  by  the  charter 
were  complied  with  for  the  grading  of  the  al- 
ley in  question. 

All  of  the  board  were  present  to  view  the 
premises,  and  they  assessed  the  benefits  and 
damages  after  such  view,  and  the  assessment 
was  the  judgment  of  the  three  commission- 
ers, and  not  reviewable  here. 

Johnson  v.  Milwaukee,  40  Wis.  324. 

The  assessment  of  damages  by  the  board 
was  of  a  quasi-judicial  nature,  involving  the 
exercise  of  deliberate  judgment  and  large  dis- 
rrption,  and  the  honest  and  oareful  exercise 
of  Buch  judgment  and  discretion  is  not  sub- 
joct  to  revision  by  the  court  except  on  ap- 
I>eal, — in  this  case  provided  by  charter. 

15  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1148;  Fath  v. 
Koeppel,  72  Wis.  289,  39  N.  W.  639. 

The  grading  and  paving  were  not  per- 
formed without  lawful  authority,  and  as  per- 
formed do  not  create  and  constitute  an  ob- 
struction, and  the  said  alley  is  not  a  nui- 
sance. 

Cololough  ▼.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  188,  65 
N.  W.  1039;  Smith  v.  Eau  Claire,  78  Wis. 
457,  47  N.  W.  830. 

If  the  assessment  of  damages  by  the  board 
was  not  satisfactory  to  respondent,  he  had  a 
remedy  under  the  provisions  of  the  charter 
by  appeal,  and  is  not  entitled  to  an  injunc- 
tion. 

WichoU  r.  Salem,  14  Gray,  490;  Reokner 
T.  Warner^  22  Ohio  8t  276. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

Where  a  litigant  makes  his  choice  of  rem- 
edies, he  is  boiud  by  that  choice,  and  cannot 
change  a  suit  in  equity  to  one  at  law  or 
vice  versa. 

Fraedriek  r.  Wlieih,  64  Wis.  186,  26  N.  W. 
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28;  Brothers  v.  WiXliams,  65  Wis.  401,  27  N. 
W.  157;  Fisoher  v.  Laaok,  76  Wis.  814,  46 
N.  W.  104. 

If  the  respondent  is  not  entitled  to  any 
damages  under  the  charter,  then  he  is  clear- 
ly not  entitled  to  any  dams^^es  in  any  court 
or  in  any  proceeding. 

The  mere  grading  of  the  alley  is  not  a  talc- 
ing of  respondent's  land,  and  fiie  city  is  not 
liable  for  the  consequential  damsges,  there 
being  no  provision  in  the  charter  for  the  pay- 
ment of  damages  of  that  kind. 

Alexander  v.  MUvjaukee,  16  Wis.  247 ;  Har- 
rison V.  Milwaukee  County  Supers.  51  Wis. 
663,  8  N.  W.  731 ;  Smith  v.  Eau  Claire,  78 
Wis.  469,  47  N.  W.  830;  Cololough  ▼.  Mil- 
waukee, 92  Wis.  186.  66  N.  W.  1039. 

Mr.  Edgar  L.  "Wood*  for  respondent: 

The  cost  of  raising  or  lowering  damaged 
premises  to  correspond  with  the  altered 
grade  of  a  public  highway  is  an  element  of 
damage  and  proper  to  be  included,  but  is  not 
the  sole  test  or  evidence  of  the  damsge  sus- 
tained. 

Meineer  v.  Raoine,  74  Wis.  171,  42  N.  W. 
230. 

The  alleged  assessment  of  benefits  and 
damages  made  by  the  board  of  public  works 
comes  within  the  repeated  condemnation  of 
this  court,  and  is  void,  and  all  subsequent 
proceedings  founded  upon  it  are  likewise  in- 
validated by  it. 

Liehermann  v.  Milwaukee,  89  Wis.  346,  61 
N.  W.  1112;  Broum  v.  Oneida  County,  103 
Wis.  149,  79  N.  W.  216. 

The  honest  opinion  and  judgment  of  as- 
sessors, boards  of  review,  and  other  taxing 
officers  is  conclusive  upon  the  question  of 
valuation,  benefits,  and  damages;  but  where 
the  inequalities  or  overvaluations  are  shown 
to  be  so  great  as  to  be  evidence  of  bad  faith  or 
failure  U>  exercise  judgment,  and  are  shown 
to  be  grossly  unfair  and  unequal,  and  fail 
to  take  into  consideration  all  of  the  require- 
ments of  the  law  and  the  charter,  and  assess 
property  on  any  other  rule  than  that  of  ben- 
efits, taking  into  consideration  the  actual 
damages,  they  will  be  set  aside  as  void  by  a 
court  of  equity;  and  such  proceedings  will 
be  held  to  a  strict  compliance  with  the  law 
on  all  points  affecting  the  substantial  justice 
of  such  assessment. 

Pittelkow  V.  Milwaukee,  94  Wis.  661,  69 
N.  W.  803 ;  Boyd  v.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  468, 
66  N.  W.  603 ;  Hayes  v.  Douglas  County,  92 
Wis.  441,  31  L.  R.  A.  213,  66  N.  W.  482; 
Dietz  V.  Neenah,  91  Wis.  426,  64  N.  W.  299; 
Liehermann  v.  MiluHiukee,  89  Wis.  346,  61 
N.  W.  1112;  Wright  v.  Forrestal,  66  Wis. 
341,  27  N.  W.  52;  Watkins  v.  Milwaukee,  62 
Wis.  101,  8  N.  W.  823;  Watkins  v.  Zwie* 
tusch,  47  Wis.  513,  3  N.  W.  36;  Johnson  v. 
Milwaukee,  40  Wis.  316;  Dean  v.  Boroh- 
senius.  30  Wis.  236;  Dean  v.  Charlton,  27 
Wis.  622 ;  Foote  v.  Milwaukee,  18  Wis.  276. 

The  charge  of  special  assessments  for 
local  improvements  against  adjacent  prop- 
erty can  be  sustained  as  a  lawful  exercise  ol 
the  power  of  taxation  only  when  such  assess- 
ment is  made  and  levied  upon  the  basis  ol 
benefits  actually  received  from  such  improve- 
ment  by  the  property  i 


854 


Wisconsin  Suprkmb  Coubt. 


Fkb.. 


yorvx)od  V.  Baker,  172  U.  S.  269,  43  L.  ed. 
443,  1ft  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  187;  Weed  v.  Boston, 
172  Mass.  28,  42  L.  R.  A.  642,  51  N.  £.  204; 
Detroit  v.  Judge  of  Recorder's  Ct,  112  Mich. 
688,  sub  nom.  Detroit  v.  Chapin,  42  L.  R.  A. 
638,  71  N.  W.  149;  Asherry  v.  Roanoke,  91 
Va.  502,  42  L.  R.  A.  636,  22  S.  E.  360. 

The  board  did  not  base  their  conclusion 
upon  the  question  of  increase  or  decrease  in 
the  value  of  the  property,  but  solely  upon  an 
arbitrary  assumption  tJ^at  the  construction 
of  the  alley  was  a  benefit  to  the  amount  of 
$1  per  running  foot. 

DrtLfnmond  v.  Eau  Claire,  85  Wis.  563,  55 
N.  W.  1028. 

Where  the  actual  damages  are  so  grossly 
disproportionate  to  the  findings  of  the  board 
of  public  works  as  to  leave  no  inference  but 
that  the  action  of  the  board,  while  an  appar- 
ent compliance  with  the  charter  provision, 
was,  in  fact«  an  actual  disr^ard  of  such 
rule, — a  total  failure  to  exercise  any  judg- 
ment in  the  premises, — ^it  is  such  a  substan- 
tial noncompliance  with  the  charter  provi- 
sion as  to  render  their  acts  wholly  void  and 
nugatory. 

Brown  v.  Oneida  County,  103  Wis.  149,  79 
N.  W.  220;  Boyd  v.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  458, 
66  N.  W.  603;  Dietz  v.  Neenah,  91  Wis.  426, 
64  N.  W.  299 ;  Ltebermann  v.  Milwaukee,  89 
Wis.  346,  61  N.  W.  1112;  Johnson  v.  Mil- 
waukee, 40  Wis.  315. 

The  estimate  of  cost,  and  the  certificate 
against  the  plaintiff's  property,  include  the 
cost  and  expense  of  the  filling  in  upon  the 
plaintiff's  own  lot  to  furnish  lateral  support 
for  the  alley;  and  the  entire  assessment,  be- 
ing based  upon  a  foot-front  rule  including 
the  entire  assessment  as  to  all  the  lots 
similarly  sitfiated,  includes  this  unlawful 
and  unauthorized  element,  which  so  involves 
the  entire  assessment  as  to  vitiate  the  whole. 

Boyd  V.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  456,  66  N.  W. 
603. 

The  appropriation  of  the  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty and  that  of  the  adjoining  owners  to 
furnish  lateral  support  for  this  embankment 
was  without  authority  of  law,  and  .as  a 
taking  of  private  property  for  public  use 
without  a  pretense  of  compensation  thereof, 
or  proceedings  for  the  condemnation  thereof, 
or  the  consent  of  the  owner. 

Han-ison  v.  MiUcaukee  County  Supers.  51 
Wis.  645,  8  N.  W.  731;  Vanderlip  v.  Grand 
Rapids^,  73  Mich.  522,  3  L.  R.  A.  247,  41  N. 
W.  677 ;  Smith  v.  Eau  Claire,  78  Wis.  461, 

47  N.  W.  830. 

The  proceedings  under  which  the  grading 
and  paving  of  the  alley  was  to  be  done  being 
void,  the  plaintiff  was  not  confined  to  the 
charter  remedy  of  appeal  from  the  assess- 
ment of  the  board  of  public  works  as  ap- 
proved by  the  common  council,  but  was  en- 
titled to  proceed  by  injunction  to  restrain 
the  doing  of  the  work  and  the  issuance  of  the 
certificate  therefor  against  his  property. 

Crossett  v.  Janesville,  28  Wis.  420;  Wil- 
son V.  Mineral  Point,  39  Wis.  160;  Watkins 
V.  MiJtcaukee,  55  Wis.  338,  13  N.  W.  222; 
Meinzer  v.  Racine.GS  Wis.  244,32  N.  W.  139; 
70  Wis.  566,  36  N.  W.  260;  74  Wis.  166,  42 
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N.  W.  230;  Boyd  v.  Milwaukee,  92  Wis.  458, 
66  N.  W.  603;  Pittelkow  v.  Milwaukee,  94 
Wis.  656,  69  N.  W.  803. 

The  unauthorized  grading  and  filling  of 
the  alley,  whether  abutting  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's property  or  otherwise,  constitute  a 
threatened  nuisance,  properly  restrainable 
by  injunction. 

Buchner  v.  Chicago,  M.  di  V.  W.  R.  Co.  60 
Wis.  273,  19  N.  W.  56;  Oshkosh  v.  Mil- 
waukee d  L,  W.  R.  Co,  74  Wis.  534,  43  N.  W. 
489. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

It  is  res  judicata  that  the  plaintiff  Has  sus- 
tained great  damages  by  grading  done  by  the 
city,  without  lawful  authority,  upon  the 
alley  adjoining  his  property. 

In  such  case  the  plaintiff  may  recover  his 
full  damages  in  an  action  brought  for  that 
purpose. 

Drummond  v.  Eau  Claire,  85  Wis.  560.  55 
N.  W.  1028;  79  Wis.  102,  48  N.  W.  244; 
Pittelkow  V.  Milwaukee,  94  Wis.  656,  69  N. 
W.  803;  Addy  v.  Janesville,  70  Wis.  405.  35 
N.  W.  931 ;  Meinzer  v.  Racine,  68  Wis.  245, 
32  N.  W.  1.39;  70  Wis.  566,  36  N.  W.  260; 
Dore  V.  Miltcaukee,  42  Wis.  118;  Crossett  v. 
Janesville,  28  Wis.  426;  Owens  v.  Milwaukee, 
47  Wis.  461,  3  N.  W.  3;  Smith  v.  Eau  Claire, 
78  Wis.  463,  47  N.  W.  830. 

If  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  damages, 
ou?ht  not  the  court  in  this  action  to  award 
them,  as  found,  and  end  the  litigation? 

Pinkum  v.  Eau  Claire,  81  Wis.  310,  51  N. 
W.  550;  Turner  v.  Pierce,  34  Wis.  658. 


Bardeent  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  court  has  found  that  the  assessment 
made  by  the  board  of  piiblic  works  was  ar- 
bitrary, and  based  solely  upon  the  coat  of  the 
work  in  front  of  the  abutting  lots.  A  similar 
assessment  was  before  this  court  for  review 
in  the  case  of  Liebermann  v.  Milujaukee,  89 
Wis.  336,  61  N.  W.  1112.  The  facts  are  not 
the  same,  but  the  form  of  the  assessment  in 
that  case  varies  in  no  material  respect  from 
the  one  under  consideration.  There  it  was 
said  that  the  assessment  was  void  on  its  face 
for  a  failure  to  show  affirmatively  that  it 
was  made  in  conformity  with  the  require- 
ment of  the  charter.  But  we  are  not  to  dis- 
pose of  this  assessment  by  what  alone  ap- 
pears upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  as 
in  Hennessy  v.  Douglas  County,  99  Wis.  129, 
74  N.  W.  983.  With  the  accompan3ring  facts 
and  circumstances,  it  shows  quite  conclusive- 
ly that  the  board  could  not  have  exercised 
their  judgment  in  arriving  at  a  result.  That 
this  assessment  of  benefits  tn  each  of  the  ad- 
joining lots  should  corresponi'  in  each  case  to 
as  many  dollars  as  the  abutting  lot  had  feet 
of  frontage,  and  that  the  aggregate  of  bene- 
fits should  very  closely  approximate  the  total 
cost  of  the  work,  are  clrcumstancea  too 
significant  not  to  arouse  suspicion.  Es- 
pecially is  this  so  when  it  is  shown  that  op- 
posite some  of  the  lots  there  was  a  deep  cut 
and  others  a  deep  fill.  It  is  not  enough  for 
the  board  to  say  that  they  viewed  the  prem- 
ises, and  exercised   their  Judgment,  if  the 
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facts  negative  that  nMertion.  Here  the 
facta  cry  out  so  loudly  againat  the  concluBion 
reached  that  we  find  no  difficulty  in  agreeing 
with  the  court's  estimate  of  the  board's  pro- 
cedure. Hayes  v.  Douglas  County,  92  Wis. 
429,  31  L.  R.  A.  213,  65  N.  W.  482.  But 
we  cannot,  by  any  means,  agree  with  the 
court's  judgment.  It  seems  to  be  conceded 
that  the  city  haa,  under  its  charter,  ample 
power  to  establish  the  grade  of  alleys,  and 
that  it -did,  on  May  27,  1896,  duly  adopt  and 
pass  an  ordinance  fixing  and  establishing  the 
grade  of  the  alley  in  question.  This  was  the 
initial  step,  without  which  any  attempt  to 
improve  the  alley  would  have  been  without 
foundation.  In  following  out  the  line  of 
procedure  indicated  by  §  6  of  subchapter  7 
of  the  charter,  the  board  of  public  works 
made  the  proper  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the 
work  proposed  to  be  done,  and  made  the  usual 
recommendation  to  the  council.  Thereupon 
a  resolution  was  introduced  in  the  council, 
which  declared  that  it  was  necessary  to  grade 
and  pave  suoh  portion  of  this  alley,  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  inadequate,  inconvenient, 
and  unsafe  for  public  use,  and  for  the  drain- 
age of  water  therefrom;  and  that  it  was 
necessary  to  cause  said  work  to  be  done  with- 
out a  petition  from  the  abutting  owners,  for 
the  reason  that  such  owners  had  failed  to 
make  the  alley  in  a  suitable  condition  for 
public  use.  This  resolution  was  first  re- 
ferred to  the  local  committee  of  the  eleventh 
ward, — ^being  the  ward  where  the  alley  was 
located, — who  recommended  that  it  be 
adopted.  It  was  then  referred  to  a  special 
committee  of  five  members,  no  one  of  whom 
was  a  resident  of  said  ward,  who  likewise  re- 
ported recommending  its  adoption.  The 
resolution  was  presented  to  the  council  Au- 
gust 3,  and  passed  and  adopted  by  the  council 
on  August  31  by  a  vote  of  thirty-nine  mem- 
bers in  the  affirmative.  This  was,  as  we  re- 
gard it,  a  proper  compliance  with  the  char- 
ter requirements.  Boyd  v.  Milwaukee,  92 
Wis.  466,  66  N.  W.  603.  The  contention  that 
8  0  does  not  permit  the  improvement  of  an 
alley  without  a  petition  from  abutting  lot- 
owners  is  altogether  too  technical  to  receive 
approval.  A  fair  construction  of  the  rather 
indefinite  provisions  of  that  section  has  led 
OB  to  the  conclusion  that  such  grading  may 
be  done  without  petition,  when  the  council 
follow,  as  they  did  in  this  case,  the  technical 
eourse  of  procedure  therein  mapped  out.  The 
initial  steps  leading  up  to  the  improvement 
of  this  alley  having  been  taken  in  conformity 
to  the  charter  requirements,  the  city  was  in- 
vested with  jurisdiction  to  proceed.  The 
next  step— the  assessment  of  benefits  and 
damages — was,  as  we  have  seen,  wrongfully 
taken,  and  rendered  subsequent  action  void. 
Section  11  of  subchapter  7  provides  that  the 
owner  of  any  lot  who  feels  himself  aggrieved 
by  any  assessment  might  appeal  to  the  cir- 
euit  court,  and  have  his  grievance  therein  de- 
termined ;  and  it  is  urged  that  this  gives  him 
an  ample  and  exclusive  remedy.  In  cases 
where  the  initial  steps  have  been  such  as  to 
give  the  city  jurisdiction  to  proceed,  this 
argument  appeals  to  us  with  considerable 
48  L.  R.  A. 


force;  but  this  court,  having  held  in  a  long 
line  of  decisions  that  the  remedy  by  appeal  is 
not  exclusive  where  the  assessment  is  shown 
to  be  arbitrary  and  fraudulent,  we  feel  com- 
pelled to  follow  them.  Harrison  v.  MiU 
waulcee,  49  Wis.  247,  6  N.  W.  326 ;  Watkins 
V.  MiluHiukee,  52  Wis.  98,  8  N.  W.  823 ;  Lieb- 
ermann  v.  Milwaukee,  89  Wis.  330,  61  N.  W. 
1112.  Admitting  that  plaintiff  may  main- 
tain a  standing  in  a  court  of  equity,  the  trial 
court  should  have  considered  and  applied  a 
very  important  and  salutary  provision  of 
law,  apparently  enacted  to  cover  just  such 
cases  as  this.  We  refer  to  §  1210c,  Rev. 
Stat  1808.  This  section  provides  that  in  ac- 
tions of  this  kind,  if  the  court  shall  deter- 
mine that  such  an  assessment  is  invalid  by 
reason  of  a  defective  assessment  of  benefits 
and  damages,  it  shall  stay  proceedings  in 
such  action  until  a  new  assessment  therefor 
be  made,  and  thereupon  the  proper  city  au- 
thorities shall  proceed  to  make  a  new  ansess- 
ment,  as  is  required  by  law  in  the  case  of 
such  original  assessment.  It  also  gives  the 
plaintiff  the  right  to  contest  such  new  assess- 
ment, and  points  out  the  method  of  proced- 
ure. When  the  proper  assessment  is  finally 
determined,  the  court  shall  make  an  order  re- 
quiring the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  same  as  a 
condition  of  judgment.  The  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  seeks  relief  for  the  invasion  of  his 
premises  need  not  interfere  with  the  com- 
plete application  of  this  statute  to  the  situa- 
tion. It  being  found  that  the  city  has  the 
right  to  grade  the  alley,  a  court  of  equity 
may  readily  adjust  and  fix  the  rights  of  the 
parties  as  to  the  matters  not  connected  with 
the  reassessment,  and  give  the  appropriate 
relief,  and  still  obey  the  statute  in  regard 
to  the  procedure  for  reassessment.  Inde- 
pendent of  this  statute,  we  cannot  quite  un- 
derstand how  a  court  of  equity  could  have 
felt  warranted  in  requiring  the  defendants  to 
restore  the  alley  to  its  original  condition. 
The  intrusion  upon  plaintiff's  lot  by  the  city 
and  its  contractors  was  wholly  unwarranted, 
as  they  have  admitted  by  not  appealing  from 
that  portion  of  the  judgment  requiring  them 
to  restore  his  premises  to  their  original  con- 
dition. The  only  other  question  of  which  the 
plaintiff  has  any  right  to  complain  is  that 
a  proper  assessment  of  benefits  has  not  been 
made.  Other  people  besides  plaintiff  have 
rights  in  this  alley,  and,  before  the  court 
should  have  required  a  restoration  to  the 
original  condition,  some  proof  as  to  the 
situation  should  have  been  taken.  It  is 
fairly  inferable  from  the  case  that  the  origi- 
nal condition  was  unsafe  and  dangerous. 
Suppose  it  was  shown  that  all  the  other  own^ 
ers  had  acquiesced  in  the  change,  and  had 
paid  their  assessment  of  benefits,  would  a 
court  of  equity  be  warranted  in  making  a 
judgment  which  seriously  interfered  with 
their  rights,  and  did  not  benefit  the  plaintiff? 
A  mere  statement  of  the  query  would  seem 
to  furnish  an  answer  to  it.  The  judgment 
in  this  regard  was  wholly  unwarranted  un- 
der any  view  of  the  case. 

We  summarize  our  conclusion  as  follows: 
That  the  city  has  the  power  to  and  has  prop- 
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•rly  established  the  grade  of  this  all^;  that 
the  action  of  the  council  in  directing  the 
grading  and  paving  of  the  alley,  under  the 
proofs  offered,  was  proper  and  legal;  that 
the  assessment  made  by  the  board  of  public 
works  was  arbitrary  and  illegal;  that  the 
situation  presented  is  such  that  the  court 
should  order  a  stay  of  proceedings  in  ao  far 
as  relates  to  the  assessment  of  damages  and 
benefits  for  the  improvement  of  the  alley, 
and  direct  a  reassessment  and  proceedings, 
under  §  1210e,  Rev.  Stat  1898. 

To  this  end,  those  pariums  of  i\€  judgment 
appealed  from  are  reversed,  with  costs,  and 
the  cause  is  remanded  for  further  proceed- 
inffs  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

So  ordered. 

Rehearing  denied  March  20,  1900. 


Ludwig  FRANKE  el  al.,  Reapta., 

V, 

Albert  MANN  et  aZ.,  Appta. 
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t.  Prejudicial  error  must  be  made  af- 
flrmatlTelr  to  appear  In  order  to  cause 
the  reversal  of  a  Judgment. 

S.  Ifotiee  of  an  attempt  to  oriraniBe  a 
ehareh,  and  of  the  tinte  and  place  of 
forminiT  the  oriranlBation,  as  required 
by  Rev.  Stat.  I  1990,  Is  not  necessary  where 
the  incorporators  are  not  members  of  a  re- 
ligious organisation,  but  desire  to  organise  a 
corporation  In  connection  with  a  church  of 
th^r  own  peculiar  tenets  to  be  associated 
therewith. 

8.  A  reliirlone  corporation  de  facto  is 
created  where  an  attempt  in  good  faith  Is 
made  to  comply  with  a  statute  which  author- 
ises the  formation  of  such  corporation,  arti- 
cles are  drawn  and  signed  in  form  as  the 
statute  requires,  except  as  to  the  acknowledg- 
ment, and  they  are  recorded,  the  corporation 
organized,  and  the  right  to  exercise  the  fran- 
chise of  being  a  corporation  asserted  for 
several  years. 

4.  A  majority  of  the  members  of  a 
ehnrch  corporation  organized  as  a  body 
of  Christian  believers  of  a  particular  sect 
cannot  devote  its  property  to  a  use  Incon- 
sistent with  the  purposes  of  the  corporation 
by  employing  a  pastor  whose  teachings  are 
inconsistent  with  those  of  the  sect  to  which 
the  church  belongs. 

(February  27,  1900.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Lafayette  Coun- 
ty in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  a  proceeding 
brought  to  prevent  defendants  from  pervert- 
ing property  of  a  religious  society.  Af- 
firmed, 


Statement  by  liwnilud],  J.: 

Equitable  action  to  prevent  members  of  a 
religious  corporation  from  perverting  the 
use  of  its  property. 

The  issues  made  by  the  complaint  were  de- 
cided by  the  trial  court  substantially  as  fol- 
lows: 

( 1 )  May  13,  1888,  for  some  years  thereto- 
fore, and  ever  since,  the  German  Evangelical 
Synod  of  North  America  has  existed  in  Wis- 
consin and  other  states  as  a  religious  corpo- 
ration separate  and  distinct  from  all  others, 
and  has  been  and  is  made  up  of  people  whose 
beliefs  on  religious  and  church  queraons  dif- 
fer materially  from  those  of  any  other 
church  or  sect,  particularly  from  the  belief 
of  the  members  of  the  Lu&eran  or  (German 
Lutheran  Church. 

(2)  At  the  time  stated  Wisconsin  was  a 
district  of  such  synod,  having  a  form  of  gov- 
ernment binding  the  different  church  socie- 
ties composing  it  to  the  distinct  belief  of  the 
sect  known  as  the  "German  Evangelical 
Church." 

(3)  May  13th,  aforesaid,  at  the  town  of 
Wayne,  Lafayette  county,  Wisconsin,  several 
persons  named  in  the  complaint,  competent 
for  the  purpose,  members  of  the  German 
Evan^lical  Church  and  its  Synod  of  North 
America,  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  reli- 
gious society  of  such  sect  and  synod,  made 
a  certificate  of  organization  for  a  church 
corporation,  in  good  faith,  intending  to  com- 
ply with  the  laws  of  this  state  on  that  sub- 
ject, but  failed  to  have  the  execution  of  such 
certificate  acknowledged,  though  they  caused 
the  same  to  be  recorded  in  the  oflice  of  the 
register  of  deeds  of  Lafayette  county.  May 
29,  1888,  and  thereafter,  on  May  4,  1S97, 
seven,  of  the  fifteen  signers  of  the  certificate 
duly  acknowledged  the  same  and  caused  the 
certificate  thereof  to  be  recorded  in  the  mar- 
gin of  the  record  of  the  articles. 

(4)  The  day  the  articles  of  organization 
were  signed  the  signers  held  their  first  meet- 
ing and  duly  elected  trustees,  and  thereafter 
a  corporate  organization  was  maintained, 
the  right  to  be  a  corporation  asserted,  and 
the  corporate  franchise  accordingly  used 
down  to  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  the  defendants,  except  the  de- 
fendant Schlicting,  being  then  the  trustees. 

(6)  The  corporation,  till  1890,  submitted 
to  the  government  and  direction  of  the  Ger- 
man Evangelical  Synod  of  North  America, 
and  recognized  its  authority  as  a  superior 
governing  power  in  all  respects  according 
to  the  ecclesiastical  law  of  the  synod.  The 
Wayne  Church  Society,  together  with  two 
other  such  organizations,  was  presided  over 
during  the  time  mentioned  by  ministers  of 
the  German  Evangelical  Church,  designated 
for  that  purpose  by  the  synod  of  the  sect  for 


Note. — As  to  right  of  a  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers of  a  religious  organization  to  divert  the 
church  property  to  the  support  of  new  and 
different  doctrines,  see  Pin  ley  v.  Brent 
(Va.)  11  L.  R.  A.  214;  Mt.  Zlon  Bap- 
tist Church  V.  Whltmore  (Iowa)  13  L.  R.  A. 
198:  Smith  V.  Pedlgo  (Ind.)  19  L.  R.  A.  433; 
Scbllcbter  v.  Kelter  (Pa.)  22  L.  R.  A.  161; 
Bear  v.  Heasley  (Mich.)  24  L.  R.  A.  615 ;  Phllo- 
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math  College  v.  Wyatt  (Or.)  26  L.  R.  A. 
08;  Krecker  v.  Shlrey  (Pa.)  29  L.  R.  A.  476: 
Park  V.  Champlln  (Iowa)  31  L.  R.  A.  141 ;  and 
Smith  V.   Pedlgo   (Ind.)   32  L.  R.  A.  838. 

As  to  power  of  local  church  society  to  with- 
draw from  the  general  body  of  the  church,  see 
Fuchs  V.  Melsel  (Mich.)  32  L.  R.  A.  92.  and 
note. 
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North  America,  and  took  part,  in  the  man- 
ner provided  by  the  rules  of  the  sect,  in  the 
district  conferences  and  conventions  of  the 
church  for  the  district  of  Wisconsin. 

(6)  Substantially  all  members  of  the  so- 
ciety, including  plaintiffs  and  defendants, 
signed  their  names  in  a  book  kept  for  that 
purpose,  as  did  the  members  of  the  other 
churches  of  the  sect  presided  over  by  the 
same  minister,  as  i^oresaid,  purporting 
thereby  to  adopt  the  synodical  rules  and  reff- 
ulations  prescribed  for  such  purposes.  Such 
rules  were  not  formally  adopted  by  a  vote  of 
the  members  of  the  aociety  or  by  any  formal 
corporate  act.  The  individual  members  of 
the  society  signed  the  bode  at  the  request  of 
the  minister  as  and  for  a  submission  of  the 
society  to  the  rules,  and  such  rules  were  sub- 
mitted to  by  the  society  and  the  members 
thereof  up  to  about  the  year  1896. 

(7)  The  subordinate  organizations  of  the 
German  Evangelical  Synod  of  North  Amer- 
ica are  boimd  by  its  constitution  and  system 
of  government  to  submit  thereto  in  all  mat- 
ters, including  the  religious  belief  of  the 
church  and  its  forms  and  ceremonies,  and  not 
to  employ  a  pastor  other  than  a  member  of 
the  German  Evangelical  Church,  ordained  by 
the  synod  of  such  church  for  North  America, 
holding  its  certificate  of  good  character  and 
behavior,  and  who  shall  subscribe  a  written 
promise  to  be  faithful  to  the  rules  and  regu- 
lations of  such  society  and  synod. 

(8)  The  society  built  a  church  edifice  on 
lands  described  in  the  complaint,  donated  to 
the  society  for  that  purpose  by  Wilhelm 
Taufmann,  one  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  con- 
veyance was  made  in  form  to  the  trustees 
of  the  German  Evangelical  St.  Paul's  Society 
of  the  Town  of  Wayne,  Lafayette  county, 
Wisconsin,  for  the  use  of  such  society.  It 
was  accepted  by  the  corporation  with  knowl- 
edge of  its  provisions  oy  substantially  all 
the  members  of  the  society,  and  without  ob- 
jection as  to  the  use  declared.  There  was 
some  talk  by  individual  members  of  the 
church  about  the  property  being  made  free 
to  all  sects  except  Roman  Catholics,  but  that 
was  never  favored  by  the  society  as  such. 

(9)  The  church  building  was  paid  for  by 
money  contributed  by  its  members,  was  duly 
dedicated  as  property  of  a  society  of  the  Ger- 
man Evangelical  Synod  of  North  America, 
and  was  used  in  harmony  therewith  till  some 
time  in  1896,  when,  on  account  of  difBculty 
about  obtaining  a  minister  to  serve  the  so- 
ciety, defendant  Schlicting,  a  minister  of  the 
Lutheran  Church  and  sect,  materially  differ- 
ent in  its  religious  belief  and  distinct  from 
that  of  the  Wayne  society,  was  employed  to 
serve  it  for  one  year,  at  the  end  of  which 
Ijeriod  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  so- 
efety  again  employed  Schlicting,  the  minority 
protesting,  on  the  ground  that  they  desired 
and  were  entitled  to  have  a  minister  in  har- 
mony with  the  society  as  a  member  of  the 
German  Evangelical  Church  Synod  of  North 
America.  Pursuant  to  such  employment, 
notwithstanding  such  protest,  Schlicting 
served  the  society  till  interfered  with  by  the 
temporary  injunction  granted  in  this  action, 
and  in  so  doing  confined  his  ministrations 
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in  harmony  with  the  sect  to  which  he  be- 
longed, the  Gterman  Lutheran  Church, 
preaching  the  belief  of  such  sect,  which,  as 
before  indicated,  was  noaterially  out  of  har- 
mony with  the  religious  belief  of  the  Ger- 
man Evangelical  Church  of  the  Synod  of 
North  America,  and  assumed  the  right  to, 
and  did,  prevent  the  use  of  the  church  edifice 
by  a  minister  of  the  society  to  which  the 
church  belonged. 

On  such  facts  the  court  concluded: 

(1)  The  German  Evangelical  St.  Paul's 
Society  of  the  Town  of  Wayne,  Lafayette 
county,  Wisconsin,  since  May,  1888,  has  been 
a  church  corporation  under  the  laws  of  this 
state,  subject  to  the  system  of  church  gov- 
ernment of  the  German  EvangelicaJ  Synod 
of  North  America. 

(2)  The  title  to  the  church  edifice  and 
property  described  in  the  complaint  is  held 
in  trust  by  the  trustees  of  the  Wayne  so- 
ciety, for  the  use  of  such  society  as  an  or- 
ganization of  the  German  Evangelical  Synod 
of  North  America,  and  for  the  exclusive  use 
of  such  society  in  harmony  with  the  reli- 
gious views  of  the  German  Evangelical 
Church  and  such  synod  of  such  sect. 

(3)  Defendants  having  perverted  the 
property  of  such  society  from  its  legitimate 
use,  plaintiffs,  though  constituting  a  minor- 
ity of  the  members  of  the  society,  have  a 
right  to  such  redress  as  will  prevent  the  fur- 
ther perversion  of  its  property,  and  as  will 
compel  the  use  of  such  propertv  in  conform- 
ity with  the  religious  belief  of  the  German 
Evangelical  Church,  and  the  system  of  gov- 
ernment of  the  synod  of  such  church  for  the 
district  in  which  the  society  i^  located. 

(4)  Plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  judgment 
accordingly  and  as  prayed  for  in  the  com- 
plaint. 

Judgment  was  rendered  in  accordance  with 
the  aforesaid  conclusions,  from  which  this 
appeal  was  taken. 

MeBsn,  'WUaon  A  Hartin  for  appel- 
lants. 

Messrs.  Orion  A  Osbora  and  ThonuM 
Lnclisinser,  for  respondents: 

There  are  no  exceptions  to  the  facts  or 
conclusions  of  law  by  the  circuit  court 
which  can  be  considered  on  this  appeal,  for 
the  reason  that  such  exceptions  are  not  in- 
corporated in  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

Cramer  v.  Hanaford,  63  Wis.  86,  10  N. 
W.  16;  Evenson  v.  Bates,  68  Wis.  24,  16  N. 
W.  837;  Treloar  v.  Oshome,  98  Wis.  461, 
74  N.  W.  99;  Newton  v.  Williams,  94  Wis. 
222,  68  N.  W.  990. 

This  religious  society  was  legally  incorpo- 
rated, notwithstanding  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation were  not  acknowledged. 

St.  Jacob's  Lutherwn  OhurcK  y.  Bly,  78  N. 
Y.  323 ;  Fadness  ▼.  Braunborg,  73  Wis.  267, 
41  N.  W.  84. 

But,  if  never  a  corporation  de  fure,  it  was 
a  corporation  de  facto. 

Methodist  Episeopal  Union  Church  v. 
Pickett,  19  N.  Y.  482;  Supreme  Court  of  I, 
0.  of  F.  V.  Supreme  Court  of  U,  0.  of  F.  94 
Wis.  234,  68  N.  W.  1011 ;  Beach,  Priv.  Corp. 
SS  13,  14;  2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  S  746; 
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Ashland  v.  Wheeler,  88  Wis.  617,  60  N.  W. 
818;  Finnegan  v.  Noerenberg^  52  Minn.  239, 
18  L.  R.  A.  778,  63  N.  W.  1150;  7  Thomp. 
Corp.  §  8207 ;  Re  Oibba'a  Estate,  157  Pa.  69, 
22  L.  R.  A.  276,  27  Atl.  383;  Eaton  v.  Walk- 
er, 76  Mich.  579,  6  L.  R.  A.  102,  43  N.  W. 
638;  6tout  V.  ZuHck,  48  N.  J.  L.  699,  7  Atl. 
362;  Baker  v.  Neff,  73  Ind.  68;  Williameon 
v.  Kokomo  Bldg.  d  Loan  Fund  Aaao,  89  Ind. 
389;  Renwick  v.  Ball,  84  111.  163. 

A  substantial  compliance  with  the  law  is 
not  essential  toB.de  facto  corporation.  That 
makes  a  corporation  de  jure. 

7  Thomp.  Corp.  S  8207 ;  Finnegan  ▼.  Noe- 
renberg,  52  Minn.  239,  18  L.  R.  A.  778,  63 
N.  W.  1150. 

As  to  the  qualifications,  required  by  the 
statute,  of  corporators,  to  wit, — that  they  be 
persons  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and 
not  members  of  any  religious  congregation 
at  the  time,  no  proof  is  required,  the  articles 
of  incorporation  themselves  being  presump- 
tive evidence  of  the  existence  of  such  qualifi- 
cations. 

Methodist  Episcopal  Union  Churoh  v. 
Pickett,  19  N.  Y.  482. 

When  property  and  its  uses  are  involved, 
courts  of  equity  will  consider  theological 
questions,  to  the  end  that  property  acquired 
for  the  religious  uses  of  any  church,  sect,  or 
denomination  of  Christians  may  be  sacredly 
preserved  for  such  particular  uses  and  pur- 
poses, and  that  it  shall  not  be  perverted  to 
other  uses,  even  by  a  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  organization. 

Fadness  v.  Braunborg,  73  Wis.  257,  41  N. 
W.  84;  Miller  v.  Oable,  2  Denio,  492;  Kreok- 
er  V.  Shirey,  163  Pa.  534,  29  L.  R.  A.  476, 
30  Atl.  440;  Ferraria  v.  Vasooncellos,  31  111. 
64;  Mount  Zion  Baptist  Church  v.  Whit- 
more,  83  Iowa,.  138.  13  L.  R.  A.  198,  49  N. 
W.  81 ;  White  Lick  Quarterly  Meeting  .of 
Friends  v.  White  Lick  Quarterly  Meeting  of 
Friends,  89  Ind.  136;  White  v.  Rioe,*U2 
Mich.  403,  70  N.  W.  1024:  Watson  v.  Jones, 
13  Wall.  679,  20  L.  ed.  666;  Lamb  ▼.  Cain, 
129  Ind.  486,  14  L.  R.  A.  618,  29  N.  E.  13; 
Schnorr's  Appeal,  67  Pa.  138,  6  Am.  Rep. 
415;  Stebbins  v.  Jennings,  10  Pick.  171;  Ba- 
ker V.  Fales,  16  Mass.  503;  Kniskem  v. 
Lutheran  Churches  of  8t.  John  d  8t.  Peter, 
1  Sandf.  Ch.  439;  Smith  v.  Pedigo,  145  Ind. 
361,  19  L.  R.  A.  433,  33  N.  E.  777,  44  N.  E. 
363;  EaU  v.  Everett,  63  N.  H.  9,  16  Am. 
Rep.  82 ;  RoshVs  Appeal,  69  Pa.  462,  8  Am. 
Rep.  275. 

The  property  acquired  by  the  trustees  of 
a  religious  society  not  incorporated  is  bound 
by  the  uses  and  practices  of  such  unincorpo- 
rated society  equally  as  if  it  were  incorpo- 
rated. 

Fiichs  V.  Meisel,  102  Mich.  357,  32  L.  R. 
A.  92,  60  N.  W.  773:  Lynd  v.  Menzies,  33 
N.  J.  L.  164;  Auracher  v.  Yerger,  90  Iowa. 
558,  58  N.  W.  893;  finhweiker  v.  Husser,  146 
111.  399,  34  N.  E.  1022;  Russie  v.  Brazzell, 
128  Mo.  93.  30  S.  W.  .'520:  Schlichter  v. 
Keiler,  156  Pa.  119,  22  L.  R.  A.  161,27  Atl.45. 

Marsliall,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Thirty-six  exceptions  were  filed  to  the  find- 
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ings  of  fact,  but  counsel  for  appellants  made 
no  specific  assignment  of  error  in  regard  to 
such  findings  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
and  settled  practice  of  the  court.  We  find 
in  counsel's  brief  a  statement  of  their  claim 
in  a  general  way,  and  a  statement  that  the 
court  erred  in  so  far  as  the  findings  and  con- 
clusions of  law  are  inconsistent  with  such 
view,  and  on  that  we  are  referred  to  the 
pages  of  the  printed  case  where  the  findings 
and  conclusions  of  law  may  be  found,  and 
in  like  manner  to  the  exceptions  thereto,  par- 
ticularly to  twelve  of  such  exceptions  by 
their  numbers.  No  attempt  was  made  by 
counsel  in  their  brief  to  point  out  evidence 
that  is  contrary  to  the  findings  or  want  of 
evidence  to  support  them,  but  it  is  suggested 
that  we  carefully  study  the  printed  case  of 
143  pages,  with  a  view  of  discovering  wheth- 
er any  of  the  exceptions  were  well  taken  or 
not.  With  such  a  presentation  of  the  ap- 
peal, judicial  duty  requires  only  a  sufticient 
examination  of  the  case  to  determine  whet  her 
the  findings  and  pleadings  support  the  judg- 
ment. Error  is  presumed  against  on  appeal, 
and  unless,  as  to  the  facts  at  least,  that  is 
met  by  some  distinct  assignment  of  error  or 
errors,  and  some  attempt  to  discuss  such  as- 
signments and  to  point  out  evidence  or  want 
of  evidence  to  warrant  them  or  some  of  them, 
it  will  prevail.  The  general  rule  is  that  a 
judgment  on  appeal  will  be  affirmed,  unlf*^ 
prejudicial  error  not  only  exist,  but  be  made 
\jo  affirmatively  appear.  Eaton  v.  Patchin, 
20  Wis.  486;  Milioaukee  Harvester  Co.  v. 
Teasdale,  91  Wis.  69,  64  N.  W.  422;  Menz  v. 
Beebe,  102  Wis.  342,  78  N.  W.  601 ;  A/#fi0afi- 
der  y.  Irwin,  20  Neb.  204,  29  N.  W.  385; 
Pottawattamie  County  v.  Marshall  County, 
66  Iowa,  410,  9  N.  W.  326;  McVey  v.  John- 
son, 76  Iowa,  165,  39  N.  W.  249;  Papke  v. 
Papke,  30  Minn.  260,  16  N.  W.  117.  That 
rule  means  more  than  that  error  may  be  dis- 
covered in  the  record.  It  requires  that  the 
person  alleging  en*or  must  point  it  out  and 
make  it  aifirmatively  appear  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  court. 
That  requires  error  to  be  definitely  assigned 
and  a  good-faith  attempt  made  to  present  it 
to  the  court  for  consideration ;  and  where  the 
claim  is  that  a  finding  of  fact  is  contrary  to 
the  evidence,  that  the  evidence,  or  want  of 
evidence,  bearing  on  the  question,  be  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  court. 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  plain  that  this 
court  would  be  justified  in  disregarding  all 
contentions  of  the  appellants'  counnel  that 
the  finding  of  fact  are  contrary  to  the  evi- 
dence. However,  the  labor  put  upon  the 
ease  indicates  so  clearly  that  the  appeal  was 
taken  in  good  faith,  and  that  the  omission 
to  comply  with  the  rules  and  practice  gov- 
erning the  matter  was  not  intentional,  that 
the  neglect  may  be  easily  excused  in  the  in- 
terest of  justice,  particularly  to  the  parties 
whose  ricrhts  are  involved.  That  has  been 
done,  and  the  record  examined  carefully,  and 
with  more  labor  than  would  have  been  nec- 
essary, had  the  evidence  or  want  of  evidence 
relied  upon  been  definitely  pointed  out. 

We  are  unable  to  discover  any  substantial 
conflict  in  the  evidence  on  many  of  the  mate* 
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rial  points,  and  no  clear  preponderance  of 
evidence  against  any  of  the  facts  found.  The 
evidence  appears  to  be  all  one  way  that  the 
church  corporation  was  formed  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  religious  sect  known  as  the  "Ger- 
man Evangelical  Church,*'  under  the  juris- 
diction and  subject  to  the  government  of  the 
established  body  of  that  church  in  this  coun- 
try, and  in  the  Wisconsin  district  thereof, 
known  as  the  "Grerman  Evangelical  Synod 
of  North  America;"  that  such  sect  has  dis- 
tinguishing characteristics  of  a  material 
character,  wherein  it  differs  from  all  other 
churches,  particularly  from  the  German  Lu- 
theran Chiurch,  both  as  regards  religious  be- 
lief and  church  organization  and  govern- 
ment; that  the  land  upon  which  the  church 
edifice  was  constructed  was  deeded  to  the 
corporation  in  trust  for  its  use  in  harmony 
with  the  purposes  of  the  organization,  and 
none  other ;  that  the  edifice  was  erected  and 
paid  for  with  the  same  view,  and  that  it  was 
dedicated  to  religious  uses  according  to  the 
religious  belief,  customs,  and  government  of 
the  German  Evangelical  Church,  particular- 
ly of  the  synod  of  such  church  of  North 
America;  that  the  church  society  was  con- 
ducted, and  its  property  used,  in  strict  har« 
mony  with  the  purposes  of  its  organization 
till  a  short  time  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action;  that  the  defendants  perverted 
the  property  of  the  society  to  purposes  for- 
eign to  the  legitimate  use  thereof,  and  that 
there  was  no  practicable  way  of  redressing 
the  wrong  to  the  corporation  and  the  minor- 
ity of  its  members,  except  by  invoking  the 
power  of  the  court. 

It  is  said  that  when  the  deed  of  the  land 
on  which  the  church  edifice  stands  was  de- 
livered to  the  society,  the  grantor  promised 
that  it  should  be  free,  except  to  Roman  Cath- 
olics, and  that  subscriptions  were  made  to 
aid  in  the  oonstruction  of  the  edifice  with 
the  same  view.  Further,  that  the  persons 
who  organized  the  church  society  were  not 
members  of  the  German  Evangelical  Church, 
but  were  members  of  the  German  Lutheran 
Cliurch.  We  fail  to  find  evidence  in  the  rec- 
ord to  sustain  such  claims.  True,  as'  the 
court  found,  there  was  some  talk  by  mem- 
bers of  the  church  society,  respecting  the 
church  edifice  being  free  to  all  sects  except 
Roman  Catholics,  but  the  deed  was  in  fact 
made  and  delivered  to  the  society  for  the 
purposes  of  its  organization,  indicated  in  its 
articles  of  organization,  and  the  society  ac- 
cepted it  for  that  use.  That  fixed  the  status 
of  the  property  irrevocably,  as  regards  the 
power  of  the  corporation  over  it,  acting  by 
defendants,  whether  by  the  will  of  a  part  or 
all  of  its  members.  Fadneaa  v.  Braunborg^ 
73  Wis.  257,  41  N.  W.  84;  McBride  v.  Por- 
ter, 17  Iowa,  203 ;  Suiter  v.  First  Reformed 
Dutch  Church,  42  Pa.  503;  Latoaon  v.  JTol- 
heneon,  61  111.  406.  The  rule'  in  that  regard, 
as  it  prevails  generally,  was  stated  in  Mo- 
Bride  V.  Porter,  17  Iowa,  203,  in  the  follow- 
ing language:  ''The  grantees  took  the  title, 
therefore,  subject  to  this  limitation,  and  it  is 
not  in  the  rightful  power  of  the  minority,  or 
of  the  majority,  or  even  of  the  whole  con- 
gregation, to  divert  the  property  from  the 
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use  and  trust  for  and  with  which  it  was  thus 
conveyed.  The  parties  receiving  the  title 
took  the  same  subject  to  the  trust  and  it  is 
peculiarly  within  the  province  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  enforce  the  trust,  and,  in  its  en- 
forcement, the  court  will  look  to  the  trust 
specified  and  intended,  and  must  disregard 
all  questions  as  to  majorities  or  as  to  reli- 
gious creeds  and  beliefs  except  so  far  as  shall 
be  necessary  to  ascertain  the  trust  intended 
and  the  application  of  the  property  accord- 
ingly." 

It  is  further  suggested  that  no  notice  was 
given  of  the  purpose  to  organize  a  church 
corporation  May  13,  1888,  when  the  articles 
of  organization  were  signed,  as  required  by 
§  1090,  Rev.  Stat.,  hence  that  such  articles 
are  void,  and  the  findings  of  fact  inconsist- 
ent with  that  view  contrary  to  the  evidence. 
To  that  there  are  at  least  two  conclusive  an- 
swers. Where  incorporators  are  not  mem- 
bers of  a  religious  organization,  but  desire  to 
organize  a  corporation  in  connection  with  a 
church  of  their  own  peculiar  tenets  to  be  as- 
sociated therewith,  no  notice  of  an  intent  to 
so  organize,  or  the  time  or  place  of  forming 
the  organization,  is  necessary.  Such  were 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  society  in 
question  was  organized,  according  to  find- 
ings supported  by  evidence.  But  waiving 
that,  there  was  a  statute  permitting  the  for- 
mation of  such  a  corporation,  an  attempt  in 
good  faith  to  comply  therewith,  and  articles 
were  drawn  and  signed  in  form  as  the  stat- 
ute required,  except  as  to  the  acknowledg- 
ment. They  were  recorded,  the  corporation 
was  organized,  and  the  right  to  exercise  the 
franchise  of  being  a  corporation  asserted 
and  such  franchise  in  good  faith  used,  all 
the  persons  who  are  parties  to  this  action 
concurring,  except  defendant  Schlicting,  for 
several  years.  Such  circumstances  created 
a  corporation  de  facto  at  least,  which  is  suf^ 
flcient  for  the  purposes  of  this  case.  Berge- 
ron V.  Hooha,  96  Wis.  644,  71  N.  W.  1056; 
Blocum  V.  Head  (decided  February  2,  1900; 
Wis.)  81  N.  W.  673. 

It  is  further  contended,  as  a  reason  why 
the  finding  of  fact,  to  the  effect  that  a  corpo- 
ration of  the  German  Evangelical  Church  of 
the  Synod  of  North  America  was  organized 
by  and  pursuant  to  the  articles  signed  May 
13,  1888,  is  contrary  to  the  evidence,  that 
such  was  not  the  intention  of  those  who  par- 
ticipated in  what  occurred  at  the  time. 
There  seems  to  be  but  very  little  room,  if 
any,  for  controversy  on  that  point.  The  per- 
son who  drew  the  articles  of  organization, 
and  under  whose  direction  they  were  signed, 
was  a  minister  of  the  denomination  of  Chris- 
tians known  as  the  "German  Evangelical 
Church,"  and  a  minister  of  the  synod  of  such 
church  for  North  America.  He  framed  such 
articles  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  corpo- 
ration of  his  church,  and  in  harmony  with 
the  wishes  of  those  who  signed  them.  There 
is  ample  evidence  as  to  that.  The  articles 
were  signed  at  a  meeting  at  which  substan- 
tially all  who  had  been  accustomed  to  meet 
in  Wayne  to  listen  to  religious  teaching  of 
the  Grerman  Evangelical  Church  were  pres- 
ent.   The  minister  read  the  articles  and  ex« 
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plained  them,  and  did  likewise  with  the 
rules  of  the  church.  There  is  no  sufficient 
evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  all 
the  signers  of  the  articles  knew  what  they 
contained.  In  them  is  the  following  lan- 
guage: "The  undersigned,  .  .  .  and 
those  who  are  or  may  become  associated  with 
them  for  the  purposes  herein  specified,  have 
organized  themselves  into  a  religious  society 
-of  the  German  Evsjigelioal  Synod  of  North 
America,  located  in  the  town  of  Wayne, 
county  of  Lafayette,  state  of  Wisconsin." 
There  is  no  mistaking  the  meaning  of  such 
language. 

The  contention  that  the  deed  of  the  land 
on  which  the  church  stands  was  made  for  the 
use  of  a  free  church,  barring  only  Roman 
Catholics,  and  that  the  finding  is  contrary  to 
the  evidence  on  that  point,  is  quite  as  infirm 
in  its  supports  as  the  claim  in  regard  to  the 
intent  of  the  incorporators  to  form  a  society 
of  the  German  Evangelical  Synod  of  North 
America.  As  before  indicated,  the  language 
of  the  deed  vests  the  title  to  the  property  in 
the  grantee  for  its  church  purposes,  meaning, 
obviously,  such  church  purposes  as  the  soci- 
ety was  organized  for.  That  read  into  the 
instrument,  in  effect,  the  words  "as  a  reli- 
gious society  of  the  German  Evangelical 
Sjjrnod  of  North  America."  If  we  look  to  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  deed  was  exe- 
cuted, the  fair  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
is  that  the  grantor  and  the  grantee  intended 
that  the  property  should  be  devoted  exclu- 
sively to  the  purposes  for  which  the  grantee 
was  organized ;  that  is,  the  purposes  of  a  so- 
ciety of  the  German  Evangelical  Synod  of 
North  America.  Before  the  deed  was  drawn, 
the  grantor,  with  several  members  of  the 
church,  took  advice  as  to  how  it  should  be 
worded,  particularly  as  to  the  grantees,  hav- 
ing present  at  the  time  the  articles  of  organ- 
ization of  the  society.  The  grantor  testified 
that  he  made  no  promise  before  the  deed  was 
delivered,  except  to  give  the  land  to  the  so- 
ciety. When  the  deed  was  delivered  it  was 
read  carefully,  a  large  number  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  society  being  present,  and  there 
was  evidence  that  it  was  afterwards  read 
publicly  in  church  and  was  fully  approved. 

We  will  not  further  discuss  the  evidence, 
but  close  this  branch  of  the  case  by  saying 
that  a  careful  reading  of  the  record  leads  to 
a  satisfactory  eonchision  that  all  of  the  find- 
ings, to  the  effect  that  the  property  in  ques- 
tion is  held  by  the  church  society  for  its  use 
as  an  organization  of  Christians  of  the  be- 
lief of  the  German  Evangelical  Synod  of 
North  America,  and  as  a  church  society  of 
such  synod,  are  in  the  main  supported  by  the 
uncontradicted  evidence  or  the  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence,  and  that  no  material 
question,  at  least,  was  determined  contrary 
to  the  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence. 

We  oome  now  to  the  broad  question  of 
whether  a  majority  of  the  members  of  a 
church  corporation,  organized  as  a  body  of 
Christian  believers  of  a  particular  sect,  can 
devote  its  property  to  a  use  inconsistent  with 
the  purposes  of  the  corporation.  That  ques- 
tion, it  would  seem,  on  the  most  familiar 
principles,  requires  a  negative  answer.  It 
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ia  the  law  of  such  corporations,  the  same  a» 
of  all  others,  that  they  cannot  lawfully  di- 
vert their  property  to  uses  in  disregard  of 
the  limitations  contained  in  the  acts  creat- 
ing them.  There  is  no  difference  between 
church  and  other  corporations  in  that  re- 
gard. Church  corporations  are  creatures  of 
the  law  the  same  as  business  or  municipal 
corporations,  and  when  it  comes  to  property 
rights  a  court  of  equity  has  the  same  power 
to  protect  the  minority  in  the  one  as  in  the 
other.  If  every  taxpayer  in  a  city  but  one 
were  to  favor  the  use  of  public  property  for 
a  purely  private  use,  the  one,  backed  by  the 
power  of  the  court,  would  prevail.  If  all  of 
the  stockholders  of  a  business  oorporattOA 
but  one  were  to  favor  the  use  of  the  corpo- 
rate property  for  something  entirely  foreign 
to  the  purposes  of  the  corporation,  the  one 
stockholder,  with  right  on  his  side,  and  the 
power  of  the  court  to  enforce  it,  would  con- 
trol and  prevent  the  mischief.  The  power  of 
a  religious  corporation  as  to  the  use  of  it» 
property  is  limited  by  its  organic  act  the 
same  as  any  other.  When  it  exceeds  such 
limitations  its  acts  are  ultra  vires,  and  the 
court,  at  the  suit  of  a  member  of  it,  will  ap- 
ply the  proper  preventative  or  restorative 
remedy  where  there  are  no  superior  equities 
in  the  way. 

The  law  as  above  indicated  was  definitely 
declared  by  this  court  in  Padness  v.  Braun- 
horg,  73  Wis.  267,  41  N.  W.  84.  AttentioTi 
was  there  called  to  the  wording  of  the  Taii- 
ous  provisions  of  chapter  91,  Rev.  Stat.,  un« 
der  which  church  corporations  are  created. 
Section  1900  authorizes  the  creation  of  such 
corporations,  each  limited,  however,  in  ita 
purposes,  to  those  of  a  particular  sect  and  a 
particular  society  of  such  sect,  or  to  persona 
of  a  particular  religious  belief  and  a  single 
society  thereof.  Other  sections  place  such 
corporations,  in  all  essential  particulars,  un- 
der the  same  restrictions  as  to  their  business 
affairs  as  those  of  other  corporations  exist- 
ing under  the  statutes.  It  was  said  in  the 
Fadneaa  Case,  in  effect,  that  if  officers  tempo- 
rarily in  charge  of  the  corporate  affairs  di- 
vert Its  property  from  the  legitimate  uses  of 
the  corporation,  as  limited  by  the  grant  of 
such  property  to  it,  or  the  purposes  of  its  or- 
ganization as  regards  the  particular  reli- 
gious faith  it  was  organized  to  promote,  a 
court  of  equity  has  ample  power  to  interfere 
to  protect  the  minority;  for,  as  to  such  mat' 
ters,  the  right  of  each  member  of  the  church 
society  is  the  equal  of  every  other,  and  the 
rights  of  all  are  referable  to  the  terms  of  the 
trust  upon  which  the  corporation  property  ia 
held,  which  trust,  as  indicated,  may  be  de- 
clared in  the  conveyance  of  the  property  to 
the  corporation  so  far  as  not  inconsistent 
with  its  corporate  powers,  or  by  the  articles 
of  organization  limiting  and  defining  its 
rights  and  those  of  its  members.  By  sub- 
mitting to  the  law  of  the  state  in  forming  a 
corporation  under  the  statutes,  and  Testmi^ 
the  title  to  the  property  of  a  church  societj- 
in  it,  the  members  thereof  become  irreyoca* 
bly  bound  by  the  limitations  upon  coipo- 
rate  power  incident  to  such  artificial  bodies. 

Evenson  T.  ElUngson,  67  Wis.  634,  31  N. 
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W.  342,  is  to  the  same  effect.  It  was  there 
suggested  that  the  policy  of  the  state  was  to 
limit  the  purposes  of  a  church  corporation 
under  the  statute,  to  those  of  a  single  so- 
ciety, particular  sect  or  body  of  persons  of 
like  religious  belief,  to  avoid  just  such  dan- 
gers as  threatened  the  minority  of  the  so- 
ciely  undef  consideration, — the  danger  of 
schismatic  differences  causing  contentions 
among  factions  for  the  control  and  use  of  the 
property  of  the  society.  The  law  wisely  pre- 
cludes the  hope  of  factional,  exclusive  enjoy- 
ment of  property,  furnishing  stimulus  to 
church  differences.  Experience  has  taught 
that  the  cohesive  power  of  mutual  material 
interests,  even  those  that  are  aids  to  spirit- 
ual enjoyment  and  welfare,  present  and  fu- 
ture, is  generally  as  powerful  to  promote,  in 
church  affairs,  the  dwelling  together  of 
brothers  in  harmony,  as  matters  of  doctrine. 
The  benefit  of  that  influence  is  secured  where 
persons  are  incorporated  as  members  of  a 
particular  sect  and  church,  and  vest  the  title 
to  their  church  property  in  such  corporation. 
So  fenced  about,  a  faction  of  a  church  com- 
munity, however  large,  can  neither  withdraw 
and  claim  a  part  or  any  of  the  church  prop- 
erty, nor  remain  and  divert  its  use  to  pur- 
poses foreign  to  the  purposes  of  the  corpora- 
tion. 

Cases  exist,  involving  corporate  control 
over  property  not  impressed  with  a  trust  for 
a  particular  use  by  the  instrument  of  con- 
veyance or  by  the  act  of  incorporation,  some 
of  which  have  been  brought  to  our  attention, 
and  many  more  might  have  been  cited ;  but 
they  do  not  apply.  2  N.  Y.  Rev.  Laws  1813, 
chap.  60,  §  3,  p.  212,  that  forms  the  basis  for 
some  of  such  decisions,  and  which  are  re- 
ferred to  in  other  adjudications  as  authority, 
was  said  in  Petty  v.  Tooker,  21  N.  Y.  267,  to 
expressly  confer  upon  trustees  of  a  church 
corporation  organized  under  it  absolute 
power  of  control  as  regards  the  religious  use 
to  which  the  property  may  be  devoted. 
Here  the  statutes  give  to  trustees  of  a  reli- 
gious corporation  formed  under  them  the 
same  control  over  its  property  as  is  given  to 
other  corporations.  The  power  is  limited  to 
the  particular  purposes  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly named  in  the  act  of  incorporation. 

What  has  been  said  is  in  harmony  with 
the  law  regarding  trusts  for  religious  uses, 
whether  the  trustees  be  oflficers  of  a  religious 
corporation  or  of  an  unincorporated  ec- 
clesiastical body,  as  indicated  by  the  numer- 
ous authorities  cited  in  the  brief  of  counsel 
for  respondent,  among  which  are  the  follow- 
ing: Perraria  y,  VcLsconcellos,  31  111.  25: 
Hotin/  Ziofi  Baptist  Church  v.  Whitmorey  83 
Iowa,  138,  13  L.  R.  A.  198,  49  N.  W.  81; 
White  Lick  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Friends  v. 
White  Lick  Quarterly  Meeting  of  Friends^ 
89  Ind.  136;  Lamb  v.  Cain,  129  Ind.  486,  14 
li.  R.  A.  518,  29  N?  E.  13;  Miller  v.  Gable,  2 
Denio,  492;  Schnorr's  Appeal,  67  Pa.  138,  6 
Am.  Rep.  416 ;  Stebbins  v.  Jennings,  10  Pick. 
172;  Baker  v.  Pales,  16  Mass.  603;  Smith  v. 
Pedigo,  145  Ind.  361,  19  L.  R.  A.  433,  33  N. 
B.  777,  44  N.  E.  363;  Hale  v.  Everett,  63  N. 
H.  9,  16  Am.  Rep.  82. 

The  governing  idea  in  all  such  cases  is 
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that  property  held  by  the  trustees  of  a  chureh 
society  has  impressed  upon  it  a  character  in 
harmony  with  the  creation  of  the  trust,  and 
that  any  change  of  such  character  is  a  viola- 
tion of  such  trust.  If  property  be  conveyed 
to  trustees  for  use  of  the  corporation,  and 
its  organic  act  proclaims  the  religious  belief 
of  its  members,  and  sect  to  which  it  belongs, 
so  as  to  indicate  clearly  the  particular  use 
intended  by  the  grantor,  or  the  conveyance 
expressly  indicates  the  particular  use  in- 
tended by  the  grantor,  or  the  conveyance  ex- 
pressly indicates  the  limitations  upon  such 
use,  or  if  a  corporate  organization  be  formed 
as  a  society  of  a  particular  church  and  it  be- 
comes possessed  of  property  in  any  way  in 
trust  to  that  end,  in  either  case  the  property 
is  held  in  trust  for  the  use  so  indicated,  and 
such  use  cannot  be  perverted  without  consent 
of  all  the  parties  to  the  trust. 

Our  attention  is  called  to  Watson  v.  Jones, 
13  Wall.  679,  20  L.  ed.  666,  as  supf^orting  the 
view  of  appellants,  but  it  is  in  strict  har- 
mony with  the  foregoing.  Justice  Miller 
there  classified  controversies  that  had  been 
before  the  courts,  concerning  rights  of  prop- 
erty held  by  ecclesiastical  b^ies,  as  follows: 

(1)  Cases  where  property  forming  the 
subject  of  controversy  was,  by  the  terms  of 
the  deed  or  will  of  the  donor,  or  other  instru- 
ment by  which  the  property  is  held,  devoted 
to  the  teaching,  support,  or  spread  of  some 
specific  form  of  religious  doctrine  or  belief. 

(2)  Where  property  is  held  by  a  religious 
con^egation  which,  by  the  nature  of  its  or- 
ganization, is  strictly  independent  of  other 
ecclesiastical  associations,  and,  so  far  as 
church  government  is  concerned,  owes  no 
fealty  or  obligation  to  any  higher  authority. 

(3)  Gases  where  the  religious  corporation 
or  ecclesiastical  body  holding  the  property  is 
but  a  subordinate  member  of  some  general 
church  organization  in  which  there  are  supe- 
rior ecclesiastical  tribunals  \vith  a  general 
and  ultimate  power  of  control,  more  or  less 
complete,  in  some  supreme  judicatory,  over 
the  whole  membership  of  that  general  organ- 
ization. 

In  the  first  class  of  cases  it  was  said  the 
property  cannot  l^ally  be  diverted  from  the 
purposes  of  the  trust,  whether  the  donee  be 
an  independent  church  .or  the  member  of  a 
larger  church  organization  to  which  it  owes 
obedience.  In  the  second  class  it  was  said, 
where  the  character  of  the  organization  is 
such  that  its  members,  in  such  manner  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  plan  of  organiza- 
tion, may  freely  deal  with  its  property,  and 
such  property  is  not  impressed  with  any 
trust  other  than  that  of  the  general  use  for 
the  purposes  of  the  organization  as  a  reli- 
gious society,  its  trustees,  for  the  time  being, 
in  power,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  so- 
ciety, can  control  the  use  of  the  property 
within  the  general  purposes  of  its  ownership. 
In  the  third  class  of  cases  it  was  said,  where 
the  control  of  property  is  dependent  upon  the 
question  of  doctrine,  discipline,  ecclesiastical 
law,  rule  or  custom,  or  church  government, 
and  that  l^s  been  decided  by  the  highest 
church  tribunal  within  the  organization,  the 
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cml  court  will  accept  and  follow  the  ee- 
cleaiasttcal  determraation. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  idea  which  prevails 
at  eveiy  point  is  that  a  trust  impressed  up- 
on property,  if  there  be  one,  cannot  be  legal- 
ly violated.  As  was  said,  in  effect,  in  Mnler 
V.  Oable,  2  Denio,  492,  a  single  member  of  a 
church  will  prevail  against  a  doren  to  pre- 
vent a  violation  of  a  trust  for  a  particular 
religious  use  of  the  church.  And  in  Mount 
Zion  Baptist  Church  v.  Whitmore,  83  Iowa, 
138,  13  L.  R.  A.  198,  49  N.  W.  81,  a  minority 
of  the  members  of  the  church,  however  small, 
may  prevent  the  perversion  of  the  property 
held  by  it  in  trust  to  promulgate  a  particu- 
lar religious  faith. 

The  instant  controversy  cannot  properly 
.be  located  in  the  second  class  mentioned  in 
Watson  V.  Jones,  The  Wayne  society  is  not 
strictly  an  independent  church  society.  It 
was  made,  by  its  articles  of  organization,  a 
society  of ^ the  German  Evangelical  Synod  of 
North  America.  Again,  the  property  was 
conveyed  to  the  church,  as  has  been  stated, 
for  a  particular  use,  within  the  first  class  of 
cases  mentioned.  This  is  not  a  case  where 
there  is  no  specific  trust  impressed  on  the 
corporate  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
church;  neither  is  it  a  cause  dependent  upon 


a  determination  of  some  eoclesiastioal  ques- 
tion. 

Again,  we  are  not  dealing  with  a  contro- 
versy regarding  which  of  two  factions,  claim- 
ing to  belong  to  the  same  sect,  is  entitled  to 
control  its  property,  the  decision  involving 
some  question  of  doctrine,  or  other  ecclesias- 
tical question,  as  in  Wehmer  v.  Tokenga.  57 
Neb.  510,  78  N.  W.  28 ;  nor  is  it  a  case  where 
a  corporation,  or^nized  without  reference 
to  synodical  relations,  afterwards  gave  alle- 
giance to  a  particular  synod,  and  later  a  fae- 
tion  attempted  to  sever  such  allegiance,  as 
in  Fadness  v.  Braunhorg,  73  Wis.  267,  41  N. 
W.  84,  and  La/wson  v.  Kolhensony  61  III.  405. 
The  controversy  is  whether  members  of  a 
corporation,  created  as  a  synodical  churdi 
society,  and  expressly  limited  by  its  organic 
act  as  to  its  association  with  other  churches, 
and  the  trust  character  of  its  property,  and 
by  the  conveyance  of  such  property  to  it» 
merely  because  they  are  in  the  majority,  csa 
violate  that  trust  and  be  free  from  the  power 
of  a  court  of  equity  to  remedy  the  wrong  at 
the  suit  of  the  minority.  The  answer  to 
that  has  been  indicated.  The  decision  of  thtt 
circuit  court  was  right. 

The  judgment  must  he  affirmed. 

So  ordered. 
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1.  The  owner  of  a  city  lot  haa  not  the 
rtffht   to  mi  In   or   raise  the  surface 

BO  as  to  preveDt  the  natural  flow  upon  It  of 
surface  water  from  the  higher  ground  of  an 
adjoining  owner,  but  Is  subject  to  the  same 
rule  which  governs  rural  property. 

9.  The  occupant  of  premises,  whether 
owner  In  fee,  life  tenant,  or  lessee,  may  main- 
tain an  action  for  damages,  measured  by  the 
injury  to  his  particular  estate  or  Interest  In 
the  property,  by  an  obstruction  of  the  flow 
of  surface  water  therefrom. 

8.  One  who  causes  noxious  sapors  to 
rise  upon  the  land  of  an  adjoining  proprietor 
by  wrongfully  obstructing  the  natural  drain 
of  surface  water  therefrom  Is  liable  for  the 
damage  the  same  as  if  such  rapors  had  been 
wrongfully  caused  to  rise  on  and  from  his 
own  land. 

4.  An  allegation  that  the  wronarfnl 
creation  of  a  staarnant  pond  caused 
the  111  health  of  the  plaintiff  is  sufficient 
without  averring  In  terms  that  such  wrong 
was  the  natural  and  proximate  cause  of  the 
sl^'kness. 

(November  18,  1899.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Knox  County  in 


favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  alleged  wrongful 
obstruction  of  a  natural  drain  for  surface 
water.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Henry  H.  InKeraoll,  for  appellant: 

Lower  hinds  are  burdened  with  the  servi- 
tude of  receiving  surface  water  from  upper 
lands  adjacent. 

Louisville  d  N,  R,  Co,  y^  Hays,  11  Lea, 
382,  47  Am.  Rep.  291. 

And  those  lower  proprietors  filling  in  their 
lots,  or  lands,  so  as  to  back  surface  water 
must  provide  sufficient  culverts  for  ita  es- 
cape. 

Carriger  v.  East  Tennessee,  V,  d  G.  R.  Co. 
7  Lea,  38P ;  Louisville  <£  N.  R.  Co,  v.  Moss- 
man,  90  Tenn.  159,  16  S.  W.  64. 

Nuisance  injures  occupation;  therefore 
action  lies  to  Uie  injured  occupant  without 
alleging  title  to  land. 

Allen  V.  Suseng,  1  Coldw.  205. 

Messrs,  Green  Sc  Shields,  for  appellee: 

Surface  water  is  a  common  enemv  which 
every  proprietor  may  fight  or  get  nd  of  aa 
best  he  may. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed.  S  1039. 

In  the  case  of  uroan  property,  a  man  may 
protect  his  premises  against  the  fall  of  rain 
or  snow,  even  to  the  extent  of  preventing  its 
fall  upon  his  ground  altogether. 

Cooley,  Torts,  2d  ed.  pp.  574,  681. 

The  reason  of  the  difference  in  the  rule 


NoTi. — As  to  rights  In  flow  of  surface  water, 
see  note  to  Gray  v.  McWlllIams  (Cal.)  21  L.  R. 

A.  593:  also  Sheehan  v.  Flynn   (¥Inn.)   26  L. 

B.  A.  632 ;  Edwards  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co. 
48  L.  K.  A. 


(S.  C.)  22  L.  R.  A.  246;  Albany  v.  Sikes  (Ga) 
26  L.  R.  A.  653 ;  Jacobson  v.  Boenlng  (Neb.)  8S 
L.  R.  A.  229:  and  Churchill  v.  Beethe  (Nehi) 
85  L.  R.  A.  442. 
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between  country  property  and  city  prop- 
erty is  clearly  stated  in  tie  New  York  case 
of  Vandcnviele  v.  Taylor,  66  N.  Y.  341. 

An  owner  of  vacant  and  unimproved  city 
lots  is  not  liable  to  an  action  for  his  failure 
to  prevent  mere  surface  water,  accumulating 
thereon  from  natural  causes,  from  passing 
thence  upon  the  land  of  an  adjoining  proprie- 
tor to  his  injury. 

Morrill  v.  Hurley,  120  Mass.  99. 

An  owner  of  a  caty  lot  on  which  surface 
water  accumulates  by  the  raising  of  a  street 
and  the  adjacent  land,  and  bocomes  stag- 
nant, is  not  liable  for  the  nuisance. 

Barring  v.  Com.  2  Duv.  95. 

The  damages  sought  to  be  recovered  for 
injury  to  plaintiff's  health  are  not  the  nat- 
ural and  proximate  result  of  the  alleged 
wrongs,  and  are  too  remote. 

Waggoner  v.  White,  11  Heiffk.  748;  South- 
ci-n  H.  Co,  V.  Brigman,  95  Tenn.  628,  32  S.  W. 
762. 

The  gist  of  plaintiff's  action  is  injury  to 
the  real  estate  in  her  possession.  The  mea- 
sure of  her  damages  under  this  phase  of  the 
declaration  must  be  the  impairment  of  the 
enjoyment  of  the  ifremises,  which  would  be 
determined  by  their  rental  value  or  the  cost 
of  putting  them  in  repair. 

Under  the  other  phase  of  the  declaration 
a  totally  different  element  of  damages  arises, 
the  gist  of  which  is  not  injury  to  the  real 
estate,  but  injury  to  the  person,  to  the 
health.  These  causes  are  so  diverse  as  that 
they  can  only  be  asserted  by  means  of  sep- 
arate suits. 

OaldweU,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Tliis  is  an  action  of  damages  brought  by 
the  occupant  of  a  city  lot  against  the  owner 
of  an  aajacent  and  lower  lot,  for  creating 
an  alleged  private  nuisance  by  filling  such 
lower  lot  with  earth,  garbage,  etc.,  and  there- 
by obstructing  the  natural  drain  of  surface 
water,  and  backing  the  same  upon  plaintiff's 
lot,  and  there  making  a  stagnant  pond, 
which  impaired  the  use  of  the  premises,  and, 
through  noxious  vapors  emitted,  caused 
sickness  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  de- 
murred upon  four  ^rounds:  (1)  That,  be- 
ing within  the  city  limits,  the  defendant  had 
the  legal  right  to  fill  or  raise  his  lot,  as  it  is 
alleged  he  did,  though  he  thereby  impeded 
and  prevented  the  passage  of  surface  water 
from  the  plaintiff's  lot  over  his  own;  (2) 
that  plaintiff,  being  onlv  the  occupant,  and 
not  the  owner,  of  the  lot  alleged  to  have 
been  injured,  cannot  maintain  this  suit;  (3) 
that- since  the  noxious  vapors  complained  of 
are  alleged  to  have  risen  from  the  lot  occu- 
pie<i  by  the  plaintiff,  and  not  from  that  of 
defendant,  there  is  no  cause  of  action  on  ac- 
count thereof  against  the  defendant;  and 
(4)  that  the  plaintiff  does  not  allege  that 
the  wrongs  complained  of  were  the  natural 
and  proximate  cause  of  her  sickness. 

Two  distinct  rules  have  been  administered 
in  the  various  states  of  the  Union  with  re- 
spect to  the  right  of  a  lower  proprietor  to 
obstruct  and  repel  surface  water  flowing 
from  the  land  of  a  higher  proprietor;  one 
being  called  the  "oonunon-law  rule,"  and  the 
48  L.  R.  A. 


other  the  "civil-law  rule."  Under  what  is 
known  as  the  "oommon-law  rule,"  the  hold- 
ing is  that  the  right  of  the  lower  proprietor 
to  occupy  and  improve  his  land,  in  such 
manner  and  for  such  purposes  as.  he  may  see 
fit,  either  by  changing  the  surface  or  by  the 
erection  of  buildings  or  other  structures 
thereon,  is  not  restricted  or  modified  by  the 
fact  that  such  improvements  or  occupation 
will  obstruct  and  repel  surface  water  that 
would  otherwise  naturally  flow  thereon  from 
adjacent  and  higher  land,  even  though  the 
land  of  the  upper  proprietor  may  be  injured 
thereby.  This  rule  is  based  largely  upon  the 
maxim.  Cujwf  est  solum  ejus  est  usque  ad 
ccplum  et  ad  inferos,  and  seems  to  be  admin- 
istered in  the  states  of  Connecticut,  Indiana, 
Kansas,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  Minnesota, 
Missouri,  New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  New 
York,  and  perhaps  in  Texas  (except  as  to 
railroads),  Vermont,  and  Wisconsin.  On 
the  contrary,  by  the  rule  of  the  civil  law,  the 
proprietor  of  the  lower  land  may  not  ob- 
struct, by  any  means,  the  natural  flow  of  sur- 
face water,  and  turn  it  back,  to  the  injury 
of  the  higher  lands  of  his  neighbor ;  the  lat- 
ter owner  having,  by  the  law  of  nature,  an 
easement  or  servitude  of  drainage  over  the 
lands  of  the  former  for  the  flow  of  surface 
waters.  Tliis  rule  is  baaed  partly  upon  the 
necessity  of  the  situation,  and  partly  upon 
the  maxim,  8io  utere  tuo  ui  alienum  non 
UjBdas,  and  appears  to  prevail  in  Arkansas, 
Alabama,  California,  Georgia,  Illinois,  Iowa, 
Kentucky,  Louisiana,  Maryland,  Michigan, 
Nevada,  North  Carolina,  Ohio,  Pennsylva- 
nia, Tennessee,  Texas  (as  to  railroads),  Vir- 
ginia, and  West  Virginia.  There  have  seem- 
ingly been  some  changes  from  one  rule  to 
the  other  in  Arkansas,  Missouri,  Iowa,  New 
Hampshire,  and  some  of  the  other  states; 
and  South  Carolina  appears  to  occupy  a 
kind  of  middle  ground  between  the  two,  al- 
lowing the  lower  owner  to  make  any  reason- 
able use  of  his  land  which  may  not  unrea- 
sonably injure  adjacent  property  above. 
The  two  rules  are  considered,  and  most  of 
the  adjudged  cases  cited,  in  24  Am.  k  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  pp.  907-922,  inclusive;  in  Gray  v. 
McWilliams  (Cal.)  21  L.  R.  A.  593,  608.  and 
note;  iu  Sheehan  v.  Flynn  (Minn.)  20  L.  R. 
A.  632,  and  note;  in  Vandertoiele  v.  Taylor, 
65  N.  Y.  341,  345;  in  BarJcley  v.  Wilcox,  86 
N.  Y.  141 ;  in  Waverly  v.  Page  (Iowa)  40  L 
R.  A.  405,  and  note,  and  in  Cooley,  Torts, 
pp.  574-580,  inclusive.  Judge  Dillon,  adopt- 
ing the  remark  of  Lord  Tenterden  {King  v. 
Commissioners  of  Sewers,  8  Barn.  &  C.  355, 
300),  in  reference  to  the  rights  of  owners 
along  the  seacoast,  says  that  the  law  largely 
regards  surface  waters  a  common  enemy, 
which  every  proprietor  may  fight  or  get  rid 
of  as  best  he  may.  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th 
ed.  S  1039.  The  cases  decided  by  this  court 
are  Ca/rriger  v.  East  Tennessee,  V.  d  O.  K. 
Co,  7  Lea,  388;  LouisxHlle  d  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hays,  11  Lea,  382,  47  Am.  Rep.  291;  and 
Louisville  d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Mossman,  90  Tenn. 
157,  16  S.  W.  64.  All  of  these  cases  give 
distinct  recognition  and  application  to  what 
is  called  the  "civil-law  rule, '  without  so 
naming  it,  or  mentioning  the  other  rules.  In 
the   first    of   them,  the    following  laugukge 
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wu  quoted  and  adopted  from  Addiion,  Torts, 
Wood'8  ed.  p.  96,  viz. :  "Land  cannot  be  cul- 
tivated or  enjoyed  unless  tlie  springs  which 
rise  on  the  surface  and  the  rains  that  fall 
thereon  be  allowed  to  make  their  escape 
through  the  adjoining  and  neighboring 
lands.  All  lands,  therefore,  are,  of  neces- 
sity, burdened  with  the  servitude  of  receiv- 
ing and  discharging  all  waters  which  flow 
down  to  them  from  lands  on  a  higher  level; 
and  if  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  lower 
lands  interposes  artificial  impediments  in 
the  wav  of  the  natural  flow  of  the  water 
through  or  across  his  lands,  and  by  so  doing 
cauees  the  higher  lands  to  be*  flooded,  he  is 
responsible  in  damages  for  infringing  the 
natural  right  of  the  possessor  of  sudi  higher 
land  to  the  natural  outflow  and  drainage  of 
ih.e  soil,  unless  he  has  gained  a  right  to  pen 
back  water  by  contract,  grant,  or  prescrip- 
tion. So  that  if  the  proprietor  of  the  higher 
lands  alters  the  natural  condition  of  his 
property,  and  collects  the  surface  and  rain 
water  together  at  the  bottom  of  his  estate, 
and  pours  it  in  a  concentrated  form  and  in 
unnatural  quantities  upon  the  land  below, 
he  will  be  responsible  for  all  damages  there- 
of caused  to  the  possessor  of  Uie  lower 
lands."  Judge  Cooley,  after  noting  the  fact 
that  some  of  the  states  apply  the  one  rule 
and  some  the  other,  says  that  "no  doubt  all 
the  states  would  recognize  an  exception  [to 
the  civil-law  rule]  in  favor  of  the  owner  of  a 
town  lot,  who  must  be  at  liberty  to  cut  off 
drainage  across  it,  or  his  lot  would  be 
worthless  for  many  purposes.  In  respect  to 
agricultural  lands,  strong  reasons  may  be 
given  for  either  view,  and  it  is  probable  that 
each  will  continue  to  find  supporters  there- 
after as  heretofore."  Cooley,  Torts,  •677. 
Elsewhere  it  is  said :  "In  some  states  a  dis- 
tinction has  been  made  between  urban  and 
rural  property,  and  it  has  been  held,  or,  at 
all  events,  an  opinion  has  been  expressed, 
that  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  that  the  lower 
proprietor  holds  his  land  subject  to  the  bur- 
den of  receiving  the  surface  water  which  nat- 
urally drains  from  the  higher  lands  does  not 
apply  to  city  and  village  lots."  24  Am.  & 
Kng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  915.  In  support  of  the 
last  statement,  tne  author  cites  cases  from 
Alabama,  Iowa,  Michi^n,  and  Pennsylva- 
nia, four  of  the  states  in  which  the  civil-law 
rule  prevails  as  to  rural  lands,  and  two  cases 
48  li.  R.  A. 


from  Nenr  York,  one  of  the  states  in  which 
the  oommon-law  rule  prevails.  In  a  later 
case  from  Iowa,  however  {Waverly  v.  Page, 
106  Iowa,  226,  40  L.  R.  A.  465,74  N.W.938), 
the  civil-law  rule  was  applied  in  favor  of  ths 
owner  of  a  citv  lot,  and  that,  too,  as  against 
the  munioipality  itself;  and  the  same  rule 
seems  to  have  been  applied  as  to  urban  prop- 
erty in  Georgia  {Gotdamith  v.  EUas,  53  Ghu 
1S6),  in  Illinois  {(h^rmley  v.  Sanford,  52  HI. 
169),  in  Kentucky  {Kemper  v.  LeuiavUle, 
14  Bush,  87),  in  Louisiana  {Bowman  v.  New 
Orleans,  27  La.  Ann.  601),  in  Virginia 
{Smith  V.  Alexandria,  33  Gratt  208),  and  in 
other  states.  We  are  unable  to  see  any  dif- 
ference in  principle  between  the  reciprocal 
rights  and  duties  of  adjacent  urban  proprie- 
tors and  those  of  adjacent  rural  proprietors, 
and  hence  we  do  not  think  it  wise  to  sj>p1y 
one  rule  to  city  lots  and  a  different  rule  to 
agricultural  lands,  especially  in  the  same 
state.  Having  heretofore,  in  the  three  cases 
mentioned,  determined  the  rights  of  adjacent 
rural  proprietors  by  the  civil-law  rule,  and 
still  deeming  that  the  better  doctrine,  we 
now  apply  it  to  urban  lots,  and  in  doing  so 
overrule  the  first  ground  of  demurrer. 

As  to  the  second  ground  of  demurrer,  it 
need  only  be  said  that  the  rightful  occupant 
of  a  lot,  whether  he  or  she  he  owner  in  fee, 
life  tenant,  or  lessee,  if  injured  in  his  or  her 
possession  by  the  wrong  of  another,  may  re- 
cover damages  for  the  injury  done,  that  dam- 
age to  be  measured  by  the  injury  to  his  or 
her  particular  estate  or  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty. 

If  it  be  true,  as  averred  in  the  declaration, 
that  the  defendant  wrongfully  caused  nox- 
ious vapors  to  rise  on  and  from  the  plain- 
Uff's  lot,  and  that  she  was  injured  thereby, 
the  defendant  is  liable  therefor  the  same  as 
if  such  vapors  had  been  wrongfully  caused 
to  rise  on  and  from  his  own  lot.  Hence  the 
third  ground  of  demurrer  is  not  well  taken. 

The  remaining  assignment  of  demurrer  is 
likewise  bad,  b^use  it  was  not  incumbent 
on  the  plaintiff  to  aver  in  terms  that  the 
wrongs  of  the  defendant  were  the  natural 
and  proximate  cause  of  her  sickness.  It 
was  Bufiicicnt  on  this  point  to  aver  that  the 
wrongful  creation  of  the  stagnant  pond  by 
the  defendant  caused  the  ill  health  suffered 
by  the  plaintiff. 

Reverse  and  remand. 
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4SHO  WING  the  Changes,  Progress,  and  Deyelopment  of  the  Law  during  the  Fourth  Quaii* 
ter  of  the  Judicial  Year  Beginning  with  October  1, 1889.  Classified  as  Follows: 

I.   PUBLIO,  OFFlCrAL,   AND  StATUTOBT  MaTTERB. 

XL  Contractual  and  Gommskcial  Rblationb. 
.   III.  Corporations  and  Ajbsociations. 

IV.   DOMRSTIO  liULATIONS. 
y.   FiDOCIAKIBS  OB  RBPRBSXNTATiyKS. 

YI.  Torts  ;  Negligencb  ;  Injuries. 
YII.  PttOPEBTT  Rights  ;  Liens  ;  Wilia  ;  Tbustb. 
VIII.  Civil  Hembdibs. 
IX.  Criminal  Law  and  Praoticb. 


L  Public,  Official,  and  Statutory  Matfers. 


The  adoption  of  constitutional  amend- 
ments is  hdd  to  be  a  judicial  question,  al- 
though the  legislature  may  have  attempted 
to  determine  the  matter,  and  a  proposed 
.amendment  is  held  not  to  be  adopted  where 
the  proposition  included  several  different 
amendments  in  one,  contrary  to  the  constitu- 
tional requirements.     (Miss.)   652. 

Regulation  of  huaineaa. 
See  also  infra.  III. 

The  requirement  of  a  license  for  a  barber 
IS  held  to  be  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power  because  the  business  involves  the  pub- 
lic health.     (Minn.)  88. 

An  ordinance  requiring  a  license  for  the 
«ale  of  cigarettes  is  held  constitutional  and 
within  the  grant  of  police  power  to  make 
necessary  police  ordinances,  and  especially 
to  preserve  public  health.     (111.)  230. 

Ordinances  prohibiting  the  sale  of  provi- 
sions and  intoxicants  in  department  stores 
«re  held  illegal  as  arbitrary  interferences 
with  the  rights  of  the  citizen.     (111.)  261. 

A  statute  making  it  unlawful  to  sell  goods 
of  more  than  one  class  without  a  license,  and 
requiring  a  separate  license  for  each  class  of 
goods  fixed  by  the  statute,  is  held  unconsti- 
tutional as  an  interference  with  business 
which  is  unreasonable  and  not  based  on  the 
police  power.     (Mo.)  265. 

A  statute  prohibiting  the  gift  of  trading 
«tamps  to  purchasers  of  an  article  by  which 
they  are  entitled  to  obtain  certain  defined 
articles  from  a  third  person  is  held  unoon- 
etitutional  as  an  invasion  of  individual  lib- 
•erty.     (R.  L)  776. 

A  statute  requiring  inspection  of  mines  at 
the  cost  of  mine  owners  is  held  to  be  within 
the  police  power,  and  constitutional  provi- 
sions making  it  a  duty  to  pass  laws  for  ven- 
tilation and  escapement  shafts  are  not 
deemed  restrictive.     (111.)  554. 

One  who  solicite  orders  for  goods,  without 
oarryinff  or  exposing  any  for  sale,  except  as 
lie  carries  goods  to  fill  previous  orders,  is 
48  L.  R.  A. 


held  not  to  be  a  peddler  under  a  statute  re> 
quiring  a  license  for  peddlers.     (N.  H.)  99. 

A  territorial  statute  requiring  a  license 
for  the  sale  of  coal  oil  is  held  unconstitution- 
al as  applied  to  the  sale  of  original  pack- 
ages from  another  state.     (N.  M.)   417. 

Flax  stored  in  a  warehouse  is  held  to  be 
"grain,"  within  the  meaning  of  statutes  r^* 
ulating  warehousemen.     (Minn.)  92. 
Courta, 

The  right  to  administer  in  a  state  court  in 
an  action  at  law  the  Federal  statute  for  lim- 
itation of  liability  is  sustained  in  an  action 
for  death  caused  by  collision.     (Pa.)  33. 
0/fioera, 

An  acceptance  by  an  officer  of  another  of- 
fice when  the  statute  prohibits  him  from 
holding  both  of  them  is  held  to  terminate  hia 
de  jure  title  to  the  first  office,  but  not  to  pre- 
vent him  from  being  a  de  facto  officer,  if  he 
continues  to  perform  its  duties.  (N.  J.) 
412. 

Tawea. 

Discrimination  between  judgments  is  held 
to  make  a  statute  for  the  taxation  of  per- 
sonal judgments  for  money  void,  where  it 
exempts  various  classes  of  judgments,  in- 
cluding those  rendered  on  mortgages  until 
after  sale.     (Kan.)  238. 

The  situs  of  railroad  cars  while  held  with- 
in a  state,  under  lease  from  a  foreign  corpo- 
ration which  has  no  place  of  business  in  the 
state,  is  held  to  be  in  that  state  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taxation.     (Utah)  790. 

Houses  occupied  by  the  professors  of  an 
academy  and  their  families  are  held  to  be 
occupied  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  iuHti- 
tution  was  incorporated,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  statute  exempting  such  property 
from  taxation.     (Maas.)  550. 

Houses  occupied  by  a  college  president 
and  professors,  where  the  dominant  purpose 
of  the  occupation  seems  to  be  for  the  per- 
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formance  of  their  duties  to  the  institution, 
•re  held  to  be  exempt  from  taxation. 
(Mass.)  547. 

Highways  and  bridges. 

The  question  whether  a  bridge  may  prop- 
erly be  used  for  the  passing  of  a  steam  trac- 
tion engine  drawing  a  water  tank  is  held  to 
be  for  the  jury,  depending  on  the  question 
whether  such  use  is  usual  in  that  locality  bo 
that  it  ought  to  have  been  anticipated. 
(Ohio)  456. 

A  bay  window  extending  more  than  4  feet 
into  a  street,  though  at  a  point  8  feet  above 
the  surface,  where  it  does  not  interfere  with 
travel,  is  held  to  be  an  indictable  nuisance, 
where  the  statute  makes  it  a  nuisance  to 
build  any  structure  that  obstructs  the  high- 
way or  lessens  ito  full  breadth.  (N.  H.) 
102. 

An  ordinance  making  it  a  penal  offense 
to  have  a  sign  suspended  over  a  sidewalk  is 
held  void  as  applied  to  a  sign  that  does  not 
in  any  way  hinder  or  endanger  the  use  of  the 
sidewalk.     (N.  C.)   446. 

Asaesaments. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  require  a 
town  to  contribute  a  portion  of  the  cost  of 
maintaining  a  highway  or  bridge  wholly  out- 
side of  its  territorial  bounds  is  upheld  where 
the  town  is  specially  benefited.  (Conn.) 
465. 

A  city  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for  refusal 
to  proceed  to  lay  a  new  special  assessment 
for  a  street  improvement  after  tho  original 
assessment  has  been  set  aside,  where  the  con- 
tractor agreed  to  look  only  to  the  assessment 
for  compensation,  and  take  the  risk  of  its 
invalidity,  while  the  statute  expressly  pro- 
vides that  the  claim  shall  not  become  a  pub- 
lic charge  in  any  event  (G.  G.  A.  7th  C.) 
826. 

An  undertaking  to  maintain  a  new  pave- 
ment for  a  series  of  years,  required  as  a 
guaranty  of  the  perfection  of  the  work,  is 
held  not  to  be  a  contract  for  repairs  within 
the  meaning  of  a  statute  requiring  contracts 
for  repairs  to  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder. 
(Mo.)  279,  286. 

Property  abutting  on  a  cul  de  sac  is  held 
not  to  be  subject  to  assessment  for  an  exten- 
sion of  the  improvement  which  will  convert 
the  cul  de  sac  into  an  open  street.  (Pa.) 
274. 

Sewers. 

An  ordinance  providing  that  a  city  shall 
itself  provide  the  materials  and  do  the  work 
of  making  sewer  connections  up  to  within 
3  feet  of  the  building  to  be  connected  is  held 
void  as  an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  property 
owners.     (N.  C.)  442. 

An  annual  charge  for  the  use  of  a  sewer  is 
held  to  be  constitutional,  although  the  per- 
son charged  therefor  may  have  originally 
paid  part  of  the  cost  of  building  the  sewer. 
(Mass.)  277. 

Liability  of  a  city  for  casting  sewage  upon 
oyster  beds,  causing  the  destruction  of  the 
oysters,  is  sustained  on  the  groimd  that  it 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Dbcisiokb. 

Statutobt  Mattebs.) 

constitutes  a  taking  of  property.     (N.  Y.> 

421. 

The  right  of  the  l^^lature  to  eonfer  otk 
cities  authority  to  use  tidal  streama  as  cuv- 
lets  for  public  sewers  is  sustained.  (X.  J.> 
717,  722. 

Counties. 

A  statute  authorizing  the  reeovery  of  » 
penalty  against  a  county  for  death  caused  by 
mob  violence  is  held  oonstitntionaL  (Ohio) 
738. 

Municipalities. 

A  city  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for  a  nui- 
sance caused  by  the  polluticm  of  water  by 
employees  and  a  chain  gang  in  operating  a 
rock  quarry  outside  the  limits  of  the  citv» 
which  the  city  had  no  authority  to  operate,, 
unless  it  was  implied  from  provisiona  which,, 
coupled  with  the  power,  conferred  a  denial 
of  liability  for  its  misuse.     (Va.)   331. 

A  municipality  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for 
acts  of  its  oflScers  when  participating  in  a 
conspiracy  or  in  a  mob.     (Okla.)   620. 

Bonds  issued  to  refund  indebtedness  are 
held  not  to  create  any  new  or  additional 
debt  within  the  meaning  of  a  constitutional 
limitation  on  municipal  indebtedness.  (S. 
D.)  785. 

The  cost  of  supplying  a  eity  with  water  is 
held  not  to  be  a  necessary  expense  within 
the  meaning  of  a  Constitution  prohibiting  in- 
debtedness or  taxation,  except  for  necessary 
expenses,  without  a  two- thirds  vote.  (S. 
G.)   444. 

The  power  of  the  mayor  to  veto  action  by 
the  board  of  aldermen  in  passing  upon  the 
election  of  one  of  its  members,  of  which  the 
board  is  made  by  statute  the  final  judge.  i» 
denied,  although  the  statutes  provide  that 
he  shall  have  a  negative  upon  their  action  in 
all  matters.     (N.  H.)  613. 

Schools. 

The  right  of  colored  children  to  attend  the 
same  schools  as  white  children  is  denied 
where  separate  schools  have  been  provided 
for  them  that  are  equal  in  their  facilities 
and  accommodations.     (N.  Y.)  113. 

A  statute  providing  for  the  selection  of 
text-books  for  all  the  schools  of  the  state  by 
a  commission,  and  for  the  purchase  thereof 
from  the  lowest  bidder,  is  held  constitution- 
al.    (Tcnn.)   167. 

The  power  of  the  voters  of  a  school  district 
to  rescind  a  vote  for  a  tax  to  build  a  school- 
house  is  hdd  to  be  implied  in  the  power  to 
vote  the  tax,  when  exercised  at  a  regular 
meeting  subsequent  to  that  at  which  the  tax 
was  voted,  but  before  the  collection  or  levy 
or  certification  of  the  tax.     (Iowa)  635. 

Appropriations  for  the  expenses  of  a  state 
normal  school  maintained  by  a  private  tor- 
pors tion  are  held  not  to  be  in  violation  of 
the  constitutional  provision  against  assum- 
ing  the  debts  of,  or  loaning  credit  to,  any 
corporation,  where  they  are  made  in  consid- 
eration of  the  gratuitous  education  of  teach- 
ers for  the  common  schools,  and  the  Consti- 
tution requires  the  maintenance  of  such 
schools.     (111.)  676. 
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IL  Contractual  and  Gommbroial  Relations. 


See  also  9upra,  I.,  as  to  regulations  of  busi- 
ness. 

A  general  assi^ment  for  creditors,  made 
by  a  contractor,  is  held  not  to  constitute  an 
abrogation  or  breach  of  his  existing  con- 
tracts.      (N.  Y.)   685. 

A  contract  by  which  a  sheriff,  who  is  also 
tax  collector,  turns  over  his  tax  list  to  an- 
other person,  who  engages  to  collect  the 
taxes  for  a  certain  commission,  is  held  void 
on  grounds  of  public  policy.     (N.  C.)  441. 

A  contract  to  draft  a  bill,  have  it  intro- 
duced in  the  legislature,  advocate  its  pas- 
sage before  committees,  and  do  all  things 
needful  and  proper  to  secure  its  passage, 
without  any  compensation  unless  the  pass- 
age of  the  bill,  which  is  an  appropriation 
act,  is  procured,  and  without  fixing  the  fees 
to  be  paid  in  the  event  of  success, — ^is  held 
void  on  grounds  of  public  policy.  (Neb.) 
294. 

The  denial  of  a  remedy  to  persons  in  pari 
delicto  is  not  to  require  the  refusal  of  equit- 
able relief  against  the  enforcement  of  a  mort- 
gs^ge  which  is  against  public  policy  because 
given  for  services  to  procure  an  appoint- 
ment to  an  ofiice.  (S.  G.)  842. 
Covenant, 
A  covenant  in  a  deed  of  a  railroad  right 
of  way,  for  the  running  of  certain  trains,  is 
held  to  be  binding  on  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser of  the  railroad,  although  it  was  not 
expressly  made  binding  on  assigns.  (Tenn.) 
160. 

Sale;  stoppage  in  transitu. 

Logs  driven  down  a  river  by  a  log-driving 
company,  of  which  each  logowner  is  by  stat- 
ute a  member,  are  held  to  be  in  the  posses- 
sion of  such  company,  and  not  of  the  owner ; 
and,  although  the  company  is  not  a  common 
carrier,  the  logs  in  transit  from  a  seller  to 
a  purchaser  are  held  to  be  subject  to  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu.  (Me.)  60. 
Physician's  services. 

The  rule  in  railroad  cases  by  which  an  em- 
ployer is  held  liable  for  the  services  of  a 
physician  engaged  in  case  of  emergency  for 
an  injured  employee  is  denied  application  in 
case  of  an  accident  at  a  laundry.  (Mich.) 
396. 

Auction. 

A  bid  at  auction  by  one  who  is  employed 
to  bid  by  persons  interested  in  having  the 
property  bring  a  good  price  is  held  not  to 
constitute  "puffing,"  if  the  persons  for  whom 
he  bids  are  not  conducting  the  sale  so  as  to 
be  able  to  release  him  from  responsibility  for 
his  bid.     (Ga.)  345. 

Banks. 

The  rule  that  a  collecting  bank  is  not  en- 
titled to  send  paper  directly  to  the  drawer 
for  collection  without  instructions  is  fol- 
lowed in  a  case  which  holds  that  instructions 
to  send  it  to  the  drawer  were  in  fact  given. 
(Mich.)  583. 

The  holder  of  a  check  drawn  by  a  bank 
which  becomes  insolvent  before  its  presenta- 
tion, upon  which  the  deposit  is  applied  by 
48  L.  R.  A. 


the  drawee  bank  to  its  own  claims  without 
knowledge  of  the  check,  is  held  entitled  to 
subrogation  to  any  collateral  which  the 
drawee  bank  may  have  after  its  own  claims 
are  satisfied.  (111.)  565. 
Carriers. 

A  recovery  for  the  loss  of  a  sample  trunk 
is  sustained  on  a  contract  for  its  transpor- 
tation as  freight,  where  it  was  checked  as 
l>^gAge  on  payment  of  an  excess  charge, 
which  was  the  same  for  baggage  and  for 
sample  trunks,  and  no  misrepresentation 
was  made  as  to  its  character,  while  the  bag- 
gageman had  constructive  notice  of  its  char- 
acter, though  he  checked  it  in  violation  of  a 
rule  of  the  carrier  which  prohibited  his  do- 
ing so  without  taking  a  release  of  liability. 
(N.  Y.)  116. 

A  usage  which  will  authorize  passengers 
to  take  small  packages  of  merchandise  into 
passenger  cars  is  held  to  require  strict  proof 
and  construction,  and  not  to  be  established 
by  a  practice  that  had  been  acquiesced 
in  for  a  time  by  railroad  employees  as  a 
mere  matter  of  accommodation.  (N.  J.)  744 
Insurance. 

A  member  of  a  mutual  benefit  society  is 
held  not  to  be  obliged  to  pay  assessments, 
when  his  contract  does  not  provide  that  he 
shall  pay  them  or  make  any  provision  as  to 
nonpayment,  except  for  the  forfeiture  of  his 
certificate.     (Ind.)  362. 

A  liability  on  an  indemnity  against  liabil- 
ity for  damages  from  claims  of  injured  em- 
ployees is  held  to  arise  as  soon  as  an  em- 
ployee is  injured,  although  the  employer  is 
insolvent  and  cannot  pay  the  claim,  and  such 
liability  is  held  assignable.     (Or.)  770. 

The  amputation  of  a  part  of  a  foot  is  held 
not  to  give  a  right  to  the  whole  amount  of 
insurance  under  a  by-law  of  an  association 
providing  for  full  payment  on  the  "amputa- 
tion of  a  limb  (whole  hand  or  foot)." 
(Mich.)  86. 

An  attempt  by  a  traveling  salesman  to  get 
upon  a  moving  train  is  held  not  to  constitute 
a  Yolimtary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger, 
as  a  matter  of  law.     (111.)  359. 

A  mere  agreement  to  buy  real  property, 
which  is  definite  only  as  to  the  price  to  be 
paid,  is  held  not  to  affect  a  policy  which 
provides  that  it  shall  be  void  if  the  interest 
of  the  assured  becomes  other  than  the  en- 
tire, unconditional,  unencumbered,  and  sole 
ownership.     (Ark.)  610. 

The  loss  of  property  after  an  oral  contract 
to  insure  it,  but  before  the  issuance  of  a  pol- 
icy, is  held  to  give  a  right  of  action  only  in 
accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  stand- 
ard policy  of  insurance,  and  not  to  author- 
ize a  recovery  of  the  value  of  the  property 
as  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract  to  in- 
sure and  deliver  a  policy,  where  the  failure 
to  deliver  the  policy  caused  no  damage  be- 
cause the  oral  contract  was  itself  a  complete 
contract  of  insurance.     (N.  Y.)  424. 
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IVe  eonaolidfttioii  of  rm.Jroadc  is  b^  boI 

tJbe  ovBenJtiip  bj  ooae  eK#£i.puij  of  stM:k  of 
aAvti*«r,  or  tike  irrtiring  of  ountracu  wi.3t^ 
wjjj  ereate  a  tmmoffAj  or  kaaea  eomytxiXMm, 
wivere  Uie  oompetiuoa  Vci>Ma>ed  bj  ndb  eon- 
•ouditiaoD  u  awrel/  iocidutal,  at  pftjticiiiix 
poiiit4L     ffla.;   ^L 

A  eonftolAdAtioa  of  stnct  nilvrnj  ooBfw- 
mym  is  JcmsH  not  to  rioUt/t  a  ecnsUtutkiBal 
proriftion  a^nst  Uie  fmrebaae  br  one  eon- 
ptaty  iff  cltarca  in  aaottxfr,  or  the  makuig  of 
eoDUjbeU  betweoi  Uitm,  vhat  the  effect  will 
he  to  create  a  oionopol j  or  Lafen  eompeCi- 
taoB,  if  the  ecncolidatioii  in  questioa  will  re- 
Milt  in  giving  inercaeed  facilities  at  less  eost 
l»  the  puUie.     (Ga.)  $20. 

A  atreei  railwaj  oompaoj  whieh  bj  ita 
franehiie  ia  required  to  aell  tickeu  in  qnan- 
titiea  at  a  reduced  priee  on  erery  ear  from 
the  town  which  granta  the  franchise  to  a 
neighboriDg  eitj  ia  held  to  be  under  oUigar 
tion  to  aell  aoeh  tickeU  at  that  priee  to  a 
passenger  anjwhere  on  the  line,  thoa;g^  he 
gets  on  a  ear  and  offers  to  bay  the  tickets  | 
outside  the  townisbip.     (Mich.)  84.  t 

The  doctrine  e&tablibhed  by  the  Supreme  • 
Court  of  the  United  States,  that  a  sUte  sUt-  j 
nte  compelling  the  iftsuance  of  railroad  mile- 
ace  books  at  reduced  rates  is  unconstitntion- 1 
al  because  it  deprives  the  carrier  of  property 
without  due  procei»B  of  law,  is  held  inappli- 
cable  to  a  railroad  oompanj  which  is  incor- 
porated and  acquires  ita  f  ranchisea  and  prop- 
erty after  the  passage  of  the  statute.     (K. 
Y.)  669. 

A  statute  compelling  railroad  companies 
to  carry  shippers  of  stodc  free  to  and  from 
the  destination  of  the  stock  is  held  imoonsti- 
iutional  as  a  deprivation  of  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  and  a  denial  of  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws.  (Kan.)  251. 
Preference  of  crediior9. 

A  director  of  a  bank  which  is  about  to  fall, 
who  gives  information  thereof  to  a  corpora^ 
tion  of  which  be  is  president,  and  signs  a 
check  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  money,  is 
held  not  to  violate  a  statute  prohibiting  a 
praferenea  in  oontemplaiion  of  insolvency  l^ 
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Tlieriglit  of  . 
of  the  oorpoimti 
depcAdcBt  npoB 
is  alao  bei^  to 
eopiea  fron  t 
'Ohio)  73^ 


r  atodk  m  a 
natioBsJ  bank  nnder  a  bw-^aam  itr^A  »  im 
eoBHict  with  the  act  «f  GongnBa  on  i^  sc^^ 
jeet  is  denied,  aJthoogh  a  loan  was  ^aoc-  :« 
the  faitJi  of  the  by-iaw.  sad  ixa  pr9r2s>:?af 
were  ]fHnted  urn.  t£e  cenifMistis  €if 
as  to  be  notice  to  all  pcraaaa  draiVnw.  wr^x 
thcBL     (X.  Y.)  107. 

A  statute  permitting  tnateea  tn  dia^fe 
against  the  estatea  in  thiii  ] 
aa  they  have  paid  to  a  anre^  eoBpaar  ;or 
their  bonda  ia  ludd  to  give  no  iicB  in  isT?r 
of  the  eompany,  aad  tl^  statnte  is  W^  z.\ 
to  give  any  nnauaalitutional  nrhrfl^^  ts 
(PL)  587. 


to  eive 
sodi  eo 


A  corporation  engaged  in  eoDeetiBg  and 
selling  news  ia  hdd  to  have  a  hnntnni  af- 
fected with  a  pnMie  interest^  aad  to  be  r.n^ 
eluded  from  diaerimiaatiqg  beinfea  ne-a^ 
paper  publishers  who  may  wiah  to  boy  its 
newa.  A  by-law  pndiibitnig  a  iiiftnbei  froa 
receiving  news  from  any  other  aaaociati*^ 
declared  antagoniatie  ia  hdd  void  na  tend- 
ing to  create  a  monopoly.  (ID.)  568. 
Citnreh. 

The  attempt  of  the  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers of  a  religious  corporation  to  employ  a 
pastor  whose  teachinga  are  inconsistent  w::h 
those  of  the  sect  to  whidi  tlie  local  church 
belongs  is  held  to  be  a  violation  of  the  pur- 
poses for  which  the  dinreh  pmpcily  ia  held. 
(Wia.)  856. 

Camp-meetuig  Q99oei0Uiim. 

A  camp-meeting  aasoriition  wliidi  has 
leased  cottagea  witiiont  restriction  except  ss 
to  such  rules  and  regulations  aa  it  may 
adopt  is  held  to  have  no  li^t  to  impose  a 
revenue  tax  on  persons  soliciting  orders  for 
provisions,  fruita,  etety  on  the 
(Me.)  272. 


IV.  DOKBSTIO  RSLATIOHfl. 


See  also  infra,  VIT. 

The  remarriage  of  a  divorced  woman  to 
one  whose  ability  to  support  her  is  unques- 
tionable is  held  to  terminate  her  right  to 
alimony  out  of  the  income  of  a  testamen- 
tary trust  created  for  the  support  of  the  for- 
mer husband.      (N.  Y.)  666. 

A  decree  in  conformity  to  a  contract  be- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


tween  husband  and  wife  after  separation,  by 
which  a  certain  sum  per  month  is  given  h«r 
for  maintenance,  is  held  to  be  fin^  as  sa 
irrevocable  contract,  so  that  it  cannot  bs 
modified  without  her  consent  on  account  d 
the  husband's  change  of  financial  oonditioBi 
(Or.)  766. 


RfisuMls  OF  Decibionb. 
(VmuGiAiuaBOBBaPBaaaNTATiyaB.   Tobts;  NBOLiamaB;  Imjubhs.) 
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V.  FiDTTOIABIXS  OB  RBPBE8ENTATIYE8. 


Failure  of  an  executor  to  apply  for  an  ex- 
tension of  a  vacancy  permit  for  insured 
premises  which  continue  vacant  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  for  which  such  permit 
had  been  granted  is  held  to  be  negligence 
which  will  make  him  liable  for  the  resulting 
loss  of  the  insurance  in  case  the  property  is 
destroyed.     (Ky.)  49. 

The  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  author- 


ize the  use  of  trust  property  for  the  benefit 
of  infant  remaindermen  during  the  life  ten- 
ancy is  denied  where  the  rights  are  created 
by  a  trust  which  makes  the  estate  of  the  re- 
maindermen contingent  on  the  exercise  of  a 
power  of  appointment  by  the  life  tenant 
among  such  of  them  as  survive.  (Wis.) 
809. 


VI.  ToBTS;    NEGLiGENcn;    InJTnaxs. 


Injury  to  unhom  child. 

An  infant  before  birth  is  held  to  have  no 
such  separate  existence  that  an  injury  then 
received  can  give  a  right  of  action  to  the 
child  after  birth  against  the  person  causing 
the  injury.     (111.)  226. 

Conspiracy. 

A  conspiracy  to  ruin  the  business  of  a 
dealer  by  refusing  to  deal  with  him  and  in- 
ducing others  to  do  likewise,  when  entered 
into  maliciously  and  not  to  promote  any  le- 
gitimate interests  of  the  conspirators,  is 
held  actionable.  (Minn.)  90. 
Libel. 

A  publication  in  a  church  paper,  made  in 
good  faith  by  oflScers  of  the  church,  in  the 
performance  of  what  they  deem  their  duty 
to  other  members  of  the  church,  making  de- 
famatory statements  as  to  their  pastor,  is 
held  to  be  privileged,  although  it  may  be  read 
by  some  who  are  not  church  members. 
(Kan.)  236. 

Deceit. 

A  false  statement  by  the  cashier  of  a  bank, 
authorized  by  the  directors,  in  a  certifii*ate 
to  the  insurance  commissioners  respecting 
the  depositors  of  an  insurance  company,  on 
which  a  license  is  obtained,  and  publication 
of  the  same  statement  in  the  public  press,  to 
which  the  bank  was  privy,  made  with  a  view 
of  selling  stock  it  held  as  collateral,  are  held 
insufficient  to  make  the  bank  liable  for  de- 
ceit to  a  person  who  purchased  such  stock, 
which  proves  to  be  worthless.  (C.  C.  App. 
6th  C.)   210. 

Killing  dog. 

The  right  to  kill  a  trespassing  dog  is  held 
not  to  exist  merely  because  the  owner  has 
been  notified  to  keep  the  dog  off  the  premises. 
(Miss.)  95. 

Contagious  diseases  of  cattle. 

For  the  communication  of  Texas  fever  by 
infected  cars  to  cattle  transported  in  them 
a  railroad  company  is  held  liable.  (III.) 
176. 

Dangerous  road. 

The  want  of  a  barrier  on  the  side  of  an  ap- 
proach to  a  bridge  is  held  not  to  be  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  an  accident  when  a  horse  be- 
came frightened  and  unmanageable.  (Mich.) 
644. 

Dangerous  pond. 

The  drowning  of  children  while  skating  on 
a  pond  without  permission  or  invitation  of 
the  owner  of  the  premises  is  held  to  create  no 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  (Mo.) 
291. 
4R  L.  K.  A. 


Dangerous  wall  or  building. 

In  the  construction  of  a  wall  the  person 
constructing  it  is  held  liable  for  failure  to 
use  due  care  to  prevent  its  falling  and  in- 
juring persons  lawfully  on  the  premises. 
(N.  J.)   106. 

One  who  buys  a  building  and  continues  to- 
use  it,  or  permit  it  to  be  used,  with  knowl- 
edge that  it  was  so  negligently  constructed 
that  it  was  liable  to  fall  of  its  own  weight,, 
is  held  liable  for  damages  caused  by  its  faU 
to  a  person  lawfully  standing  in  front  of  it 
(8.  D.)   167. 

bamage  by  toater  from  roof. 

One  who  discharges  water  collected  from 
a  roof,  through  an  aperture  in  a  ^tter,  upon 
a  neighbor's  land,  causing  a  wall  to  fall,  ia 
held  liable  without  regard  to  the  defective 
construction  of  the  wall ;  and  his  liability  ia 
held  not  to  be  limited  by  the  exercise  of  ordi- 
nary care.     (Mass.)  278. 

Pollution  of  stream  by  sewers. 

A  striking  and  exceptional  decision  in  In- 
diana in  favor  of  the  right  of  a  city  to  dis- 
charge sewage  into  a  stream  without  liabil- 
ity to  injured  landowners  holds  that  no  ac- 
tionable wrong  will  result  if  it  is  done  in 
conformity  to  statute  and  without  negli- 
gence.    (Ind.)  707. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  right  to  discharge 
sewers  of  a  city  into  a  stream  to  the  damage 
of  landowners,  without  just  compensation, 
is  denied  in  Missouri,  notwithstanding  the 
necessity  of  sewers  and  the  provisions  of  a 
statute  requiring  them  to  follow  the  natural 
drainage  of  the  country,  and  although  pri- 
vate sewers,  causing  some  pollution  of  the 
water,  but  not  amounting  to  a  nuisance,  had 
been  discharged  into  the  stream  for  many 
years.     (Mo.)  711. 

The  drainage  of  sewers  into  a  river,  pol- 
luting the  waters  and  causing  a  nuisance  to 
lower  proprietors,  is  held,  in  Connecticut,  to 
create  a  liability  on  the  part  of  a  city  for 
the  damages  thereby  caused,  as  the  injury 
constitutes  a  taking  of  property  under  the 
constitutional  provision  requiring  just  com- 
pensation.    (Conn.)  691. 

Riparian  owners  in  New  Jersey  are  held 
entitled  to  compensation  for  damage  to  their 
property  by  the  pollution  of  a  river  at  a 
place  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  but 
not  at  a  place  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows, 
(N.  J.)   717.    See  also  722. 

Injury  to  smvant. 

The  conductor  of  a  freight  train  is  held 
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to  be  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 
when  he  takes  the  engine  and  goes  forward 
to  inspect  the  track,  under  orders  of  the  road 
superintendent,  after  a  heavy  storm. 
(Ind.)  531. 

A  brakeman  leaving  his  working  clothes 
in  a  caboose  according  to  custom,  although 
he  may  have  a  license  to  go  into  the  caboose 
to  get  his  clothes  for  the  next  trip,  is  held 
not  to  be  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 
or  of  his  License  in  jumping  on  and  off  such 
caboose  when  the  train  is  in  motion,  in 
search  of  his  clothes.     (Minn.)  796. 

An  employee  whose  special  business  it  is 
to  oil  a  shaft  and  bearing  is  held  not  to  be 
entitled  to  a  warning  of  the  danger  of  a  set 
screw  fastening  a  collar  near  the  end  of  the 
shaft,  althou&rh  it  projects  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  be  likely  to  catch  the  clothing  of 
persons  coming  near  it.     (Mass.)   96. 

The  performance  of  service  outside  of  the 
scope  of  employment,  in  obedience  to  the 
order  of  a  foreman,  is  held  not  to  involve  an 
assumption  of  the  risks,  unless  they  are  such 
that  an  ordinarily  prudent  man  would  not 
encounter  them.     (111.)   753. 

On  assurance  of  an  employee  by  the  em- 
ployer that  work  required  to  be  done  is  safe, 
it  is  held  that  the  servant's  knowledge,  or  a 
statement  by  a  third  person,  that  the  work 
is  not  safe,  does  not  necessarily  make  him 
guilty  of  negligence.     (Mass.)  542. 

A  railroad  company's  violation  of  a  stat- 
ute requiring  the  blocking  of  guard  rails  and 
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effect  of  what  would  otherwise  be  an  assump- 
tion of  the  risk,  but  not  from  the  effect  of 
contributory  negligence.  (C.  C.  App.  6th 
C.)  68. 

A  charge  that  a  master  should  instruct 
his  employee  as  to  the  nature,  force,  and 
probable  dfect  of  an  explosion  of  a  pot  of 
molten  metal  in  case  it  comes  in  contact  with 
water,  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  instruct 
merely  that  an  explosion  is  likely  to  follow 
such  contact^  is  held  proper.  (Mich.)  649. 
Injury  hy  felloto  servant. 

A  servant  of  a  truckman  sent  bj  his  mas- 
ter to  drive  the  latter's  horse  in  operating 
hoisting  apparatus  at  a  warehouse  is  held 
not  to  be  a  fellow  servant  of  the  warehouse- 
man's employees,  by  whose  negligence  in 
putting  the  pulley  block  and  tackle  in  place 
he  is  injured.     (N.Y.)  673. 

A  railroad  company  is  held  not  to  be  liable 
to  an  employee  for  injuries  caused  by  incom- 
petence of  a  coemployee  on  account  of  negli- 
gence in  employing  him,  if  his  incompetence 
was  not  with  respect  to  acts  for  the  perform- 
ance of  which  he  was  employed.  (Mo.) 
368. 

The  so-called  departmental  theory  of  fel- 
low servants  is  criticised,  and  seems  to  be 
substantially  repudiated,  by  a  recent  Mis- 
souri case  holding  that  a  conductor  as  well 
as  an  engineer  of  a  freight  train  is  a  fellow 
servant  of  the  fireman,  when  their  negli- 
gence causes  a  derailment  of  the  train,  by 


frogs  is  held  to  relieve  an  employee  from  the  which  the  fireman  is  injured.     (Mo.)   399. 
VII.  Pbopebtt;  Rights;  Liens ;  Wills;  Tbusts. 


Entireties. 

An  estate  by  entireties,  and  not  by  joint 
tenancy,  is  held  to  be  created  by  deed  to 
husband  and  wife  jointly.     (Ind.)  234. 
Family  exemptions. 

The  exemption  of  property  allowed  to  the 
head  of  a  family  is  held  properly  claimed  by 
A  wife,  when  her  husband  has  been  adjud<7ed 
insane  and  is  confined  in  a  hospital.  (S.  D.) 
165. 

Life  estates. 

Notes  given  to  a  life  tenant  for  rent  are 
held  to  belong  entirely  to  the  estate  of  the 
life  tenant^  though  not  due  at  the  lat- 
ter's  death,  and  though  a  crop  was  still 
standing  on  the  land  at  that  time,  where  the 
lease-  had  expired  and  the  lessee  had  the 
right  to  the  crop  which  was  still  standing. 
<Ohio)  736. 

Deeds, 

Restrictions  in  a  deed  as  to  the  building 
line  are  held  not  to  be  enforceable  by  a  prior 
grantee  of  a  lot  on  the  same  street,  subject 
to  the  same  restrictions,  where  it  did  not 
appear  that  these  were  imposed  as  a  part  of 
a  general  scheme  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
purchasers.       (Md.)  64. 

Adverse  possession. 

Adverse  possession  by  third  persons  of 
land  conveyed  to  a  purchaser  is  held  to  give 
no  ground  of  complaint  to  his  subsequent 
vendee  after  the  former  had  bought  in  the 
outstanding  title.  (Ky.)  637. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


A  parol  transfer  of  the  right  of  a  person 
holding  adversely  is  held  sufficient  to  give 
his  transferee  a  right  to  tack  the  two  posses- 
sions for  the  purpose  of  ac^iring  title  b}r 
adverse  possession.  (Wis.)  830. 
Fisheries. 

A  right  to  fish  in  a  pond  on  private  land 
is  held  not  to  arise  by  prescription  or  by 
custom  because  of  long  usage  by  the  public. 
(N.J.)  616. 

Railroad  trade  fixtures. 

Railroad  improvements  put  on  a  right  of 
way  purchased  from  a  mortgagor  are  held  to 
be  trade  fixtures  which  do  not  become  sub- 
ject to  the  mortage,  but  may  be  removed  on 
foreclosure.     (Kan.)  241. 

Partnership  realty. 

A  conveyance  of  an  imdivided  half  of 
partnership  lands  to  a  copartner  for  part- 
nership uses  and  as  partnership  property, 
requiring  payment  to  the  grantor  of  the 
portion  belonging  to  him  on  closing  up  the 
business,  is  held  to  disclose  an  intention  to 
change  the  grantor's  interest  from  lands  to 
surplus.     (N.  Y.)  299. 

Oil  wells. 

The  right  to  use  a  gas  pump  to  increase 
the  production  of  an  oil  well  is  upheld,  al- 
though it  diminishes  the  production  from 
wells  on  adjoining  property.     (Pa.)   748. 

Failure  to  bore  a  well  for  oil  and  gas  with- 
in ninety  days  is  held  ground  of  forfeitnri 
of  a  lease,  where  the  only  substantial  eoB- 


«ideration  therefor  was  the  prospective  roy- 
alties, although  the  lease  purported  to  be 
made  for  five  years,  and  longer  if  oil  or  gas 
was  found  in  paying  quantities,  and  provid- 
•«d  a  forfeiture  of  $50  if  the  well  was  not 
<»mpleted  within  ninety  days.  (C.  C.  A. 
4th  C.)  320. 

License  to  out  Umher. 

A  written  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  un- 
Hiivided  interest  in  land  is  held  to  revoke  pro 
4anto  a  license  to  another  person  to  cut  tim- 
•ber  thereon.     (Wis.)  839. 

Surface  water, 

A  city  lot  which  the  owner  attempts  to 
'fill  in  or  raise  is  held  to  be  subject  to  the 
'Civil-law  rule  prohibiting  the  obstruction  of 
surface  water  from  adjoining  property,  to 
the  same  extent  as  if  the  premises  were 
rural.  (Tenn.)  862. 
For  pollution  of  water,  see  tfupra,  VI. 

Liene. 
"See  also  eupra^  III.,  as  to  lien  on  stock. 

A  lien  upon  a  street  railway  for  a  paving 

•assessment  to  which  the  company  is  subject 

under  its  charter  is  held  to  be  superior  to 

the  lien  of  a  mortgage  upon  the  property. 

(Ind.)  41. 

Judgment, 

A  judgment  is  held  to  create  no  lien  on 
lands  previously  conveyed  in  fraud  of  cred- 
itors.     (Ark.)  334. 

Mortgage, 

A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  a  mortgage  given 
^without  consideration,  though  unaccom- 
{Muiied  by  any  neffotiable  obligation,  is  held 
to  have  a  valid  hen  as  against  creditors  of 
the  mortgagor.  (Md.)  03. 
WilU, 

A  will  is  held  not  to  be  subscribed  at  the 
«id  as  required  by  statute,  where  it  con- 
sists of  four  pages  in  one  sheet  folded  length- 
wise down  the  middle,  where  the  signature  is 
on  the  second  page  after  a  portion  of  the 
will,  while  the  third  page  contains  other  por- 
<tions  of  the  will  without  anything  to  connect 
those  portions  with  what  appears  above  the 
signature.     (N.  Y.)  662. 

An  antenuptial  contract  by  which  a  wife, 
for  a  specified  sum,  agrees  to  release  all 
claims  on  her  husband's  estate  in  order  that 
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his  property  may  pass  under  his  will,  is  held 
binding  on  h^r  so  as  to  prevent  her  from 
contesting  the  rights  of  the  beneficiaries  un- 
der the  will  on  the  ground  that  it  was  re- 
voked by  the  marriage.     (111.)  667. 

A  legacy  conditioned  on  the  legatee's  be- 
ing declared  at  the  expiration  of  a  certain 
time  to  be  a  reformed  man  is  held  to  make 
a  condition  precedent,  and  the  condition  is 
not  void  for  uncertainty.     (Mich.)  580. 

A  will  giving  a  young  man  an  estate  for 
his  education,  requiring  him  to  complete  a 
course  at  one  of  two  universities  named,  and 
providing  that  the  estate  shall  pass  from 
him  if,  through  his  own  disinclination  or  in- 
capacity or  the  indifference  of  his  parents  or 
guardians,  he  shall  fail  to  do  so,  is  held  to 
vest  the  estate  in  him,  subject  to  the  condi- 
tion subsequent,  so  that  his  death  during  his 
college  course  will  not  devest  his  estate  or 
prevent  it  from  passing  to  his  heirs.  (Md.) 
58. 

Trusts, 

An  allowance  out  of  the  income  of  a  trust 
estate  for  the  maintenance  of  an  infant  is 
made,  although  the  trust  provided  for  its  use 
only  for  his  education,  where  the  infant's 
mother,  who  was  the  only  other  person  in- 
terested in  the  income,  agreed  to  the  allow- 
ance.    (R.  I.)  783. 

The  premium  paid  on  an  investment  of 
trust  funds  the  income  of  which  is^ven  by 
will  to  testator's  daughter  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  nephews  and  nieces,  is  held  not 
to  have  been  intended  by  the  testator  to  be 
deducted  from  the  daughter's  income  in  or- 
der to  restore  the  principal  of  the  fund. 
(N.  y.)    126. 

Charitable  gifts, 

A  charitable  gift  to  a  foreign  city  is  up- 
held under  a  treaty  provision  authorizing 
such  gifts  to  citizens  of  the  foreign  country, 
and  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  city  was  for  a  time  suspended 
by  the  necessity  of  obtaining  a  permit  from 
the  council  of  state.     (La.)  77. 

A  trust  for  the  saying  of  masses  is  up- 
held as  a  charitable  use  because  the  public 
service  is  religious  and  the  money  expended 
therefor  supports  the  clergy.     (N.  H.)  100. 


VIII.  Civil    Rbmedibs. 


Appearance, 

The  voluntary  appearance  of  a  defendant 
without  reservation  and  without  objection 
to  jurisdiction  in  a  divorce  proceeding,  in 
which  he  seeks  the  advantage  of  the  decree 
in  opposition  to  an  application  for  an  amend- 
ment to  allow  alimony,  is  held  to  authorize 
«  binding  judgment  against  him,  although 
the  original  decree  was  void  for  want  of  serv- 
ice of  process.  (N.  J.)  679. 
Legal  notices. 

The  fact  that  a  newspaper  published  at 
regular,  or  nearly  regular,  intervals  is  de- 
voted particularly  to  some  class  of  business, 
is  held  insufficient  to  destroy  its  character 
as  a  newspaper  with  respect  to  the  publica- 
tion of  legal  notices  therein.  (Neb.)  409. 
-<8  L.  R.  A. 


Withdraunng  furor. 

The  practice  of  withdrawn nj?  a  juror  in  a 
civil  case  as  a  means  of  postponing  the  trial 
is  not  recognized  in  Oregon.     (Or.)   432. 
Appeal, 

A  finding  of  facts  made  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  at  which  judgment  was 
rendered,  and  after  the  time  for  an  appeal 
has  expired  without  an  appeal  being  taken, 
is  held  to  be  beyond  the  power  of  the  court 
to  make  part  of  the  record  of  judgment. 
(Conn.)  217. 

Costs. 

A  statute  allowing  the  successful  plaintiiT 
in  a  mechanic's  lien  case  an  attorney's  fee 
in  addition  to  costs  otherwise  allowed  is 
held  to  be  in  violation  of  a  constitutional 
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proriiion  that  courts  of  justice  shall  be  open 
to  erery  person,  and  that  justice  shall  be 
administered  without  sale,  denial^  or  delay. 
(Ck>lo.)  340. 

Foreign  judgments. 

The  probate  in  oomnum  form  of  a  will 
imder  statutes  making  it  an  exercise  of  ju- 
dicial power,  and  the  judgment  oonclusiTe 
as  to  all  matters  properly  cognizant  in  pro- 
bate proceedings,  and  as  to  the  property  cov- 
ered by  the  wul,  is  held  to  be,  so  far  as  re- 
gards personalty,  within  the  constitutional 
provision  as  to  giving  full  faith  and  credit 
in  every  state  to  the  judicial  proceedings  in 
overy  other  state.  (Tenn.)  130. 
Evidence. 

The  provision  of  the  war  revenue  act  re- 
quiring stamps  on  instruments  before  they 
can  be  used  in  evidence  is  held  inapplicable 
to  state  courts.     (Nev.)  305. 
Pleading. 

The  use  of  inconsistent  defenses  is  dis- 
cussed at  length,  with  the  conclusion  that 
they  cannot  stand  if  the  admission  of  the 
truth  of  one  proves  the  falsity  of  the  other, 
and  that  the  averment  in  an  answer  of  a  fact 
which  has  been  denied  makes  proof  of  it  un- 
necessary. (Wash.)  177. 
Damages. 

The  measure  of  recovery  in  trover  by  one 
who  had  regained  title  to  the  properly  only 
as  security  for  the  purchase  price  is  held 
limited  to  the  balance  due  tiiereon,  less  any 
depreciation  by  use  authorized  by  the  con- 
tract.    (R.  I.)  773. 

Mesne  profits. 

A  defaulting  vendee  is  held  chargeable 
with  mesne  profits  for  the  time  he  withholds 

Eossession  of  land  pending  ejectment  against 
im.     (N.  C.)   751. 

Statute  of  limitations. 
Concealment  of  the  defalcation  of  a  bank 
teller  is  held  to  prevent  the  running  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  not  only  in  his  favor, 
but  also  in  favor  of  his  surety,  until  the  dis- 
covery of  the  defalcation.     (Del.)   514. 

A  special  statute  of  limitations  governing 
liabilities  under  acts  of  incorporation  is  held 
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to  be  by  implication  a  part  of  a  rahseqnent 
act  of  incorporation,  and  therefore  binding 
in  a  suit  in  another  state  to  enforce  the  lia- 
bility of  a  stockholder  in  such  corporation. 
(C.  C.  A.  4th  C.)  625. 

Subrogation. 

A  peculiar  case  as  to  subrogation  liolda 
that  a  purchaser  oa  foreclosure,  who  volun- 
tarily pays  a  claim  for  taxes  before  the  salo 
is  affirmed,  but  without  knowledge  of  any 
dispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the  taxes,  ia 
entitled  to  subrogation  to  a  claim  for  such 
part  of  the  taxes  as  was  certainly  valid,  but 
the  court  refuses  to  require  a  receiver  to  rec- 
ognize the  payment  of  the  disputed  part  of 
the  taxes,  or  to  assume  the  burden  of  any 
litigation  concerning  it.  (G.  C.  A.  4th  C.) 
503. 

Oamishment. 

A  debt  of  an  insurance  company  for  loss 
in  another  state  is  held  to  haye  no  situs  in  a 
third  state  for  the  purpose  of  garnishment 
therein,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  in- 
surance company  had  an  agent  therein  on 
whom  process  could  be  served.  (N.  G.)  452. 
Partition. 

A  decree  of  partition  setting  off  a  part  of 
the  property  to  a  life  tenant,  made  upon  a 
petition  which  shows  that  the  plaintiff  waa 
only  a  life  tenant,  is  held  void  on  collateral 
attack  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  (Kan.) 
257. 

Injunction. 

The  rule  that  equity  will  not  enjoin  crim- 
inal prosecutions  is  applied  in  a  case  for 
an  injunction  against  the  enforcement  of  a 
statute  requiring  the  inspection  of  beer. 
(Mo.)   596. 

An  injunction  against  the  passage  of  an 
ordinance  which  will  create  a  contract  ia 
held  to  be  in  excess  of  jurisdiction,  whether 
the  ordinance  will  be  valid  or  not  if  passed. 
(Wis.)   819. 

An  injunction  against  a  wrongful  ssaens 
ment  for  paving  is  held  properly  limited  to 
that  assessment,  where  the  order  for  the  pav- 
ing was  legal,  thus  leaving  opportunity  for 
a  new  assessment.     (Wis.)  851. 
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Conviction  of  being  a  suspicious  person, 
when  the  suspicion  is  wholly  undefined, 
without  reference  to  any  particular  crime,  is 
held  to  be  in  violation  of  the  constitutional 
provisions  against  unreasonable  searches 
and  seizures,  and  against  cruel  and  unusual 
punishments.     (D.  C.)  220. 

A  state  statute  making  it  an  offense  to 
solicit  a  seaman  to  desert  from  any  vessel 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  is  held 
not  to  be  in  violation  of  the  constitutional 
provision  as  to  commerce,  in  the  absence  of 
any  act  of  Congress  to  the  contrary.  (Or.) 
153. 

Indictment. 

An  indictment  found  on  a  legal  holiday 
48  L.  R.  A. 


is  held  not  to  be  invalid  for  that  reason,, 
where  the  statutes  do  not  provide  that 
courts  shall  not  sit  on  holidays.  (Ohio) 
459. 

Double  jeopardy. 

A  plea  of  former  jeopardy  is  held  not  to 
constitute  in  itself  a  jeopardy,  or  a  discharge 
thereon  an  acquittal.     (Kan.)  254. 

A  sentence  imposed  after  reversal  of  a  for- 
mer sentence  on  the  prisoner's  application  is 
held  not  to  constitute  double  jeopardy,  al- 
though he  had  partly  served  the  first  sen- 
tence, including  one  day's  solitary  confine- 
ment, which  was  included  also  in  the  second 
sentence.     (Mass.)  893. 
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•formance  of. their  duties  to  the  inBtitution, 
are  held  to  be  exempt  from  taxation. 
(Mass.)  547. 

Hightoaya  and  bridges. 

The  question  whether  a  bridge  may  prop- 
erly be  used  for  the  passing  of  a  steam  trac- 
tion engine  drawing  a  water  tank  is  held  to 
be  for  the  jury,  depending  on  the  question 
whether  such  use  is  usual  in  that  locality  so 
that  it  ought  to  have  been  anticipated. 
<Ohio)  455. 

A  bay  window  extending  more  than  4  feet 
into  a  street,  though  at  a  point  8  feet  above 
the  surface,  where  it  does  not  interfere  with 
travel,  is  held  to  be  an  indictable  nuisance, 
where  the  statute  makes  it  a  nuisance  to 
build  any  structure  that  obstructs  the  high- 
way or  lessens  its  full  breadth.  (N.  H.) 
102. 

An  ordinance  making  it  a  penal  offense 
to  have  a  sign  suspend^  over  a  sidewalk  is 
held  void  as  applied  to  a  sign  that  does  not 
in  any  way  hinder  or  endanger  the  use  of  the 
sidewalk.     (N.  C.)  446. 

A88e88fnent8. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  require  a 
town  to  contribute  a  portion  of  the  cost  of 
maintaining  a  highway  or  bridge  wholly  out- 
side of  its  territorial  bounds  is  upheld  where 
the  town  is  specially  benefited.  (Conn.) 
465. 

A  city  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for  refusal 
to  proceed  to  lay  a  new  special  assessment 
for  a  street  improvement  after  the  original 
assessment  has  been  set  aside,  where  the  con- 
tractor agreed  to  look  only  to  the  assessment 
for  compensation,  and  take  the  risk  of  its 
invalidity,  while  the  statute  expressly  pro- 
vides that  the  claim  shall  not  become  a  pub- 
lic charge  in  any  event.  (C.  0.  A.  7th  0.) 
326. 

An  undertaking  to  maintain  a  new  pave- 
ment for  a  series  of  years,  required  as  a 
guaranty  of  the  perfection  of  the  work,  is 
held  not  to  be  a  contract  for  repairs  within 
the  meaning  of  a  statute  requiring  contracts 
for  repairs  to  be  let  to  the  lowest  bidder. 
(Mo.)  279,  285. 

Property  abutting  on  a  cul  de  sac  is  held 
not  to  be  subject  to  assessment  for  an  exten- 
sion of  the  improvement  which  will  convert 
the  cul  de  sac  into  an  open  street.  (Pa.) 
274. 

Sewers, 

An  ordinance  providing  that  a  city  shall 
itself  provide  the  materials  and  do  the  work 
of  making  sewer  connections  up  to  within 
3  feet  of  the  building  to  be  connected  is  held 
void  as  an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  property 
owners.     (N.  C.)  442. 

An  annual  charge  for  the  use  of  a  sewer  is 
held  to  be  constitutional,  although  the  per- 
son charged  therefor  may  have  originally 
paid  part  of  the  cost  of  building  the  sewer. 
(Mass.)  277. 

Liability  of  a  city  for  casting  sewage  upon 
oyster  beds,  causing  the  destruction  of  the 
oysters,  is  sustained  on  the  ground  that  it 
48  L.  R.  A. 
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constitutes  a  taking  of  property.     (N.  Y.> 

421. 

The  right  of  the  legislature  to  confer  oa 
cities  authority  to  use  tidal  streams  as  out^ 
lets  for  public  sewers  is  sustained.  (N.  J.) 
717,  722. 

Counties. 

A  statute  authorizing  the  recovery  of  i^ 
penalty  against  a  county  for  death  caused  by 
mob  violence  is  held  constitutional.  (Ohio) 
738. 

Municipalities. 

A  city  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for  a  nui- 
sance caused  by  the  pollution  of  water  by 
employees  and  a  chain  gang  in  operating  a 
rode  quarry  outside  the  limits  of  the  city, 
which  the  city  had  no  authority  to  operate,, 
unless  it  was  implied  from  provisions  which». 
coupled  with  the  power,  conferred  a  denial 
of  liability  for  its  misuse.     (Va.)   331. 

A  municipality  is  held  not  to  be  liable  for 
acts  of  its  officers  when  participating  in  a 
conspiracy  or  in  a  mob.     (Okla.)  620. 

Bonds  issued  to  refund  indebtedness  are- 
held  not  to  create  any  new  or  additional 
debt  within  the  meaning  of  a  constitutional 
limitation  on  municipal  indebtedness.  (S. 
D.)  785. 

The  cost  of  supplying  a  city  with  water  ia 
held  not  to  be  a  necessary  expense  within 
the  meaning  of  a  Constitution  prohibiting  in- 
debtedness or  taxation,  except  for  necessary 
expenses,  without  a  two-thirds  vote.  (N. 
C.)   444. 

The  power  of  the  mayor  to  veto  action  by 
the  board  of  aldermen  in  passing  upon  the 
election  of  one  of  its  members,  of  which  the 
board  is  made  by  statute  the  final  judge.  i» 
denied,  although  the  statutes  provide  that 
he  shall  have  a  negative  upon  their  action  in 
all  matters.     (N.  H.)  613. 

Schools. 

The  right  of  colored  children  to  attend  the 
same  schools  as  white  children  is  denied 
where  separate  schools  have  been  provided 
for  them  that  are  equal  in  their  facilities 
and  accommodations.     (N.  Y.)  113. 

A  statute  providing  for  the  selection  of 
text-books  for  all  the  schools  of  the  state  by 
a  commission,  and  for  the  purchase  thereof 
from  the  lowest  bidder,  is  held  constitution- 
al.    (Tcnn.)  167. 

The  power  of  the  voters  of  a  school  district 
to  rescind  a  vote  for  a  tax  to  build  a  school- 
house  is  held  to  be  implied  in  the  power  to- 
vote  the  tax,  when  exercised  at  a  regular 
meeting  subsequent  to  that  at  which  the  tex 
was  voted,  but  before  the  collection  or  le\y 
or  certification  of  the  tax.     (Iowa)  535. 

Appropriations  for  the  expenses  of  a  sUte 
normal  school  maintained  by  a  private  cor- 
poration are  held  not  to  be  in  violation  of 
the  constitutional  provision  against  assum- 
ing the  debU  of,  or  loaning  credit  to,  any 
corporation,  where  they  are  made  in  consid- 
eration of  the  gratuitous  education  of  teach- 
ers for  the  common  schools,  and  the  Consti- 
tution requires  the  maintenance  of  sucb 
schools,     (ni.)  576. 
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IL  Contractual  and  Commbrcial  Relations. 


See  also  supra,  I,,  as  to  regulations  of  busi- 
ness. 

A  general  assignment  for  creditors,  made 
by  a  contractor,  is  held  not  to  constitute  an 
abrogation  or  breach  of  his  existing  con- 
tracts.      (N.  Y.)   685. 

A  contract  by  which  a  sheriff,  who  is  also 
tax  collector,  turns  over  his  tax  list  to  an- 
other person,  who  engages  to  collect  the 
taxes  for  a  certain  commission,  is  held  void 
on  grounds  of  public  policy.     (N.  C.)  441. 

A  contract  to  draft  a  bill,  have  it  intro- 
duced in  the  legislature,  advocate  its  pas- 
sage before  committees,  and  do  all  things 
needful  and  proper  to  secure  its  passage, 
without  any  compensation  unless  the  pass- 
age of  the  bill,  which  is  an  appropriation 
act,  is  procured,  and  without  fixing  the  fees 
to  be  paid  in  the  event  of  success, — is  held 
void  on  grounds  of  public  policy.  (Neb.) 
294. 

The  denial  of  a  remedy  to  persons  in  pari 
delicto  is  not  to  require  the  refusal  of  equit- 
able relief  against  the  enforcement  of  a  mort- 
gage which  is  against  public  policy  because 
given  for  services  to  procure  an  appoint- 
ment to  an  office.  (S.  C.)  842. 
Covenant, 
A  covenant  in  a  deed  of  a  railroad  right 
of  way,  for  the  running  of  certain  trains,  is 
held  to  be  binding  on  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser of  the  railroad,  although  it  was  not 
expressly  made  binding  on  assigns.  (Tenn.) 
160. 

Sale;  stoppage  in  transitu. 

Logs  driven  down  a  river  by  a  log-driving 
company,  of  which  each  logowner  is  by  stat- 
ute a  member,  are  held  to  be  in  the  posses- 
sion of  such  company,  and  not  of  the  owner ; 
and,  although  the  company  is  not  a  common 
carrier,  the  logs  in  transit  from  a  seller  to 
a  purchaser  are  held  to  be  subject  to  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu.  (Me.)  50. 
Physician's  services. 

The  rule  in  railroad  cases  by  which  an  em- 
ployer is  held  liable  for  the  services  of  a 
physician  engaged  in  case  of  emergency  for 
an  injured  employee  is  denied  application  in 
case  of  an  accident  at  a  laundry.  (Mich.) 
396. 

Auction. 

A  bid  at  auction  by  one  who  is  employed 
to  bid  by  persons  interested  in  having  the 
property  bring  a  good  price  is  held  not  to 
constitute  "puffing,"  if  the  persons  for  whom 
he  bids  are  not  conducting  the  sale  so  as  to 
be  able  to  release  him  from  responsibility  for 
his  bid.     (Ga.)  345. 

Banks. 

The  rule  that  a  collecting  bank  is  not  en- 
titled to  send  paper  directly  to  the  drawer 
for  collection  without  instructions  is  fol- 
lowed in  a  case  which  holds  that  instructions 
to  send  it  to  the  drawer  were  in  fact  given. 
(Mich.)  583. 

The  holder  of  a  check  drawn  by  a  bank 
which  becomes  insolvent  before  its  presenta- 
tion, upon  which  the  deposit  is  applied  by 
48  L.  R.  A. 


the  drawee  bank  to  its  own  claims  without 
knowledge  of  the  check,  is  held  entitled  to 
subrogation  to  any  collateral  which  the 
drawee  bank  may  have  after  its  own  claims 
are  satisfied.  (111.)  565. 
Carriers, 

A  recovery  for  the  loss  of  a  sample  trunk 
is  sustained  on  a  contract  for  its  transpor- 
tation as  freight^  where  it  was  checked  as 
baggage  on  payment  of  an  excess  charge, 
which  was  the  same  for  baggage  and  for 
sample  trunks,  and  no  misrepresentation 
was  made  as  to  its  character,  while  the  bag- 
gageman had  constructive  notice  of  its  char- 
acter, though  he  checked  it  in  violation  of  a 
rule  of  the  carrier  which  prohibited  his  do- 
ing so  without  taking  a  release  of  liability. 
(N.  Y.)  115. 

A  usage  which  will  authorize  passengers 
to  take  snuill  packages  of  merchandise  into 
passenger  cars  is  held  to  require  strict  proof 
and  construction,  and  not  to  be  established 
by  a  practice  that  had  been  acquiesced 
in  for  a  time  by  railroad  employees  as  a 
mere  matter  of  acconunodation.  (N.J.)  744 
Insurance. 

A  member  of  a  mutual  benefit  society  is 
held  not  to  be  obliged  to  pay  assessments, 
when  his  contract  does  not  provide  that  he 
shall  pay  them  or  make  any  provision  as  to 
nonpayment,  except  for  the  forfeiture  of  his 
certificate.     (Ind.)  362. 

A  liability  on  an  indenmity  against  liabil- 
ity for  damages  from  claims  of  injured  em- 
ployees is  held  to  arise  as  soon  as  an  em- 
ployee is  injured,  although  the  employer  is 
insolvent  and  cannot  pay  the  claim,  and  such 
liability  is  held  assignable.     (Or.)  770. 

The  amputation  of  a  part  of  a  foot  is  held 
not  to  give  a  right  to  the  whole  amount  of 
insurance  under  a  by-law  of  an  association 
providing  for  full  payment  on  the  "amputa- 
tion of  a  limb  (whole  hand  or  foot)." 
(Mich.)  86. 

An  attempt  by  a  traveling  salesman  to  get 
upon  a  moving  train  is  held  not  to  constitute 
a  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger, 
as  a  matter  of  law.     (111.)  359. 

A  mere  agreement  to  buy  real  property, 
which  is  definite  only  as  to  the  price  to  be 
paid,  is  held  not  to  affect  a  policy  which 
provides  that  it  shall  be  void  if  the  interest 
of  the  assured  becomes  other  than  the  en- 
tire, unconditional,  unencumbered,  and  sole 
ownership.     (Ark.)  510. 

The  loss  of  property  after  an  oral  contract 
to  insure  it,  but  before  the  issuance  of  a  pol- 
icy, is  held  to  give  a  right  of  action  only  in 
accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  stand- 
ard policy  of  insurance,  and  not  to  author- 
ize a  recovery  of  the  value  of  the  property 
as  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract  to  in- 
sure and  deliver  a  policy,  where  the  failure 
to  deliver  the  policy  caused  no  damage  be- 
cause the  oral  contract  was  itself  a  complete 
contract  of  insurance.     (N.  Y.)  424. 


868 


RfiflVM^  OF  Dbcibionb. 

(COBPOBATIONB   AMD   ASBOCXA    TIOKB.      DOMIBTIC    BflLATXOHB.) 
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Consolidation, 

The  consolidation  of  railroads  is  held  not 
to  violate  a  constitutional  provision  against 
the  ownership  by  one  company  of  stock  of 
another,  or  the  making  of  contracts  which 
will  create  a  monopoly  or  lessen  competition, 
where  the  competition  lessened  by  such  con- 
solidation is  merely  incidental,  at  particular 
points.     (6a.)   351. 

A  consolidation  of  street  railway  oompa- 
nieB  is  held  not  to  violate  a  constitutional 
provision  against  the  purchase  by  one  com- 
pany of  shares  in  another,  or  the  making  of 
contracts  between  them,  when  the  effect  will 
be  to  create  a  monopoly  or  lessen  competi- 
tion, if  the  consolidation  in  question  will  re- 
sult in  giving  increased  facilities  at  less  cost 
to  the  public.     (Ga.)  620. 

Regulation  of  huainesa, 

A  street  railway  company  which  by  ita 
franchise  is  required  to  sell  tickets  in  quan- 
tities at  a  reduced  price  on  every  car  fr<Mn 
the  town  which  grants  the  franchise  to  a 
neighboring  city  is  held  to  be  under  obligsr 
tion  to  sell  such  tickets  at  that  price  to  a 
passenger  anywhere  on  the  line,  though  he 
gets  on  a  car  and  offers  to  buy  the  tickets 
outside  the  township.     (Mich.)  84. 

The  doctrine  established  by  the  Supreme 
€k>urt  of  the  United  States,  that  a  state  stat- 
ute compelling  the  issuance  of  railroad  mile- 
affe  books  at  reduced  rates  is  unconstitution- 
al because  it  deprives  the  carrier  of  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  is  held  inappli- 
cable to  a  railroad  company  which  is  incor- 
porated and  acquires  its  franchises  and  prop- 
erty after  the  passage  of  the  statute.  (N. 
Y.)  669. 

A  statute  compelling  railroad  companies 
to  carry  shippers  of  stock  free  to  and  from 
the  destination  of  the  stock  is  held  uncondti- 
tutional  a.s  a  deprivation  of  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  and  a  denial  of  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws.  (Kan.)  251. 
Preference  of  creditors, 

A  director  of  a  bank  which  is  about  to  fail, 
who  gives  information  thereof  to  a  corpora- 
tion of  which  he  is  president,  and  signs  a 
check  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  money,  is 
held  not  to  violate  a  statute  prohibiting  a 
preference  in  contemplation  of  insolvency  by 


such  banlcB  or  any  officer  thereof.     (K.  Y.) 
122. 

Inspection  of  hooks. 

The  right  of  stockholders  to  inspect  books 
of  the  corporation  is  held  absolute,  and  not 
dependent  upon  their  motive  or  purpoee.  It 
is  also  held  to  include  the  right  to  take 
copies  from  the  books  and  writings. 
(Ohio)  732. 

Lien  on  stock. 

An  eauitable  lien  on  shares  of  stock  in  a 
national  bank  under  a  by-law  which  is  in 
conflict  with  the  act  of  C!ongres8  on  the  sub- 
ject is  denied,  although  a  loan  was  made  on 
the  faith  of  the  by-law,  and  its  provisions 
were  ^flrinted  on  the  certificates  of  stock  eo 
as  to  be  notice  to  all  persons  dealiitf  with 
them.     (N.  Y.)  107. 

Surety  company. 

A  statute  permitting  trustees  to  charge 
against  the  estates  in  Sieir  hands  such  sums 
as  they  have  paid  to  a  surety  company  for 
their  bonds  is  held  to  give  no  lien  in  favor 
of  the  company,  and  the  statute  is  held  not 
to  give  any  unconstitutional  privil^e  to 
such  companies.     (Pa.)  687. 

Neu>s  associations, 

A  corporation  engaged  in  collecting  and 
selling  news  is  held  to  have  a  business  af- 
fected with  a  public  interest,  and  to  be  pre- 
cluded from  discriminating  between  news- 
paper publishers  who  may  wish  to  buy  ita 
news.  A  by-law  prohibiting  a  member  from 
receiving  news  from  any  other  association 
declared  antagonistic  is  held  void  as  tend- 
ing to  create  a  monopoly.  (111.)  668. 
Church, 

The  attempt  of  the  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers of  a  religious  corporation  to  employ  a 
pastor  whose  teachings  are  inconsistent  with 
those  of  the  sect  to  which  the  local  church 
belongs  is  held  to  be  a  violation  of  the  pur- 
poses for  which  the  church  property  is  held. 
(Wis.)  856. 

Camp-meeting  association, 

A  camp-meetinff  aesociation  which  has 
leased  cottages  without  restriction  except  as 
to  such  rules  and  regulations  aa  it  may 
adopt  is  held  to  have  no  right  to  impose  a 
revenue  tax  on  persons  soliciting  orders  for 
provisions,  fruits,  eta,  on  the  grounds. 
(Me.)  272. 


IV.  DOICSSTIO  BSLATIOHfl. 


6ee  also  infra,  VTl, 

The  remarriage  of  a  divorced  woman  to 
one  whose  ability  to  support  her  is  unques- 
tionable is  held  to  terminate  her  right  to 
alimony  out  of  the  income  of  a  testamen- 
tary trust  created  for  the  support  of  the  for- 
mer husband.       (N.  Y.)  666. 

A  decree  in  conformity  to  a  contract  be- 
48  L.  n.  A. 


tween  husband  and  wife  after  separation,  by 
which  a  certain  sum  per  month  is  given  her 
for  maintenance,  is  held  to  be  final  as  an 
irrevocable  contract,  so  that  it  cannot  be 
modified  without  her  consent  on  account  of 
the  husband's  change  of  financial  oonditioa. 
(Or.)  766. 
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V.  FiDITCIABISB  OB  RbPBESENTATIVES. 


Failure  of  an  executor  to  apply  for  an  ex- 
tension of  a  vacancy  permit  for  insured 
premises  which  continue  vacant  on  the  ex- 
piration of  the  time  for  which  such  permit 
had  been  granted  is  held  to  be  negligence 
which  will  make  him  liable  for  the  resulting 
loss  of  the  insurance  in  case  the  property  is 
destroyed.     (Ky.)  49. 

The  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  author- 


ize the  use  of  trust  property  for  the  benefit 
of  infant  remaindermen  during  the  life  ten- 
ancy is  denied  where  the  rights  are  created 
by  a  trust  which  makes  the  estate  of  the  re- 
maindermen contingent  on  the  exercise  of  a 
power  of  appointment  by  the  life  tenant 
among  such  of  them  as  survive.  (Wis.) 
809. 


VI.  ToBTS;    Negligencb;    InJTnaxs. 


Injury  to  unhom  child. 

An  infant  before  birth  is  held  to  have  no 
such  separate  existence  that  an  injury  then 
received  can  give  a  right  of  action  to  the 
child  after  birth  against  the  person  causing 
the  injury.     (111.)  225. 

Conspiracy, 

A  conspiracy  to  ruin  the  business  of  a 
dealer  by  refusing  to  deal  with  him  and  in- 
ducing others  to  do  likewise,  when  entered 
into  maliciously  and  not  to  promote  any  le^ 
gitimate  interests  of  the  conspirators,  is 
held  actionable.  (Minn.)  90. 
Libel 

A  publication  in  a  church  paper,  made  in 
good  faith  by  officers  of  the  church,  in  the 
performance  of  what  they  deem  their  duty 
to  other  members  of  the  church,  making  de- 
famatory statements  as  to  their  pastor,  is 
held  to  be  privileged,  although  it  may  be  read 
by  some  who  are  not  church  '  members. 
(Kan.)  236. 

Deceit. 

A  false  statement  by  the  cashier  of  a  bank, 
authorized  by  the  directors,  in  a  certificate 
to  the  insurance  commissioners  respecting 
the  depositors  of  an  insurance  company,  on 
which  a  license  is  obtained,  and  publication 
of  the  same  statement  in  the  public  press,  to 
which  the  bank  was  privy,  made  with  a  view 
of  selling  stock  it  held  as  collateral,  are  held 
insufficient  to  make  the  bank  liable  for  de- 
ceit to  a  person  who  purchased  such  stock, 
which  proves  to  be  worthless.  (C.  C.  App. 
6th  G.)   210. 

Killing  dog. 

The  right  to  kill  a  trespassing  dog  is  held 
not  to  exist  merely  because  the  owner  has 
been  notified  to  keep  the  dog  off  the  premises. 
(Miss.)  95. 

Contngious  diseas.e8  of  cattle. 

For  the  communication  of  Texas  fever  by 
infected  cars  to  cattle  transported  in  them 
a  railroad  company  is  held  liable.  (111.) 
175. 

Dangerous  road. 

The  want  of  a  barrier  on  the  side  of  an  ap- 
proach to  a  bridge  is  held  not  to  be  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  an  accident  when  a  horse  be- 
came frightened  and  unmanageable.  (Mich.) 
644. 

Dangerous  pond. 

The  drowning  of  children  while  skating  on 
a  pond  without  permission  or  invitation  of 
the  owner  of  the  premises  is  held  to  create  no 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  (Mo.) 
291. 
4R  L.  R.  A. 


Dangerous  wall  or  building. 

In  the  construction  of  a  wall  the  person 
constructing  it  is  held  liable  for  failure  U> 
use  due  care  to  prevent  its  falling  and  in- 
juring persons  lawfully  on  the  premises.. 
(N.  J.)   106. 

One  who  buys  a  building  and  continues  to- 
use  it,  or  permit  it  to  be  used,  with  knowl- 
edge that  it  was  so  negligently  constructe<^ 
that  it  was  liable  to  fall  of  its  own  weight,, 
is  held  liable  for  damages  caused  by  its  falf 
to  a  person  lawfully  standing  in  front  of  it. 
(S.  D.)    157. 

bamage  by  ioater  from  roof. 

One  who  discharges  water  collected  from 
a  roof,  through  an  aperture  in  a  ^tter,  upon 
a  neighbor's  land,  causing  a  wall  to  fall,  ia 
held  liable  without  regard  to  the  defective 
construction  of  the  wall ;  and  his  liability  ia 
held  not  to  be  limited  by  the  exercise  of  ordi- 
nary care.     (Mass.)  278. 

Pollution  of  stream  by  sewers. 

A  striking  and  exceptional  decision  in  In- 
diana in  favor  of  the  right  of  a  city  to  dis- 
charge sewage  into  a  stream  without  liabil- 
ity to  injured  landowners  holds  that  no  ac- 
tionable wrong  will  result  if  it  is  done  in 
conformity  to  statute  and  without  negli- 
gence.    (Ind.)  707. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  right  to  discharge 
sewers  of  a  city  into  a  stream  to  the  damage 
of  landowners,  without  just  compensation, 
is  denied  in  Missouri,  notwithstanding  the 
necessity  of  sewers  and  the  provisions  of  a 
statute  requiring  them  to  follow  the  natural 
drainage  of  the  country,  and  although  pri- 
vate sewers,  causing  some  pollution  of  the 
water,  but  not  amounting  to  a  nuisance,  had 
been  discharged  into  the  stream  for  many 
years.     (Mo.)  711. 

The  drainage  of  sewers  into  a  river,  pol- 
luting the  waters  and  causing  a  nuisance  to 
lower  proprietors,  is  held,  in  Connecticut,  to 
create  a  liability  on  the  part  of  a  city  for 
the  damages  thereby  caused,  as  the  injury 
constitutes  a  taking  of  property  imder  the 
constitutional  provision  requiring  just  com- 
pensation.    (Cionn.)  691. 

Riparian  owners  in  New  Jersey  are  held 
entitled  to  compensation  for  damage  to  their 
property  by  the  pollution  of  a  river  at  a 
place  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  but 
not  at  a  place  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows. 
(N.  J.)   717.    See  also  722. 

Injury  to  servant. 

The  conductor  of  a  freight  train  is  held 


670 


to  be  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 
when  he  takes  the  engine  and  goes  forward 
to  inspect  the  track,  under  orders  of  the  road 
superintendent,  after  a  heavy  storm. 
(Ind.)  531. 

A  brakeman  leaving  his  working  clothes 
in  a  caboose  according  to  custom,  although 
he  may  have  a  license  to  go  into  the  caboose 
to  get  his  clothes  for  the  next  trip,  is  held 
not  to  be  within  the  scope  of  his  employment 
or  of  his  License  in  jumping  on  and  off  such 
caboose  when  the  train  is  in  motion^  in 
search  of  his  clothes.     (Minn.)  706. 

An  employee  whose  special  business  it  is 
to  oil  a  shaft  and  bearing  is  held  not  to  be 
entitled  to  a  warning  of  the  danger  of  a  set 
screw  fastening  a  collar  near  the  end  of  the 
shaft,  althou&rh  it  projects  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  be  likely  to  catch  the  clothing  of 
persons  coming  near  it.     (Mass.)   96. 

The  performance  of  service  outside  of  the 
scope  of  employment,  in  obedience  to  the 
order  of  a  foreman,  is  held  not  to  involve  an 
assumption  of  the  risks,  unless  they  are  such 
that  an  ordinarily  prudent  man  would  not 
encounter  them.     (111.)   753. 

On  assurance  of  an  employee  by  the  em- 
ployer that  work  required  to  be  done  is  safe, 
it  is  held  that  the  servant's  knowledge,  or  a 
statement  by  a  third  person,  that  the  work 
is  not  safe,  does  not  necessarily  make  him 
guilty  of  negligence.     (Mass.)  542. 

A  railroad  company's  violation  of  a  stat- 
ute requiring  the  blocking  of  guard  rails  and 
frogs  is  held  to  relieve  an  employee  from  the 
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effect  of  what  would  otherwise  be  an  assump- 
tion of  the  risk,  but  not  from  the  effect  of 
contributory  negligence.  (C.  C.  App.  6th 
C.)  68. 

A  charge  that  a  master  should  instruct 
his  employee  as  to  the  nature,  force,  and 
probable  dfect  of  an  explosion  of  a  pot  of 
molten  metal  in  case  it  comes  in  contact  with 
water,  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  instruct 
merely  that  an  explosion  is  likely  to  follow 
such  contact,  is  held  proper.  (Mich.)  649. 
Injury  by  fellow  servant. 

A  servant  of  a  truckman  sent  by  his  mas- 
ter to  drive  the  latter's  horse  in  operating 
hoisting  apparatus  at  a  warehouse  is  held 
not  to  be  a  fellow  servant  of  the  warehouse- 
man's employees,  by  whose  n^ligence  in 
putting  the  pulley  block  and  tackle  in  place 
he  is  injured.     (N.Y.)  673. 

A  railroad  company  is  held  not  to  be  liable 
to  an  employee  for  injuries  caused  by  incom- 
petence of  a  coemployee  on  account  of  negli- 
gence in  employing  him,  if  his  incompetence 
was  not  with  respect  to  acts  for  the  perform- 
ance of  which  he  was  employed.  (Mo.) 
368. 

The  so-called  departmental  theory  of  fel- 
low servants  is  criticised,  and  seems  to  be 
substantially  repudiated,  by  a  recent  Mis- 
souri case  holding  that  a  conductor  as  well 
as  an  engineer  of  a  freight  train  is  a  fellow 
servant  of  the  fireman,  when  their  negli- 
gence causes  a  derailment  of  the  train,  by 
which  the  fireman  is  injured.     (Mo.)    309. 


VII.  PBOPHatTT;  RiOHTS;  LeENS;  WiLLS;  TbUBTS. 


Entireiiea. 

An  estate  by  entireties,  and  not  by  joint 
tenancy,  is  held  to  be  created  by  deed  to 
husband  and  wife  Jointly.     (Ind.)  234. 
Family  ewemptiona. 

The  exemption  of  property  allowed  to  the 
head  of  a  family  is  held  properly  claimed  by 
s,  wife,  when  her  husband  has  been  adjud/i^ed 
insane  and  is  confined  in  a  hospital.  (S.  D.) 
165. 

Life  estates. 

Notes  given  to  a  life  tenant  for  rent  are 
held  to  belong  entirely  to  the  estate  of  the 
life  tenant,  though  not  due  at  the  lat- 
ter's death,  and  though  a  crop  was  still 
standing  on  the  land  at  that  time,  where  the 
lease  had  expired  and  the  lessee  had  the 
right  to  the  crop  which  was  still  standing. 
<Ohio)  735. 

Deeds. 

Restrictions  in  a  deed  as  to  the  building 
line  are  held  not  to  be  enforceable  by  a  prior 
grantee  of  a  lot  on  the  same  street,  subject 
to  the  same  restrictions,  where  it  did  not 
appear  that  these  were  imposed  as  a  part  of 
a  general  scheme  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
purchasers.       (Md.)  54. 

Adverse  possession. 

Adverse  possession  by  third  persons  of 
land  conveyed  to  a  purchaser  is  held  to  give 
no  ground  of  complaint  to  his  subsequent 
vendee  after  the  former  had  bought  in  the 
outstanding  title.  (Ky.)  537. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


A  parol  transfer  of  the  right  of  a  person 
holding  adversely  is  held  sufficient  to  give 
his  transferee  a  right  to  tack  the  two  posses- 
sions for  the  purpose  of  ao((uiring  title  by 
adverse  possession.  (Wis.)  830. 
Fisheries, 

A  right  to  fish  in  a  pond  on  private  land 
is  held  not  to  arise  by  prescription  or  bv 
custom  because  of  long  usage  by  the  public. 
(N.J.)  616. 

Railroad  trade  fiwtures. 

Railroad  improvements  put  on  a  right  of 
way  purchased  from  a  mortgagor  are  held  to 
be  trade  fixtures  which  do  not  become  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage,  but  may  be  removed  on 
foreclosure.     (Kan.)  241. 

Partnership  realty. 

A  conveyance  of  an  undivided  half  of 
partnership  lands  to  a  copartner  for  part- 
nership uses  and  as  partnership  prop«rty. 
requirm^  payment  to  the  grantor  of  the 
portion  belonging  to  him  on  closing  up  the 
business,  is  held  to  disclose  an  intention  to 
change  the  grantor's  interest  from  lands  to 
surplus.     (N.  Y.)  290. 

Oil  wells. 

The  right  to  use  a  gas  pump  to  increase 
the  production  of  an  oil  well  is  upheld,  al- 
though it  diminishes  the  production  from 
wells  on  adjoining  property.     (Pa.)   748. 

Failure  to  bore  a  well  for  oil  and  gas  with- 
in ninety  days  is  held  ground  of  forfeiture 
of  a  lease,  where  the  only  substantial  oon- 
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«ideraUon  therefor  was  the  proepectiye  roy- 
«ltiei,  although  the  lease  purported  to  be 
made  for  five  years,  and  longer  if  oil  or  gas 
was  found  in  paying  quantities,  and  provid- 
-ed  a  forfeiture  of  f50  if  the  well  was  not 
•completed  within  ninety  days.  (C.  C.  A. 
4th  C.)  320. 

License  to  out  Umber. 

A  written  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  un- 
Hlivided  interest  in  land  is  hdd  to  revoke  pro 
4anto  a  license  to  another  person  to  cut  tim- 
•ber  thereon.     (Wis.)  839. 

Surface  water, 

A  city  lot  which  the  owner  attempts  to 
-fill  in  or  raise  is  held  to  be  subject  to  the 
-civil-law  rule  prohibiting  the  obstruction  of 
surface  water  from  adjoining  property,  to 
^he  same  extent  as  if  the  premises  were 
rural.  (Tenn.)  862.  . 
For  pollution  of  water,  see  eupra^  VI. 

Liens. 
"See  also  eupra,  III.,  as  to  lien  on  stock. 

A  lien  upon  a  street  railway  for  a  paving 

assessment  to  which  the  company  is  subject 

under  its  charter  is  held  to  be  superior  to 

^he  lien  of  a  mortgage  upon  the  property. 

(Ind.)  41. 

Judgment. 

A  judgment  is  held  to  create  no  lien  on 
lands  previously  conveyed  in  fraud  of  cred- 
itors.     (Ark.)  334. 

Mortgage. 

A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  a  mortgage  given 
'without  consideration,  though  unaccom- 
fMtnied  by  any  nesotiable  obligation,  is  held 
"to  have  a  valid  hen  as  against  creditors  of 
the  mortgagor.  (Md.)  03. 
Wills. 

A  will  is  held  not  to  be  subscribed  at  the 
«nd  as  required  by  statute,  where  it  con- 
sists of  four  pages  m  one  sheet  folded  length- 
wise down  the  middle,  where  Uie  signature  is 
on  the  second  page  after  a  portion  of  the 
will,  while  the  third  page  contains  other  por- 
tions of  the  will  without  anything  to  connect 
those  portions  with  what  appears  above  the 
signature.     (N.  Y.)  662. 

An  antenuptial  contract  by  which  a  wife, 
for  a  specified  sum,  agrees  to  release  all 
•claims  on  her  husband's  estate  in  order  that 


his  property  may  pass  under  his  will,  is  held 
binding  on  h^r  so  as  to  prevent  her  from 
contesting  the  rights  of  the  beneficiaries  un- 
der the  will  oil  the  ground  that  it  was  re- 
voked by  the  marriage.     (111.)  567. 

A  legacy  conditioned  on  the  legatee's  be- 
ing declared  at  the  expiration  of  a  certain 
time  to  be  a  reformed  man  is  held  to  make 
a  condition  precedent,  and  the  condition  is 
not  void  for  uncertainty.     (Mich.)  580. 

A  will  giving  a  young  man  an  estate  for 
his  education,  requiring  him  to  complete  a 
course  at  one  of  two  universities  named,  and 
providing  that  the  estate  shall  pass  from 
him  if,  through  his  own  disinclination  or  in- 
capacity or  the  indifference  of  his  parents  or 
guardians,  he  shall  fail  to  do  so,  is  held  to 
vest  the  estate  in  him,  subject  to  the  condi- 
tion subsequent,  so  that  his  death  during  his 
college  course  will  not  devest  his  estate  or 
prevent  it  from  passing  to  his  heirs.  (Md.) 
58. 

Trusts. 

An  allowance  out  of  the  income  of  a  trust 
estate  for  the  maintenance  of  an  infant  is 
made,  although  the  trust  provided  for  its  use 
only  for  his  education,  where  the  infant's 
mother,  who  was  the  only  other  person  in- 
terested in  the  income,  agreed  to  the  allow- 
ance.    (R.  I.)  783. 

The  premium  paid  on  an  investment  of 
trust  fund 4  the  income  of  which  is  ^iven  by 
will  to  testator's  daughter  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder to  nephews  and  nieces,  is  held  not 
to  have  been  intended  by  the  testator  to  be 
deducted  from  the  daughter's  income  in  or- 
der to  restore  the  principal  of  the  fund. 
(N.  y.)   126. 

Charitable  gifts. 

A  charitable  gift  to  a  foreign  city  is  up- 
held under  a  treaty  provision  authorizing 
such  gifts  to  citizens  of  the  foreign  country, 
and  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  ca- 
pacity of  the  city  was  for  a  time  suspended 
by  the  necessity  of  obtaining  a  permit  from 
the  council  of  state.     (La.)  77. 

A  trust  for  the  saying  of  masses  is  up- 
held as  a  charitable  use  because  the  public 
service  is  religious  and  the  money  expended 
therefor  supports  the  clergy.     (N.  H.)  iUO. 


Vni.  Civil    Remedies. 


Appearance. 

The  voluntary  appearance  of  a  defendant 
without  reservation  and  without  objection 
to  jurisdiction  in  a  divorce  proceeding,  in 
which  he  seeks  the  advantage  of  the  decree 
in  opposition  to  an  application  for  an  amend- 
ment to  allow  alimony,  is  held  to  authorize 
«.  binding  judgment  against  him,  although 
the  original  decree  was  void  for  want  of  serv- 
ice of  process.  (N.  J.)  679. 
Legal  notices. 

The  fact  that  a  newspaper  published  at 
regular,  or  nearly  regular,  intervals  is  de- 
voted particularly  to  some  class  of  business, 
is  held  insufficient  to  destroy  its  character 
■as  a  newspaper  with  respect  to  the  publica- 
tion of  legal  notices  therein.  (Neb.)  409. 
<*8  L.  R,  A. 


Withdrawing  furor. 

The  practice  of  withdrawinsr  a  juror  in  a 
civil  case  as  a  means  of  postponing  the  trial 
is  not  recognized  in  Oregon.     (Or.)  432. 
Appeal. 

A  finding  of  facts  made  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  at  which  judgment  was 
rendered,  and  after  the  time  for  an  appeal 
has  expired  without  an  appeal  being  taken, 
is  held  to  be  beyond  the  power  of  the  court 
to  make  part  of  the  record  of  judgment. 
(Conn.)  217. 

Costs. 

A  statute  allowing  the  successful  plaintiff 
in  a  mechanic's  lien  case  an  attorney's  fee 
in  addition  to  costs  otherwise  allowed  is 
held  to  be  in  violation  of  a  constitutional 
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frovision  that  courts  of  juBtioe  ihall  be  open 
J  eTBTj  person,  and  that  justice  shall  be 
administered  without  sale,  denial,  or  delay. 
(Ck>lo.)  340. 

Foreiffn  judgment9. 

The  probate  in  common  form  of  a  will 
under  statutes  making  it  an  exercise  of  ju- 
dicial oower,  and  the  judgment  condusive 
as  to  all  matters  properly  cognizant  in  pro- 
bate proceedings,  and  as  to  the  property  cov- 
ered by  the  wul,  is  held  to  be,  so  far  as  re- 
gards personally,  within  the  constitutional 
provision  as  to  giving  full  faith  and  credit 
in  every  state  to  the  judicial  proceedings  in 
•very  other  state.  (Tenn.)  130. 
Evidence, 

The  provision  of  the  war  revenue  act  re- 
aring stamps  on  instruments  before  they 
can  be  used  in  evidence  is  held  inapplicable 
to  state  courts.     (Nev.)  306. 
Pleading. 

The  use  of  inconsistent  defenses  is  dis- 
cussed at  length,  with  the  conclusion  that 
they  cannot  stand  if  the  admission  of  the 
truth  of  one  proves  the  falsity  of  the  other, 
and  that  the  averment  in  an  answer  of  a  fact 
which  has  been  denied  makes  proof  of  it  un- 
necessary. (Wash.)  177. 
Damages. 

The  measure  of  recovery  in  trover  by  one 
who  had  regained  title  to  the  property  only 
as  security  for  the  purchase  price  is  held 
limited  to  the  balance  due  thereon,  less  any 
depreciation  by  use  authorized  by  the  con- 
tract.    (R.  I.)  773. 

Meene  profits. 

A  defaulting  vendee  is  held  chargeable 
with  mesne  profits  for  the  time  he  withholds 
possession  of  land  pending  ejectment  against 
him.     (N.  C.)   761. 

Statute  of  Umitaiiona, 

Concealment  of  the  defalcation  of  a  bank 
teller  is  held  to  prevent  the  running  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  not  only  in  his  favor, 
but  also  in  favor  of  his  surety,  until  the  dis- 
covery of  the  defalcation.     (Del.)   614. 

A  special  statute  of  limitations  governing 
liabilities  tmder  acts  of  incorporation  is  held 
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to  be  b^  implication  a  part  of  a  subsequent 
act  of  incorporation,  and  therefore  binding 
in  a  suit  in  another  state  to  enforce  the  lia- 
bility of  a  stockholder  in  such  corporation. 
(G.  C.  A.  4th  C.)  625. 

Subrogation, 
A  peculiar  ease  as  to  subrogation  holda 
that  a  purchaser  on  foreclosure,  who  volun- 
tarily pays  a  claim  for  taxes  before  the  salo 
is  affirmed,  but  without  knowledge  of  any 
dispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the  taxes,  ia 
entitled  to  subrogation  to  a  claim  for  such 
part  of  the  taxes  as  was  certainly  valid,  but 
the  court  refuses  to  require  a  receiver  to  rec- 
ognize the  payment  of  the  disputed  part  of 
the  taxes,  or  to  assume  the  burden  of  any 
litigation  concerning  it.  (CCA.  4th  C) 
603. 

(himiehment. 

A  debt  of  an  insurance  company  for  losa 
in  another  state  is  held  to  have  no  situs  in  a 
third  state  for  the  purpose  of  garnishment 
therein,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  in- 
surance company  had  an  aoent  therein  oi> 
whom  process  could  be  served.  (N.  C)  462. 
Partition. 

A  decree  of  partition  setting  off  a  part  of 
the  property  to  a  life  tenant,  made  upon  a 
petition  which  shows  that  the  plaintiff  wa» 
only  a  life  tenant,  is  held  void  on  collateral 
attack  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  (Kan.) 
267. 

Injunction. 

The  rule  that  equity  will  not  enjoin  crim- 
inal prosecutions  is  applied  in  a  case  for 
an  injunction  against  the  enforcement  of  a 
statute  requiring  the  inspection  of  beer. 
(Mo.)   696. 

An  injunction  against  the  passage  of  an 
ordinance  which  will  create  a  contract  ia 
held  to  be  in  excess  of  jurisdiction,  whether 
the  ordinance  will  be  valid  or  not  if  passed. 
(Wis.)  819. 

An  injunction  against  a  wrongful  assess- 
ment for  paving  is  held  properly  limited  to 
that  assessment,  where  the  order  for  the  pav- 
ing was  legal,  thus  leaving  opportunity  for 
a  new  assessment     (Wis.)  861. 


rx.  Cbihinal  Law  and  Pbaotxob. 


Clonviction  of  being  a  suspicious  person, 
when  the  suspicion  is  wholly  undefined, 
without  reference  to  any  particular  crime,  is 
held  to  be  in  violation  of  the  constitutional 
provisions  against  unreasonable  searches 
and  seizures,  and  against  cruel  and  unusual 
punishments.     (D.  C.)  220. 

A  state  statute  making  it  an  offense  to 
solicit  a  seaman  to  desert  from  any  vessel 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  is  held 
not  to  be  in  violation  of  the  constitutional 
provision  as  to  commerce,  in  the  absence  of 
any  act  of  Congress  to  the  contrary.  (Or.) 
163. 

Indictment. 

An  indictment  found  on  a  legal  holiday 
48  L.  R.  A. 


is  held  not  to  be  invalid  for  that  reason,, 
where  the  statutes  do  not  provide  that 
courts  shall  not  sit  on  holidays.  (Ohio) 
469. 

Double  jeopardy. 

A  plea  of  former  jeopardy  is  held  not  to 
constitute  in  itself  a  jeopardy,  or  a  discharge 
thereon  an  acquittal.     (Kan.)  264. 

A  sentence  imposed  after  reversal  of  a  for- 
mer sentence  on  the  prisoner's  application  is 
held  not  to  constitute  double  jeopardy,  al- 
though he  had  partly  served  the  first  sen- 
tence, including  one  day's  solitary  confine- 
ment, which  was  included  also  in  the  second 
sentence.     (Mass.)  393. 
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writs,  processes^  and  orders  of  court; 
(d)  In  Confederate  states;  (s)  mis- 
cellaneous; (Y.)  subsequent  stamping: 
(a)  what  remedy  available:  (1)  by 
party  or  collector;  (2)  stamping 
copies;  (b)  time;  io)  application  to 
collector:  (1)  who  may  apply;  (2) 
to  what  district ;  (8)  power  of  deputy 
collector;  (4)  miscellaneous;  (d) 
what  stamps  required:  (e)  effect; 
(YI.)  pleading  and  practice:  (a)  rais- 
ing objection  by  demurrer;  (b)  ne- 
cessity and  sufliclency  of  averments  as 
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to  omiMion ;  (o)  who  may  ralie  or 
waiye  objection ;  (d)  time  of  railing 
objections;  (c)  questions  of  fact;  pre- 
sumptions generally;  (/)  stamp  not 
part  of  Instrument ;  (YII.)  failure  to 
cancel ;  defective  cancelation ;  (VIII.) 
foreign  laws  805 

^vdffmemti  conflict  of  laws  as  to  limita- 
tions of  actions  on  682 
Blfect  of  probate  of  a  will  in  another 
state: — (I.)  As  to  personal  property; 
(II.)  wills  of  real  estate;  (III.)  pre- 
sumption; (lY.)  as  to  full  faith  and 
credit ;  (Y.)  concluslYeness  of  decree 
of  probate  from  another  state:  (a) 
generally;  (b)  after  filing  for  record; 
(YI.)  classification  by  sUtes  180 

•Jurisdiction.     See  Coubts. 

•Jvrr.     See  Tbial. 

License)  to  pollute  waters  70S 

I«imitatlon  of  notions.  See  CoifiXJcr 
OF  Laws. 

Unster  and  servant;  liability  of  an  em- 
ployer for  Injuries  received  by  serr- 
ants  owing  to  the  want  of  blocking  at 
switches: — (I.) Want  of  blocking  not 
negligence  per  %e  apart  from  statute; 
(II.)  statutes  requiring  frogs,  etc.»  to 
be  blocked;  (III.)  want  of  blocking 
considered  as  a  risk  assumed  by  the 
servant  68 

Right  of  a  servant  to  recover  for  injuries 
caused  by  projecting  screws  in  shafts 
and  other  moving  machinery  : — (I.) 
Discussion  of  the  question  whether  the 
maintenance  of  a  set  screw  imports 
negligence  at  common  law;  (II.)  lia- 
bility of  master  under  statutes;  (III.) 
defenses  of  assumption  of  risks  and 
contributory  negligence  06 

The  duty  of  a  master  with  respect  to  the 
employment  of  his  servants: — (I.) 
General  principles:  (a)  nature  and 
extent  of  the  master's  duty  stated; 
(b)  duty  considered  as  creating  an  ex- 
ception to  the  doctrine  of  common  em- 
ployment ;  (c)  standard  of  care  obliga- 
tory upon  the  master  In  regard  to 
the  selection  of  his  servants;  (d) 
what  constitutes  an  incompetent  serv- 
ant :  (s)  plaintirs  recovery  dependent 
npon  proof  of  master's  actual  or  con- 
structive knowledge  of  coservant's  un- 
fitness; (/)  duty  to  inquire  into  the 
fitness  of  a  servant  at  the  time  he  is 
hired ;  {g)  duty  of  the  master  to  keep 
himself  informed  as  to  the  fitness  of 
a  servsnt  already  in  his  employment; 
(II.)  probative  value  of  various  facts 
as  tending  to  show  culpability  on  the 
master's  part:  (a)  incompetence  of 
servant;  (b)  race  and  color  of  delln- 
<iuent  servant;  (o)  appearance  and 
manner  of  the  servant  while  testify- 
ing; (d)  language  of  delinquent  serv- 
ant himself  indicating  recklessness  of 
character;  (e)  minority;  (f)  previous 
experience  of  the  servant;  (g)  acts 
of  negligence  prior  to  the  accident; 
ih)  acts  of  negligence  which  caused 
the  accident;   (i)  temporary  unfitness 
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at  the  time  of  the  accident ;  (/)  dere- 
lictions of  duty  subsequent  to  the  in- 
Jury  in  suit ;  {k)  disclaimer  of  fitness 
by  delinqueAt  servant  himself;  (1) 
specific  statements  as  to  unfitness 
made  by  eo- employees  of  delinquent 
servant ;  (m)  reputation  of  delinquent 
servant:  (1)  admissibility,  generally; 
(2)  reputation  not  evidence  of  actual 
unfitness;  (8)  nicknames  as  evidence 
against  the  master ;  (n)  length  of  the 
period  during  which  the  unfitness  has 
continued ;  (o)  a  promise  by  the  mas- 
ter to  discharge  the  delinquent  serv- 
ant ;  (III.)  duty  to  employ  an  adequate 
number  of  servants:  (a)  generally; 
(b)  whether  the  master  has  performed 
his  duty  868 

Effect  of  an  assurance  of  safety  given 
by  the  master  or  a  coservant: — (1.) 
General  rule;  (II.)  illustrative  cases; 
(III.)  ration4tle  of  rule;  (lY.)  when 
an  assurance  of  safety  is  not  conclu- 
sive in  the  servant's  favor;  (Y.) 
whose  assurances  bind  the  master  643 

Servant's  right  of  action  for  injuries  re- 
ceived in  obeying  a  direct  command: 
— (I.)  Introductory;  (II.)  direct  or- 
ders an  immaterial  factor,  where  the 
risk  to  which  they  exposed  the  serv- 
ant was  one  of  those  assumed ;  (III.) 
contributory  negligence,  when  not  pred- 
icated of  compliance  with  a  direct  or- 
der; (lY.)  master  and  servant  not  up- 
on the  same  footing ;  (Y.)  servant  usu- 
ally entitled  to  act  on  the  assumption 
that  his  master  has  performed  and  will 
perform  his  duty;  (YI.)  rationaU  of 
the  servant's  right  to  rely  on  the  mas- 
ter: (a)  order  an  implied  assurance 
of  safety;  (b)  order  tends  to  throw 
servant  off  his  guard;  (o)  necessity 
for  prompt  obedience;  (d)  direct  or- 
der tends  to  negative  voluntariness  of 
action ;  (YII.)  when  direct  orders  will 
not  Justify  the  servant's  obedience; 
(YIII.)  negligence  in  respect  to  the 
manner  of  carrying  out  the  order; 
(IX.)  specific  order  no  excuse  unless 
the  servant's  act  was  Induced  by  it; 
(X.)  by  whose  orders  the  master  Is 
bound  75& 

Liability  for  Injuries  received  by  the 
servant  in  the  performance  of  duties 
outside  the  scope  of  his  original  con- 
tract:— (I.)  Introductory;  (II.)  no 
recovery  where  servant  undertakes 
new  functions  propria  motu  and  with- 
out master's  acquiescence;  (III.)  when 
negligence  is  predicated  of  a  com- 
mand to  do  work  outside  the  scope  of 
original  contract ;  (lY.)  risks  of  work 
outside  scope  of  employment,  when 
deemed  to  be  assumed;  (Y.)  doctrine 
of  common  employment  qualified  as  re- 
gards servants  working  outside  the 
scope  of  their  employment ;  ( YI.)  con- 
tributory negligence  as  a  defense; 
(YII.)  absence  of  compulsion,  an  es- 
sential element  of  assumption  of  risks 
and     contributory     negligenoe:     (•> 
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geBierally;  (h)  protest  or  objection  by 
■ervant;   (c)   fear  of  losing  position 

Money.     See  Confedebatb  Monbt. 

Mni&icipal  corporations!  tumlng  sew- 
age Into  waters,  see  Watbbs. 
Power  of  the  legislature  to  Impose  bur- 
dens upon  municipalities,  and  to  con- 
trol their  local  administration  and 
property : — (I.)  Introductory  ;  (II.) 
power  to  impose  burdens:  (a)  gener- 
ally; (b)  public  and  quasi-public  Im- 
proTements:  (o)  compelling  payment 
of  nonlegal  demands:  (d)  yalidatlng 
defectlTe  obligations;  (III.)  power  In 
respect  to  officers  and  local  adminis- 
tration; (IV.)  power  in  respect  to 
property  and  franchises 

Hegrlivence.     See  Mastbr  and  Sbbyant. 

Hnlsnnce.     See  Watbbs. 

-Officers  I  Injunction  against  enforcing 
contracts  to  obtain  office 

Plead Invi  right  to  plead  Inconsistent  de- 
fenses:— (I.)  Scope  of  note;  (II.)  In- 
consistency in  single  plea;  (III.)  orlg- 
InaJ  common-law  rule  as  to  Inconsist- 
ency between  pleas;  (IV.)  the  rule  un- 
der the  statute  of  Anne:  (a)  with  ref- 
erence to  Inconsistent  facts;  (b)  with 
reference  to  different  modes  of  trial; 
<o)  relaxation  of  the  rule;  (V.)  The 
rule  in  equity;  (VI.)  the  rule  under 
reform  procedure:  (a)  general  state- 
ment of  the  doctrine;  (b)  what  de- 
fenses are  inconsistent:  (1)  distinc- 
tion between  inconsistency  in  fact  and 
Inconsistency  by  implication  of  law; 

(2)  test  as  to  what  inconsistency  Is 
objectionable;  (o)  application  of  the 
rule  to  particular  actions:  (1)  actions 
pertaining  to  contracts  generally  ;  (2) 
actions  pertaining  to  bills  and  notes; 

(3)  actions  pertaining  to  sales;  (4) 
actions  pertaining  to  negligence  and 
for  assault ;  (5)  actions  pertaining  to 
personal  property;  (6)  actions  per- 
taining to  realty ;  (7)  actions  for  libel 
or  slander;  (8)  miscellaneous  actions ; 
(VII.)  effect  of  Inconsistency  as  a 
waiver  or  admission :  (a)  the  prevail- 
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706 


465 


842 


Ing  rule;  (b)  exceptions  to  the  rule; 
(0)  explanation  of  the  apparent  con- 
flict; (VIII.)  Inconsistency,  how  taken 
advantage  of;    (IX.)   conclusion  177 

As  to  omission  of  stamp  from  Instrument  817 
Principal    and    snretT.      See    Subbtt 

COMPANIBS. 

Railroads.     See  Mabtbb  and  Sbbvant. 

Set  Scrcvrs.     See  Mabtbb  and  Sbbvant. 

Scvrers)  pollution  of  waters  by,  see  Wa- 
tbbs. 

Stamp   tax.     See   Intbbnal   Rbvbnub. 

liuretT  companies  I  legal  powers  and 
privileges  of  surety  and  trust  compa- 
nies:— (I.)  In  general;  (II.)  special 
act  creating:  (III.)  Granting  special 
or  exclusive  privileges  to ;  (IV.)  power 
to  act  as  guardian,  etc.,  without  bond ; 
(V.)  power  to  act  as  surety :  (a)  In 
general;  (b)  on  appeal  bond;  (VI.) 
right  to  counter  security;  (VII.) 
right  to  relief  from  suretyship ;  (VIII.) 
right  to  tax,  amount  paid  to,  as  costs ; 
(IX.)  right  of  personal  representative, 
etc,  to  credit  for  amount  paid  to; 
(X.)  foreign  companies:  (a)  power  to 
act  as  surety;  (b)  power  to  act  as 
trustee,  etc.  587 

Swltebes.     See  Mabtbb  and  Sbbvant. 

Taxes.     See  Intbbnal  Rbvbnub. 

Trial  I  withdrawal  of  Juror: — (I.)  Power 
to  withdraw  Juror :  (a)  In  civil  cases ; 
(b)  in  criminal  cases:  (II.)  effect  of 
withdrawal  of  Juror  in  civil  cases: 
(a)  English  cases:  (1)  in  general; 
(2)  as  to  costs;  (b)  American  cases; 
(III-)  effect  of  withdrawal  of  Juror  in 
criminal  cases  432 

Trast    Companies.     See    Subbtt    Com- 

PANIBH. 

Vsnry;  conflict  of  laws  as  to  limitations 

of  actions  for  687 

"Waters)  right  of  municipal  corporation 
to  drain  sewage  into  waters: — (I.) 
Introduction;  (II.)  statutory  author- 
ity; (III.)  taking  or  damaging  prop- 
erty;  (IV.)  mlscellaneoiiB  601 

l¥ilLi.     Sst  Judqmbnt. 
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OPINIONS,  NOTES  AND  BRIEFa 

(Sepftrate  Index  to  Notes  precedee  thie.) 


ACADEMY. 

See  Taxes.  8. 

AGGIDENT. 

See  JSvjDVScm,  0. 

AGGIDENT  TSBVBAXOB, 

See  II7ST7BA1TOB,   6«   6. 

AGQUITTAZi. 

See  CRnaNAL  Law.  2. 

ACTION  OR  SUIT. 

1.  The  motiyes  inspiring  those  who  in- 
duce the  governor  to  institute  an  action  in 
the  name  of  tiie  state  to  prevent  the  violap 
tion  of  Ga.  Const,  art  4,  9  2,  If  4  (Oiv.  Code, 
§  5800),  are  not  material  in  determining 
whether  the  action  is  well  brought  and 
maintainable,  but  that  matter  depends  upon 
the  pleadings  and  evidence.  Trust  Com- 
pany of  Georgia  ▼.  State  (Ga.)  520 

2.  The  provision  of  a  penalty  for  viola^ 
tion  of  a  statute  enjoining  upon  railroad 
companies  the  duty  of  blocking  switches 
does  not  make  that  remedy  exclusive  of  ac- 
tions by  persons  injured  by  the  neglect  to  do 
so,  unless  that  intention  is  to  be  inferred 
from  the  whole  purview  of  the  statute. 
Narramore  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C)  68 

3.  The  invalidity  of  a  provision  impair- 
ing a  contract  between  the  state  and  a 
bridge  company  for  the  construction  of  a 
bridffe,  in  a  statute  charging  the  burden  of 
the  bridge  upon  a  city  and  towns  specially 
benefited,  instead  of  upon  the  state,  will  not 
avail  to  relieve  the  city  and  towns  of  their 
liability, — especially  after  a  settlement  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  company.  State 
ex  rel.  Bulkeley  v.  Williams  (Conn.)        465 

4.  One  who  causes  noxious  vapors  to  rise 
upon  the  land  of  an  adjoining  proprietor  by 
wrongfully  obstructing  the  natural  drain  of 
surface  water  therefrom  is  liable  for  the 
damage  the  same  as  if  such  vapors  had  been 
wrongfully  caused  to  rise  on  and  from  his 
own  land.    Carland  v.  Aurin  (Tenn.)       862 

5.  The  occupant  of  premises,  whether 
owner  in  fee,  life  tenant,  or  lessee,  may 
maintain  an  action  for  damages,  measured 
by  the  injury  to  his  particular  estate  or  in- 
terest in  the  property,  by  an  obstruction  of 
the  flow  of  surface  water  therefrom.        Id. 

6.  When  an  action  is  begun,  the  object 
of  which  is  only  to  determine  the  validity  of 
an  act  or  thing  done  by  an  officer,  and  not 
48  L.  R.  A. 


involving  his  integrity  or  want  of  good 
faith,  the  officer  himself  is  not  a  necessary 
party  to  the  suit.  Oliver  v.  Jersey  City 
(N.  J.  Err.  ft  App.)  412 

7.  One  not  a  party,  but  having  an  inter- 
est in  the  subjectpmatter  of  a  pending  action, 
that  may  be  adversely  affected  by  the  suit, 
will   be   permitted  by   the   court,   upon   a 

g roper  showing,  under  Bums's  (Ind.)  Rev. 
tat  1894,  9  273,  to  come  into  the  case  for 
the  protection  of  whatever  right  or  interest 
he  may  have  in  the  subject-matter.  Uni<» 
Trust  Co.  V.  Richmond  City  R.  Go.    (Ind.) 

41 

8.  The  heirs  of  a  deceased-  partner  ar« 
not  necessary  parties  to  a  proceeding  to  ad- 
just the  partnership  affairs,  although  a 
part  of  the  assets  consists  of  real  estate,  if, 
as  between  the  partners  and  their  repre- 
sentatives, it  has  been  converted  into  per- 
sonalty.   Darrow  v.  CJalkins  (N.  Y.)       299 

Notes  and  'Bbxets. 

Action;  appearance  as  waiver  of  lack  of 

jurisdiction.  681 

Necessity  of  city  as  party  in  construing 

ordinance.  505 

Right  to  intervene.  42 

Preservation    of    oommon-law  remedies; 

adoption  of  suitable  process.  434 

ACT  OF  GOD. 

See  Real  Profebtt. 

ADmSSION. 

Notes  and  Bbieki. 

Admission  by  Pleading  Inconsistent  DefeoA- 
es,  see  Pleading. 

ADUIiTERY. 

Notes  and  Bbievb. 

Adultery;    injunction   against    enforcing 
contracts  for  illicit  intercourse.  842 

ADVERSE   POSSESSION. 

See  also  Chahpbrtt. 

1.  Actual  hostile  exclusive  occupancy  of 
land  without  any  presumption  or  daim  of 
right  is  sufficient  to  ripen  into  title  under 
the  statute  of  limitations.  Illinois  Steel 
Co.  V.  Budzisz  (Wis.)  830 

2.  A  parol  transfer  by  the  first  to  the 
second  occupant  of  property  held  adversely, 
and  the  lattier's  suceession  in  possession  un* 
der  it,  may  be   sufficient  to  imite  the   two 
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potseBBions  into  one  continuous^  uninter- 
rupted possession  referable  to  the  first  en- 
try, for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  title  by  ad- 
▼erse  possession.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Adverse  possession ;  conflict  of  laws  as  to. 

635 
Sufficiency  of;   tacking  possessions.    832 

AFTERBORN   CHIIJOREN. 

See  Unborn  Children. 

AiiiMOinr. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  2,  18;  Judg- 
ment, 6;  Husband  and  Wife,  4,  5. 

AI.I.EY. 

See  PUBLIO  IlCPROVEMENTS,   1,  8. 

AMENDBfENTS. 

Of   Constitution,    see   Constitutional 

Law,  4,  5. 
See  also  Pu:ading,  5,  6. 


Opinion  as  to  Value  of,   see  Evidence, 
7. 
See  also  Carriers,  7;  Trial,  5. 

A  trespassing  dog  cannot  lawfully  be 
killed  merely  because  the  owner  has  been 
notified  to  keep  the  dog  off  the  premises. 
Hodges  V.  Causey  (Miss.)  95 

ANTEHUPTIAIi   CONTRACT. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  2,  8. 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 

See  also  Judgment^  1. 

1.  A  judgment  on  demurrer  to  an  inter- 
vening petition,  which  makes  a  final  dis- 
position of  the  case  so  far  as  concerns  the 
petitioners,  may  be  appealed  from.  Union 
Trust  Co.  V.  Richmond  City  R.   Co.    (Ind.) 

41 

2.  An  appeal  as  from  a  final  order  in  a 
special  proceeding  or  a  final  judgment  in  an 
action  lies  from  an  order  of  the  appellate 
division  of  the  supreme  court  to  the  court 
of  appeals,  reversing  an  order  of  a  special 
term,  which  modified  provisions  of  a  former 
decree  in  a  divorce  proceeding  as  to  pay- 
ment of  income  of  a  trust  fund  as  aJimony, 
which  proceeding  was  instituted  in  accord- 
ance with  permission  contained  in  the 
former  decree  upon  affidavits  that  were 
given  the  effect  of  pleadings,  the  facts  be- 
coming the  subject  of  reference,  and  the  or- 
der being  based  upon  the  report  of  the  ref- 
eree.    Wetmore  v.  Wetmore  (N.  Y.)         666 

3.  Judicial  inquiry  on  a  general  appeal 
from  a  judgment  in  an  equi&ble  action  to 
sell  part  of  a  trust  estate,  presenting  the 
question  whether  the  judgment  is  proper  on 
the  undisputed  facts,  is  not  by  any  means 
circumscribed  by  the  assignment  of  errors. 
Ruggles  V.  Tyson  (Wis.)  809 

4.  A  party  fearing  that  an  instruction 
will  be  taken  by  the  jury  in  a  broader  sense 
than  he  deems  consistent  with  the  law  must 
48  L.  R.  A. 


call  the  court's  attention  to  the  language, 
to  render  it  subject  to  review.  McKee  v. 
Tourtellotte  (Mass.)  542 

Transfer  of  oanse. 

5.  An  appeal  bjr  the  owners  of  the  prop- 
erty from  a  decision  establishing  a  me- 
chanic's lien  can  be  maintained  without 
joining  other  defendants,  under  Mill's 
(Colo.)  Ann.  Stat.  9  1085,  which  provides 
that  appeals  may  be  taken  by  any  person 
aggrieved.    Davidson   v.   Jennings    (Colo.) 

340 

6.  An  executor  acting  in  his  individual 
capacity  is  competent  as  surety  on   an   ap- 

Seal  bond  for  a  legatee  who  has   appealed, 
ucceesion  of  Meunier   (La.)  77 

7.  The  amount  of  a  suspensive  appeal 
bond  may  be  fixed  by  the  trial  judge,  where 
the  judgment  annulled  a  will  and  probate 
thereof,  recognizing  plaintiffs  as  heirs,  but 
did  not  in  terms  send  them  into  possession 
or  make  an  award  against  the  executors 
specifically  for  the  net  proceeds  of  the  es- 
tate in  their  hands.  Id. 
Record  amd  oase  in  appellate  eovrt. 

8.  The  special  finding  of  facts  provided 
for  by  Conn.  Pub.  Acts  1897,  chap.  194,  § 
6,  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  spreading  those 
facts  upon  the  recoras  as  part  of  the  judg- 
ment, but  is  only  to  be  made  after  judgment 
has  been  rendered,  to  become  part  of  an  ap- 
peal, and  it  cannot  be  made  in  the  absence 
of  an  appeal  and  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  for  taking  one.  Corbett  v.  Matz 
(Conn.)  217 

9.  A  statement  in  an  order  of  the  appel- 
late division,  that  it  reverses  the  judgment 
of  the  trial  court  "upon  the  law  and  the 
facts,"  will  not  prevent  a  review  by  the  court 
of  appeals  if  the  only  question  is  whether  the 
transaction  as  disclosed  by  the  facts  was 
forbidden  by  a  statute.  O'Brien  v.  East 
River  Bridge  Co.  (N.  Y.)  122 
Review  of  diseretion. 

10.  The  grant  of  an  injunction  will  not  be 
disturbed  on  appeal,  unless  the  discretion 
of  the  court  was  abused.  Piatt  Bros.  A 
Co.  V.  Water  bury  (Conn.)  691 
Review  of  Terdiot  or  findinss* 

11.  All  controverted  facte  and  all  infer- 
ences therefrom  must  be  deemed  conclusive- 
ly established  in  favor  of  the  party  for 
whom  judgment  is  rendered,  when  both  par- 
ties are  in  the  position  of  having  asked  for 
a  direction  of  tne  verdict.  TrimUe  v.  New 
York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  115 

12.  Both  parties  are  deemed  to  have  asked 
for  a  direction  of  the  verdict,  where  defend- 
ant's counsel,  after  moving  unsuccessfully 
for  a  nonsuit,  replied  to  an  inquiry  from  the 
court,  that  he  did  not  care  to  have  any 
question  submitted  to  the  jury,  and,  aft«r 
a  request  by  plaintiff's  counsel  for  the  di- 
rection of  a  verdict,  stated  that  he  desired 
to  stand  on  his  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  while 
neither  party  asked  to  have  any  question  of 
fact  submitted  to  the  jury.  Id. 

13.  A  general  verdict  for  plaintiff  is  not 
conclusive  in  the  appellate  court  upon  the 
question  whether    or    not    the    declaration 
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states  a  cause  of  action.    Pontiae  y.  Talbot 
Paving  Co.  (C.  C.  App.  4th  C.)  326 

14.  The  sufficiency  of  facts  found  to  sup- 
port a  judgment  may  be  raised  by  writ  of 
error,  when  the  facts  are  made  part  of  the 
record  of  the  judgment.  Corbett  ▼.  Matz 
(Conn.)  217 
Prejndioial  errorAi 

15.  Prejudicial  error  must  be  made  af- 
firmatively to  appear  in  order  to  cauae  the 
reversal  of  a  judgment.  Franke  v.  Mann 
(Wis.)  856 

16.  The  failure  to  specify  in  the  order  of 
record  granting  a  new  trial  the  ground  on 
which  it  was  granted,  as  required  by  Mo. 
Rev.  Stat.  1889,  9  2241,  is  not  reversible 
error.     Smith  v.  Sedalia   (Mo.)  711 

17.  Sustaining  a  demurrer  to  special  de- 
fenses is  not  prejudicial  error,  when  de- 
fendant has  haa  the  benefit  on  the  trial  of 
all  evidence  that  could  have  been  introduced 
under  those  defenses.  Piatt  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
Waterbury  (Conn.)  691 

18.  The  fact  that  defendant  in  a  divorce 
suit  is  guilty  of  contempt  in  refusing  to 
come  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and 
submit  to  cross-examination  is  not  sufficient, 
where  the  record  does  not  show  a  reversal 
on  the  facts  and  the  statute  requires  the  re- 
viewing court  under  such  circumstances  to 
presume  it  was  on  the  law,  to  authorize  the 
court  of  appeals  to  affirm  an  order  of  the 
appellate  division  of  the  supreme  court 
which  reversed  an  order  of  the  special  term 
modifying  a  decree  awarding  the  income  of 
a  fund  held  in  trust  for  his  benefit,  as  ali- 
mony, but  some  legal  error  in  the  order 
must  be  pointed  out.    Wetmore  v.  Wetmore 

(N.  y.)  666 

Notes  and  Bbiefb. 

Appeal ;  finding  of  facts  as  basis  for  writ 

of  error;  limit  of  time  for  making.        217 

Right  to  reargument.  666 

APPORTIONMENT. 

See  Life  Tenants,  8. 

APPROACHES. 

See  Highways,  3. 

APPROPRIATIONS. 

See  Public  Monet,  Notes  and  BsiErs. 

ASSESSMENTS. 

Of  Benefit  Society,  see  Insttrance,    2. 
See  also  Public  Impbovements. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Of  Claim   on   Policy,  see   Insurance, 
3,4. 

ASSOCIATIONS. 

A  camp-meeting  association  which 
has  made  perpetual  leases  of  cottages  on  its 
grounds,  without  any  restriction  except  that 
they  are  "subject  to  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions as  the  association  may  from  time  to 
time  adopt,"  and  which  also  owns  a  store 
on  the  grounds  which  it  has  leased  for  a 
rental,  cannot  impose  a  revenue  tax  on  the 
48Ii.R.  A. 


business  of  taking  orders  for  fruit,  grocer- 
ies, and  provisions  from  cottagers  upon  the- 
grounds  of  the  association.  Northport 
Wesleyan  Grove  Camp  Meeting  Asso.  v. 
Perkins  (Me.)  272r 

ASSXTMPSIT. 

Notes  and  Bbiefb. 

Assumpsit;  recovering  back  forced  pay- 
ment. 60S 

ATTACHMENT. 

See  Gabnishmknt. 

ATTORNEYS. 

See  Evidence,  8. 

AUCTION. 

A  bid  at  a  public  sale  by  one  who  does- 
not  desire  the  property,  and  who  is  employed 
to  bid  in  the  interests  of  persons  who  are 
interested  in  having  the  property  bring  » 
good  price,  but  who  are  not  conducting  the- 
sale  so  as  to  be  able  to  release  a  bidder  irom 
responsibility,  does  not  constitute  "puffing"' 
or  such  a  fraud  on  other  bidders  as  to  re- 
lease* them  from  responsibility  for  their 
bids.    McMillan  V.  Harris  (Ga.)  345- 

NOTES  AND  BbIETS. 

Auctions;  effect  of  puffing;  agreement 
between  bidders.  341^ 

BAGGAGE. 

See  Cabbiebs^  6. 

BANKS. 

Notice  to  Cashier,  see  Notice. 
See  also  Bonds,  1,  2. 

1.  A  false  certificate  l^  the  cashier  of  » 
bank,  stating  that  an  insurance  company 
had  on  deposit  subject  to  check  oertaia 
amounts  oi  paid-up  capital  and  net  surplus, 
made  to  assist  the  company  to  obtain  a  li- 
cense, and  authorized  by  the  board  of  direc- 
tors, who  knew  it  to  be  false,  and  the  pub- 
lication of  the  same  statement  in  the  publie 
press,  to  which  the  bank  was  privv,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  a  large  bank  deposit 
and  of  selling  stock  held  by  the  bank  as  col- 
lateral, render  the  bank  liable  for  deceit 
to  a  person  who  bought  worthless  stodc  of 
the  insurance  company  in  reliance  on  these 
statements.  Hindman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
(C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  210 

2.  The  holder  of  a  check  drawn  by  a 
bank  which  becomes  insolvent  before  ita 
presentation,  whereupon  the  drawee  bank, 
without  knowledge  of  the  check,  applies  the^ 
deposit  upon  its  own  claims  against  the  in- 
solvent bank,  is  entitled  to  be  subro^ted 
to  any  collateral  which  the  drawee  bank 
has  after  its  own  claims  are  satisfied.  Wy- 
man  v.  Ft  Dearborn  Nat.  Bank  (111.)  565 
Colleotions. 

3.  Sending  a  certificate  of  deposit  di- 
rectly to  the  drawer  for  collection  without 
instructions  to  do  so  constitutes  negligence 
on  the  part  of  a  collecting  bank,  for  which 
it  will  be  liable  in  case  of  a  resulting  lossw 
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First  Nat.  Bank  t.  Citkena'  S&y.  Bank 
(Mich.)  583 

4.  A  collecting  bank  is  impliedly  in- 
structed to  send  a  certificate  of  deposit  for 
collection  directly  to  the  bank  'which  made 
it,  when  this  is  the  only  bank  in  the  place 
aid  is  rated  and  supposed  to  be  responsible, 
and  the  instructions  received  by  the  collect- 
ing bank,  after  calling  attention  to  the  fact 
that  it  had  a  correspondent  at  that  place, 
said,  "Please  collect  for  us  at  your  best  rate 
of  exchange."  Id. 

Xiien  on  stock* 

6.  The  invalidity  of  a  lien  on  shares  of 
stock  in  a  national  bank,  imder  a  by-law  in 
conflict  with  the  national  banking  act  of 
Congress,  can  be  asserted  by  the  owner  of 
the  stock  to  defeat  the  lien,  and  the  right 
to  raise  the  question  of  its  invalidity  is  not 
restricted  to  the  Federal  government. 
Buffalo  German  Ins.  Go.  v.  Third  Nat  Bank 
(N.  Y.)  107 

6.  An  equitable  lien  in  favor  of  a 
national  bank  upon  its  shares  of  stock  can- 
not be  asserted  against  a  third  person  by 
virtue  of  a  loan  to  a  stockholder  on  the  se- 
curity of  the  shares,  under  a  by-law  provid- 
ing Uiat  any  liability  of  the  stockholder 
should  be  a  lien  upon  the  stock,  which  by- 
law is  printed  on  the  face  of  the  certificate 
of  stodc  so  as  to  be  notice  to  all  persons 
dealing  therein,  since  such  by-law  is  in  con- 
flict with  the  provisions  of  the  national 
banking  act  of  1864,  9  35,  prohibiting  any 
loan  by  such  bank  on  the  security  of  its  own 
shares  of  stock.  Buffalo  German  Ins.  Go.  v. 
Third  National  Bank  (N.  Y.)  107 
InsolTenoy. 

7.  A  withdrawal  of  the  funds  of  a  cor- 
poration from  a  bank  that  is  about  to  fail, 
under  advice  of  the  president  of  the  corpora- 
tion, who  also  signed  a  check  for  the  money, 
although  he  was  also  a  director  of  the  baxik 
and  his  knowledge  of  its  condition  was  ac- 
quired bv  him  as  such  director,  does  not 
violate  the  New  York  stock  corporation  law, 
§  48,  which  prohibits  any  transfer  of  as- 
sets or  payment  by  the  bank  or  any  officer, 
director,  or  stockholder  thereof,  with  in- 
tent to  prefer  any  creditor,  when  the  bank 
is  insolvent  or  its  insolvency  imminent. 
O^rien  V.  Eaat  River  Bridge  Go.  (N.  Y.) 

122 

8.  A  communication  by  a  director  of  a 
bank  of  his  knowledge  that  it  is  about  to 
fail,  though  made  to  a  depositor  which  is  a 
corporation  of  which  he  is  president,  does 
not  violate  the  New  York  stock  corporation 
law,  §  48,  which  prohibits  a  bank  which  is 
insolvent  or  the  insolvency  of  which  is  im- 
minent, or  any  officer  or  director  thereof, 
from  giving  a  preference  to  any  particular 
creditor  by  transfer  of  assets,  payment^ 
suffering  judgment,  the  creation  of  a  lien, 
or  the  giving  of  security.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Banks;  published  reports  of,  as  a  fraud 
on  persons  who  rely  upon  them.  514 

National ;  by-laws  as  to  lien  on  stock;  im- 
plied or  equitable  lien.  108 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Liability  for  fraud  of  otBoem;  for  falsa 
certiflcatee  as  to  deposits;  reliance  of  pub- 
lic on  reports  to  public  officers.  112 

Insolvency;  prohibiting  preference;  pay- 
ment of  claims  in  which  director  has  an  in- 
terest 122 

GollecUons  by;  forwarding  to  drawee^  584 

BARBERS. 

Police  Regulation  of  Business  t^,  see 

GoNSTiTunoNAL  Law,  2U 
See  also  Evidknob,  1. 

BAY  WINDOW, 

See  HiOHWATS,  1. 

BEBR. 

See  Gloud  on  Titul 

BENEVOIiENT  80GIETIE8, 

See  iNSiniANGE,  2. 

BETTINO. 

Notes  Ain>  Bbdots. 
Betting;   injunction  against  enforcement 
of  contract  of.  844 

BIIX8  AMD  BOTES. 

Notes  and  BitiBra. 

Extension  of  time  to  release  aooonunoda- 
tion  maker.  178 

BLOCKED  FROGS. 

See  Masixb  and  SebvanTp 

BLOCKING   SWITCHES. 

See  Action  ob  Suit,  2. 

BONA  FIDE  PURCHASER. 

See  MOBTQAGE,  1. 

BONDS. 

See  also  Appeal  and  Ebbob,  6,  7. 

1.  Statements  made  by  the  cashier  of  a 
bank  without  authority,  lor  the  purpose  of 
inducing  a  person  to  become  a  surety  on  the 
bond  of  a  teller,  will  not  bind  the  bank  so  as 
to  relieve  the  surety  if  the  statements  are 
not  true.  Lieberman  t.  Slrst  Nat.  Bank 
(Del.)  614 

2.  The  published  repcM'ts  of  a  bank  pur- 
porting to  show  its  resources  and  liabilities, 
but  which  were  not  made  to  induce  a  person 
to  sign  the  bond  of  an  employee  of  the  bank, 
will  not  relierve  such  sure^,  who  relied  upon 
them,  from  liability  because  the  r^wrts 
failed  to  show  previous  defalcations  by  such 
employee,  whidi  he  had  concealed  by  false 
entries.  Id. 

3.  Certificates  signed  by  the  mayor,  aud- 
itor, and  attorney  of  a  city,  stating  what 
steps  had  been  taken  preliminary  to  the  is- 
suing of  certain  bonds  and  as  to  the  financial 
condition  of  the  city,  though  used  b^  the 
person  who  negotiated  the  bonds,  are  inad- 
missible in  an  action  thereon  to  create  an 
estoppel  against  the  city's  asserting  that 
the  bonds  were  in  excess  of  the  limit  of  the 
city's  indebtedness,  when  the  making  of  such 
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41  statement  was  not  within  the  soope  of  the 
official  duty  of  the  officers  making  it.  Na- 
tional Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mead  (S.  D.)  785 

4.  A  recital  in  city  bonds  as  to  the 
4unount  of  indebtedness  of  the  city  does  not 
•create  an  estoppel  against  showing  that  the 
indebtedness  was  greater,  when  tlM  statutes 
require  the  public  records  of  the  city  to 
show  the  amount  of  t^e  existing  indebted- 
ness, as  well  as  the  amount  of  the  taxable 
property.  Id. 

5.  Bonds  issued  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
funding an  existing  indebtedness  are  not  to 
•be  regarded  as  creating  any  new  or  addition- 
al indebtedness,  and  should  not  be  consid- 
•ered  in  determining  whether  or  not  a  city 
had  reached  or  exceeded  its  constitutional 
•debt  limit.  Id. 

6.  The  issuance  of  bonds  to  fund  the 
floating  indebtedness  of  a  cit^,  where  the 
•electors  have  voted  therefor,  is  authorized 
1>y  S.  D.  Laws  1890,  chap.  37,  art  5,  §  1,  au- 
thorizing a  city  council  to  borrow  money  on 
the  city's  credit  for  municipal  purposes  and 
issue  bonds  therefor  on  a  majority  vote  of 
the  electors.  Id. 

Notes  Ain)  Bsixrs. 

Bonds;  rights  of  bona   fide   purchasers; 
•estoppel  by  recitals.  785 

SOTCOTT. 

See  also  Con8PIHA0T. 

Notes  and  Bbtefs. 
Boycott;  illegality  of ;  remedy  against.  568 

SRIDGE. 

Constitutionality  of  Statute  as  to,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  13. 

See  also  Action  ob  Suit,  3;  Highways, 
3;  Mandamus;  Tbial,  7. 

1.  The  legislature  may  require  a  town  to 
■contribute  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  maintain- 
ing a  highway  or  bridge  wholly  outside  of 
its  territorial  bounds,  but  which  specially 
l>enefits  the  town.  State  ex  rel.  Bulkeley  v. 
Williams  (Conn.)  466 

2.  A  statute  by  which  the  maintenance 
of  a  bridge  is  taken  upon  the  state  has  no 
element  of  a  contract,  and  gives  rise  to  no 
vested  rights  such  that  the  legislature  can- 
not afterwards  charge  the  expense  of  the 
bridge  upon  towns  specially  benefitted 
thereby.  Id. 

3.  The  legislature  may  reconsider  an  ap- 
portionment of  the  expense  of  a  highway  and 
bridge  over  a  river  between  a  city  and  cer- 
tain towns,  although  its  former  apportion- 
ment was  based  on  a  determination  by  judi- 
cial proceeeding.  Id. 

4.  Failure  to  require  any  estimate  of  the 
Amount  needed  for  the  ensuing  year  to  be 
submitted  to  a  town  by  a  bridge  district 
which  includes  it,  before  the  time  for  laying 
a  tax,  does  not  make  void  a  statute  chargin/^ 
the  town  with  a  portion  of  the  expenses  of 
the  district  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not 
provide  the  necessary  means.  Id. 

5.  A  town  tax  for  moneys  to  be  paid  over 


to  the  treasurer  of  a  bridge  or  highway  dis- 
trict in  which  the  town  is  inolud^,  for  dis- 
trict expenditures,  may  be  required  by  the 
legislature.  Id. 

6.  A  person  is  not  chargeable  with  con- 
tributory negligence  in  assuming  that  a 
bridge  is  in  safe  condition  for  travel  over  it 
in  any  usual  and  ordinary  way.  Hardin 
County  V.  Coffman  (Ohio)  455 

7.  A  person  who  chooses  to  subject  a 
bridge  to  some  extraordinary  burden  by  plac- 
ing upon  it  some  unusual  weight  and  caus- 
ing it  to  be  moved  in  an  unusual  manner 
takes  upon  himself  the  risk  of  any  injury 
thereby  sustained,  although  the  bridge  was 
defective  and  out  of  repair  and  he  was  not 
aware  of  its  condition  and  did  not  have  good 
reason  to  believe  that  it  was  insufficient  to 
sustain  the  load.  Id. 

8.  The  duty  of  commissioners  to  keep 
bridges  under  their  control  in  a  safe  condi- 
tion extends  to  the  use  of  the  bridges  for 
all  usual  and  ordinary  modes  of  travel  and 
transportation  of  property  over  them,  but 
does  not  require  the  commissioners  to  antic- 
ipate the  unusual  and  extraordinary  use, 
subjecting  the  bridge  to  an  unusual  and  ex- 
traordinary burden  involving  peculiar  dan- 
ger. Id. 

9.  An  action  to  recover  damages  caused 
by  the  neffligenoe  of  the  county  commission- 
ers in  failing  to  keep  a  bridge  in  repair  is 
properly  brought  under  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  $ 
845,  as  amended  April  13,  1894  (91  Ohio 
Laws,  p.  142),  against  the  board  in  its  offi- 
cial capacity,  and  the  county  is  bound  for 
the  payment  of  the  judgment  recovered.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
Bridges;  negligence  as  to  condition  of. 

456 
Power  of  legislature  to  compel  mainte- 
nance of,  by  towns.  473 

BUIIiDINGS. 

See  also  Covenant,  1,  2;  Nboliqbnob^ 

1.  The  fact  that  a  building  has  stood  for 
ten  years  without  falling  is  not  sufficient  to 
disprove  that  it  was  n^ngently  constructed. 
Waterhouse  v.  Joseph  Schlitz  Brew.  Co.  (S. 
D.)  157 

2.  Ordinary  care  is  not  the  full  measure 
of  the  duty  of  one  who  arranges  a  roof  and 
gutter  in  such  a  way  that  the  first  will  col- 
lect water  and  the  second  discharge  it 
through  an  aperture  upon  a  neighbor's  land. 
Fitzpatrick  v.  Welch  (Mass.)  278 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Projecting  bay  window  as  a  nuisance.  103 

Liability  for  discharge    of    water    from 

roof.  27a 

Restrictions  in  deed  as  to  building  line.  54 

BURDEK  OF  PROOF. 

See  EviDENOE. 

BUSINESS. 

Constitutionality  of  Regulations  of,  set 
Constitutional  Law,  16-23. 


48  L.  K.  A. 
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BT-LAW8. 

See  also  Ivbvrakok,  6;  Newspapsbs,  2, 

Notes  and  Bkdefs. 

By-Uwe;  of  press  assooiatioii;   ill^iality 
of.  668 

CAMP  MEETIirGS. 

See  AsseoiATioNB. 

O  A  BRIERS. 

Constitutionality  of  Regulations  of,  see 

Constitutional  Law,  10,  11. 
See  also  Commebcb,  1. 

1.  The  duty  of  a  streetprailway  eompany 
to  sell  tickets  in  quantities  at  reduced  rates 
on  each  car,  by  virtue  of  the  terms  of  its 
franchise  from  a  certain  town  from  which  it 
runs  to  a  neighboring  city,  extends  to  a  pas- 
senger on  the  line  \'nio  gets  on  the  car  and 
offers  to  buy  such  tickets  at  a  point  outside 
the  town.  Ilice  v.  Detroit,  T.  &  A.  A.  Ry. 
(Mich.)  84 

2.  A  street-railway  company  which  has 
assumed  to  comply  with  tne  terms  of  its 
franchise  requiring  sales  of  tickets  at  re- 
duced prices  for  a  certain  trip,  by  providing 
separate  tickets  for  different  parts  of  the 
trip,  without  offering  any  through-trip  tick- 
ets for  sale,  and  which  has  accepted  a  ticket 
for  one  portion  of  the  trip,  cannot  escape  lia- 
bility for  refusing  to  sell  tickets  at  tiie  re- 
duced price  for  the  remaining  part  of  the 
trip,  on  the  ground  that  its  franchise  obliges 
it  to  sell  through  tickets  only.  Id. 

3.  A  usage  or  practice  of  passengers  to 
carry  small  packages  of  merchandise  into  a 
car  in  derogation  of  the  common-law  con- 
tract of  carriage  must,  in  order  to  become  a 
part  of  a  contract  so  that  it  may  be  relied 
upon  by  the  passengers,  be  so  general,  cer- 
tain, uniform,  and  notorious,  and  must  be  so 
clearly  proved,  that  it  can  be  concluded  that 
the  officers  and  agents  of  the  carrier  pos- 
sessed knowledge  of  such  usage  and  acqui- 
esced therein  as  part  of  the  contract.  Run- 
yan  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  Sup.)  744 

4.  A  habit  of  one  particular  passenger  to 
carry  a  package  of  merchandise  into  the  pas- 
senger cars,  and  with  him  on  hie  journey, 
will  not  constitute  a  usage  or  practice  which 
can  be  relied  on  by  passengers  as  a  general 
regulation  of  the  railroad  company.  Id. 

6.  The  mere  indulgence  by  servants  of  a 
railroad  company  of  the  practice  by  passen- 
gers to  carry  packages  of  merchandise,  when 
it  is  not  in  obedience  to  duty  or  contract, 
cannot  bind  the  carrier  or  prevent  it  from 
discontinuing  the  practice.  Id. 

6.  A  railroad  company  is  liable  for  the 
loss  of  a  sample  trunk  on  a  contract  for  its 
transportation  as  freight,  where  it  was 
checked  without  any  misrepresentation,  and 
without  any  release  of  liability  or  any  re- 
quest therefor,  on  payment  of  a  charge  for 
excess  baggage,  which  was  the  same  for  sam- 
ple trunks  as  for  ordinary  baggage,  and  the 
napfgageman  had  constructive  notice  of  the 
character  of  the  trunk  from  its  appearance 
and  from  other  circumstances,  although 
there  was  a  rule  of  the  company  prohibiting 
48  T..  R.  A. 


the  cheddnff  of  sample  trunks  without  a  r^ 
lease  of  liability.  Trimble  v.  New  York  Cw 
&H.  R.  R.CO.  (N.Y.)  11> 

7.  The  communication  of  Texas  fever  by 
infected  cars  to  cattle  transported  in  them 
renders  the  railroad  company  liable  tor  th» 
damages.    Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris  (III.) 

17S 
Notes  and  Bkdefs. 

Carriers ;  liability  for  loss  of  sample  trunk ; 
payment  of  excess  baggage  therefor;  re^gula- 
tion  restricting  liability.  US 

Compelling  free  transportation  of  ship^ 
pers  01  stock.  251 

Statute  providing  for  mileage  books.  67(^ 

CASHIER. 

See  Banks,  1 ;  Bonds,  1. 

CERTIFICATE. 

See  Bonds,  3. 

CERTIORARI. 

Notes  and  BBDErs. 
(Dertiorari;  interest  of  prosecutor.         41^ 
CHAMPERTY. 

1.  A  deed  of  a  tract  of  land  by  one  in  pos- 
session of  only  a  part  of  it,  at  a  time  whei> 
third  persons  were  in  possession  of  the 
greater  portion  claiming  under  a  superior 
title,  is  not  absolutely  void  under  the  cham- 
perty statute,  but  only  voidable  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  parties  in  adverse  possession. 
Fort  Jefferson  Improv.  Co.  v.  JDupoyster 
(Ky.)  537 

2.  A  deed  to  one  who  purchases  when  a 
portion  of  the  tract  is  in  adverse  possession 
of  third  persons  cannot  be  attacked  by  his 
vendee  after  the  former  has  purchased  in  the 
outstanding  title,  to  avoid  taking  the  title 
tendered  under  the  contract.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Champerty;  in  deed  of  land  held  adverse- 
ly; effect  as  to  innocent  purchasers.         537 

CHARITIES. 

See  also  Masses. 

1.  A  legacy  to  the  commune  of  Carouge,. 
canton  of  Geneva,  Switzerland,  which  is  di- 
rected to  be  placed  at  interest,  and  with  the 
interest  to  endow  annually  two  poor  girls 
and  to  give  a  pension  to  ten  old  persons  of 
the  two  sexes,  is  sustainable  as  a  lef^usy  to 

Sious  and  charitable  uses.    Succession    of 
[eunier  (La.)  77 

2.  Permission  given  to  trustees  to  re- 
ceive donations  and  bequests  for  education- 
al, charitable,  or  literary  purposes,  or  for 
the  benefit  of  institutions  to  promote  thoee 
purposes,  is  restricted  by  La^  act  1882,  No. 
124,  to  objects  and  insUtutions  within  the 
state.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Charities;  incapacity  of  trustee  to  tak» 
gift;  capacity  subsequently  acquired;  trus- 
tee in  foreign  country;  gift  to  foreign  city, 

7ft 
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NOTK8  AND  BbIKTS. 

Checks;  aa  assignment  of  deposit.        £65 

OHUBCH. 

See  Religious  Societies.    * 

CIGARETTES. 

See  Constitutional  Law,*  8;  Munici- 

PAJ.  CORPOBATIONS,  6,  7. 

cum.  RIGHTS. 

See  also  Schools,  1. 

The  right  of  colored  children  to  attend 
any  school  they  or  their  parents  may  choose, 
instead  of  being  restricted  to  the  separate 
schools  established  for  colored  children,  is 
not  conferred  by  N.  Y.  Pen.  Code,  S  383. 
which  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  for  teachers 
or  officers  of  schools  to  exclude  any  citizen 
from  the  equal  enjoyment  of  any  accommo- 
dation or  privilege,  if  the  schools  for  colored 
children  furnish  facilities  and  accommoda- 
tions equal  to  those  which  are  furnished  by 
the  otlier  schools.  People  ex  rel.  Cisco  v. 
School  Board  (N.  T.)  113 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Civil  rights;  separate  schools  for  colored 
children.  114 

CliOUB    ON   TITIiE. 

A  claim  of  the  right  to  inspect  beer  un- 
der a  statute  cannot  constitute  a  cloud  upon 
title  which  equity  may  prevent,  even  if  a 
cloud  upon  title  can  arise  with  reference  to 
personal  property,  when  the  inspection  law 
makes  no  charge  against  property  and  pro- 
vides for  no  remedy  except  by  indictment  or 
criminal  information  against  individuals. 
State  ex  rel.  Kenamore  y.  Wood  (Mo.)     696 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Cloud  on  title;  necessity  of  plaintiff's  pos- 
session. 320 

COIXATERAIi  SECURITT. 

See  Banks,  2;  Pledge. 

COIXECTION. 

See  Banks,  8,  i. 

COIXEGE. 

See  also  Taxes,  2-6. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Colleges;  character  of  buildings;  commun- 
ity life  in;  occupancy  of  officers  and  stu- 
denU.  547 

COLORED    PERSONS. 

See  Civil  Rights. 

COMMERCE. 

See  also  Taxes,  7. 

).  A  state  statute  requiring  the  issuance 
of  mileage  books  at  reduced  rates  for  trans- 
portation wholly  within  the  state  is  not  in- 
valid as  an  attempt  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce,  .although  a  railroad  affected 
4«  L.  R.  A. 


thereby  extends  into  other  states.     Purdy  v. 
Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  669 

2.  A  state  statute  making  it  an  offense 
to  solicit  a  seaman  to  desert  from  any  vessel 
within  the  lurisdiction  of  the  state  is  not  in 
violation  of  U.  S.  Const,  art.  1,  §  8,  subd.  3» 
as  a  regulation  of  foreign  or  interstate  com- 
merce, in  the  absence  of  any  act  of  Congress 
repugnant  thereto.    Re  Young  (Or.)         153 

3.  A  territorial  statute  which  imposes  a 
license  fee  as  a  condition  upon  which  coal 
oil  may  be  sold  in  the  territory  is  unconsti* 
tutional  and  void,  in  so  far  as  it  applies  to 
sales  in  original  packages  by  the  importer 
of  coal  oil  produced  and  refined  without  the 
territory.    Re  Wilson  (N.  M.)  41T 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Commerce;  regulation  of;  statute  impos- 
ing burden  on.  41$ 

Regulation  of,  by  state  statute,  as  to  solic- 
iting seamen  to  desert.  153^ 

Regulation  of,  by  statute,  as  to  railroad 
mileage  books.  66S^ 

COMMUNE. 

See  Chabities,  1. 

COMPOUNDING   CRIME. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Compounding  crime;  injunction  against 
enforcing  contracts  for.  84ft 

COMPULSORY    SERVICE. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Compulsory  service;  by  corporations  im- 
pressed with  public  interest.  570 

CONDITION. 

Estate  on,  see  Real  Pbopertt. 
Of  Legacy,  see  Wills,  4,  5. 
See    also    Deeds,  Wills,  Notes    and 
Briefs. 

CONFEDERATE    MONET. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Confederate  money;  injunction  against 
enforcing  contracts  for.  843 

CONFLICT  OF  I«AWS. 

1.  That  promissory  notes  bequeathed  by 
will  are  secured  by  mortgage  on  real  estate 
docs  not  deprive  them  of  the  character  of 
personal  property  so  as  to  prevent  their 
passing  by  a  foreign  will  duly  probated  at 
testator's  domicil,  and  recorded  in  the  state 
where  the  land  is  situated,  as  provided  by 
the  laws  of  the  latter  state.  Martin  v.  Sto- 
vall  (Tenn.)  130 

2.  A  special  statute  of  limitations  appli- 
cable to  liabilities  arising  under  statutes, 
acts  of  incorporation,  or  by  operation  of  the 
law.  such  as  Ga.  Code  1882,  §  2916  (Code 
1895,  §  376G),  is  to  be  considered  as  form- 
ing a  part  of  and  as  read  into  a  subsequent 
act  of  incorporation  as  much  as  if  it  were 
formally  incorporated  therein,  and  therefore 
it  will  govern  in  an  action  in  another  state 
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to  enforce  the  liability  of  a  stockholder  in 
such  corporation.  Brunswick  Terminal  Co. 
▼.  National  Bank  of  Baltimore  (C.  C.  App. 
4th  C.)  .   625 

Notes  and  Bbufs. 

Conflict  of  laws;  when  statute  of  limita^ 
tions  will  govern  action  in  another  state  or 
country: — (I.)  General  rule;  (II.)  excep- 
tions; (III.)  where  there  is  no  statutory 
proviBion  in  forum  as  to  effect  of  bar  of 
other  state:   (a)  contracts:   (1)  in  general; 

(2)  cases  in  which  the  doctrine  that  the  law 
of  the  forum  eovems  questioned  or  denied; 

(3)  when  right  of  action  extinguished,  as 
well  as  the  remedy  affected;  (6)  judgments: 
( 1 )  in  general ;  ( 2 )  where  right  of  action  ex- 
tinguished as  well  as  the  remedy  affected; 
(o)  decedent's  estates;  {d)  adverse  posses- 
sion: (e)  usury;  (f)  liability  of  stockhold- 
ers; (g)  personal  injuries;  (h)  death;  (♦) 
miscellaneous  cases;  (IV.)  where  statutes  of 
forum  provide  as  to  effect  of  bar  of  other 
state.  625 

CONSOXJOOATION. 

See  Stbeet  Railways. 

CON8PIHACY. 

See  also  MtmiciPAL  CoBPOHATioirs,  12. 

A  malicious  conspiracy  to  injure  a 
•dealer  by  refusing  to  deal  with  him  and  by 
Inducing  others  to  do  likewise,  when  not 
made  with  the  purpose  of  serving  any  legiti- 
mate interest  of  the  conspirators,  renders 
them  liable  for  the  damages  caused  if  his 
husiness  is  ruined  in  consequence.  Krtz  v. 
Produce  Exchange  (Minn.)  90 

Notes  Ain>  Briefs. 
See  also  Botoott. 

Conspiracy;  combination  of  dealers 
against  another ;  attempt  to  drive  him  out  of 
liusiness.  .  90 

CONSTITUnONAXi  JJkW. 

As  to  Rights  of  Colored  Person,  see 
SOTIOOLS,  1. 

As  to  Effect  of  Judgments  in  Other 
States,  see  Judgment,  5. 

As  to  Right  of  Fishery,  see  Fisheedss, 
2. 

As  to  Taking  or  Damaging  of  Property 
for  Public  Use,  see  Eminent  Do- 
main. 

As  to  Rights  of  Criminal,  see  Criminal 
Law. 

As  to  Suspicious  Persons,  see  Disorder- 
ly Persons. 

Decision  as  to,  see  Courts,  5. 

See  also  Town,  1,  2. 

1.  No  legislation  is  necessary  to  the  op- 
eration of  Ga.  Const,  art.  4,  §  2,  If  4  (Civ. 
Code,  S  5800),  prohibiting  the  legislature 
from  authorizing  a  corporation  to  buy  stock 
or  shares  in  another  company  or  make  any 
•contracts  with  it,  when  the  effect  will  be  to 
•create  a  monopoly  or  lessen  competition, 
since  this  provision  is  simply  the  embodi- 
ment of  a  principle  of  the  common  law. 
Trust  Company  of  (Georgia  ▼.  State  (Oa.) 

520 
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2.  There  is  no  exercise  of  judicial  power 
by  the  legislature  in  a  statute  providing  for 
the  recovery  of  a  penalty  against  a  county 
for  the  death  of  a  person  caused  by  lynching. 
Champaign  County  ▼.  Church  (Ohio)       73S 

3.  Legislative  power  is  not  conferred  up- 
on a  commission  and  the  executive  by  a  stat- 
ute which  authorizes  the  commission  to  se- 
lect school  ^^ks,  make  contracts  with  the 
lowest  bidder  for  obtaining  them  for  all  the 
schools  of  the  state  from  one  publisher,  and 
perfect  the  details  of  the  general  plan  of  pro- 
viding all  schools  with  such  hooks,  and  gives 
to  the  commission  and  the  governor,  as  an 
incident  to  this,  the  authority  to  announce 
when  the  details  have  been  arranged  so  that 
the  law  may  be  put  into  operation.  Leeper 
v.  State  (Tenn.)  167 
Amendmentfti 

See  also  Voters  and  Elbotionb. 

4.  The  question  whether  a  proposed  con- 
stitutional amendment  is  in  conformity  with 
the  constitutional  requirements  in  consti- 
tuting but  a  single  amendment^  and  also  the 
question  whether  the  proposition  has  re- 
ceived such  a  majority  as  the  Constitution 
prescribes  for  its  adoption,  are  judicial  ques- 
tions for  the  courts  to  decide,  notwithstand- 
ing the  fact  that  the  legislature  has  de- 
clared that  the  amendment  is  adopted  and 
that  it  is  a  part  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
state.  State  ex  rel.  McClurg  y.  Powell 
(Miss.)  652 

6.  A  proposed  constitutional  amendment 
providing  in  one  proposition  for  the  election 
of  all  judges,  and  fixing  their  terms  of  of- 
fice, as  well  as  for  the  division  of  the  state 
into  circuit  and  chancery  court  districts, 
with  party  nominations  by  districts,  while 
it  proposes  to  repeal  Miss.  Const.  Sf  M.'S, 
149,  151-153,  one  of  which  provides  for  the 
appointment  of  supreme  court  judc^es,  an- 
other fixes  their  term  of  office,  another  pro- 
vides for  appointments  to  fill  vacancies,  an- 
other for  the  division  of  the  state  into  cir- 
cuit and  chancery  court  districts,  while  the 
other  provides  for  the  appointment  of  cir- 
cuit and  chancery  court  judges,  is  void  for 
lack  of  conformity  to  Miss.  Const.  1890.  $ 
273,  requiring  amendments,  if  more  than  one 
shall  be  submitted  at  one  time,  to  be  submit- 
ted in  such  manner  and  form  that  the  peo- 
ple may  vote  for  or  against  each  amendment 
separately.  Id. 

Eciual  protection  of  tHe  laws. 
See  also  infra,  10. 

6.  A  right  to  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws  is  not  secured  to  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion as  against  the  state  by  the  14th  Amend- 
ment to  the  Federal  Constitution,  so  a r  to 
limit  in  any  way  the  power  of  the  state  leg- 
islature to  charge  the  municipality  with  pub- 
lic obligations;  nor  have  the  inhabitants  in 
their  capacity  of  members  of  such  corpora- 
tion any  greater  rights  or  immunities. 
State  ex  rel.  Bulkeley  v.  Williams   (Conn.) 

465 

Due  process  of  law. 

See  also  Criminal  Law,  8. 

7.  Due  process  of  law  is  denied  when  any 
particular  person  of  a  class  or  of  a  commnii- 
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ity  U  singled  out  for  the  imposition  of  re- 
straints or  burdens  not  imposed  upon,  or  to 
be  borne  by,  all  of  the  class  or  of  the  com- 
munis at  large,  unless  the  imposition  or 
restraint  be  based  upon  existing  distinctions 
that  differentiate  the  particular  individuals 
of  the  class  to  be  affected  from  the  body  of 
the  community.  State  ex  rel.  Wyatt  v.  Ash- 
brook  (Mo.)  265 

8.  An  ordinance  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
cigarettes  without  a  license  does  not  violate 
the  constitutional  provision  as  to  due  proc- 
ess of  law,  or  any  constitutional  rights. 
Gundling  v.  Chicago  (111.)  230 

9.  An  ordinance  which  provides  that  a 
city  shall  do  the  work  and  furnish  the  ma- 
terials for  making  a  sewer  connection  up  to 
within  3  feet  of  the  building  to  be  connected 
is  void  as  an  unreasonable  invasion  of  the 
rights  of  property  owners,  although  the  city 
may  properly  specify  the  materials  to  be 
used  and  provide  that  the  work  shall  be  done 
only  by  some  person  licensed  by  the  city  to 
make  such  connections,  and  that  the  work 
shall  be  done  imder  the  supervision  of  the 
city  inspector.  Slaughter  v.  O'Berry  (N. 
C.)  442 

10.  Tlie  free  transportation  of  shippers 
of  stock  to  and  from  the  destination  of  the 
stock,  which  is  required  of  railroad  com- 
panies by  Kan.  Laws  1897,  chap.  167,  is  in 
violation  of  the  constitutional  guaranties  of 
due  process  of  law  and  of  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws.  Atchison,  T.  ft  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  v.  Campbell  (Kan.)  251 

11.  A  railroad  company  which  was  incor- 
porated and  acquired  its  property  rights  and 
franchises  after  the  enactment  of  N.  Y. 
Laws  1895,  chap.  1027,  requiring  such  com- 
panies to  issue  1,000-mile  tickets  at  reduced 

S rices,  is  not  deprived  of  property  without 
ue  process  of  law  by  the  enforcement  of  such 
statute.    Pnrdy  v.  Erie  R.  C3o.  (N.  Y.)     669 

12.  Property  of  taxpayers  is  not  taken 
without  due  process  of-  law  by  a  statute  im- 
posing a  penalty  upon  a  county  for  lynching 
and  authorizing  its  collection  in  the  tax  levy. 
Champaign  County  v.  Church  (Ohio)       738 

13.  A  town  is  not  deprived  of  property 
without  due  process  of  law  by  a  statute  mak- 
ing it  a  part  of  an  incorporated  highway  or 
bridge  district  under  the  control  of  commis- 
sioners who  may  draw  upon  the  town  for  a 
fixed  portion  of  the  expenses  of  the  district. 
State  ex  rel.  Bulkeley  v.  Williams  (Conn.) 

465 

14.  An  ordinance  fixing  the  rate  per  thou- 
sand gallons  to  be  paid  for  discharging  a  sew- 
er from  private  premises  into  a  common 
sewer  is  not  invalid  for  failure  to  provide 
for  a  hearing  on  the  question  as  to  the  rate 
to  be  fixed,  although  there  is  a  mere  possibil- 
ity that  the  rate  fixed  may  in  fact  exceed 
the  benefit  received.  Carson  v.  Sewerage 
Comrs.  (Mass.)  277 
Police  power. 

15.  To  sustain  a  statute  as  an  exercise  of 
the  police  power,  the  courts  must  be  able  to 
see  that  its  object  to  some  degree  tends  to- 
ward the  prevention  of  some  offense  or  mani- 
fest evil,  or  that  it  has  for  its  aim  the  pres- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


ervation  of  the  public  health,  morals,  safetv^ 
or  welfare.  State  ex  rel.  Wyatt  v.  Ash- 
brook  (Mo.)  265 

16.  In  order  to  sustain  legislative  inter- 
ference with  the  business  of  the  citizen  by 
virtue  of  the  police  power,  it  is  necessary 
that  the  act  should  have  some  reasonable  re- 
lation to  the  subjects  included  in  such  power. 
Chicago  V.  Netcher  (111.)  261 

17.  A  statute  which  nowhere  attempts  to 
protect  any  public  interest,  or  aefend 
against  any  public  wrong,  which  shows  upon 
its  face  that  regulation  is  not  its  purpose, 
but  that  revenue  or  undue  restriction  of  a 
business  in  the  interest  of  others  is  the  aim 
in  view,  cannot  be  sustained  as  an  exercise 
of  the  police  power,  although  it  purports  to 
be  "An  Act  to  Reflate  Business  and 
Trade."  State  ex  rel.  Wyatt  v.  Ashbrook 
(Mo.)  265 

18.  The  constitutional  guaranties  of  liber- 
ty and  the  protection  of  property  rights  are 
violated  by  an  arbitrary  prohibition  of  the 
sale  of  provisions  where  dry  goods,  clothing, 
jewelry,  and  drugs  are  sold,  since  such  a  pro- 
hibition is  not  an  exercise  of  the  police  pow- 
er.   Chicagov.  Netcher  (111.)  261 

19.  The  sale  in  one  store  or  building  un- 
der one  head  or  unit  of  management,  of  dif- 
ferent articles  enumerated  in  the  different 
classes  or  groups  designated  by  the  Missouri 
anti-department  store  act  of  May  16,  1899, 
cannot  be  deemed  harmful  and  dangerous  so 
as  to  be  subject  to  regulation  by  the  police 
power,  merely  because  fifteen  or  more  per- 
sons may  be  employed  in  the  establishment, 
if  it  is  innocent  and  harmless  to  sell  articles 
of  any  one  class  or  group,  and  also  to  sell 
those  of  different  classes  or  groups  in  es- 
tablishments employing  less  than  fifteen  per- 
sons. State  ex  rel.  Wyatt  v.  Ashbrook 
(Mo.)  265 

20.  A  statute  which  prohibits  a  person 
who  sells  an  article  from  giving  to  the  pur- 
chaser as  part  of  the  same  transaction  a 
stamp,  coupon,  or  other  device  which  will  en- 
title nim  to  receive  from  a  third  person  some 
other  well-defined  article  in  addition  to  the 
one  sold,  is  an  unwarrantable  interference 
with  individual  liberty  guaranteed  by  R.  I. 
Const.  14th  Amend.  §  1.  State  v.  Dalton 
(R.  L)  775 

21.  The  business  of  a  barber  involves  the 
public  health  and  interests  to  such  an  ex- 
tent that  the  requirement  by  Minn.  Gen. 
Laws  1807,  chap.  186,  of  a  license  or  certifi- 
cate as  a  condition  of  carrving  on  the  busi- 
ness, is  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power. 
State  V.  Zeno  (Minn.)  88 

22.  Imposing  upon  mine  owners  the  bur- 
den of  paying  the  cost  of  inspection  of  the 
mines,  as 'provided  by  111.  act  July  1,  1896, 
as  amended  in  July,  1897,  is  a  valid  exercise 
of  the  police  power  which  does  not  depend 
upon  any  constitutional  grant  of  power  to 
legislate  concerning  mines.  Chicago,  W.  ft 
V.  Cx)al  Co.  V.  People  (111.)  554 

23.  No  restriction  on  the  police  power  of 
the  legislature  to  provide  for  the  safet;^  of 
miners  by  means  of  the  inspection  of  mines 
or  otherwise  is  made  by  111.  Const,  art.  4,  t 
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29.  'which  ezpreasly  requires  the  legislature 
to  pass  laws  for  the  protection  of  operative 
miners  by  providing  for  ventilation  and  for 
the  construction  of  escapement  shafts  or 
such  other  appliances  as  may  secure  safety 
in  all  coal  mines.  Id. 

Guaramty  of  Justice. 

24.  The  allowance  of  an  attorney's  fee  in 
addition  to  costs  that  would  otherwise  be  al- 
lowed by  law  to  successful  lien  claimants,  in 
pursuance  of  Colo.  Sess.  Laws  1893,  chap. 
117,  p.  325,  9  18,  which  orovides  for  such  al- 
lowance only  to  plalntins,  is  in  violation  of 
Colo.  Bill  of  Righto,  §  6,  providing  that 
courts  of  iustice  shall  be  open  to  every  per- 
son, and  Uiat  right  and  justice  shall  be  ad- 
ministered without  sale,  denial,  or  delay. 
Davidson  v.  Jennings  (Colo.)  340 

Notes  and  Bbieto. 
See  also  Dkpabtmknt  Stobbs;  Municipai. 

COBPOBATIORS. 

Deprivation  of  property  without  due  pro- 
cess; equal  privil^es  and  immunities  of  citi- 
Ecns.  470 

Ordinance  depriving  persons  of  liberty  and 
property  without  due  process  of  law.        230 

Depriving  of  liberty  without  due  process 
of  law.  222 

Taking  property  without  due  process^  by 
regulating  railroad  rates;  equal  protection 
of  laws.  670 

Due  process  of  law  in  statute  creating 
penalty;  judicial  powers  of  legislature.  740 

Dele^tion  of  power  of  taxation ;  arbitrary 
distinction  between  merchandise;  interfer- 
ence with  liberty;  equal  privil^es  and  im- 
munities of  citizens.  266 

Wanton  and  unwarrantable  interference 
with  freedom  of  industry  and  righto  of  prop- 
erty. 697 

Validity  of  classification  by  legislation; 
equal  protection  of  laws.  590 

Lira i to  of  police  power.  740 

Extent  of  pojice  power.  555 

Extent  of  police  power;  due  process  of 
law;  restriction  of  lawful  business;  equal 
protection  of  laws ;  class  legislation.         775 

Regulation  of  business;  extent  of  police 
power;  interference  with  lawful  business; 
limiting  sales  of  useful  and  harmless  mer- 
chandise. 262 

Police  regulation  as  to  health;  regulation 
of  business;  taking  property  without  due 
process  of  law.  89 

Corporations  not  citizens.  419 

Corporations  as  persons  under  14th 
Amenament.  251 

Amendmento  to  Constitution;  validity  of 
submission  of:  submitting  several  proposi- 
tions; question  of  passage  of  amendment. 

652 
CONTAGIOUS   DISEASES. 
Of  Animals,  see  Cabbiebs,  7. 

contempt. 

Notes  and  Bbiets. 
Contempt;  by  disobeying  void  injunction. 
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By  board  of  health  in  disobmng  ininne* 
tion.  7m 


CONnNVANCE. 

Notes  Ain>  BBisrs. 
Continuance;  by  withdrawal  of  juror.  432 

CONTRACTS. 

Estoppel  as  to  Acceptance  of,  see  Es- 
toppel, 2. 

Injunction  against  Enforcement  of,  sea 
Injunction,  5. 

See  also  Husband  and  Wife;,  6;  Pbin- 
ciFAL  and  Agent. 

1.  The  construction  which  the  parties 
themselves  place  upon  a  contract  will  bs 
adopted  by  the  court,  wbmi  its  terms  are  un- 
oertoin.  Union  Trust  Co.  t.  Richmond  City 
R.  Co.  (Ind.)  41 

2.  A  contract  by  which  a  sheriff  and  Ux 
collector  turns  over  the  tax  list  to  another 
person,  with  an  sffreement  to  give  him  a  cer- 
tain commission  for  collecting  the  taxes  for 
certain  years,  is  illegal  and  void  on  grounds 
of  public  policy,  under  N.  C.  Code,  |  2084, 
which  provides  tiiat  the  sheriff  shall  not  "let 
to  farm  in  any  manner  his  ooun^  or  any 
part  of  it."    Cansler  v.  Penland  (N.  C.)  441 

3.  A  contract  by  which  a  person  agrees 
to  draft  a  bill,  have  it  introduoBd  in  the  leg- 
islature, explain  it  to,  and  make  arguments 
in  its  favor  before,  committees  of  the  legis- 
lature, and  do  all  things  needful  and  proper 
to  secure  its  passage,  such  party  to  receive 
no  compensation  unless  the  passage  of  the 
bill  (an  appropriation  act)  is  procured,  if 
successful  the  fees  not  fixed,  but  to  be  lib- 
eral,— is  vicious,  illegal,  and  void,  and,  in 
the  event  of  the  passage  of  the  bill,  there 
can  be  no  recovery  of  a  m  in  a  suit  upon  the 
contract,  nor  as  upon  an  implied  contract, 
nor  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  services  per- 
formed. Richardson  v.  Sootts  Bluff  County 
(Neb.)  294 

4.  An  agreement  for  expenses  and  com* 
pensation  for  services  to  influence  or  procure 
appointment  to  office  is  void.  Basket  v. 
Moss  (N.  C.)  842 

5.  The  rule  denying  a  remedy  to  a  per* 
son  in  pari  delicto  will  not  prevent  equitable 
relief  against  the  enforcement  of  the  power 
of  sale  in  a  mortgage  which  is  against  pub- 
lic policy  because  it  was  given  in  oompensa^ 
tion  for  services  to  influence  or  procure  ap- 
pointment to  a  public  office.  Id. 

6.  A  general  assignment  for  creditors 
made  by  a  contractor  does  not  abrogate  the 
contract  or  constitute  a  breach  of  it  so  as 
to  entitJe  the  other  party  to  take  possession 
of  the  property  on  whicm  the  work  is  being 
done  betore  the  expiration  of  the  time  agreed 
upon  for  performance,  although  the  assign- 
ment contains  no  provisions  with  respect  to 
the  assignee's  power  to  carry  out  contracts. 
Vandegrift  v.  Cowles  Engineering  Oo.  (K 
Y.)  685 

7.  Takinff  possession  of  a  vessel  which  ii 
being  built  By  a  contractor  before  its  oom- 
pletibn  or  the  expiration  of  the  time  there- 
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-for,  merely  because  the  oontractor  has  made 
■AH  aBsignment  for  creditors,  though  it  might 
4)e  treated  by  his  assignee  as  a  trespass,  may 
•be  regarded  instead,  at  his  option,  as  an  ac« 
-ceptance  under  the  contract.  Id. 

8.  A  penalty  which  by  the  terms  of  a  con- 
tract is  to  be  paid  only  by  a  deduction  from 
the  final  uavment  cannot  be  recovered  when 
no  part  of  that  payment  has  been  made.    Id. 

NOTKS  AND  BBIEFS. 

Contracts;  for  services  in  procuring  legis- 
lation; ratification.  294 
Of  public,  with  monopoly.  280 
Statute  of  frauds  as  to  contract  for  tim- 
-ber.  840 
Illegality  in  part;  violating  public  policy; 
•creating  monopoly.                                      568 
In  violation  of  public  policy.                 441 
Waiver  of  performance  by  breach.         687 
Injunction   against  enforcing  illegal   con- 
tract 842 
Impairment  of  obligation  of.                 469 

OON  V1SA8ION. 

See  Tboveb. 

<30RPORATION8. 

As  to  Banks,  see  Banks. 

Injunction  to  Enforce  Rights  of  Stock- 
holder, see  iNJtTNOTION,  6. 

See  also  Associations;  Oonfuot  of 
Laws,  2;   Pledge;    Stbeet  lUiii- 

WAYS. 

1.  A  constitutional  provision  a^nst 
^granting  to  any  corporation  any  special  or 
•exclusive  privilege  is  not  infringed  by  an  act 
allowing  trustees,  etc.,  to  charge  the  estate 
A  reasonable  sum  which  they  may  have  paid 
~"to  a  company"  authorized  by  law  to  do  so, 
for  becoming  surety  on  thtnr  bonds.  Rt 
•Clark  (Pa.)  687 

2.  Power  to  authorize  the  purchase  bv  a 
corporation  of  shares  or  stock  in  another 
corporation  is  denied  to  the  general  assem- 
=bly  by  Ga.  Const,  art.  4,  §  2,  f  4  (Civ.  Code, 
")  6800),  only  when  such  purchases  tend  to 
•create  a  monopoly  or  lessen  competition. 
Trust  Company  of  Georgia  v.  State  (Ga.) 

620 
'See  also  Constitution al  Law,  1. 

3.  A  combination  of  railroads  is  not  in 
violation  of  Ga.  Const,  art  4,  S  2,  H  4  (Civ. 
<Jode,  S  6800),  prohibiting  a  corporation  to 
buy  shares  or  stock  in,  or  make  contracts 
with,  any  other  corporation  which  shall  have 
the  effect  of  creating  a  monopoly  or  lessen- 
ing competition,  if,  as  a  general  result  of 
-the  combination,  the  public  at  larp^e,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  people  of  special  or  par- 
ticular communities,  are  in  consequence  ben- 
•efited.  State  v.  Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co. 
(Ga.)  361 

4.  As  incident  to  a  right  to  inspect  books 
•of  a  corporation  is  the  right  to  have  such  in- 
-spection  by  a  proper  agent,  and  to  take  cop- 
ies from  such  books  and  records.  Cincin- 
Qiati  Volksblatt  Co.  v.  Hoffmeister  (Ohio) 

732 
^48  L.  R.  A. 


6.  The  right  to  inspect  books  of  a  cor- 
poration does  not  depend  upon  the  motive  or 
purpose  of  the  stockholder  in  demanding 
such  inspection;  and  a  petition  which  shows 
that  the  plaintiff  is  a  stockholder,  that  he 
has  requested  the  defendant  to  allow  him  to 
inspect  the  books  and  records  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  fix  a  reasonable  time  for  the  same, 
which  request  has  been  refused,  states  a 
cause  of  action.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Subett  Companies. 

Corporations;  combination  of;  owning 
stock  of  others ;  acts  not  authorised  by  char- 
ter. 620 

Right  to  inspect  books  of.  732 

Purchase  of  stock  in  other  company;  com- 
bination of  competing  railroads.  361 

Illegality  of  contract  against  sale  of  stock. 

668 

Conflict  of  laws  as  to  limitation  of  ac- 
tions against  stockholders.  637 
Foreign;  imposing  burdens  on.              419 

COSTS. 

Notes  and  Bkosfs. 
Costs;  on  withdrawal  of  juror.  432 

COTENANCY. 

See  Husband  and  Wdte^  1. 

COUNTIES. 

Compelling    Payment    of  Penalty    for 
Lynching,  see  Eminent  Domain,  9. 
See  also  Bridges,  9. 

A  county  may  be  liable  for  the  death 
of  a  person  by  mob  violence  under  Ohio  act 
April  10,  1896,  although  the  individuals 
composing  the  mob  had  assembled  without 
any  unlawful  purpose  and  had  not  after- 
wards specifically  agreed  to  be  a  mob. 
Champaign  County  v.  Church  (Ohio)     738 

Notes  and  Bbdsfs. 


Counties;  liability  of,  for  mobs. 
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COUBTS. 

Passing  on  Constitutional  Amendment, 

see  Constitutional  Law,  4,  6. 
Constitutional     Provisions   as    to,    see 

CONBTITUTIONAI.  LaW,  24. 

See  also  Rbceivebs,  3. 

1.  The  failure  of  the  judges  to  apportion 
the  labor  of  holding  the  courts  among  them- 
selves, and  issue  an  order  specifying  the 
terms  to  be  held  by  each  judge,  as  required 
by  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  §  468,  will  not  invalidate 
an  indictment  found  and  returned  at  a  term 
held  by  one  of  them  in  his  district.  State 
V.  Thomas   (Ohio)  469 

2.  The  limitation  of  liability  of  the 
owners  of  vessels,  for  maritime  losses,  by 
U.  S.  Rev.  Stat  1878,  9  4283,  may  be  ad- 
ministered in  an  action  at  law  against  them 
in  a  state  court  to  recover  for  death  caused 
by  a  collision.  Loughin  v.  McCaulley 
(Pa.)  33 


(88 


CoyBNAST--CRuaiiAL  Law. 


3.  State  eourta  are  not  within  the  pro- 
▼ision  of  the  Federal  statute  for  raising 
revenue  to  meet  war  expenditures  that  no 
instrument  not  stamped  as  required  bj  the 

SroYisions  of  the  statute  shall  be  used  in  evi- 
ence  in  any  court.    Knoz  t.  Rossi  (Key.) 

305 

4.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  mayor  over 
Tiolation  of  an  ordinance  will  not  be  de- 
feated by  the  fact  that  a  provision  in  the 
ordinance  attempts  to  make  his  jurisdic- 
tion exclusive,  if  the  laws  give  him  at  least 
a  co-ordinate  jurisdiction.  State  v.  Higgs 
(N.  C.)  446 

6.  Doubt  as  to  the  constitutionality  of 
an  ordinance  relating  to  the  construction  of 
a  public  improvement  will  be  resolved  in 
favor  of  the  property  rights  of  individuals 
as  against  the  power  of  the  city  to  invade 
them.     Slaughter  v.  O'Berry   (N.  C.)     442 

6.  The  construction  giv^i  by  the  highest 
court  of  a  state  to  a  statute  of  limitetions 
of  that  state  will  be  followed  by  the  Federal 
eourte.  Brunswick  Terminal  Co.  v.  Na- 
tional Bank  of  Baltimore  (C.  G.  App.  4th 
€.)  625 

Notes  aitd  Bbufs. 

Courte;  considering  motives  of  legisla- 
ture; passing  on  police  laws.  588 

What  is  jurisdiction;  power  to  review 
legislative  action;  review  of  acte  of  munici- 
pal council.  824 

Inquiring  into  effect  and  character  of 
stetute.  596 

Power  to  consider  policy,  expediency,  or 
propriety  of  stetutes.  741 

Rule  upholding  stetutes.  ,    775 

Determining  amendment  to  Constitu- 
tion. 654 

Federal;  following  stete  decisions.      320 

Administration  of  Federal  laws  in  state 
oourte:  (I.)  Introductory;  (II.)  ciyil 
laws;   (in.)  criminal  and  penal  laws.      33 

Of  stete;  jurisdiction  over  actions  aris- 
ing on  navigable  waters.  34 

Terms  of;  judges  of.  460 

COVENANT. 

1.  A  restriction  as  to  the  building  line, 
inserted  in  a  deed,  cannot  inure  to  the  bene- 
fit of  a  prior  grantee  of  another  lot  on  the 
same  street,  which  is  conveyed  subject  to 
the  same  restriction,  when  the  grantor  did 
not  impose  any  servitude  upon  the  land  he 
retained  and  the  restrictions  were  not  part 
of  a  general  plan  or  scheme  for  the  benefit 
of  all  the  purchasers.  Summers  v.  Beeler 
(Md.)  54 

2.  A  general  plan  or  scheme  for  the  bene- 
fit of  all  the  purchasers  of  lote  sold  on  the 
same  street  as  shown  by  a  recorded  plat 
does  not  appear  from  the  fact  that  most  of 
the  lots  are  sold  subject  to  the  same  restric- 
tion as  to  building  line,  where  no  restric- 
tions are  shown  by  the  plat  and  none  are  im- 
posed on  some  of  the  loU  that  are  first  sold, 
while  purchasers  of  some  of  the  other  lote 
have  violated  the  restrictions  upon  them, 
48  li.  R.  A. 


and  such  violations  have  not  been  resisted 
by  other  purchasers.  Id» 

3.  A  covenant  in  a  deed  of  land  for  a 
railroad  right  of  way,  that  certain  trains- 
shall  be  run  oh  the  road  to  be  built  there- 
on, which  is  the  chief  consideration  of  the- 
conveyance,  and  in  default  of  which  for  six 
months  a  forfeiture  is  provided,  is  a  cove- 
nant running  with  the  land,  on  which  an 
action  may  be  mainteined  against  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  of  the  railroad  who  fails  to 
run  such  trains,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  the  covenant  had  been  broken  by  the^ 
original  grantee  before  such  transfer,  and 
although  the  covenant  does  not  expressly 
refer  to  assigns.  Doty  v.  Chattanooga 
Union  R.  Co.  (Tenn.)  160 

Notes  and  BRnrs. 

Covenant;  as  to  things  in  ease  and  things 
not  in  ease;  running  with  land;  as  to  oper- 
ation of  railroad.  160 

Restricting  building  line.  54 

CREDITORS*  BIIX. 

The  superior  diliffenoe  of  a  junior 
judgment  creditor  in  brmging  a  suit  to  un- 
cover land  which  had  been  conveyed  after  the- 
judgmente,  in  fraud  of  creditors,  will  en- 
title him  to  the  proceeds.  Dostcr  v.  Man- 
istee Nat  Bank  (Ark.)  334 

CRIMIK  All  I«A  W. 

See  also  Disobdeblt  Pebsons;  Habka«- 
Corpus;  Injunction,  1. 

1.  A  discharge  of  a  jury  after  they  have- 
been  out  for  some  time  and  their  foreman 
has  steted  in  the  presence  of  all,  without 
dissent  by  any,  that  there  is  no  probability 
of  their  agreeing  upon  a  verdict,  will  not 
sustain  a  plea  of  former  jeopardy.  Stete  v. 
Hager  (Kan.)  254- 

2.  A  hearing  upon  a  plea  of  former  jeop- 
ardy alone  is  not  iteelf  a  jeopardy,  and  a 
discharge  upon  such  a  hearing  is  not  an  ac- 
quittal, since  such  plea  does  not  involve  the- 
merite  of  the  case.  Id. 

3.  A  sentence  of  conviction  imposed  under 
authority  of  Mass.  Pub.  Stet.  chap.  187,  9  13^ 
after  the  reversal  of  a  former  judgment,  on 
the  application  of  the  convict,  because  it 
was  imposed  under  a  stetute  that  was 
passed  after  the  offense  was  committed  and- 
was  therefore  unconstitutional  so  far  as  it 
related  to  that  offense,  does  not  violate  the 
constitutional  provision  against  double 
jeopardy,  or  abridge  the  privileges  and  im- 
munities of  the  accused  as  a  citizen,  or  de- 
prive him  of  his  liberty  without  due  process 
of  law,  although  he  had  partly  served  the 
invalid  sentence  before  it  was  reversed,  in- 
cluding one  day's  solitery  confinement,  to 
which  each  of  the  sentences  condemned  him. 
Com.  V.  Murphy  (Mass.)  393 

Notes  and  Bkobfs. 

Criminal  law ;  effect  of  intent  without  un- 
lawful act.  22? 

Former  jeopardy  in  case  jury  was  dis- 
charged. 26S 
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Resentence  alter  serving  part  of  inyalid 
aentenee;  doable  jeopardy.  394 

CROPS. 

See  EicBLEiiENTS,  Notes  aitd  Bbdets. 

CUSTOM. 

See  also  Casbixbb,  S,  4;  Evidbngb,  10^ 
16;  Tbial^  4. 

Custom  cannot  ^ve  a  publie  right  to 
fish  in  a  pond  on  private  land»  because  a 
commen-law  custom,  as  distinguished  from 
a  usage  of  trade,  must  be  immemorial,  and 
in  New  Jersey  is  therefore  impossible,  be- 
cause a  custom  laid  in  the  public  is  bad  for 
universality  and  because  a  right  to  take 
profit  from  the  land  of  another  canfiot  be 
acquired  by  custom.  Albright  v.  Cortright 
(N.  J.  Err.  ft  App.)  616 

DAMAGES. 

1.  The  measure  of  damages  in  ejectment 
for  withholding  possession  of  land  is  the 
actual  rental  value  of  the  land,  irrespective 
of  what  the  defendant  may  have  gathered 
from  it.    Credle  v.  Ayers  (N.  C.)  761 

2.  On  condemnation  of  a  railroad  right 
of  way  after  the  railroad  has  been  built  on 
a  strip  of  mortgaged  land  conveyed  for  that 
purpose  by  the  mortgagor,  and  the  entire 
premises,  including  the  railroad,  thereafter 
sold  on  foreclosure,  the  purchaser  is  enti- 
tled only  to  the  value  of  the  land  occupied 
by  the  railroad,  irrespective  of  the  improve- 
ments. St.  Louis,  K.  A  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Nyce 
(Kan.)  241 

3.  The  damages  recoverable  in  trover  by 
one  who  has  retained  title  to  the  property 
as  security  for  purchase  money  are  limited 
to  the  balance  due  him  thereon,  less  any  de- 

greciation  in  its  value  by  the  use  whidi  he 
ad  authorized.    Wood  v.   Nichols    (R.  I.) 

773 

4.  Fifteen  thousand  dollars  is  excessive 
to  award  an  employee  as  damages  for  in- 
juries resulting  in  severe  pain  for  several 
months  and  in  the  loss  of  an  eye,  where  he 
is  not  wholly  incapacitated  for  labor,  and  the 
interest  on  the  amount  at  4  per  cent  would 
produce  an  income  greater  than  his  earning 
capacity  before  the  injury.  Ribich  v.  Lake 
Superior  Smelting  Co.  (Mich.)  649 

Notes  and  Bbdets. 

Damages;  compensation  in  eminent  do- 
main case;  value  of  railroad  previously 
built  without  right.  243 

DEATH. 

Liability  of  County  for  Killing  l^  Mob, 
see  Counties. 

Compelling  Counties  to  Pay  Damages 
for  Lynching,  see  Eminent  Do- 
main, 0. 

The  provision  of  a  state  Constitution 
against  limitation  of  liability  for  injuries 
resulting  in  death  cannot  prevail  over  the 
act  of  Congress  permitting  limitation  of 
liability  for  maritime  losses.  Loughin  v. 
McCaulley  (Pa.)  33 

48  L.  R.  A. 


Notes  and  Bbdets. 

Death;  confiict  of  laws  as  to  limitation 
of  actions  for.  639- 

DEEDS. 

See  also  Chamfebtt;  Vendor  and  Pub- 

OHASEB. 

An  instrument  conveying  a  present  in- 
terest from  the  grantor  to  her  children,  but 
postponing  their  enjoyment  until  after  her 
death,  is  a  conveyance,  and  is  not  testa- 
mentary in  character.  Love  v.  Blauw 
(Kan.)  267 

Notes  and  Bbxets. 

Deeds;  conditions  in,  as  to  building  line. 

64 

Construction  of;  granting  life  estate;  of 

land  held  adversely.  637 

DE  FACTO. 

See  L^FFiCEBS,  2,  3;   Religious  Socie- 
ties, 2. 

DEFENSES. 

See  Action  ob  Suit,  3. 


DEFINITIONS. 

Voluntary    Exposure     to    tJnnecessary 

Danger,  see  Insxtbance,  7. 
Provisions,    see  Municipal    Cobpoba- 

TIONS,  6. 

Grain,  see  Wabehousemen,  1. 

DEIiEOATION     OF     POWER. 

See  Municipal  Cobpobations,  8. 

DEMURRER. 

See  Pleading,  7. 

DEPARTMENT    STORES. 

Constitutionality  of  Regulation  of,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  18,  19, 

See  also  License,  2;  Municipal  Cob- 
pobations, 9-11;  Statutes,  1. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Department  stores;    unconstitutional    or- 
dinance respecting.  262 
Legal  restrictions  on.  261 
Unconstitutional  statute  as  to.             266- 

DESCENT  AND  DISTRIBUTION. 

A  widow's  release  by  an  antenuptial 
contract,  of  all  her  claims  on  the  estate  of 
her  husband,  in  consideration  of  a  specified 
sum,  does  not  preclude  her  from  being 
deemed  his  widow,  or  entitle  the  descendanta 
of  his  deceased  mother  to  take  his  estate, 
under  111.  Rev.  Stat  chap.  39,  §  2,  providing 
that,  when  there  is  no  widow  or  children  of 
the  decedent,  the  estate  shall  pfo  to  his  moth- 
er  and  her  children  and  their  descendants. 
Hudnall  v.  Ham  (111.)  557 

DISORDERLY  PERSONS. 

A  conviction  and  sentence  on  tiie 
charge  of  being  "a  suspicious  person"  under 
the  act  of  Congress  of  July  8,  1898,  applies^ 
ble  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  when  the 
suspicion  of  which  the  accused  is  the  object 
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it  wholly  undefined  and  in  no  manner  con- 
nected with  any  criminal  act  or  conduct, 
«itiier  past  or  that  might  occur  in  the  fu- 
ture, is  in  violation  of  U.  S.  Ck>n8t.  Amends. 
4  and  8,  prohibiting  unreasonable  searches 
-and  seizures  and  cruel  and  unusual  punish- 
ments. Stoutenburgh  ▼.  Frazier  (D.  C. 
App.)  220 

l>OG8. 

Opinion  of  Value  of,  see  Eyidencb,  7. 
See  also  Animals;  Tbial,  6. 

I>BAIH8. 

Vapors  from,  see  Action  ob  Suit,  4. 
Constitutionality  of  Statutes  as  to,  see 

Constitutional  Law,  9,  14. 
Easements     of    Drainage,     see    EiASS- 

MENTS,  2-5. 
Pollution  of  Waters  by,  as  a  Taking  of 

Property,  see  Eminent  Domain. 
Injunction    against    Discharging     into 

Streams,  see  Injunction,  7-10. 
Right  to  Discharge    into    Stream,    see 

Waters,  3-8. 
Pollution  of  Waters  by,  see  Watebs, 

Notes  and  Bbikfs. 
See  also  Limitation  or  Actions,  1; 

Municipal  Cobpobations,  2;  Pub- 
lic Impbovements,  10. 

Merely  granting  to  a  city  authority  to 
<x>nstruct  sewers  for  the  convenience  and 
benefit  of  its  inhabitants  does  not  necessar- 
ily make  their  use  a  goyernmental  use  in  the 
eense  that  there  can  be  no  remedy,  unless 
^ven  by  statute,  for  consequential  injuries 
resulting  therefrom.  Piatt  Bros,  k  Co.  ▼. 
Waterbury  (Conn.)  601 

1>IJE  PBOOE88  OF  ULW. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  6-14. 

1IA8EMENT8. 

1.  A  right  to  fish  from  a  boat  in  water 
that  covers  the  land  of  another  person  can- 
not be  claimed  as  an  easement  because  an 
•easement  is  a  privilege  without  profit.  Al- 
bright V.  Cortright  (N.  J.  Err.  A  App.) 

616 
See  also  Fishebibs,  3. 

2.  There  can  be  no  right  by  prescription 
to  maintain  a  nuisance  by  the  pollution  of 
■a  river  so  as  to  carr^  filth  and  noxious  sub- 
stances  to  the  premises  of  a  lower  proprie- 
tor, thereby  endangering  his  health,  and  de- 
etroying  the  value  of  his  properly.  Piatt 
Bros.  &  Co.  V.  Waterbury   (Conn.)  691 

3.  A  prescriptive  right  to  discharge  sew- 
ers into  a  stream  will  not  arise  from  the 
mere  fact  that  they  are  so  discharged  for 
more  than  the  statutory  period  of  prescrip- 
tion, "without  objection  or  hindrance,"  un- 
less it  is  shown  that  the  user  was  under 
•claim  of  right  and  exercised  adversely,  and 
not  with  permission.  Smith  v.  Sedalia 
(Mo.)  711 

4.  The  maintenance  of  private  sewers 
•discharged  into  a  stream,  causing  some  pol- 
lution, but  not  creating  a  nuisance,  will  not 
9>e  sufficient  to  create  an  easement  by  pre- 
4ft  ]..  R.  A. 


scription  for  the  discharge  into  the  stream 
of  public  sewers  which  cause  much  greatsr 
pollution  of  the  stream  and  thereby  create 
a  nuisance.  Id. 

5.  A  prescriptive  right  to  pollute  a  river 
in  a  certain  manner  does  not  justly  pollu- 
tion thereof  by  an  additional  and  different 
use.  Piatt  Bros.  &  Co.  ▼.  Waterbury 
(Conn.)  601 

Notes  and  Bsisrs. 

Easement;  covenant  creating,  as  to  build- 
ing line.  64 

EJEOTMENT. 

See  also  Damaoes,  1;  Eyidengb,  14. 

Mesne  profits  are  recoverable  from  a 
defaulting  vendee  in  a  land  contract  for  the 
time  that  he  withholds  possession  of  the 
premises  pending  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  him,  in  which  he  gives  a  defense  bond 
under  N.  C.  Code,  S  237.  Credle  v.  Ayers 
(N.  C.)  761 

Notes  and  Bbisfs. 

Ejectment;  damages  on  loss  of  title  pend- 
ing suit.  751 
Interest  of  possessor.                             831 

ELEVATOB8. 

See  EviDENGB,  17;  Masteb  aitd  Serv- 
ant, 13,  16. 

EMBIiEMENTS. 

See  also  Life  Tenants,  3. 

The  right  to  harvest  growing  erops  on 
land  subject  to  a  life  lease  is  preserved  to 
the  administrator  of  the  life  tenant,  or  to  a 
lessee  of  the  life  tenant,  by  Ohio  Rev.  Stat. 
§§  6026,  6027,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the 
life  tenant  after  crops  have  been  sown. 
Noble  V.  Tyler   (Ohio)  735 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Emblements;  right  to,  on  termination  of 
tenancy.  736 

EMLNEIVT  DOMAIN. 

As  to  Consequential  Injuries,  see  also 

Drains. 
See  also  Damages. 

1.  The  lessening  of  the  value  of  an  estate 
by  destruction  of  uie  grass  and  the  creation 
of  some  personal  discomfort  to  the  owner 
by  the  discharge  of  sewage  thereon  is  not 
such  a  taking  of  his  property  as  entitles  him 
to  compensation,  where  the  damage  results 
from  the  discharffe  of  sewage  into  a  stream 
by  a  city  in  a  skilful  manner  and  in  con- 
formity to  statute,  since  the  damage  is  mere- 
ly consequential.  Valparaiso  ▼.  Hagen 
(Ind.)  707 
But  see  next  case. 

2.  Property  of  riparian  owners  is  taken 
for  public  use  within  the  meaning  of  a  con- 
stitutional provision  as  to  eminent  domain, 
when  they  are  damaged  by  the  pollution  of 
the  waters  above  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the 
tide,  but  not  when  the  water  is  noUuted  at 
a  place  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows.  Grey 
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«x  reL  SimmonB  ▼.  PaterBon  (N.  J.  Err.  & 
App.)  717 

3.  Damages  reaulting  to  the  property  of 
riparian  owners  by  the  discharge  of  city 
«ewa{^e  into  a  stream  in  a  skilful  manner 
and  in  conformity  to  statute  are  merely  con- 
sequential, and  give  them  no  right  to  com- 
pensation.   Valparaiso    ▼.    Hagen     (Ind.) 

707 
Svt  see  cases  following. 

4.  Damage  to  a  riparian  owner  by  nox- 
ious and  filUiy  substances  deposited  on  his 
premises  in  consequence  of  the  pollution  of 
the  river  by  sewers  emptying  into  it  above 
his  land  is  not  a  mere  consequential  damage, 
but  a  direct  appropriation  of  his  well-recog- 
nized properly  rights  which  are  within  the 
guATAnty  of  the  Constitution.  Piatt  Bros. 
A  Co.  V.  Waterbury  (Conn.)  6  ~ 

5.  The  pollution  of  a  river  by  city  se 
«rs,  though  it  may  become  justifiable  when 
done  for  a  public  purpose,  is  subject  to  pay- 
ment of  compensation  for  the  invasion  of  the 
property  rights  of  riparian  owners.  Id. 

6.  Lack  of  charter  authority  to  condemn 
the  property  rights  of  a  riparian  owner  will 
not  relieve  a  city  from  liability  to  make  com- 
pensation for  damage  to  such  rights  by  the 
unlawful  pollution  of  a  river  by  sewers.    Id. 

7.  The  facts  that  sewers  are  necessary  to 
a  city,  and  that  a  statute  directs  that  they 
«hall  follow  as  near  as  practicable  the  nat- 
ural drainace  of  the  country,  do  not  justify 
the  city  in  discharging  sewers  into  a  stream 
to  the  damage  of  a  landowner,  without  just 
compenMition  to  him,  as  required  by  a  con- 
stitutional provision  against  taking  or  dam- 
aging private  property  without  just  com- 
pensation.   Smith  V.  Sedalia  (Mo.)         711 

8.  The  destruction  of  oysters  by  the  cast- 
ing of  sewage  upon  them,  though  the  sewer 
was  constructed  by  a  city  under  legislative 
authority,  is  as  clearly  a  taking  of  l£e  prop- 
erty of  the  owner  of  the  oyster  bed,  for  which 
he  has  a  constitutional  right  to  compensa- 
tion, as  if  there  had  been  a  physical  removal 
and  conversion  of  the  oysters.  Huffmire  v. 
Brooklyn  (N.  Y.)  421 

9.  There  is  no  taking  of  private  property 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional 
provisions  as  to  eminent  domain  by  a  stat- 
ute makinff  a  county  liable  to  a  penalty,  to 
be  collected  by  taxation,  for  the  death  of  a 
person  caused  by  mob  violence.  Champaign 
County  V.  Church  (Ohio)  738 

Notes  and  Bmors. 

Eminent   domain;     taking   or   damaging 
property  by  discharging  sewers  into  waters. 

698 
Taking  property  without  just  compensa- 
tion for  public  use.  251 
Compensation  for  consequential  injuries. 

714 

Liability   for    consequential    damages  on 

account  of  public  work.  421 

EMPI.OTEB8'   UABUJTT. 

See  Inbitbanoe,  3,  4. 
48  L.R.  A. 


ENTIBETIE8. 

See  HusBAiTD  and  Wir,  !• 

EQUITY. 

Power  over  Trusts,  see  Trusts. 

Setting  up  unconstitutionality  of  » 
statute  in  defense  of  a  criminal  information 
or  indictment  gives  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law  against  the  statute,  which  will  preclude 
equitable  relief,  where  it  can  be  enforced 
only  by  such  criminal  proceedings.  State  ex 
rel.  Kenamore  v.  Wood  (Mo.)  596 

ERROR. 

See  Appeal  and  Ebbob. 

ESTOPPEIi. 

See  also  Bonds,  3,  4. 

1.  The  mere  silence  of  a  person  owning  a 
one-fourth  interest  in  a  mine,  with  respect 
to  his  lack  of  interest  in  a  contract  for  work 
and  materials  made  by  lessees  of  the  mine, 
will  not  estop  him  from  denying  that  his 
interest  is  subject  to  a  lien  for  such  work 
and  materials,  although,  as  an  employee  of 
the  lessees,  he  may  have  given  directions  as 
to  the  performance  of  such  contract,  where 
the  nature  of  the  interests  of  all  parties 
clearly  appeared  upon  the  records.  I)avid- 
son  V.  Jennings  (Colo.)  340 

2.  One  who  takes  possession  of  a  vessel 
which  a  contractor  is  building  is  estopped 
from  denying  that  he  has  accepted  it  under 
the  contract,  when  he  could  lawfully  take  it 
only  by  accepting  it.  Vandegrift  v.  Cowles 
Engineering  Co.  (N.  Y.)  685 

Notes  and  BKisra. 
Estoppel;  of  surety.  515 

To  contest  public  improvement.  285 

To  deny  regularity  or  validity  of  contract. 

294 

EVIDENOE. 

See  also  Bonds,  3;  Coubts,  3;  Gband 
JuBT,  1;  Pleading,  7. 

Judicial  notioe. 

1.  Judicial  notice  may  be  taken  of  the 
fact  that  the  people  come  in  contact  with  and 
engage  the  services  of  barbers,  and  that  a 
spresuling  of  diseases  may  be  caused  by  un- 
cleanliness  or  incompetency  of  barbers.  State 
V.  Zeno  (Minn.)  88 

2.  The  court  does  not  judicially  know 
that  it  is  important  or  advantageous  to  a 
shipper  or  the  carrier  for  the  former  to  ac- 
company his  stock  to  market  Atchison,  T. 
ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Campbell  (Kan.)  251 

3.  It  is  matter  of  common  knowledge, 
of  which  the  courts  will  take  notice,  that 
oil  and  gas  lie  far  below  the  surface  of  the 
ground,  and  ma^  flow  unrestrained  if  the 
owner  of  adjoining  land  bores  a  well  down 
to  the  straf.'im  which  holds  them,  so  that 
they  may  be  taken  from  the  land  without 
any  compensation.  Huggins  v.  Daley  (C, 
C.  App.  4th  C.)  320 

4.  The  court  cannot  take  judicial  knowl- 
edge of  the  history  of  railroad  lines  operated 
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by  a  particular  railroad  company.    Purdy 
T.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  669 

Presvinptioiia  a&d  burdem  of  proof. 

See  also  Gbaud  Jubt,  1. 

5.  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  plain- 
tiff in  a  libel  suit  to  establish  actual  malice, 
where  the  communication  is  of  a  privileged 
character.    Redgate  v.  Roush   (Kan.)     236 

6.  The  burden  of  proof  that  death  by  ac- 
cident was  within  an  exception  in  an  acci- 
dent insurance  policy  is  upon  the  insurer  aft- 
er proof  of  accidental  death.  Fidelity  &  C. 
Co.  V.  Sittig  (Ul.)  369 
OplAions. 

7.  The  Talue  of  a  dog  which  has  no  mar- 
ket value  may  be  shown  by  proving  the  ped- 
igree, characteristics,  and  qualities  of  the 
dog,  and  then  proving  by  witnesses  who 
know  these  things  their  opinions  as  to  the 
value.  Hodges  v.  Causey  (Miss.)  95 
Deelarattons. 

8.  A  conversation  with  an  attorney  upon 
a  railway  train  with  reference  to  a  contem- 
plated law  suit,  in  which  an  opinion  is 
sought  and  obtained  from  the  attorney,  but 
without  any  retainer  or  payment  of  any  fee, 
and  although  there  has  been  no  relation  of 
attorney  and  client  between  the  parties, 
constitutes  a  privileged  communication 
within  the  protection  of  Wis.  Rev.  Stat. 
1898,  f  4076.    Bruley  v.  Garvin   (Wis.) 

839 

9.  Evidence  that  a  foreman  refused  to 
take  charge  of  premises  because  of  a  stench 
is  admissible  to  prove  that  fact,  though  not 
to  prove  the  fact  of  the  stench.  Piatt  Bros. 
ft  Co.  V.  Waterbury  (Conn.)  691 
ReleTanoy. 

10.  Evidence  that  it  is  not  customary  in 
factories  to  have  collars  with  projecting  set 
screws  placed  on  revolving  shafts  near  pul- 
leys, where  it  is  necessary  for  employees  to 
go  frequently,  is  not  admissible  to  show  the 
duty  of  a  particular  employer  towards  his 
employees.  Ford  v.  Mt.  Tom  Sulphite  Pulp 
Co.  (Mass.)  96 

11.  Evidence  that  a  person  refused  to 
work  on  certain  premises  because  of  a  stench 
is  not  inadmissible  because  the  refusal  was 
made  pending  an  action,  although  that  fact 
might  affect  its  weight.  Piatt  Bros,  ft  Co. 
V.  Waterbury  (Conn.)  691 

12.  Evidence  that  a  city  at  a  special  meet- 
ing voted  not  to  accept  a  certain  act  which 
provided  for  its  acceptance  at  a  meeting 
held  for  that  purpose  is  inadmissible  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  the  construction  of  the 
act.  Id. 

13.  Evidence  of  the  acts  of  a  city  with  re- 
spect to  the  construction  of  sewers  is  in- 
admissible for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
it  was  compelled  to  build  a  sewer.  Id. 

14.  Evidence  of  the  rental  value  of  ad- 
joining farms  is  not  admissible  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  amount  recoverable  as  mesne 
profits  for  withholding  possession  of  land. 
Credle  v.  Ayers  (N.  C.)  751 

15.  An  estoppel  to  deny  liability  under  a 
contract  made  by  others  cannot  be  proved 
43  L.  R.  A. 


under  a  pleading  which  merely  arwt  tlie  ex- 
ecution of  a  contract.  Davidson  y.  Jenning* 
(Colo.)  340 

DtTeisl&tf  aiiflciemoy* 

16.  Proof  of  usage  of  passengers  to  carry 
packages  of  merchandise  into  a  passenger 
car  must  not  onljy  be  clear  and  explicit,  but 
also  distinguish  it  from  mere  acts  of  accom- 
modation. Runyan  v.  Central  R.  Co.  (K.  J. 
Sup.)  744 

17.  That  failure  to  comply  with  an  ordi- 
nance requiring  the  openings  into  elevator 
shafts  to  be  kept  dosed  when  not  in  use  was 
negligence,  ana  was  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  death  of  a  person  who  fell  down  the 
shaft,  may  be  found  from  evidence  showing 
that  such  person,  who  was  attempting  to  as- 
cend on  the  elevator,  wae  required  to  stand 
near  the  edge  to  operate  it^  and  that  the 
opening  was  protected  only  by  a  bar  across, 
\niile  the  linmg  of  the  elevator  shaft  made 
a  horisontal  edge  above  the  opening,  so  that 
one  standing  near  the  opening  might  come  in 
contact  with  such  bar  or  edge  and  be  draped 
from  the  elevator  and  precipitated  down  the 
shaft.    Dallemand  v.  Saalfeldt  (111.)         753 

Notes  and  Bbisfb. 
Evidence;  judicial  notice  of  lake.         617 
Presumption  as  to  probate  of  will  in  other 
sUte.  136 

Presumption  as  to  due  care  in  employing 
servants.  377 

Effect  of  omission  of  stamp  upon  uae  of 
instrument  as.  305 

Of  title  by  possession  of  land.  831 

Proof  of  circumstances  as  basis  of  infer- 
ence. 175 

EXECUTION. 

See  Levy  and  Sbizube. 

EXECITTORB     AND     ABMINI8T&A. 
TORS. 

See  also  Appeal  and  Ebbob,  6;  Tbial, 
6;  Tbusts,  5. 

The  failure  to  apply  for  an  extension 
of  a  vacancy  permit  for  premises  that  are 
still  vacant  at  the  expir^ition  of  the  time  for 
which  such  a  permit  nas  been  granted,  with 
an  agreement  by  the  insurer  to  extend  the 
time  on  application  therefor,  constitutes 
negligence  on  the  part  of  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator with  the  will  annexed,  who  is 
in  possession  of  the  premises  and  of  the  pol- 
icy of  insurance  thereon,  which  will  make 
him  liable  in  damages  in  case  the  pro]>ert7 
is  destroyed  by  fire,  and  the  insurance  can- 
not be  collected  because  of  the  failure  to  pro- 
cure the  extension  of  the  vacancy  permit. 
Henderson  Trust  Co.  v.  Stuart  (Ky.)       49 

EXEMPTION. 

See  Levy    and    Sezzubb,    Notes  and 

BlilEFS. 

EXPIiOSION. 

SeeTBiAi.,  15. 

FACTORS. 

See  Trial,  12. 


jnSDERAXi  OOUBT. 

See  CouBTB,  0. 

XEDERAX.  JJLWB. 

See  COTTBTB. 

See  Appeal  aitd  Ebbob,  8. 

XI8HEBIE8. 

Damage  to,  by  Sewage,  see  JSmovbt  Do- 

MAIK,  8. 

See  also  Custom. 

1.  The  common  law  gives  no  right  to  fish 
in  a  ^nd  on  private  land  of  another  person, 
-even  if  the  fish  are  the  property  of  the  state, 
when  they  cannot  be  reached  without  tres- 
passing on  private  property.  Albright  v. 
<k>rtright  (N.  J.  Err.  A  App.)  616 

2.  A  license  to  trespass  on  private  prop* 
erty  to  fish  in  a  pond  which  has  been  stocked 
l>y  the  public  is  not  given  by  the  New  Jer- 
sey statutes  concerning  fish  and  game,  and 
-could  not  be  given  by  the  legislature.      Id. 

3.  A  person  cannot  claim  by  prescription 
merely,  as  one  of  the  public,  a  right  to  fish 
-on  private  land  of  another,  because  the  pub- 
lic cannot  prescribe.  Id. 
^ee  also  Easements,  1. 

Notes  and  Bbdefs. 

Fisheries;  rights  of  public  in;  in  tidal  wa- 
ters; common  right.  617 

XIXTIJHE8. 

See  also  Mobtoage,  8. 

Notes  and  Bbxets. 


Fbdbbal  Coubt— Hawkbbb. 
GAMBUHO. 


Fixtures;   railroad    as 
4and. 


trade  fixture  on 
243 


1ET.OOD. 

See  Mastxb  and   Sebtant.  5;  Teeal, 
11. 

^onEoisOBxmE. 

See  Mobtgaoe,  S. 

FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS. 

See  Ck>NFUOT  or  Laws,  2. 


FORFEITURE. 

See  Mine8«  3. 

TORMER    JEOPARDT. 

See  Cbiminal  Law,  1. 


OON- 


'TRAITD    AHD    FRAUDULENT 
VETANCE8. 

By  False  Certificate,  see  Banks,  1. 

See  also  Jxtdgment,  4. 

Notes  and  Bbiets. 

Fraud;  liability  of  bank  for  misrepresen- 
tation in  reports.  S14 

Necessity  of  bad  motive;  representations 
as  to  third  party.  212 

TR008. 

See  Masteb  and  Sebvant,  12; 

OENCE,  1. 

-i8L.R.  A. 


Neou- 


Notes  and  Bbiefs. 


Gambling;    injunction 
ment  of  contract  of. 


against 
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enforce- 
844 


A  debt  due  from  an  insurance  comi>any 
for  loss  in  another  state  has  no  situs  in  a 
third  state,  so  as  to  sustain  a  earnishment 
there  by  a  creditor  of  the  insured,  merely  be- 
cause the  insurance  company  has  appointed 
an  agent  in  that  state  on  whom  process  can 
be  served,  in  pursuance  of  the  state  statutes 
as  a  condition  of  the  right  to  do  business 
therein.  Strause  Bros.  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  (N. 
C.)  452 

Notes  and  Bbdets. 

Gramishment;  of  debt  for  insurance;  situs 
of.  453 

GAS. 

See  EviDENCDB,  8;  Mines,  2-4. 

GRAIN. 

See  Wabehousehen,  1. 

GRAND  JURT. 

1.  The  records  of  the  court  need  not  show 
how  or  by  whom  grand  jurors  were  selected 
and  drawn,  as  the  presumption  is  that  that 
duty  was  regularlyperf  ormed  by  the  proper 
officers.    State  v.  Thomas  (Ohio)  469 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  foreman  be 
again  appointed  for  a  jprand  jury  or  the 
oath  readministered  to  him  or  to  the  other 
members  as  a  body,  where,  after  the  grand 
jury  have  been  sworn,  a  member  is  dis- 
charged on  account  of  sickness  and  another 
person  having  the  legal  qualification  is 
sworn  in  his  stead,  as  provided  by  Ohio  Rev. 
SUt.  S  7202.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Grand  jury;   organization  of;   failure  to 
challenge.  400 

GUARANTY. 

See  SUBETT  COlCPANIEt. 


GUARD  RAH.. 

See  Masteb  and  6BB?Ainr,  12; 

OENGE,  1. 


Nbsu- 


HABEAS  CORPUS. 

A  person  may  be  discharged  on  habeas 
corpus  from  a  judgment  and  sentence  under 
an  act  of  Congress  which  is  unconstitutional 
or  so  indefinite  as  to  the  ofiTense  charged  as 
to  be  void  and  without  efiTect.  Stoutenburgh 
V.  Frazier  (D.  C.  App.)  220 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Habeas  corpus;  not  to  be  used  as  writ  of 
error;  scope  of  writ.  220 

HAWKERS. 

See  Peddlebs. 
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Health— Indicimxbt. 


HEAIfTH. 

Police  Regulation  of,  i 
AL  Law,  21. 


I  GONBTITnTIOir- 


Ab  Parties,  see  AonoN  OB  Stm,  8. 

HIOKWAT8. 

See  also  Bbidobs,  1,  5;  Publio  Imfbotx- 

MENT8,  8-^,   14. 

1.  An  indictable  nuisance  is  created  bv 
a  bay  window  which  extends  4  feet  and  7 
inches  over  a  street,  at  a  point  8  feet  above 
the  ground,  although  it  does  not  interfere 
with  travel  on  the  hishway,  where  the  stat- 
ute declares  that  a  building,  structure,  or 
fence  shall  be  deemed  a  public  nuisance  if 
"erected  or  continued  upon  or  over  anj  high- 
way so  as  to  obstruct  the  same  or  lessen  the 
full  breadth  thereof."  State  v.  Kean  (K. 
H.)  102 

2.  An  ordinance  making  it  a  penal  of* 
fense  to  maintain  a  sicn  suspended  or  pro- 
jecting over  a  sidewalk  is  not  included  in 
charter  power  to  open  streets  and  keep  streets 
and  sidewalks  free  and  clear  from  obstruc- 
tions, and  is  unreasonable,  oppressive,  and 
void  as  applied  to  a  sign  which  does  not  im- 
pede, delay,  obstruct,  or  in  any  way  endan- 
ger the  use  of  the  sidewalk.  State  v.  Higgs 
(N.  C.)  446 

3.  The  lack  of  barriers  on  the  side  of  ap- 
proaches to  a  bridge  will  not  make  a  mu- 
nicipality liable  for  injuries  caused  by  a 
team  ^oing  off  the  bank,  when  the  roadway 
was  wide  enough  for  two  teams  to  pass  with- 
out difficulty  and  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
accident  was  the  fact  that  the  horse  became 
frightened  and  so  unmanageable  that  the 
driver  could  not  keep  him  within  the  limits 
of  the  road.    Bell  v.  Wayne  (Mich.)        644 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Highways;  encroachment  on,  by  signs. 

.446 
Liability  for  changing  grade.  853 

Liability  for  defects  in;  injury  to  runa- 
way horse.  644 

HOI.IDAT8. 

An  indictment  is  not  invalid  because 
found  by  a  grand  jury  sworn  and  impaneled 
on  the  statutory  holiday  known  as  Labor 
Day,  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory  provi- 
sion that  the  courts  shall  not  sit  on  a  holi- 
day.    State  V.  Thomas    (Ohio)  469 

HU8BAin>  AND  WIFE. 

See  also  Judgment,  6,  7. 

1.  An  estate  by  entireties,  and  not  one 
of  joint  tenancy,  is  created  by  a  deed  made 
to  husband  and  wife  "jointly,"  and  the  word 
"jointly"  will  be  construed  as  surplusage. 
Simons  v.  Bollinger   (Ind.)  234 

2.  A  woman's  mere  ignorance  of  the  rule 
of  law  that  marriage  will  revoke  her  intend- 
ed husband's  will  is  not  sufficient  to  over- 
turn an  antenuptial  settlement  by  which  she 
48  L.  R.  A. 


agrees  to  permit  his  property  to  go  as  pro- 
vided in  the  wilL    HudnaU  v.  Ham  (I1L> 

557 

3.  An  antenuptial  contract  by  which  a 
wife  agrees,  in  consideration  of  a  certain 
sum  of  money,  to  release  all  her  interest  in 
her  husband's  estate  in  order  that  it  may 
pass  by  certain  provisions  of  his  will,  with 
a  covenant  not  to  interfere  in  any  way  with 
the  disposition  of  the  property  made  by  the 
will,  will  preclude  her  from  contesting  the 
right  of  the  beneficiaries  under  the  wUl  on 
the  ground  that  the  will  was  revoked  by  the 
marriage, — especially  when  she  has  ratified 
the  contract  after  her  husband's  death  by 
accepting    the   consideration    agreed    upon. 

Id. 

4.  A  binding  judgment  against  defend- 
ant in  a  divorce  proceeding  is  authorized 
by  his  voluntary  appearance,  without  reser- 
vation and  without  objection  to  jurisdic- 
tion, seeking  advantage  of  the  decree  in  op- 
position to  an  application  for  amendment  of 
the  decree  so  as  to  allow  alimony,  although 
it  is  void  as  to  him  for  want  of  service  of 
process.    Lynde  v.  Lynde  (N.  Y.)  67ft 

5.  The  remarriage  of  a  divorced  woman 
to  one  whose  ability  to  support  her  is  un- 
questionable will  prevent  the  further  appli- 
cation for  her  benefit  as  alimony  of  the  in- 
come of  a  testamentary  trust  instituted  for 
the  support  of  the  husband  from  whom  she 
was  divorced.  Wetmore  v.  Wetmore  (N. 
Y.)  666 

6.  A  contract  by  which  a  husband  agrees 
to  pay  certain  moneys  to  his  wife  in  die- 
charge  of  his  obligation  to  support  her  is  not 
against  public  policy,  when  made,  not  for 
the  purpose  of  a  voluntary  separation,  but 
after  a  separation  has  actually  occurred  on 
account  of  the  misconduct  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties which  justified  it.  Henderson  ▼.  Hen- 
derson (Or.)  76e 

7.  A  decree  based  on  a  post-nuptial  agree- 
ment by  which  a  wife  is  given  a  certain  sum 
per  month  for  her  maintenance  constitutes 
a  contract  which  cannot  be  modified  by  the 
court  on  account  of  a  change  in  the  hus- 
band's financial  condition,  so  as  to  reduce 
the  amount  payable,  without  the  wife's  con- 
sent. Id. 

Notes  and  Brikfs. 

Husband  and  wife ;  injunction  against  en- 
forcing  invalid   contracts   relating  to  mar- 
riage. 842 
Estates  by  entireties;  how  created.    234 
Validity  of  contracts  for  support  on  sep- 
aration.                                                        767 

INCOME. 

Of  Life  Tenant,  see  Life  Tenants,  1. 

INCOMPETENT  PERSONS. 

See  Levy  and  Seizube. 

INCONSISTENT   DEFENSES. 

See  Pleading. 

INDICTMENT. 

See  CouBTS,  1;  Orand  Just;  H<»jdat. 


Ibfahtb;  iHjmfCnON. 
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ZNFAIITS. 

See  aUo    Uitbobn    Childbbn,  Trusts, 
Notes  aud  Bmors. 

1.  Nonresident  inianU  are  not  bound  by 
»  judgment  settling  their  rights  in  real  es- 
late  belonging  to  a  partnership  of  which 
their  deceased  father  was  a  meml^r,  entered 
before  the  service  of  summons  by  publica- 
tion was  complete,  so  that  there  was  no  ju- 
risdiction to  appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem  for 
them.    Darrow  v.  Calkins  (N.  Y.)  299 

2.  An  allowance  necessary  for  the  main- 
tenance of  an  infant  may  be  ordered  by  a 
ix>urt  of  equity  out  of  the  income  of  a  trust 
in  the  residue  of  an  estate  created  by  a  will 
giving  the  trustee  discretion  to  apply  a  por- 
tion of  such  income  to  the  education  of  the 
infant,  but  making  no  provision  for  his 
maintenance,  where  the  mother  of  the  infant 
is  the  only  other  person  entitled  to  any  part 
of  the  income,  and  she  joins  in  a  request  for 
the  allowance.  Pitts  v.  Rhode  Island  Hos- 
piUl  Trust  Co.  (R.  I.)  783 

INJITNCTION. 

Appeal  from,  see  Appeal  akd  Error, 

10. 
Against  Enforcing  Illegal  Contract,  see 

Contracts,  5. 
See  also  Equity. 

1.  An  injunction  against  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  statute  requiring  the  inspection 
of  beer  cannot  be  granted  on  the  gtound  that 
the  statute  is  unconstitutional,  where  the 
statute  is  enforceable  only  by  criminal  pro- 
ceedings, since  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
enjoin  criminal  prosecutions.  State  ex  rel. 
Kenamore  v.  Wood  (Mo.)  596 

2.  An  injunction  to  prevent  the  consoli- 
dation of  competing  street  railways  in  vio- 
lation of  the  Constitution  may  be  granted 
^thout  compelling  a  resort  to  the  harsher 
method  of  forfeiting  the  charters.  Trust 
Company  of  Georgia  ▼.  State  (Ga.)        620 

3.  An  injunction  against  the  passage  of 
an  ordinance,  within  the  general  power  of 
the  municipality,  creating  a  contract  be- 
tween a  city  and  a  street-railway  company, 
is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  whether 
the  ordinance  is  authorized  by  law  or  not, 
since  the  passage  of  such  an  ordinance  is  a 
legislative  act  which  the  court  has  no  power 
to  supervise.  State  ex  rel.  Rose  v.  Superior 
Court  of  Milwaukee  County  (Wis.)         819 

4.  Failure  to  submit  to  a  committee  an 
amendment  to  an  ordinance  as  originally 
proposed  does  not  constitute  any  ground  on 
which  a  court  of  equity  can  grant  an  in- 
junction against  passing  the  ordinance.    Id. 

5.  An  injunction  may  issue  against  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  under  a  mort- 
CRpe  which  is  void  as  against  public  policy. 
Basket  t.  Moss  (N.  C.)  842 

6.  Injunction  is  the  proper  form  of  rem- 
edy to  enforce  the  right  of  a  stockholder  in 
a  private  corporation,  given  by  Ohio  Rev. 
Stat.  S  3254,  to  inspect  the  books  and  rec- 
ords of  the  corporation.  Cincinnati  Volks- 
blatt  Co.  T.  Hoffmeister  (Ohio)  732 
48  L.  R.  A. 


7.  An  injunction  to  protect  riparian  pro> 
prietors  against  the  pollution  of  a  river  by^ 
city  sewers  cannot  be  refused  because  of  th» 
possibility  of  future  legislative  action  re- 
specting a  plan  of  sewerage.  Piatt  Bros.  & 
Co.  V.  Waterbury  ( Conn. )  69 1 

8.  Riparian  owners  having  no  title  to  the- 
bed  of  a  stream  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows 
are  not  entitled  to  an  injunction  against  a 
city  on  account  of  the  pollution  of  th» 
stream.  Grey  ex  rel.  Simmons  v.  Paterson 
(N.  J.  Err.  A  App.)  71T 

9.  By  reason  of  the  great  injury  which* 
would  fall  upon  a  city  by  restraining  the 
continuous  use  of  its  sewerage  system,  and 
the  acquiescence  of  riparian  owners  above- 
where  the  tide  flows,  where  their  injury  ia 
comparatively  small,  it  would  be  inequitable- 
to  grant  them  an  injunction  against  drain- 
ing sewage  into  the  river.  Id. 

10.  A  city  cannot  be  enjoined  from  dis- 
charging sewa|;e  into  a  stream,  when  it  acta 
skilfully  and  in  conformity  to  statute,  and 
the  stream  constitutes  the  only  natural  and 
reasonably  possible  line  of  drainage.  Val- 
paraiso v.  Hagen  (Ind.)  707 
See  also  Eminent  Domain  and  Waters. 

11.  An  injunction  against  a  wrongful  as* 
sessment  for  the  grading  and  paving  of  an 
alley,  where  the  work  had  been  legally  au- 
thorized, should  not  include  an  order  for  the- 
restoration  of  the  alley  to  its  original  con- 
dition, but  should  extend  only  to  a  stay  of 
proceedings  under  the  invalid  assessment, 
and  under  Wis.  Rev.  Stat  1898,  §  1210e,  thfr 
court  may  direct  a  reassessment.  Rersten 
T.  Milwaukee  (Wis.)  851 

12.  The  remedy  by  appeal  from  a  wrong- 
ful assessment  under  the  charter  of  Mil- 
waukee, Wisconsin,  subchap.  7,  §  11,  is  not 
exclusive  of  a  remedy  in  equity,  where  the- 
assessment  is  shown  to  be  arbitrary  and 
fraudulent.  Id. 

Notes  akd  Briefs. 
Injunction;  against  nuisance.        717,722* 
Against  nuisance  by  polluting  waters. 

700- 

Against  draining  sewage  into  stream.  707 
Against  passage  of  ordinance.  824 

Against  violation  of  law  by  corporation; 
against  boycott.  569^ 

Against  unlawful  public  improvement. 

oo4 

Mandatory;  to  enforce   right   to  inspect 

books.  732^ 

To  prevent  consolidation  of  railroads.  520- 

Allowing  injunction,  in  favor  of  party  in 
pari  delicto,  against  enforcing  or  otherwise 
proceeding  with  illegal  contract: — (I.)  In- 
troductory ;  ( II. )  contracts  for  assistance  in 
obtaining  office;  (III.)  contracts  as  to  con- 
federate money;  (IV.)  contracts  relating  to 
marriage:  (a)  in  general;  (b)  marriage- 
brokage  bonds;  (V.)  contracts  for  illicit  in- 
tercourse; (VI.)  betting  and  gambling  con- 
tracts: (a)  in  general ;  (b)  in  case  of  assign- 
ment; (c)  relief  at  law  generally;  (4)  judg-^ 
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ments;    (VII.)   contracts    for  oompoimduig 
-crime;    (VIII.)   miscellaneouB.  842 

INSANE   PERSONS. 

See  Levy  Ain>  SEizuiiBi 

1NSOI.VENGT. 

Effect  of,  on  Contract,  aee  Goirnuors, 

6,7. 
See  also  Banks.  7. 

INSPECTION. 

Of  Books  of  Corporation,  tee  Cobpoiu.- 

TIONB,  4,  5 ;  INJUNCTION,  6. 

Of  Mines,  see  IOonbtitutional  Law,  22, 

23. 
See  also  Cloud  on  Titu;  Minks,  1. 

INSPECTION   ULWn. 

Notes  and  Bbiets. 

Inspection  laws;  destructive  of  property. 

597 
INSURANCE. 

See  also  Evidenob,  6;  Exbcutobs  and 
Adkikistbatobs;  Gabnishmsnt; 
TUAL,  6,  13. 

1.  The  construction  most  favorable  to  the 
assured  is  to  be  adopted  in  case  of  doubt  as 
to  the  proper  construction  of  an  insurance 
policy.    Fenton  v.  Fidelity  k  C.  Co.   (Or.) 

770 

2.  A  member  of  a  mutual  benefit  society 
•cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  an  assessment, 
where  his  contract  does  not  provide  that  he 
shall  pay  assessments  or  make  any  provision 
as  to  nonpayment,  except  that  his  certifi- 
cate shall  be  forfeited  tnerefor.  Gibson  v. 
Megrew  (Ind.)  362 

3.  An  assignment  of  a  claim  on  an  em- 
ployer's liability  policy  for  imperative  surgi- 
cal relief  furnished  to  an  injured  employee 
under  an  emergency  clause  in  the  policy, 
though  made  before  there  has  been  any  judg- 
ment establishing  the  claim,  is  not  made  in- 
valid by  a  clause  in  the  policy  giving  the  in- 
surer the  right  to  defend  actions  on  claims 
for  damages.    Fenton  v.  Fidelity   k  C.  Co. 

(Or.)  770 

4.  An  indemnity  against  liability  for 
damages  on  which  an  assignable  cause  of  ac- 
tion will  arise  as  soon  as  the  accident  oc- 
curs, although  the  assured  is  insolvent  and 
cannot  pay  the  claim,  is  created  by  a  policy 
insuring  an  employer  against  liability  for 
damaire  through  injury  to  employees,  and 
providing  that  the  insurer  shall  have  imme- 
diate notice  of  an  accident  and  exclusive 
power  to  settle  and  adjust  the  claim.      Id. 

5.  The  amputation  of  about  one  fourth  of 
a  person's  foot  does  not  give  any  right  to  the 
full  amount  of  insurance  on  the  ^ound  that 
all  the  use  of  the  foot  is  lost,  under  a  by-law 
of  a  mutual  benefit  association  providing  for 
full  payment  in  case  of  the  "amputation  of 
a  limb  (whole  hand  or  foot),"  as  the  word 
■"whole"  applies  to  the  foot  as  well  as  the 
liand,  and  the  injury  insured  against  is  not 
the  loss  of  the  use  of  a  hand  or  foot  but  the 
amputation  of  a  limb  that  should  include  a 
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whole  hand  or  a  whole  foot.  Fuller  v.  Lo- 
comotive Engineers'  Mut.  L.  &  A.  Ins.  Asso. 
(Mich.)  86 

6.  The  attempt  of  a  traveling  salesman 
to  get  upon  a  train  which  is  already  in  mo- 
tion is  not,  as  matter  of  law,  a  voluntary  ex- 
posure to  unnecessary  danger,  within  the 
meaning  of  an  exception  in  an  insurance  pol- 
icy.   Fidelity  &C.  Co.  V.  Sittig  (111.)       359 

7.  A  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary 
danger  within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance 
policy  does  not  mean  simply  a  voluntuy  per- 
formance of  the  act  which  results  in  injury, 
but  also  that  it  is  performed  with  a  con- 
sciousness of  the  danger,  or  that  the  danger 
is  so  apparent  that  a  man  of  ordinary  intel- 
ligence would  under  the  circumstances  neces- 
sarily know  it.  Id. 

8.  The  acceptance  of  a  proposition  to  buy 
real  property,  which  is  definite  in  nothing 
except  the  amount  to  be  paid,  does  not  de- 
feat insurance  thereon  under  a  policy  pro- 
viding that  it  shall  be  void  if  the  interest 
of  the  assured  becomes  other  than  "the  en- 
tire, unconditional,  unencumbered,  and  sole 
ownership."  Arkansas  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
son (Ark.)  610 

9.  The  rights  of  one  whose  property  is 
destroyed  by  fire  after  an  oral  contract  to 
insure  it,  but  before  a  policy  therefor  is  is- 
sued, are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
standard  policy  prescribed  by  law,  and  he  can 
recover  only  by  compliance  with  the  con- 
ditions required  bv  such  policy,  including 
that  as  to  furnishing  proofs  of  loss  witliin 
a  specified  time.  Hides  v.  British  America 
Assur.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  424 

10.  The  value  of  property  destroyed  by  fire 
after  an  oral  contract  to  Insure  it,  but  be- 
fore the  issuance  of  a  policy  thereon,  can- 
not be  recovered  as  damages  for  breach  of  the 
agreement  to  issue  the  policy,  where  the 
failure  to  deliver  the  policy  did  not  cause 
any  damage  to  the  insured,  since  the  oral 
agreement  constituted  a  binding  contract  of 
insurance  which  could  be  enforced  against 
the  insurer  except  for  the  failure  of  the  in- 
sured to  comply  with  the  conditions  con- 
tained in  the  standard  policy  of  insurance, 
which  were  by  law  made  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract. Id. 

11.  The  denial  by  a  local  insurance  agent 
that  any  contract  of  insurance  had  been 
made,  when  in  fact  there  was  an  oral  agree- 
ment to  insure  which  was  binding,  will  not 
waive  the  condition  as  to  proofs  of  loss 
which  is  by  law  made  a  part  of  the  contract 
because  contained  in  the  standard  policy  of 
insurance,  since  that  policy  also  provides 
that  no  such  agent  shall  have  power  to  waive 
any  condition  therein,  except  in  writing.    Id. 

12.  A  denial  in  an  answer  by  an  insur- 
ance company  of  all  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint will  not  have  the  effect  of  ratifying 
an  unauthorized  denial  by  a  local  agent  of 
the  existence  of  any  contract  of  Insurance, 
so  as  to  waive  a  condition  as  to  proofs  of  loss, 
when  the  agent's  denial  was  by  the  terms  of 
the  policy  ineffectual  to  constitute  such 
waiver  because  not  in  writing.  Id. 
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Notes  and  BBnors. 

Insurance;  parol  contract  of;  power  of 
agent  424 

Against  employer's  liability;  construction 
•of  policy;  when  claim  accrues.  771 

Change  of  interest  in  property.  510 

Voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  dan- 
ger. 359 

Construction  of  policy  in  favor  of  assured ; 
loss  of  foot.  86 

Liability  to  assessment  in  benefit  society. 

362 

INTEBHAI.  REVENUE. 
See  also  Coubts,  3. 

Notes  aud  Bbiefs. 

Internal  revenue;  effect  of  omission  to 
stamp  an  instrument  on  which  the  law  re- 
quires a  stamp,  or  to  cancel  the  stamps  on 
«uch  an  instrument: — (I.)  Applicability  of 
revenue  laws  to  state  courts:  (a)  provisions 
excluding  unstamped  instruments  from 
evidence;  (6)  provisions  invalidating  un- 
stamped instruments;  (c)  provisions  as  to 
recording;  (II.)  intent  as  affecting  conse- 
•quences  of  omitting  stamp:  (a)  generally; 
(&)  presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
intent;  (III.)  scope  of  acts,  generally; 
effect  of  repeal;  (IV.)  effect  of  omission: 
(a)  generally;  {h)  upon  use  of  instrument 
as  evidence:  (1)  as  primary  evidence;  (2) 
secondary  and  parol  evidence;  copies;  (3) 
■as  collateral  evidence;  (o)  upon  writs,  proc- 
esses, and  orders  of  court;  (d)  in  Confed- 
erate states;  (e)  miscellaneous;  (V.)  subse- 
'quent  stamping:  (a)  what  remedy  avail- 
■able:  (1)  by  party  or  collector ;  (2)  stamp- 
ing copies;  (&)  time;  (o)  application  to  col- 
lector :  ( 1 )  who  may  apply ;  ( 2 )  to  what  dis- 
trict ;  ( 3 )  power  of  deputy  collector ;  ( 4 )  mis- 
oellaneons;  (d)  what  stamps  required;  (e) 
•effect;  (VI.)  pleading  ana  practice:  (a) 
raising  objection  by  demurrer ;  {h)  necessity 
and  sufficiency  of  averments  as  to  omission ; 
(o)  who  may  raise  or  waive  objection;  {d) 
time  of  raising  objections;  (e)  questions  of 
fact;  presumptions  generally;  {f)  stamp  not 
part  of  instniment;  (VII.)  failure  to  can- 
cel; defective  cancelation;  (VIII.)  foreign 
laws.  305 

INTOXICATING  UQtTOBS. 

See  MuNioiPAL  Cobporationb,  10. 

^OINT  TENANTS. 

See  Husband  and  Wmc,  1. 

-JUDGE. 

See  CouBTS,  1. 

-JUDGMENT. 

See  also  Husband  and  Wife,  4,  7;  In- 
fants, 1;  Taxes,  1. 

1.  A  finding  of  facts  made  after  the  end 
■of  the  term  at  which  judgment  was  rendered, 
when  the  court  had  no  power  to  modify  or 
<»haiige  the  jud^r^^ent,  and  after  the  time  for 
an  appeal  had  expired  without  an  appeal  be- 
ing taken,  cannot  be  made  by  the  court  a 
fpart  of  the  judgment,  nor  of  the  record  of 
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judgment,  nor  the  foundation  of  a  writ  of 
error  to  reverse  the  judgment,  although 
there  are  statutory  provisions  ( such  as  Conn. 
Gen.  Stat.  §f  1107,  1111)  to  the  effect  that 
any  party  is  entitled  to  have  a  finding  of  the 
facts  on  which  judgment  is  founded  appear 
on  the  record  and  become  part  of  the  judg- 
ment.  Corbettv.  Matz  (Conn.)  217 

2.  A  decree  partitioning  lands  between  a 
life  tenant  and  remaindermen,  setting  off  a 
part  of  the  property  in  fee  simple  to  the  life 
tenant,  when  based  on  a  petition  that  avers 
that  the  plaintiff  is  a  life  tenant,  is  wholly 
void  for  lack  of  jurisdiction.  Love  v.  Blauw 
(Kan.)  267 

3.  Failure  of  a  life  tenant  to  challenge  a 
deduction  of  interest,  on  an  annual  account- 
ing by  a  trustee,  from  her  income,  does  not 
prevent  her  from  raising  the  question  there- 
after as  to  the  distribution  of  moneys  then 
in  the  hands  of  the  trustee.  Re  Hoyt  (N. 
Y.)  126 

4.  A  judgment  is  not  a  lien  on  lands 
which  the  judgment  debtor  has  previously 
conveyed,  tiiough  with  intent  to  defraud 
creditors,  under  Sand.  &  H.  (Ark.)  Dig.  | 
4204,  which  provides  that  judgments  shall 
be  liens  on  lands  of  the  judgment  debtors, 
and  9  3049,  providing  for  the  sale  on  execu- 
tion of  lands  of  which  the  jud^ent  debtor, 
or  any  person  for  his  use,  is  seised  in  law  or 
equit}'.  Doster  v.  Manistee  Nat.  Bank  (Ark.) 

334 

5.  The  probate  in  common  form  of  a  will 
under  statutes  making  it  an  exercise  of  ju- 
dicial power,  and  the  judgment  conclusive 
as  to  all  matters  properly  cognizant  in  the 
probate  proceedings,  and  as  to  the  property 
covered  by  the  will,  is,  so  far  as  regards  per- 
sonalty, within  the  provision  of  the  United 
States  Constitution  requiring  full  faith  and 
credit  to  be  given  in  each  state  to  the  ju- 
dicial proceedings  of  every  other  state,  even 
as  against  persons  not  made  parties  to  the 
proceeding.    Martin  v.  Stovall  (Tenn.)     180 

6.  The  supreme  court  of  New  York  will 
enforce  a  final  decree  of  the  New  Jersey 
chancery  court  adjudging  a  defendant  in  a 
divorce  proceeding  over  whom  it  has  juris- 
diction indebted  to  plaintiff  in  a  definita 
sum  as  alimony,  but  it  will  not  enforce  pro- 
visions as  to  future  alimony  and  as  to 
equitable  remedies  to  enforce  compliance 
with  the  decree.    Lynde  v.  Lynde  (N.  Y,) 

679 

7.  The  provisions  of  the  New  York  statute 
upon  the  subject  of  alimony  in  divorce  pro- 
ceedings are  not  available  to  a  plaintiff  seek- 
ing to  enforce  in  the  courts  of  that  state  a 
decree  of  another  state  granting  alimony  and 
providing  for  its  own  enforcement.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Judgments;  effect  of  probate  of  a  will  in 
another  state: — (I.)  As  to  personal  prop- 
erty; (II.)  wills  of  real  estate;  (III.)  pre- 
sumption; (IV.)  as  to  full  faith  and  credit; 
(V.)  conclusiveness  of  decree  of  probate 
from  another  state:  (a)  generally;  (b)  after 
filing  for  record;  (VI.)  classification  by 
states.  130 

57 
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Judicial  Nonc»— Lickhbb. 


Conflict  of  law*  as  to  limitation  of  action* 
on.  «32 

Of  other  state;  for  divorce  and  alimony; 
lack  of  jurisdiction;  enforcement,  C81 

Effect  of,  as  an  estoppel.  128 

Lien  of.  3^ 

JUDICIAI.  If OTXGE. 

See  £>m>BNCB. 


JUDIOIAI.   BALE. 

1.  The  owners  in  being  of  real  estate 
stand  not  only  for  themselves,  but  for  all 
that  may  come  after  them,  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  litigation  affecting  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  to  deal  with  the  whole  title 
Ru^  les  V.  Tyson  (Wis.)  809 

2.  The  entire  property  of  a  trust  estate 
may  be  laid  hold  of  and  administered  by  a 
court  of  equity  so  as  to  protect  the  interests 
in  remainder  of  infants  or  persons  unknown 
who  are  likely  to  be  interested  in  it  against 
the  danger  of  destruction  by  tax  and  other 
liens,  when  the  matter  is  brought  before  the 
<jourt  in  a  proceeding  instituted  by  the  life 
tenant  to  obUin  authority  to  sell  a  part  of 
the  property,  although  the  primary  object  of 
the  proceeding  was  to  get  an  adjudication  as 
to  the  power  to  authorize  a  sale  which  should 
bar  possible  remaindermen,  and  all  the  coun- 
sel representing  the  different  parties  attempt 
to  limit  the  investigation  to  a  part  of  the 
property.  ^** 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Judicial  sales ;  who  may  purchase  at    346 

tfURISDICTIOir. 

See  CouBTS,  Notes  and  BBDcrs. 

As  to  Jury  Trial,  see  Tmal,  1-3,  Notes 
AND  Briefs. 

JUSTICE.  ^  ^_ 

Guaranty  of,  see  Constitutional  IjAW, 
24. 

UiBOB   DAT. 

See  Holidays. 

uamisOnD  Airo  tenawt. 

See  also  Action  or  Suit,  6;   Negli- 
gence, 4. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Landlord's  liability  for  fall  of  building. 

157 

LEGACY.  ^ 

See  Wills,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

LEGISItATURE. 

See  Bridges,  3;  Constitutional  Law, 
8. 

LEVT  AND   SEIZURE. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  wife  claims  to  be  the 
owner  of  exempt  property  the  greater  por- 
tion of  which  belongs  to  her  insane  husband 
will  not  defeat  her  claim  of  exemption  set 
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up  thereto  by  her  as  the  head  of  a  family,  it 
no  injury  results  from  the  failure  to  statfr 
the  particulars  as  to  the  title.  Ecker  v. 
Lindskog  (S.  D.)  155 

2.  A  selection  of  the  ex^npted  property 
which  is  allowed  to  the  head  of  a  family  by 
South  Dakota  Constitution  and  Laws  1890,. 
chap.  86,  may  be  made  by  the  wife,  when  the- 
husband  is  incompetent  to  make  it  becauae- 
he  has  been  adjudged  insane  and  is  confined 
in  a  state  hospital,  although  most  of  tbe- 
property  claimed  belongs  to  him.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Tjevy;  exemption  for  benefit  of  family; 
right  of  wife  to  make  selection;  when  hus- 
band is  insane.  15J^ 

XJBEIi  AND   SliAHDEB. 

See  also  Evidence,  5. 

1.  A  publication  in  church  papers  by  of- 
ficers of  a  church,  concerning  the  character 
of  their  pastor,  is  privileged,  if  they  honestly 
believe  it  to  be  their  duty  toward  other  mem- 
bers of  churches  of  the  same  denomination  to 
publish  it.    Redgate  v.  Roush  (Kan.)      23& 

2.  The  fact  that  a  publication  in  a  church 
paper,  which  is  privileged  as  a  communica- 
tion to  church  members,  incidentally  may 
have  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  other 
persons,  will  not  take  away  its  privileged 
character.  1^* 


NoTss  AND  Briefs. 
Libel;  liability  for  exceeding  privilege. 
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IJBEBTT. 

Constitutional  Guaranties  of,  see  Oos- 
STiTunoNAL  Law,  18,  20. 

UCEN8E. 

Constitutionality  of  Statutes  as  to,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  17,  21. 

See  also  Commerce,  S  ;  Constitutional 
Law,  8;  Fisheries,  2;  Munict- 
PAL  Corporations,  7,  8;  Peddlers; 

TiMRER. 

1.  An  exercise  of  the  power  of  taxation 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  revenue  or  undue  re- 
straint or  prohibition  of  a  business  will  not 
be  saved  from  the  constitutional  restriction* 
that  apply  to  it  as  the  imposition  of  a  tax, 
by  its  designation  in  the  statute  as  a  'li- 
cense fee."  SUte  ex  rel.  Wyatt  v.  Ashbrook 
(Mo.)  26j^ 

2.  The  requirement  of  uniform  taxatioB 
upon  the  same  class  of  subjects  made  by  Mo. 
Const,  art.  10,  §  3,  is  violated  by  the  anti- 
department  store  act  of  May  16,  1899,  im- 
posing license  taxes  upon  those  merchants  in 
cities  having  50,000  or  more  inhabitants  who 
employ  fifteen  or  more  persons  in  the  same 
establishment,  and  sell  goods  enumerated  m 
more  than  one  of  the  classes  or  groups  desig- 
nated in  the  act,  while  the  amount  of  tax  t(v 
be  imposed  in  any  city  is  within  certain  lim- 
its left  to  the  discretion  of  commissioner* 
who  may  fix  different  rates  for  the  different 
cities  governed  by  the  statute.  W. 
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Notes  and  Bukfb. 
LioeoBe;  to  pollute  waters. 
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UEN8. 

On  Stock,  see  Banks,  5,  6. 

On  Mine,  see  Estoppel,  1. 

Appeal  from  Decision  as  to,  see  Appeal 
Avi>  Ebbob.  5. 

See  also  Judgment,  4;  Surety  Com- 
panies;  Vendob  and  Pubchaseb. 


LIFE  TElfAKTS. 

Right  to  Crops,  see  Emblements. 
Kights  in  Trust  Estate,  see  Tbusts. 
See  also  Action  ob  Suit,  5;  Judgment, 
3. 

1.  A  premium  on  bonds  paid  on  invest- 
ing trust  funds  the  income  of  which,  under  a 
will,  is  to  be  paid  to  testator's  daughter  for 
life,  with  remainder  to  certain  nephews  and 
nieces,  cannot  be  charged  to  the  daughter  and 
the  amount  thereof  deducted  from  her  in- 
come so  as  to  restore  the  principal  of  the 
trust  fund  in  order  that  it  may  be  turned 
over  unimpaired  at  the  termination  of  the 
life  estate,  where  testator  has  expressly  de- 
clared his  intention  to  provide  for  nis  daugh- 
ter in  the  "most  bounteous  and  liberal  man- 
ner as  to  expenditure,"  and  obviously  in- 
tended to  devote  to  her  use  the  entire  income 
of  the  fund,  making  the  disposition  of  the 
principal  after  her  death  a  secondary  con- 
sideration.   Re  Hoyt  (N.  Y.)  128 

2.  A  deed  to  one  during  his  natural  life, 
who  IS  to  deed  or  will  the  lands  to  the  bod- 
ily heirs  of  another,  the  former  having  the 
discretion  of  allotting  the  lands  as  he  may 
see  proper,  confers  a  life  estate  on  the  first 
taker,  with  vested  remainder  to  the  heirs  of 
the  other  person  mentioned,  which  will  open 
to  let  in  afterbom  children;  and  the  inter- 
ests of  children  dying  before  the  life  tenant 
will  pass  to  their  heirs.  Fort  Jefferson  Im- 
prov.  Co.  V.  Dupoyster  (Ky.)  637 

3.  Notes  given  for  rent  to  a  life  tenant, 
though  not  due  at  the  time  of  her  death,  and 
although  a  crop  of  com  is  then  still  on  the 
ground,  belong  entirely  to  her  estate  and  are 
not  apportionable  between  it  and  the  remain- 
derman, where  the  lease  has  expired  during 
her  lifetime  and  the  lessee  has  gathered,  or 
is  entitled  to  gather,  all  the  crops  raised  on 
the  premises,  and  has  had  the  full  benefit  of 
the  lease.    Noble  v.  Tyler  (Ohio)  736 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Life  tenants;  charging  with  premium  paid 
on  investment  in  bonds.  127 

lilMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

See  also  Adverse  Possession,  1;  Con- 
flict OF  Laws,  2. 

1.  The  rule  that  the  right  of  action  for 
trespass  to  real  estate  accrues  to  the  one 
owning  the  property  at  the  time  the  trespass 
is  committed  does  not  apply  to  the  empty- 
ing of  a  sewer  system  into  a  stream  to  the 
Injury  of  a  riparian  owner,  where  the  ex- 
tent of  the  injury  cannot  then  be  for  all  time 
estimated,  while  subsequent  change  of  the 
4ft  f..  K.  A. 


outlet  and  enlargement  of  the  system  ma- 
terially increase  the  injury  after  the  change 
in  the  ownership  of  the  riparian  property. 
Smith  V.  Sedalia  (Mo.)  711 

2.  Concealment  of  the  defalcation  of  a 
bank  teller  prevents  the  running  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  in  favor  of  the  surety  on 
his  bond,  as  well  as  in  his  own  favor,  until 
the  discovery  of  the  defalcation.  Lieberman 
V.  First  Nat  Bank  (Del.)  614 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
See  also  Gonfugt  of  Laws. 

Limitation  of  actions;  as  affecting  execu- 
tion; as  affected  by  concealed  fraud;  in  ca^ 
of  surety  or  guarantor;  acknowledgment  of 
debt.  514 

I.IMITATIOH  OF  LIABIIJTY. 

See  GouBTs,  2;  Death;  Smppma. 

LOBBYING. 

See  GoNTBACTS,  3. 

IfOOAIi  SEIiF^GOVEBNlCEHT. 

See  Souools,  3;  Town. 

LOOS. 

See  also  Sale,  1,  2. 

A  log-driving  company's  possession  of 
logs  in  a  river  wnile  driving  them,  not  as 
agents  of  the  person  to  whom  the^  have  been 
sold  and  are  being  sent,  but  by  virtue  of  the 
charter  of  the  company,  although  all  owners 
of  logs  driven  by  it  are  made  members  of 
the  company  by  force  of  the  statute,  does  not 
constitute  the  possession  of  the  person  to 
whom  they  are  being  taken  so  as  to  preclude 
the  stoppage  of  the  logs  in  tranniu  by  the 
seller.    Johnson  v.  EvcOeth  (Me.)  60 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Log-driving  company  as  carrier.  51 

LOTTEBT. 

Notes  and  Bbikts. 

Lottery;  what  constitutes.  775 

LTNOHnrO. 

Liability  for,  see  Counties. 
See  also  Constitutional  Law,  2,  12; 
Eminent  Domain,  9. 

MAJOBITT. 

See  VoTEBS  and  Elbotions. 

MAHDAMUS. 

Mandamus  to  the  treasurer  of  a  town 
to  compel  payment  of  a  share  of  the  expense 
of  a  bridge  district  to  which  it  belongs  is 
properly  issued  against  him  without  making 
the  bridge  district  or  the  towns  which  belong 
to  it  parties  defendant.  State  ex  rel.  Bulke- 
ley  V.  Williams  (OAin.)  465 

MARITIME   LAW. 

See  Death. 

MARSHALINO   A88ET8. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
Marshaling  assets;  of  insolvent  bank.    665 
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MASfiBa;  Mastbb  and  Sbbtant. 


aCA88E8. 

See  also  Tbusts,  5. 

A  will  creating  a  trust  for  the  saying 
of  masses  may  be  upheld  as  a  "charitable 
use,"  since  the  saying  of  mass  in  open 
church,  where  all  who  choose  may  be  pres- 
ent and  participate  therein,  is  a  solemn  and 
impressive  ritual,  from  which  many  may 
draw  spiritual  solace,  guidance,  and  instruc- 
tion, and  the  money  expended  therefor  is  of 
benefit  to  the  clergy,  thus  accomplishing  one 
of  the  cherished  objects  of  religious  uses. 
Webster  v.  Sughrow  (N.  H.)  100 

Notes  and  Bhiefb. 


Masses;  trust  by  will  for. 
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MASTER  AND  SEBVAITT. 

See  also  Action  ob  Suit,  2;  Daicaqks, 
4;  Tbial,  0,  10,  15. 

1.  An  employer  is  not  liable  for  the  ser- 
vices of  a  physician  summoned  by  his  mana- 
ger or  foreman  to  attend  an  employee  in  case 
of  an  injury  by  accident  in  a  laundry  dur- 
ing the  employer's  absence.  Holmes  v.  Mc- 
Allister (Mich.)  396 

2.  A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  to 
an  employee  for  injuries  caused  by  the  in- 
competence of  a  coemployee,  because  of  its 
negligence  in  employing  him,  if  his  incom- 
petence was  not  with  respect  to  acts  for  the 
performance  of  which  ne  was  employed. 
Smith  V.  St.  Louis  ft  S.  F.  R.  Go.  (Mo.)     368 

3.  A  railroad  company  is  not  bound  to 
use  the  same  degree  of  care  in  employing  a 
wiper  or  fire  puller  to  work  in  a  roundhouse 
that  is  necessary  in  employing  an  engineer 
or  hostler.  Id. 

4.  A  master  is  not  bound  to  furnish  the 
safest  and  best  appliances  that  could  be 
used ;  but  he  is  acquit  of  fault  if  what  he  fur- 
nishes is  reasonably  safe  and  suitable. 
Grattis  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  ft  6.  R.  Co.  (Mo.) 

390 
6.  The  breaking  of  a  railroad  trestle  by 
a  flood  and  the  drift  carried  thereby  renders 
the  railroad  company  liable  to  an  employee 
injured  thereby  on  the  ground  of  negligence, 
if  the  character  of  the  flood  and  drift  is  such 
as  might  reasonably  have  been  anticipated. 
Terre  Haute  ft  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Fowler   (Ind.) 

531 

6.  A  railroad  company  cannot  be  held 
negligent  for  placing  a  switch  signal  target 
on  the  same  side  of  the  main  track  with  the 
side  track,  although  an  injury  which  hap- 
pened might  have  been  avoided  if  the  target 
had  been  on  the  other  side  of  the  track,  where 
there  is  no  uniform  rule  as  to  which  side  of 
the  track  such  target  shall  be  placed  on,  and 
under  some  circumstances  it  is  better  to  have 
it  on  one  side  and  under  other  circumstan- 
ces it  is  Ijetter  to  have  it  on  the  other  side. 
Grattis  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  (Mo.) 

300 

7.  It  is  not  negligent  on  the  part  of  a 
railroad  companv  towards  its  servants  to 
use  a  stub  switdi  which  is  safe  when  used 
in  the  proper  manner,  although  it  is 
unsafe  to  run  a  train  through  it  from  the 
wrong  direction.  Id. 
49  L.  R.  A. 


Wamlas. 

8.  An  employer  need  not  warn  an  em- 
ployee whose  special  business  is  to  oU  a 
shaft  and  bearing,  of  his  introduction  of  a 
set  screw  to  fasten  a  collar  near  the  end  of 
the  shaft»  although  it  projects  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  be  likely  to  catdi  the  clothing 
of  persons  coming  near  it.  Ford  v.  Mt.  Tom 
Sulphite  Pulp  Co.  (Mass.)  96 
8eope  of  employasemt. 

9.  A  brakeman  who  goes  upon  a  oaboose 
attached  to  a  moving  train  in  seardi  of  his 

-working  clothes,  which  he  had  left  accord- 
ing to  custom  in  the  caboose  when  he  fin- 
ished his  last  previous  trip,  and  who  jumps 
from  the  caboose  when  through  with  his 
search,  is  not  actinff  within  the  scope  of  his 
employment  or  of  uie  license  whicn  custom 
may  have  ^ven  him  to  return  to  the  ca- 
boose for  his  clothes.  Olson  v.  Minneapolis 
ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  796 

10.  The  conductor  of  a  freight  train  who 
takes  the  engine  and  goes  forward  a  mile 
or  two  from  a  station  by  order  of  the  road 
superintendent,  to  see  whether  certain  cul- 
verts are  safe  or  whether  they  have  been  in- 
jured by  a  recent  heavy  storm,  is  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment  while  riding  on  the 
engine  between  two  of  such  culverts  over  a 
trestle,  which  breaks  down,  causing  his 
death.  Terre  Haute  ft  I.  R.  Co.  v.  i*ow]er 
(Ind.)  531 
Aaavmptiom  of  risk. 

11.  Assumption  of  risk  is  a  term  of  the 
contract  of  employment,  expressed  or  im- 
plied from  the  circumstances  of  the  employ- 
ment, by  which  the  servant  agrees  that  dan- 
gers  of  injury  obviously  incident  to  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  shall  be  at  his  risk.  Nar- 
ramore  v.  Cleveland^  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Go. 
(C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  68 

12.  A  statute  requiring  railway  compa- 
nies to  block  guard  rails  and  frogs  on  penalty 
of  a  fine  changes  the  rule  of  liability  and 
relieves  an  employee  who  continues  to  work 
with  knowledge  of  the  violation  of  the  stat- 
ute by  his  employer  from  the  effect  of  the 
assumption  of  risk  which  would  otherwise 
be  implied  against  him.  Id. 

18.  The  dangers  attendant  upon  the  run- 
ning of  an  unsafe  elevator  are  not  assumed 
by  one  employed  to  wash  bottles  in  the  base- 
ment, and  whose  duty  does  not  involve  the 
use  of  the  elevator.  Dallemand  ▼.  Saal- 
feldt  (ni.)  753 

14.  An  employee  who  performs  a  particu- 
lar service  by  order  of  the  foreman,  which 
is  outside  the  scope  of  his  employment,  does 
not  thereby  assume  risks  incident  tiiereto 
unless  they  are  such  that  an  ordinarily 
prudent  man  would  not  encounter  them.  Id. 
Contrlbntory  nLeKliseiiee. 

15.  The  mere  fact  that  in  an  employee's 
judgment  an  act  required  by  the  employer 
is  unsafe  does  not,  as  matter  of  law.  render 
him  guilty  of  negligence  in  performing  it, 
if  the  employer  assures  him  that  there  is  no 
danger.    McKee  v.  Tourtellotte  (Mass.)  542 

16.  A  youth  nineteen  years  old,  employed 
only  five  to  seven  weeks  at  work  in  which 
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h9  occasionally  luea  an  elevator,  is  not,  as 
matter  of  law,  charged  with  knowledge  that 
it  is  unsafe,  where  no  instruction  upon  the 
matter  is  given  him,  and  there  is  nothing 
to  show  that  the  danger  is  apparent.  Dalle- 
m&nd  V.  Saalfeldt  (111.)  753 

17.  That  an  employee  is  told  by  a  third 
person  that  the  work  is  not  safe  will  no't 
prevent  his  recovery  for  an  injury,  if  he  be- 
lieves his  employer's  assurance  that  it  is 
safe.  McKee  v.  Tourtellotte  (Mass.)  642 
Fellow  serrants. 

18.  The  head  hostler  in  a  roundhouse/ 
who  has  DO  power  to  hire  or  discharge  any- 
one, is  the  fellow  servant  of  a  fireman  on  an 
engine,  so  that  his  knowledge  of  the  incom- 
petence of  a  wiper,  and  that  he  attempts  to 
move  engines  without  authority,  will  not 
char^  the  railroad  company  with  liability 
for  injury  to  the  fireman  through  the 
wiper's  negligently  moving  an  engine. 
Smith  V.  St.  Louis  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  368 

19.  The  conductor  and  engineer  of  a 
freight  train  are  both  fellow  servants  of  a 
fireman,  so  as  to  preclude  him  from  recov- 
ering for  injuries  received  by  reason  of  the 
derailment  of  the  train  at  a  switch  that  was 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  engineer  and 
the  conductor.  Grattis  v.  Kansas  City,  P. 
&  O.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  399 

20.  A  servant  of  a  truckman  who  is  sent 
with  a  horse  by  his  master,  by  whom  he  is 
paid,  to  a  warehouse,  to  use  the  horse  in  op- 
erating tackle  for  hoisting  goods,  which  work 
is  under  the  direction  of  tne  foreman  of  the 
warehouseman,  is  not  a  fellow  servant  with 
the  warehouseman's  servants,  by  whose  neg- 
ligence in  putting  in  place  the  pulley  blocks 
and  tackle  he  is  injured.    Murray  v.  Dwiffht 

(N.  Y.)  073 

Notes  and  Bbikfb. 

Master  and  servant;  relation  of,  when 
servant  is  working  for  third  person.        673 

Conductor  as  vice  principal  or  fellow 
servant.  399 

The  duty  of  a  master  with  respect  to  the 
employment  of  his  servants: — (I.)  General 
principles:  (a)  nature  and  extent  of  the 
master's  duty  stated;  (6)  duty  considered 
as  creating  an  exception  to  the  doctrine  of 
common  employment;  (o)  standard  of  care 
obligatory  upon  the  master  in  regard  to  the 
selection  of  his  servants;  {d)  what  consti- 
tutes an  incompetent  servant;  (e)  plain- 
tiff's recovery  dependent  upon  proof  of  mas- 
ter's actual  or  constructive  knowledge  of 
coservant's  unfitness;  (f)  duty  to  inquire 
into  tbe  fitness  of  a  servant  at  the  time  he 
is  hired;  (g)  duty  of  the  master  to  keep 
himself  informed  as  to  the  fitness  of  a  serv- 
ant already  in  his  employment;  (II.)  pro- 
bative value  of  various  facts  as  tending  to 
show  culpability  on  the  master's  part:  (a) 
incompetence  of  servant;  (b)  race  and  color 
of  delinquent  servant;  (o)  appearance  and 
manner  of  the  servant  while  testifying;  (d) 
language  of  delinquent  servant  himself  in- 
dicating recklessness  of  character;  (e)  mi- 
nority; if)  previous  experience  of  the  serv- 
ant; ig)  acts  of  negligence  prior  to  the  ao- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


ddent;  {h)  act  of  negligence  which  caused 
the  accident;  (i)  temporary  unfitness  at 
the  time  of  the  accident;  (/)  derelictions  of 
duty  subsequent  to  the  iniury  in  suit;  (k) 
disclaimer  of  fitness  by  delinquent  servant 
himself;  ({)  specific  statements  as  to  unfit- 
ness made  by  co-employees  of  delinquent 
servant;  (m)  reputation  of  delinquent 
servant:  (1)  admissibility,  generally;  (2) 
reputation  not  evidence  of  actual  unfitness; 
(3)  nicknames  as  evidence  aoainst  the  mas- 
ter; (n)  length  of  the  period  during  which 
the  unfitness  has  continued;  (o)  a  promise 
by  the  master  to  discharge  the  delinquent 
servant;  (III.)  duty  to  employ  an  adequate 
number  of  servants:  (a)  generally;  (b) 
whether  the  master  has  performed  his  duty. 

36S 

Distinction  between  assumption  of  risk 
and  contributory  negligence;  injury  to  serv- 
ant by  violation  of  statute ;  liability  for  un> 
blocked  frogs  and  guard  rails.  71 

Liability  of  an  employer  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  servants  owing  to  the  want  of 
blocking  at  switches: — (I.)  Want  of  block- 
ing not  negligence  per  se  apart  from  stat- 
ute; (II.)  statutes  requiring  frogs,  etc.,  to- 
be  blocked;  (III.)  want  of  blocking  consid- 
ered as  a  risk  assumed  by  the  servant.      68 

Right  of  a  servant  to  recover  for  injuries 
caused  by  projecting  screws  in  shafts  and 
other  moving  machinery: — (I.)  Discussion 
of  the  question  whether  the  maintenance  of 
a  set  screw  imports  negligence  at  common 
law;  (II.)  liability  of  master  under  stat- 
utes; (III.)  defenses  of  assumption  of  risks 
and  contributory  negligence.  96 

Liability  for  injuries  received  by  the  serv- 
ant in  the  performance  of  duties  outside  the 
scope  of  his  original  contract: — (I.)  Intro- 
ductory; (II.)  no  recovery  where  servant 
undertakes  new  functions  propria  motu  and 
without  master's  acquiescence;  (III.)  when 
negligence  is  predicated  of  a  command  to  do 
work  outside  the  scope  of  original  contract; 
(IV.)  risks  of  work  outside  scope  of  em- 
ployment, when  deemed  to  be  assumed;  (V.) 
doctrine  of  common  employment  qualified 
as  regards  servants  working  outside  the 
scope  of  their  employment;  ( vl.)  contribu- 
tory negligence  as  a  defense;  (VII.)  ab- 
sence of  compulsion,  an  essential  element  of 
assumption  of  risks  and  contributory  negli- 
gence: (a)  generally;  (h)  protest  or  ob- 
jection by  servant;  (•©)  fear  of  losing  posi- 
tion. 796 

Effect  of  an  assurance  of  safety  given  by 
the  master  or  a  coservant: — (I.)  Greneral 
rule;  (II.)  illustrative  cases;  (III.)  ration- 
ale of  rule;  (IV.)  when  an  assurance  of 
safety  is  not  conclusive  in  the  servant's 
favor;  (V.)  whose  assurances  bind  the  mas- 
ter. 542 

Servant's  ri^ht  of  action  for  injuries  re- 
ceived in  obeying  a  direct  command: — (I.) 
Introductory;  (II.)  direct  orders  an  imma- 
terial factor,  where  the  risk  to  which  they 
exposed  the  servant  was  one  of  those  as- 
sumed; (III.)  contributory  negligence, 
when  not  predicated  of  ccmipliance  with  a 
direct  order;   (IV.)  master  and  servant  not 
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upon  the  eame  footing;  (V.)  servant  us- 
iiAlly  entitled  to  act  on  the  assumption  that 
his  master  has  performed  and  will  perform 
his  duty;  (VI.)  rationale  of  the  servant's 
right  to  rely  on  the  master:  (a)  order  an 
implied  assurance  of  safety;  (6)  order 
tends  to  throw  servant  off  his  guard;  (c) 
necessity  for  prompt  obedience;  (d)  direct 
order  t^ds  to  negative  voluntariness  of  ac- 
tion; (VII.)  when  direct  orders  will  not 
justify  the  servant's  obedience;  (VIII.) 
negligence  in  respect  to  the  manner  of  car- 
i-ying  out  the  order;  (IX.)  specific  order  no 
excuse  unless  the  servant's  act  was  induced 
by  it;  (X.)  by  whose  orders  the  master  is 
bound.  753 

Providing  physician  for  injured  servant 

397 

MAXTMIi, 

1.  Damnum  absque  injuria.  Piatt  Bros. 
A  Co.  V.  Waterbury  (Conn.)  691 

2.  Equity  regards  and  treats  that  as 
done  which  in  good  conscience  ought  to  be 
done.  Wyman  v.  Ft.  Dearborn  Nat.  Banlc 
(111.)  666 

3.  Res  ipsa  loquitur.  Dettmering  v. 
English  (K.  J.  Sup.)  106 

4.  Vigilantibus  non  dormientibus  equi- 
tas  subvenit.  Doster  v.  Manistee  Nat  Bank 
(Ark.)  334 

5.  Volenti  non  fit  injuria.  Walters  v. 
Charleston  Mills  (C.  C.  App.  4th  C.)        60S 

6.  When  the  law  gives  priority,  equity 
will  follow  it  Doster  v.  Manistee  Nat  Bank 
(Ark.)  334 

7.  Where  equities  are  equal  the  legal  ti- 
tle must  prevail.  Economy  Savings  Bank 
v.  Gordon  (Md.)  63 

Noras  AiiD  BBim. 

No  one  can  take  advantage   of   his   own 
wrong.  295 

MAYOR. 

See  CocBTS,  4;    Municipal    Cobpoba- 

TIONS,  5. 


See  Municipal  Corporations,  14. 

MESNE   PROFITS. 

See  Ejectment;  Evidbnoe;  14. 

MHiEAOE    BOOKS. 

See    Commerce,    1;     Constitutional 
Law,  11. 

MINES. 

Inspection  of,  see  Constitutional  Law, 

22,  23. 
See  also  Estoppel,  1 ;  Evidence,  3. 

1.  The  failure  to  limit  the  number  of  in- 
spections of  mines  does  not  make  111.  act 
July  1,  1895,  as  amended  July,  1897,  pro- 
viding for  an  inspection  of  mines  at  the  cost 
of  the  mine  owners,  void  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  oppressive  and  may  impose  a  burden  by 
imposition  of  fees  which  would  destroy  the 
business  of  the  mine  owners,  where  the  stat- 
48  L.  R.  A. 


ute,  after  providing  thst  the  inspection  shall 
be  made  at  least  four  times  a  year  and  as 
often  as  the  inspectors  deem  necessary,  pro- 
vides that  they  may  be  removed  for  n^lect 
or  malfeasance,  and  prohibits  them  from  do- 
ing sny  act  to  the  injury  of  the  operators  of 
mines.  Chicago,  W.  &  V.  Coal  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple (lU.)  554 

2.  The  boring  of  a  well  within  ninety 
days  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  continu- 
ance of  an  oil  and  gas  lease  which,  in  con- 
sideration of  $1,  grants  all  the  oil  and  gas 
in  certain  land,  with  the  privilege  of  oper- 
ating therefor  for  the  term  of  five  years,  and 
as  much  lon^r  as  oil  or  gas  is  found  in  pay- 
ing quantities,  not  exceeding  thirty-five 
years  from  date,  with  a  ro^ty  of  one- 
seventh  part  or  share  of  the  oil  produced  and 
saved,  but  with  a  proviso  that  a  well  shall 
be  completed  within  ninety  days,  in  default 
of  which  the  lessee  shall  pa^  a  forfeiture  of 
$50,  since  the  only  substantial  consideration 
consists  of  the  prospective  royalties.  Hug- 
gins  V.  Daley  (C.  C.  App.  4th  C.)  320 

3.  No  judicial  proceeding  is  necessary  to 
avoid  an  oil  and  gas  lease  for  failure  to  com- 
ply with  a  condition  precedent  by  boring  a 
well,  where  the  lease  merely  gave  the  right 
to  the  oil  and  gas,  with  the  privilege  of 
operating  therefor  on  the  land,  since  the 
landlord  has  never  been  out  of  possession 
and  cannot  re-enter  upon  himself.  Id. 

4.  A  gas  pump  may  lawfully  be  used  to 
increase  the  production  of  an  oil  well,  al- 
though the  production  of  wells  on  adjoining 
property  is  thereby  diminished.  Jones  v. 
Forest  Oil  Co.  (Pa.)  748 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Mines;  forfeiture  of  oil  lease;    delay  in 
drilling  well.  320 

MOB. 

Liability  for,  see  Counttes. 
See  also  Constitutional  Law.  2.  12; 
Eminent  Domain,  9;   Municipal 

CORFOBATIONS,    12;    PLEADING,  4. 

MOifxnr. 

See  CONFEDEBATB  MONET. 

MOirOPOI.T. 

See  also  Newspapers,  2 ;  Schools,  4. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Monopoly;  illegality   of;  created    by  by- 
laws of  press  association.  568 

MORTGAGE. 

Injunction  against  Sale  under,  see  CON- 

TBACTs,  5;  Injunction,  6. 
Notice  of  Infirmity  in,  see  Notice. 
See  also  Public  Improvements,  16 ;  Re- 

CEIVEBS,  1,  2. 

1.  A  bona  fide  purchaser  for  valno  and 
without  notice  of  a  mortga^re  given  without 
any  consideration  and  which  is  not  accom- 
panied by  any  negotiable  obligation  holds  it 
as  a  valid  encumbranoe  as  against  creditors 
of  the  mortgagor,  since  his  equities  are  at 
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leaat  equal  to  theirs,  and  in  such  case  the 
iegal  title  prevails.  Economy  Savings  Bank 
V.  Gk>rdon   (Md.)  63 

2.  A  mortgagee  of  a  streetrrailway  com- 
pany, though  not  bound  by  a  compromise 
•contract  between  the  mortgagor  and  the  city, 
with  respect  to  liens  on  the  property  for  pav- 
ing, cannot  accept  the  benefit  of  such  con- 
tract for  the  relief  of  the  property  from  a 
lien  existing  under  the  company's  charter 

•ordinance  without  beins  subjected  to  the  bur- 
den of  a  lien  which  uie  contract  provided 
for.    Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Richmond  City  R. 

•Co.  (Ind.)  41 

3.  Railroad  structures  and  improvements 
placed  upon  land  acquired  by  purchase,  but 
which  was  subject  to  a  prior  mortgage,  do 
oot  constitute  a  part  of  the  security  under 
4he  mortgage,  because  they  do  not  go  to  the 
betterment  of  the  mortgagor's  estate,  and 
•do  not  pass  to  a  purchaser  of  the  land  on 
foreclosure  sale,  but  are  to  be  regarded  as 
Vade  fixtures  which  the  railroad  company 
may  remove.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  S.  W.  R.  Co. 
-y.  Nyce  (Kan.)  241 

4.  Damages  by  the  construction  or  oper- 
ation of  a  railroad  to  land  outside  the  right 
•of  way  cannot  be  recovered  by  a  purchaser 
on  foreclosure  sale  who  first  bid  off  the  tract 
outside  the  rieht  of  way  and  then  the  right 
of  way,  even  if  the  former  owner  might  have 
liad  a  right  of  action  for  such  damages.    Id. 

5.  A  purchaser  of  land  of  a  corporation 
on  foreclosure  who,  before  the  sale  is  ap- 
proved or  he  has  complied  with  his  bid,  vol- 
-untarily  pays  a  claim  for  taxes,  without 
loiowledge  of  any  dispute  as  to  its  validity, 
And  is  denied  credit  therefor  when  complet- 
ing his  purchase,  may  be  subrogated  to  the 
•claim  for  such  part  of  the  taxes  as  the  prop- 
-«rty  was  certainly  subject  to;  but  the  court 
will  not  require  a  receiver  of  the  property 
'to  recognize  such  voluntary  payment  of  that 
part  of  the  taxes  which  was  in  dispute,  or 
to  assume  the  burden  and  responsibility  of 
litigation  upon  it.  Walters  v.  Charleston 
Mills  (C.  C.  App.  4th  C.)  503 

6.  A  purchaser  at  a  sale  under  foreclos- 
'ure  is  not  such  a  party  to  the  suit  as  to 
•entitle  him  to  bring  in  a  new  party  or  to 
raise  new  issues,  although  he  becomes  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  for  all 
orders  necessary  to  compel  the  perfecting  of 
bis  purchase,  with  the  right  to  be  heard  upon 
«.ll  questions  thereafter  arising  which  affect 
Ills  bid  and  are  not  foreclosed  by  the  terms 
of  the  decree  of  sale,  or  are  expressly  re- 
•served  to  him  by  such  decree.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Mortgage;  rights  of  mortgagor  to  use  of 

property.  761 

Title  to  railroad  built  on  mortgaged  land. 

244 

Rights  of  bona  fide  purchasers  of.         63 


JHOTIVK. 

As  Affecting  Right  of  Action, 
TioN  OR  Suit,  1. 
4H  L.  R.  A. 


see  Ao- 


MUHIOIPAI.  GOBPOKATIONS. 

Imposing  Burden  on,  see  AonoN  OB 
Surr,  3. 

Constitutional  Rights  of,  see  CoNSTrru- 
TiONAL  Law,  6,  13. 

Unconstitutional  Ordinance  as  to  Sew- 
ers, see  Constitutional  Law,  9. 

Liability  for  Discharging  Sewers  into 
Streams,  see  also  Eminent  Domain. 

Right  to  Take  Legacy,  see  Treaties; 
Wills,  3. 

Injunction  against,  see  Injxtngtion, 
7-12. 

Right  to  Discharge  Sewers  into  Streams, 
see  Waters,  3-9. 

See  also  Bonds,  3-6;  Charities,  1; 
Drains;  Injunction,  3,  4;  Nui- 
sances, 3;  Public  1mprovem£ntb» 
13;  Towns. 

1.  Implied  authoritjr  to  operate  a  rock 
quarry  outside  the  limits  of  a  city  is  not 
conferred  upon  the  city  by  general  pro- 
visions in  its  charter  for  the  purchase,  hold- 
ing, sale,  and  conveyance  of  real  and  per- 
sonal property  necessary  for  its  uses  and 
purposes.     Duncan  v.  Lynchburg  (Va.)    331 

2.  A  city  is  responsible  for  Hie  acts  of 
a  board  of  sewer  commissioners  within  the 
scope  of  their  authority  under  a  charter 
which  gives  the  board  authority  to  execute 
certain  powers  vested  in  the  city.  Piatt 
Bros.  A  Co.  V.  Waterbury  (Conn.)  691 

3.  An  ordinance  is  not  void  for  uncer- 
tainty by  reason  of  a  provision  giving  the 
mayor  discretion  to  impose  a  fine  of  $50  or 
imprisonment  for  thirty  days  upon  convic- 
tion, where  the  statute  makes  the  violation 
of  the  ordinance  a  misdemeanor  and  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  makes  exactly  the 
same  provision  as  to  the  punishment  for  mis- 
demeanors.   State  V.  Higgs  (N.  C.)         446 

4.  The  cost  of  providing  water  for  a  city, 
although  expressly  authorized  by  charter,  is 
not  a  "necessary  expense"  of  the  city,  within 
the  meaning  of  N.  C.  Const,  art.  7,  §  7,  which 
prohibits  indebtedness  or  taxation  of  a  city 
for  anything  except  necessary  expenses, 
without  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  qualified 
voters.  Edgerton  v.  Goldsboro  Water  Co. 
(N.  C.)  444 

5.  A  mayor  cannot  veto  the  judicial  ac- 
tion of  the  board  of  aldermen  sitting  as  a 
court  in  a  matter  of  which  the  statutes  have 
made -it  the  exclusive  and  final  judffe,  as  in 
the  determination  of  the  election  of  its  mem- 
bers, under  K.  H.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  48,  §  11, 
although  by  chap.  47,  §  7,  it  is  provided  that 
"he  shall  have  a  negative  upon  the  action 
of  the  aldermen  in  laying  out  highways,  and 
in  all  other  matters;  and  no  vote  can  be 
passed  or  appointment  made  by  the  board  of 
aldermen  over  his  veto,  unless  by  a  vote  of 
two  thirds  at  least  of  all  the  aldermen 
elected."    Cate  v.  Martin  (N.  H.)  613 

6.  Cigarettes  are  not  included  among  the 
"other  provisions"  referred  to  in  111.  Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  24,  art.  5,  9  1,  If  60,  providing 
for  the  regulation  by  cities  of  sales  of  speci- 
fied articles  of  food  "and  all  other  pro- 
visions."    Gundling  v.  Chicago    (111.)     230 
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7.  An  ordinance  requiring  a  license  for 
the  sale  of  cigarettes  is  within  the  authority 
given  by  111.  Rey.  Stat  chap.  24,  art  5,  S  1,  f 
&6,  authorizing  the  enforcement  of  ''all  necee- 
sarj  police  ordinances,"  and  f  78,  authoriz- 
ing all  acts  and  regulations  "which  may  be 
necessary  or  expedient  for  the  promotion  of 
health  or  the  suppression  of  disease."       Id. 

8.  An  ordinance  providing  that  the  mayor 
shall  grant  licenses  in  certain  cases  does  not 
delegate  the  power  of  the  city  council  to  him, 
when  the  council  in  substance  grants  the  li- 
censes by  authorizing  him  to  do  so  when  cer- 
tain oonditions  are  complied  with.  Id. 

9.  An  ordinance  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
"any  meats,  fish,  butter,  cheese,  lard,  vege- 
tables, or  any  other  provisions"  where  dry 
goods,  dothinj;,  jewelry,  and  drugs  are  sold, 
is  not  authorized  by  111.  general  incorpora- 
tion law,  art  5,  cl.  50,  f  1,  under  which  the 
city  was  organized,  providing  that  the  city 
council  may  "regulate"  the  sale  of  meats, 
poultry,  fish,  butter,  cheese,  lard,  vegetables, 
and  all  other  provisions,  since  the  ordinance 
does  not  provide  a  regulation  of  the  sale  of 
provisions,  but  makes  an  arbitrary  prohi- 
bition of  such  sales  where  certain  other  goods 
are  sold.    Chicago  v.  Netcher  (111.)        261 

10.  An  ordinance  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
any  intoxicating  liquors  in  any  place  of  busi- 
ness where  dry  goods,  clothing,  jewelry,  and 
hardware  are  kept  for  sale  is  not  authorized 
by  111.  general  incorporation  act,  art.  5,  cl. 
46,  9  1)  giving  cities  power  to  "license,  regu- 
late, and  pronibit"  the  sale  of  such  liquors, 
since  the  ordinance  is  not  an  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  but  is  purely  arbitrary,  not 
having  any  connection  with  and  not  tending 
in  any  way  towards  the  protection  of  the 
public  against  the  evils  arising  from  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors.  Id. 

11.  The  imposition  by  the  general  assem- 
bly of  taxes  upon  municipal  corporations  or 
the  inhabitants  or  property  thereof  for  mu- 
nicipal purposes,  in  violation  of  Mo.  Const 
art  10,  S§  1,  10,  is  made  by  the  Missouri 
anti-department  store  act  of  Ma^  16,  1890, 
S  6,  providing  that  the  two  thirds  of  the 
license  fee  or  tax  imposed  upon  department- 
store  merchants  is  to  be  paid  to  the  treas- 
urer of  the  city  wherein  such  stores  are  lo- 
cated, and  the  remaining  third  in  the  state 
treasury  for  the  use  of  the  state.  State  ex 
rel.  Wyatt  v.  Ashbrook  (Mo.)  265 

12.  A  municipality  is  not  liable  for  the 
participation  by  its  officers  in  a  conspiracy  or 
in  a  mob,  since  such  acts  of  the  officers  are 
not  within  the  scope  of  their  duties,  but  must 
be  deemed  to  be  performed  by  them  as  in- 
dividuals.   Wallace  V.  Norman  (Okla.)    620 

13.  A  city  is  not  liable  for  a  nuisance  cre- 
ated by  the  pollution  of  a  stream  by  its  em- 
ployees and  chain  gang  while  operating  a 
rock  quarry  outside  the  limits  of  the  city, 
which  its  charter  gives  no  authority  to  oper- 
ate, unless  it  is  implied  from  certain  pro- 
visions which  expressly  include  a  denial  of 
liability  for  the  failure  to  exercise,  or  the 
improper  exercise  of,  the  powers  thereby  con- 
ferred. Duncan  v.  Lynchburg  (Va.)  331 
4S  L.  R.  A. 


14.  The  city  of  Brookljm  is  the  proper 
party  defendant  in  an  action  for  damages 
caused  by  a  sewer  constructed  by  the  tovnh 
of  Flatbush  before  the  town  was  merged 
in  the  city,  since  N.  Y.  Laws  1804,  chap.  356,. 
limiting  and  defining  the  liability  of  the  city 
for  debts  and  obligations  of  the  town,  mere- 
ly confines  the  area  of  taxation  for  such 
debts  and  obligations  to  the  territory  which 
would  have  beoi  liable  but  for  its  annexatioib 
to  the  city.    Huffmire  v.  Brooklyn  (N.  Y.) 

421 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

Turning  Sewage  into  Waters,  see  Watbks. 
See  also  Pubuo  Impbovkments. 

Power  of  the  legislature  to  impose  bur- 
dens upon  municipalities,  and  to  control* 
their  local  administration  and  property: — 
(I.)  Introductory;  (II.)  power  to  impose- 
burdens:  (a)  generally;  {h)  public  and 
quasi-public   improvements;   (o)   compelling 

Sayment  of  nonlegal  demands;  (d)  vali- 
ating  defective  obligations;  (III.)  powe^ 
in  respect  to  officers  and  local  administra- 
tion; (IV.)  power  in  respect  to  property 
and  franchises.  46b' 

Board  of  education  of,  as  a  mere  incident 

786^ 

Delegation  of  power  by  common  council  as 

to  license;  ordinance  unconstitutional.    230 

Increase  of  indebtedness  by  funding  bonds. 

785* 
Liability  for  acts  of  mobs;  for  acts  of  of- 
ficers. 622 

Liability  for  maintaining  pond  as  a  nui- 
sance. 291 
Liability   for   nuisance;    for   ultra  vires^ 
act  231 
Necessary  expenses  of.                           444 
Ordinance  restricting  a  lawful  trade.    443 
Veto  power  of  mayor.  613 
Violation  of  ordinance  as  a  crime;    pro- 
hibiting encroachment  on  streets  by  signs. 

446. 
If ATIONAI.  BANKS. 
See  Banks,  5,  6. 

NEGXilOENCE. 

See  also  Bsidobs,  6,  7;  Buildinqs;  Evi> 

DENCE,  10,  17;  EXECUTOBS  AND  Ad- 
MINISTBATOBS;  MASTER  AND  SeBV- 
ANT,  2-4,  6-8,  15-17;  PLEADING,  1; 

Trial,  6-12. 

1.  An  employee's  contributory  negli- 
gence is  a  defense  to  an  action  founded  on  a 
violation  of  the  statutory  duty  of  a  railroad 
company  to  block  guard  rails  and  frogs.  Nar- 
ramore  v.  Cleveland,  C.  G.  ft  St  K  R.  Co. 
(C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  6a 

2.  One  who  has  constructed  a  wall  owea 
a  duty  to  persons  lawfully  on  the  premises 
to  take  reasonable  care  that  the  wall  shall 
be  so  constructed  as  not  to  fall.  Dettmer- 
ing  V.  English  (N.  J.  Sup.)  10(^ 

3.  One  who  causes  the  fall  of  a  wall  on 
a  neighbor's  land  by  allowing  water  collected 
from  a  roof  to  be  discharged  through   ai» 
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aperture  in  a  gutter  upon  the  other's  land 
is  not  relieved  from  liability  for  the  dam- 
age because  of  the  fact  that  the  wall  was  not 
well  constructed.  Fitzpatrick  y.  Welch 
(Mass.)  278 

4.  The  owner  of  a  building  standing  on  a 
business  street,  who,  knowing  that  it  was 
negligently  constructed  by  l£e  use  of  im- 
proper materials  and  liable  to  fall  of  its  own 
weight,  continues  to  use  the  building  or  per- 
mit it  to  be  used  J  is  guilty  of  continuing  a 
nuisance,  and  is  liable  for  injuries  caused  by 
its  collapse  to  a  person  lawfully  standing  in 
front  of  it  at  the  time,  although  it  was  then 
in  the  possession  of  a  lessee.  Waterhouse  y. 
Joseph  Schlitz  Brew.  Co.  (S.  D.)  157 

5.  The  drowning  of  children  in  a  pond 
while  skating  on  the  ice  formed  upon  it  does 
not  render  the  owner  of  the  land  liable,  in 
the  absence  of  anything  to  show  that  the 
children  were  there  by  permission  or  invita- 
tion.      Arnold  y.  St.  Louis  (Mo.)  201 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

See  also  Master  and  Servant. 
Negligence;  as  to  unsafe  building;  liabil^ 

ity  for  its  fall  when  occupied  by  tenant.    167 
Custom  as  test  of.  08, 106 

Liability  for    maintenance  of   dangerous 

pond.  201 

KEOBOES. 

See  Civil  Rights;  Sohools,  1. 

HEWSPAPEB8. 

1.  A  corporation  engaged  in  collecting 
and  vending  news,  with  charter  power  to  own 
and  operate  tel^praph  lines  and  exercise  the 
right  of  eminent  domain,  cannot  discrimin- 
ate between  newspaper  publishers  in  the  sale 
of  its  news,  since  its  business  is  affected 
with  a  public  interest.  Inter-Ocean  Publish- 
ing Co.  V.  Associated  Press  (111.)  668 

2.  A  by-law  of  a  press  association  which 
provides  that  its  members  shall  not  furnish 
its  special  news  to  or  receive  news  from  any 
person  or  corporation  which  shall  have  been 
declared  antagonistic  to  such  association  is 
void  as  creating  a  monopoly.  Id. 

3.  A  weekly  publication  circulating 
among  various  classes  of  people  within  the 
county  and  state  of  publication,  the  contents 
of  which  consist  principally  of  l^al  notices 
and  information  regarding  the  courts  and  of 
legal  matters  in  general,  while  it  also  con- 
tains advertising  of  a  miscellaneous  charac- 
ter, literature  of  a  general  kind,  and  a 
limited  amount  of  general  news  of  current 
events,  is  a  newspaper,  within  the  meaning 
of  Neb.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  S  407,  which  provides 
for  publication  of  legal  notices  in  a  news- 
paper.    Hanscom  v.  Meyer  (Neb.)  400 

4.  The  principal  distinguishing  feature 
of  a  newspaper  in  contemplation  of  a  stat- 
ute providing  for  the  publication  of  notices 
in  newspapers  is  that  it  be  a  publication  ap- 
pearing at  regular  or  almost  regular  int«r-  < 
vals,  at  short  periods  of  time,  as  daily  or 
weekly,  usually  in  sheet  form  and  containing 
48  L.  R.  A. 


news;  that  is,  reports  of  happenings  of  re- 
cent occurrences  of  a  varied  character,  such 
as  political,  social,  moral,  religious,  and 
other  subjects  of  a  similar  nature,  local  or 
foreign,  intended  for  the  information  of  the 
general  reader.  Id. 

Notes  aitd  Bkoets. 
Newspapers ;  what  are.  410 

Boycott  of,  by  press  association.         668 

METXr  TBIAIi. 

See  Appeal  and  Ebrob,  16. 

NOBMAI.  SCHOOLS. 

See  also  Pubuo  MoneY. 

Notes  Asm  Bbixfs. 

Normal  schools;  appropriating  public 
money  for.  576 

NOTICE. 

See  also  liASTEB  and  Sebvant,  16. 

A  savings  bank  is  not  charged  with  no- 
tice of  infirmit}r  in  a  mortgage  an  assign- 
ment of  which  it  takes  as  security  for  a 
loan,  by  the  fact  that  its  treasurer  is  cash- 
ier of  the  bank  at  which  the  mortgagee, 
mortgagor,  and  a  corporation  of  which  they 
are  members,  and  to  raise  money  for  which 
the  mortgage  is  executed,  keep  their  ac- 
counts, so  that  he  might  have  learned  the 
disposition  made  of  the  money  borrowed. 
Economy  Savings  Bank  v.   (Gordon    (Md.) 

63 

NiriSAlfCES. 

Of  Vapors,  see  Action  ob  Suit,  4. 

Of  Sewage  in    Streams,  see  Watebs, 

4-6. 
Prescriptive    Right    to    Maintain,    see 

Easements,  2-6. 
See  also  Highways,  1 ;  Municipal  Cob- 

POBATIONS,  13;   NeOLIGENOE,  4. 

1.  What  the  law  grants  cannot  consti- 
tute a  nuisance  per  ae,  either  public  or  pri- 
vate, and,  if  the  law  is  obeyed,  no  actionable 
wrong  can  result.  Valparaiso  v.  Ha^en 
(Ind.)  707 

2.  A  nuisance  caiised  by  the  pollution  of 
a  stream  to  the  damage  of  riparian  owners 
whose  injuries  are  similar  in  kind,  though 
different  in  degree,  is  not  a  public,  but  is  a 
private,  nuisance  such  that  a  single  land- 
owner may  maintain  a  private  action  for 
damages.    Smith  v.  Sedalia  (Mo.)  711 

3.  A  city  cannot  be  held  liable  for  the 
drowning  of  children  in  a  pond  which  is  sit- 
uated partly  upon  a  street  and  partly  upon 
private  premises,  on  the  ground  that  the 
pond  is  a  nuisance  which  the  city  has  failed 
to  abate,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
accident  happened  upon  that  portion  oi  the 
pond  which  is  located  upon  the  street.  Ar- 
nold V.  St  Louis  (Mo.)  291 

Notes  and  Bbdefs. 

See  also  Watbbs. 
Nuisance;  of  bay  window  in  street.      103 
Polluting  waters.  719 
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Effect  of  prescription.  718 
Effect  of  license  or  prescription.  714 
By  performance  of  public  work  author- 
ized by  statute.  722 

OFFICERS. 

As  Parties,  see  AonoN  ob  Suit,  6. 
See  also  Contbaots,  4. 

1.  When  a  person  legally  holding  one  of- 
fice is  elected  or  appointed  to  another,  but 
is  prohibited  by  a  statute  from  holding  both, 
upon  accepting  the  second  his  de  jure  title 
to  the  first  ends,  and  his  successor  may  at 
once  be  appointed  or  elected;  but,  if  the  for- 
mer occupant  refuses  to  vacate  tne  office,  his 
successor  will  be  compelled  to  take  the  nec- 
essary legal  steps  to  oust  him.  Oliver  v. 
Jersey  City  (N.  J.  Err.  k  App.)  412 

2.  An  officer  legally  elected  and  quali- 
fied, who  enters  upon  the  duties  of  his  of- 
fice, and  afterwards  is  appointed  to  and  ac- 
cepts another  office,  but  in  good  faith  con- 
tinues to  publicly  discharge  the  duties  of 
the  first,  his  term  not  having  expired,  and 
no  successor  having  been  appointed  or 
elected  in  his  stead,  nor  any  adjudication 
made  against  his  title, — ^is  an  officer  de 
facto.  Id. 

3.  The  otticial  acts  of  an  officer  de  facto 
are  valid,  as  far  as  the  rights  of  third  per- 
sons and  the  public  are  concerned,  unless 
the  defects  in  the  officer's  title  are  notori- 
ous, and  sufficient  to  overcome  the  apparent 
evidence  to  the  contrary;  but  when  they  see 
a  person  occupying  an  important  public  of- 
fice by  virvue  of  an  election  by  the  people, 
and  publicly  exercising  its  duties  within  the 
period  for  which  he  was  elected,  they  are 
entitled  to  consider  him  to  be  such  officer, 
and  will  be  protected  in  their  rights  if  they 
do  so.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
Officers;  de  facto.  412 

Injunction  against  enforcing  contracts  to 
obtain  office.  842 

Oil.. 

See  CoMMEBCB,  3;  EviDKNCE,  3;  Mines, 
2,  3. 

OPINIONS. 

As  Evidence,  see  Evioenoe,  7. 

ORDINANCE. 

Injunction  against  Passage  of,  see  In- 
junction, 3,  4. 
Passage  of,   see  Municipal  Cobpora- 

TIONS. 

ORIGINAI.    PACKAGES. 

See  CoMMEBCB,  3. 

OYSTERS. 

Destruction  of,  by  Sewers,  see  Eminent 
Domain,  8. 

PARI.IAMENTART  LAW. 

See  also  Municipal  Cobpobations,  6. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


Notes  and  iSBisrs. 

Declaration  of  result  of  vote;  vote  by  pre- 
siding officer;  casting  vote.  613 

PARTIES. 

See  Action  or  Suit,  6-8;  Appeal  and 
Ebbob,  5;  MoBTGAGE,  6;  Munici- 
pal COBPOBATIONS,   14. 

PARTITION. 

See  also  Judgment,  2. 

Notes  and  Bbdefs. 

Partition;  what  lands  subject  to;  in  case 
of  life  tenants.  258 

PARTNERSHIP. 

Heirs  of  Partners  as   Parties,  see  Ao> 

TioN  oB  Suit,  8. 
See  also  Infants,  1. 

1.  Partnership  real  estate  retains  its 
character  of  realty  in  the  absence  of  any  ex- 
press or  implied  agreement  to  the  contrary 
between  the  partners,  for  the  purpose  of  ad- 
justing the  rights  of  a  surviving  partner  and 
the  heirs  of  a  deceased  one,  except  so  far  as 
is  necessary  to  adjust  the  partnership  ob- 
ligations and  the  accounts  between  the  part- 
ners.   Darrow  v.  Calkins  (N.  Y.)  299 

2.  The  intention  tp  convert  real  estate 
into  personalty  is  manifested  by  its  pur- 
chase for  partnership  purposes  with  part- 
nership funds,  and  its  use  in  the  partner- 
ship business  indiscriminately  with  chattel 
property.  Id. 

3.  A  conveyance  of  his  interest  in  the 
partnership  real  estate  by  one  partner  to  the 
other  in  trust  to  hold  as  partoership  prop- 
erty, and  to  return  the  proper  portion  of 
the*  proceeds  at  the  winding  up  of  the  part- 
nership, is  not  in  contravention  of  9  55  of 
the  New  York  statute  of  uses  and  trusts, 
which  contemplated  merely  the  creation  of 
original  trusts.  Id. 

4.  A  conveyance  of  his  undivided  half 
in  the  partnership  real  estate  by  one  part- 
ner to  the  other,  to  be  held  as  partnership 
property,  with  power  to  manage  and  sell, 
and  to  pay  over  to  the  grantor,  his  heirs,  as- 
signs, or  other  legal  representatives  "such 
portion  thereof  as  shall,  at  the  closing  of 
the  partnership  business,"  belong  to  the 
grantor,  discloses  an  intention  to  change 
the  interest  of  the  grantor  and  his  repre- 
sentatives from  one  in  lands  to  one  in  the 
surplus  which  shall  remain  after  a  sale  of 
the  property  and  the  adjustment  of  the  part- 
nership affairs.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Partnership;  real  estate  of;  rights  of  sur- 
vivors and  representatives  of  partners.   301 

PAVEMENTS. 

See  Public  Impbovemknts. 

PEDDI.ER8. 

One  who  solidts  orders  for  a  firm  hav- 
ing a  permanent  place  of  business  in  the 
state,  wifhout  carrying  any  goods  except 
those  which  have  been  previously  ordered 
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t>j  his  csustomers  or  exposing  any  goods  for 
sale,  is  not  doing  ^'business  as  a  hawker  or 
peddler/'  nor  "expoeing  for  sale  or  selling" 
^oods,  within  tne  meaning  of  N.  H.  Laws 
1807,  chap.  76,  requiring  a  license  from  ped- 
dlers.   State  v.  Wells  (N.  H.)  99 

Noras  AND  Bbixfb. 

Peddlers;  who  are.  99 

JPEKALTT. 

For  Breach  of  Contract^  see  Gontbaots, 

8. 
See  also  Trial.  1. 

JPERPiTT  VlTTEMm 

Notes  and  Bbiets. 

Perpetuities;  rule  of,  as  to  trust  for  say- 
ing masses.  101 

:phtsioiaiis. 

See  also  Mastbb  and  Servant,  1. 

Notes   and  Briefs. 

Phyfucians;     employment   of;     oontinua^ 
^ion  of  employment.  397 

JPUBADING. 

Questions  as  to,  on  Appeal,  see  Affeai. 

AND  Error,  17. 
Effect  of,  as  Waiver,  see    Insurance, 

12. 
See  also  Evidence,  16. 

1.  A  complaint  alleging  the  negligent 
maintenance  of  a  building  that  was  improp- 
erly constructed  is  not  insufficient  because 
it  fails  to  state  specifically  in  what  respects 
it  was  negligently  constructed,  or  in  what 
respect  the  materials  used  were  insufficient 
for  such  a  structure.  Waterhouse  v.  Joseph 
SchlitK  Brew.  Co.  (S.  D.)  157 

2.  An  allegation  that  inspection  of  beer 
AS  required  by  statute  would  cause  irrepar- 
able damage  is  insufficient  basis  for  equity 
jurisdiction,  when  it  has  no  other  foundap 
tion  except  a  legal  conclusion  from  the  stat- 
ute, and  the  statute  properly  construed  is 
satisfied  by  inspection  of  the  beer  while  in 
vats  in  a  manner  that  would  cause  no  dam- 
Age.      State    ex    rel.    Kenamore    v.    Wood 

(Mo.)  696 

3.  An  allegation  that  the  wrongful  crea- 
tion of  a  stagnant  pond  caused  the  ill  health 
of  the  plaintifl  is  sufficient  without  averring 
in  terms  that  such  wrong  was  the  naturu 
And  proximate  cause  of  tiie  sickness.  Car- 
land  V.  Aurin  (Tenn.)  862 

4.  Allegations  that  a  person  was  lynched 
4>y  a  mob  of  individuals  who  had  assembled 
for  an  unlawful  purpose  and  attempted  to 
exercise  correctional  power  over  such  per- 
-flon  and  his  fellows  are  not  negatived  by 
specific  averments  that  the  person  was 
-atruck  by  an  article  "thrown  at  nim  by  one 
of  the  mob,"  and  shot  with  a  bullet  from  a 
revolver  in  the  hands  of  some  of  the  mob. 
'Champaign  County  v.  Church  (Ohio)      738 

6.  An  amendment  to  an  answer  by  set- 
ling  up  the  statute  of  limitations  is  permis- 
sible under  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  S  2830,  author- 
ed L.  li.  A. 


izing  amendments  in  furtherance  of  justice 
to  correct  a  mistake  in  any  respect,  where 
the  defendants  are  poor  people,  imacquaint- 
ed  with  l^gal  matters,  and  the  failure  to 
plead  the  statute  was  due  to  a  mistake  of 
their  attorney.  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Bud- 
zisz  (Wis.)  830 

6.  The  imposition  of  terms  as  a  condi- 
tion of  granting  leave  to  amend  a  pleading 
is  not  absolutely  required  by  Wis.  Rev. 
Stat.  S  2830,  authorizing  amendments  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court  "upon  such  terms 
as  may  be  just."  Id. 

7.  A  question  as  to  the  powers  conferred 
by  a  city  charter  may  be  raised  by  demur- 
rer in  an  action  against  the  city  for  an  al- 
lied nuisance,  since  the  court  will  take  ju- 
dicial notice  of  the  charter.  Duncan  v. 
Lynchburg  (Va.)  331 

8.  The  defense  that  a  contract  is  invalid 
on  grounds  of  public  poli<^  cannot  be  waived 
by  failure  to  plead  it.  Cansler  v.  Penland 
(N.  C.)  441 

9.  Inconsistent  defenses  cannot  stand 
when  the  admission  of  the  truth  of  one  nec- 
essarily proves  the  falsity  of  the  other. 
Seattle  Nat.  Bank  v.  Jones  (Wash.)         177 

10.  The  denial  of  an  allegation  by  a  gen- 
eral denial  is  nullified,  so  &at  proof  of  the 
allegation  is  unnecessary,  by  a  special  aver- 
ment in  an  affirmative  defense  of  the  truth 
of  the  allegation  which    had  been    denied. 

Id. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

Pleading  as  answer  and  as  cross  com- 
plaint; aflc^tions  of  law  or  fact;  theory 
of.  42 

Of  estoppel.  341 

As  to  omission  of  stamp  from  instru- 
ment. 317 

Right  to  plead  inconsistent  defenses: — 
(I.)  Scope  of  note;  (II.)  inconsistency  in 
single  plea;  (III.)  original  common-law 
rule  as  to  inconsistency  between  pleas; 
(IV.)   the  rule  under  the  statute  of  Anne: 

(a)  with  reference  to    inconsistent    facts; 

(b)  with  reference  to  different  modes  of 
trial;  (o)  relaxation  of  the  rule;  (V.)  The 
rule  in  equity;  (VI.)  the  rule  under  reform 
procedure:  (a)  general  statement  of  the 
doctrine;  (5)  what  defenses  are  inconsistr 
ent:  (1)  distinction  between  inconsistency 
in  fact  and  inconsistency  by  implication 
of  law;  (2)  test  as  to  what  inconsistency  is 
objectionable;  (o)  application  of  the  rule 
to  particular  actions:  (1)  actions  pertain- 
ing to  contracts  generally;  (2)  actions  per- 
taining to  bills  and  notes;  (3)  actions  per- 
taining to  sales;  (4)  actions  pertaining  to 
n^ligenco  and  for  assault;  (5)  actions  per- 
taining to  personal  property;  (6)  actions 
pertaining  to  realty;  (7)  actions  for  libel 
or  slander;  (8)  miscellaneous  actions; 
(VII.)  effect  of  inconsistency  as  a  waiver 
or  admission:  (a)  the  prevailing  rule;  (5) 
exceptions  to  the  rule;  (o)  explanation  of 
the  apparent  conflict;  (VIII.)  inconsist- 
ency, how  taken  advantage  of;  (IX.)  con- 
elusion.  177 

Discretion  to  permit  amendment.  831 
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PIiEDGE. 

A  statement  to  a  bank  by  a  borrower, 
that  stock  in  his  safe  may  be  considered  as 
collateral  for  his  loans,  is  executory  in  its 
nature  so  long  as  the  stock  remains  in  his 
possession  and  until  it  is  in  fact  pledged  to 
the  bank  by  a  deliTcry.  Buffalo  Qerman 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Third  Nat.  Bank  (N.  Y.)        107 

POUOE  POWEB. 

See  CoNSTiTUTZOHiX  L4W,  1(^23. 

PONDS. 

See  NaQUOssroi^  S. 

POSSESSION. 

Of  Logs  DriTen  in  Biyer,  tee  Logs. 

POWERS. 

Of  Appointment^  aes  Lm  ItaAnrs,  2. 

Authority  to  execute  a  power  by  will 
is  exclusive  of  iu  execution  in  any  other 
manner.    Kuggles  v.  Tyson  (Wis.)  809 

PBEMIUM. 

On    Investment   of   Trust   Fonda,    see 
Life  Tenants,  1. 

PKESCRIPTION. 

Easement  by,  see  Eabbicents,  £-4. 
See  also  Fisheeies,  3. 

PRESS   ASSOCIATION. 

See  Newspapebb,  1,  2. 

PRESUMPTION. 

See  EviDENOE. 

PRINCIPAIi  AND  AGENT. 

A  promise  to  pay  for  services  engaged 
by  an  employee  witnout  any  authority,  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third  person,  when  accom- 
panied by  a  denial  of  any  liability,  does  not 
constitute  a  ratification,  but  is  a  mere  prom- 
ise to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  which  is  void 
under  the  statute  of  frauds.  Holmes  v.  Mc- 
Allister (Mich.)  396 

PRINCIPAI.  AND   SURETT. 

See  also  Appeal  and  EBBbR,  6;  Bonds, 
1,2. 

Notes  and  Brievs. 
See  also  Surety  Ck)MPANiBB. 

Limitation  of  surety's  liability;  delay  of 
creditor;  rule  in  equity.  514 

PRIVILEGED    COMMUNICATIONS. 

See  Evidence,  8 ;  Libel. 

PROXIMATE  CAUSE. 

See  Evidence,  17 ;  Highways,  3. 

PUBIilC  IMPROVEMENTS. 

Injunction  against  Assessment  for,  see 

Injunction,  11,  12. 
Decision  as  to  Constitutionality  of,  see 

Courts,  5. 
Constitutionality  of  Statutes  as  to,  see 

Constitutional  Law,  13,  14. 
See  also  Bridges,  1-5;  Mortgage,  2. 

1.  A  petition  from  abutting  lot  owners  is 
48  L.  R.  A. 


not  a  necessary  condition  of  the  improvement 
of  an  alley,  under  the  charter  of  Milwaulcee, 
Wisconsin,  svbchap.  7,  8  0»  when  the  coun- 
cil follow  the  technioEkl  course  of  procedure 
therein  mapped  out.  Kersten  v.  Milwaukee 
(Wis.)  851 

2.  An  imdertaking  to  maintain  a  new 
pavement  for  a  series  of  years,  required  as 
a  guaranty  of  the  perfection  of  the  work,  is 
not  a  contract  for  re|>airs  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  statute  requiring  contracts  for  re- 
pairs to  be  let  to  uie  lowest  bidder.  Sea- 
board Nat.  Bank  v.  Woesten  (Mo.)  279 
Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  ▼.  Hezel  (Mo.) 

285 

3.  The  construction  of  a  street,  and  its 
maintenance  for  a  term  of  years  at  a  cost 
sufficient  to  preserve  ^pood  work  and  sood 
material  from  becoming  imperfect  nrom 
natural  and  unavoidable  causes,  may  be  in- 
cluded in  a  single  contract  by  a  municipality 
having  complete  control  over  the  construc- 
tion and  repair  of  its  streets,  where  the  ob- 
ject is  to  obtain  a  better  quality  of  construc- 
tion, although  the  charter  provides  for  let- 
ting the  contract  for  "repairs"  to  the  lowest 
bidder,  which  are  to  be  paid  for  out  of  the 
general  fund,  while  the  cost  of  construction 
IS  to  be  charged  on  adjoining  property.    Id. 

4.  The  fraudulent  purpose  of  the  public 
authorities  in  fixing  the  minimum  price  to 
be  paid  for  maintaining  at  public  expense  a 
pavement  constructed  at  the  expense  of  the 
abutting  owner,  both  of  which  items  are  in- 
cluded in  a  single  contract,  so  low  that  an 
unlawful  burden  will  be  cast  on  the  abutting 
owner,  will  not,  after  the  completion  of  the 
pavement,  defeat  the  contractor's  right  to 
recover  on  the  tax  bUls,  unless  he  partici- 
pates in  the  fraud.  Id. 

5.  That  the  price  for  maintenance  of  a 
pavement  is  below  what  would  be  fair  com- 
pensation for  the  work  is  not  sufficient  to 
avoid,  in  favor  of  the  abutting  owner,  a 
contract  covering  its  construction  and  main- 
tenance, under  a  charter  requiring  the  city 
to  pay  for  maintenance,  and  the  abutting 
owner  for  construction,  where  there  is  noth- 
ing to  show  that  the  contract  price  for  con- 
struction is  not  fair  and  reasonable,  and  the 
contract  is  in.  fact  but  for  a  single  work, — 
that  of  construction  with  a  guaranty  of  en- 
durance. Id. 

6.  An  assessment  purporting  to  be  made 
according  to  benefits  will  not  be  sustained, 
although  the  board  making  it  say  they 
viewed  the  premises  and  exercised  their 
judgment,  if  the  facts  and  circumstanoea 
show  quite  conclusively  that  they  could  not 
have  exercised  their  judgment  in  arriving  at 
the  result.    Kersten  v.  Milwaukee    (Wis.) 

851 

7.  Assessing  lots  for  so-called  benefits  in 
proportion  to  their  frontage,  and  making 
the  aggregate  of  benefits  closely  approximate 
the  total  cost  of  the  work,  are  circumstancea 
too  significant  not  to  arouse  suspicion  that 
benefits  were  not  considered,  although  the 
board  making  the  assessment  say  they  viewed 
the  premises  and  exercised  their  judgmMit, 
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^-especially  when  there  was  a  deep  cut  op- 
posite some  of  the  lots  and  a  deep  fill  op- 
posite others.  Id. 

8.  An  assessment  for  grading  an  alley, 
based  solely  on  the  cost  of  the  work  in  front 
of  the  abutting  lots,  without  regard  to  bene- 
fits and  apportioned  by  the  front  foot,  is 
arbitrary  and  void.  Id, 

9.  When  a  municipal  corporation  has 
exercised  the  power  conferred  by  111.  Rev. 
Stat,  art  0,  chap.  24,  S  I,  of  prescribing  the 
method  of  payment  for  local  improyements, 
and  the  work  has  been  done,  to  be  paid  for 
by  special  assessment,  the  expense  cannot  be 
made  a  general  charge  against  the  city. 
Pontiac  ▼.  Talbot  Paving  Co.  (C.  G.  App.  4th 
C.)  326 

10.  An  assessment  of  an  annual  charge  for 
the  use  of  a  common  sewer  under  lif  ass.  Pub. 
Stat.  chap.  60,  §§  1-3,  authorizing  just  and 
equitable  annual  charges  or  rents  for  the 
use  of  such  sewers  to  oe  paid  by  everyone 
who  enters  his  sewer  into  the  common  sewer, 
is  not  unconstitutional  because  of  the  fact 
that  the  person  assessed  therefor  had  pre- 
viously paid  part  of  the  cost  of  building  the 
sewer,  if  the  assessment  for  its  use  is  pro- 
portional to,  and  not  in  excess  of,  the  bene- 
fits received  therefrom.  Carson  v.  Sewerage 
Comrs.  (Mass.)  277 

11.  Abutting  property  may  be  constitu- 
tionally assessed  for  benefits  from  the  water- 
ing of  streets.  Phillips  Academy  v.  An- 
dover  (Mass.)  550 

12.  A  vote  appropriating  money  for  street 
sprinkling  expressly  stating  that  it  is  ap- 
propriated under  Mass.  Stat.  1895,  chap. 
186,  means  that  the  provisions  of  that  act 
are  to  be  applied  in  regard  to  the  expendi- 
ture, and,  in  the  absence  of  anything  limit- 
ing the  amount  of  the  assessment,  the  fair 
inference  is  that  the  whole  cost  is  to  be  as- 
sessed on  the  abutting  property.  Id. 

13.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable 
to  an  action  for  refusal  to  proceed  to  levy  a 
new  special  assessment  to  pay  for  street  im- 
provements after  the  original  one  was  set 
aside  for  irregularity,  under  a  contract  by 
which  the  contractor  agreed  to  look  only  to 
such  assessments  for  his  compensation  and 
to  take  the  risk. of  their  invalidity,  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  statute  which  expressly  pro- 
vides that  the  claim  shall  not  become  a  pub- 
lic charge  in  any  event,  but  the  duty,  if  it 
exists,  must  be  enforced  by  mandamus. 
Fontiac  v.  Talbot  Paving  Co.  (C.  C.  App. 
4th  C.)  326 

14.  Property  abutting  on  a  previously 
opened  portion  of  a  street  constituting  a  cul 
de  sac  cannot  be  assessed  ior  benefits  to  pay 
the  cost  of  an  extension  which  will  convert 
the  cul  de  sac  into  an  open  street,  as  the  own- 
ers, by  dedication  or  ottierwise,  have  already 
borne  their  full  share  of  the  cost  of  the  orig- 
inal improvement,  and  cannot  be  assessed 
again  to  pay  the  cost  of  extending  that  im- 

Srovement   through   other   properties.     Re 
Orkney  Street  (Pa.)  274 

15.  A  provision  in  an  ordinance  authoriz- 
ing a  street  railway  to  be  laid,  that  the  space 
48  L.  R.  A. 


between  the  tracks  shall  be  paved  in  the 
manner  specified  "when  and  as  the  street 
may  be"  thus  paved,  must  be  understood  to 
mean  that  the  paving  between  the  tracks 
shall  be  at  the  expense  of  the  company. 
Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Richmond  City  R.  Co. 
(Ind.)  41 

16.  A  lien  upon  a  street  railway  for  a 
paving  assessment  to  which  the  company  is 
subject  under  its  charter  is  superior  to  the 
lien  of  a  mortgage  upon  the  property.  Id. 
See  also  Reosivbbs,  2. 

Notes  and  Bbies-b. 

Public  improvements;  assessment  of  bene- 
fits; conclusiveness  of.  853 

Assessment  limited  to  benefits;  provision 
for  maintenance  and  repair  of  street.         285 

Charter  obligation  to  pave  or  repave 
street.  43 

Contracts  for;  cost  of  reconstruction  and 
maintenance.  280 

L^slativ^  power  as  to  payment  for.   472 

Liability  of  city  for  failure  to  make  valid 
assessment.  327 

Nature  of  power  of  assessment;  what 
property  subject  to  assessment;  .  property 
not  abutting.  276 

PUBIiIC  MONET. 

Appropriations  of  the  money  of  the 
state  for  the  general  and  other  expenses  of  a 
private  Normal  University,  in  consideration 
of  the  gratuitous  insti'uction  of  teachers  for 
the  common  schools,  are  not  an  assumption 
of  the  debts  or  liabilities  of  such  corporation 
or  a  loan  or  extension  of  credit  in  aid  of  it 
in  violation  of  111.  Const,  art.  4,  S  20,  but 
are  within  the  legislative  discretion  as  to 
the  means  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
Const,  art.  8,  S  1>  requiring  the  legislature 
to  provide  for  a  system  of  free  schools. 
Boehm  v.  Hertz  (111.)  676 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Public  money;  unconstitutional  appropri- 
ations of;  use  for  private  purposes.         576 

PUBIJC  POI.ICY. 

See  CoNTKAora. 

PUFFING. 

See  AuoTioir. 

PUMP. 

See  Mnnss,  4. 

PUNCTUATION. 

See  Statutes^  3. 

PURPRESTURE. 

Notes  Aim  Bbiets. 

Purpresture;  what  is;  bay  window  In 
street.  108 

RAII.ROAD8. 

Covenant  to  Run  Trains,  see  Covenant^ 
3. 
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Ck>mbination  of,  see  Ck>BPOBATiON8,  3. 

As  Carriers,  see  Cabbiebs. 

See  also  Damages,  2;  Evidenob,  4; 
Masteb  and  Sebyaitt,  2,  Z,  6-7,  9, 
10,  12,  18,  19;  MOBTGAGE,  3,  4; 
Nbolioence,  1 ;  Taxes,  8. 

Notes  and  Bbdets. 

See  also  Masteb  and  Sebvant. 
Railroad;  as  part  of  realty;  built  before 

condemnation  of  land.  243 

Combination  of  competing  lines.  352 

Power  to  lease.  522 

REAI.  PROPEBTT. 

See  also  Action  ob  Sun,  5;  Judicial 
Sale,  1;  Pabtnebship. 

1.  The  death  of  a  person  while  in  college, 
thereby  making  it  impossible  to  perform  a 
condition  subsequent  imposed  by  will  on  an 
estate  which  was  given  him  subject  to  be  de- 
vested if  he  should  fail  to  carry  out  the  in- 
tentions of  the  will  ''through  his  own  dis- 
inclination or  incapacity,  or  the  indifference 
of  his  parents  or  guardians,"  will  not  devest 
the  estate  so  as  to  prevent  its  descent  to  his 
heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin,  since  the  per- 
formance, becoming  impossible  by  the  act  of 
God,  is  dispensed  with.  Ellicott  v.  Ellicott 
(Md.)  58 

2.  A  will  giving  a  grandnephew  an  estate 
"for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  him  a  liberal 
education,"  requiring  him  to  finish  a  col- 
legiate course  at  one  of  two  specified  univer- 
sities, and  providing  that  the  property  shall 
pass  from  him  if,  "through  his  own  disin- 
clination or  incapacity,  or  the  indifference 
of  his  parents  or  guardians,  he  should  fail 
to  carry  out  these  intentions,"  with  a  fur- 
ther provision  that  until  he  is  twenty-five 
years  of  age  the  property  shall  be  held  by 
a  trustee,  who  shall  "deliver  over  the  prop- 
erty and  estate  into  his  hands  and  posses- 
sion" when  he  is  twenty-five  years  old,  if  the 
directions  of  the  will  have  been  carried  out, 
expressing  also  a  special  desire  that  the 
grandnephew  shall  not  sell  a  certain  place 
until  he  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years, — vests  in  him  an  equitable  estate  at 
the  death  of  the  testatrix,  subject  to  be  de- 
vested by  the  nonperformance  of  the  condi- 
tion imposed,  which  is  a  condition  subse- 
quent, and  not  precedent.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Real  property;  recording  of  deed  as  notice. 

538 

REOEIVEBS. 

1.  A  street  railway  is  within  the  reason 
of  the  rule  of  a  court  of  equity  which  sub- 
jects proceeds  of  mortgaged  railway  proper- 
ty in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  to  the  payment 
of  current  debts  made  in  the  ordinaiy  course 
of  business,  if  there  has  been  any  diver- 
sion of  the  current  receipts  to  increase  the 
value  of  the  security.  Union  Trust  Co.  v. 
Richmond  City  R.  Co.  (Ind.)  41 

2.  A  preference  of  a  claim  for  paving  the 
track  of  a  street  railway  out  of  the  proceeds 
48  L.  R.  A. 


of  the  property  on  foreclosure  cannot  be  al* 
lowed  on  account  of  the  purchase  by  the 
company  of  cars  and  other  equipment  after 
the  paving  was  bc^^un,  materially  increasing 
the  value  of  the  mortgaged  property,  unless 
such  equipment  was  paid  for  out  of  the  cur- 
rent earnings  of  the  company.  Id. 
3.  An  action  against  receivers  of  a  rail- 
road company  appointed  by  a  Federal  court, 
for  injuries  caused  by  the  company's  negli- 
gence before  their  appointment,  cannot  be 
maintained  in  a  state  court  without  permis- 
sion of  the  court  which  appointed  them. 
Smith  ▼.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  368 

Notes  and  Bbiets. 

Receiver;  preference  of  other  daims  over 
mortgage.  42 

BBCITAIiS. 

See  Bonds,  4. 

BBCOBD8. 

See  Oband  JuBfr,   1;  Real  Pbopebtt, 
Notes  and  Bbebts;  Wills,  6. 

BEF£BENCE. 

The  court  may  itself  find  the  facts  in 
question  without  a  reference  therefor,  where 
a  referee  has  failed  to  pass  upon  objec- 
tions to  evidence.    Credle  y.  Ayers  (N.  C.) 

751 
REFUNDING. 
See  Bonds,  6,  6. 

BEUGIOUS   SOCIETIES. 

See  also  Libel  and  Slandeb. 

1.  Notice  of  an  attempt  to  organize  a 
church  and  of  the  time  and  place  of  forming 
the  organization,  as  required  by  Wis.  Rev. 
Stat.  §  1990,  is  not  necessary  where  the  in- 
corporators are  not  members  of  a  religious 
organization,  but  desire  to  organize  a  corpo- 
ration in  connection  with  a  church  of  their 
own  peculiar  tenets  to  be  associated  there- 
with.   Franks  y.  Mann  (Wis.)  S56 

2.  A  religious  corporation  de  facto  is 
created  where  an  attempt  in  good  faith  is 
made  to  comply  with  a  statute  which  au- 
thorizes the  formation  of  such  corporation, 
articles  are  drawn  and  signed  in  form  as  the 
statute  requires,  except  as  to  the  acknowl- 
edgment, and  they  are  recorded,  the  corpora- 
tion organized,  and  the  right  to  exercise  the 
franchise  of  being  a  corporation  asserted  for 
several  years.  Id. 

3.  A  majority  of  the  members  of  a 
church  corporation  organized  as  a  body  of 
Christian  believers  of  a  particular  sect  can- 
not devote  its  property  to  a  use  inconsistent 
with  the  purposes  of  the  corporation  by  em- 
ploying a  pastor  whose  teachings  are  incon- 
sistent with  those  of  the  sect  to  which  the 
church  belongs.  Id* 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Religious  society;    corporation  de  facto ;^ 
diversion  of  property  to  unauthorized  use. 
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REMAINBEB8. 

Protection  of,  see  Judicial  Sale,  2. 
Rights  of,  see  Life  Tenants. 
RigbU  in  Trvbt  Estate,  see  Trusts. 

REMEDY. 

To    Enforce    Statute,    tee   AonoN    OB 
Suit,  2. 

RENT. 

See  Life  Tenants^  3. 


R^SUBC^ 

For  R48um4  of  Contents  of  Book,  i 
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ROOF. 

See  Buildings,  2,  Notes  and  Bbdefs. 

8AI.E. 

See  also  Logs. 

1.  Logs  in  a  river  beins  driven  by  an  in- 
corporate log  company,  though  it  is  not  a 
common  carrier,  but  has  a  duty  under  its 
charter  of  driving  the  logs  and  the  posses- 
sion of  them  so  far  as  the  logs  are  suscepti- 
ble of  possession,  are  subject  to  the  right  of 
stoppage  in  transitu  in  favor  of  a  person 
who  had  sold  them  and  had  delivered  them 
in  the  river  for  the  purpose  of  their  being 
driven  to  the  purchaser's  booms  and  mill. 
Johnson  v.  Eveleth  (Me.)  50 

2.  A  contract  for  the  delivery  of  logs 
"over  the  dam"  at  the  outlet  of  a  lake  into 
a  river,  whence  they  are  to  be  driven  by  a 
log-driving  company  down  the  river  to  the 
b(K>ms  and  mill  of  a  purchaser,  does  not 
make  the  dam  the  final  destination  or  place 
of  delivery  of  the  logs  so  as  to  terminate  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  while  they  are 
being  driven  down  the  river.  Id. 

3.  Constructive  possession  of  a  mass  of 
logs  being  driven  down  a  river  to  the  booms 
and  mill  of  a  purchaser  does  not  result  in 
his  favor,  so  as  to  terminate  the  right  of 
stoppage  in  transitu,  by  the  fact  tiiat  a 
few  of  tiie  loffs  had  actually  floated  down  to 
his  mill  and  been  received  by  him.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Sale;  on  condition;  passing  of  title.    773 

8AVINOS   BAHK8. 

See  Notice. 

8CHOOI.S. 

See    also    Civil    Rights;    Constitu- 
tional Law,  3. 

1.  The  constitutional  requirement  of  the 
maintenance  and  support  of  a  system  of  free 
common  schools  wherein  all  the  children  of 
the  state  may  be  educated  does  not  require 
a  school  board  to  admit  to  any  school  under 
its  control  all  the  children  who  may  desire 
to  attend  that  particular  school,  or  prevent 
the  legislature  from  exercising  its  discretion 
as  to  the  best  method  of  educating  the  dif- 
ferent classes  of  children  in  the  state, 
whether  those  classes  are  determined  by 
nationalitv,  color,  or  ability,  so  long  as  it 
provides  for  all  alike  in  the  character  and 
4R  L.  R.  A. 


extent  of  the  education  furnished  and  facili- 
ties for  its  acquirement.  People  ex  rel. 
Cisco  V.  School  Board  (N.  Y.)  lia 

2.  The  authority  of  the  state  to  regulate 
and  control  public  schools  includes  the 
power  to  provide  for  the  selection  of  uniform 
tezt-bo(^s  for  all  the  schools  of  the  state,. 
and  to  provide  for  the  purchase  thereof  un- 
der a  contract  with  the  lowest  bidder. 
Leeper  v.  State  (Tenn.)  167 

3.  No  right  of  local  self  government  is- 
inf ringed  by  a  statute  which  provides  for 
the  selection  of  uniform  text-books  for  air 
the  schools  in  the  state  by  a  commission  and 
for  letting  a  contract  therefor  to  the  lowest 
bidder.  Id. 

4.  A  statute  prescribing  uniform  text- 
books for  schools  throughout  the  state,  witb 
provisions  for  their  selection  by  a  commis- 
sion and  the  letting  of  a  contract  thereafter 
to  the  lowest  bidder  for  supplving  any  books- 
that  have  been  approved  by  the  commission, 
is  not  in  violation  of  Tenn.  Const,  art.  1,  §^ 
22,  against  monopolies,  since  the  purpose  of 
the  statute  is  not  to  confer  any  pecuniary 
benefit  upon  the  state  or  school  officials  or 
publishers,  but  to  confer  a  benefit  upon  the 
public.  Id. 

5.  The  fact  that  the  state  is  not  bound  by 
an  agreement  authorized  by  statute,  giving- 
a  publisher  the  right  to  furnish  all  the  text- 
books used  in  the  public  schools  of  the  state, 
does  not  make  the  privilege  invalid,  so  a» 
to  relieve  a  school  teacher  from  liability  for 
violating  the  provisions  of  the  statute  by 
using  unauthorized  text-books.  Id.. 

6.  There  is  not  such  lack  of  safeguards- 
against  extortion  and  oppression  as  to  ren- 
der invalid  a  statute  providing  for  the  pur- 
chase of  all  the  text-books  used  in  the  pub- 
lic schools  of  the  state  from  the  same  pub- 
lisher, where  the  statute  provides  for  a  let- 
ting at  the  lowest  rates,  in  free  competition, 
after  public  advertisement,  and  that  the 
prices  shall  always  be  as  low  as  the  books 
have  ever  been  or  are  now  being  published 
under  contract  in  any  state,  county,  or  dis- 
trict of  the  United  States,  when  like  con- 
ditions prevail,  while  power  is  conferred! 
upon  a  commission  to  judge  of  these  condi- 
tions and  enforce  them.  Id.. 

7.  Requiring  payment  in  advance  in  or- 
der to  obtain  school  books  which  have  to  be 
delivered  out  of  the  county  is  not  an  arbi- 
trary provision  of  a  statute  providing  for 
the  purchase  of  all  the  toxt-books  used  in  the 
public  schools  of  the  state  from  one  pub- 
lisher on  a  contract  let  to  the  lowest  bidder,, 
and  does  not  infringe  the  rights  of  the  citi- 
zen to  make  purchases  on  credit.  Id. 

8.  The  right  of  the  voters  of  a  district 
township  to  rescind  a  vote  for  a  tax  to  build 
a  schoomouse  in  a  subdistrict,  at  a  regular 
meeting  subsequent  to  that  at  which  the 
tax  was  voted,  exists  by  necessary  implica- 
tion from  the  power  to  vote  the  tax,  when 
they  rescind  the  vote  before  the  tax  has  been 
collected,  levied,  or  certified  to  the  board  of 
supervisors  for  that  purpose.  Hibbs  v. 
Adams  Dist.  Twp.  (Iowa)  53& 

9.  A  vested  right  to  have  a  tax  for  build* 
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ing  a  Bchoolhouse  levied  and  collected  is  not 
Acquired  so  as  to  prevent  rescission  of  the 
vote  for  the  tax,  hj  commencing  an  action  to 
<»mpel  the  certification  of  the  tax  for  levy 
And  collection.  Id. 

Notes  and  Beiefs. 

Schools;    monopoly    in   fumishing    tesct- 

books.  167 

Separation  of  white  and  colored  children. 

114 
Voting  school  tax:  right  to  rescind  vote. 

535 
SEAMEN. 

See  CoiCMEBO^,  2. 

SEABCH. 

See  DiSOBDEBLT  PBB80N8. 

SEIZUBE. 

See  DiSOBOEBLT  Peesons. 

SEPABATION. 

See  Husband  and  Wdtb,  0. 

SET   SCREWS. 

See  Masteb  and  Sebvant,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

SEWEBS. 

Pollution  of  Waters  by,  see  Watbes. 

SHERIFF. 

See  CoNTBAOTS,  2. 

SHIPPnfG. 

Acceptance   of   Vessel  under  Contract, 

see  Estoppel,  2. 
See  also  Coicioebob,    2;     Goubts,    2; 

Death. 

The  method  for  limitation  of  the  ship 
owner's  liability  for  maritime  losses  pro- 
vided in  the  act  of  Congress  of  1851  by  trans- 
fer to  a  trustee  is  not  exclusive;  but  the 
limitation  may  be  claimed  under  a  general 
denial  in  an  action  at  law.  Loughin  v.  Mc- 
Caulley  (Pa.)  33 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Shipping;  limitation  of  liability;  asser- 
tion in  state  court.  34 

State  statute  as  to  soliciting  desertion  of 
seamen.  153 

SIGNS. 

See  also  Highways,  2. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Signs;  of  merchants;  encroaching  on 
streets.  440 

SITUS. 

See  Gabnishment;  Taijcs,  8. 

STAMP. 

See  CouBTS,  3. 

STAMP   TAX. 

See    Intebnal  Revenue,   Notes   and 
Bbiefs. 
48  L.  R.  A. 


STATE. 

Action  by,  see  AonoN  qb  Suit,  L 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUllS* 

See  Pbincipal  and  Agent. 

STATUTES. 

Remedy  under,  see  AonoN  OB  Suit,  2. 
See  also  Mines,  1. 

1.  The  ambigui^  or  uncertainty  in  the 
language  of  the  ^ssouri  anti-department 
store  act  of  May  16,  1800,  which  leaves  it  a 
matter  purely  of  guess  work  to  determine 
whether  the  license  fee  is  intended  to  be  ex- 
acted for  selling  the  articles  of  eadi  of  the 
seventy-three  classes  or  for  only  each  of  the 
twenty-eight  sroups  therein  designated,  and 
also  fails  to  define  the  life  and  duration  of 
the  license  to  be  issued,  whel^er  it  is  for  a 
day,  month,  or  year,  for  the  life  of  the  ap- 
plicant, or  for  the  duration  of  his  business 
at  a  fixed  place, — is  sufficient  to  render  the 
statute  void.  State  ex  rel.  Wyatt  ▼.  Ash- 
brook  (Mo.)  265 

2.  Provisions  of  a  statute  which  relate 
to  a  particular  subject  indicated  in  its  title, 
and  which  are  a  part  of  or  incident  to  it, 
or  in  some  reasonable  sense  connected  with 
or  auxiliary  to  the  object  in  view«  must  be 
deemed  to  be  within  the  title  of  the  act. 
Boehm  v.  Hertz   (111.)  575 

3.  A  court  may  punctuate  a  statute  or 
disregard  punctuation,  as  may  be  necessary 
to  ascertain  its  true  meaning  and  intent. 
Union  Refrigerator  Transit  Go.  v.  Lynch 
(Utah)  790 

4.  An  amendatoxy  statute  is  not  invalid 
on  the  ground  that  it  imposes  burdens  on  a 
pre-existing  corporation,  if  the  amendments 
merelv  modify  a  statute  to  which  the  cor- 
poration was  subject  by  making  the  provi- 
sions more  favorable  to  the  company. 
Purdy  V.  Erie  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  660 

Notes  and  BRisrs. 

Statutes;  in  derogation  of  common  law. 

560 

Revenue  measures;  what  are;  sufficiency 

of  titie.  596 

STOCK. 

Lien  on,  see  Banks,  6,  6. 
See  also  Cobfobations. 

8TOCKHOIJ>ER. 

Law  Governing  Liability  of,  see  Con- 
FLioT  OF  Laws,  2. 

STOPPAGE   m   TRANSmr. 

See  also  Loos;  Sale. 

Notes  and  Bbietb. 
Stoppage  in  transitu;  of  driven  logs.     51 

STREET  BAII.WATS. 

See  also  Cabbiers,  1,  2;  Inxctngtion, 
2,  3;  MoBTOAGE,  2;  Public  Im- 
PBOVEHSNTS,  15,  16;  Receivebs. 
1,2. 

A  oonBolidation  of  streelrrailway  oom- 
panies  is  not  in  violation  of  6a.  Const.  arL 
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<  8  2,  f  4  (CiT.  God«,  8  5800),  which  pro- 
liibits  the  purchase  by  one  corporation  of 
shares  or  stock  in  anotiier,  or  the  making  of 
^oontracts  between  them,  when  the  effect  will 
X)e  to  create  a  monopoly  or  lessen  compe- 
tition, if  the  consolidated  street  railway  will 
furnish  greater  and  less  expensive  facilities 
4tnd  conveniences  of  transportation,  and  the 
-competition  between  the  old  companies  was 
At  certain  points  only  and  unimportant  and 
insignificant  as  compared  with  the  general 
interests  of  the  public.  Trust  Company  of 
•Georgia  v.  SUte  (Ga.)  620 

Nons  AND  Bmirs. 

Street  railways;  consolidation  of;  com- 
petition of.  620 

Right  to  use  streets  as  a  franchise;  con- 
i^ractual  relations  with  city;  property 
rights  in  streets.  823 

«TBISET  SPRINBXIXG. 

See  PuBUO  Improvsmentb,  11,  12. 

-SITBBOGATION. 

See  Banks,  2;  Mobtoage,  5. 

HUBETT   GOMPAKIE8* 

Bee  also  Gobpobations,  1. 

A  statute  permitting  trustees  to 
•charge  against  the  estate  m  their  hands 
«uch  sums  as  they  have  paid  to  any  com- 
pany for  becoming  surety  on  their  bonds 
^ves  no  lien  in  favor  of  the  company,  in  the 
Absence  of  express  provision  to  that  effect 
Be  aark  (Pa.)  687 

Notes  and  BBisra. 

Surety  companies;  legal  powers  and 
j[>rivilege8  of  surety  and  trust  companies: — 

(I.)   In  general;   (II.)  special  act  creating; 

(III.)  granting  special  or  exclusive  privi- 
leges to;  (IV.)  power  to  act  as  guardian, 
-etc.,  without  bond;  (V.)  power  to  act  as 
surety:  (a)  in  general;  (5)  on  appeal 
1>ond;    (VI.)   right    to    counter     security; 

(VII.)    right   to    relief    from    sure^hip; 

(VIII.)  right  to  tax,  amount  paid  to,  as 
•costs;  (IX.)  right  of  personal  representa- 
tive, etc.,  to  credit  for  amount  paid  to;  (X.) 
foreign  companies:  (a)  power  to  act  as 
surety;    (5)  power  to   act   as   trustee,  etc. 

687 
HUBFAOE  WATER. 

See  Action  ob  Suit,  6;  Watkbs,  9. 

:SWITGHE8. 

See  AcnoN  ob  Suit,  2;  Misteb  and 
Sebvant,  0,  7,  Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

TAOKING. 

See  Advbbsb  Possession,  2. 

TAXES. 

See  also  Bbidoes,  6;  Constitutional 
Law,  12;  License;  Moetoaoe,  6; 
Municipal  Corpobations,  11; 
Schools,  8,  9;  Town,  3. 

1.  The  discrimination  between  different 
•elasses  of  judgments  made  by  Kan.  Laws 
1997,  chap.  243,  providing  for  the  taxation 
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of  personal  judgments  for  money  only,  but 
exempting  judgments  on  foreclosure  of  mort- 
gages prior  to  the  sale  of  the  lands,  judg- 
ments for  work  and  labor,  or  for  material 
furnished  in  the  erection  of  buildings,  and 
improvements  on  lands  or  lots,  renders  the 
statute  void  under  Kan.  Const,  art.  11,  8 

I,  requiring  uniformity  of  taxation.  Hamil- 
ton V.  Wilson  (Kan.)  238 

2.  The  occupancy  of  real  estate  by  an 
educational  institution  or  its  officers  for  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  incorporated,  in 
order  to  exempt  the  property  from  taxation 
under  Mass.  rub.  Stat.  chap.  11,  9  6,  d.  3, 
as  amended  by  Stat.  1889,  chap.  406,  must 
have,  or  be  supposed  to  have,  a  direct  con- 
nection with  such  purposes.  Phillips 
Aeademy  v.  Andover  (Mass.)  650 

3.  Dormitories  and  dining  halls  fur- 
nished by  a  college  for  the  use  of  students 
are  devoted  to  college  purposes  and  there- 
fore exempt  from  taxation  under  Mass.  Pub. 
Stat.  chap.  11,  8  6,  cl.  3,  as  amended  by  Stat, 
1889,  chap.  466.  Harvard  College  v.  Cam- 
bridge (Mass.)  647 

4.  A  dwellinff  house  occupied  by  the 
president  of  a  college  and  his  family,  built 
with  funds  given  expressly  for  the  purpose 
of  erecting  a  dwelling  house  for  the  presi- 
dent and  his  successors  in  office,  and  situ- 
ated on  the  college  grounds  and  kept  in  or- 
der and  repair  at  college  expense,  while  the 
whole  lower  floor,  except  possibly  the  kitch- 
en, is  used  for  class  dav,  commencement,  and 
other  receptions,  and  for  many  hospitalities 
incident  to  the  president's  functions,  and  the 
hall  and  drawing  room  are  also  used  for  the 
convenience  of  the  college  and  the  president, 
for  meetings  of  the  faculty  and  committees, 
for  conferences  with  university  officers  and 
students,  for  calls  on  universitv  business, 
and  for  the  annual  meetings  of  the  corpora- 
tion at  which  degrees  are  voted,  is  exempt 
from  taxation  as  property  occupied  by  the 
institution  or  an  officer  thereof  for  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  was  incorporated.        Id. 

5.  Houses  occupied  bv  college  professors, 
with  the  permission  of  the  college  and  with- 
out their  having  any  estate  therein  or  pay« 
ing  any  rent  therefor,  but  for  the  use  of 
which  an  allowance  is  made  as  part  of  the 
compensation  for  their  services,  while  the 
principal  or  dominant  consideration  in  re* 
gard  to  the  occupation  has  reference  to  the 
performance  of  their  duties  in  the  offices 
which  they  hold  as  .professors  and  otherwise, 
rather  than  to  the  private  benefit  which 
they  would  receive  in  the  way  of  homes  for 
themselves  and  their  families,  are  exempt 
from  taxation  under  Mass.  Pub.  Stat  chap. 

II,  §  6,  cl.  3,  as  amended  by  Stat.  1880,  chap. 
466.  Id. 

6.  Premises  occupied  by  the  professors  of 
an  academy  and  their  families  are  exempt 
from  taxation,  under  Mass.  Pub.  Stat.  chap. 
11.  S  -5,  cl.  3,  as  amended  by  Stat.  1889,  chap. 
466,  exempting  real  estate  of  such  institu- 
tions when  occupied  by  them  or  their  officers 
for  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  incor- 
porated. Phillips  Academy  t.  Andover 
(Mass.)  660 
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7.  A  tax  on  property  employed  in  inter- 
state oomnierce,  if  it  is  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state,  is  not  a  regulation  of  in- 
terstate oomnieroe.  Union  Refrigerator 
Transit  (V).  v.  Lynch  (Utah)  790 

8.  Hailwa^  cars  owned  by  a  foreign  cor- 
poration having  no  place  of  business  in  the 
state,  when  thc^  are  leased  to  various  ship- 
pers, but  come  into,  or  pass  through,  and  go 
business  in  the  state,  have  a  situs  therein 
for  the  purpose  of  taxation.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbikts. 

See  also  Intebnal  Reveitite. 

Taxes;  extent  of  power  of  taxation;  dele- 
gation oif  power.  260 
For  what  purposes  authorized.  740 
On  personal  judgments.  240 
Situs  of  property  for  purpose  ol,  as  af- 
fecting intei'state  commerce.  790 
Lack  of  imiforniity.  266 
Exemption  of  college  buildings.  547 
Recovering  payments  of  illegal  taxes.    606 

TEI.EOBAPH8. 

Notes  and  Bbiets. 
Telegraphs;  public  business  of.  569 

TERRITORIES. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
Territories;     distinguished   from    states; 
citizens  of.  419 

TEXAS   FEVER. 

See  Cabbiers,  7. 

TICKETS. 

See  Cabbiers,  1,  2. 

TIDE. 

See  Watebs,  1,  2. 

TIMBER. 

1.  A  written  contract  of  sale  of  an  undi- 
vided half  of  land  constitutes  a  revocation 
pro  tanto  of  a  prior  license  to  cut  timber 
thereon,  so  far  as  it  remains  unexecuted. 
Bruley  v.  Garvin  (Wis.)  839 

2.  Timber  cut  under  a  parol  license  be- 
fore any  notice  of  revocation  of  the  license 
does  not  become  the  property  of  a  subsequent 
purchaser  of  the  land  who  had  no  valid  con- 
tract therefor  before  the  timber  was  cut.  Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
Timber ;  oral  contract  for ;  parol  license  to 
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TOWlf. 

Imposing  Burdens   on,   see  Action   ob 

Suit,  3. 
Deprivation  of  Property  of,  see  Consti- 

tctional  Law,  13. 
See  also  Bbidges,  1-5. 

1.  The  right  of  a  town  to  rej^ulate  its 
town  finances  and  affairs,  superior  to  all 
legiRlative  control,  is  not  among  the  rightn 
and  privileges  "derived  from  our  ancestors," 
48  L.  R.  A. 


to  ''define,  secure,  and  perpetuate*  which 
the  Constitution  of  Ck>nneeticut  was  adopied 
and  to  which  its  preamble  refers.  State  ex 
rel.  Bulkeley  t.  Williams  (Conn.)  465 

2.  No  such  right  of  local  self-goTemment 
is  given  to  a  town,  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States  or  that  of  Connecticut,  as 
precludes  the  l^islature  from  exacting  of 
the  town  payment  of  a  portion  of  the  ex- 
pense of  an  incorporated  highway  or  bridge 
district  of  which  the  town  is  made  a  part, 
although  the  town  has  no  share  in  choosing 
the  members  or  directing  the  affairs  of  such 
district.  Id. 

3.  The  representation  of  a  town  in  the 
state  legislature,  which  charges  the  town 
with  a  portion  of  the  expense  of  a  highway 
or  bridge  district  in  which  the  town  is  placed 
and  which  is  under  the  control  of  commis- 
sioners not  selected  by  the  town,  but  who 
draw  orders  for  funds  upon  it,  is  sufficient 
answer  to  the  objection  that  the  town  is 
taxed  by  these  commissioners  without  rep- 
resentation. Id. 

TRADING  STAMPS. 

Constitutionality  of  Statute  as  to,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  20. 

TREATIES. 

A  city  in  Switzerland  is  entitled  to 
take  a  legacy  from  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  under  the  treaty  with  Switzerland, 
which  permits  citizens  of  the  two  nations  to 
make  such  dispositions  of  property  in  favor 
of  each  other.     Succession  of  Meunier  (La.) 

77 
TRESPASS. 

See  FiSHEBiES,  1,  2. 

TRIAI.. 

See  also  Mastee  and  Sebvant,  16. 

1.  Right  of  trial  by  jury  is  not  violated 
by  a  statute  making  a  county  liable  to  a  pen- 
alty of  a  specified  amount  for  the  death  of  a 
person  caused  by  mob  violence.  Champaign 
County  V.  Church  (Ohio)  73S 

2.  The  practice  of  withdrawing  a  juror 
for  the  purpose  of  postponing  or  continuing 
the  trial  of  a  civil  case  does  not  prevail  in 
Oregon.     Usborne  v.  Stephenson  (Or.)     432 

3.  The  only  cause  for  withdrawal  of  a 
juror  in  a  civil  case,  if  that  practice  can  ba 
resorted  to  for  any  reason,  is  surprise  on  the 
trial,  and  a  motion  therefor  cannot  be  baseil 
upon  matters  happening  long  prior  to  the 
trial,  which  had  been  considered  on  motion 
for  a  continuance  before  the  jury  were  Im- 
paneled. w« 

4.  The  question  whether  a  usage  has  been 
established  and  its  binding  force  upon  the 
parties  is  a  question  of  law,  when  the  facts 
are  undisputed.  Runyan  v.  Central  R.  Co. 
(N.  J.  Sup.)  744 

5.  The  reasonable  necessity  for  killing  a 
trespassing  dog  is  a  question  for  the  jury  un- 
der all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
case.     Hodges  v.  Causey   (Miss.)  9'S 

6.  The  negligence  of  an  executor  in  fail- 
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ing  to  appljT  for  an  ezteoBion  of  a  yacancy 
permit  for  insured  premises  which  continue 
vacant,  which  had  been  granted  with  an 
agreement  to  extend  it  on  application,  is 
held  to  be  a  question  of  law  for  the  court. 
Henderson  Trust  Co.  ▼.  Stuart  (Ky.)        49 

7.  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  crossing  of  a  bridge  by  a  steam  traction 
engine  drawing  a  water  tank  is  a  usual  and 
ordinary  mode  of  travel  and  transportation 
of  property  over  bridges  in  that  locality, 
such  as  should  have  been  anticipated  and 
provided  for  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care. 
Hardin  County  v.  Coffman  (Ohio)  455 

8.  The  necessity  of  bracing  a  wall  in  the 
course  of  construction  is  a  question  for  the 
jury,  and  not  for  the  court,  where  there  is 
evidence  that  bracing  was  provided  for  by 
the  plans.  Deitmering  v.  English  (N.  J. 
Sup.)  106 

9.  The  n^ligence  of  the  conductor  of  a 
freight  train  in  going  forward  with  the  en- 
gine to  examine  culverts  after  a  storm,  un- 
der the  order  of  the  road  master,  is  a  ques- 
tion for  ^e  jury.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co. 
V.  Fowler  (Ind.)  531 

10.  Whether  or  not  an  employee  acte  prop- 
erly ip  obeying  an  order  of  a  foreman  to  take 
bottles  to  an  upper  floor  by  the  use  of  an  ele- 
vator is  a  question  for  the  jury.  Dallemand 
V.  Saalfeldt  (111.)  753 

11.  The  question  whether  or  not  a  flood 
which  broke  a  railroad  trestle  was  such  as 
could  have  been  reasonably  anticipated  is  for 
the  jury.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Fowler 
(Ind.)  531 

12.  The  question  of  care  and  diligence  in 
respect  to  the  disposal  of  goods  received  on 
consignment,  whidi  had  heea  retained  for  al- 
most a  year,  when  they  were  consumed  by 
fire,  may  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  where 
there  is  evidence  of  their  value  in  the  mar- 
ket   Usbome  v.  Stephenson  (Or.)  432 

13.  Whether  or  not  an  accepted  offer  to 
purchase  insured  property  constitutes  a 
breach  of  the  condition  in  the  policy  against 
change  of  ownership  is  a  question  for  the 
oour^  and  not  for  the  jury.  Arkansas  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Wilson  (Ark.)  510 

14.  It  is  erroneous  to  instruct  the  jury  as 
to  what  their  verdict  shall  be  if  they  find 
certein  facts,  when  there  is  no  evidence  on 
which  those  facte  can  be  found.  Smith  v. 
Sedalia  (Mo.)  711 

15.  A  charge  that  a  master  should  in- 
struct his  employee  as  to  the  nature,  force, 
and  probable  effect  of  an  explosion  of  a  pot 
of  molten  metel  taken  by  the  employee  from 
a  blast  furnace,  in  case  it  comes  in  contect 
with  water,  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient  mere- 
ly to  instruct  that  an  explosion  is  likely  to 
follow  such  contect,  is  not  erroneous  as  re- 
quiring more  than  a  warning  that  an  explo- 
sion would  be  likely  to  cause  injury.  Rib- 
ieh  V.  Lake  Superior  Smelting  Co.  (Mich.) 
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Notes  and  Bbdefs. 

Trial;  withdrawal  of  juror: — (I.)  Power 
to  withdraw  juror:  {a)  in  civil  cases;  (6) 
48L.R.  A. 


in  criminal  cases:  (II.)  effect  of  withdrawal 
of  juror  in  civil  cases:  (a)  English  cases: 
(1)  in  general;  (2)  astocoste;  (5)  Ameri- 
can cases;  (III.)  effect  of  withdrawal  of  ju- 
ror in  criminal  cases.  432 

TBOVEB. 

See  also  Damages,  8. 

A  purchaser  of  property  in  good  faith 
from  a  person  who  holds  it  under  an  agree- 
ment by  which  a  third  person  has  reUined 
the  title  thereto,  if  he  sells  the  property 
again,  is  liable  for  conversion,  although  he  is 
not  in  possession  of  the  property.  Wood  v. 
Nichols  (R.  I.)  773 

TRUST  COMPANIES. 

See  SuBETT  Companies. 


TRUSTS* 

Sale  of  Property  by  Court  of  Equity,  see 
Judicial  Sale,  2. 

Premium  on  Investment  of  Funds,  see 
Life  Tenants,  1. 

See  also  Charitibs;  Husband  and 
Wife,  6;  Judgment,  3;  liASSES; 
Pabtnebship,  1-3;  Subbtt  Com- 
panies. 

1.  The  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  preserve  a  trust  estate  from  destruction 
by  reason  of  some  circumstance  not  fore- 
seen and  provided  for  by  the  creator  of  the 
trust  cannot  extend  to  any  change  of  the 
trustee's  scheme  further  than  is  necessary 
for  the  preservation  of  the  property.  Rug- 
gles  V.  Tyson  (Wis.)  809 

2.  The  best  interest  of  infant  owners  of 
an  estate  in  remainder  requiring  an  allowance 
to  them  of  an  immediate  benefit  therefrom 
for  their  maintenance  and  education  will  not 
warrant  a  court  of  equity  in  making  an  al- 
lowance to  them  from  the  trust  estate  dur- 
ing the  existence  of  a  life  tenancy,  where 
the  trust  not  only  fails  to  give  any  interest 
to  the  remaindermen  until  after  the  life  ten- 
ant's death,  but  also  makes  their  interest 
contingent  by  j^roviding  that  the  life  tenant 
may,  by  her  wiU,  in  her  discretion,  distrib- 
ute the  estete  among  her  surviving  children 
and  grandchildren,  and,  in  default  of  her  ap- 
pointment, gives  the  estete  to  her  surviving 
children  and  the  descendante  of  deceased 
children  by  right  of  representetion.         Id. 

3.  A  life  tenant  of  a  trust  estete  to 
whom  is  given  a  power  of  appointment  by 
will  for  the  distribution  of  the  remainder  at 
her  discretion  among  her  surviving  descend- 
ante, in  default  of  which  the  remainder  shall 
go  to  her  livins  children  and  to  the  descend-  • 
ante  of  those  who  are  dead  by  right  of  repre- 
sentetion, though  competent  to  sell  her  life 
interest  so  as  to  separate  it  from  the  power 
of  appointment,  has  no  authority  to  separate 
her  estete  from  the  estete  in  remainder,  and 
should  not  be  given  that  power  by  a  court  of 
equity  without  some  overpowering  necessity 
existing  to  demand  it,  because  that  course 
would  substitute  a  mere  expecteney  for  a 
certeinty,  contrary  to  the  settlor's  scheme. 

Id« 
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4.  On  the  sale  of  part  of  a  tcust  estate  to 
discharge  liens  whicn  exist  by  fault  of  the 
life  tenant  such  nortion  of  the  proceeds  as 
would  go  to  the  life  tenant  if  the  value  of 
her  life  estate  were  estimated  and  paid  to 
her  mav  be  paid  over  to  her,  not  as  a  pay- 
ment of  the  value  of  her  interest,  but  as  an 
investment,  if  secured  by  life  insurance  on 
her  life  in  reputable  level  premium  compa- 
nies authorized  to  do  business  in  the  state, 
and  if  she  adequately  secures  payment  of 
the  premiums  and  also  secures  prompt  pay- 
ment of  future  taxes  on  the  unsold  property 
by  mortgSjB^e  to  the  trustee  upon  her  life  es- 
tate therein,  making  it  a  first  lien  on  such 
estate.  Id. 

6.  A  separate  fund  for  the  care  of  a  bur- 
ial lot  and  another  for  the  saying  of  masses 
cannot  be  set  aside  by  an  executor  under  a 
will  creating  a  trust  "to  pay  the  expense  of 
keeping  my  burial  lot  in  a  proper  and  re- 
spectable condition  and  for  having  anniver- 
sary mass  said  annually,"  leaving  it  entire- 
ly to  the  executor's  discretion  to  provide  for 
the  perpetuation  of  such  services  in  any  way 
he  may  deem  proper,  since  the  branches  of 
the  trust  are  to  be  administered  together  by 
the  same  trustee.  Webster  v.  Sughrow  (N. 
H.)  100 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Trusts;  allowance  out  of  income  for  sup- 
port of  infant.  783 

Payment  of  premium  on  investment  of 
trust  funds.  127 

Protecting  interests  of  remaindermen  in. 

811 

UNBORN   GHIIJ>BEN. 

See  also  Judicial  Salb,  1;  Lifb  TftR- 

ANTS,  2. 

An  infant  has  not  before  birth  such  an 
independent  existence  that  a  negligent  in- 
Jury  to  him  will  sustain  an  action  in  his  fa- 
vor after  he  is  born.  Allaire  v.  St.  Luke's 
Hospital  (111.)  225 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Unborn  children;  status  of;  liability  for 
injury  to.  226 

USAGE. 

See  CnsTOic. 

USURY. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Usury;  conflict  of  laws  as  to  limitation  of 
actions  for.  637 

VAPORS. 

From  Drain,  see  Action  or  Suit,  4. 

VENDOR    AND    PURCHASER. 

See  also  Champeett,  2. 

Upon  rescission  of  a  deed  of  real  es- 
tate because  the  grantors  had,  to  their 
knowledge,  no  title  which  they  could  convey, 
of  which  fact  the  vendee  was  ignorant,  a 
lien  for  purchase  money  wrongfully  received 
by  the  vendors  may  be  decreed  upon  any  por- 
tion of  the  land  of  which  the  vendors  were 
48  L.  R.  A. 


the  owners.    Fort  Jefferson  Improv.  Go.  T. 
Ihipoyster  (Ky.)  637 

VERDICT. 

Review  of,  on  Appeal,  see  AffkilL  ai» 
Error,  11-13. 

VETO. 

See  Municipal  Corforations,  5. 

VOTERS   AND   EI.ECTIONS. 

A  majority  of  all  the  electors  voting  at 
the  election  for  any  purpose,  and  not  simply 
all  who  vote  on  the  adoption  or  rejection  of 
the  constitutional  amendment  submitted  at 
a  general  election,  is  necessary  for  the  adop- 
tion of  a  constitutional  amendment  under 
Miss.  Const  1800,  9  273,  requiring  "a  ma- 
jority of  the  qualified  electors  voting."  Stat* 
ex  rel.  McGlurg  v.  Powell  (Miss.)  662 

WAIVER. 

See  Insurance,  11. 

WAXX. 

See  Negugenoe,  2,  8. 

WAREHOUSEMEN. 

See  also  Master  and  Servant,  20. 

1.  Flax  is  included  in  the  word  "grain,"^ 
within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  Minn.  Gen. 
Stat  1894,  §S  7645  et  <eg.,  providing  that 
grain  delivered  for  storage  in  a  warehouse 
shall  be  received  as  a  bailment,  and  not  a» 
a  sale.    State  v.  Cowdery  (Minn.)  92 

2.  Authority  to  sell  property  described  in 
a  storage  receipt  issued  under  Minn.  Gen. 
Stat.  1894,  f  7640,  is  not  conferred  upon  a 
warehouseman  by  a  provision  that  the  prop- 
erty may  be  mingled  with  other  property  of 
the  same  kind  or  transferred  to  other  eleva- 
tors or  warehouses.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Warehousemen;  tickets  of,  as  contracts  of 
bailment;  misappropriation  of  properly.  9S 

WATERS. 

Easements  in,  see  Easements. 
Pollution  of,  by  Sewers,  as  a  Taking  of 

Property,  see  Eminent  Domain. 
Injunction    against  Pollution    of,    see 

Injunction,  7-10. 
See  also  Action  or  Suit,  5 ;  Buildings, 

2;    Limitation    of    Actions,    1; 

Municipal  Corporations,  4,    13, 

14;   NEGLIQENCE,  3;   NUISANCE,  2. 

1.  The  title  of  riparian  owners  above  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  tide  extends  to  the  middle  of 
the  stream,  subject  only  to  a  servitude  to 
the  public  for  purposes  of  navigation.  Grey 
ex  rel.  Simmons  v.  Paterson  (N.  J.  Err.  h 
App.)  717 

2.  Riparian  owners  along  the  Passaic 
river  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows  have  title 
only  to  high-water  mark.  Id. 

3.  The  right  to  use  tidal  streams  as  out- 
lets for  public  sewers  carrying  off  surplus 
water  and  the  sewage  from  buildings  may  be 
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conferred  bj  the  legislature  upon  municipali- 
ties.   Sayre  y.  Newark  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.) 

4.  The  use  of  a  stream  for  drainage  is 
unreasonable,  when  it  results  in  the  concen- 
tration of  filth  and  its  discharge  into  the 
stream  in  such  quantities  that  it  is  neces- 
sarily carried  to  the  premises  of  another, 
where  it  produces  a  nuisance  dangerous  to 
health  and  destructive  of  the  value  of  the 
property.  I'latt  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Waterbury 
(Conn.)  601 

5.  The  right  of  surface  drainage  into  a 
river  does  not  include  the  right  to  discharge 
into  it  from  sewers  such  noxious  substances 
and  in  such  quantities  that  the  river  cannot 
dilute  them  or  safely  carry  them  off  without 
injury  to  the  property  of  lower  proprietors. 

Id. 

6.  A  city  which  has  Imslative  authority 
to  construct  its  system  of  sewers,  discharg- 
ing their  contents  into  a  river,  is  not  sub- 
ject to  the  charge  of  maintaining  a  public 
nuisance.  Grey  ex  rel.  Simmons  v.  Pater- 
son  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  717 

7.  The  grant  to  a  city  of  a  right  to  with- 
draw from  a  river  such  quantity  of  water 
as  may  be  required  to  furnish  a  supply  of 
pure  and  wholesome  water  does  not  vest  in 
the  city  any  right  to  the  waters  of  the 
stream  distinct  from  the  rights  of  the  gener- 
al public,  or  preclude  the  l^slature  from 
subsequently  authorizing  another  city  to 
drain  sewers  into  the  stream  where  t^e  tide 
ebbs  and  flows.  Id. 

8.  The  use  of  city  sewers  by  connecting 
property  therewith  does  not  preclude  the 
owner  from  recovering  damages  to  his  ripa- 
rian property  rights  in  premises  farther 
down  the  river  on  account  of  the  pollution  of 
the  waters  by  the  sewers,  where  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  damage  was  due  in  part  to 
his  fault.  Piatt  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Waterbury 
(Conn.)  691 

9.  The  owner  of  a  city  lot  has  not  the 
right  to  fiU  in  or  raise  the  surface  so  as 
to  prevent  the  natural  flow  upon  it  of  sur- 
face water  from  the  higher  ground  of  an  ad- 
joining owner,  but  is  subject  to  the  same 
rule  which  governs  rural  property.  Car- 
land  V.  Aurin  (Tenn.)  862 

Notes  and  Brdsfb. 

Waters ;  easement  of  riparian  proprietors ; 
pollution  of,  by  sewers.  718 

Pollution  of,  by  sewage.  708,  714 

Public  right  or  easement  in  rivers;  private 
rights  in  public  streams;  pollution  of,  by 
sewers.  700 

Bight  of  municipal  corporation  to  drain 
sewage  into  waters: — (I.)  Introduction; 
(II.)  statutory  authority;  (III.)  taking  or 
damaging  property;   (IV.)  miscellaneous. 

691 

Servitude  of  surface  water.  862 

Tidal  streams ;  rights  of  riparian  proprie- 
tors ;  pollution  of.  722 

Title  to  lake;  to  bed  of  river.  617 

48  L.  R.  A. 


WIDOW. 

See  Descent  and  Distbibution. 

wnxB. 

See  also  Chabities,  1;  Conixict  of 
Laws,  1;  Deeds;  Husband  and 
Wife,  2,  3 ;  Judgment,  5 ;  Powebs  ; 
ItEAL  Pbofebty. 

1.  An  instrument  is  not  subscribed  at 
the  end  thereof,  as  required  by  statute  to 
constitute  a  valid  will,  where  it  consists  of 
four  pages  in  one  sheet  folded  lengthwise 
down  the  middle,  with  the  formal  opening 
and  a  portion  of  the  bequests  on  the  first 
pa^e  of  the  sheet,  another  portion  on  the 
third  page,  which  is  marked  page  2,  while 
the  remainder  and  the  signature  are  on  the 
second  page,  which  is  marked  page  3,  there 
beinc  nothing  to  connect  the  portions  on  the 
third  page  with  those  above  the  signature. 
Re  Andrews's  Will  (N.  Y.)  662 

2.  An  antenuptial  agreement  in  support 
of  a  will  will  not  prevent  the  revocation  of 
the  will  by  the  subsequent  marriage,  where 
the  statute  says  that  "a  marriage  shall  be 
deemed  a  revocation  of  a  prior  will."  Hud- 
nall  V.  Ham  (111.)  657 

3.  The  capacity  of  a  foreign  city  to  ac- 
cept a  legacy  is  not  wanting  so  as  to  defeat 
the  gift,  merely  because  the  capacity  for  a 
time  is  suspended  imtil  a  permit  is  obtained 
from  the  council  of  state.  Succession  of 
Meunier  (La.)  77 

4.  The  interest  of  a  legatee  in  a  legacy 
to  which  he  is  entitled  only  on  condition 
that  he  be  declared  by  the  executors  to  be  a 
reformed  man  at  the  expiration  of  a  certain 
period  is  not  vested  until  such  decision  is 
made.    Re  Jones  (Mich.)  580 

5.  A  condition  in  a  legacy  that  the  lega- 
tee's right  thereto  shall  depend  upon  the  de- 
cision of  the  executors  at  the  erd  of  a  cer- 
tain time,  that  he  is  a  reformed  maD*  is  not 
void  for  uncertainty,  and  such  dedsiun  is  a 
condition  precedent  to  his  right  to  the  leg«;» 
cy.  Id. 

6.  Courts  will  not  refuse  to  give  effect  to 
statutes  providing  for  the  reoording  of  for- 
eign wills,  and  giving  them  the  same  effect 
as  if  made  and  proved  in  the  state,  because 
such  effect  is  not  given  to  foreign  wills  by  the 
state  from  which  the  record  comes.  Martin 
V.  Stovall  (Tenn.)  130 

Notes  and  Bbiefb. 

See  also  Jxtdoment. 

Wills;  condition  of  leggey;  gift  vested  or 
contingent.  580 

Effect  of  antenuptial  agreement;  election; 
revocation  by  marriage.  650 

Subscribing  at  end.  662 

Vested  or  contingent  interests  under;  con- 
ditions of  gift.  68 


WITHDRAWING  jmOSL 

See  Tbial,  2,  8. 
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OASES  IN  48  L.  R  A. 


48  L.  R.  A.  33,  LOUGHIN  ▼.  MoCAULLEY,  186  Pa.  517,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  872, 

40  Atl.  1020. 
AdminUtrmtion   of  Itmitatiom   of  llabllitr  of  sblp  owners. 

Cited  in  The  Eureka  No.  32,  108  Fed.  674,  and  The  S.  A.  McCauIIey,  90  Fed. 
303,  sustaining  competency  of  state  court  to  apply  Federal  limitation  of  liabil- 
ity of  ship  owners. 

48  L,  R.  A.  41.  UNION  TRUST  CO.  v.  RICHMOND  CITY  R.  CO.  154  Ind.  291> 
66  N.  E.  746,  56  N.  E.  665. 

Rehearing  denied  in  154  Ind.  308,  56  N.  E.  665. 
Preference  of  clnlmif. 

Cited  in  Reynolds  &  R.  Co.  v.  Eacock,  27  Ind.  App.  465,  61  N-  E.  732,  sustain- 
ing preferential  payment  of  creditors  furnishing  supplies  to  tuortgngor  in  reli- 
ance upon  mortgage  provision  allowing  mortgagor  to  continue  business  and  pay 
«xpense8  f rom  income. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  United  States  Invest.  -Corp.  v.  Portland  Hospital,  56 
L.  R.  A.  627,  which  denies  right  to  priority  of  debts  incurred  by  receiver  of  hos- 
pital in  suit  to  foreclose  prior  mortgage;  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Doud,  52 
L.  R.  A.  481,  which  holds  claim  for  money  loaned  to  pay  interest  on  mortgage 
debt  inferior  to  lien  of  prior  mortgage. 

l»lnbiUty  for  pavins  between  tracka. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fielders  v.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  59  L.  R.  A.  455, 
which  holds  void,  ordinance  requiring  street  raijway  companies  to  pave  and  keep 
in  repair  space  between  tracks. 

RatlroAd  rlffbt  of  "^my  mm  <<lnnded  property*" 

Cited  in  footnote  to  United  R.  &  Electric  Co.  v.  Baltimore,  52  L.  R.  A.  772, 
which  holds  railroad  right  of  way  and  tracks  not  within  provision  as  to  increas- 
ing taxation  on  "landed  property." 

Reirnlntton   of  ««•   mte. 

Cited  in  Muncie  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Muncie,  160  Ind.  101,  60  L.  R.  A.  827, 
66  N.  E.  436,  holding  that  city  has  power  to  regulate  gas  rate  under  statute  giving 
it  exclusive  control  of  streets. 

L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  IV.— 71. 
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48  L.  R.  A.  49,  HENDERSON  TRUST  CO.  v.  STUART,  108  Ky.  167,  55  S.  \V. 
1082. 

48  L.  R.  A.  50,  JOHNSON  v.  EVELETH,  93  Me.  306,  45  Atl.  35. 

48  K  R,  A.  64,  SUMMERS  v.  BEELER,  90  Md.  475,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  446,  45  Atl. 

19. 
ReatrlctlT-e   condition    in   deed. 

Cited  in  Safe  Deposit  &  T.  Co.  v.  Flaherty,  91  Md.  499,  46  Atl.  1009,  denying 
that  restrictions  in  deed  are  enforceable  by  other  than  grantor. 

48  L.  R.  A.  58,  ELLICOTT  v.  ELUCOTT,  90  Md.  321,  46  Atl.  183. 

48  L.  R.  A.  63,  ECONOMY  8AV.  BANK  v.  GORDON,  90  Md.  486,  45  Atl.  170. 

48  L.  R.  A.  68,  NARRAMORE  v.  CLEVELAND,  C.  C.  A  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  37  C.  C.  A. 
499,  96  Fed.  298. 

Assumption  of  riak* 

Approved  in  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Hennessey,  38  C.  C.  A.  311,  96  Fed. 
717,  holding  that  switchmi^n  daily  handling  defective  cars  taken  out  for  repairs 
assumes  incidental  risk;  Kenney  v.  Meddaugh,  55  C.  C.  A.  122,  118  Fed.  216^ 
holding  that  locomotive  fireman  assumed  risk  from  proximity  of  mail  crane  to 
track;  Dempsey  v.  Sawyer,  95  Me.  302,  49  Atl.  1035,  sustaining  assumption  of 
risk  by  one  entering  employment  with  knowledge  of  risk;  Martin  v.  Chicago,  R. 
L  A  p!  R.  Co.  118  Iowa,  151,  69  L,  R.  A.  700,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  380,  91  N.  W.  1034. 
sustaining  brakeman's  assumption  of  risk  from  unlawful  excess  of  speed,  by  vol- 
untarily working  with  knowledge  thereof  and  without  objection. 

Interpretation  of  syllnbna  opinion  in  reported  cases. 

Approved  in  Erie  R.  Co.  v.  Kane,  55  C.  C.  A.  134,  118  Fed.  228,  holding  sylla- 
bus opinion  is  to  be  restrained  to  facts  in  case. 

Bmplorera'  liability. 

Approved  in  Monteith  v.  Kokomo  Wood  Enameling  Co.  159  bid.  160,  58  L.  R. 
A.  948,  64  N.  E.  610,  holding  employee's  recovery  for  injuries  from  employer's 
breach  of  statutory  duty  not  defeated  by  obviousness  of  defect. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  O'Neill  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  60  L.  R.  A.  443,  which 
holds  employer  not  liable  for  mere  error  in  judgment  in  furnishing  structures 
and  appliances  for  servants.        ' 

48  L.  R.  A.  77,  MEUNIER'S  SUCCESSION,  52  La.  Ann.  79,  26  So.  776. 
Validitr  of  bean««ta. 

Followed  in  McCloskey's  Succession,  52  La.  Ann.  1125,  27  So.  705,  denying^ 
validity  of  discretionary  bequests  for  memorial  church  window  to  another  and 
for  such  charitable  purposes  in  Ireland  as  trustees  might  think  proper;  Hutchin- 
son's Succession,  112  La.  703,  36  So.  639,  sustaining  bequest  to  university  for 
benefit  of  its  medical  department. 

Validity  ol  vrlU. 

Cited  in  May's  Succession,  109  La.  996,  34  So.  62,  sustaining  validity  of  will 
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reading:    "Should  my  wife  die,  her  portion  to  go  to  my  daughter;  should  my 
daughter  die,  her  share  to  go  to  my  wife." 

Mnnlclpalitr  »•  trvatee  of  ebarlty. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Clayton  v.  Hallett,  59  K  R.  A.  407,  which  sustains  city's 
power  to  take  property  in  trust  for  education  of  poor  white  male  orphans. 

48  L.  R.  A.  84,  RICE  v.  DETROIT,  Y.  &  A.  A.  R.  CO.  122  Mich.  677,  81  N.  W. 

927. 
Reirnlatton  of  fares  and  rmtea  and  benefit  tbereof. 

Cited  in  Coy  v.  Detroit,  Y.  &  A.  A.  R.  Co.  125  Mich.  621,  85  N.  W.  6,  holding- 
that  public  may  claim  benefit  of  carrier's  agreement  with  municipality  not  to 
charge  over  stipulated  rate  on  route;  Chas.  Simon's  Sons  Co.  v.  Maryland  Teleph. 
k  Teleg.  Co.  (Md.)  63  L.  R.  A.  737,  57  Atl.  193,  sustaining  right  of  residents  of 
city  to  enforce  for  own  benefit,  conditions  as  to  rates  to  be  charged  by  telephone 
company  and  imposed  by  ordinance  granting  use  of  street. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chicago  Union  Traction  Co.  v.  Chicago,  59  L.  R.  A.  631,. 
which  sustains  city's  power  to  prescribe  compensation  of  horse  car  companies; 
Muncie  Natural  Gas  Co.  v.  Muncie,  60  L.  R.  A.  822,  which  sustains  city's  power 
to  stipulate  as  to  maximum  rates  for  gas. 

48  L.  R.  A.  86,  FULLER  v.  LOCOMOTIVE  ENGINEERS'  MUT.  LIFE  &  ACCL 
INS.  ASSO.  122  Mich.  648,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  598,  81  N.  W.  326. 

48  L.  R.  A.  88,  STATE  v.  ZENO,  79  Minn.  80,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  81  N.  W.  748*.. 
Ezerciae  of  police  poorer. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Lucas,  160  Mo.  232,  61  S.  W.  218,  and  State  v.  Sharpless,. 
31  Wash.  196,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  893,  71  Pac.  737,  sustaining  act  requiring  barbers 
to  procure  license  and  to  register  before  engaging  in  business;  Templar  v.  State^ 
Examiners,  131  Mich.  257,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  610,  90  N.  W.  1058,  9  Det.  L.  N.- 
306,  holding  statute  denying  alien's  right  to  barber's  license,  void;  State  ex  rel. 
Chapel  V.  Justus,  90  Minn.  475,  97  N.  W.  124,  declaring  void,  act  requiring 
journeyman  plumbers  to  submit  to  examination  and  obtain  certificate  of  compe- 
tency. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  State  v.  Hyman,  64  L.  R.  A.  637,  which  holds  prohibitiom 
against  use  of  room  in  tenement  or  dwelling  house  for  manufacture  of  clothings 
except  by  immediate  member  of  family,  within  police  power. 

48  L.  R.  A.  90,  ERTZ  v.  PRODUCE  EXCHANGE,  79  Minn.  140,  79  Am.  St.  Repi 
433,  81  N.  W.  737. 

Later  appeal  in  82  Minn.  177,  51  L.  R.  A.  827,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  419,  84  N-.  W. 
743. 
I^lnblltty   for   conapimcy    to    Injnre   bnslness. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel,  Durner  v.  Huegin,  110  Wis.  259,  62  L.  R.  A.  745,  86  NT 
W.  1046,  holding  actionable,  agreement  between  publishers  to  compel  another  lo 
reduce  advertising  rates  or  lose  customers;  Gray  v.  Building  Trades  Council,  91 
Minn.  180,  03  L.  R.  A.  758,  97  N.  W.  063.  authorizing  injunction  against  striker  » 
acts,  amounting  to  boycott  of  electrical  manufacturers. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brown  v.  Jacobs  Pharmacy  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  548,  which 
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tUBtaina  right  to  injunction  against  combination  of  merchants  to  prevent  sales 
to  other  dealer  unless  he  sells  at  fixed  prices. 
lilAbility  of  members  deallnir  ^ritb  nonmeoAbers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Martell  v.  White,  64  L.  R.  A.  260,  which  holds  action  main- 
tainable on  behalf  of  quarry  owner  against  members  of  association  to  which  he 
does  not  belong,  enforcing  by-law  imposing  fine  on  members  dealing  with  non- 
members;  Downs  V.  Bennett,  66  L.  R.  A.  660,  which  denies  right  of  one  only  re- 
motely affected,  to  injunction  against  fining  or  expelling  member  for  violation  of 
by-law  prohibiting  members  dealing  with  nonmembers,  or  with  those  dealing  with 
auch  nonmembers. 

Bilect  of  bad  motive. 

Cited  in  note  (62  L.  R.  A.  678,  703)  on  effect  of  bad  motive  to  make  action- 
able what  would  otherwise  not  be. 

48  L.  R.  A.  92,  STATE  v.  COWDERY,  79  Minn.  94,  81  N.  W.  760. 
S fleet  of  stormire  reeeipts. 

Cited  in  Dolliff  v.  Robbins,  83  Minn.  501,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  466,  86  K.  W.  772, 
holding  cause  of  action  for  conversion  of  wheat  placed  in  warehouse,  transferred 
with  warehouseman's  tickets. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Anderson  v.  Portland  Flouring  Mills  Co.  50  L.  R.  A. 
235,  which  holds  parol  evidence  of  contract  under  which  grain  delivered  admis- 
aible,  though  negotiable  warehouse  receipts  given  therefor. 

48  L.  R.  A.  95,  HODGES  v.  CAUSEY,  77  Miss.  353,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  526,  26 

So.  945.  % 

Riirbt  to  klU  doffa. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fox  v.  Mohawk  ft  H.  River  Humane  Soc.  51  L.  R.  A.  681, 
^hich  sustains  summary  killing  or  appropriation  of  dog  by  humane  society 
-without  notice  to  owner. 

48  L.  R.  A.  96,  FORD  v.  MT.  TOM  SULPHITE  PULP  00.  172  Mass.  544,  52  N. 

E.  1065. 
Bmplorer'a  liability  for  danseroiM  conditions. 

Followed  in  Demers  v.  Marshall,  172  Mass.  553,  178  Mass.  12,  52  N.  E.  1066, 
denying  employer's  liability  for  injury  to  eighteen -year-old  apprentice  caught  by 
projecting  set  screw  while  oiling  revolving  shaft. 

Cited  in  Hoard  v.  Blackstone  Mfg.  Co.  177  Mass.  72,  58  N.  E.  180,  denying  em- 
ployer's liability  for  injury  from  visible  depression  in  floor,  of  which  warning 
not  given;  Lemoine  v.  Aldrich,  177  Mass.  91,  68  N.  E.  178,  denying  employer's  lia- 
bility for  injury  from  catching  employee's  appliance  invisible  revolving  shafting 
over  doorway;  Robinska  v.  Mills,  174  Mas*.  433,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  364,  54  X.  E. 
873,  denying  employer's  liability  for  injury  from  attempt  to  clean  dangerous 
machine  with  fingers  after  being  told  to  clean  with  brush;  Muenchow  v.  Theo. 
Zschetzsche  &  Son  Co.  113  Wis.  14,  88  N.  W.  909,  denying  master's  liability  to 
workman  of  mature  years  and  experience,  who  continues  working  near  rapidly 
revolving,  unguarded  sliaft;  St.  Louis  Cordage  Co.  v.  Miller,  63  I-.  R.  A.  559,  61 
C.  C.  A.  488,  126  Fed.  506,  denying  right  to  recover  for  injury  caused  by  slipping 
of  fingers  into  mashing  cogs  of  gearing,  where  defect  of  exposed  gearing  is  obvious 
and  danger  apparent. 
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Cited  in  footnote  to  McLaine  v.  Head  ft  D.  Company,  58  L.  R.  A.  462,  which  de- 
nies master's  duty  to  warn  workman  in  trench  before  dumping  dirt  in. 

Cited  in  note  (57  L.  R.  A.  834)  on  statutory  liability  of  employers  for  defects 
in  condition  of  their  plant. 

48  L.  K  A.  99,  STATE  v.  WELLS,  69  N.  H.  424,  46  Atl.  143. 
"VITbo  is  reaulred  to  procmre  license. 

Cited  in  Wausau  ▼.  Heideman,  119  Wis.  247,  96  N.  W.  549,  holding  traveling 
agent  for  foreign  dealer,  who  merely  solicits  orders  by  sample,  to  be  filled  by 
mail  or  express,  not  within  provisions  of  statute  requiring  license. 

48  L.  R.  A.  100,  WEBSTER  v.  SUGHROW,  69  N.  H.  380,  45  Atl.  139. 
CMarttable.  vifte. 

Cited  in  Haynes  v.  Carr,  70  N.  H.  483,  49  Atl.  638,  sustaining  gift  for  benefit 
of  destitute  of  state,  and  for  charitable  educational  uses;  Rollins  v.  Merrill. 
70  N.  H.  437,  48  Atl.  1088,  holding  legacy  for  care  of  cemetery  lot,  for  charitable 
vuae;  Haynes  v.  Carr,  70  N.  H.  479,  49  Atl.  638,  holding  charitable  gift  not  inval- 
idated because  of  several  parts  to  be  administered  together,  income  to  be  divided 
in  trustee's  discretion. 

48  L.  R.  A.  102,  STATE  v.  KEAN,  69  N.  H.  122,  45  Atl.  256. 
]Vaia«nce  and  its  nbntement. 

Cited  in  Nutter  v.  Pearl,  71  N.  H.  248,  51  Atl.  897,  holding  highway  obstruc- 
tion constituting  statutory  nuisance  not  necessarily  actual  nuisance. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Tyson,  59  L.  R.  A.  399,  which  sustains 
right  of  injunction  against  pillars  in  street  in  front  of  adjoining  lot,  obstructing 
light  and  air  from  street. 

48  L.  R.  A.  106,  DETTMERING  v.  ENGLISH,  64  N.  J.  L.  16,  44  Atl.  855. 
I^inbllltT  for  fnll  of  vrnlU. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lauer  v.  Palms,  58  L.  R.  A.  67,  which  holds  owner  liable 
for  injury  by  fall  of  walls  left  standing  by  fire;  Ainsworth  v.  Lakin,  57  L.  R.  A. 
132,  which  denies  obligation  of  owner  to  remove  or  protect  walls  left  standing 
after  fire  until  reasonable  tiipe  to  investigate. 


48  L.  R.  A.  107,  BUFFALO  GERMAN  INS.  CO.  v.  THIRD  NAT.  BANK,  162  N. 
Y.  163,  56  N.  E.  521. 

Followed  without  discussion  on  later  appeal  in  171  N.  Y.  670,  64  N.  E.  1119. 
Ofrnemblp  of  pledged  •toclc. 

Cited  in  Pray  v.  Todd,  71  App.  Div.  394,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  947,  holding  pledgees 
of  stock  holding  legal  title  for  purpose  of  sale  on  default  not  absolute  owners  upon 
surrender  of  stock  after  default,  until  new  stock  reissued  in  their  name. 
lilen  of  corporation  on  atoclc. 

Cited  in  Lyman  v.  State  Bank,  81  App.  Div.  372,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  901,  holding 
iMink's  lien  on  stock  for  indebtedness  not  enforceable  against  innocent  purchaser. 
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48  L.  R.  A.  113,  PEOPLE  ex  rel  CISCO  v.  QUEENS,  161  N.  Y.  698,  56  N.  E.  81. 
^Separate  schools. 

Cited  in  Reynolds  v.  Topeka  Bd.  of  Edu.  66  Kan.  683,  72  Pac.  274,  upholding 
Taliditj  of  statute  providing  separate  schools  for  white  and  for  colored  children 
respectively;  Wong  Him  v.  Callahan,  119  Fed.  382,  upholding  validity  of  statute 
providing  separate  schools  for  children  of  Mongolian  descent,  where  such  schools 
as  good  as  others. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  ex  rel,  Bibb  v.  Alton,  56  L.  R.  A.  95,  which  denies 
right  of  city  to  send  colored  children  out  of  district  to  separate  school  established 
for  them. 

48  L.  R.  A.  115,  TRIMBLE  v.  NEW  YORK  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  CO.  162  N.  Y.  84,  56 
N.  E.  532. 

'iV^alver  of  rlffbt  to  iro  to  Jarr* 

Cited  in  Sweetland  v.  Buell,  164  N.  Y.  548,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  676,  58  N.  E.  663, 
holding  that  party  waives  right  to  go  to  jury  by  standing  on  motion  for  direction 
of  verdict  and  exceptions  for  its  denial,  without  requesting  submission  of  any 
facts;  Cody  v.  New  York,  71  App.  Div.  60,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  648,  and  Deeley  v. 
Heintz,  169  N.  Y.  133,  62  N.  E.  158,  holding  that  motion  to  dismiss,  without 
more,  submits  every  question  involved  for  determination  by  court. 

Matters  reviewable  on  appeal. 

Cited  in  Famum  v.  Carr,  69  App.  Div.  495,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  1111,  denying  right, 
for  first  time  on  appeal,  to  object  to  failure  to  submit  certain  question  to  jury, 
when  both  parties  move  for  judgment  and  plaintiff  objects  to  dismissal  of  com- 
plaint, but  makes  no  request  for  submission;  Smith  v.  Coe,  170  N.  Y.  168,  63 
N.  E.  67,  holding  it  doubtful  whether  any  question  of  law  was  presented  for 
review  when  defendant's  exceptions  were  to  refusal  to  dismiss  complaint  and  to 
dismissal  of  counterclaims,  without  request  to  go  to  jury. 

Agent's  apparent  antborlty- 

Cited  in  Lowenstein  v.  Lombard,  164  N.  Y.  330,  58  N.  E.  44,  holding  that 
agent's  authority  to  quote  freight  rates  includes  customary  provision  as  to  in- 
surance against  loss. 
Carrier's  liability  for  loss  of  ffoods. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews,  60  L.  R.  A.  846,  which 
liolds  carrier  liable  for  loss  of  or  damage  to  samples  in  possession  of  traveling 
salesman,  checked  as  baggage. 

48  L.  R.  A.  122,  O'BRIEN  v.  EAST  RIVER  BRIDGE  CO.  161  N.  Y.  539,  56  N. 

E.  74. 
Order   for  reversal. 

Cited  in  Buffalo  &  L.  Land  Co.  v.  Bellevue  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  165  N.  Y.  253, 
51  L.  R.  A.  954,  59  N.  E.  5,  holding  omission  of  statement  by  appellate  division 
that  order  for  reversal  is  upon  facts,  immaterial  where  facts  undisputed;  People 
ex  rel.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  165  N.  Y.  320,  59  N.  E.  151,  holding  form  of 
order  of  reversal  not  material  where  facts  appear  from  findings  in  record,  with- 
out dispute. 
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<^iic«tloii  of  UifT  npon  nncontrrndtcted  facts. 

Cited  in  Jerome  v.  Queen  City  Cycle  Co.  163  N.  Y.  357,  57  N.  E.  485,  holding 
that  uncontradicted  facts,  with  logical  deductions  all  pointing  same  way,  pre- 
sent question  of  law  for  court. 

Preference   of  creditors. 

Followed  in  Creteau  v.  Foote  &  T.  Glass  Co.  54  App.  Div.  171,  66  N.  Y.  Supp 
370,  holding  general  assignment  for  creditors  not  within  statute  against  prefer- 
ences by  insolvent. 

Cited  in  James  Clark  Co.  v.  Colton,  91  Md.  236,  49  L.  R.  A.  713,  footnote  p. 
698,  46  Atl.  386  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  void,  payment  by  insol- 
vent bank  of  check  of  company  in  which  bank  president  chief  stockholder,  and 
payment  of  note  on  which  directors  are  indorsers;  Joseph  v.  Raff,  82  App.  Div. 
50,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  546,  sustaining  validity  of  corporate  agreement  to  purchase 
president's  stock  and  secure  arrears  of  salary,  in  order  to  induce  him  to  resign. 

48  L.  R.  A.  126,  Re  HOYT,  160  N.  Y.  607,  55  N.  E.  282. 
Dedncttons  from  Income  of  life  tenant. 

Followed  in  Re  Johnson,  57  App.  Div.  502,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  1004,  denying  trus- 
tee's power  to  reserve  income  from  fund  to  compensate  for  diminution  of  premium 
paid  for  bonds;  Re  Chapman,  32  Misc.  192,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  235,  holding  income 
of  widow  not  to  be  decreased  by  sinking  fund  for  depreciation  of  property,  in 
which  fund  is  invested  unde»  testator's  authorization. 

Distinguished  in  New  York  Life  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Baker,  166  N.  Y.  487,  53  L. 
R.  A.  545,  footnote  p.  544,  59  N.  E.  257,  requiring  reservation  from  life  tenant's 
income  of  sinking  fund  to  offset  premium  on  bonds  purchased. 

Res  Jndlcsata. 

Cited  in  Rudd  v.  Cornell,  171  N.  Y.  130,  63  N.  E.  823,  holding  decree  in  ac- 
counting designating  beneficiary  under  testamentary  trust,  conclusive  in  action 
to  determine  disposition  subsequent  to  his  death;  Re  Haight,  51  App.  Div.  317, 
64  N.  Y.  Supp.  1029,  holding  surrogate's  adjudication  of  validity  of  condition 
attached  to  bequest  upon  accounting  of  executors,  not  binding  upon  subsequent 
accounting,  where  question  was  not  necessarily  involved  on  former  accounting; 
Re  Hunt,  41  Misc.  76,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  652,  holding  surrogate's  decree  as  to  matters 
not  litigated  on  accounting  not  res  judicata  in  subsequent  proceedings;  Re  Mar- 
shall, 43  Misc.  245,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  550,  holding  decree  of  former  accounting  charg- 
ing to  principal  of  fund  expense  of  maintaining  foreclosed  property  does  not  es- 
top beneficiaries  from  insisting  that  part  of  proceeds  from  sale  of  such  property 
belong  to  income;  Re  Elting,  93  App.  Div.  518,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  833,  holding  de- 
cree on  intermediate  accounting  final  on  question  whether  certain  dividends  should 
be  credited  to  income  or  principal. 

48  L.  R.  A.  130,  MARTIN  v.  STOVALL,  103  Tenn.  1,  52  S.  W.  296. 
Probate  of  frill. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Newcomb  v.  Newcomb,  51  L.  R.  A.  419,  which  holds  pro- 
bate of  will  in  one  country  on  estate  located  therein  of  citizen  dying  in  another 
country,  binding  on  courts  of  latter  country ;  Wahl  v.  Franz,  49  L.  R.  A.  62,  which 
holds  proceeding  to  probate  will  not  removable  to  Federal  court. 
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48  L.  R.  A.  153,  Re  YOUNG,  38  Or.  247,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  772,  59  Pac.  707. 
Imdaelnsr  seamen  to  deaert  urn  offense. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Handel  v.  Chaplin,  51  L.  R.  A.  720,  which  upholds  stateV 
power  to  make  inducing  or  aiding  of  seamen  to  desert  from  foreign  vessel  an 
offense. 

48  L.  R.  A.  166,  ECKER  v.  UNDSKOG,  12  S.  D.  428,  81  N.  W.  905. 
-Who   U   <<l&end   of   family.'' 

Cited  in  Ness  v.  Jones,  10  N.  D.  594,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  765,  88  N.  W.  706,  deny- 
ing that  wife  tending  farm  and  supporting  family  thereby  can  claim  exemption 
as  head  of  family  upon  husband's  insolvency  in  outside  business. 

48  L.  R.  A.  157,  WATERHOUSE  v.  JOSEPH  SCHLITZ  BREWING  CO.  12  S. 

D.  397,  81  N.  W.  725. 
Liability  for  falling   walla. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lauer  v.  Palms,  58  L.  R.  A.  67,  which  holds  owner  liable 
for  injury  by  fall  of  walls  left  standing  by  fire;  Ainsworth  v.  Lakin,  57  I/.  R.  A. 
132,  which  denies  obligation  of  owner  to  remove  or  protect  walls  left  standing 
after  fire  until  reasonable  time  to  investigate. 

Liability  of  landlord  for  lajary  to  tbird  person. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Barrett  v.  Lake  Ontario  Beach  Improv.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A. 
829,  which  sustains  owner's  liability  for  insufficiency  of  railing  of  leased  toboggan 
slide;  Oardner  v.  Rhodes,  57  L,  R.  A.  749,  which  denies  landlord's  liability  for 
injury  to  person  from  fall  on  ice,  which  tenant  had  permitted  to  accumulate  on 
sidewalk;  Langenbaugh  v.  Anderson,  62  L.  R.  A.  948,  which  denies  liability  of 
lessor  of  lot  for  production  of  oil  or  gas  therefrom,  for  injury  to  adjoining  owner's 
property  through  escape  of  oil  by  lessee's  negligence. 

Ctoneral  allegations  of  nearllarence. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  271)  on  sufficiency  of  general  allegations  of  negli- 
gence as  to  unsafe  premises  or  structures. 

48  L.  R.  A.  160,  DOTY  v.  CHATTANOOGA  UNION  R<  CO.  103  Tenn.  564,  53 

S.  W.  944. 
"Wbat   avreementa   mn    ^ritb    land. 

Cited  in  Cicalla  v.  Miller,  105  Tenn.  264,  58  S.  W.  210,  holding  that  executor's 
agreement  to  pay  for  improvements  remaining  at  termination  of  lease  upon  devi- 
•ee's  marriage  or  majority,  does  not  run  with  the  land ;  Smith  v.  Ingram,  130  N. 
C.  114,  61  L.  R.  A.  884,  40  S.  E.  984  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  denying  that 
assignee  of  grantee  of  realty  can  rely  on  covenant  of  warranty  not  including 
assigns. 

48  L.  R.  A.  167,  LEEPER  v.  STATE,  103  Tenn.  500,  53  S.  W.  962. 
Contract  for  tent  booka. 

Cited  in  Rand,  M.  &  Co.  v.  Hartranft,  29  Wash.  598,  70  Pac.  77,  sustaining 
statute  empowering  boards  of  education  to  contract  with  publishers  for  certain 
text  books  during  specified  period. 
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Police  po^rera. 

Cited  in  Knoxville  v.  Knoxville  Water  Co.  107  Tenn.  686,  61  L.  R.  A.  898,  64 
S.  W.  1076,  holding  regulation  of  water  works  within  police  power  of  city. 

48  L.  R.  A.  176,  ILLINOIS  C.  R.  CO.  ▼.  HARRIS,  184  111.  57,  56  N.  E.  316. 
Duty  to  furnlslt  mate  csan. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Chicago,  B.  t  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  55  L.  R.  A.  289,. 
which  holds  carrier  liable  for  failure  properly  to  provide  for  live  stock  knowingly 
taken  without  caretaker;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Holland,  63  L.  R.  A.  948, 
which  denies  carrier's  power  to  relieve  itself  from  duty  to  furnish  safe  car* 
by  exacting  contract  requiring  shipper  to  inspect  and  select  car. 

Directed  verdicts. 

Cited  in  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Heisner,  192  111.  573,  61  N.  E.  656;  Ackerstadt 
V.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  194  111.  618,  62  N.  E.  884;  Kinnare  v.  Klein,  88  111.  App. 
309, — ^holding  that  appeal  from  directed  verdict  for  defendant  raises  questioD 
whether  the  evidence,  with  proper  inferences,  fairly  tends  to  support  cause  in 
declaration;  Central  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Anderson,  195  111.  137,  62  N.  E.  838,. 
and  Salem  v.  Webster,  95  111.  App.  122,  denying  right  to  directed  verdict  for  de- 
fendant, where  competent  evidence  fairly  supports  case. 

48  L.  R.  A.  177,  SEATTLE  NAT.  BANK  v.  JONES,  13  Wash.  281,  43  Pac.  331. 
IncoBsistent   defenses. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Olympia  Light  ^  P.  Co.  13  Wash.  310,  43  Pac  55,  holding^ 
party  not  put  upon  proof  by  plea  of  want  of  consideration  in  answer  and  admis- 
sion of  consideration  in  affirmative  defense;  Lamberton  v.  Shannon,  13  Wash» 
406,  43  Pac.  336,  holding  effect  of  general  denial  of  promise  as  principal  destroyed 
by  affirmative  defense  of  indorsement  as  surety  only;  Pugh  v.  Oregon  Improv» 
Co.  14  Wash.  32,  44  Pac.  547,  denying  inconsistency  of  denial  of  negligence  and 
further  allegation  that,  if  any  existed,  there  was  also  contributory  negligence ; 
Davis  V.  Seattle  Nat.  Bank,  19  Wash.  72,  52  Pac.  526,  holding  that  defendant  may 
both  deny  liability  and  plead  set-off;  Irwin  v.  Holbrook,  32  Wash.  362,  73  Pac.  360„ 
holding  plea  of  statute  of  limitations  and  denialof  action  growing  out  of  trust 
relation  and  receipt  of  money  not  inconsistent  defenses. 

Distinguished  in  Corbitt  v.  Harrington,  14  Wash.  199,  44  Pac.  132,  holding 
denial  of  sufficient  knowledge  to  form  belief,  and  affirmative  defense  that,  if  true, 
no  cause  is  established,  not  inconsistent;  Spencer  v.  Terrel,  17  Wash.  524,  50 
Pac.  468,  denying  inconsistency  of  defenses  where  same  property  alleged  to  be 
both  community  and  separate,  where  pleading  of  community  property  intended 
throughout. 

48  L.  R.  A.  210,  HINDMAN  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  98  Fed.  562. 
Bamk's  liability  for  frand. 

Followed  upon  later  appeal  in  57  L.  R.  A.  116,  footnote  p.  108,  50  C.  C.  A.  631^ 
112  Fed.  939,  holding  bank  falsely  certifying  that  all  of  authorized  capital  of 
insurance  company  is  on  deposit,  liable  to  one  purchasing  stock  in  reliance  on 
same. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tecumsch  Nat.  Bank  v.  Chamberlain  Bkg.  House,  57 
L.  R.  A.  811,  which  holds  false  representations  by  defaulting  president  as  to 
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liability  to  bank  and  value  of  securities  already  furnished,  not  binding  on  bank; 
Taylor  v.  Commercial  Bank,  62  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  denies  bank's  liability  for 
cashier's  fraud  in  inducing  third  person  to  give  credit  to  customer  legally  in- 
debted to  bank  by  false  representations  as  to  his  responsibility. 

48  L.  R.  A.  217,  CORBETT  v.  MATZ,  72  Conn.  610,  45  Atl.  494. 
Jndffment  lllea. 

Cited  in  Cox  v.  McClure,  73  Conn.  492,  47  Atl.  757,  denying  that  there  should 
ordinarily  be  more  than  one  judgment  file  in  a  case;  Barber  v.  International  Co. 
73  Conn.  597,  48  Atl.  758,  holding  special  limited  finding  not  presumed  to  ex- 
press all  contained  in  general  finding  contained  in  judgment  file. 

48  L.  R.  A.  220,  STOUTENBURGH  v.  FRAZIER,  16  App.  D.  C.  229. 
Police   pofrers   1b   District  of   Colambla. 

Cited  in  Moses  v.  United  States,  16  App.  D.  C.  433,  50  L.  R.  A.  535,  holding 
congressional  police  power  as  to  District  of  Columbia,  same  as  that  of  state  leg- 
islatures; Lappin  v.  District  of  Columbia,  22  App.  D.  C.  77,  holding  act  of  Con- 
gress imposing  license  taxes  of  different  amounts  ufK>n  brokers,  void. 
Uae   of  babcaa  corpus. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ex  parte  Miskimins,  49  L.  R.  A.  831,  which  authorizes 
release  by  habeas  corpus  of  witness  punished  for  refusal  to  answer  incriminat- 
ing questions. 
Crnd    «Bd    nnniinal    panlshmentii. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Territory  v.  Ketchum,  55  L.  R.  A.  90,  which  sustains  death 
penalty  for  assault  on  train  with  intent  to  commit  felony. 

48  L.  R.  A.  225,  ALLAIRE  v.  ST.  LUKE'S  HOSPITAL,  184  111.  359,  75  Am.  St. 

Rep.  176,  56  N.  E.  638. 
Llabllltr   for   Injarr  attendlBff   blrtb    of   cblldren. 

Approved  in  Gorman  v.  Budlong,  23  R.  I.  175,  55  L.  R.  A.  121,  footnote  p.  118, 
91  Am.  St.  Rep.  629,  49  Atl.  704,  denying  right  of  action  to  child  for  injuries 
to  mother  causing  its  premature  birth. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Lathrope  v.  Flood,  57  L.  R.  A.  215,  which  denies  physician's 
liability  for  death  of  child  in  action  for  abandoning  mother  during  confinement. 

48  L.  R.  A.  230,  GUNDLING  v.  CHICAGO,  176  111.  340,  52  N.  E.  44. 

Affirmed  in  177  U.  S.  183,  44  L.  ed.  725,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  633. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  Breitung  v.  Chicago,  92  111.  App.  119. 
Scope  of  sreneral   tenna  In  atatntca. 

Approved  in  White  v.  Wagar,  185  III.  205,  50  L.  R,  A.  63,  57  N.  E.  56,  holding 
trademarks,  labels,  caps,  corks,  cases,  bottles,  or  boxes,  not  within  provision  au- 
thorizing search  warrants  for  forged  bank  notes  or  other  forged  instruments. 
Antborlty  for  ordinance. 

Cited  in  Chicago  v.  Wilkie,  88  111.  App.  320,  holding  that  ordinance  may  derive 
validity  from  several  different  grants  of  authority. 
Void   delcRratlon   of   antborlty. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Harmon  v.  State.  58  L.  R.  A.  618,  which  holds  void,  act 
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making  various  district  examiners  exclusive  judges  as  to  competency  of  applicants 
^or  license  as  steam  engineers. 

48  L.  R.  A.  234,  SBIONS  v.  BOLLINGER,  154  Ind.  83,  56  N.  E.  23. 
-C/reatton  of  estates. 

Cited  in  Dodds  v.  Winslow,  26  Ind.  App.  654,  60  N.  E.  458,  holding  tenancy  in 
<!ommon  created  by  devise  to  husband  and  wife,  share  and  share  alike,  and,  if 
•either  should  not  survive  testator,  to  survivor. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Johnston  v.  Johnston,  61  L.  R.  A.  166,  which  holds  es- 
tate by  entirety  not  created  by  giving  note  secured  by  deed  of  trust  to  husband 
^nd  wife  for  loan,  part  of  which  advanced  by  each, 

-48  L.  n.  A.  236,  REDGATE  v.  ROUSH,  61  Kan.  480,  59  Pac.  1050. 
Xtablllty   for   defamatory   frorda. 

Approved  in  Reynolds  v.  Plumbers'  Material  Protective  Asso.  30  Misc.  714, 
^3  N.  Y.  Supp.  303,  holding  privileged,  notification  under  by-law  for  notification 
to  other  members  of  one's  default  in  payment  of  bill. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Finley  v.  Steele,  52  L.  R.  A.  852,  which  holds  members  of 
school  board  not  guilty  of  libel  in  sending  request  to  school  commissioner  to  re- 
Toke  teacher's  certificate;  Klos  v.  Zahorik,  53  L.  R.  A.  235,  which  denies  liabil- 
ity for  properly  commenting  on  action  of  priest  in  conducting  public  functions  of 
•calling;  Buisson  v.  Huard,  56  L.  R.  A.  296,  which  holds  privileged,  answers  to  in- 
•quiries  by  interested  persons  as  to  defamatory  remarks  by  others;  Mauk  v.  Brun- 
dage,  62  L.  R.  A.  477,  which  denies  privilege  to  statements  made  in  preamble  to 
•order  of  board  of  health  regulating  conduct  of  physicians,  as  to  carelessness  of 
physician  in  treating  obstetrical  cases. 

48  L.  R.  A.  238,  HAMILTON  v.  WILSON,  61  Kan.  511,  59  Pac.  1069. 
-Taxation  of  nonresidents. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Allen  v.  National  State  Bank,  52  L.  R.  A.  760,  which  sus- 
tains right  of  state  to  tax  nonresident  mortgagee's  interest  in  land  within  state. 

•»—  Of   corporation^. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  340,  350)  on  constitutional  equality  in  United  States 
in  relation  to  corporate  taxation. 

48  L.  R.  A.  241,  ST.  LOUIS,  K.  A  S.  W.  R,  00.  v.  NYCE,  61  Kan.  394,  69  Pac. 

1040. 
Ilallroad's   rlffbt    of   way. 

Cited  in  Buckwalter  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  64  Kan.  409,  67  Pac.  831, 
•denying  ejectment  to  recover  right  of  way  appropriated  and  improved  without 
•objection,  although  without  exercise  of  eminent  domain. 

^Viriiat  are  trade  fixtures. 

Cited  in  Dodge  City  Water  &  Light  Co.  v.  Alfalfa  Land  t  Irrig.  Co.  64  Kan. 
-253,  67  Pac.  462,  holding  mains  constituting  essential  parts  of  water  works  system, 
trade  fixtures. 

^Vhat  passes  by  deed. 

Cited  in  Van  Husen  v.  Omaha  Bridge  &  Terminal  R.  Co.  118  Iowa,  381,  92  N. 
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W.  47,  holding  that  roadbed  and  embankment  pass  under  deed  of  railroad  right  of 
way,  where  no  reservation  of  them  is  made  and  no  steps  taken  within  reasonable 
time  to  remove  them. 

48  L.  R.  A.  251,  ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  ▼.  CAAIPBELL,  61  Kan.  439,  78 

Am.  St.  Rep.  328,  59  Pac.  1051. 
"Wliat   conMtltntea   property. 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Godard  v.  Topeka  Water  Co.  61  Kan.  561,  60  Pac.  337, 
holding  that  rights  under  ordinance  accepted  by  water  company  constitute  prop- 
erty. 

48  L.  R.  A.  254,  STATE  v.  HAGER,  61  Kan.  604,  59  Pac.  1080. 
"Wbat  conatttntea  Jeopardy* 

Approved  in  State  v.  Ellsworth,  131  N.  C.  776,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  790,  42  S.  E. 
699,  denying  jeopardy  by  inquiry  and  verdict  upon  interlocutory  inquiry  as  to 
former  acquittal. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Lee,  123  Fed.  743,  holding  discharge  of  jury  in  crim- 
inal case  because  of  disagreement,  no  bar  to  second  trial. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  v.  Rook,  49  L.  R.  A.  186,  which  holds  accused  not 
arraigned  or  pleading  guilty,  not  in  jeopardy;  Re  Ascher,  67  L.  R.  A.  806,  which 
holds  accused  not  put  in  jeopardy  by  discharge  of  jury  after  trial  commenced,  be- 
cause jurors  prejudiced  in  his  favor;  Dreyer  v.  People,  58  L.  R.  A.  869,  whick 
holds  discharge  of  jury  without  consent  of  accused,  because  jurors  unable  to  agree, 
not  former  jeopardy. 

Priaomer'a    peremptory    cballenorea. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  People  v.  Zeigler,  56  L.  R.  A.  882,  which  requires  restora- 
tion to  prisoner  of  peremptory  challenges  used  on  discharge  of  juror  for  ill- 
ness, occurring  while  jury  being  impaneled. 

48  L.  R.  A.  257,  LOVE  v.  BLAUW,  61  Kan.  496,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  334,  69  Pac 

1059. 
-Wbat  conatttatea  a  wUl. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ferris  ▼.  Neville,  54  L.  R.  A.  464,  which  holds  suffi- 
cient,  paper  executed  as  will,  and  stating  that  it  is  good  to  specified  person  for 
specified  amount  from  writer's  estate. 

Conatrnctlon   of   Inatramenta  conveying   title. 

Cited  in  Cross  v.  Benson,  68  Kan.  608,  64  L.  R.  A.  566,  75  Pac.  558,  holding 
instrument  purporting  to  convey  title  in  fee  with  covenants  of  warranty,  with 
simple  reservation  of  life  estate  to  wife,  a  deed,  and  not  testamentary  in  char- 
acter; Durand  v.  Higgins,  67  Kan.  122,  72  Pac.  567,  holding  execution  of  war- 
ranty deed  with  full  covenants,  grantee  giving  back  contract  allowing  grantor 
full  control  with  power  of  sale  as  though  deed  not  executed,  not  testamentary 
disposition. 

48  L.  R.  A.  261,  CHICAGO  v.  NETCHER,  183  111.  104,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  93,  55 

N.  E.  707. 
Scope  of  police   po-wera. 

Cited  in  Noel  v.  People,  187  111.  503,  52  L.  R.  A.  289,  79  Am.  St  Rep.  238,  51 
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N.  E.  616,  denying  validity  of  statutes  discriminating  between  pharmacists, 
as  to  who  shall  sell  usual  domestic  remedies,  and  investing  board  with  arbitrary 
discretion;  Bailey  v.  People,  190  111.  36,  54  L.  R.  A.  842,  footnote  p.  839,  83  Am. 
8t.  Rep.  116,  60  N.  E.  98,  holding  void,  restriction  on  number  which  lodging- 
house  keepers  may  permit  to  occupy  one  room;  State  v.  Dalton,  22  R.  I.  88,  48 
L.  R.  A.  781,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  818,  46  Atl.  234,  denying  validity  of  statute  pro- 
hibiting seller  giving  purchaser,  as  part  of  same  transaction,  coupon  or  ticket  en- 
titling him  to  order  defined  article  from  third  person;  Com.  v.  Sisson,  178  Mass. 
581,  60  N.  E.  385,  sustaining  validity  of  use  of  trading  stamps  entitling  pur- 
chaser to  select  and  receive  articles  from  store  of  independent  corporation  sav- 
ing stamps;  Horwich  v.  Walker-Gordon  Laboratory  Co.  206  111.  505,  98  Am.  St. 
Rep.  254,  68  N.  E.  938,  holding  statute  making  it  a  crime  to  traffic  in  cans,  boxes, 
bottles,  or  vessels  bearing  registered  trademark,  without  owner's  consent,  void. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Bessette  v.  People,  66  L.  R.  A.  558,  which  holds  void,  re- 
quirement that  horseshoers  practise  business  for  four  years,  submit  to  examina- 
tion, and  pay  license  fee;  State  ex  rel,  Wyatt  v.  Ashbrook,  48  L.  R.  A.  265, 
which  holds  void,  statute  against  selling  goods  of  more  than  one  class  without 
separate  licenses;  Campbellsville  v.  Odewalt,  60  L.  R.  A.  723,  which  holds  void, 
ordinance  subjecting  to  fine,  possessor  of  premises  on  which  liquor  furnished  in 
violation  of  law  although  without  his  knowledge  or  consent;  State  v.  Liayton, 
62  L.  R.  A.  164,  which  sustains  statute  prohibiting  manufacture  or  sale  of  bak- 
ing powder  containing  alum. 
Department   store's    liability    for   malpractice. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hannon  v.  Siegel-Cooper  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  429,  which  holds 
department  store  holding  itself  out  as  conducting  dental  department,  estopped  to 
deny  responsibility  for  malpractice  of  dentist. 

JwrisdietioB   of  direct  appeal. 

Distinguished  in  Wood  v.  Chicago,  205  111.  72,  68  N.  E.  712,  holding  that 
supreme  court  cannot  entertain  direct  appeal  in  proceedings  to  enjoin  enforce- 
ment of  ordinance  requiring  frontage  consents  for  establishment  of  hospital. 

48  L.  R.  A.  265,  STATE  ew  rel.  WYATT  v.  ASHBROOK,  154  Mo.  376,  77  Am.  St. 

Rep.  766,  65  S.  W.  627. 
License  tax  acts  and  ordinances. 

Cited  in  Rosenbloom  v.  State,  64  Neb.  363,  57  L.  R.  A.  030,  89  N.  W.  1063  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  sustaining  validity  of  statute  imposing  license  tax 
on  peddlers. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Price  v.  People,  65  L.  R.  A.  588,  which  sustains  license 
fee  on  employment  agencies;  Harrodsburg  v.  Renfro,  51  L.  R.  A.  897,  which  holds 
void,  ordinance  imposing  greater  license  fee  for  sale  of  liquors  on  main  street 
of  town  than  elsewhere;  Knisely  v.  Cotterel,  50  L.  R.  A.  87,  which  sustains  stat- 
ute fixing  different  rates  of  license  for  retailers,  wholesalers,  and  sellers  on 
board  of  trade;  State  v.  Garbroski,  56  L.  R.  A.  570,  which  holds  void,  statute  ex- 
empting veterans  from  requirement  for  peddling  license;  Com.  use  of  Titusville  v. 
Clark,  57  L.  R.  A.  348,  which  holds  void,  exemption  from  license  tax  of  con- 
tractors and  real  estate  dealers,  but  not  others,  whose  business  less  than  $1,000; 
State  ex  rel.  Auburn  School  District  v.  Boyd,  58  L.  R.  A.  108,  which  holds  ordi- 
aance  imposing  license  tax  for  revenue  only,  a  tax  ordinance,  though  right  to  en- 
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gage  in  business  depends  on  having  license;  Bessette  v.  People,  66  L.  R.  A.  558^ 
which  holds  void,  requirement  that  horseshoers  practise  business  for  four  yeara^ 
submit  to  examination,  and  pay  license  fee. 
Reirnlation   of  basineM. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  State  v.  Thayer,  158  Mo.  37,  58  S.  W.  12. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Dal  ton,  22  R.  I.  89,  48  L.  R.  A.  781,  84  Am.  St.  Rep. 
818,  46  Atl.  234,  denying  validity  of  prohibition  upon  sellers  from  giving  pur- 
chasers stamp  or  device  entitling  them  to  receive  from  third  person  some  other 
well-defined  article;  Republic  Iron  A  Steel  Co.  v.  State,  160  Ind.  386,  62  I*  R. 
A.  142,  66  N.  E.  1005,  holding  statute  requiring  weekly  payment  of  wages,  void. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Bailey  v.  People,  54  L.  R.  A.  839,  which  holds  void,  re- 
striction on  number  which  lodging- liouse  keepers  may  permit  to  occupy  one- 
room. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  261)  on  legal  restrictions  on  department  stores. 

48  L.  R.  A.  272,  NORTHPORT  WESLEY  AN  GROVE  CAMP-MEETING  ASSO. 

V.  PERKINS,  93  Me.  235,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  342,  44  Atl.  893. 
ReflntlatloBs   by   camp-meetlnir   aMioclatlona. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thousand  Island  Park  Asso.  v.  Tucker,  60  L.  R.  A.  786,. 
which  denies  power  of  camp-meeting  association  to  require  lessees  of  lots  to- 
purchase  all  supplies  from  association. 

48  L.  R.  A.  274,  Re  ORKNEY  STREET,  194  Pa.  425,  45  Atl.  314. 
Liability  for  street  imi^oveiiieaitp. 

Cited  in  Re  Thirteenth  Street,  16  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  130,  and  Re  Fifty-fifth  Street^ 
9  Pa.  Dist.  R.  454,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  262,  holding  that  landowner's  voluntary  dedica- 
tion of  land  for  street  does  not  relieve  him  from  liability  for  assessment  for 
benefits  from  opening;  Re  Letitia. Street,  18  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  536,  denying  liability 
for  assessment  for  benefits  from  widening  street,  where  property  lies  200  feet  from 
portion  widened;  Re  Grant  Street,  17  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  461,  holding  entire  cost  of 
lateral  sewer  properly  assessed  upon  property  benefited  and  whose  owners  peti- 
tioned for  same,  although  part  extends  through  another  street  to  reach  outlet; 
Re  Atlantic  Ave.  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  124,  denying  liability  of  former  abutters  upoA 
street  for  extension  of  street  terminating  in  alley. 

Cbarire   for   use  of  sewer. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Carson  v.  Sewerage  Comrs.  48  L.  R.  A.  277,  which  denie» 
right  to  make  annual  charge  for  use  of  sewer. 

48  L.  R.  A.  277,  CARSON  v.  SEWERAGE  COMRS.  176  Mass.  242,  56  N.  E.  1. 

Affirmed  in  182  U.  S.  398,  45  L.  ed.  1161,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  860. 
Improvement  assesiiments. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Worcester,  182  Mass.  234,  59  L.  R.  A.  730,  65  N.  E.  40,  sus- 
taining act  placing  on  sewerage  district  coat  of  sewerage  system  therefor;  Hall  v^ 
Street  Comrs.  177  Mass.  438,  59  N.  E.  68,  raising,  without  deciding,  question 
us  to  power  of  legislature  to  authorize  assessment  for  reconstructing  old  sewer  or 
new  part  of  old  system. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Re  Orkney  Street,  48  L.  R.  A.  274,  which  denies  right  to 
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assess  property  abutting  on  oul  de  aao  for  extension  converting  same  into  open 

street 

Notice  on  subject  of  aaaessmcnt. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Chicago  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Keith,  60  L.  R.  A.  525,  which  holds 
void,  statute  for  construction  of  ditch  to  drain  off  water  along  railroad  right  of 
way  on  petition  of  adjoining  owner,  without  giving  company  opportunity  to  be 
heard. 

48  L.  R.  A.  278,  FITZPATRICK  v.  WELCH,  174  Mass.  486,  55  N.  E.  178. 
Omrncr's  liability  for  injury  from   falling   trails  or  ice. 

Cited  in  Ainsworth  v.  Lakin,  180  Mass.  399,  57  L.  R.  A.  134,  91  Am.  St.  Rep. 
314,  62  N.  £.  746,  holding  owner  of  useless  walls  left  standing  after  fire,  after  rea- 
sonable time  for  investigation,  liable  for  injury  which  he  might  have  prevented 
by  proper  care. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Davis  v.  Niagara  Falls  Tower  Co.  57  L.  R.  A.  545,  which 
sustains  right  to  injunction  against  maintaining  tower  so  that  ice  forming  on  it 
falls  upon  adjoining  property. 

48  L.  R.  A.  279,  SEABOARD  NAT.  BANK  v.  WOESTEN,  147  Mo.  467,  48  S.  W. 
939. 
Report  of  second  appeal  in  176  Mo.  53,  75  S.  W.  464. 
Contracts    to    n&aintaln    pavement    in    repair. 

Followed  in  St.  Louis  Quarry  &  Constr.  Co.  v.  Frost,  90  Mo.  App.  688,  and 
Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  Hezel,  155  Mo.  405,  48  L.  R.  A.  290,  footnote  p.  285, 
'56  S.  W.  449,  sustaining  undertaking  to  maintain  new  pavement  for  series  of 
years;  People  ex  rel.  North  v.  Featherstonhaugh,  172  N.  Y.  121,  60  L.  R.  A-  768, 
footnote  p.  768,  64  N.  E.  802;  Shank  v.  Smith,  157  Ind.  409,  55  L.  R.  A.  568, 
footnote  p.  564,  61  N.  E.  932;  Williamsport  v.  Hughes,  21  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  454,— 
sustaining  provision  in  street  paving  contract  for  keeping  in  good  condition  for 
term  of  years;  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  French,  158  Mo.  656,  54  L.  R.  A. 
501,  footnote  p.  492,  58  S.  W.  934,  sustaining  requirement  of  five  years'  guaranty 
of  street  paving. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  People  ew  rel.  Nortli  v.  Featherstonhaugh,  60  L.  R.  A. 
768,  which  sustains  provision  requiring  street  paving  contractor  to  maintain  work 
during  period  which  it  ought  to  wear;  Alameda  Macadamizing  Co.  v.  Pringle,  52 
L.  ,R.  A.  264,  which  holds  street  improvement  contract  invalidated  by  guaranty 
for  year. 

Cited  in  note  (44  L.  R.  A.  538,  541)  on  power  of  city  to  bind  contractor  to  re- 
pair pavements  which  he  makes. 
Abutter's    liability    for   street    aMeMments. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Blochman  v.  Spreckels,  57  L.  R.  A.  213,  which  denies  power 
to  assess  cost  of  street  improvement  on  abutters,  where  contractor  required  to 
sustain  all  loss  from  nature  of  work. 

48  L.  R,  A.  285,  BARBER  ASPHALT  PAVING  CO.  v.  HEZEL,   155  Mo.  391, 

56  S.  W.  449. 
Effect   of  provision  for  maintenance  In   pavinir  contract. 

Followed  in  St.  Louis  Quarry  &  Constr.  Co.  v.  Frost,  90  Mo.  App.  688,  sus- 
taining validity  of  contractor's  agreement  to  maintain  street  for  one  year. 
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Approved  in  People  ex  rel  North  v.  Featherstonhaugh,  172  N.  Y.  121,  60  L. 
R.  A.  771,  footnote  p.  768,  64  N.  E.  802,  and  Shank  v.  Smith,  157  Ind.  409, 
56  L.  R.  A.  568,  footnote  p.  564,  61  N.  E.  932,  sustaining  provision  in  street  pav- 
ing contract  for  keeping  in  good  condition  for  term  of  years;  Seaboard  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Woesten,  176  Mo.  59,  75  S.  W.  464,  holding  undertaking  to  maintain  new 
pavement  for  series  of  years,  required  as  guaranty  of  good  work,  not  contract  for 
repairs. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  French,  54  L.  R.  A.  492, 
which  sustains  requirement  of  five  years'  guaranty  of  street  paving;  Alameda 
Macadamizing  Co.  v.  Pringle,  52  L.  R.  A.  264,  which  holds  street  improvement  con- 
tract invalidated  by  guaranty  for  year;  Seaboard  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woesten,  48  L.  R. 
A.  279,  which  holds  agreement  to  maintain  new  pavement  for  series  of  year:» 
not  contract  for  repairs,  necessitating  letting  to  lowest  bidder. 

Abutters'  liability  for  utre^t  ImproTement. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Blochman  v.  Spreckels,  57  L.  R.  A.  213,  which  denies  pow- 
«r  to  assess  cost  of  street  improvement  on  abutters,  where  contractor  required  to 
sustain  all  loss  from  nature  of  work. 


48  L.  R,  A.  291,  ARNOLD  v.  ST.  LOUIS,  152  Mo.  173,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  447,  53 

S.  W.  900. 
Liability  for  lajarien  to  ebildrea. 

Cited  in  Straub  v.  St.  Louis,  175  Mo.  417,  75  S.  W.  100,  holding  city  not  lia- 
ble to  child  injured  while  playing  on  old  counter  placed  in  street  and  marked 
"'for  sale." 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Kramer  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  359,  which  denies 
railroad  company's  liability  for  death  of  child  by  fall  of  pile  of  cross- ties  in  un- 
used portion  of  street;  Rome  v.  Cheney,  55  L.  R.  A.  221,  which  denies  city's  lia- 
bility for  drowning  of  child  in  necessary  sewer,  4  feet  wide  and  2  feet  deep;  Kop- 
plekom  V.  Colorado  Cement  Pipe  Co.  54  L.  R.  A.  284,  which  holds  owner  of 
uninclosed  city  lot  liable  for  inji^ry  to  young  child  by  toppling  over  .of  large  ce- 
ment pipe  used  by  children  as  plaything;  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Beavers, 
54  L.  R.  A.  314,  which  denies  duty  of  one  making  excavation  on  own  land  to  guard 
trespassing  children  from  injury;  Heimann  v.  Kinnare,  52  L.  R.  A.  652,  which 
holds  thirteen-year-old  boy  negligent  per  ae  in  jumping  over  strip  of  water  onto 
rotten  ice  on  pond,  and  sliding  to  point  where  water  was  over  his  head;  Rach- 
mel  V.  Clark,  62  L.  R.  A.  059,  which  holds  manufacturer  storing  stone  slabs  on 
sidewalk  in  front  of  building  liable  to  child  injured  by  slab  falling  upon  him. 

« 
48  L.  R.  A.  294,  RICHARDSON  v.  SCOTTS  BLUFF  COUNTY,  59  Neb.  400,  80  Am. 

St.  Rep.  682,  81  N.  W.  309. 
Contracts  allectlngr   action    of    public    olllcials. 

Approved  in  Owens  v.  Wilkinson,  20  App.  D.  C.  71,  denying  validity  of  contract 
to  procure  legislation,  involving  personal  solicitation. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  William  Deering  &  Co.  v.  Cunningham,  54  L.  R.  A.  410, 
which  holds  void,  contract  to  withdraw  opposition  to  granting  of  pardon :  Veazey 
V.  Allen,  62  L.  R.  A.  362,  which  holds  contract  to  share  profits  of  "short"  sale  of 
stock  of  corporation  with  one  about  to  bring  its  affairs  before  the  legislature  for 
investigation,  void. 
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Rigrht  to  take  adrantaffe  of  o^ra  ^rrongr* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Clinton  County  v.  Davis,  64  L.  R.  A.  780,  which  holds 
that  vote  buyer  cannot  claim  reward  offered  by  statute  to  one  furnishing  infor- 
mation as  to  sales  of  votes. 

48  L.  R.  A.  299,  DARROW  v.  CALKINS,  164  N.  Y.  503,  61  Am.  St  Rep.  637,  49 

N.  E.  61. 
Adverse  pomeiislon  aflrftinat  infant* 

Cited  in  Sanders  v.  Riedinger,  30  App.  Biv.  283,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.\937,  denying 
right  by  possession  adverse  to  infant. 

Partnemblp    realty* 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Cowles,  81  App.  Div.  330,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  524,  holding  that 
partner's  share  in  real  estate  purchased  with  partnership  funds  descends  to  heirs; 
Willis  V.  McKinnon,  37  Misc.  388,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  770,  holding  that  trustee  and 
devisee  of  partner  take  no  interest  in  firm  real  estate  until  accounting  and  set- 
tlement of  partnership  affairs;  Adams  v.  Church,  42  Or.  273,  59  L.  R.  A.  784,  95 
Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  70  Pac.  1037,  denying  that  nature  of  realty  is  lost  by  mere 
fact  of  conveyance  to  partnership;  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  41  App.  Div.  451,  58 
N.  Y.  Supp.  882,  denying  that  action  by  executors  of  deceased  partner  for  ac- 
counting and  distribution  of  assets,  and  to  procure  adjudication  of  leasehold  wliere 
business  conducted,  not  for  determination  of  title  to,  or  interest  in,  realty; 
Dexter  v.  Dexter,  43  App.  Div.  283,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  371  (dissenting  opinion), 
majority  denying  realty  to  be  partnership  property  where  occupied  by  partner- 
ship business  and  subject  to  conveyances  between  the  partners;  Adams  v.  Church, 
42  Or.  273,  59  L.  R.  A.  784,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  70  Pac.  1037,  holding  that  part- 
nership holds  firm  land  in  trust  for  creditors;  Levine  v.  Goldsmith,  83  App.  Div. 
403,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  299,  holding  that  partners  who  buy  real  estate  with  part- 
nership funds,  taking  title  in  individual  names,  are  tenants  in  common;  Haupt- 
mann  v.  Hauptmann,  91  App.  Div.  199,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  427,  holding  that  no  right 
of  dower  exists  in  partnership  realty  before  dissolution  of  firm  and  payment 
of  debts;  Ruber  v.  Case,  93  App.  Div.  483,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  663,  holding  partner- 
ship realty  deemed  in  equity  as  changed  into  personalty  only  to  extent  necessai-y 
to  meet  firm  obligations;  Barney  v.  Pike,  94  App.  Div.  207,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  1038, 
holding  land  treated  as  personalty  under  partnership  agreement  to  buy  marsh 
lands,  reclaim  them,  "and  divide  proceeds  of  sales." 
Action   affalnut   snrvlvlnff  partner. 

Cited  in  Poppleton  v.  Jones,  42  Or.  28,  69  Pac.  919,  holding  right  of  surviving 
partner  to  administer  estate  of  deceased  partner,  no  bar  to  creditor's  common-law 
right  of  action  against  surviving  partner. 

48  L.  R.  A.  305,  KNOX  v.  ROSSI,  25  Nev.  96,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  566,  57  Pac.  179. 
Bffeet  of  onilmilon  to  stamp  docnments. 

Approved  in  Griffin  Lumber  Co.  v.  Myer,  80  Miss.  437,  31  So.  787,  referring 
particularly  to  annotation  in  48  L.  R.  A.  305;  Wade  v.  Foss,  96  Me.  232,  52  Atl. 
640;  Richardson  v.  Roberts,  195  111.  30,  62  N.  E.  840;  Kennedy  v.  Roundtrec, 
59  S.  C.  329,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  841,  37  S.  E.  942;  Small  v.  Slocumb,  112  Ga.  287, 
53  L.  R.  A.  133,  footnote  p.  130,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  50,  37  S.  E.  481;  Watson  v 
Mirike,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  532,  61  S.  W.  538;  Southern  Ins.  Co.  v.  Estes,  106  Tenn. 
L.  R.  A.  Au.— Vol.  IV.— 72. 


1138         L.  R  A.  CASES  AS  AUTHORITIES.         [48  L.  R  A. 

488,  52  L.  R.  A.  019,  footnote  p.  915,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  892,  62  S.  W.  149,  upholding 
unstamped  instrument  as  muniment  of  title,  and  its  competency  as  evidence  in 
state  court. 

Cited  in  Plunkett  v.  Hansclika,  14  S.  D.  457,  85  N.  W.  1004,  holding  chattel 
mortgage  binding  in  stat^  court,  notwithstanding  omission  of  United  States  revt- 
nue  stamp ;  Stirneman  v.  Smith,  40  C.  C.  A.  584,  100  Fed.  603,  holding  certificato* 
of  notary  to  deposition  does  not  require  stamp ;  Dillingham  v.  Parks,  30  Ind.  Api». 
72,  65  N.  E.  300,  and  Davis  v.  Evans,  133  N.  C.  321,  45  S.  E.  643,  holding  that 
unstamped  note  may  be  used  in  evidence. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Wingert  v.  Zeigler,  61  L.  R.  A.  316,  which  holds  assignment 
of  mortgage  not  avoided  by  inadvertent  omission  of  revenue  stamp. 

Cited  in  note  (46  L.  R.  A.  454)  on  want  of  internal  revenue  stamp  on  instru- 
ment requiring  stamp-  as  affecting  criminal  prosecution. 

Annotation  in  48  L.  R.  A.  305,  referred  to  particularly  in  Farmers  &  T.  Bank 
V.  Johnson,  118  Iowa,  287,  91  N.  W.  1074,  —  holding  act  of  Congress  against  re- 
ceiving unstamped  instruments  in  evidence  inapplicable  to  state  courts;  Harve. 
v.  Wieland,  115  Iowa,  565,  88  N.  W.  1077,  holding  that  document  requiring  stamp 
may  be  stamped  at  any  time  before  offered  in  evidence;  State  ▼.  Glucose  Sugar 
Ref.  Co.  117  Iowa,  631,  91  N.  W.  794,  holding  copy  of  unstamped  certificate  of  in- 
corporation admissible  in  evidence;  Britenbaker  v.  Hatler,  24  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  586, 
and  Hooper  v.  Whitaker,  130  Ala.  330,  30  So.  355,  discussing,  without  deciding, 
whether  Federal  statute  for  exclusion  of  unstamped  document  from  evidence  is 
applicable  to  state  court. 

Federal  law  In  state  coarta* 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  38)  on  administration  of  Federal  laws  in  state  courts. 

48  L.  R.  A.  320,  HUGGINS  v.  DALEY,  40  C.  C.  A.  12,  99  Fed.  606. 
Forfeiture  of  mineral  leaiie. 

Cited  in  Sharp  v.  Behr,  117  Fed.  872,  holding  that  mining  lease  in  considera- 
tion of  royalty  must  be  exercised  with  reasonable  diligence;  Parish  Fork  Oil  Co. 
V.  Bridgewater  Gas  Co.  51  W.  Va.  596,  59  L.  R.  A.  670,  footnote  p.  666,  42  S. 
£.  655,  holding  oil  and  gas  lease  for  production  and  marketing  of  product  inval- 
idated by  abandonment  of  operations;  Gadbury  v.  Ohio  &  I.  Consol.  Natural  &  Il- 
luminating Gas  Co.  162  Ind.  13,  62  L.  R.  A.  899,  footnote  p.  895,  67  N.  £.  269, 
which  holds  forfeiture  of  gas  lease  for  breach  of  condition  subsequent  sufficiently 
shown  to  give  equity  jurisdiction  by  failure  for  long  time,  without  apparent  ex- 
cuse, to  develop  the  property;  Monfort  v.  Lanyon  Zinc  Co.  67  Kan.  314,  72  Pac 
784,  holding  that  payment  of  annual  rental  for  ten  years  prevents  forfeiture  of 
ten-year  lease  providing,  among  other  things,  that  lease  shall  be  void  In  five  years 
if  no  gas  well  sunk,  unless  certain  rental  paid  annually;  Emery  v.  League,  31 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  479,  72  S.  W.  603,  holding  that  lessee's  delay  for  six  months  to 
secure  partition  of  land  described  in  contract  and  leased  on  condition  that  par- 
tition be  secured  within  reasonable  time,  works  forfeiture  of  lease;  Federal  Oil 
Co.  V.  Western  Oil  Co.  57  C.  C.  A.  432,  121  Fed.  678,  holding  oil  and  gas  lease  for- 
feited by  delay  in  commencing  operations,  where  lease  provided  that  drilling 
should  begin  at  once,  and  that  lessor  receive  certain  sum  per  month  during  any 
delay,  said  monthly  payments  not  being  part  performance. 
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DAinaares  for  failure  to  fvork  mine. 

Cited  in  Sharp  v,  Behr,  8  Del.  Co.  Rep.  474,  holding  grantor  of  mining  lands  en- 
titled to  such  damages  as  he  may  sustain  from  grantee's  failure  to  work  mine, 
under  agreement  giying  grantor  royalty,  without  stating  minimum  annual  quan- 
tity to  be  mined. 

48  L.  R.  A.  326,  PONTIAC  v.  TALBOT  PAVING  CO.  36  C.  C.  A.  88,  37  C.  C.  A* 

656,  94  Fed.  65,  96  Fed.  679. 
Municipal  liability  for  dellclency  of  special  awieMmient. 

Cited  in  Farrell  v.  Chicago,  198  111.  562,  66  N.  E.  103,  and  Alton  v.  Foster,  207 
111.  163,  69  N.  E.  783,  denying  liability  of  city  for  deficit  under  paving  contract 
providing  for  payment  from  special  assessments  wnen  the  assessment  made  ha» 
been  held  invalid;  Park  Ridge  v.  Robinson,  198  111.  586,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  276,  66 
N.  E.  104,  denying  assumpsit  against  village  under  contract  for  sidewalks^ 
whereby  contractor  was  to  be  paid  from  assessment  under  ordinance,  risk  of  in- 
validity of  which  he  assumed;  Turner  v.  Guthrie,  13  Okla.  34,  73  Pac  283,  hold- 
ing mere  delay  of  city  to  make  special  assessment  for  local  improvements  not 
authorize  general  judgment  for  value  of  warrants  to  be  paid  by  such  assessment. 

48  L.  R.  A.  331,  DUNCAN  v.  LYNCHBURG,  2  Va.  S.  C.  Rep.  109,  34  S.  E.  964. 
Liability  for  pollution  of  stream. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Weston  Paper  Co.  v.  Pope,  56  L.  R.  A.  899,  which  sus- 
tains liability  for  pollution  of  stream  by  discharge  from  strawboard  works, 
though  business  skilfully  conducted. 

48  L.  R.  A.  334,  DOSTER  v.  MANISTEE  NAT.  BANK,  67  Ark.  326,  77  Am.  St. 

Rep.  116,  65  S.  W.  137. 
Judgment  llenii  on  land. 

Cited  in  Brasie  v.  Minneapolis  Brewing  Co.  87  Minn.  469,  94  Am.  St.  Rep. 
709,  92  N.  W.  340  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  judgment  creditor's 
sale  of  property  alleged  to  have  been  transferred  in  fraud  of  creditors  not  devest 
grantee's  title  until  fraud  actually  proved. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Foley  v.  Ruley,  56  L.  R.  A.  916,  which  holds  judgment 
lien  on  land  previously  conveyed  in  fraud  of  creditors  superior  to  that  of  cred- 
itor subsequently  assailing  deed;  French  Lumbering  Co.  v.  Theriault,  61  L.  R. 
A.  910,  which  holds  judgment  against  grantor  in  deed  fraudulent  as  to  creditors 
not  a  lien  on  property  conveyed. 

48  L.  R.  A.  340,  DAVIDSON  v.  JENNINGS,  27  Colo.  187,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  49, 

60  Pac.  354. 
8tatntea  allo^rlngr  attorney'*  fees. 

Followed  in  Re  Barker,  28  Colo.  257,  64  Pac.  188,  and  Antlers  Park  Regent 
Min.  Co.  V.  Cunningham,  29  Colo.  286,  68  Pac.  226,  holding  invalid,  provision 
for  taxing  attorney's  fee  in  successful  suits  for  foreclosure  of  mechanic's  lien; 
Williamson  v.  Liverpool,  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  105  Fed.  33,  denying  validity  of  stat- 
ute for  allowance  of  attorney's  fee  in  action  upon  insurance  policy,  if  payment  of 
loss  thereunder  vexatiously  refused. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Atkinson  v.  Woodmansee,  64  L.  R.  A.  325,  whicU  holds 
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▼oid,  provision  for  recovery  of  attorney's  fee  by  successful  plaintiff  in  action 
to  enforce  laborer's  or  artisan's  lien. 

48  L.  R.  A.  345,  McMILLAN  v.  HARRIS,  110  6a.  72,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  93,  35  S. 

E.  334. 
FlctltioiiB    bids   lui   alfectlngr   auction    aaleB. 

Cited  in  Rowley  v.  D'Arcy,  184  Mass.  654,  64  L.  R.  A.  192,  footnote  p.  190, 
69  N.  £.  325,  holding  auction  sale  by  assignee  for  creditors  not  invalidated  by  com- 
bination between  creditors  to  enhance  price  by  fictitious  bids,  which  was  not 
known  to  assignee. 

48  L.  R.  A.  351,  STATE  v.  CENTRAL  R.  CO.  109  Ga.  716,  35  S.  E.  37. 
Validity-    of   contracts  affectlna:   trade. 

Cited  in  Jefferson  v.  Markert,  112  Ga.  503,  37  S.  E.  758,  sustaining  validity 
of  agreement    lot  to  engage  in  same  business  in  specified  place. 

Cited  in  note  (64  L.  R.  A.  694)  on  illegal  trusts  under  modem  anti-trust  laws. 

Distinguished  in  Brown  v.  Jacobs  Pharmacy  Co.  115  Ga.  448,  57  L.  R.  A.  557, 
90  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  41  S.  E.  553,  denying  validity  of  combination  of  retail 
dealers  to  compel  another  to  sell  at  same  prices,  by  influence  upon  wholesalers. 

Rlffht  to   Injanction. 

Followed  in  Trust  Co.  v.  State,  109  Ga.  751,  48  L.  R.  A.  527,  35  S.  E.  323, 
sustaining  right  of  state  to  injunction  to  prevent  combination  of  competing  rail- 
ways in  violation  of  constitutional  provision. 

48  L.  R.  A.  359,  FIDELITY  &  C.  CO.  v.  SITTIG,  181  111.  Ill,  54  N.  E.  903. 
Tolantary   anaecesaary  czpoaare  to   dangrer. 

Cited  in  Matthes  v.  Imperial  Acci.  Asso.  110  Iowa,  226,  81  N.  W.  484,  holding 
injury  to  steeple  painter  while  using  his  apparatus  to  get  pigeons  from  cupola 
of  bam  for  food,  not  unnecessary  exposure. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  .^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  56  L.  R.  A.  272,  which  holds 
injury  by  fall  from  steps  of  moving  train,  covered  by  policy;  Smith  v.  .^tna  L. 
Ins.  Co.  64  L.  R.  A.  117,  which  holds  steeplechase  riding  by  one  giving  occupa- 
tion as  cotton  merchant,  voluntary  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger;  Small  v. 
Travelers*  Protective  Asso.  63  L.  R.  A.  510,  which  holds  attempt  by  experienced 
traveling  man  to  board  train  running  at  8  or  10  miles  an  hour,  voluntary  ex- 
posure to  danger. 

48  L.  R.  A.  362,  GIBSON  v.  MEGREW,  154  Ind.  273,  56  N.  E.  674. 
Payment   of  Inanrance   premlnnm. 

Cited  in  Sto'ckley  v.  Benedict,  92  Md.  333,  48  Atl.  59,  holding  forfeiture  for 
nonpa^inent  of  premiums  not  waived  by  payment,  where  reinstatement  not  ob- 
tained as  prescribed. 

48  L.  R.  A.  368,  SMITH  v.  ST.  LOUIS  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  151  Mo.  391,  62  S.  W.  378. 
Actions   airnlnst    receivers. 

Approved  in  Haag  v.  Ward,  89  Mo.  App.  190,  holding  that  jurisdictional 
leave  by  appointing  court  to  sue  receiver  must  be  alleged  in  action  against  re- 
ceiver. 
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Cited  in  Colburn  v.  Yantis,  176  Mo.  684,  76  S.  W.  653,  holding  that  all  cred- 
itors having  claims  against  land  in  hands  of  receiver  cannot  separately  bring  ac- 
tion against  receiver  but  must  submit  claims  to  court. 

Distinguished  in  Kirk  v.  Kane,  87  Mo.  App.  279,  sustaining  right  of  action 
against  receiver  for  conversion  of  plaintiff's  chattels. 
Bfaster'n  liability  for  acta   of  serrants. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Lamb  v.  Littman,  63  L.  R.  A.  852,  which  holds  employer 
liable  for  assault  by  cruel  overseer  on  minor  employee;  Hill  v.  Big  Creek  Lumber 
Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  346,  which  holds  master  liable  for  injury  from  operating  mill 
with  insufficient  force  of  workmen. 

Pelloiv   servants  and   vice   principals. 

Cited  in  Weeks  v.  Scharer,  49  C.  C.  A.  375,  111  Fed.  333,  holding  shift  boss 
empowered  only  to  direct  and  supervise  work,  fellow  servant  with  members  of 
shift  gang. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Sroufe  v.  Moran  Bros.  Co.  58  L.  R.  A.  313,  which  holds 
ship'  carpenter  designated  by  foreman  to  transmit  signals  for  raising  cants  not 
fellow  servant  of  carpenters  fastening  cants  in  place. 

Cited  in  note  (54  L.  R.  A.  84)  on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  refer- 
ence to  character  of  act  which  caused  injury. 

Annotation  in  48  L.  R.  A.  368,  referred  to  particularly  in  Bell  v.  Globe  Lumber 
Co.  107  La.  732,  31  So.  994,  holding  engineer  and  brakeman  on  log  train,  fellow 
servants. 

48  L.  R.  A.  393,  COM.  v.  MURPHY,  174  Mass.  369,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  353,  54  N. 
£.  860. 
Affirmed  in  177  U.  S.  155,  44  L.  ed.  711,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  630. 

48  L.  R.  A.  396,  HOLMES  v.  MCALLISTER,  123  Mich.  493,  82  N.  W.  220. 
Master's   liability   for   medical   attendance    for   employee. 

Cited  in  King  v.  Forbes  Lithograph  Mfg.  Co.  183  Mass.  302,  67  N.  E.  330,  deny- 
ing authority  of  superintendent  of  cartoon  department  of  lithographing  concern, 
with  power  to  hire  and  discharge,  to  bind  company  for  medical  services  ren- 
dered employee. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Godshaw  v.  J.  N.  Struck  &  Bro.  51  L.  R.  A.  668,  which 
denies  foreman's  implied  authority  to  engage  medical  attendance  for  injured 
employee;  Spelman  v.  Gold  Coin  Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  55  L.  R.  A.  640,  which  de- 
nies presumption  of  general  manager's  implied  authority  to  bind  mining  company 
for  medical  aid  to  injured  employees. 
Ratification  of  airent's  acts. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Thompson  v.  New  South  Coal  Co.  62  L.  R.  A.  551,  which 
holds  principal  not  estopped  to  assert  invalidity  of  unauthorized  contract  by 
agent  for  sale  of  land  by  accepting  part  of  the  purchase  money. 

48  L,  R.  A.  399,  GRATTIS  v.  KANSAS  CITY,  P.  &  G.  R.  CO.  153  Mo.  380,  77 

Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  55  S.  W.  108. 
Fellow  servants  and  vice  principals. 

Cited  in  Steube  v.  Christopher  &  S.  Architectural  Iron  &  Foundry  Co.  85  Mo. 
App.  647,  holding  foreman  and  workman  erecting  smoke-stack  not  fellow  servants; 
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Zellars  v.  Missouri  Water  &  Light  Co.  92  Mo.  App.  126,  holding  members  of  two 
'shifts  of  workmen  not  fellow  servants  so  as  to  preclude  master's  liability  for  in- 
jury to  workman  in  second  shift  from  unsafe  condition  of  hot  water,  which 
earlier  shift  had  been  engaged  in  repairing;  Fox  v.  Jacob  Dold  Packing  Co.  96 
Mo.  App.  182,  70  S.  W.  164,  holding  one  directing  and  looking  aft«r  master's 
business,  vice  principal  irrespective  of  right  to  employ  and^  discharge  employee ; 
Richardson  v.  Mesker,  171  Mo.  6T4,  72  S.  W.  506,  holding  employees  doing  same 
work  with  same  machine,  fellow  servants;  Oglesby  v.  Missouri  P.  IL  Co.  177  Mo. 
811,  76  S.  W.  623  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  car  inspector  and 
brakeman  fellow  servants. 

Cited  in  notes  (51  L.  R.  A.  523,  526,  550,  570,  615)  on  vice  principalship  con- 
sidered with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  ser\*ant;  (54  L.  R.  A.  125) 
on  vice  principalship  as  determined  with  reference  to  character  of  act  which 
caused  injury. 

Duty  of  miuiter  to  furnish  safe  place  and  appliances. 

Cited  in  Minnier  v.  Sedalia,  W.  &  8.  W.  R.  Co.  167  Mo.  112,  66  8.  W.  1072,  and 
Holmes  v.  Brandenbaiigh,  172  Mo.  64,  72  8.  W.  550,  holding  that  master 
must  furnish  reasonably  safe  place  and  appliances  for  servants'  work;  Livengood 
V.  Joplin-Galena  Consol.  Lead  &  Zinc  Co.  170  Mo.  238,  77  8.  W.  1077,  holding 
master  not  liable  for  injury  to  assistant  drillman  from  explosion  of  charge  by 
•contact  with  drill,  which  would  not  have  happened  if  drillman  had  made  examina- 
tion as  required  by  master;  Haviland  v.  Kansas  City,  P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  172  Mo.  112, 
72  8.  W.  515,  holding  that  master's  duty  to  furnish  safe  place  requires  him  to 
•provide  sufficient  help  so  as  to  prevent  section  hand's  straining  back  lifting  rails ; 
International  k  O.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  195,  55  S.  W.  772, 
holding  railroad  company  liable  for  killing  of  employee  in  wreck  caused  by  de- 
:fective  switch. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Duntley  v.  Inman,  P.  &  Co.  69  L.  R.  A.  785,  which  denies 
liability  for  failure  to  furnish  better  belt  shifter  if  one  furnished  is  suitable  when 
properly  used;  Murray  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  495,  which  holds  risk 
of  accident  from  jigger  stand  near  track  not  assumed  by  brakeman  ignorant  of 


48  L.  R.  A.  409,  HAN8C0M  v.  MEYER,  60  Neb.  68,  83  Am.  8t.  Rep.  607,  82  N. 

W.  114- 
'What  constitutes  a  newspaper. 

Followed  in  Tumey  v.  Blomstrom,  62  Neb.  617,  87  N.  W.  339,  holding  paper 
•devoted  mostly  to  legal  matters,  but  containing  some  general  matters,  proper  me- 
dium for  publication  of  legal  notices;  Hall  v.  Milwaukee,  115  Wis.  485,  91  N.  W. 
998,  holding  paper  12  by  18  inches,  published  twice  a  day,  devoted  principally  to 
market,  court,  and  building  news,  advertisements,  and  some  general  news,  a 
tiewspaper. 
Bllect  of  repeal  of  statute. 

Followed  in  Rushton  v.  Dierks  Lumber  Co.  2  Herdman  (Neb.)  567,  89  N.  W. 
<616,  holding  pending  actions  not  affected  by  repeal  of  statutes  permitting  recovery 
of  deficiency  judgments. 
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48  L.  R.  A.  412,  OLIVER  v.  JERSEY  CITY,  63  N.  J.  L.  634,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  228, 

44  Atl.   709. 
Rtffbt  to  certiorari. 

Followed  in  Currie  v.  Atlantic  City,  66  N.  J.  L.  141,  48  Atl.  615,  sustaining  right 
of  abutter  to  attack  by  certiorari,  ordinance  authorizing  construction  and  opera- 
tion of  street  railway  without  requisite  consents. 

Cited  in  Beecher  v.  Street  &  Water  Comrs.  64  N.  J.  L.  476,  46  Atl.  166,  holding 
owners  of  adjacent  blocks  entitled  to  certiorari  to  set  aside  ordinance  allowing 
owner  of  two  sides  of  street  to  construct  bridge  over  such  street. 

Olllcers  de  Jure  and  de  facto. 

Cited  in  Brinkerhoff  v.  Jersey  City,  64  N.  J.  L.  230,  46  Atl.  170,  holding  one 
inducted  into  and  filling  office  of  corporation  counsel,  officer  de  facto  although  of- 
ficer de  jure  existed;  Powers  v.  Com.  110  Ky.  402,  63  L.  R.  A.  247,  61  S.  W.  735, 
denying  validity  of  pardon  by  one  whose  title  to  office  adjudged  invalid  in  duly 
inaugurated  contest. 

48  L.  R.  A.  417,  Re  WILSON,  10  N.  M.  32,  60  Pac.  73. 

48  L.  R.  A.  421,  HUFFMIRE  v.  BROOKLYN,  162  N.  Y.  584,  57  N.  E.  17a 
MvalcliMiI  liability  for  damage  and  In  renpect  to  drainaire. 

Cited  in  Hentz  v.  Mt.  Vernon,  78  App.  Div.  518,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  774,  holding 
<city  liable  for  collecting  surface  drainage  and  discharging  same  into  water 
•course  overtaxed  thereby;  Sadlier  v.  New  York,  40  Misc.  83,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  308, 
holding  city  liable  for  damages  due  to  ice  and  dirty  water  falling  from  bridge 
upon  roof  of  building. 

Cited  in  note   (61  L.  R.  A.  694)   on  duty  and  liability  of  municipality  in  re- 
spect to  drainage. 
Rlirlit  to  iBlaactlOB. 

Cited  in  Sammons  v.  Gloversville,  34  Misc.  460,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  284,  sustaining 
right  to  enjoin  use  of  public  sewer  adjudged  to  be  a  trespass. 
Jkbatter's  rl^ht   to  damages. 

Cited  in  Fries  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  169  N.  Y.  284,  62  N.  E.  358  (concurring 
opinion),  denying  liability  to  abutter  for  damages  resulting  from  placing  track 
in  street  upon  viaduct  as  directed  by  statute. 

48  L.  R.  A.  424,  HICKS  v.  BRITISH  AMERICA  ASSUR.  CO.   162  N.  Y.  284, 

56  N.  E.  743. 
Oral   contract   to   Insare. 

Cited  in  Squier  v.  Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  162  N.  Y.  555,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  349,  57 
N.  E.  93,  holding  insurer  bound  by  agent's  oral  agreement  to  continue  existing  in- 
surance and  issue  renewal;  Loomis  v.  Jeff'erson  County  Patrons*  Fire  Relief 
Asso.  92  App.  Div.  605,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  5,  holding  co-operative  insurance^  com- 
pany bound  by  director's  oral  agreement  to  issue  new  policy  after  expiration  of  oil 
one. 

Distinguished  in  Northam  v.  Dutchess  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  177  N.  Y.  74,  CD 
N.  E.  222,  sustaining  right  of  assignee  for  creditors  to  enforce  agent's  or:*.: 
agreement  to  insure  assignee's  interest  in  property  covered  by  policy  issued  to 
assignor. 
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'Waiver  of  provlnloii  as  to  proof  of  lossf  agency. 

Cited  in  Lcgnard  v.  Standard  Life  &  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  81  App.  Div.  324.  81  N. 
Y.  Supp.  516,  holding  insurance  agent,  though  with  power  to  countersign,  with- 
out  authority  to  waive  conditions  in  policy. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Hoffman  v.  Michigan  Home  &,  Hospital  Asao.  54  L.  R.  A. 
740,  which  holds  failure  to  comply  with  requirements  as  to  proofs  of  loss  not 
fatal  when  liability  denied  for  other  reason. 

Distinguished  in  Smaldone  v.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  162  N.  Y.  583,  57  N.  E. 
168,  sustaining  validity  of  general  agent's  unindorsed  waiver  of  service  of 
proofs  of  loss. 

Constroction   of   policy. 

Cited  in  Nelsob  v.  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  86  App.  Div.  69,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  220,  hold- 
ing store  injured  by  fall  of  another  portion  of  same  building  within  terms  of 
clause  '*that,  if  building  fall,  policy  shall  be  void,"  although  damage  resulted 
from  fire  caused  by  such  fall. 

48  L.  R.  A.  432,  OBSORNE  v.  STEPHENSON,  36  Or.  328,  78  Am.  St  Rep-  778, 
58  Pac.  1103.  ' 

48  L.  R.  A.  441,  CANSLER  v.  PENLAND,  126  N.  C.  678,  34  S.  E.  683. 

Rehearing  denied  in  12fr  N.  C.  793,  36  S.  E.  285. 
Acta  la  violation  of  trust. 

Approved  in  White  v.  Cook,  61  W.  Va.  208,  67  L.  R.  A.  421,  footnote  p.  417,  90 
Am.  St.  Rep.  776,  41  S.  E.  410,  holding  void,  sale  by  sheriff  to  deputy  of  all  work 
of  office  in  one  district  and  compensation  for  same. 

Cited  in  Wittkowsky  v.  Baruch,  127  N.  C.  318,  37  S.  E.  449,  denying  vaUdity 
of  compromiK  by  assignee  {or  creditors. 

48  L.  R,  A.  442,  SLAUGHTER  v.  O'BERRY,  126  N.  C.  181,  86  S.  E.  241. 
ConstraetloB  of  statates* 

Followed  in  State  v.  Higgs,  126  N.  C.  1024,  48  L.  R.  A.  460,  35  S.  E.  473,  hold- 
ing that  doubts  in  construction  of  statute  invading  private  property  rights  must 
be  resolved  against  state. 
Duty  and  liability  as  to   drainage. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  701)  on  duty  and  liability  of  municipality  with  re- 
spect to  drainage. 

48  L.  R,  A.  444,  EDGERTON  v.  GOLDSBORO  WATER  CO.  126  N.  C.  93,  36 

S.  E.  243. 
Doubt  as  to  validity  of  ordinance. 

Cit^  in  Slaughter  v.  O'Berry,  126  N.  C.  186,  48  L.  R.  A.  444,  35  S.  E.  241,. 
resolving  doubt  as  to  validity  of  ordinance  invading  individual  rights,  in  favor 
of  latter. 
'Wbat  la  tL  "necessary  expense.'' 

Cited  in  Wadsworth  v.  Concord,  133  N.  C.  593,  46  S.  E.  948,  holding  fumishini^ 
lights  for  city  a  "necessary  expense." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fawcett  v.  Mt.  Airy,  63  L.  R.  A.  870,  which  sustains  mu- 
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nicipality'fi  power  to  incur  expense  of  owning  and  operating  water  and  electric 
light  plants  without  submitting  proposition  to  voters. 

Munlciiml  '^mter  napply. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  34,  63)  on  establishment  and  regulation  of  municipal 
water  supply. 

48  L.  R.  A.  446,  STATE  v.  HIGGS,  126  N.  C.  1014,  35  S.  E.  473. 
Reasonableness  or  validity  of  ordinance. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Hill,  126  N.  C.  1142,  60  L.  R.  A.  473,  36  S.  E.  326,  denying 
reasonableness  of  ordinance  requiring  license  for  doing  scavenger  work;  Her  v. 
Ross,  64  Neb.  723,  57  L.  R.  A.  900,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  676,  90  N.  W.  869,  denying 
power  of  city  to  create  monopoly  for  collection  of  garbage  at  expense  of  resi- 
dents served. 

Crln&lnal  prosecution   nnder  ordinance. 

Cited  in  SUte  v.  Caldwell,  127  N.  C.  522,  37  S.  E.  138,  holding  that  one  may 
be  prosecuted  for  violating  ordinance  taxing  one  engaged  in  selling  or  delivering 
picture  frames;  Board  of  Education  v.  Henderson,  126  N.  C.  691,  36  S.  E.  158, 
holding  that  while  city  has  no  power  to  make  criminal  law,  legislature  may  make 
violation  of  ordinances  a  criminal  offense  and  give  mayor  jurisdiction  to  try. 

48  L.  R.  A.  462,  STRAUSE  BROS.  v.  iETNA  INS.  CO.   126  N.  C.  223,  35  S. 

E.  471. 
situs  of   debt   In   flrarnlsbment. 

Cited  in  Sexton,  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  132  N.  C.  2,  43  S.  E.  479,  holding,  that 
place  where  debtor  or  creditor  resides  is  situs  of  debt  for  purpose  of  garnishment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Tootle  v.  Coleman,  57  L.  R.  A.  120,  which  holds  right  to> 
garnish  debtor  not  limited  to  situs  of  chose  in  action. 

Forelgrn  corporations  and  service  of  process. 

Cited  in  Biggs  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  128  N.  C.  7,  37  S.  E.  955,. 
holding  irrevocable,  foreign  insurance  company's  stipulation  as  condition  of 
right  to  do  business,  for  appointment  of  commissioner  to  receive  service  of  proc- 
ess while  liabilities  outstanding. 

Protection   of  nonresident  ^arnlsbee  or  creditor. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hawley  v.  Hurd,  52  L.  R.  A.  195,  which  sustains  discrim- 
ination in  favor  of  banks  within  state  as  to  attachment  of  negotiable  paper; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Rogers,  62  L.  R.  A.  178,  which  holds  nonresident  sum- 
moned as  garnishee  while  temporarily  within  state  not  subject  to  further  pro- 
ceedings unless  he  has  property  within  state. 

48  L.  R.  A.  455,  HARDIN  COUNTY  v.  COFFMAN,  60  Ohio  St.  627,  54  N.  E. 
1054. 
Followed  without  discussion  in  Canton  v.  Shull,  61  Ohio  St.  664,  57  N.  E.  1131 

48  L.  R.  A.  459,  STATE  v.  THOMAS,  61  Ohio  St.  444,  56  N.  E.  276. 
Holidays    as    alfectlnar    baslneMM    trannactlons. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Page  v.  Shainwald,  57  L.  R.  A.  173,  which  denies  right  to 
exercise  option  on  day  succeeding  holiday  on  wliich  it  matures. 
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■Service  of  proceaa  on   SniidaT. 

Cited  in  Shilling  v.  Seigle,  207  Pa.  387,  66  Atl.  957,  holding  service  of  process  . 
on  Sunday  in  state  where  such  service  valid,  no  defense  to  action  upon  foreign 
judgment. 

Statute  cbanirlnff  mode  of  seleettnff  Jurom. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Barlow,  70  Ohio  St.  378,  71  N.  E.  726,  holding  that  statute 
changing  manner  of  drawing  jurors  does  not  affect  accused's  rights  on  merits. 

48  L.  R.  A.  466,  STATE  €9  rel.  BULKELEY  v.  WILLIAMS,  68  Conn.  131,  35 

Atl.  24,  421. 
ijearliilmtlve    povrera    and    limitations. 

Cited  in  Matthews  v.  Kimball,  70  Ark.  463,  66  S.  W.  661,  holding  that  land 
need  not  actually  touch  to  be  within  authorization  of  assessments  based  upon 
consent  of  majority  of  owners  of  adjoining  property;  Crane  v.  Siloam  Sj^rings, 
^7  Ark.  36,  56  S.  W.  955,  holding  creation  of  improvement  district  embracing  en- 
tire city  or  town  to  be  within  authorization  of  assessment  in  towns  and  cities 
under  regulations  prescribed  by  law. 

«— -  To  burden  mnnielpalitles  and  eontrol  their  grovemment  and  property. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Atkin,  64  Kan.  177,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  343,  67  Pac.  519,  sus- 
taining power  of  legislature  to  prohibit  employment  more  than  eight  hours  a 
day  upon  local  improvements,  and  referring  particularly  to  annotation  in  48  L. 
R.  A.  465;  McDonald  v.  Louisville,  113  Ky.  435,  68  S.  W.  413,.  holding  statute  re- 
quiring council  to  levy  special  tax  to  establish  fund  for  support  of  crippled  mem- 
bers of  fire  department  and  their  families,  void,  and  referring  with  approval  to 
annotation  in  48  L.  R.  A.  466. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  State  ex  reL  White  v.  Barker,  57  L.  R.  A.  244,  which 
denies  power  of  legislature  to  take  management  of  water  supply  system  ftt>m  ap- 
pointees of  city;  Bailey  v.  Raleigh,  58  L.  R.  A.  178,  which  denies  legislative  power 
to  require  city  to  refund  license  taxes  for  selling  liquor  outside  city  limits; 
Street  v.  Varney  Electrical  Supply  Co.  61  L.  R.  A.  164,  which  denies  power  of 
legislature  to  compel  city  to  pay  more  for  common  labor  on  public  improvements 
than  its  worth  in  market;  People  ex  rel.  Rodgers  v.  Coler,  62  L.  R.  A.  814,  which 
denies  power  of  legislature  to  fix  compensation  city  must  pay  for  labor  or  other 
services;  Lexington  v.  Thompson,  57  L.  R.  A.  775,  which  denies  power  of  legisln- 
ture  to  fix  salaries  of  city  firemen;  O'Connor  v.  Fond  du  I-ac,  53  L.  R,  A.  831. 
which  holds  void,  statute  for  establishing  police  board  in  cities  of  certain  class 
to  appoint  all  police  officers;  Redell  v.  Moores,  55  L.  R.  A*  740,  which  sustains 
statute  creating  board  of  fire  and  police  commissioners  for  certain  cities,  to  be 
appointed  by  governoi';  State  ex  rel.  Geake  v.  Fox,  56  L.  R.  A.  893,  which  holds 
void,  statute  authorizing  governor  to  appoint  board  to  control  city  fire  department, 
fire  alarms,  etc. ;  Americus  v.  Perry,  57  L.  R.  A.  230,  which  sustains  act  creating 
board  of  police  commissioners,  naming  first  members  of  board  and  setting  forth 
their  powers  and  mode  of  choosing  successors;  Com.  ex  reL  Elkin  v.  Moir.  53  I^ 
R.  A.  837,  which  sustains  statute  providing  syst^  of  government  for  cities. 

Cited  in  note  (50  L.  R.  A.  330)  on  localself-government  in  Rhode  Island. 

Statutes   relatinir   to   pant   acts. 

Cited  in  note  <52  L.  R.  A.  940)  on  constitutionality  of  retroactive  statute  cre- 
ating right  of  action  or  of  set-off  on  account  of  past  acts  or  transactions. 
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Judicial  auestlons. 

Cited  in  Norwalk  Street  R.  Co.'s  Appeal,  69  Conn.  591,  39  L.  R.  A.  799,  37 
Atl.  1080,  sustaining  right  to  "appeal"  to  courts  in  matters  as  to  location  and 
construction  of  street  railways,  after  refusal  or  neglect  of  municipal  authorities 
to  act  for  sixty  days. 


Cited  in  State  v.  Towers,  71  Conn.  663,  42  Atl.  1083,  holding  that  power  of  per- 
son to  be  coerced  to  perform  act  commanded  must  appear  from  record  in  man- 
-damus. 

Distinguished  in  Williams  v.  New  Haven,  68  Conn.  273,  36  Atl.  61,  holding  man- 
damus to  be  directed  to  municipality  in  corporate  capacity  where  no  officer  is 
specially  charged  with  performance  of  the  duty. 

48  L.  R.  A.  603,  WALTERS  v.  CHARLESTON  MILLS,  40  C.  C.  A.  108,  99 
Fed.  825.  » 

48  L.  R,  A.  610,  ARKANSAS  F.  INS.  CO.  v.  WILSON,  67  Ark.  553,  77  Am.  St 
Rep.  584,  55  S.  W.  933. 

48  L.  R.  A.  514,  LIEBERMAN  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK,  2  Penn.   (Del.)  416,  82 

Am.  St.  Rep.  414,  45  Atl.  901. 
Xjtabiltty  of  snretleii. 

.  Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Barringer  v.  Hawkins,  103  Mo.  App.  257,  77  S.  W.  98, 
holding  that  liability  of  sureties  on  notary's  bond  continues  during  period  of  lat- 
ter's  fraudulent  concealment. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Fidelity  Mut.  Life  Asso.  v.  Dewey,  54  L.  R.  A.  946,  which 
tiolds  sureties  on  bond  of  employee  released  by  continuing  him  in  employ  without 
^weekly  reports  as  required  by  contract. 

Ailability  of  iMtnk  for  false  statement. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Tecumseh  Nat.  Bank  v.  Chamberlain  Bkg.  House,  57  L. 
K.  A.  811,  which  holds  false  representations  by  defaulting  president  as  to  liability 
to  bank  and  value  of  securities  already  furnished  not  binding  on  bank;  Taylor 
V.  Commercial  Bank,  62  L.  R.  A.  783,  which  denies  bank's  liability  for  cashier's 
fraud  in  inducing  third  person  to  give  credit  to  customer  legally  indebted  to 
l)ank,  by  false  representations  as  to  his  responsibility. 

CSlEeet  of  fraud   upon   rnnnlnMr  of  statute  of  limitations. 

Cited  in  McMullen  v.  Winfield  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  64  Kan.  306,  56  L.  R.  A.  928, 
footnote  p.  924,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  236,  67  Pac.  892,  which  denies  innocent  surety's 
right  to  invoke  aid  of  limitation  where  principal  fraudulently  conceals  defalca- 
tions. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Blachley,  53  L.  R.  A.  849,  which  holds  running 
ot  limitation  against  action  to  recover  back  money  not  prevented  by  fraud  unless 
investigation  prevented  by  affirmative  efforts;  Mereness  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  51 
L.  R.  A.  410,  which  holds  running  of  limitations  on  demand  certificate  of  de- 
|)08it  not  interrupted  by  bank's  misrepresentations  in  denial  of  liability. 
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48  L.  R.  A.  620,  TRUST  CO.  v.  STATE,  109  Ga.  736,  36  S.  E.  323. 
Corporate    po'vrer   to   purchase   stock    in   another   corporation. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Joseph  Bancroft  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Bloede,  62  L.  R.  A.  734» 
which  sustains  power  of  cotton  manufacturing  company  to  purchase  stock  ii> 
company  manufacturing  dyes  used  by  former. 

Risrht   of  corporations  to  consolidate. 

Cited  in  notes  (62  L.  R.  A.  387)  on  right  of  corporations  to  consolidate;  (64 
L.  R.  A.  695)   on  illegal  trusts -under  modem  anti-trust  laws. 

48  L.  R.  A.  531,  TERRE  HAUTE  &  I.  R.  CO.  v.  FOWLER,  164  Ind.  682,  56  N.  E. 

228. 
Contribntorjr  nefflisrence  as  question   for  Jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Neeley  v.  Southwestern  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L.  R,  A. 
140,  which  holds  contributory  negligence  of  employee  in  using  defective  ladder  to 
adjust  belt  after  •complaining  to  manager  and  being  told  that  it  was  all  right,, 
question  for  jury. 

48  L.  R.  A.  536,  HIBBS  v.  ADAMS  TWP.  110  Iowa,  306,  81  N.  W.  584. 

48  L.  R.  A.  537,  FT.  JEFFERSON  IMPROV.  CO.  v.  DUP0Y8TER,  108  Ky.  792,. 
51  S.  W.  810. 
Second  appeal  reported  in  112  Ky.  797,  66  S.  W.  1048. 

48  L.  R.  A.  642,  McKEE  v.  TOURTELLOTTE,  167  Mass.  69,  44  N.  E.  1071. 
Bmplojrer's   liability. 

Cited  in  Ft.  Wayne  v.  Patterson,  26  Ind.  App.  556,  58  N.  E.  747,  sustaining^ 
action  for  injuries  from  fall  of  insecure  walls  of  trench  into  which  workman 
sent. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  804)  on  liability  for  injuries  received  by  servant 
in  performance  of  duties  outside  of  scope  of  original  contract. 

Distinguished  in  Allard  v.  Hildreth,  173  Mass.  27,  62  N.  E.  1061,  denying  em- 
ployer's liability  for  injury  from  act  known  by  employee  to  be  dangerous; 
Tanner  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  A  H.  R.  Co.  180  Mass.  576,  62  N.  E.  993,  holding  that 
lineman  assumed  risk  from  rottenness  by  accepting  employment  of  dismantling 
old  poles. 

Annotation  in  48  L.  R.  A.  642,  referred  to  particularly  in  McLaine  v.  Head  k 
D.  Co.  71  N.  H.  309,  58  L.  R.  A.  470,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  522,  52  Atl.  645,  holding 
master  not  liable  for  foreman's  failure  to  warn  workman  in  trench  when  dirt  is 
dumped  in  by  other  workmen. 
-^  Injuries  received  in  obeyinir  direct  command. 

Cited  in  Millard  v.  West  End  Street  R.  Co.  173  Mass.  514,  53  N.  E.  900,  sustain- 
ing employer's  liability  for  injury  to  workmen  in  obeying  superintendent's  order 
to  go  upon  lumber  piled  carelessly  without  workman's  knowledge. 

Cited  in  note   (48  L.  R.  A.  758,  760)   on  servant's  right  of  action  for  injuries 
received  in  obeying  direct  command. 
Vice   prindimlship. 

Cited  in  note  (51  L.  R.  A.  592)  on  vice  principalship  considered  with  refer- 
ence to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant. 
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-^^vestions   for  Jnry. 

Cited  in  Van  Duzen  Gas  &  Gasoline  Enpine  Co.  v.  Sclielies,  61  Ohio  St.  309,  55 
N.  E.  998,  holding  for  jury,  question  whether  workman  negligent  in  obeying  order 
to  perform  apparently  hazardous  duty:  Collins  v.  Greenfield,  172  Mass.  80,  5i 
N.  E.  454,  holding  that  jury  may  find  against  assumption  of  risk  by  employee 
set  to  work  under  overhanging  rock,  having  crack  behind;  Kansas  &  T.  Coal  Co. 
V.  Chandler,  71  Ark.  527,  77  S.  W.  912,  holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  em- 
ployee assumed  risk  of  injuries  from  falling  of  roof  of  mine. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Neeley  v.  Southwestern  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L.  R,  A. 
146,  which  holds  contributory  negligence  of  employee  in  using  defective  ladder  to 
adjust  belt  after  complaining  to  manager  and  being  told  that  it  was  all  right, 
•question  for  jury. 

"^Vbat   constitutes   iieglisenee. 

Approved  in  Burnside  v.  Novelty  Mfg.  Co.  121  Mich.  130,  79  N.  W.  1108,  hold- 
ing deference  to  opinion  of  those  supposed  and  bound  to  know  of  dangers  or  pos- 
sible dangers  not  negligence. 

48  L.  R.  A.  647,  HARVARD  COLLEGE  v.  ASSESSORS,  176  Mass.  145,  55  N.  E. 

844. 
Exemptions    from    taxation. 

Cited  in  Phi  Beta  Epsilon  Corp.  v.  Boston,  182  Mass.  459,  65  N.  E.  824,  hold- 
ing real  estate  used  by  college  fraternity  not  exempt,  as  property  used  for-  edu- 
cational purpose;  Cathedral  of  St.  John  v.  Arapahoe  County,  29  Colo.  146,  68 
Pac.  272,  holding  property  donated  for  theological  school  on  condition  that  certain 
bishop  act  as  head,  and  live  in  building,  exempt. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  McCullough,  50  L.  R.  A.  517,  which  denies  exemption 
of  land  used  for  free  school,  title  to  which  is  held  by  Catholic  bishop  for  congre- 
gation of  parish;  Phillips  Academy  v.  Andover,  48  L.  R.  A.  550,  which  authorizes 
exemption  from  taxation  of  premises  occupied  by  professors  of  academy  and  their 
families. 

Qualified  in  All  Saints  Parish  v.  Brookline,  178  Mass.  415,  52  L.  R.  A.  781, 
.59  N.  E.  1003,  denying  that  exemption  of  house  of  worship  includes  vacant  lot 
procured  for  permanent  structure. 

48  L.  R.  A.  660,  PHILLIPS  ACADEMY  v.  ANDOVER,  175  Mass.  118,  55  N.  E. 

841. 
Exemption   from   taxation. 

Followed  in  Harvard  College  v.  Assessors,  176  Mass.  146,  48  L.  R.  A.  549,  foot- 
note p.  547,  66  N.  E.  844,  holding  exempt  from  taxation,  houses  occupied  by  col- 
lege presidents  and  professors,  and  dormitories  and  dining  halls  for  students. 

Cited  in  Phi  Beta  Epsilon  Corp.  v.  Boston,  182  Mass.  460,  65  N.  E.  824,  hold- 
ing real  estate  used  by  college  fraternity  not  exempt,  as  property  used  for  edu- 
cational purpose;  Cathedral  of  St.  John  v.  Arapahoe  County,  29  Colo.  145,  68 
Pac.  272,  holding  property  donated  for  theological  school  on  condition  that  cer- 
tain bishop  act  as  head,  and  live  in  building,  exempt. 

Purpose  for  whicli  taxes  may  be  levied. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Maydwell  v.  Louisville,  63  L.  R.  A.  655,  which  holda  street 
sprinkling  a  public  purpose  for  which  taxes  may  be  levied. 
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46  L.  R.  A.  554,  CHICAGO,  W.  A  V.  COAL  CO.  v.  PEOPLE,  181  Dl.  270,  54 

N.  E.  961. 
Bxerelce  of  police  powers. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  Consol.  Coal  Co.  v.  Illinois,  185  U.  S.  206,  46  L.  ed.  875,  22 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  616,  Affirming  186  III.  135,  56  L.  R.  A.  267,  footnote  p.  266,  57  N.  E. 
880,  sustaining  statute  for  inspection  of  coal  mines  as  often  as  inspector  deems 
necessary,  at  owner's  expense;  New  Orleans  v.  Kee,  107  La.  764,  31  So.  1014,  sus- 
taining imposition  upon  laundries  of  inspection  fees. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Indianapolis  Union  R.  Co.  v.  Houlihan,  54  L.  R.  A.  787> 
which  sustains  statute  making  railroad  company  liable  to  employees  for  injiiries 
by  negligence  of  specified  servants. 

48  L.  R.  A.  557,  HUDNALL  ▼.  HAM,  183  111.  486,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  124,  56  N.  E. 

172. 
Revoklnff  of  will. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Re  Kelly,  56  L.  R.  A.  754,  which  holds  woman's  will  not 
revoked  by  subsequent  marriage;  Glascott  v.  Bragg,  56  L.  R.  A.  258,  which  holds 
will  in  favor  of  third  person  revoked  by  marriage  and  adoption  of  child. 

AMlffnment  of  eontinfrent   Interest. 

Cited  in  Jarvis  v.  Binkley,  206  111.  547,  69  N.  E.  582,  sustaining  right  to  en- 
force contingent  interest  in  benefit  certificate  assigned  by  benficiary. 

48  L.  R.  A.  565,  WYMAN  v.  FT.  DEARBORN  NAT.  BANK,  181  lU.  279,  7t 

Am.  St.  Rep.  259,  54  N.  £.  946. 
Cbeclc  «•  eqivl table  aaaiffmnent  of   fund. 

Cited  in  Farson  v.  Fogg,  105  111.  App.  578,  holding  that  check  operated  as  equi- 
table assignment  of  fund;  Brown  v.  Schintz,  202  111.  517,  67  N.  E.  172,  holding 
that  owner's  indorsement  of  third  person's  check  to  building  contractor,  who  in- 
dorsed it  to  a  subcontractor,  operates  as  assignment  of  fund,  and  latter's  failure 
to  present  in  reasonable  time,  releases  owner. 

What  eonatltntea  payment- 
Cited  in  Nineteenth  Ward  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  184  Mass.  51,  67  N.  E. 
670,  holding  that  where  bank  receiving  depositor's  note  for  collection,   draws 
check  on  his  deposit,  marks  note  paid,  and  files  it  with  paid  checks,  the  note  is^ 
paid  as  against  maker's  assignee  for  creditors. 

48  L,  R.  A.  568,  INTEROCEAN  PUB.  CO.  v.  ASSOCIATED  PRESS,  184  DL 

438,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  184,  56  N..  E.  822. 
Diacrlmination  by   pablle   service   corporation. 

Approved  in  Indiana  Natural  &  Illuminating  Gas  Co.  v.  State,  158  Ind.  519, 
67  L.  R.  A.  762,  63  N.  E.  220,  denying  right  of  gas  company  with  authority  to 
lay  main  in  streets,  to  discriminate  between  customers. 

Cited  in  Chicago  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Illinois  Mfrs.  Asso.  106  111.  App.  66,  authorizing 
injunction  against  telephone  company's  charging  higher  rate  than  allowed  by 
ordinance. 

Disapproved  in  State  ex  rel.  Star  Pub.  Co.  v.  Associated  Press,  159  Mo.  464,. 
51  L.  R.  A.  169,  footnote  p.  151,  8^  Am.  St.  Rep.  368,  60  S.  W.  91,  denying  power 
of  court  to  compel  press  association  to  furnish  news  to  newspaper.   , 
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Illeiral  combinations*  * 

Cited  in  Brown  v.  Jacobs'  Pharmacy  Co.  115  Ga.  439,  57  L.  R.  A.  553,  footnote 
p.  548,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  126,  41  S.  £.  553,  sustaining  right  to  injunction  against 
combination  of  merchants  to  prevent  sales  to  other  dealer  unless  he  sells  at  fixed 
prices;  Martell  v.  White,  185  Mass.  263,  64  L.  R.  A.  264,  footnote  p.  260,  69  N.  E. 
1085,  holding  association  of  granite  manufacturers,  enforcing  by-law  imposing 
fine  on  members  dealing  with  nonmembers,  illegal. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Ertz  v.  Produce  Exchange,  51  L.  R.  A.  825,  which  holdf 
produce  exchange  discriminating  against  nonmembers  and  controlling  delivery  ol. 
goods  an  illegal  combination;  Downs  v.  Bennett,  55  L.  R.  A.  560,  which  denies 
right  of  one  only  remotely  affected,  to  injunction  against  fining  or  expelling  mem- 
ber for  violation  of  by-law  prohibiting  members  dealing  with  nonmembers,  or  with 
those  dealing  with  such  nonmembers. 

48  L.  R,  A.  575,  BOEHM  v.  HERTZ,  182  111.  154,  54  N.  E.  973. 

48  L.  R.  A.  580,  MARKHAM  ▼.  HUFFORD,  123  Mich.  505,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  222, 

82  N.  W.  222. 
Conditional  tmat. 

Cited  in  French  v.  Northern  Trust  Co.  197  111.  41,  64  N.  E.  105,  holding  that 
bill  by  cestui  que  trust  to  compel  transfer  of  property  to  him  must  allege^  com- 
petency to  care  for  it,  where  his  competency  is  condition  precedent  to  right  to> 
hold. 

48  L.  R.  A.  583,  FIRST  NAT.  BANK  v.  CITIZENS'  SAV.  BANK,  123  Mich.  336, 

82  N.  W.  66. 
N'eff licence  of  iMinlc  in  collectinir* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Second  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank,  55  L.  R.  A. 
273,  which  holds  bank  negligent  in  sending  note  for  collection  to  bank  whose 
cashier  is  treasurer  of  corporation  maker,  without  hearing  from  similar  note 
previously  sent. 

48  L.  R.  A.  587,  Re  CLARK,  195  Pa.  520,  46  Atl.  127. 
Interpretation  of  Constitution. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Rentschler,  26  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  42,  holding  provisions  of  Constitu- 
tion to  be  read  in  broad  and  reasonably  untechnical  way. 

Coata  of  surety  bond. 

Followed  in  Phillips's  Estate,  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  227,  upholding  constitutionality 
of  act  giving  assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors  right  to  include  payment  to  surety 
company  for  becoming  his  surety,  as  part  of  his  lawful  expense  in  executing  trust* 

Special  leirialation. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Clark,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  441,  holding  act  prohibiting  di$K:Iiarge 
of  employees  of  corporations  because  of  labor  union  membership,  within  inhibition 
of  special  legislation;  Com.  v.  Hanley,  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  280,  holding  regulation 
of  undertaking  business  not  invalid  as  special  legislation;  Com.  ex  rel.  Elkin  v.. 
Moir,  19r  Pa.  553,  53  L.  R.  A.  845,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  801,  49  Atl.  351,  sustaining 
statute  providing  for  government  of  cities  of  .'second  class,"  although  only  three 
cities  within  such  description;   King  v.  Pony  Gold  Min.  Co.  24  Mont.  476,  62 
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Pac.  783,  sustaining  statute  authorizing  guaranty  or  surety  corporations  to  be- 
come sole  surely  without  affidavit  of  qualifications. 

Power  to  met  as  adminiatrator. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Union  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Wright,  52  L.  R.  A.  469,  which 
sustains  power  of  corporation  to  act  as  administrator  under  charter. 

48  L.  R.  A.  596,  STATE  ex  rel.  KENAMORE  v.  WOOD,  155  Mo.  425,  56  S.  W. 

484. 
T'alldlty  of  beer  inspection  act. 

Followed  in  Pabat  Brewing  Co.  v.  Crenshaw,  120  Fed.  147,  sustaining  validity 
of  beer  inspection  act. 

SnlUcienor   of   inspection. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Broeder,  90  Mo.  App.  164,  and  State  v.  Bixman,  162  Mo.  33, 
62  S.  W.  828,  holding  requirement  to  inspect  beer,  satisfied  by  inspected  samples 
taken  at  random. 

Injunction  against  enforcement  of  lavr. 

Cited  in  Norton  v.  Alexander,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  468,  67  S.  W.  787,  raising, 
without  deciding,  question  as  to  liquor  dealer's  right  to  restrain  enforcement  of 
local  option  law. 

48  L.  R.  A.  613,  CATE  v.  MARTIN,  70  N.  H.  135,  46  Atl.  54. 

48  L.  R.  A.  616,  ALBRIGHT  v.  CORTRIGHT,  64  N.  J.  L.  330,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 

504,  45  Atl.  634. 
Conveyance  of  propert^r. 

Approved  in  Mitchell  v.  D'Olier,  08  N.  J.  L.  380,  59  L.  R.  A.  951,  53  Atl.  467, 
holding  that  grantee  of  upland,  "together  with"  certain  right  and  privileges  in 
fresh  ^'ater  lake,  takes  latter  as  appurtenant,  and  not  in  gross. 

Riirlit  to  Hah. 

Cited  in  Albright  v.  Sussex  County  Lake  &  Park  Commission,  68  N.  J.  L.  527, 
53  Atl.  612,  holding  that  poil  under  waters  of  fresh  water  lakes  and  right  to 
take  fij*h  therefrom  is  private  property. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  498,  512)  on  right  to  fish. 

48  L.  R.  A.  620,  WALLACE  v.  NORMAN,  9  Okla.  339,  60  Pac.  108. 

48  L.  R.  A.  625,  BRUNSWICK  TERMINAL  CO.  v.  NATIONAL  BANK,  40  C.  C. 

A.  22,  99  Fed.  635. 
Federal   court;   atate   conrt'a   conatrnction   of  local    lavr> 

Later  hearing  on  merits,  on  remand  of  cause  to  district  court,  in  112  Fed.  813, 
denying  that  state  construction  must  be  followed  where  transaction  on  which 
claim  is  based  arose  prior  to  state  decision,  the  correctness  of  which  is  questioned 
by  court  making  it. 

Statute   of   limitationa. 

Cited  in  Davis  v.  Mills.  113  Fed.  680,  holding  that  state  statute  of  limitation 
controls  foreign  statute  for  penalt}/  for  failure  to  file  corporation's  report;  Davis 
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V.  Mills,  58  C.  C.  A.  126,  121  Fed.  706,  raising,  without  decidinc^,  question  v/hether 
action  against  corporation  on  notes  and  for  goods  sold  is  within  provision  requir- 
ing certain  actions  to  be  brought  within  specified  time. 

Oited  in  footnotes  to  Swearingen  v.  Sewickley  Dairy  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  471,  which 
liolds  that  limitation  runs  against  stockholder's  liability  from  time  of  insolvency 
of  corporation;  West  v.  Topeka  Sav.  Bank,  63  L.  R.  A.  137,  which  holds  that 
statute  of  limitations  begins  to  run  on  stockholder's  subscription  to  stock  pay- 
able at  intervals  on  call,  immediately  on  corporation's  suspension  of  business 
for  insolvency. 

<yonlllet  of  laws. 

Cited  in  note  (56  L.  R.  A.  193,  208)  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  actions  for  death 
•or  bodily  injury. 

48  L.  R.  A.  644,  BELL  ▼.  WAYNE,  123  Mich.  386,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  204,  82  N. 
W.  215. 

48  L.  R.  A.  649,  REBICH  v.  LAKE  SUPERIOR  SMELTING  CO.  123  Mich.  401, 

81  Am.  St.  Rep.  215,  82  N.  W.  279. 
X>nty-  of  ntAster  to  vvani  aer-rant  of  danger. 

Cited  in  Nowakowski  v.  Detroit  Stone  Works,  130  Mich.  310,  89  N.  W.  956, 
holding  it  not  to  be  master's  duty  to  warn  eighteen-year-old  servant  of  dangers 
from  explosions  of  molten  iron  in  factory,  where  such  explosions  occurred  daily. 

Distinguished  in  Davis  v.  Port  Huron  Engine  &  Thresher  Co.  126  Mich.  432,  85 
N.  W.  1125,  holding  that  servant  going  upon  roof  to  string  call-bell  wire,  and 
aasisting  in  wiring  for  lights,  assumes  risk  from  live  wire  there. 

48  L.  R.  A.  662,  STATE  em  rel  McCLURG  v.  POWELL,  77  Miss.  543,  27  So.  927. 
Constttational  amendment. 

Approved  in  Re  Denny,  156  Ind.  119,  51  L.  R.  A.  728,  footnote  p.  722,  59  N.  E. 
359,  requiring  majority  of  all  votes  cast  at  election  for  any  purpose,  to  adopt 
constitutional  amendment. 

Cited  in  Gabbert  v.  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  171  Mo.  97,  70  S.  W.  891,  holding 
that  court  has  authority  to  determine  whether  constitutional  amendment  hau 
been  legally  adopted,  although  it  has  received  required  number  of  votes;  People 
ex  rel  Elder  v.  Sours,  31  Colo.  427,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  34,  74  Pac.  167  (dissenting 
opinion),  majority  sustaining  constitutional  amendment  consolidating  city  and 
county  government. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Com.  ex  rel.  Elkin  v.  Griest,  50  L.  R.  A.  568,  which  holds 
governor's  approval  of  proposed  constitutional  amendment  unnecessary. 

Exceptions  to  errors. 

Cited  in  Barnett  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  321,  62  S.  W.  765,  sustaining 
provision  against  reversal  of  conviction  on  appeal  for  errors  not  excepted  to  at 
trial,  unless  such  errors  tend  to  injure  appellant's  rights. 

48  L.  XL  A.  662,  Re  ANDREWS,  162  N.  Y.  1,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  294,  50  N.  E.  529. 
Execution  of  wills. 

Cited  in  Re  Kivlin,  37  Misc.  188,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  937,  denying  probato  of  will 
not  executed  in  compliance  with   statute;   Everdell  v.  Hill,  58  App.  inv.    160, 
L.  R.*  A.  Au.— Vol.  IV.— 73. 
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68  N.  Y.  Supp.  719,  concurring  opinion  by  Ingraham,  J.,  who  holds  will  not  exe- 
cuted, where  prescribed  formalities  not  observed. 

Subacrtpttoift  to  trills. 

Cited  in  Re  Noon,  31  Misc.  422,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  568,  sustaining  subscription 
to  will  where  teste^trix  left  blank  space  at  beginning  of  attestation  clause,  and 
wrote  name  there  with  intention  to  execute;  Re  Donner,  37  Misc.  68,  74  N.  Y. 
Supp.  828,  denying  due  subscription  where  will  is  on  four  sheets  of  paper,  with 
signatures  on  second  and  third  pages,  without  connection;  Re  Dake,  75  App.  Div. 
409,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  29,  denying  sufficiency  of  execution  of  codicil,  where  signature 
to  one  sheet  preceded  in  physical  order  sheet  on  which  body  of  provisions  wTitten, 
and  latter  was  not  shown  to  be  with,  or  even  present  at,  such  execution;  Re 
Albert,  38  Misc.  63,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  965,  denying  probate  where  foot  of  page  con- 
taining signatures  says,  "continued  on  next  page,"  and.  such  page  creates  legacies 
and  is  signed  by  testator;  Re  Boardman,  1  Power,  82,  sustaining  sufficiency  of 
signature  to  will  where  intent  thereto  shown. 

Distinguished  in  Re  Douglass,  38  Misc.  611,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  103,  sustaining 
will  not  signed  at  end  but  affirmed  in  duly  executed  codicils;  Re  Snell,  32  Misc. 
614,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  581,  holding  will  executed  by  signature  at  end,  although 
written  on  several  sheets  not  permanently  fastened  when  signed. 

48  L.  R.  A.  666,  WETMORE  v.  WETMORE,  162  N.  Y.  503,  56  N.  E.  997. 
ModtflcatloB   of  docrfoa  for  allBnony-* 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Henderson  v.  Henderson,  48  L.  R.  A.  766,  which  holds 
unmodifiable  without  wife's  consent,  decree  in  conformity  with  separation  agree- 
ment for  payment  of  stipulated  monthly  sum  for  wife's  maintenance. 

Appealability  of  decree  returning  modiltcatton. 

Followed  in  Livingston  v.  Livingston,  173  N.  Y.  379,  61  L.  R.  A.  801,  footnote 
p.  800,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  600,  66  N.  £.  123,  Affirming  74  App.  Div.  271,  77  N.  Y. 
Supp.  476,  holding  appealable,  appellate  division's  refusal  to  modify  provision 
for  alimony  in  decree  of  divorce. 

Preanmptlon  of  reveraal  upon  law. 

Cited  in  Re  Brandreth,  169  N.  Y.  440,  58  L.  R.  A.  149,  62  N.  E.  563;  Re  Keefe, 
164  N.  Y.  354,  58  N.  E.  U7;  People  ea  reL  Manhattan  R.  Co.  v.  Barker,  165  N.  Y. 
312,  59  N.  E.  151,  sustaining  presumption  that  reversal  by  appellate  division 
was  upon  error  of  lai^ 
Contempt  as  affecting  appltcatloa  to  court. 

Distinguished  in  Sibley  v.  Sibley,  66  App.  Div.  653,  73  N.  Y.  Supp.  244^ 
denying  application  for  reduction  of  alimony  by  one  in  contempt  for  refusal  to 
pay. 

48  L.  R.  A.  669,  PURDY  v.  ERIE  R.  CO.  162  N.  Y.  42,  66  N.  E.  507. 
Reffulation  of  carriers. 

Appeal  dismissed  in  185  U.  6.  149,  46  L.  ed.  849,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  605. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Pingree  v.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.  274,  which 
denies  power  of  legislature  to  fix  rates  of  carrier  upon  which  previous  legisla- 
ture conferred  exclusive  power  to  fix  its  own  rates;  People  ew  reL  Jackson  v. 
Suburban  R.  Co.  49'  L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  electric  railway  company  bound 
to  perform  duties  imposed  by  ordinance  under  which  road  operated. 
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Sllleaire  book  aot. 

Followed  in  Horton  ▼.  Erie  R.  Co.  66  App.  Div.  588,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  1018,  and 
Minor  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  171  N.  Y.  668,  64  N.  B.  464,  Affirming  73  App.  Div.  621, 
76  N.  Y.  Supp.  513,  sustaining  act  requiring  corporation  subsequently  reorgan- 
ized and  incorporated,  to  issue  mileage  books. 

Conslderatloift  of  aueattona  on  appeal. 

Followed  in  Corcoran  v.  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.  164  N.  Y.  688,  68  N.  E- 
1086,  without  discussion,  Dodge  v.  Cornelius,  168  N.  Y.  246,  61  N.  £.  244,  re- 
fusing to  pass  upon  validity  of  statute  if  question  not  raised  in  lower  court; 
Paul  V.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  175  N.  Y.  478,  67  N.  E.  1087,  refusing  to  con- 
sider on  appeal  question  of  invalidity  of  contract  sued  on,  because  not  raised 
below. 

48  L.  R.  A.  673,  MURRAY  ▼.  DWIGHT,  161  N.  Y.  301,  55  N.  E.  901. 
"Wlio  are  servants  i  ■naater's  liabllitr* 

Cited  in  Singer  v.  McDermott,  30  Misc.  740,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  1086,  and  Lewis 
▼.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  162  N.  Y.  67,  66  N.  £.  548,  denying  relation  of  master  and 
servant  between  person  hiring  wagon  and  driver  thereof;  Mills  v.  Thomas  Eleva- 
tor Co.  64  App.  Div.  125,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  398,  holding  employee  of  company 
furnishing  and  operating  hod  elevator  not  servant  of  construction  company ;  Hueh- 
ner  v.  Hammond,  80  App.  Div.  127,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  296,  holding  owner  of  lighter 
not  master  as  to  longshoreman  placed  upon  lighter  by  steamship  company  using 
same;  Connor  v.  Koch,  63  App.  Div.  263,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  836,  holding  that  em- 
ployee becomes  servant  of  contractor  compensating  and  directing  his  services; 
Hallett  V.  New  York  C.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.  167  N.  Y.  546,  60  N.  E.  653,  holding 
switchman  assigned  by  railroad  company  to  service  of  telegraph  company  work- 
ing on  right  of  way,  servant  of  latter;  Howard  v.  Ludwig,  171  N.  Y.  515,  64  N.  E. 
172  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  relation  of  master  and  servant, 
created  between  hirer  and  driver  by  contract  for  trucks  and  drivers,  to  be  sub- 
ject to  hirer's  directions;  Loughrain  v.  Autophone  Co.  77  App.  Div.  ^44,  78  N.  Y- 
Supp.  919,  holding  one  contracting  with  manufacturing  corporation  to  transport^ 
freight  not  fellow  servant  of  servant  of  corporation;  Deyo  v.  Kingston  Consirf.. 
R.  Co.  94  App.  Div.  581,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  487,  holding  relation  of  master  and. 
servant  does  not  exist  between  manager  of  public  park  and  one  setting  off  fire- 
works under  contract;  Walsh  v.  Riesenberg,  94  App.  Div.  472,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  58,, 
denying  existence  of  relation  of  master  and  servant  between  operator  of  elevator- 
and  one  instaling  fire  extinguisher  system,  although  latter  paid  former  $5  as; 
is  customary  in  such  cases;  Driscoll  v.  Towle,  181  Mass.  419,  63  N.  E.  922;, 
holding  it  question  for  jury  whether  relation  of  master  and  servant  exists  be- 
tween one  engaged  in  general  teaming  business  and  driver  of  wagon;  The  Slings- 
by,  67  (J.  C.  A.  57,  120  Fed.  753,  holding  seamen  hired  by  captain  to  run  winclt 
not  servant  of  stevedores  contracting  to  discharge  and  load  vessel  and  furnisli. 
labor  and  appliances,  except  winch  and  winch  man ;  Sharp  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  90  App. 
Div.  506,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  553,  holding  railroad  company  not  liable  for  death  of 
boy  stealing  ride  and  killed  by  peace  officer  in  former's  employ  because  he  refused 
to  halt  when  so  ordered. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Stewart  v.  California  Improv.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  205,  which 
holds  owner  of  steam  roller  liable  for  engineer's  neglect  to  warn  travelers^ 
though  roller  hired  by  city. 
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Distinguished  in  Baldwin  v.  Abraham,  57  App.  Div.  84,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  1079, 
holding  relation  of  master  and  servant  not  created,  as  matter  of  law,  under  jcon- 
tract  engaging  vans  and  drivers. 

48  L.  R,  A.  679,  LYNDE  v.  LYNDE,  162  N.  Y.  405,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  332,  56  N.  E. 
979. 

Affirmed  in  181  U.  S.  183,  45  L.  ed.  810,  21  Sup.  a.  Rep.  555. 

Order  refusing  to  compel  plaintiflTs  attorney  to  pay  over  alimony  collected  by 
him  reversed  in  64  N.  J.  Eq.  736,  58  L.  R,  A.  471,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  692,  52  Atl.  694. 

Validity  of  dlvoree  deere«. 

Followed  in  Winston  v.  Winston,  165  N.  Y.  555,  59  N.  E.  273,  denying  va- 
lidity of  foreign  divorce  against  resident,  without  personal  service  of  process  or 
appearance. 

Distinguished  in  Lacey  v.  Lacey,  38  Misc.  200,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  235,  sustaining 
validity  of  decree  of  divorce  against  husband  served  with  publication  before  be- 
•coming  domiciled  in  another  state. 

AllmoB^ri   force  of  foreiiTB  deereo. 

Cited  in  Arrington  v.  Arrington,  127  N.  C.  198,  52  L.  R.  A.  205,  footnote  p. 
"201,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  791,  37  S.  E.  212  (disenting  opinion),  majority  holding 
ioreign  decree  for  alimony  after  defendant's  appearance  entitled  to  full  faith  and 
•credit;  Moore  v.  Moore,  40  Misc.  163,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  729,  holding  past-due  foreign 
alimony  collectible  in  state  where  service  of  process  properly  made.. 

Distinguished  in  Franc©  v.  France,  79  App.  Div.  295,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  579,  en- 
forcing provisions  for  alimony  in  foreign  decree  of  divorce,  although  included 
therein  pursuant  to  illegal  agreement  not  to  defend  action  for  divorce. 
—  Bffect   of   dUcbarve    in    bankmptey. 

Cited  in  Arrington  v.  Arrington,  131  N.  C.  145,  92  Am.  St  Rep.  769,  42  S.  E. 
^654,  holding  that  discharge  of  bankrupt  discharges  judgment  for  alimony. 

mffbt  to  dower. 

Cited  in  Starbuck  v.  Starbuck,  62  App.  Div.  443,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  104,  holding 
^ife  obtaining  foreign  divorce  from  resident  personally  served  at  residence  en- 
titled to  dower  in  realty  acquired  after  such  divorce. 

LieiritlmaeT-  of  clilld* 

Cited  in  Re  Hall,  61  App.  Div.  276,  70  N.  Y.  Supp.  406,  sustaining  legitimacy 
of  offspring  of  marriage  in  state  where  divorce  of  previously  married  party  valid. 

Conlllet  of  law*. 

Cited  in  note  (59  L.  R.  A.  179)  on  conflict  of  laws  on  subject  of  divorce. 
Receiver's  extraterritorial  po^rers. 

Cited  in  Hilliker  v.  Hale,  54  C.  C.  A.  257,  117  Fed.  225,  denying  power  of  re- 
ceiver of  insolvent  corporation  to  sue  stockholder  in  foreign  jurisdiction 

48  L.  R.  A.  685,  VANDEGRIFT  v.  COWLES  ENGINEERING  CO.  161  N.  Y.  435, 

55  N.  E.  941. 
Contraeta;    dependent   provUiona. 

Cited  in  Ewing  v.  Wightman,  167  N.  Y.  110,  60  N.  E.  322',  holding  agreement 
to  convey  or  deliver  possession  and  agreement  to  pay  purchase  prioe,  dependent. 
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—  Breacli. 

Cited  in  Ellis  v.  Miller,  164  N.  Y.  439,  68  N.'k  616,  holding  that  manufacturer'B 
sale  and  transfer  of  his  business  does  not  constitute  breach  of  contract  to  fur- 
nish goods;  Pitts  v.  Davey,  40  Misc.  100,  81  N.  Y.  Supp.  264,  holding  that  ven- 
dees prevented  performance  of  contract  to  deliver  cement  in  weekly  instalments 
by  notifying  vendor  not  to  deliver  till  further  notice. 

^—  ESIIect  of  ABsiffitmeiftt  for  creditors. 

Cited  in  United  Press  v.  A.  S.  Abell  Co.  79  App.  Div.  669,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  464» 
holding  that  assignment  for  benefit  of  creditors  disables  news-gathering  associa- 
tion from  performing  contract  to  furnish  news  to  papers. 

48  L.  R.  A.  691,  PLATT  BROS.  v.  WATERBURY,  72  Conn.  531,  77  Am.  St.  Rep. 

336,  46  Atl.  164. 
L.iablllty-  for  Improper  eonstmetlon  and  use  of  seweni. 

Approved  in  Watson  v.  New  Milford,  72  Conn.  566,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  346,  46 
Atl.  167,  holding  use  of  services  for  town  buildings  to  damage  of  riparian  owners/ 
actionable  wrong. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Smith  v.  Sedalia,  48  L.  R.  A.  711,  which  denies  city's 
right  to  discharge  sewers  into  stream  without  compensating  land  owner;  Mans- 
field V.  Balliett,  58  L.  R.  A.  628,  which  holds  city  liable  for  emptying  sewage  into 
natural  watercourse,  creating  nuisance  as  to  riparian  owner;  Carmichael  v.  Tex- 
arkana,  68  L.  R.  A.  911,  which  denies  liability  of  citizens  calling  on  city  to  con- 
struct sewer,  for 'its  negligence  in  construction  or  operation;  Trevett  v.  Prison 
Asso.  60  L.  R.  A.  664,  which  sustains  liability  of  prison  association  for  pollu- 
tion of  stream  by  sewage  to  injury  of  dairyman. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  694)  on  duty  and  liability  of  municipality  with  re- 
spect to  drainage. 

Condemnation  of  property-  for  sewer  purposes. 

Cited  in  Waterbury  v.  Piatt  Bros.  75  Conn.  391,  60  L.  R.  A.  217,  96  Am.  St. 
Rep.  229,  53  Atl.  958,  holding  power  to  condemn  property  injured  by  sewer  system 
for  temporary  period  not  conferred  by  authority  to  construct  sewers  and  con- 
demn property. 
PreacrlptlT-e  rlsrlit  to  maintain  nuisance. 

Cited  in  note  (53  L.  R.  A.  892,  896)  on  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  public 
nuisance. 
Lefflslatlve  pointer  to  authorise   use  of  streams   for  sewer   outlets. 

Approved  in  Winchell  v.  Waukesha,  110  Wis.  110,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  85  N. 
W.  668,  denying  that  creation  of  public  nuisance  by  pollution  of  stream  is  with- 
in legislative  authorization  to  construct  sewage  system. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Sayre  v.  Newark,  48  L.  R.  A.  722,  and  Grey  ex  rel.  Sim- 
mons V.  Paterson,  48  L.  R.  A.  717,  which  sustain  right  of  legislature  to  authorize 
cities  to  use  tidal  streams  for  sewer  outlets. 

Munlelpal  liability. 

Cited  in  note  (47  L.  R.  A.  594)  on  municipal  liability  for  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment under  invalid  ordinance. 

Revlevr  of  vrant  or  denial  of  Injunction. 

Cited  in  Kawanee  v.  Otley,  204  111.  408,  68  N.  E.  388,  holding  granting  or  de- 
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nial  of  injunction  to  restrain  discharge  of  sewage  upon  lands,  within  diseretioTT 
of  court,  and  will  not  be  reviewed  in  absence  of  abuse  of  discretion. 


48  L.  R.  A.  707,  VALPARAISO  v.  HAGEN,  153  Ind.  337,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  303 
64  N.  E.  1062. 


Cited  in  Weston  Paper  CJo.  v.  Pope,  155  Ind.  400,  66  L.  R.  A.  901,  57  N.  E. 
719,  denying  right   to  discharge  factory  waste  so  as  to  injuriously  pollute  stream 

litabillty  for  Improper  eonatmctlon  and  nae  of  aevrcni. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Carmichael  v.  Texarkana,  58  L.  R.  A.  911,  which  denies  lia- 
bility of  citizens  calling  on  city  to  construct  sewer,  for  its  negligence  in  con- 
struction or  operation. 

Disapproved  in  Grey  ea  rel.  Simmons  v.  Paterson,  60  N.  J.  £q.  390,  48  L.  R. 
A.  720,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  642,  45  Atl.  995;  Winchell  v.  Waukesha,  110  Wis.  106. 
84  Am.  St.  Rep.  902,  85  N.  W.  668;  Piatt  Bros.  v.  Waterbury,  72  Conn.  663,  48 
L.  R.  A.  706,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  335,  45  Atl.  154,  — holding  municipality  liable 
to  lower  riparian  owners  for  pollution  of  stream  with  sewage. 

Rtirl&ta  as  to  dralaaffe. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  691)  on  right  of  municipal  corporation  to  drain 
sewage  into  waters. 

48  L.  R.  A.  711,  SMITH  v.  SEDALIA,  152  Mo.  283,  53  S.  W.  907. 
Blleet  of  failure  to  desiffaato  vronnda  of  reversal* 

Followed  in  Roman  v.  Boston  Trading  Co.  87  Mo.  App.  190,  holding  failure 
to  designate  ground  for  ordering  new  trial  not  reversible  error. 

Ifeirllvent  ooastmotloa  of  sewem. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Carmichael  v.  Texarkana,  58  L.  R.  A.  911,  which  denies 
liability  of  citizens  calling  on  city  to  construct  sewer,  for  its  negligence  in 
construction  or  operation. 

Riff  lit*  as  to  draiaave. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  701)  on  right  of  municipal  corporation  to  drain  sew- 
age into  waters. 

PreacrlptlT-e  rlmhtm* 

Cited  in  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Ives,  202  111.  72,  66  N.  E.  940,  holding  that 
permissive  use  of  right  of  way  does  not  ripen  into  prescriptive  right. 

Cited  in  note  (53  L.  R.  A.  892,  897)  on  prescriptive  right  to  maintain  ptiblic 
nuisance. 

"WlieB  llntltatioBS  bevin  to  run- 
Cited  in  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants  Bridge  Terminal  R.  Co.  179  Mo.  721,  64  L. 
R.  A.  969,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  524,  79  S.  W.  386,  holding  that  statute  of  limiUtions 
begins  to  run  against  right  of  action  for  injury*  to  abutting  property  at  time 
structure  in  street  is  completed. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Church  of  Holy  Communion  v.  Paterson  Extension  R.  Co. 
55  L.  R.  A.  81,  which  holds  limitation  begins  to  run  for  injuries  to  church  wall 
from  insufficiency  of  retaining  wall  built  in  constructing  track,  from  time  in- 
jury occurs. 
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48  L.  R.  A.  717,  GREY  eof  rel,  SIMMONS  v.  PATERSON,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  385,  83 
Am.  St.  Rep.  642,  45  Atl.  995. 
•Report  of  later  appeal  in  Doremus  v.  Paterson,  63  N.  J.  L.  606,  52  Atl.  1107. 
Title  to  land*  under  crater. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Shepard's  Point  Land  Co.  y.  Atlantic  Hotel,  61  L.  R.  A. 
937,  which  holds  title  to  land  under  tide  waters  vested  in,  and  grantable  by, 
state. 

Ijlabillty  "fvltli  respect  to  drainage. 

Cited  in  Kewanee  v.  Otley,  204  111.  417,  68  N.  E.  388,  authorizing  injunction 
against  city's  pollution  of  stream  by  discharging  sewage  therein. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Mansfield  v.  Balliett,  58  L.  R.  A.  628,  which  holds  city 
liable  for  emptying  sewage  into  natural  water  course,  creating  nuisance  as  to  ri- 
parian owner;  Carmichael  v.  Texarkana,  58  L.  R.  A.  911,  which  denies  liability 
of  citizens  calling  on  city  to  construct  sewer,  for  its  negligence  in  construction 
or  operation. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  R.  A.  702)  on  right  of  municipality  to  drain  sewage  into 
waters;   (61  L.  R.  A.  694)  on  duty  and  liability  of  municipality  with  respect  to 
drainage. 
Damaffea  for  overflow*. 

Cited  in  Stevenson  v.  Morgan,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  222,  53  Atl.  677,  holding  dam- 
ages'for  injuries  to  land  from  past  overflows  not  recoverable  in  action  to  enjoin 
future  overflows. 

Rlfflit  to  eroaalnir* 

Cited  in  Speer  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  64  N.  J.  Eq.  610,  64  Atl.  539,  holding  railroad 
company  which  agreed  to  maintain  crossing  for  owner  as  inducement  to  grant 
of  right  of  way  required  to  provide  crossing  after  elevating  tracks,  and  owner 
not  compelled  to  accept  compensation  in  lieu  thereof. 

48  L.  R.  A.  722,  SAYRE  v.  NEWARK,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  361,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  629,  45 

Atl.  985. 
Riparian  rlipliti  •evraffe. 

Followed  in  Grey  ew  rel  Simmons  v.  Paterson,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  389,  48  L.  R.  A. 
720,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  642,  45  Atl.  995,  denying  right  of  riparian  owners  on  tidal 
river  to  injunction  against  authorized  pollution  of  stream  with  sewage. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Carmichael  v,  Texarkana,  58  L.  R.  A.  911,  which  denies  lia- 
bility of  citizens  calling  on  city  to  construct  sewer,  for  its  negligence  in  construc- 
tion or  operation. 

Cited  in  note  (48  L.  R.  A.  702)  on  right  of  municipality  to  drain  sewage  into 
waters. 

48  L.  R.  A.  732,  CINCINNATI  VOLKSBLATT  CO.  v.  HOFFMEISTER,  62  Ohio 

St.  189,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  56  N.  E.  1033. 
Sbareliolder'a   ri^ht   to   inspect   book*. 

Cited  in  Johnson  v.  Langdon,  135  Cal.  627,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  156,  67  Pac.  1050, 
sustaining  shareholder's  right  to  inspect  company's  books,  irrespective  of  motives. 
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48  L.  R.  A.  735,  NOBLE  v.  TYLER,  61  Ohio  St.  432,  56  N.  E.  191. 
Tenant's  action   for   treapass. 

Cited  in  Hillhouse  v.  Jennings,  60  S.  C.  400,  38  S.  £.  596,  Bustaining  actioD 
for  trespass  by  tenant  in  possession  under  parol  lease  for  twelve  months. 

48  L.  R.  A.  738,  CHAMPAIGN  COUNTY  v.  CHURCH,  62  Ohio  St.  318,  78  Am.  St. 

Rep.  718,  57  X.  E.  50. 
Object  of   taxation. 

Citey  in  footnote  to  Dodge  v.  Mission  Twp.  54  L.  R.  A.  242,  which  holds  promo- 
tion of  construction  and  operation  of  sugar  mills  a  private  purpose  not  authorix- 
ing  taxation. 

48  L.  R.  A.  744,  RUNYAN  v.  CENTRAL  R.  CO.  64  N.  J.  L.  67,  44  Atl.  985. 

Report  of  later  appeal  in  65  N.  J.  L.  229,  47  Atl.  422. 
Effect  of  cnatom  aa  to  payment  of  fare. 

Cited  in  Tidey  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  66  N.  J.  L.  384,  49  Atl.  427,  holding  that  reliance 
upon  custom  to  accept  round-trip  ticket  as  two  fares  in  same  direction  shows  ab- 
sence of  intent  to  avoid  payment  of  fares. 

48  L.  R.  A.  748,  JONES  v.  FOREST  OIL  CO.  194  Pa.  379,  44  Ati.  1074. 
statute  airalnat  iraatlnff  saa  or  oil. 

Cited  in  Ohio  Oil  Co.  v.  Indiana,  177  U.  S.  205,  44  L.  ed.  737,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
576,  sustaining  validity  of  state  statute  prohibiting  gas  or  oil  from  escaping  into 
open  air  unless  first  confined  for  two  days. 

48  L.  R.  A.  751,  CREDLE  v.  AYERS,  126  N.  C.  11,  35  S.  E.  128. 

48  L.  R.  A.  753,  DALLEMAND  v.  SAALFELDT,  176  HI.  310,  67  Am.  St.  Rep. 

214,  51  N.  E.  645. 
Duty  of  ntaater  to  warn,  and  aervant'a  aaanmptlon  of  rialc. 

Cited  in  Ross  v.  Shanley,  185  111.  393,  56  N.  E.  1105,  Afiirming  86  111.  App. 
150,  holding  that  workman  may  rely  upon  foreman's  performance  of  duty  to  se^ 
that  place  for  work  is  reasonably  safe ;  Pittsburg,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Hewitt^ 
102  111.  App.  437,  holding  railroad  company  bound  to  instruct  and  warn  new 
employee  as  to  link  couplings  used,  where  patent  coupling  broken;  Browne  v. 
Siegel,  C.  &  Co.  191  111.  235,  60  N.  E.  815,  holding  master  not  liable  for  death 
of  workman  who  fell  into  elevator  well  left  unguarded  in  violation  of  ordinance, 
where  latter  assumed  risk  and  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence;  Chicago, 
R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Cleveland,  92  111.  App.  314,  sustaining  flagman's  right  to 
assume  that  shanty  is  at  reasonably  safe  distance  from  tracks;  Chicago  &  A.  R. 
Co.  V.  Bell,  111  111.  App.  290,  holding  railroad  company  liable  to  laborer  em- 
ployed in  pit  under  track,  for  failure  to  warn  him  of  danger  when  engine  run 
over  pit  to  be  coaled  up;  Chicago  &  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Heerey,  203  111.  504,  68  N.  E. 
74,  holding  instruction  in  action  for  death  of  fireman  from  parting  of  engine  and 
tender,  "that  if  decedent  knew  safety  chain  was  not  coupled,  he  assumed  risk, 
but  if  prudent  servant  would  have  continued  work  under  circumstances,  he  did 
not  assume  risk,"  error  as  confusing  assumption  of  risk  with  contributory  neg^ 
ligence. 
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Annotation  in  48  L.  R.  A.  763,  referred  to  with  approval  in  Long  v.  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  113  Ky.  812,  68  L.  R.  A.  239,  footnote  p.  237,  68  S.  W.  1096,  holding 
riek  not  assumed  by  section  hand  obeying  boss's  order  to  take  hand  car  to  next 
station  to  wait  for  fast  train. 

Viee    prlnclpalvliiy   witli    reference    to    aerTanfa    rank. 

Cited  in  note  (61  L.  R.  A.  620,  642)  on  vice  principalship  considered  with  ref- 
erence to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant. 

Contributory   neffllvenee. 

Cit€d'  in  note  (49  L.  R.  A.  47)  on  contributory  negligence  in  entering  or  re- 
maining in  employment. 

Proof  ofy  and  reputation  for,   due  oare. 

Cited  in  Chicago  &  £.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Beaver,  199  111.  37,  66  N.  E.  144,  holding 
showing  of  due  care  and  caution  essential  to  recovery  for  personal  injuries; 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Oliver,  83  111.  App.  68,  and  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  v.  Keely,  103  111.  App.  209,  holding  that  due  care  of  person  n^ligently 
killed  may  be  established  by  proof  of  circumstances  and  by  presumption  arising 
from  instinct  of  self-preservation;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Prickett,  109  111.  App. 
479,  holding  evidence  of  deceased  engineer's  reputation  for  care,  competent  in 
action  for  death  from  negligent  explosion  of  boiler,  where  fireman  killed  and  no 
direct  proof  possible;  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Kief,  111  111.  App.  360,  holding  proof 
of  reputation  for  care  incompetent  in  action  for  death  at  railroad  crossing,  where 
witnesses  testified  to  facts  surrounding  accident. 

Distinguished  in  Cox  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  dk).  92  111.  App.  18,  sustaining 
exclusion  of  evidence  of  habits  of  due  care,  where  there  is  evidence  of  all  circum- 
stances up  to  instant  of  injury. 

Q,ve«tions  proper   for  Jury. 

Cited  in  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Ryska,  102  111.  App.  366,  holding  questions  of 
negligence  and  assumption  of  risk  for  jury,  where  workman  sent  to  top  of  blast 
furnace  without  knowledge  of  unusual  danger  from  gas;  Colson  v.  Craver,  80 
HI.  App.  103,  holding  for  jury,  question  of  inexperienced  operator's  negligence  in 
working  without  helper,  by  direction  of  foreman;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co. 
V.  Dudgeon,  184  III.  487,  66  N.  E.  796,  holding  question  for  jury,  whether  con- 
ductor should  anticipate  order  to  change  crews  at  place  of  injury;  Pagels  v. 
Meyer,  88  >I11.  App.  176,  holding  that  question  whether  employee  was  negligent  in 
failing  to  clean  away  product  from  machine  when  hurried  by  foreman  is  for 
jury;  Howe  v.  Medaris,  82  HI.  App.  620,  holding  for  jury,  question  whether  what 
operator  saw  and  knew  of  the  danger  would  make  its  disregard  by  prudent  man 
negligence ;  Frank  v.  Beck,  19  Utah,  44,  66  Pac.  419,  holding  question  as  to  negli- 
gence in  ordering  servant  into  place  of  great  danger  to  assist  in  rescuing  fellow 
workman,  without  explaining  dangers  of  situation,  for  jury. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Neeley  v.  Southwestern  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  64  L.  R.  A. 
146,  which  holds  contributory  negligence  of  employee  in  using  defective  ladder 
to  adjust  belt,  after  complaining  to  manager  and  being  told  that  it  was  al? 
right,  question  for  jury. 

48  L.  R.  A.  766,  HENDERSON  v.  HENDERSON,  37  Or.  141,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 

741,  60  Pac.  697,  61  Pac.  136. 
Separation  a^reementa. 
Approved  in  Ogilvie  v.  Ogilvie,  37  Or.  184,  61  Pac.  627,  denying  that  separa> 
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tion  agreement  made  after  wife's  desertion  justifies  inference  of  separation  by  con- 
flent. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Baum  v.  Baum,  53  L.  R.  A.  650,  which  holds  yoid,  separa- 
tion agreement  on  consideration  that  husband  support  wife  and  children,  and 
assign  policies  on  his  life;  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  61  L.  R.  A.  641,  which  holds  void, 
contract  between  husband  and  wife  to  secure  divorce. 

Distinguished  in  Foote  v.  Nickerson,  70  N.  H.  514,  54  L.  R.  A.  564,  footnote 
p.  554,  48  Atl.   1088,  denying  power  to  make  valid  contract  for  separation. 

Power  to  modify  decree  for  alimony. 

Cited  in  Brandt  v.  Brandt,  40  Or.  484,  67  Pac.  508,  holding  statute  retrospect- 
ively cutting  off  accrued  alimony,  within  power  to  modify  decrees  for  maintenance. 

48  L.  R.  A.  770,  FENTON  v.  FIDELITY  &  C.  CO.  36  Or.  283,  56  Pac.  1096. 
Contracts  of  Indemnity. 

Cited  in  Cochran  v.  Selling,  36  Or.  336,  59  Pac.  329,  holding  contract  of  in- 
demnity created  by  agreement  to  save  harmless  against  payment;  Employers  Lia- 
bility Assur.  Corp.  v.  Light,  Heat  A  Power  Co.  28  Ind.  App.  441,  63  X.  E.  64, 
holding  that  contract  for  indemnity  against  claims  for  personal  injuries  attaches 
when  insured's  liability  to  employee  becomes  fixed;  Pickett  v.  Fidelity  &  C. 
Co.  60  8.  C.  491,  38  S.  E.  160,  and  Sanders  v.  Frankfort  M.  Acci.  &  Plate  Glass 
Ins.  Co.  72  N.  H.  493,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  688,  57  Atl.  655,  holding  insurer  against 
employer's  liability  liable  where  adverse  judgment  is  obtained  against  insured, 
although  not  paid  and  latter  insolvent. 

Distinguished  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  244,  57  L.  R.  A.  792,  footnote  p. 
791,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  denying  right  of  injured  person  to  sue  in- 
surer against  loss  through  liability  for  injuries,  after  settlement  with  insured. 

48  L.  R.  A.  773,  WOODS  v.  NICHOLS,  21  R.  L  537,  45  Atl.  548. 
Liability   for  convemioa. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Dean  v.  Cushman,  55  L.  R.  A.  959,  which  denies  liability 
for  conversion  without  demand,  of  purchaser  in  good  faith  of  mortgaged  chat- 
tels from  mortgagor  in  possession;  Oliver  Ditson  Co.  v.  Bates,  57  L.  R.  A.  289, 
which  sustains  lessor's  right  to  piano  purchased  from  retail  dealer  leasing  it,  two 
years  after  sale. 
Meaanre  of  dama^ea  in  trover* 

Explained  upon  later  appeal  in  22  R.  I.  226,  47  Atl.  211,  holding  evidence  of 
the  value  of  the  converted  property  at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  conversion, 
inadmissible,  unless  shown  to  be  in  same  condition  as  when  conversion  occurred. 

48  L.  R.  A.  775,  STATE  v.  DALTON,  22  R.  I.  77,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  818,  46  Atl.  234. 
TradiniP  atampa  and  lotteriea. 

Approved  in  People  ex  rel.  Madden  v.  Dycker,  72  App.  Div.  315,  76  N.  Y.  Supp. 
Ill,  denying  validity  of  statute  prohibiting  use  of  trading  stamps. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Sisson,  178  Mass.  581,  60  N.  E.  385,  discussing,  without  de- 
ciding, validity  of  prohibition  of  use  of  trading  stamps;  State  v.  Shugart,  133 
Ala.  94,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  35  So.  28,  holding  merchant's  issue  of  trading  stamps 
with  cash  purchases,  redeemable  in  goods  at  another  store  after  certain  number 
of  stamps  acquired,  not  illegal;  Winston  v.  Beeson,  135  N.  C.  284,  65  L.  R.  A. 
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173,  footnote  p.  167,  47  S.  E.  457,  holding  that  concern  selling  trading  stamps  to 
merchants  to  be  given  to  customers  to  induce  trade,  and  which  redeems  stamps 
with  articles  kept  for  that  purpose,  does  not  conduct  "gift  enterprise." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Meyer  v.  State,  51  L.  R.  A.  4^6,  which  holds  giving  cus- 
tomers chance  to  operate  slot  machine  and  secure,  in  addition  to  purchase,  article 
whose  value  determined  by  place  where  revolving  wheel  stops,  a  lottery. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Hawkins,  05  Md.  145,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  328,  51  Atl. 
^850,  sustaining  validity  of  statute  prohibiting  giving  of  trading  stamp  calling 
ior  something  uncertain  or  unknown  at  tim»  of  purchase. 

lEievl«l«tlire  povver  and  Interference  inrlth  liberty. 

Cited  in  Crafts  v.  Ray,  22  R.  I.  186,  49  L.  R.  A.  608,  46  Atl.  1043,  sustaining 
exemption  of  private  corporation  from  taxation  for  ten  years  in  consideration  of 
location  of  plant;  Re  Ten  Hour  Law,  24  R.  I.  605,  61  L.  R.  A.  613,  54  Atl.  602, 
•expressing  opinion  that  statute  limiting  hours  of  employment  of  servants  of 
street  railway  company  would  be  valid. 

48  L;  R.  A.  783,  PITTS  v.  RHODE  ISLAND  HOSPITAL  TRUST  CO.  21  R.  I. 

544,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  45  Atl.  553. 
3Inlntennnce  of  Infant. 

Cited  in  note  (57  L.  R.  A.  736)  on  parent's  duty  to  support  child  as  affected 
by  child's  interest  in  trust  estate  or  other  properly. 

48  L.  R.  A.  785,  NATIONAL  L.  INS.  CO.  v.  MEAD,  13  S.  D.  37,  79  Am.  St.  Rep. 
876,  32  N.  W.  78. 

Reaffirmed  in  13  S.  D.  342,  83  N.  W.  1119. 

Followed  without  discussion  in  National  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mead,  13  S.  D.  343,  83 
:N.  W.  335;  Ransom  v.  Pierre,  41  C.  C.  A.  587,  101  Fed.  667. 

-Municipal  bonding  po^wera. 

Cited  in  Pierre  v.  Dunscomb,  46  C.  C.  A.  502,  100  Fed.  614,  holding  that  re- 
funding of  indebtedness  includes  power  to  borrow  money  and  issue  bonds  for 
•corporate  purposes;  Stone  v.  Chicago,  207  111.  504,  09  N.  £.  970,  sustaining  power 
of  city  to  borrow  money  by  issuing  twenty-ye^jir  bonds  to  provide  fund  to  pay 
judgments. 
Creation  or  lln&lt  of  mnnlctpnl  Indebtednea*. 

Cited  in  Cass  County  v.  Wilbarger  County,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  59,  60  S.  W. 
088,  raising,  without  deciding,  question  whether  funding  of  debt  by  issuance  of 
bonds  is  "creation  of  debt." 

Cited  in  footnote  to  South  Bend  v.  Reynolds,  49  L.  R.  A.  795,  which  holds  limit 
of  indebtedness  not  exceeded  by  contract  for  erection  by  individual  of  city  hall 
on  city  land,  with  agreement  to  pay  fair  rental  and  with  option  to  purchase. 
Orovnds   of   eqnl table   Jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  Washington  County  v.  Williams,  49  C.  C.  A.  636,  111  Fed.  816  (dis- 
senting opinion),  majority  denying  equitable  jurisdiction  of  joint  action  upon 
repudiation  of  county  railroad  bonds. 

48  L.  R.  A.  790,  UNION  REFRIGERATOR  TRANSIT  CO.  v.  LYNCH,  18  Utah, 
378,  56  Pac.  639. 
Affirmed  in  177  U.  S.  147,  44  L.  ed.  708,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  585. 
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Situs  of  property  for  taxation* 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Hall  v.  American  Refrigerator  Transit  Co.  56  L.  R.  A. 
89,  which  sustains  tax  on  average  number  of  refrigerator  cars  coming  into  state 
in  course  of  interstate  business;  Cumberland  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  52  L.  R.  A. 
764,  which  sustains  state  tax  on  proportionate  part  of  gross  receipts  of  interstate 
railroad;  Grigsby  Constr.  Co.  v.  Freeman,  58  L.  R.  A.  349,  which  holds  con- 
tractor's outfit  brought  into  state  for  several  months'  use  in  constructing  railroad,, 
taxable  in  state. 

Corporate   taxation. 

Cited  in  note  (60  L.  R.  A.  655)  on  corporate  taxation  and  the  commerce  clause. 
Bllect  of  pnnctaatlon  on  Interpretation. 

Approved  in  Richardson  v.  Treasure  Hill  Min.  Co.  23  Utah,  367,  65  Pac  74. 
denying  that  comma  can  control  evident  meaning  of  constitutional  provision. 

48  L.  R.  A.  796,  OLSON  v.  MINNEAPOLIS  &  ST.  L.  R.  CO.  76  Minn.  149,  78 

N.  W.  975. 
Master's   liability   for  Injnry   to  ser-vant. 

Cited  in  notes  (48  L.  R.  A.  754)  on  servant's  right  of  action  for  injuries  re- 
ceived in  obeying  direct  command;  (51  L.  R.  A.  550,  574,  579,  604)  on  vice  prin- 
cipalship  considered  with  reference  to  superior  rank  of  negligent  servant. 

48  L.  R,  A.  809,  RUGGLES  v.  TYSON,  104  Wis.  500,  79  N.  W.  766,  81  N.  W.  367. 

Later  appeal  in  110  Wis.  577,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  937,  86  N.  W.  250. 
Jurisdiction  as  to  real  estate. 

Cited  in  Ridley  v.  Halliday,  106  Tenn.  611,  53  L.  R.  A.  479,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 
902,  61  S.  W.  1025,  holding  that  chancery  court  may,  in  proper  case,  convert  real- 
ty into  personalty. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Ball  v.  Safe  Deposit  &  T.  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  403,  which  de- 
nies jurisdiction  of  equity  to  permit  future  sales  by  trustee  of  ground  rents,  con- 
trary to  provisions  of  will  creating  contingent  remainders. 

Limited  in  Bloor  v.  Smith,  112  Wis.  347,  87  N.  W.  870,  denying  power  of  court 
to  make  conveyance. 
Interests  of  nnborn  beneficiaries. 

Cited  in  Re  Luscombe,  109  Wis.  193,  85  N.  W.  341,  holding  trustee's  duty  to 
unborn  children  unaflfected  by  consent  to  distribution  by  all  beneficially  in- 
terested. 

Validity  of  tmst. 

Cited  in  Holmes  v.  Walter,  118  Wis.  422,  62  L.  R.  A.  991,  95  N.  W.  380,  hold- 
ing indefinite  trust  not  created  by  devise  to  testator's  wife  in  trust  for  herself 
and  children,  of  all  his  property,  with  power  to  continue  business. 

48  L.  R.  A.  819,  STATE  ex  rel.  ROSE  v.  SUPERIOR  COURT,  105  Wis.  C51,  81 

N.  W.  1046. 
Snlt  hy  state   In  soverelgrn  capacity* 

Cited  in  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Frost,  113  Wis.  655,  89  N.  W.  915,  holding 
state  suing  in  sovereign  capacity  to  be  subject  to  provisions  for  removal  of 
suits  "of  civil  nature"  into  Federal  courts. 
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■Jnriadictlon  of  oourt. 

Cited  in  Lange  v.  La  Crosse  &  E.  R.  Co.  118  Wis.  562,  95  N.  W.  952,  denying 
•court's  power  to  avoid  ordinance  gpranting  to  railway  company  right  to  use 
streets;  Tebbetts  v.  People,  31  Colo.  468,  73  Pac.  869,  denying  power  of  court  of 
equity  to  prohibit  enactment  of  ordinance  granting  railroad  company  right  to 
use  other  streets;  State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  v.  Ludwig,  106  Wis.  236,  82  N.  W. 
158,  sustaining  power  of  supreme  court  to  enforce  jurisdiction  of  inferior  courts. 

Municipal  povvera. 

Cited  in  Kaukauna  Electric  Light  Co.  v.  Kaukauna,  114  Wis.  334,  89  N.  W. 
■542,  holding  that  city  confers  and  limits  franchise  of  using  public  streets  as  gov- 
ernmental body. 

IPonrera  of  board  of  edvcatton  aa  to  tczt-boolui. 

Cited  in  Madden  v.  Kinney,  116  Wis.  569,  93  N.  W.  535,  holding  inexpediency 
•of  bad  motives  of  board  in  making  contract  for  text-books,  of  no  significance  where 
board  of  education  has  power  to  ''establish  text-books  to  be  used." 

48  L.  R,  A.  830,  ILLINOIS  STEEL  CO.  v.  BUDZISZ,  106  Wis.  499,  80  Am.  St. 

Rep.  54,  81  N.  W.  1027,  82  N.  W.  534. 
Amendment  of  pleadlns** 

Cited  in  Wheeler  v.  Castor,  10  N.  D.  355,  61  L.  R,  A.  755,  92  N.  W.  381,  and 
Whereatt  v.  Worth,  108  Wis.  301,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  899,  84  N.  W.  441,  holding 
•discretionary,  power  to  allow  amendnient  setting  up  statute  of  limitations,  same 
as  with  other  defenses;  Post  v.  Campbell,  110  Wis.  383,  85  N.  W.  1032,  sustain- 
ing amendment  which  only  changes  statement  of  material  facts. 

Distinguished  in  Sullivan  v.  Collins,  107  Wis.  293,  83  N.  W.  310,  holding 
-error,  allowance  of  amendment  setting  up  statute  of  limitations  on  trial,  without 
showing  excuse  for  delay,  or  the  imposition  of  terms. 

Title  by  adverse  posseaaton. 

Cited  in  Pitman  v.  Hill,  117  Wis.  323,  94  N.  W.  40,  holding  title  to  wild  land 
by  adverse  possession  established  by  proof  of  assignee  of  government  certificate  of 
-entry  taking  wood  for  own  use  and  payment  of  taxes  for  more  than  twenty  years ; 
Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Jeka,  119  Wis.  125,  95  N.  W.  97,  holding  that  continuous  oc- 
cupancy for  twenty  years  raises  presumption  of  occupancy  under  claim  of  right; 
Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Budzisz,  119  Wis.  584,  97  N.  W.  166,  holding  it  question  for 
jury  whether  acts  sufficient  to  establish  adverse  claim. 

•*—  Tacklnv  poaaeaalon. 

Cited  in  Illinois  Steel  Co.  v.  Bilot,  109  Wis.  428,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  905,  84 
N.  W.  855,  holding  that  two  possessions  may  be  united  in  one  continuing  ad- 
verse possession;  Oldig  v.  Fisk,  1  Herdm^n  (Neb.)  127,  95  N.  W.  492,  and 
Oilman  v.  Brown,  115  Wis.  5,  91  N.  W.  227,  holding  that  land  is  acquired  by 
adverse  possession  where  it  is  actually  occupied,  inclosed,  and  cultivated  for 
statutory  period  under  continuous  claims  with  privity  between  owners. 

48  L.  R.  A.  839,  BRULEY  v.  GARVIN,  105  Wis.  625,  81  N.  W.  1038. 
Yrlvlleved  eonimanlcattona  to  attorney. 

Approved  in  State  v.  Snowden,  23  Utah,  327,  65  Pac.  479,  holding  conversa- 
•tions  with  attorney  in  negotiating  for  his  services,  privileged. 
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Distinguished  in  Koeber  v.  Somers,  108  Wis.  504,  52  L.  R.  A.  515,  footnote  p. 
512,  84  N.  W.  901,  holding  conversation  authorizing  attorney  to  compromise 
action  not  privileged. 

48  L.  R.  A.  842,  BASKET  v.  MOSS,  115  N.  C.  448,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  463,  20  8. 

E.  733. 
Contracts  void  as  m-gminrnt  pabltc  policy. 

Cited  in  Cansler  v.  Penland,  126  N.  C.  795,  36  S.  E.  285,  holding  void,  tax  col- 
lector's agreement  to  turn  over  entire  tax  list  to  collect,  without  reserving  any 
control  over  it;  McNeill  v.  Durham  &  C.  R.  Co.  135  N.  C.  733,  67  L.  R.  A.  250,. 

47  S.  E.  765  (dissenting  opinion),  majority  holding  one  accepting  free  trans- 
portation which  carrier  forbidden  to  grant  not  in  pari  delicto  so  as  to  pre- 
vent recovery  for  injuries  due  to  its  negligence. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Livingston  v.  Page,  59  L.  R.  A.  336,  which  holds  void,, 
contract  by  publisher  of  newspaper  to  use  it  in  influencing  choice  of  delegates,  and 
action  of  convention;  Jones  v.  Dannenberg  Co.  52  L.  R.  A.  271,  which  holds  void^. 
in  hands  of  bona  fide  purchaser,  note  given  to  stop  criminal  prosecution. 

Relation  bctinreca  aherlll  and  deputy. 

Cited  in  Somers  v.  Burke  County,  123  N.  C.  585,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  834,  31  S.  B^ 
873,  holding  deputy's  relation  to  sheriff  not  one  of  agency  coupled  with  an  inter^ 
est,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  tax  lists  after  sheriff's  termination  of  office. 

48  L.  R.  A.  851,  KERSTEN  v.  MILWAUKEE,  106  Wis.  200,  81  N.  W.  948,  1103. 
Subsequent  appeal  in  118  Wis.  256,  95  N.  W.  126. 

Basis  of  aMessmeat  for  local  Impro'vements. 

Cited  in  Friedrich  v.  Milwaukee,  114  Wis.  308,  90  N.  W.  174,  holding  uniform 
rate  per  front  foot  for  lowering  grade  of  street,  arbitrary  and  unlawful 
where  cut  in  places  much  deeper  than  in  others. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v.  French,  54  L.  R.  A.  492, 
which  sustains  paving  assessment  according  to  frontage;  Webster  v.  Fargo,  56^ 
L.  R.  A.  156,  which  sustains  statute  imposing  entire  cost  of  paving  on  abutters, 
according  to  frontage;  Adams  v.  Shelbyville,  49  L.  R.  A.  797,  which  sustains  stat- 
ute providing  for  local  assessments  by  frontage,  with  provision  for  hearing  griev- 
ances before  final  assessment;  Ramsey  County  v.  Robert  P.  Lewis  Co.  53  L.  R.  A.. 
421,  which  sustains  annual  frontage  tax  on  land  in  front  of  which  water  pipes^ 
laid.  « 

—  NeceaaltT  for  benellta. 

Cited  in  Lathrop  v.  Racine,  119  Wis.  475,  97  N.  W.  192,  holding  special  assess- 
ment, levied,  regardless  of  benefits,  upon  owners  along  navigable  river,  to  pay  for 
city's  construction  of  docks  because  of  such  owners'  failure  to  build  them  upon 
demand,  void. 

Cited  in  footnotes  to  Eang  v.  Portland,  55  L.  R.  A.  812,  which  upholds  street 
improvement  assessment,  plan  of  which  not  obviously  shown  to  impose  burdens 
in  substantial  excess  of  benefit ;  Smith  v.  Worcester,  59  L.  R.  A.  728,  which  holds 
conclusive,  decision  of  legislature  that  land  owners  are  within  assessment  district 
benefited  by  sewer;  Sears  v.  Street  Comrs.  62  L.  R.  A.  145,  which  authorizes  con- 
sideration of  benefit  to  abutting  property  from  newly  located  passenger  station 
in  assessing  cost  of  improving  streets  leading  thereto. 
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Distinguished  in  Sanderson  ▼.  Hennan,  108  Wis.  668,  84  N.  W.  890,  holding  as- 
sessment purporting  to  be  according  to  benefits  not  overcome  by  mere  fact  of 
uniformity. 

CliaiiKe  of  mtre^t  vntde. 

Distinguished  in  State  eso  rel.  Taylor  y.  Superior,  108  Wis.  20,  83  N.  W.  1100, 
discussing,  without  deciding,  whether  statutory  remedy  for  damages  from  change 
of  grade,  exclusive;  Jorgenson  v.  Superior,  111  Wis.  669,  87  N.  W.  565,  holding 
view  of  premises  and  assessment  of  damages  jurisdictional  prerequisites  in  case 
of  change  of  grade. 

48  L.  R.  A.  856,*FRANKE  v.  MANN,  106  Wis.  118,  81  N.  W.*  1014. 
Rffflit  to  clmrcli  property* 

Cited  in  Cape  v.  Plymouth  Cong.  Church,  117  Wis.  156,  93  N.  W.  449,  holding 
majority  of  religious  organization  withdrawing  and  forming  new  church  of  dif- 
ferent denomination  not  entitled  to  church  property  as  against  minority  ad- 
hering to  original  church. 

Denial  of  corporate  existence. 

Cited  in  Citizens  Bank  v.  Jones,  117  Wis.  463,  94  N.  W.  329,  holding  mortgage 
ors,  by  execution  and  delivery  of  mortgage  to  banking  corporation  as  mortgagee^ 
estopped  to  deny  latter's  corporate  existence  or  capacity. 

48  L.  R.  A.  862,  CARLAND  v.  AURIN,  103  Tenn.  555,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  699,  53 
S.  W.  940. 


RlSlita  aft  to  flo^w  of  ftnrface  waters. 

Cited  in  footnote  to  Brandenberg  v.  Zeigler,  55  L.  R.  A.'  414,  which  denies  own- 
er's right  to  drain  surface  water  from  pond  on  neighbor's  land  by  cutting  through 
natural  rim  of  basin. 

Limited  in  Franklin  v.  Durgee,  71  N.  H.  189,  68  L.  R.  A.  113,  footnote  p.  112» 
51  Atl.  911,  denying  right  to  fill  depressions  in  land,  casting  surface  water  back 
on  highway  to  its  injury. 

I>eflftee'a  action  for  Injnry  to   leaaeliold. 

Cited  in  Morrison  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  117  Iowa,  590,  91  N.  W.  793^ 
sustaining  right  of  lessee,  under  statute,  to  recover  damages  for  railroad  com- 
pany's obstructing  passageway  appurtenant  to  land,  by  construction  of  bridge 
before  commencement  of  term. 

NeceaaltT  of  allegation  of  proximate  canae. 

Approved  in  Beopple  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  104  Tenn.  424,  58  S.  W.  231,  denying 
necessity  of  alleging  that  n^ligence  attributed  to  defendant  was  proximate 
cause  of  plaintiff's  injuries. 
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